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I am pleased to welcome back Leonard
Harris as the book review editor for NPBE.
As many of you know, Leonard has spent
the past year as a visiting scholar at the
University of Addis Ababa in Ethiopia. All
book review inquires should be referred to
Leonard Harris at his Purdue University
address.

This issue of the Newsletter contains a
letter from the chair, and four articles that
are different in focus and subject, although
two bear directly on the issue of race, while
the other two have a more direct concern
with the problem of racism. Following
DuBois, Ronald R. Sundstrom’s article:
“The Prophetic and Pragmatic Philosophy
of ‘Race’ in W. E. B. DuBois’ ‘The Comet,’”
is an analysis aimed at establishing that
‘race’ is a social/political construction. At
the same time, Sundstrom appeals to
DuBois’ pragmatism to establish the
compatibility of DuBois’ persistence in
holding to the notion that there are races,
while races as such are held by him to be
absent from an ontological point of view.

In contrast to Sundstrom’s
characterization of ‘race’ as a social
construction, Earl Stewart and Jane
Duran’s article “Coleridge-Taylor:
Concatenationism and Essentialism in an
Anglo-African Composer,” argues favorably
for essentialist parts in compositions of
music. The work of Samuel Coleridge-
Taylor is analyzed as an essentialist’s case in
point, inasmuch as a “racial signature” can
be identified in persons whose experiences
have not been particularly ‘racial’.

Professor Kumi Ansah-Koi, was a
visiting scholar at my institution during the
1998/99 academic year. During Fall 1998,
he was a student in my selected topic
course on Philosophy and Race. Ansah-Koi’s

paper was written in relation to work
being done for the course. In the paper, he
makes a plausible argument against
American society as being in “bad faith”
with respect to the treatment of blacks. A
book of Lewis Gordon’s was the focal point
for the analysis. I have included a copy of
the syllabus from that course to help to
contextualize the thrust of Professor
Ansah-Koi’s observations . The last article
by Albert Mosley, “APA ‘98 Response to
Professor Louis Pojman’s ‘Why Affirmative
is Immoral,’” resulted from a session
sponsored by the Committee on Blacks in
Philosophy during the 1998 Eastern
Division APA meetings. Mosley gives a
point-by-point rebuttal to Pojman’s
opposition to affirmative action.

From the Chair

Bill E. Lawson
Michigan State University

The Committee continued its focus on
arranging paper sessions for the Eastern
Division, Central Division, and Pacific
Division meetings of the APA. These
included panels on racial identity and
recent social movements, a variety of
author-meets-critics colloquiums, as well
as a session exploring the writings of
Frederick Douglass.

Professor Lawson attended the APA
board meeting in Oakland, California, to
report on the activities of the committee.

Bill E. Lawson and Eric Hoffman
responded to an initiative from the
National Science Foundation. The National
Science Foundation contacted members of
the APA regarding their applying for
research grants. After some initial
discussions, it was decided that a proposal
would be submitted to NSF. A proposal
entitled “Philosophical Explorations of
Science, Technology and Diversity: A

Project of the American Philosophical
Association” was submitted. Below is a
copy of the abstract of the proposal.

Abstract
The American Philosophical Association is
supporting and disseminating philosophical
research on issues of science, technology,
and diversity through a dual program of
commissioned research papers and small
research grants. The focus on science,
technology, and diversity extends
traditional philosophical concerns with the
foundations of knowledge and value into
concerns with the conflicts and dilemmas of
cultural, racial and ethnic diversity as these
concerns increasingly emerge through
scientific and technological development.
Papers will be commissioned through
established APA Committees and presented
in Committee sessions at APA Divisional
Meetings during 1999–2000. A small grant
competition will provide support for other
philosophical research into these issues. The
APA plans to commission 10–15 papers and
to fund 10–15 research projects, with the
actual balance between the two dependent
upon the proposals submitted by APA
Committees and prospective grantees. Bill
Lawson, a member of the Philosophy
Department at Michigan State University,
and Chair of the APA Committee on Blacks,
will serve as Research Coordinator, assisted
by a five-member Advisory Committee. The
Advisory Committee will serve as the grant
selection committee and advise Professor
Lawson, as needed, on the development of
other aspects of the program. Both the
commissioned papers and the research
conducted under the grant program will be
collected into a book, to be edited by
Lawson with advice from the Advisory
Committee. The National Office of the
American Philosophical Association,
including Executive Director, Eric Hoffman,
and appropriate members of his staff, will
handle all administrative work in support of
the program.
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This project has been funded. The five-
member Advisory committee consists of
Elliot Sober, Stephanie Bird, Sandra Harding,
Joe Rouse and Anita Silver. Robert Ginsberg,
Executive Editor, Value Inquiry Book
Series, has asked to be considered the
publisher for the edited papers produced by
the American Philosophical Association
project Philosophical Explorations of
Science, Technology, and Diversity.

* * *
Bill E. Lawson will end his year as Chair of
the Committee in July. Professor Bernard
Boxill will be the Chair of the Committee
beginning in 1999.

Articles

The Prophetic
and Pragmatic
Philosophy of
“Race” in
W. E. B. DuBois’s
“The Comet”
Ronald R. Sundstrom
University of Minnesota

In his 1897 “The Conservation of Races,”
DuBois argued that “race” was a
sociohistorical concept, and that it ought
to be conserved for both cultural and
political reasons.1 This remained DuBois’s
basic position on the ontology and
conservation of “race” throughout his life.
In his subsequent works DuBois did,
however, make minor adjustments to his
sociohistorical conception of “race.” His
sociohistorical conception became more
sociohistorical as he slowly shed his
commitments to “racial” and historical
idealism—ideas he adopted from European,
especially German, historiography and the
Ethiopianism of nineteenth-century
American black nationalists.2 Indeed, as he
matured, DuBois’s social conception of
“race” became increasingly aligned with
another one of his major influences, the
pragmatic philosophy of William James.

“The Comet,” a melodramatic short
story which is included as the tenth chapter
of his 1921 book Darkwater: Voices from
within the Veil, is an exceptional piece,
because it unambiguously displays DuBois’s

view of “race” as a social construct.3

Further, his depiction of “race” as purely
the creation of social forces, in “The
Comet” along with some of his other works
of fiction, in particular his “romance” novel
Dark Princess, offers a prophetic, but also
illusive, humanist vision of the world sans
the veil of “race.” The content and message
of “The Comet,” I believe, displays an ironic
stance towards “race.” A vision, a dark
vision, if you will, that saw through the
pathology and absurdity of “race,” and
sought to display the sickness of the
American “racial” politic.

This prophetic vision is nascent in
DuBois’s works, and all too often is ignored
by his interpreters; as well as by the
interlocuters of the recent debates over
DuBois’s sociohistorical conception of
“race.” This vision deserves attention as it
serves to qualify and inform many of the
ideas he pursued in his nonfiction, such as
his advocacy of strategic separatism and
nationalism, his internationalist project of
Pan-Africanism, his struggle against
colonialism, and his efforts in the
international peace movement.

In “The Comet,” a tail of a passing
comet sweeps through New York City and
nearly kills all the people with deadly
gasses. Jim, a young black father and
husband who was employed as a message
courier for a bank, had been sent to look for
lost records in an old neglected basement
vault, and, thus, escaped exposure.4 The
other survivor was Julia, a young white
woman from a wealthy family, who had
been sealed in a darkroom developing
photographs.5 After they discover each
other, they team up to look for their loved
ones. Discovering some of their loved ones
dead and others missing, and seeing no
others, they begin to fear that they are the
lone survivors. They retreat to the roof of
Julia’s father’s tall business building to
shoot off emergency flares; eventually, they
come to believe they are the only humans
alive on earth.

Afraid, numb from the loss of their
families, and astounded at the loss of
human life surrounding them, they reflect
on the depth of their common plight.
Almost literally having been passed through
“fire,” they are (re)born into a new world:

the two . . . looked upon the
horror of the world, slowly,
gradually, the sense of all-
enveloping death deserted them.
They seemed to move in a world

silent and asleep, not dead. They
moved in quiet reverence, lest
somehow they wake these
sleeping forms who had, at last,
found peace. They moved in
some solemn, world-wide
Friedhof, above which some
mighty arm had waved its magic
wand. All nature slept until—
until, and quick with the same
startling thought, they looked
into each other’s eyes—he,
ashen, and she, crimson, with
unspoken thought. To both, the
vision of a mighty beauty—of
vast, unspoken things, swelled
in their Souls.6

Friedhof and potential lay unlimited
before them. The fire from the sky had
descended, and with the death of
humanity—“who had, at last, found
peace”—the old social order of “race” and
class had burnt away. Death, always a
“leveler,” was now a “revealer.”7 “Human
distinctions now seeming “foolish,” they
see each other with new eyes.8 Julia, in high
Wagnerian drama, experiences epiphany:

A vision of the world had risen
before her. Slowly the mighty
prophecy of her destiny
overwhelmed her. Above the
dead past hovered the Angel of
Annunciation. She was no mere
woman. She was neither high
nor low, white nor black, rich
nor poor. She was primal
woman; mighty mother of all
men to come and Bride of Life.
She looked upon the man beside
her and forgot all else but his
manhood, his strong, vigorous
manhood—his sorrow and
sacrifice. She saw him glorified.
He was no longer a thing apart, a
creature below, a strange
outcast of another clime and
blood, but her Brother
Humanity incarnate, Son of God
and great All-Father of the race
to be..9

Staring off into the sky, Jim sees, in yet
another sensational celestial event, a
metaphor for the lifting of the Veil that has
shadowed his life, and experiences his own
epiphany:10

Dark-purple clouds lay banked
and billowed in the west.
Behind them and all around, the
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heavens glowed in dim, weird
radiance that suffered the
darkening world and made
almost a minor music. Suddenly,
as though gathered back in some
vast hand, the great cloud curtain
fell away. Low on the horizon lay
a long, white star—mystic,
wonderful! And from it flew
upward to the pole, like some
wan bridal veil, a pale, wide
sheet of flame that lighted all the
world and dimmed the stars.
. . . Memories of memories
stirred to life in the dead recesses
of his mind. The shackles seemed
to rattle and fall from his soul.
Up from the crass and crushing
and cringing of his caste leaped
the lone majesty of kings long
dead. He arose within the
shadows, tall, straight, and
stern, with power in his eyes and
ghostly scepters hovering to his
grasp. It was as though some
mighty Pharaoh lived again, or
curled Assyrian lord.11

Jim and Julia turn to each other, and
motivated not by lust, but a feeling vaster
than love—a “thought divine”—move
toward another in an epochal embrace.12

Before they can consummate their divine
relationship, however, Julia’s father, her
suitor, and an anonymous white mob
spring upon the scene. Unbeknownst to
the couple, the world outside of New York
city was spared. Their emergency flares
were spotted by her father and her suitor,
who were out test-driving a new car in the
countryside.

The old world with its “foolish”
distinctions of “race” and class crashed in
around them. The white mob quickly
comes to the “protection” of Julia and
threatens to lynch Jim. Julia, however, has
him spared. Julia’s father, with a
patronizing thankfulness, gives Jim some
money. Jim is left standing as the mob
begins to leave, he stares at the money and
his missing son’s cap that he had retrieved
from his apartment. The story ends with
Jim’s wife appearing out of the crowd,
holding the corpse of her and Jim’s son in
her arms.

Julia is folded back into the world of
white privilege, but for Jim this end is
tragic. He had experienced the world
outside the Veil, but now the Friedhof and

potential he had tasted moments ago
evaporated with the return of white men.
The Veil has descended once more, and
again, he was not of this world, but a thing
apart from it. Worse, in a scene that
conjures up DuBois’s own personal
tragedy, Jim’s son is dead. As DuBois wrote
about his son’s death:

0 Death! Is not this my life hard
enough,—is not that dull land
that stretches its sneering web
about me cold enough,—is not
all the world beyond these four
little walls pitiless enough, but
that thou must needs enter
here,—thou, 0 Death? About my
head the thundering storm beat
like a heartless voice, and the
crazy forest pulsed with the
curses of the weak; but what
cared I, within my home beside
my wife and baby boy? Was thou
so jealous of one little coin of
happiness that thou must needs
enter there,—thou, 0 Death?13

With the death of the boy, the future is
dead, hope is dead.14

DuBois’s “The Comet,” like his 1928
novel Dark Princess, has an operatic story
line and is just as melodramatic.15 DuBois
was a fan of nineteenth-century Germanic
Volk mythmakers such as Wagner, and
much of that genre has influenced DuBois’s
style.16 Wagner and Goethe’s mythical style
fit well with the Etiopianist messages and
themes in “The Comet.”

DuBois’s Ethiopianism differs,
however, from orthodox Ethiopianism in
that the utopian vision it offers does not
involve the uplift of only Africa and its
peoples; rather, in “The Comet” human
distinctions are portrayed as “foolish,” and,
if Jim and Julia were the lone surviving
humans, the distinctiveness of Africa and its
peoples would have been extinguished.17

DuBois’s unorthodox Ethiopianism in “The
Comet” parallels his growing disavowal of
his earlier idealistic notion of “race.”18 In his
“The Conservation of Races,” DuBois argues
that although we need to end “racial”
hierarchy, we ought to conserve “race” for
cultural as well as political reasons. The
message of “The Comet,” in contrast, is:
“Race” is foolish, artificial, and the world
would be better without it.19

DuBois’s depiction of “race” in the
story implies an ontology of “race” as a
socially constructed category. In the

“Conservation of Races,” DuBois defines
“race” as:

a vast family of human beings,
generally of common blood and
language, always of common
history, traditions and impulses,
who are both voluntarily and
involuntarily striving together
for the accomplishment of
certain more or less vividly
conceived ideals of life.20

To his basically sociohistorical
definition DuBois adds the idealist notion
that “races” have in common “voluntary”
and “involuntary” strivings, as well as
“more or less vividly conceived ideals of
life.”21 In “The Comet” there is none of this.
In the story, “race” and class distinctions
are depicted solely as the construction of
human society. Without society and its
“racial” and class politic, Jim and Julia, as
they recognize, are “raceless” and classless.
Alone on top of her father’s office building
experiencing their respective epiphanies,
“race” and class are not facts about Jim,
Julia, or the world. When the world
returns, “race” and class return. In this
story DuBois has presented a conception of
“race” that is entirely the result of social
forces—primarily human intentions and
institutions. DuBois’s message is simple and
clear: Without social forces, social
categories, such as “race” and class are no
more.22

Unlike his earlier sociohistorical
conception of “race,” which was infused
with idealism, the ontology of “race”
DuBois presents in “The Comet,” and in
Dark Princess, also draws more from
William James, a friend, teacher, and major
influence in DuBois’s intellectual
development.23 According to James’s
pragmatic philosophy, the uniquely human
project of classification is dependent on
human interests. Rather, we carve up the
world the way we want it carved up, and
not because it was somehow “cosmically”
meant to be carved up that way. In the
words of James: “What shall we call a thing
anyhow? It seems quite arbitrary, for we
carve out everything, just as we carve out
constellations, to suit our human
purposes.”24 At least in regard to the social
identities of “race” and class, DuBois’s
conception is Jamesian; an important shift
from the Ethiopianist and Herderian
ontology he offered in 1897.

At story’s end this opera has revealed
itself as a tragedy. Nevertheless, through his
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pragmatic ontology of “race” and class, and
prophetic vision of the world without the
Veil, DuBois offers a prophetic and
pragmatic politic. “Races” are not to be
conserved in perpetuity for their own sake;
rather, DuBois sees them evolving to match
the needs of liberatory politics. In “The
Comet,” DuBois expresses the political
value of the waning of “race,” and the
political, as well as sexual, union of blacks
and whites (“race” and gender coalition?).

It may be that the tragic ending of “The
Comet” problematizes my interpretation of
this short story as prophetic; however, the
similar stories “The Second Coming,” “Jesus
Christ in Texas,” and Dark Princess support
my interpretation.25 In all three, DuBois
depicts “miscegenation,” and “racial”
hybridity and flexibility as full of political
potential.26 In “The Second Coming,”
DuBois depicts the infant messiah as a black
child whose mother is “passably” white. In
“Jesus Christ in Texas,” the adult messiah is
depicted as a “yellow” mulatto. In Dark
Princess, the hero is a black American, the
heroine a South Asian princess of the
Brahmin caste, and together they have a
child that symbolically unites Africa and
Asia, and is destined to lead the nonwhites
of the world against the whites. Although in
“The Second Coming” and “Jesus Christ in
Texas” the messiahs are black, DuBois
makes a point of displaying their mixed
“racial” heritage as meaningful. And in Dark
Princess, the resulting son is Afri-Asian,
neither black nor South Asian, but something
in between, yet having access and reference
to both Africa and Asia: “Messenger and
Messiah to all the Darker Worlds!”27

What is more, DuBois’s prophetic and
pragmatic philosophy of “race” is displayed
in his playful use of the trope of “darkness.”
As is apparent in the titles, and throughout
the texts, of his Darkwater and Dark
Princess, DuBois used darkness as a trope,
brimming over with “racial” innuendo, to
advocate the political unity of nonwhite
against the hegemony of white supremacy.
“Darkness” for DuBois functioned on the
surface as an evocative “racial” metaphor,
but it also signified his pragmatic use of
“race,” and the prophetic vision and
humanism that informed his use of “race.28

Till the end of his days, DuBois remained
committed to his prophetic and pragmatic
philosophy of “race.29 Discussing the Veil in
his third autobiography, in a passage
remarkably evocative of the closing scene of
“The Comet,” DuBois wrote:

And then—the Veil, the Veil of
color. It drops as drops the
night on southern seas—vast,
sudden, unanswering. There is
Hate behind it, and Cruelty and
Tears. As one peers through its
intricate, unfathomable pattern
of ancient, old, old design, one
sees blood and guilt and
misunderstanding. And yet it
hangs there, this Veil, between
then and now, between Pale
and Colored and Black and
White—between You and Me.
Surely it is but a thought-thing,
tenuous, intangible; yet just as
surely is it true and terrible and
not in our little day may you and
I lift it. We may feverishly
unravel its edges and even climb
slow with giant shears to where
its ringed and gilded top nestles
close to the throne of Eternity.
But as we work and climb we
shall see through streaming eyes
and hear with aching ears,
lynching and murder, cheating
and despising, degrading and
lying, so flashed and flashed
through this vast hanging
darkness that the Doer never
sees the Deed and the Victim
knows not the Victor and Each
hate All in wild and bitter
ignorance.30

Although DuBois remained a nationalist
and separatist, he did not do so out of a
commitment to an idealist conception of
“Race,” but out of pragmatic reaction to
this nation’s relentless racism. His vision
remained broader than the political
choices he had felt compelled to make.

Notes

1. What DuBois’s concept of “race” was in that
essay has been a point of contention. Whether or
not he successfully outlined a sociohistorical
concept of “race” is debatable, but it is
uncontroversial that this was his project.
Moreover, it is straightforward that the reasons he
argued for the conservation of “race” were
political and cultural. See, for example, Anthony
Appiah’s “The Uncompleted Argument: DuBois
and the Illusion of Race,” and “Race, Culture,
Identity: Misunderstood Connections”; Robert
Gooding-Williams’s “Outlaw, Appiah, and
DuBois’s ‘The Conservation of Races’”; Tommy
Lott’s “DuBois on the Invention of Race”; and
Lucius Outlaw’s “Against the Grain of Modernity:
The Politics of Difference and the Conservation of
Race,” and “‘Conserve’ Races? In Defense of W. E.
B. DuBois.” The debate over the interpretation of

DuBois’s conception of “race” and the appropriate
interpretation of this particular work of his is
taken up in my dissertation, “Rending The Veil: A
Critical Look at the Ontology and Conservation of
‘Race,’” which at this time is still in progress. I
would like to acknowledge and thank Bernard
Boxill, Robert Gooding-Williams, Wilson Jeremiah
Moses, Michael Root, and John Wright for the
contributions they have made to my thoughts on
the subject of this paper.

2. For a good discussion of DuBois’s influences,
see David Levering Lewis’s biography of DuBois,
as well as Wilson J. Moses’s “W. E. B. DuBois’s
‘The Conservation of Races’ and Its Context:
Idealism, Conservatism and Hero Worship.”

3. See DuBois’s 1921 Darkwater: Voices from
within the Veil.

4. It is no small thing that DuBois thought only an
“act of God”—the killing off of most Americans,
black and white, could bring to a halt American
“racial” politics. The social forces that hold
together our social identities are a thick web, as
DuBois recognized; only a shift in the social fabric
of some consequence could bring change. Of
course, the image of the comet is playing other
roles in this story. The comet, in various folk
traditions, is a portent or omen of catastrophe. To
various sects of millenarians, it was a “sign” of a
coming apocalypse. In using the image of the
comet, DuBois was referencing the apocalyptic
elements in Ethiopianism that permeated the
“racial” uplift ideology of black nationalists and
“racial” uplift theology of black American
theology: This time water, the fire next time. The
millenarian and apocalyptic themes in the story
also engage DuBois’s belief in the power of death
to illuminate the beauty and value of life. This
belief of his is apparent throughout the fiction and
nonfiction of Darkwater, most directly, of course,
in the essay “Of Beauty and Death.” See Arnold
Rampersad’s discussion of “The Comet” and
Darkwater in chapter 8 of his Art and Imagination
of W. E. B. DuBois.

An important aspect of the comet’s onslaught
is how Jim evaded death. He had been in a
basement vault searching for lost records; however,
while in the vault he happened on a forgotten chest
which he discovered was full of gold. This story
line is evocative of Ralph Ellison’s Invisible Man.
In Ellison’s novel, the protagonist goes
“underground,” hiding in a forgotten basement to a
luxury high-rise to find himself. Likewise, Jim is
“underground,” above him is the bank, full of
credit and paper money. But there in a forgotten
vault, Jim has found real treasure—gold. Perhaps,
DuBois meant this as an allegory for the discovery
of some humanist truth in a forgotten part of
ourselves, or of society, far below the world of
“race” distinctions and wealth disparity. DuBois’s
use of the “underground” image is also evocative of
womb and birth metaphors, which relate to the
general theme of rebirth that DuBois is exploring
in “The Comet.”

5. By making Julia a white wealthy woman, to
appear opposite Jim, DuBois was referencing the
fact that the American “racial” politic is a complex
intersection of “race,” class, gender, and sexuality.
“Interracial” sexuality serves, in this story, as
sounding board for the presence of the Veil. It is
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also important to note that it was a white girl who
first introduced the “shadow” of the Veil in
DuBois life (see chapter 1 of his The Souls of BIack
Folks). In this story, the lifting of the veil occurs
with a white women; perhaps this signifies a
restoration of sorts for DuBois. Thus, at the
intersection of “race, gender, and sexuality, the Veil
both begins and ends.

6. See supra, note 3 (266).

7. See supra, note 3 (268).

8. See supra, note 3 (268).

9. See supra, note 3 (269).

10. In several works DuBois uses “Veil” to signify
the “racial” bigotry that prevented white
Americans from seeing blacks (American or not) as
humans. At other places he is using it to refer to
“race” and “racial” distinctions. DuBois seems to
be doing the latter in “The Comet.” Contrast his
usage of “the Veil” in The Souls of BIack Folk with
his later works, such as Darkwater: Voices from
within the Veil (notice the usage in the title) and
Dusk of Dawn. Also, DuBois frequently refers to
the Veil as something that cast his life in a
“shadow.” See “Of Our Spiritual Strivings” in
Souls (“I remember well when the shadow swept
across me,” p. 8), and chapter one, “The Shadow Of
Years,” in Darkwater. See also Arnold Rampersad’s
discussion of DuBois’s use of “the Veil” in his The
Art and Imagination of W. E. B. DuBois (79).

11. See supra, note 3 (269–70).

12. See supra, note 3 (270).

13. See DuBois’s The Souls of BIack Folk (I 67).

14. The symbolism of the dead man-child in this
story is phallocentric. Despite his early
profeminism, in the fiction of Darkwater, as well
as in the essay “The Immortal Child,” and in Dark
Princess, DuBois identifies the (nonwhite) male
child as a symbol of hope, progress, and leadership.

15. For a discussion of “operatic” themes in
DuBois’s fiction, see Wilson J. Moses’s “DuBois’
Dark Princess and the Heroic Uncle Tom” in his
Black Messiahs and Uncle Toms (142–54).

16. See chapter 6 of Levering David Lewis’s W. E.
B. DuBois: Biography of a Race (Henry Holt,
1993).

17. Contrast the utopian vision offered up by “The
Comet” or Dark Princess with Pauline E.
Hopkins’s orthodox Ethiopianist novel Of One
Blood (1903).

18. This disavowal was never consistent or
complete. In the March 1928 edition of The Crisis,
DuBois’s editorial, “The Name ‘Negro,’” seems to
support his older idealistic notion of “race.” The
editorial is included in The Emerging Thought of
W. E. B. DuBois (55–57).

19. DuBois conveys a similar unorthodox
Ethiopianism in Dark Princess. In that novel,
DuBois’s use of “race” is pragmatic. “Race,” an
artificial distinction to be sure, is used by DuBois
to redraw lines of allegiance and conflict. He seeks
to depict the dark peoples of the world as one in
political strivings, as set against the hegemony of
the white world. Again, DuBois’s use of “race” and
Ethiopianist imagery goes against the grain of
orthodox Ethiopianism, which is limited to, in a
wide sense, Ethiopia and its peoples.

20. See DuBois’s “The Conservation of Races” (485).

21. In the first chapter of my dissertation I argue in
depth for the connection between DuBois’s earlier
conception of “race” and idealistic notions of Volk
that Herder and Hegel supported.

22. In Dark Princess, DuBois writes: “Black blood
with us in America is a matter of spirit and not
simply of flesh” (I9), spirit here having some
connection with his beloved notion of geist,
except it has none of the naturalistic assumptions
that come with Herder’s or Hegel’s use of the term.
Spirit, for DuBois, is created out of cultural and
political strivings. Black spirit, shwarzegeist, is
derived from common experience of being black in
America and continuously exposed to antiblack
American “racial” politics.

23. See Lewis, chapter 5 supra, note 16.

24. See William James’s “Pragmatism And
Humanisne” in his Pragmatism (114).

25. Both stories are in Dark Water. “The Second
Coming” is a vignette that follows chapter four,
and “Jesus Christ in Texas” follows chapter five.
See supra, note 3.

26. Due, perhaps, to his own “mixed race”
background, a fact about himself he does not reject
or is ashamed of.

27. See DuBois’s Dark Princess (311). For
discussions of Dark Princess, see chapter l0, “Dark
Princess,” of Arnold Rampersad’s Art And
Imagination of W. E. B. DuBois, as well as his
“DuBois’s Passage To India.” See also chapter 9,
“DuBois’ Dark Princess and the Heroic Uncle
Tom,” in Wilson J. Moses’s Black Messiahs and
Uncle Toms. Paul Gilroy’s discussion of Dark
Princess in the fourth chapter of his Black Atlantic
is also worthy of note; moreover, his “diasporic”
reading of Dark Princess is similar to my
pragmatic reading.

28. DuBois’s philosophy of “race,” as he would
later develop it in the pages of Darkwater, Dusk of
Dawn, and Dark Princess, first came to him during
his earliest travels through Europe: “On mountain
and valley, in home and school, I met men and
women as I had never met them before. Slowly
they became, not white folks, but folks. The unity
beneath all life clutched me. I was not less
fanatically a Negro, but ‘Negro’ meant a greater,
broader sense of humanity and world fellowship. I
felt myself standing, not against the world, but
simply against American narrowness and color
prejudice, with the greater, finer world at my back”
(I 57).

29. For example, in a speech in Beijing, China,
DuBois remarks to Africa: China is flesh of your
flesh, and blood of your blood. China is colored
and knows to what a colored skin in this modem
world subjects its owner” (407). It is probably the
case that DuBois’s use of “race” was always
prophetic; however, over time, the prophetic uses
that he put “race” to changed (e.g., from
Ethiopianist uses to post-WWII and postholocaust
humanist uses).

30. See DuBois’s The Autobiography of W. E. B.
DuBois: A Soliloquy on Viewing My Life from the
Last Decade of Its First Century (New York:
International Publishers Co., 1968), 412.
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Coleridge-Taylor:
Concatenationism
and Essentialism
in an Anglo-African
Composer
Earl Stewart and Jane Duran
University of California at Santa Barbara

A long tradition in philosophy of music—a
tradition that frequently manifests itself in
our teaching—enjoins us to think of musical
works architectonically, as it were, and to
eschew the notion that works can be seen
on a basis that has less to do with wholes
and more with parts.1 Recent arguments by
Jerrold Levinson defend instead a thesis that
he refers to as concatenationism. Tersely,
this view may be glossed as the thesis that
“large-scale form in music is, at most, of
minor relevance to the appreciation and
evaluation of music. The important thing in
musical comprehension . . . is the grasping of
individual parts as they occur, and the
grasping of connections to immediately
neighboring parts fore and aft.”2

A rather unsophisticated take on the
adoption of this Gurneyesque position with
respect to music might make note of the fact
that it is probably more relevant to the
music of some cultures than others. Thus,
the current battle between the
multiculturalists and others comes up again
here. The concatenationist may, with good
reason, be somewhat at odds with the
musician or musicologist trained in, and
largely familiar with, the European tradition
because it is precisely that tradition that
emphasizes large-scale form.

Levinson wants to defend
concatenationism within that tradition, but
that will not in general be part of our
concern here. Rather, the theoretically
intriguing work that can be done for
philosophy of music based on such a
position may move in another direction.
Recent work in Black culture and African-
derived musical forms has tended to
emphasize the extent to which there are
historically documented elements of such
musical traditions that mark the traditions
and make them readily distinguishable from
others.3 That this may indeed constitute a
type of cultural essentialism is not
particularly controversial if it be
remembered that empirical confirmation of

historically traceable elements goes a long
way toward supporting notions of cultural
essentialism.

What may be less obvious, however, is
that certain debates in philosophy of
music are seen from a different perspective
when the thesis in question is framed in
terms of cultural contrast between non-
European cultures and the original
European tradition. Thus the much-
derided speech mimicry theory set out in
some circles in philosophical debate about
music may be more useful when seen in
the context of a musical tradition noted
for the importance it attaches to the
structure of human speech.4

It will be the thesis of this paper that
the work of the Afro-English composer
Samuel Coleridge-Taylor can be seen from
the standpoint of cultural essentialism,
concatenationism, and use of
representation. Taylor’s work was
remarkable for its time since the composer
did much of his work in London, yet his
themes are identifiably African-derived,
and in some cases, American. More
importantly, perhaps, the use of musical
works that owe at least part of their
provenance to traditions other than the
European tradition may aid us in coming
to grips with the relevance of certain
notions prevalent in contemporary
debates in the philosophy of music. When
Levinson sets out his views on
concatenationism, he notes, with respect
to their origin in the thinking of Gurney,
that the ideas involved are not without
their controversial aspects.

Specifically, he says:

Gurney has fairly controversial
ideas concerning the workings and
limits of musical apprehension,
and the consequences he draws for
the nature of musical form, the
basis of musical enjoyment, and
the grounds of musical evaluation
are striking indeed. Among other
things, there is implicit in
Gurney’s view an important
challenge to the relevance that
musical analysis, that is, analysis of
large-scale structure, can have for
musical appreciation, or the
understanding of music as heard.5

In the next section we will provide a
brief overview of some of the work of
Coleridge-Taylor with an eye toward the
characteristics of his work that merit both

an analysis in terms of essentialism in its
cultural guise and also in terms of the
usefulness to concatenationism.

I
The music of Samuel Coleridge-Taylor
(1875–1912) exemplifies an interpolated
form of representation of essentialist
elements in that the underlying style is
classical. Within this form, however,
Coleridge-Taylor demonstrates a variety of
representational types, and employs them
in various ways and to varying degrees. The
prolific composer left a large body of
work—in pieces such as “Five Choral
Ballads” based on poetry by Henry
Wadsworth Longfellow, “‘Toussaint
L’Ouverture’ Overture,” and “Ethiopia
Saluting the Colors,” which was probably
inspired by the American Paul Lawrence
Dunbar’s poem of the same name, as well as
in the opera “Dream Lovers,” cultural
essentialism is inferred from the titles and
subject matter of the poetry.

In works like Coleridge-Taylor’s
“African Suite,” which included one of his
earliest symphonic masterpieces, “Danse
Negre,” the composer used a highly
animated rhythmic character to suggest
nigrescence or Black cultural elements,
though specific idioms like syncopic
stratification (the use of diverse types of
syncopations) are not found in the melody.
Although “Danse Negre” specifically, and
the “African Suite” generally, do not feature
authentic African-derived elements, the
manner in which this work depicted the
Africanicity suggested by the titles of the
movements was highly noticeable upon its
premiere, as evidenced by the following
quote from a critic of The Times:

An African Suite, with its deeply
poetical “Negro Love Song,” is
worth a good many New World
symphonies, for it has the genuine
national or racial ring about it.6

Perhaps the strongest form of
representation employed by Coleridge-
Taylor, and one which lends itself to
concatenationism because of the small-
scale motifs, occurs in works in which he
used Black folk idioms, particularly African
American spirituals. Compositions
showing Coleridge-Taylor’s interest in the
spirituals include: the overture to “The
Song of Hiawatha,” “Twenty Four Negro
Melodies,” and “Variations On an African
Air.” The overture is based upon a rare
version of the spiritual “Nobody Knows
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The Trouble I See”; it is important to
remember that these are works composed
by Coleridge-Taylor while he was living in
Great Britain, and largely without direct
access to American culture or to a large
body of African-derived culture. That the
Black influences in his works were noticed
and commented upon is therefore all the
more remarkable, and is strong testimony
to the presence of essentialist elements.

Coleridge-Taylor’s “Twenty-Four
Negro Melodies” emanated from a
commission extended by the Oliver Ditson
Company, music publishers from Boston—
more than half of the twenty-four songs
were spirituals. They included such classics
as “Sometimes I Feel Like a Motherless
Child,” “Steal Away,” “Didn’t My Lord
Deliver Daniel?” and “Wade in the Water.”
Typically, the composer set each of the
twenty-four melodies in theme-and-
variations form.

Intriguingly, also included in the
original set of twenty-four melodies was a
spiritual titled “I’m Troubled In Mind,”
which became the basis for Coleridge-
Taylor’s “Variations On an African Air.”
According to W. C. Berwick Sayers,
Coleridge-Taylor’s first biographer, “I’m
Troubled in Mind” was based upon a much
older melody that was:

taken from the lips of a slave in
Nashville, who first heard it from
her father. After the aged slave had
been flogged he always sat upon a
log beside his cabin, and, with tears
streaming down his cheeks, sang
this song with so much pathos that
few could listen without
sympathy.7

Most salient for our claims is the fact
that spirituals, when employed within the
context of Western classical music, are
eminently representational. Their
syncopational character, their
lugubriousness and deep pathos, and more
specifically their pentatonic ambiance,
assure referencing to African American
culture to the extent that all of these
elements were generally recognized
signatures of early African American music.8

Finally, Coleridge-Taylor also
employed from time to time nonreligious
folk material. The most noted example of
this is his symphonic composition
“Bamboula”—this melody, too, was a part
of the original set of the “Twenty-Four
Negro Melodies.” Importantly, the
bamboula was a West Indian dance

allegedly of African origin. The bamboula
melody is often characterized by a precise
rhythm, and the rhythm itself forms the
basis for all the thematic elements in the
composition. The originality of the work
inspired members of the Philharmonic
Society of New York (now known, of
course, as the New York Philharmonic) to
dub the composer, befittingly, the “African
Mahler.”

Although the notion of representation
in music has tended toward the
theoretically contentious, there is no doubt
that Coleridge-Taylor’s music employed an
Africanized representationalism in such a
way that his compositions displayed
culturally essentialist elements. In the next
section we wish to be more specific about
what such an analysis might mean.

II
For the purposes of our argument here,
anything having to do with historically
traceable roots of the Black or African-
derived cultures will be termed essentialist,
especially when the elements employed are
used with regularity, or, as is so often the
case with music, are hallmarks of
significant aspects of the daily cultural life
of a people.9 For the purposes of
establishing an argument that relies
simultaneously on notions of essentialism
and musical representation, it is important
to remember that representation in a music
composition may be said to occur when
specifiable musical elements are arranged
or manipulated in ways that reference
extramusical phenomena. These musical
elements may be harmonic, melodic,
rhythmic, textural, timbral, formative, or
any combination of the previous. The
referenced phenomena may be as concrete
and specific as a cascading waterfall, or as
vague and abstract as a feeling or mood.

Taking together our notion of
essentialist elements of African-derived
cultures and our gloss on the notion of
representation, we can assert that the
representational elements may be either
interpolated into the music, or they may be
stylistically or structurally intrinsic to the
music. Interpolated representation
presupposes the prior existence of a
musical style or structure normatively
different from the one that results when the
referenced elements are interpolated. Such
often happens when Black vernacular
idioms are interpolated into a Western
classical context. When the appropriate

cultural or ethnological signatures are
incorporated into the original musical
fabric, a type of soft essentialism may be
inferred. For essentialism in such contexts
to be unequivocal, however, an essentialist
intent by the composer must be confirmed,
usually by previous statements or actions of
the composer. The latter is necessary
because the simple incorporation of
ethnological signatures in a musical
composition need not abstractly imply
black essentialism.10

If the concepts of representation and
essentialist cultural elements are deemed to
be relatively unproblematic, however, an
exciting area for further theoretical
speculation remains within the framework
of the current growing emphasis on
concatenationism. Is there anything in the
concatenationist position that might
benefit analysis of the work of a composer
many of whose principal compositions are
not essentially European?

To answer this question in the
affirmative presupposes that we agree with
Levinson’s analysis of the work of Gurney
and others who see the emphasis on large-
scale form as a carryover from the then-
current analysis of nineteenth-century
music.

III
To recapitulate, then, lines of argument
with respect to concatenationism and non-
European music converge when we begin
to examine in detail the historical
attributes and characteristics of some of the
work in question. We had originally cited
Levinson as noting, in his delineation of a
concatenationist position, that the crucial
element is “the grasping of individual parts
as they occur.”11

Because of its extensive use of
percussion, vocal effects, and rhythm,
African-derived music immediately lends
itself to a parts rather than wholes analysis,
and we can see this quite clearly in the
work of Coleridge-Taylor, since it is the
move to interpolated effects that allows us
to characterize parts of his work as
culturally Black or African. As we have
stated previously, within an underlying
classical style, Coleridge-Taylor worked
with elements that, taken in their
specificity, constitute cultural statements.
The response of listeners to these elements
highlights the notion that a
concatenationist stance may be one that
transpires naturally as certain musical
compositions are presented for hearing,
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depending, of course, upon the
composition. Thus The Times critic,
previously quoted, is noting the
juxtaposition of “Negro Love Song” with
the other elements of “African Suite,” and is
using that juxtaposition as a basis for the
claim that the composition as it is has a
“racial ring.”12

In attempting to flesh out his thesis,
which is, of course, largely concerned with
the European classical tradition, Levinson
notes:

To grasp a musical work’s overall
form perceptually would require
perceiving in a single mental act the
relatedness of numerous temporally
distant parts of the work. Since this
requirement cannot be met, [this
relatedness cannot] . . . be a primary
object of listener attention. The
conception or imagination of such
relatedness can never be as vivid or
gripping as. . . the perception or
relatedness of parts in a painting at
one time.13

That such a thesis may be controversial
with respect to a work such as Beethoven’s
Third or one of Mozart’s string quartets is
obvious, since there is a long tradition in
Eurocentric commentary that attempts to
tie the arts together. But such a thesis may
find its natural home in work that hearkens
to other cultures, or in work that makes
substantial use of non-European culturally
based musical traditions. Such work is
exemplified by the body of compositions by
Samuel Coleridge-Taylor.

IV
Throughout this paper we have argued that
the work of the Anglo-African composer
Samuel Coleridge-Taylor can be analyzed
simultaneously along two somewhat
disparate—and controversial—lines of
analysis. That his work is culturally
essentialist is not difficult to sustain, since it
is possible to point to the elements in it that
are African-derived or that bear powerful
traces of African cultures. More
contentious, however, might be the claim
that a concatenationist point of view is
valuable or needed to appreciate the work
of a given composer.

In Coleridge-Taylor’s case, however, the
concatenationist view is not only helpful
but virtually required. His work can only be
fully appreciated if seen in terms of parts,
since it is the parts that lend the work its
flavor. Thus a final irony for the

concatenationist is that the work of
composers such as Coleridge-Taylor, who
do not fall fully within the framework of
the European tradition, may be the work
that is most evocative of or supportive of
the importance of concatenationism as an
approach to music itself.

Notes
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2. Levinson in op. cit., 2. Levinson is quick to
note that he is borrowing this thesis from the
nineteenth-century thinker Edmund Gurney.
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Time Warner, 1994, for an analysis of the historic
tracts of West African musical patterns in
contemporary Black American music.
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Bad Faith,
Blacks, and
Disenfranchisement
A Commentary on a News
Report in the Light of Lewis
Gordon’s Book Bad Faith and
Antiblack Racism

Kumi Ansah-Koi
University of Ghana

The News Report

I came across the news report while
surfing the Internet on October 23, 1998.
My boredom and tiredness vanished

immediately as the import of that news
report’s headline registered on my senses:
“Report: 1.4 Million Black Men in U.S.
Cannot Vote because of Felony
Convictions.”1 The import of that headline
took no time to sink in. Most significant to
me was the fact of disenfranchisement; the
high number of blacks involved; and the
reason for disenfranchisement (criminality
or roguery). I was yet to read the posted
news item! What I had seen was only the
headline! Of course, with alacrity I read the
detailed news item for all it was worth.

Later that day I was to read a more
detailed report in the same vein carried by
The Christian Science Monitor. This one
was entitled “Black Men Hit Hard by
Voting Ban for Convicts.” Further
investigations I carried out revealed that all
the major U.S. news agencies and mass
media outlets carried, in varying degrees of
elaboration and analysis, that report
regarding large numbers of disenfranchised
African Americans who lost their suffrage
on account of their criminality. The
Internet report revealed, inter alia, that

• Thirteen percent of black men
cannot vote in this year’s
elections because they are
convicted felons.

According to another report recently
released:

• Some of those 1.4 million black
men are in prison, but others are
on probation or parole or have
served their sentences.

Reports by Human Rights Watch and The
Sentencing Project concluded:

• Nation-wide, 3.9 million people—
or one in 50 adults—are
temporarily or permanently
disenfranchised because of a
felony conviction, the research
and advocacy groups concluded.

• Their state-by-state survey of
voting laws for felons shows the
greatest percentages of
disenfranchised black men are in
Alabama and Florida, where one in
three cannot vote.

The Christian Science Monitor’s report,
(subtitled “In Some States, One-Quarter
Have Lost—For Good—The Right to Vote,
New Study Shows”) was much more
detailed with rather crisp observations
such as:
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• Close to 4 million Americans will
be excluded from the political
process this year, including
roughly 13 percent of the
country’s black adult men.

• In seven states, 25 percent of
African-American men are
permanently barred from casting a
ballot.

• In two states—Florida and
Alabama—nearly one-third of all
African-American men can’t vote.

These are among the findings of a report
released recently by The Sentencing Project
and Human Rights Watch. They call on
lawmakers to repeal felon-
disenfranchisement laws, which in some
states date back to Colonial times, and are
supported in large part because they are
seen as another way to punish criminals,
beyond fining them and locking them up.

Some analysts believe the large-scale
disenfranchisement under way in the
African American community (in
particular) violates the Voting Rights Act
and the equal-protection clauses of the
Constitution. But few elected officials are
willing to take on a cause that would likely
be portrayed by political opponents as an
effort to empower convicted murderers,
rapists, and drug dealers.”2

Background to the Study

As a middle-aged African who has lived
much of my life in my native Africa but who
has a long-standing keen professional
interest in studying Africa and the Black
Diaspora, it was with both great
expectations and considerable trepidation
that I enrolled in a class on Race and
Philosophy. I held great expectations
because the course offered prospects of
helping me come to greater understanding
of the complex challenges and realities of
the Black Diaspora. I had great
expectations also because the course held
the prospect of introducing me to the
philosophical dimensions and ramifications
of race relations in a society in which race
was certainly an important and
consequential mode of social stratification.
But I also had some trepidation when I first
enrolled for the course.

I was not really totally new to
philosophy as a discipline. Long ago, as a
young freshman in university, I had been
offered (and did indeed take) philosophy,

history and political science. It
subsequently became self-evident that try
as I did, I simply could not follow the
intricacies and complexities of Formal
Logic (which was a prerequisite for further
studies in Philosophy at my university). So,
much to my chagrin and my love for the
discipline notwithstanding, I simply had to
abandon the subject at the earliest
opportunity—after the first year.3 Could I
cope with philosophy now? That was the
source of my trepidation. It was with great
expectations, but mixed emotions then,
that I embarked on the course.

Lewis R. Gordon’s Bad Faith and
Antiblack Racism4 and various incidental
and consequential issues it raises,
constituted a main focus of the course. It
was while the class was at the terminal
stages of such engagement that the
American media, in the countdown to the
November 3, 1998 U.S. elections, carried
the news report which constitutes the focal
point of the present study. That news
report, cited above, was very interesting
and remarkable in my estimation. To me it
was very illustrative, in important respects,
of Gordon’s frame of analysis, his concepts,
and indeed the very thrust of that work of
his, which a good part of the semester had
been devoted to dissecting. On first coming
across the news report in question, I
decided to follow through on its pertinence
and topicality and to review it against a
backdrop of Gordon’s analysis and frames
of reference in his work in question.
Therein lies the genesis of the present
study.

Why undertake such assignment? In my
opinion, the timing and high-profile
prominence given in that news report was
very telling; very reflective of the
“condition of relative lack of black power
to represent themselves to themselves and
others as complex human beings, and
thereby to contest the bombardment of
negative, degrading stereotypes put
forward by white supremacist ideologies.”5

Such was the background, or context, of
the news report in question.

The social context was one which
“often associates blackness with bodily
energy, visceral vitality, and sexual
vibrancy.”6 But more of that later; in the
main body of the present work. In my
estimation, that news report (its innocuous
appearance notwithstanding) was itself par
excellence an example of “bad faith” in the
Gordonian sense of the term.

Research Objectives

There is the need to succinctly and
concisely state the objectives and concerns
animating the present work. In brief
articulation, the work’s objectives are as
follows: to examine and review the news
report stated above in the light of the
analysis, conceptual moulds, and frames of
reference offered in Lewis R. Gordon’s Bad
Faith and Antiblack Racism cited above.
The point of such analysis would be to test
the practicality, pertinence, import, and
the utilitarian value of Gordon’s work as it
may be incorporated to throw light on the
issues in question. Towards engagement
with those concerns, the veracity or
otherwise of the allegations of fact
contained in the news report would not be
in question. It would be an axiomatic
assumption in the present work that: a) the
statistics and assertions of fact made in the
news report are true I (though not
necessarily valid ); and that b) the study
upon which the news report is based was
really undertaken and actually carried out
scientifically and in “good faith.” Further
to that, the assumption would be made in
the present work that the news report in
question fairly and accurately represents
the findings and conclusions conveyed by
the study.

Theoretical and Conceptual
Framework

Towards a better appreciation of the issues
and perspectives thematically focused on in
the present work, the point needs to be
made that Gordon’s work in question
conceptually falls within the Existentialist
school of philosophical thought.7 It,
therefore, falls within the philosophical
scope of phenomenology, as opposed to
any other rival school of philosophical
orientation.8 Also, it needs to be stated that
the matrix of existentialism within which
Gordon’s work is carried out, did not start
with him. It has a longstanding history.
Strictly, Soren Aabye Kierkegaard (1813–
1855] is generally recognized to be, as it
were, “the father of Existentialism.”
Gordon keeps faith with him; but his
existentialism is mediated by; reacts to, and
is greatly influenced by the life and writings
of twentieth-century French existentialist
philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre (1905–1980).

Theoretical schemes apart, there is the
fundamental issue as to just what is race. Is
race biological? Or is it, rather, largely a
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political and social construct? Is it instead a
historical construct? or a sociological
construct? Answering that question
concisely is not easy, and my answer would
be manifested in the work. Suffice it to say
now that elements of each of those
contribute to the making of the notion and
reality of race.9

The News Report in the Light
of Gordon’s Bad Faith and
Antiblack Racism
First, just what is “bad faith”? For, as Lewis
Gordon himself notes, exploring “antiblack
racism from the standpoint of bad faith has
received relatively cursory and quite
inadequate attention.”10 From (the Sartrean,
and following from him) the Gordonian
sense of usage, “we can tentatively define
bad faith as the effort to hide from
responsibility for ourselves as freedom.”11 It
involves the denial of choice and
responsibility in a situation where one is
really confronted with the freedom to
choose, and one’s being as freedom is
manifest transcendence. In Gordon’s words,

bad faith is an effort on the part of
consciousness in the flesh to hide
from the anguish of its living as
desire, as an unfulfilled, empty
being, as a being subject to
continuous confrontation with
freedom.12

Bad faith, for Gordon, is acquired either
through transcendence or through facticity;
but, however acquired, it involves a lie to
one’s self : an erroneous but self-serving
(although, indirectly other-serving)
assumption of objectism, or complete
freedom. Racism, specifically antiblack
racism, is presented by Gordon as bad faith
par excellence. He distinguishes between
“strong” and “weak” senses of bad faith. In
his words,

strong bad faith signifies an
individual hiding from his own
freedom. Weak bad faith signifies
the web of beliefs and artifices
that constitute the general spirit
of seriousness that enables the
individual to hide from his and
others freedom with great
facility; it infects the realm of the
social by congealing human
reality with a prevailing,
institutional condition of
unfreedom, of the self-denial and
discouragement of freedom.

Hence we shall also call this
“institutional bad faith.”13

In sum, “weak bad faith is a convenient
context-group denial for individuals to
hide from themselves.”14 A major
contention of the present work is that the
news report under scrutiny constitutes a
perfect example of institutional bad faith
(in the Gordonian sense of usage of that
term) in American society. A glance at the
trajectory of American electoral history is
enough to make the point clear.

Following the forced termination of
black slavery in America, institutionalized
racism lived on in the U.S. in the form of
Jim Crow laws and various Southern
mores. The Color Bar was real, even
though America was touted as a land of
immigrants and a “melting pot.” For a long
while the Color Bar was enough to ensure
the disenfranchisement of American
blacks. Later, when that tide could no
longer hold, the Literacy Bar was used as
the practical means to disenfranchise the
mass of American blacks. Protracted civil
rights struggles which sometimes turned
violent, ultimately ensured legal
desegregation and the full
enfranchisement of the black. Now,
however, through the criminal law and
the back door as it were, the goal of black
exclusion from the center point of
American politics was being realized.
What statutory laws and literacy tests
could not achieve on an enduring scale
was now being realized through the laws
of felony; by “demonizing” the African
American. It is all part of a process geared
at perpetuating an ontological situation in
the U.S.A. in which “blacks serve as
Absence and whites as Presence.”15 In the
antiblack racist setting that constitutes
the contemporary U.S.A., “the white’s
existence is justified, whereas the black’s
existence needs justification. The blacks’
existence lacks something.”16

In Gordonian terms, “the white’s
facticity becomes his transcendence, and
the black’s transcendence becomes his
facticity.”17 Hence the churning and wide
dissemination of such facts as those carried
by the news report; and on the heated eve
of important and decisive elections.

The timing of the report is not
without significance as far as attrition of
bad faith to it is concerned. It is
instructive, in that regard, that the news
report under consideration nowhere
concerns itself with the sociological and

other empirical realities which induce and/
or explain the admittedly high levels of
black criminality. Neither does it focus,
even in the slightest degree, on how to
address an obviously regrettable complex
reality. It is content to merely reduce
blackness to “absence” in the Gordonian
sense by merely brandishing statistics
which confirm and rationalize black
marginality and exclusion in American
politics on grounds of their criminality or
roguery. Given the crucial importance of
the franchise and the electoral system in
liberal-democratic politics, such
disenfranchisement and attendant political
exclusion cannot be said to be insignificant
issues.

Since, as it is in the U.S., “in an
antiblack world the white is superior to the
black . . . that whiteness must be regarded
as self-justified in such a world. This leads
to the corollary that blackness must be
unjustified.”18 Such “unjustification of
blacks” is just what, in practical terms, the
news report as an instance of Gordonian
bad faith, does really achieve!

Bad as the figures and statistical data
offered in the news report are in terms of
their negative articulation of the image of
the black male, one is still struck that
corresponding figures for other social
groups are not offered. What pertains, for
example, for the Latinos, Indians, and the
like? One also needs to note the fact that
the presented statistics do not take due
cognizance of whatever extenuating or
justifying circumstances may account for
that level of criminality from a social group
generally accepted to be the worst-placed
in the American social fabric.

In short, both the statistics and the
news report of which it forms an integral
part, constitute instances of institutional,
or weak, bad faith in American society.
They rationalize the “interpretation of
blacks as Absence and whites as
Presence.”19 They constitute instances of
Gordonian bad faith; the absence of “good
faith.”20 As Gordon remarks, “to remain in
good faith requires realizing the possibility
of being in bad faith.”21 A demonstration of
the bad faith nature of the news report is
the fact that it shows neither awareness nor
sympathy for the black’s “being or
ontological limitation of human reality in
an antiblack world.”22

A comment needs to be made about
the research and advocacy groups which
undertook the study. The same observation
holds for the media which gave their report
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the high-profile attention it did. The
comment is that while not imputing ill
motives to them or questioning their bona
fide intentions, they still stand guilty of bad
faith in the Gordonian sense of that term.

Why not focus on disenfranchisement
and criminality, pure and simple, and leave
it at that to the exclusion of racial issues?
Why give a report on criminality and
disenfranchisement with the racial coloring
and an antiblack racist tinge at that? Why
feed the antiblack racist stereotypes of
black male irresponsibility and roguery by
irresponsibly and perhaps inadvertently
supplying supposedly objective statistical
evidence which, in the event, can really be
accounted for on sociological grounds? For
those reasons alone, they stand indicted of
weak bad faith in the Gordonian sense of
the term; that is, if they acted without any
conscious antiblack malicious racist
intent.23 Weak bad faith is also known as
institutional bad faith. However, if they
acted with malicious racist intent, then
they are guilty of strong bad faith. Other
observations may be made about the news
report in question. Notions of black
criminality are rather widespread and
common — particularly in the U.S.’s brand
of antiblack racism. Some are very subtly
put. The news report in question is a case in
point. Reports like those, their supposed
objectivity and innocuous appearance
notwithstanding, provide the statistical
data to feed such stereotypes and to ground
them on some seeming basis of realism and
hard evidence. They are in bad faith. They
disguise and/or rationalize antiblack
racism. For, as stated above, there are
sound sociological reasons which explain
the truly high incidence of criminality in
black America, which are neither captured
nor indicated in such reports.

It must be stated that antiblack racism
does not, as it were, afflict whites only! As
Gordon points out, “blackness is regarded,
even by the black, as the antithesis of
fulfillment in an antiblack world.”24 What
better antithesis of fulfillment is there than
the resort to roguery and criminality?
Thereby the stereotypes are offered some
confirmation in fact. I might add here that I
wish neither to excuse nor to justify
criminality and roguery!

Conclusion

It is indeed true that “ontological significance
of consciousness precedes the epistemological
question of self-recognition.”25 In other

words, existential phenomenology is a
realistic perspective. In this work, the
Gordonian concept of bad faith, itself
derived from a wider existential
phenomenology, has been used to analyze a
seemingly innocuous presentation of facts
in the form of a news report. Beyond such
innocuous presentation of supposed facts
has been noted the perpetuation of
antiblack racism in an antiblack U.S. What
is the point of it all?

We must again draw on Gordon for the
answer:

The critical ontological role of the
concept of bad faith in the study of
human phenomena is that of a
hermeneutical scheme in which to
understand human beings in the
face of the rejection of human
nature and a reductive view of
history.”26

The concept of bad faith, it has been noted,
is derived from existential phenomenology.
In the words of Gordon, “what existential
phenomenology has to offer anyone
concerned with the study of race, then, are
explanations27 of three aspects of antiblack
racism.”28 Those three aspects are identified
and discussed by Gordon.29 But since they
do not fall within the thematic purview of
the present work, we shall not dilate or
discuss them. It only remains to add that
hermeneutics, clarification, and a
perception based on the twin pillars of a
realistic identification of the issues and the
formulation of workable remedies, seem to
be sine qua non for the resolution of the
reality of antiblack racism in the U.S.A.
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• To throw light on the distinction
between ‘race’ and ‘racism’.

• To characterize race ontologically.

• To assess relations of racial identity and
human worth.

• To undermine racist ideologies.

• To explore possible bridges across racist
impediments
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2. Von Linne, “The God-given Order of
Nature” and “The Geographical and
Cultural Distribution of Mankind,” pp.
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From Bad Faith and Anti-black Racism
Part I: Bad Faith

7. “A Determined Attitude,” “The Irony of
Belief,” “Anguish,” and “The Elusiveness
of Transcendence,” pp. 8–18.

8. “What Am I to Me?” “Taking Ourselves
Too Seriously,” and “The Body in Bad
Faith,” pp. 19–44.

9. “‘Strong’ and ‘Weak’ Bad Faith,” “Some
Critical Remarks,” “How is Bad Faith
Possible?” and “The Question of
Authenticity,” pp. 45–65.
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10. “A Recent Theory,” “Racialism, Racism,
Racialists, and Racists,” and “The
Affective Dimensions of Racism and
Race,” pp. 66–93.

Part III: Antiblack Racism

11. “White and Black Bodies in Bad Faith,”
“Black Antiblackness in an Antiblack
World,” and “Exoticism: Antiblackness
Under the Guise of Love,” pp. 94–123.

12. “Effeminacy: The Quality of Black
Beings,” and “Antiblack Racism and
Ontology,” pp. 124–39.

Part V: Critical Encounters

13. “Ethical Concerns” and
“Deconstruction,” pp. 163–75.

14. “Marxism” and “The Living Dead,” pp.
176–84.

From Keeping Faith: Philosophy and Race
in America

Cultural Criticism and Race
15. “The new Cultural Politics of

Difference,” pp. 3–32.

16. “Black Critics and the Pitfalls of Canon
Formation,” pp. 33–44.

17. “A Note on Race and Architecture,”
pp. 45–54.

18. “Horace Pippin’s Challenge to Art
Criticism,” pp. 55–66.

19. “The Dilemma of the Black
Intellectual,” pp. 67–85.

Philosophy and Political Enlightenment

20. “Theory, Pragmatisms and Politics,”
pp. 89–106.

21. “Pragmatism and the Sense of the
Tragic,” pp. 107–18.

22. “The Limits on Neopragmatism,” pp.
135–42.

23. “On Georg Lukacs,” pp. 143–64.
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24. “Race and Social Theory,” pp. 251–70.

25. “The Paradox of the African American
Rebellion,” pp. 271–92.

Requirements: Term paper, presentation,
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participation. The term paper is 10–12
pages (type-written) in length, on a topic
of theoretical aspects of race as covered in
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to the start of your work on that paper.
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presentation on syllabus topics. There will
be three in-class exams, essay. The last of
the three will be a comprehensive final.
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20%, with presentations at 10%, and
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APA ’98 Response
to Prof. Louis
Pojman’s “Why
Affirmative Action
Is Immoral”
Albert Mosley
Ohio University

In philosophical debates, opponents are
typically expected to “go for the jugular,”
expose the fatal weaknesses of the
alternative proposed, and undermine the
arguments for it. However, from the
beginning I have felt that such an attitude
was inappropriate for the debate between
Loius Pojman and myself. I am touched by
his efforts as an active supporter of, and
participant in, the 1960s struggle for civil
rights, his service as a pastor to an urban
black inner city church, and his belief in a
sense of equal justice for all. Clearly, these
are sentiments I support. To attempt to
seriously undermine such an ally of the past
and potential ally of the future seemed
tragically inappropriate.

As I was about halfway through
crafting my response to Pojman’s “Why
Affirmstive Action is Immoral?” I learnt
with great regret that he had suffered a
stroke. This reinforced my initial
inclinations to try and make our debate
more than a winner-take-all type contest. I
will follow the traditional pattern of
pointing out what I consider to be the
weaknesses in many of Pojman’s
arguments. However, I believe each of us is
attempting to make a serious effort to
appreciate why the other is likely to
continue supporting his position,
notwithstanding the objections to it. In
order to facilitate this, I have arranged the
following in terms of Pojman’s (LP) claims
and my (AM) responses.

LP1: In previous writings I have
pointed out that other groups besides
blacks have benefited from affirmative
action. While I intended this to show that
affirmative action was not just for blacks
and women, Pojman nonetheless
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considered this to be part of the problem.
If, he argues, all groups who have been
harmed by past social actions were
included, we would quickly exceed the
total population. In only nine categories
(blacks, women, hispanics, Native
Americans, Asian Americans, the physically
and mentally disabled, welfare recipients,
the elderly, Italians in New York City),
Pojman calculates that we already have 125
percent of the population qualifying for
affirmative action. Where and when should
it stop? People who have suffered child
abuse may be more needy than poor whites
or blacks. Shouldn’t we include them as
well, Pojman asks? “The only group not on
the list is that of white males. Are they,
especially healthy, middle-class young
white males, becoming the new ‘oppressed
class’? Should we add them to our list?”1

AM1: Professor Pojman needs to know
that, no matter how many subgroups we
distinguish in a whole, the sum of their
percentages can never come to more than
100 percent. It is absurd to suggest that the
groups deserving affirmative add up to 125
percent of the population. More important
is the fact that, rather than being made into
a new oppressed class, white males have
themselves been a major beneficiary of
affirmative action legislation. For example,
requiring the open advertisement of
employment and educational
opportunities increased opportunities for
white males who were not ‘insiders’. Prior
to the accountability reports required by
affirmative action measures, most jobs,
including that as college professor, were
filled by means of the ‘old buddy system’.
Openings were communicated by word of
mouth and decisions made on the basis of
personal recommendations and
evaluations. Requiring defensible
procedures in the award of opportunities
supported by government revenues
reduced nepotism and cronyism, making
opportunities available to a wider pool of
white males. Because white males and
females have the highest number of
underutilized qualified people, we should
not be surprised that they have comprised
the largest number of beneficiaries.2

When Pojman facetiously suggests
whether we shouldn’t include people who
have suffered child abuse, he gives the
impression that affirmative action is based
on the principle that all injuries should be
compensated by the state. But the notion
that affirmative action is based on the idea
of compensating people for any injury they

may have suffered is false. I, as an example
of a supporter of affirmative action, do not
believe that every injury ought to be
compensated by the state. Nor do I believe
that individuals should be compensated
simply because they belong to a group that
has been harmed.

If a rock falls on the head of Mr. Jones, a
man has been harmed. But not all men, as a
group, have been harmed. And no arbitrary
person, merely because he is a man, should
expect to be hit on the head with a rock or
share in whatever compensation might be
owed to Mr. Jones. It is for this reason that
victims of natural disasters, child abuse,
and ‘bad genes’ are also not owed
compensation. In none of these cases was
their misfortune the responsibility of
governmental action at the federal, state,
and local levels.3

The Jones example is a red herring
because it misdirects our attention from
the kind of harm that, though suffered by a
particular person, is aimed at affecting all
members of a certain group. The rock that
hits Jones in the head need not have been
intended for a male. It may have simply
fallen, without being aimed towards
anybody at all, least of all a person who
happens to be a male. On the other hand,
the rock that landed on the head of an
anonymous black person’s head during the
Irish riots against the draft in 1863 would
have been aimed at any black person’s head
that offered a suitable target. In this sense,
that particular black person’s being hurt by
a rock was different from Jones being hurt
by a rock. Every black person felt more
vulnerable as a result of this black person’s
injury, but every male need not have been
threatened by Jones’ injury. Likewise,
refusing a black person a job or a loan
because of that person’s race harms that
person, but it is also a harm directed at all
black persons, informing them of the
intention of the responsible agent to deny
their attempt to gain the opportunities in
question.4

LP2: Pojman advocates a “Universal
Humanity Model of Justice” in which “We
are all, first and foremost, children of God,
brothers and sisters, not black or white or
Hispanic.” This model, he claims, is “color-
blind and gender-blind.”5

AM: But if Pojman recognizes “brothers
and sisters,” he cannot be gender blind.
Clearly he is making a distinction on the
basis of gender, even if he prefers not to
recognize that he is making the distinction.
What he is advocating is not gender and

race blindness, but that gender and race not
be used in making current decisions about
who gets what opportunities. As has been
often pointed out, the trouble with policies
that advocate color and gender neutrality is
that they tend to cover over the effects of
covert racial and gender discrimination
while prohibiting the overt use of those
categories to correct for the effects of past
and present discrimination. This becomes
evident in Pojman’s ambivalent support for
what he calls “Procedural Affirmative
Action.”

LP3: Procedural affirmative action
“requires that special attention be given to
insure that everything reasonable is done to
recruit and support people who have
hitherto been excluded from opportunities
and positions, such as qualified minorities
and women.” While Pojman purports to
support procedural affirmative action, he
regrets that it “tends to slip into
Preferential Affirmative Action.”6

AM3: But this tendency is inherent in
the problem of how even procedural
affirmative action is to be possible if we are
truly color and gender blind? If we are to
take race and gender into account in
attempting to recruit and support qualified
minorities and women, then the question
can no longer be whether it should be done
but only how it should be done.

LP4: As examples of how it should be
done, Pojman disparages the notion of
disparate impact and the use of timetables
and goals introduced by the Philadelphia
Plan as decisive blows to the ‘color-blind’
ideal. Pojman’s ambivalence on whether
anything ought to be done is again shown
by his characterization of attempts to
ensure that qualified blacks are given
employment, educational, and investment
opportunities as “a new form of racism—
positive, benign preferential treatment.”7

AM4: Does this mean that, for Pojman,
the underutilization of blacks at the lowest
levels of construction work (e.g., by
requiring a recommendation by someone
already on the job or a high school diploma)
is not to be considered an illegitimate form
of racial discrimination? If so, then his color
blindness goes much further than opposing
affirmative action and suggests an
opposition to antidiscrimination laws in
general. Is this Pojman’s position?

LP5: Pojman writes that several
senators opposed the 1964 Civil Rights Act
because they feared it might lead to
preferential treatment for blacks.8



14

The APA Newsletter on Philosophy and the Black Experience, Fall 1999

B
l

a
c

k
 E

x
p

e
r

ie
n

c
e

AM5: But he fails to point out that most
of these senators were from southern states,
voted in by constituencies that denied
blacks the right to vote, the right to equal
employment opportunities, and the right to
an equal education. These constituencies
were concerned that they not be required to
compensate blacks for the past 350 years of
exploitation, and fought to eliminate all
provisions that might be used in that
manner. These are exactly the claims
Pojman recognizes to have the most merit,
but which, in his view, fail nonetheless.

LP6: Pojman characterizes the
“Compensation Argument” as follows:
Because “historically blacks have been
wronged and severely harmed, white society
should compensate blacks for the injury
caused them. Reverse discrimination in
terms of preferential hiring, contracts, and
scholarships seemed a fitting way to
compensate for the past wrongs.”

AM6: Pojman, by labeling race
conscious measures as ‘preferential
treatment and reverse discrimination’,
implicitly assumes what he is supposed to
establish: that barely qualified blacks are
typically being given preference over
superbly qualified whites, as an expression
of a preference for blacks.9 By stressing the
difference between the qualifications of
typical black and white candidates, Pojman
downplays the 350 years of differential
treatment between blacks and whites that is
the compensated.

LP7: Pojman finds that “Southern States
with Jim Crow laws could be accused of
unjustly harming blacks, but it is hard to see
that the United States government, though
sanctioning slavery before 1863 and Jim
Crow laws in the South, was directly
involved in doing so. Much of the harm done
to blacks was the result of private
discrimination, rather than state action.”10

AM7: As a matter of historical fact, it
was not just southern, but northern states as
well that had Jim Crow laws and practices.
As for the federal government, isn’t
supporting slavery and Jim Crow laws and
practices enough to be liable? Given the
enormous power of the federal government,
its practice of denying educational,
employment, and investment opportunities
to blacks magnified the effect of private
discrimination.11

LP8: Pojman objects that even if
compensation is owed, affirmative action in
employment and education might not be
the best form of compensation; “The usual
practice of a financial payment . . . seems

more appropriate than giving a high level
job to some unqualified, or only minimally
qualified, who, speculatively, might have
been better qualified had he not been
subject to racial discrimination.” Judith
Jarvis Thompson argues that money will
more easily slip through the hands of the
undereducated, but skills acquired are a
more lasting investment. While
acknowledging that “this may be true,”
Pojman argues that “financial payments
have the advantage of spreading the costs
more justly through society, rather than
burdening a new group of presumably
innocent victims.”

AM8: But this manner of spreading the
costs is in the interests of the beneficiaries
of the past, not the victims. In the long
run, the victims will have less value from a
cash payment than they would have from
an investment in their human capital.

LP9: More importantly, Pojman holds
that even if white males have benefited
from past wrongs, “Sometimes a wrong
cannot be compensated, and we just have
to make the best of an imperfect world.”12

AM9: One wonders why the converse
isn’t also true: Sometimes we have to
make the best of an imperfect solution,
and compensate those who have been
harmed by taxing innocent beneficiaries of
that harm, some more than others.

LP10: Pojman concludes that
affirmative action is immoral because
“society has given people expectations
that if they attain certain levels of
excellence they will be rewarded
appropriately and filling the most
important positions with the best
qualified is the best way to ensure
efficiency.”13

AM10: However, I am at a loss to
understand why Pojman would conclude
that policies are immoral which seek to
honor the obligation to compensate
victims of an egregious injury by the state.
When a duty to compensate victims
conflicts with a duty to reward excellence,
why is it immoral to choose to honor the
former rather than the latter?

Despite having pointed out these
many problematic aspects of Professor
Pojman’s arguments, I suspect that he
might remain undeterred in defense of his
position. More than likely, he would
respond in kind, pointing out what he
considers to be the many weaknesses in
my defense of affirmative action.
Considering that every position has its
unanswered and unanswerable questions,

its limitations and pitfalls, I am concerned
that a strategy of claims and criticisms may
get us nowhere.

To get somewhere, I believe we must
first recognize that our positions involve
considerations of more than a purely
intellectual nature. We can see this in
Pojman’s account of having been refused a
position because a prospective department
thought he was black when in fact he was
white. In footnote 15 of his paper, Pojman
writes:

“To get a sense of the injustice of
treating white males, rather than blacks, as
the oppressed class, consider the following
letter to an unsuccessful white candidate:

Dear Mr. White,

We regret to inform you that your
application for the position of
assistant professor of philosophy at
our university has been rejected.
We want to thank you for your
interest in our university. Please do
not take this rejection personally
or as an indication of contempt.
We respect you very much and are
most impressed by your
credentials. You’ve graduated first
in your class, spent five hard years
getting your Ph.D., have won a
graduate student teaching award,
and have two publications in
prestigious, peer-reviewed
journals. Most impressive. In fact,
based on your application and
references, the committee wants
you to know that you are the best
scholar and teacher applying for
the job. Unfortunately, our social
goals, reflected in our Affirmative
Action policy, which directs us to
hire minimally qualified minorities
and women in preference to white
males, simply do not allow us to
hire a white male at this time.

Sincerely Yours,

While he received no such letter, Pojman
confides that such sentiments were
communicated to him verbally when he
was passed over for a position. Pojman
argues that it is “disrespectful to hire Mr.
Black over Mr. White when Mr. White is
more qualified—on the grounds that Mr.
Black’s parents were discriminated against
or because the college wants black role
models for black students.”14 As with his
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disparagement of practices that have a
disparate impact on underrepresented
groups, Pojman shows no concern for how
seemingly innocuous, ‘color-blind’
qualifications have concealed hidden biases
that skew opportunities in the direction of
one group rather than another. Moreover,
he gives no reasons why the fact that B’s
parents were discriminated against and
that B needs black role models should be
irrelevant to the admission and hiring
choices made by the university. If B’s
parents were denied admission on the basis
of race and W’s parents were admitted on
the basis of race, why is that not relevant
now in choosing between B and W? Where
B and W have equivalent profiles, Pojman
has stated that it would be appropriate to
use race as a tiebreaker. Should this occur,
why must either party have been
disrespected?

Pojman misrepresents policies that
take race into consideration by posing
them as a choice between a highly qualified
white candidate and a minimally qualified
black candidate. Instead, let us assume that
I was the black philosopher that also
applied for the job that Pojman had applied
for. After teaching at HBCUs for twenty
years, I was not as qualified nor as cheap as
a newly minted Ph.D. with recent
publications. Should I have gotten the job
rather than Pojman? I think there are good
reasons why I should have. Should I have
gotten the job rather than the daughter of
an impoverished coal miner? There are
good reasons why I probably should not
have, especially at a university in the
middle of Appalachia.

Finally, let me address the perception
by white males that they are being
discriminated against. One of the best
analogues of this is as follows: Suppose a
parking lot has 100 parking spaces and
there are 200 motorists looking for a
parking space. If 5 percent of the
population is disabled and one space is
reserved for the disabled, then when the lot
is full, 91–100 able-bodied motorists will
see the spot reserved for the disabled as one
that, were it not for the disability
restriction, they might be occupying.15 Each
of these able-bodied motorists might feel
that they had been discriminated against
because they were normal. But this feeling
would be unwarranted because even if the
restricted spot were made available to them,
there would still be 91–100 able-bodied
motorists without a parking space. The
point of this example is to illustrate that,

despite their intensity, not all feelings are
warranted by the facts of the situation.16

This is especially apropos if the legislation
reserving a space for the disabled also
prohibited the parking lot attendant from
reserving spaces for cronies.

In the end, I hope Professor Pojman is
able to see that the peculiar history of
blacks, Native Americans, Hispanics, and
women in this country has created special
social obligations to broaden opportunities
for those groups. How to do this is a matter
of circumstance. Unlike with my parking
space example, it is my stated belief that
neither race nor gender is a sufficient
condition for being granted an
opportunity, and that solutions to
historical patterns of discrimination should
be narrowly tailored to meet the exigencies
of the situation.17

Notes

1. P. 13

2. LP objects, nonetheless, that, though whites may
be the greatest beneficiaries of affirmatvive action,
the percentage of whites that occupy such
positions has decreased. For LP, that drop is the
result of unfair preferences for minorities and
women.

3. In an earlier paper, I distinguish between
compensation as welfare and compensation as
restitution. The state may provide insulin to
diabetics to help compensate for their inability to
produce insulin, but this is welfare, not restitution.

4. See my distinction between manifest and. latent
harm in *

5. P. 1

6. P. 5

7. P. 5

8. P. 1

9. LP asks: “Should we hire (or admit into
professional schools) minimally qualified AA
candidates over better qualified candidates because
they have suffered injustice as individuals or
because they belong to a group that has suffered?”
*

10. P. 6

11. Two minor claims and responses:
For LP, demands by blacks are not valid

because they do not fit the exemplary pattern of
compensation in tort law, where “we think of
compensation as owed by a specific person A to
another person B when A has wronged in a specific
way C.” But this ignores the treatment of
corporations and nations as possible recipients of
compensation, and ignores harms such as
pollution which are not specific to specific
individuals.

His third objection to the compensation
argument is that tort law only allows payments to
the victim, not to the descendants of the victim.
But this is false. Tort law allows payment to the
estate of the victim, even though the victim may
no longer be alive.

12. P. 10

13. P. 10

14. P. 8

15. There would be 190 able bodied motorists. In
their best scenario, 99 of them would get a spot
and one would go to the disabled. This would leave
91 able-bodied motorists without spots. In their
worst case scenario, all 10 disabled people would
get a spot, leaving 90 of the able with spots and
100 of the able without spots.

16. Though Mr. A may feel jealous because Mrs. A
is involved in an intense conversation with a
handsome young man, his fear of losing his wife’s
affection may be unwarranted. And that warrant is
contingent on the facts of the situation.

17. Even in the parking lot example, being disabled
is not a sufficient reason for occupying the
reserved spot. One must also be using the parking
space for the purpose of the lot.

How a remedy is tailored is again a matter to
be determined by the circumstances. We can
imagine, in a zero sum game, having to choose
between LP and AM for a position of a lifeboat,
and AM arguing that AM should get the option
because society owes black people for slavery,
segregation, and continuing racial discrimination.
In such life-threatening situations, I would disagree
with AM. But in less extreme cases, I would be
more inclined to agree.

Announcements

Calls for Papers

Conference on African Philosophy: The

Next Fifty Years  (In conjunction with the
Seventeenth Annual Hanna Lecture at
Hamline University)

Deadline March 1, 2000
Conference Date: April 27–29, 2000

The Conference on African Philosophy: The
Next Fifty Years invites paper abstract
submissions for the meeting to be held
April 27–29, 2000. The conference is
sponsored by the Department of
Philosophy, Hamline University, Saint
Paul, Minnesota. Submit a double-spaced
abstract between 750 and 1,000 words.
Each submission should also have a cover
page that includes personal information, an
exact word count for the abstract, an e-
mail address, and be postmarked by March
1, 2000. Send submissions to Prof. Samuel
Imbo, Hamline University, 1536 Hewitt
Avenue, Box 219, St. Paul, MN 55104, or e-
mail your abstracts to <imbo@hamline.edu>.
We also wish to hear from those interested
in chairing a session.

Those whose papers are accepted will
be notified by March 15, 2000. Limited
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travel stipends are available for presenters in
Africa and the Caribbeans. The conference
will be held on the campus of Hamline
University. For more information, contact
Professor Imbo. Updated information about
the conference will be available in future
announcements.

The conference encourages paper
submissions related to its forward-looking
theme. Specific topics include:
• The state of the discipline (African

philosophy at the start of the new
millenium);

• Connections between African
philosophy and the larger discipline
(challenges of assimilation or
accommodation);

• Feminist contributions to African
philosophy;

• Developing subfields within African
philosophy (ethics, political theory,
epistemology, metaphysics);

• Linkages between African and African
American experiences;

• Insiders and outsiders (challenges of
diversity);

• Religious contributions to African
philosophy;

• Strategies and hopes for the future.
The Paul Robert and Jean Shuman Hanna
Lectureship in Philosophy was created in
1982 to bring a distinguished teacher and
scholar in philosophy, of national or
international reputation, to Hamline
University. The seventeenth annual Hanna
Lecture and keynote address for the
conference will be delivered by Professor
Kwasi Wiredu. Prof. Wiredu’s topic will be
“Free Will as an Ideal: An African
Viewpoint.”

Contemporary Justice Review
Guest editors of a special issue of the
Contemporary Justice Review, Gale Burford
and Joe Hudson, are pleased to announce a
call for papers on “The Restorative Justice
Program as a Demonstration Project.”
The editors are looking for papers that
describe the operations of restorative justice
programs (e.g., peacemaking circles, victim-
offender mediation, family group
conferencing, and victim-offender
reconciliation programs), that illustrate
how such projects embody restorative

justice principles, and that show how
such programs have implications for
adoption elsewhere.

Papers accepted for publication will
be expected to address the following:

(1) the restorative nature of the
program and how it differs from a
punitive or treatment response to
harm;

(2) the eligible population of persons
accepted for the program and the basis
on which eligibility decisions are
made;

(3) a description of the way the needs
of all persons associated with the
program are served, those responsible
for the harm done, those who have
been harmed, and the significant
others of each;

(4) the key staff involved in the
process, their roles, responsibilities
and the nature of their participation in
the restorative process from admission
to discharge;

(5) the key implementation problems
experienced by the program; and

(6) how the program demonstrates a
potential for implementation
elsewhere.

Those interested in contributing to the
issue should send an abstract (fewer than
150 words) before March 1, 2000 to:

Gale Burford
Department of Social Work
University of Vermont
Burlington, VT 05405
Phone: 802-656-9661/8800
FAX: 802-656-8565

Those whose papers have been accepted
will be notified by April 1, 2000. Final
papers are due to the editors by September
1, 2000.
For more detailed information on the
Contemporary Justice Review, see the
journal’s Notes for Contributors on the
Gordon and Breach home page at http://
www.gbhap.com, or contact Dennis
Sullivan, Editor, Contemporary Justice
Review, 14 Voorheesville Avenue,
P.O. Box 262, Voorheesville, NY 12186
USA; Phone: 518-765-2468; e-mail:
gezellig@global2000.net.
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Philosophy and Computers

From the Editor

Jon Dorbolo
Oregon State University

Communication is the heart of scholarship.
It is easy to picture scholarship as a solitary
pursuit; the scientist alone in the lab, the
professor poring over dusty tomes in the
library, Descartes in his well-heated room
alone with his demons.  Still, the end
product of scholarly research is the
publication and that is intended for an
audience, however small and obscure.

Philosophical scholarship requires our
reading and commenting on the work of
others.  Thus, the means of communication
will have significant impact on the forms
and directions of scholarly pursuits.  We are
in a time of extraordinary changes in the
means of communication, largely due to
computers.  Wise scholars will attend to
those changes and gain from them.

Conferences are among the main
modes of scholarly communication.
Transportation technology has made large-
scale national and international meetings a
reality in this century.  A conference of
importance to all interested in those areas
of thought common to this newsletter is
the annual Computers and Philosophy
conference (CAP) co-sponsored by the APA
Committee on Philosophy and Computers
and the Department of Philosophy at
Carnegie Mellon University.  Robert
Cavalier has done a terrific job the last 13
years in making CAP a premier venue for
philosophers, computer scientists, and
cognitive scientists.

This year the conference was held
August 5–7, 1999, at the Carnegie Mellon
University (CMU) campus, Pittsburgh, PA.
In keeping with the spirit of investigating
innovative technology, this year CAP will
become digitally extended via a live video
link with Oregon State University (OSU).

Using PictureTell compressed video, OSU
participants attended the CMU meeting.
The opening session of CAP was a series of
speakers on “Multimedia Authoring and
Digital Video.”  Actually using a digital
video medium to present and broadcast
discussion of these topics demonstrates
how seriously CAP takes its role in putting
ideas to the test.  The keynote address,
Authentic Intentionality, was given by John
Haugeland of the University of Chicago.  He
is editor of Mind Design (1981) and Mind
Design II (1997), and author of Artificial
Intelligence: The Very Idea (1985), and is
working on a book about Heidegger.  The
keynote was attended by an audience in
Oregon via video.

Being able to attend an event from a
location 3,000 miles away is a powerful
indicator of the changes occurring in
communication.  PictureTell is a
compressed video medium similar to that
used to transmit video from space missions.
The form being used at CAP transmits over
telephone lines.  The units are cheap and
portable enough to be practical for many
institutions and PictureTell sessions can be
broadcast multipoint, allowing several
different sites to conference together.  An
international multipoint broadcast is a goal
for CAP 2000.  It is likely that other
conferences will start using these
capabilities to extend the reach of scholarly
communications.  This will change the
economics of conference participation and
bring new voices to the discussion.
Effective presenting by video is different
from live performance, and new techniques
for communicating abstract and complex
ideas will surely evolve.  This innovation at
CAP is an event worth noting and will be
covered well in the next volume of
Philosophy and Computers.

eJournals (electronic jounals) are a
crucial aspect in the shifts in academic
communication. Robert Causey’s ongoing
investigation into the developments of

eJournals is an excellent source of
information as to the developing character
of scholarship.

Four distinct and thoughtful views
about using internet technology for
teaching philosophy grace the Teaching in
Cyberspace section.  These articles include
criticism of web-based teaching as well as
techniques for practical implementation.

Self-criticism and engagement are clear
indicators of a healthy academic discourse.
We invite all concerned with the issues at
the convergence of philosophy and
computers to join our discussion in these
pages.

Editorial Board

Jon Dorbolo, Editor
Oregon State University
Jon.Dorbolo@orst.edu
dorboloj@ucs.orst.edu
<ucs.orst.edu/~dorboloj>

Bill Uzgalis, Associate Editor
Oregon State University
Wuzgalis@orst.edu

Larry Hinman, Internet Resources Editor
San Diego State University
hinman@acusd.edu

Robert L. Causey, Web Site Search Editor
Universtity of Texas, Austin
rlc@cs.utexas.edu

Ron Barnette, Teaching in Cyberspace Editor
Valdosta State University
rbarnett@grits.valdosta.peachnet.edu

Send comments, inquiries, and submis-
sions concerning this newsletter to the
Editor <Jon.Dorbolo@orst.edu>.
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Charting the Change
Bill Uzgalis
wuzgalis@orst.edu

Last year the annual American
Philosophical Association Computers and
Philosophy Conference (CAP) was held in
Boston in conjunction with the World
Congress rather than at its usual home at
Carnegie Mellon University in Pittsburgh.
The American organizers of the World
Congress arranged for this conjunction
because they wanted to display unique
features of American Philosophy to the
delegates from the rest of the world and
they believed that the use of computers
represents one of the unique features of
contemporary American philosophy. Terry
Bynum and Jim Moore, the editors of The
Digital Phoenix: How Computers are
Changing Philosophy 1 (a project of the
APA’s committee on Computers and
Philosophy), remark that computing
provides philosophy with “new and
evolving subject matters, methods, and
models for philosophical inquiry.”
Computing, they remark, is affecting our
conceptions of “mind, consciousness,
experience, knowledge, truth, ethics and
creativity.” Sometimes such effects come
from reflecting on what computers can do,
sometimes on what they cannot. One way
or the other, reflection on computers and
computing is transforming the discipline. It
may well also be creating a new field of
computational philosophy.

“We are, however, devoted to

the principle of inclusion.”

The editorial staff of this newsletter
agree with the judgment of the organizers
of the World Congress and with Bynum and
Moore. This column is intended to
celebrate the achievements of philosophers
who are doing remarkable things with
computers, whether this is winning awards
for software to teach students about Turing
machines or logic, giving the keynote
address at the CAP conference, running an
important center devoted to the study of
logic and information, developing an on-
line philosophy encyclopedia, producing
important web resource for philosophers,
or being recognized as a leader in the

philosophy and computing community by
one of the commercial companies involved
in computer technology and distance
education. Generally, we try to interview
people, and thus the format of the column
is often that of a dialogue. Sometimes there
will be essays devoted to particular topics.

As new subject matters, methods, and
models appear and evolve, it is important to
track these conceptual developments. The
Digital Phoenix was a major effort in this
direction. One topic for a future column
will very likely be an attempt to trace the
continuing development of the subject
areas of computational philosophy. We also
plan to try to develop a list of all those
engaged in this new enterprise and to
facilitate communication among them.

We want to spread the news about
people doing such remarkable things. In
order to do so, however, we have to hear
about them ourselves. Often enough the
CAP conference and the web of
connections we have through the APA’s
Computers and Philosophy committee
serves to alert us to interesting things going
on. We are, however, devoted to the
principle of inclusion. We would like to
invite any reader to contact us who knows
of a philosopher doing groundbreaking
work with computers, whether this be in
research or teaching. We are delighted to
learn of new and interesting philosophical
uses of computers, to share the insights
with our readers, to celebrate those who
make the discoveries, and to help chart the
territory.

Note

1. Bynum, T. and Moor, J., The Digital Phoenix:
How Computers are Changing Philosophy.
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell Publisher, 1998).

For a review of The Digital Phoenix see
G. J. C. Lokhorst at <www.eur.nl/fw/
staff/lokhorst/phoenix.html>. – ed.

Leibniz, Computer
Scientist
Samuel Levey
Dartmouth College
Samuel.Levey@Dartmouth.edu

Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646–1716)
engaged in pioneering work in philosophy,
mathematics, logic, and linguistics, inter
alia, and is perhaps best known for his co-
discovery of calculus. Like many
seventeenth-century thinkers Leibniz

Event Handlers  “It was part of Leibniz’s

vision that there might be

machines which could solve

the most pressing difficulties

in human thought...”

dreamed of a “universal characteristic,” a
universal language that could aid in
clarifying thought, communication, and
reasoning in all human endeavors. But
Leibniz’s vision was at once more
profound and utopian. All possible human
thoughts were, he believed, ultimately

composed out of
simple conceptual
elements, and the
universal
characteristic was
itself to contain
basic terms
corresponding to
those simple

elements—“an alphabet of all human
thought”—from which precise statements
of thoughts could be produced by proper
combination of the elements. Moreover,
the basic terms of the universal
characteristic were to be abstract symbols
obeying a strict logico-mathematical
system of rules with the power to express
all the possible truths and their formal
derivations from (or analyses into) a set of
primitive “first truths.” These derivations
and analyses were to be purely syntactic in
character and could in principle be carried
out mechanically. It was part of Leibniz’s
vision that there might be machines which
could solve the most pressing difficulties in
human thought, whether in esoteric or
practical affairs—ranging from problems in
mathematics to moral, political, and legal
disputes. And indeed Leibniz himself
designed one of the first mechanical
computers. Though twentieth-century
discoveries have reduced the scope of what
is thought to be possible for computers and
formal languages to accomplish, modern
computer science very much falls in the
lineage of Leibniz.
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Internet Resources

Microsoft Office
2000:
Web Capabilities
Lawrence M. Hinman
hinman@acusd.edu

Microsoft’s Office 2000 and FrontPage
2000 (which is included in the Premium
edition of Office 2K) include extensive
additions that make it much easier for
scholars and teachers to put their material
on the World Wide Web. Although I shall
concentrate in this review on FrontPage
2000, I would like first to mention a few
improvements in Office programs that may
be of particular interest to academics,
especially in regard to putting material on
the Web.

A Note on Registration
Before looking at specific features, let me
mention that the Academic versions of
Office 2000 and FrontPage 2000 have a
Registration Wizard. The product must be
registered by the 50 time it is used or it will
no longer boot. Currently, this feature is
implemented only in the academic version
of Office and in selected foreign versions.

The important thing to note here is
that it is legal, according to the Microsoft
End User License Agreement, to install a
single copy on both your desktop machine
and, for occasional use by the same user, on
your laptop. If you have a laptop in addition
to a desktop computer, you do not need to
purchase two copies. Just run the
Registration Wizard for each machine.

Web Folders
One of the capabilities present throughout
all the programs that make up Office 2000
is what Microsoft calls Web Folders.
Although there is not much new
technologically here (they are simply
folders shared out over some kind of
network to which you have access), they
are now exceedingly simple to set up. If you
have a folder on a web server at your
university, you can install a Web Folder on
your local machine. Whenever you save
something to that folder, it is then saved to
the web server, as long as you are
connected (by modem or LAN) to that web
server.

In practice, this means that under “My
Computer,” there is an icon that says, “Web
Folders,” and under this you can have a
folder for each of your web sites and save
directly to those folders. This eliminates
any need to ftp files over to a web server.

Opening Office Documents
on the Web
One of the interesting additional features of
Office 2K in conjunction with Internet
Explorer 5 is its ability to handle non-html
formats. I can save a Word document to my
web site, and when I click on the url for
that Word document, it pops up in Word
on my local machine. (Collaboration via
Office servers offers even more features, but
this feature is beyond the scope of this
review.)

Native HTML Format
Although it is helpful on occasion to be able
to access documents that are not formatted
in some kind of markup language, the real
strength of the new Office suite is that it is
possible to use html (and xml) as the basic
format for documents in Word, Excel, etc.
This results in larger files, and in more
folders and files for each document, but so
far Microsoft seems to have worked out a
way of saving almost everything in this
format.

Personally, I would not be inclined to
keep everything in html format, but the key
thing here is the extent to which Microsoft
has perfected the process of moving back
and forth from its own proprietary formats
to html.

Word 2000
First, Word 2000 is finally able to save
papers that contain footnotes into a proper

web format. If you take a paper that you
have written in Word that contains
footnotes, you can now save it as a web
page. Footnotes are converted to
hyperlinks. If you see a footnote number in
the text, click on it and it will take you to
the relevant footnote at the end of the
document. If you hover over the number
with the mouse, it will display the
beginning of the footnote content in a text
box. In the footnote itself, just click on the
number and it will take you back to the
place in the text where that note occurred.
This was long overdue and is a significant
improvement for anyone who wants to put
scholarly papers on the web. In addition to
this, Word saves your entire original
formatting, preserving it through xml tags
that allow precise positioning and
formatting.

PowerPoint 2000
Second, PowerPoint is significantly
improved, especially in its web-conversion
abilities. Previously, when you saved a
PowerPoint presentation to the web,
Microsoft took a brute force approach. It
converted each slide to a separate graphic
and then added navigation buttons. These
were resolution-specific (e.g., 480x640 or
800x600) and search engines could not find
any text in your slides, since it had all been
converted to gif or jpeg files.

In PowerPoint 2000, all of this has
changed. First, slides now appear in a
frameset with an expandable table of
contents along the left-hand margin. Each
slide is now an html document (actually,
xml). Text can be read by search engines. If
there is a graphic that is used on each slide,
each slide points to the same graphic file.
All of this is resolution-independent. Best
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of all, if you click on a little projection icon
in the lower right corner, the PowerPoint
presentation plays full screen just as if it
were on your own computer. (All of this is
possible in Internet Explorer 5. I haven’t
checked it out in other browsers.) File size is
no greater than it was in PowerPoint97
conversions. For those who use PowerPoint
presentations in class, this is an excellent
way to transfer them to the web.

There are, however, some limitations
associated with this new format. First, even
though these files are smaller, it seems to
take longer for the first slide to come up.
Second, in some cases you can’t do
something else on the machine until the
PowerPoint show comes up. On slower
modem connections, this can be a
significant annoyance. Third, all of this is
optimized for Internet Explorer 5. Buried in
the save dialogue (see above) is an option
that allows you to save for Netscape as well.
It’s there, and it works reasonably well, but
it’s not obvious. While I think (I realize for
many that this has the status of a religious
issue) that IE5 is the better browser, in the
real world we have to design for both
browsers. Microsoft’s approach here is
much less even-handed than, say,
Macromedia’s Dreamweaver, which allows you
to preview your web files in several different
combination of browsers and versions.

FrontPage 2000
FrontPage has distinguished itself for its ease
of use, especially on servers that have
FrontPage extensions installed. Yet
FrontPage was never as powerful as, say,
Macromedia’s Dreamweaver, which has
offered pixel-level precision for over a year.
Nor has FrontPage offered the database
integration of either Microsoft’s own Visual

InterDev or Elemental Software’s
Drumbeat. Nor did FrontPage support the
development of complex interactions,
such as quizzes and exams, in the way that
Macromedia’s Dreamweaver Attain or
Dreamweaver Knowledge Objects does.
In other words, FrontPage was a good
choice for entry-level web creation, but
had not been powerful enough to support
either sophisticated graphics or database
integration.

With the introduction of FrontPage
2000, much of this has now changed.
First, it is now possible with FrontPage to
position elements on a web page with

pixel-level precision. FP2K now supports a
full range of DHTML effects, supporting
mouse-over effects, events that occur when
a specific text is clicked or double-clicked,
page transitions, etc. Moreover, all of this
can be done easily, and this ease of use is
one of the hallmarks of FrontPage. Second,
basic database integration is now available.
While it does not do all that I would have
hoped for, what it does provide is perhaps
the easiest database integration now on the
market. Third, unfortunately it has not
integrated the tools necessary to create
quizzes and other complex interactions
easily, something that would be of great
help to teachers. Despite this limitation,
FrontPage has the best combination of
ease of use and power on the market today.
I will use it for all my routine tasks,
switching to other programs only for
database integration (Drumbeat 2000) or
on-line quizzes and interactions
(Knowledge Objects for Dreamweaver).

For users of FrontPage97, this new
version offers some welcome changes. The
most immediately obvious change is that
the Editor and the Explorer have been
merged into one window. Second, it’s now
possible to open more than one site at
once. Third, there’s a nice “Reveal Tags”
feature that displays html tags in the
formatted document on screen. Fourth, it’s
now easier to design your own theme for
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your web site and use it consistently
throughout the site. Fifth, sites can now be
created easily on local machines and
published only when you choose, making
development on laptops not connected to
web easier. Sixth, subwebs can be nested
inside a parent web, which allows easier
site management. Each course you have on
the web, for example, can be a subweb of
your general site, allowing you to open and
manage just that subweb rather than the
entire site. Seventh, a powerful “Reports”
view allows you to manage many aspects of
your web site—including slow pages, old
pages, and broken links—more easily.
Finally, Microsoft has followed
Macromedia’s lead in “round-trip html.”
FrontPage will no longer change the code
in your web pages without asking you.
Before commenting on some of these
specific features, let me address the issue of
server and browser support.

“. . . the easiest and most

effective way of allowing

teachers and scholars to present

their ideas over the web.”

Server and Browser Support. Many of
the bells and whistles of FrontPage—
including search pages, web components,
and database connections—work only if
the web server you are publishing to has
FrontPage extensions installed. These
extensions are available for free from
Microsoft and are available for a number of
Unix-based as well as NT-based web
servers. These extensions cover a number of
features usually performed by cgi scripts;
they also eliminate the need to ftp files to a
web server, allowing FrontPage to handle
web publishing seamlessly. Some web
administrators are unwilling to install these
extensions. (This was one of the initial
reasons I decided to run my own web
server. I could not convince my university’s
web administrators to install the FrontPage
extensions.)

FrontPage 2K is also obviously
optimized for Internet Explorer 5. I have
mixed feelings about this. I think IE5 is the
better browser (i.e., better than Netscape
Navigator 4.6), and more and more people
are in fact using it. I would even be happy if
it were the only browser. However, unless
you are creating web pages for an audience
that must use IE (because, for example,
your university is committed to it as its
default browser), you must preview
everything in both browsers. FP2K allows

you to target specific browsers (or servers,
for that matter), but once again it is buried
several levels deep in the menu structure
(Tools | Page Options | Compatibility |
Browsers). This is in sharp contrast to a
program such as Dreamweaver, which
allows you to set up “Preview in Browser”
options for several combinations of browsers
and versions. The only easy preview in
FP2K is in Internet Explorer.

Reports. One of the most helpful
features in this new version of FrontPage is
the Reports option. It provides a convenient
way to get information about broken links,
old files, and—most usefully—files that are
slow to load. It will list all the files on your
site and indicate how long it takes each
page to load over a 28.8 modem
connection. It can also list only those files
that take over a certain number of seconds
to load. So you can quickly find, for
example, all the pages on your site that take
more than, say, 15 seconds to load. Also,
whenever you are working on a page, the
estimated load time is displayed in the
lower right corner.

Database Connectivity. Web pages
began simply as static pages of text and
graphics, and many are still that way.
However, it is often important to display
information on the web either dynamically
(in response to a user’s query) or simply to
display a lot of information (which may be
changing) in an easily accessible format.
Standard html pages are not well suited for
these tasks. Instead, we need dynamic
pages that look like html on the front end
but, at the back end, are dynamically
connected to databases.

For example, I maintain a calendar of
upcoming ethics conferences around the
world. The most efficient way of doing this
is to store information about each conference
in a separate record in a database. Then,
when a visitor comes to that page, they can
select what they want to see: all the
conferences, just conferences in a particular
area such as computer ethics, or just
conferences in a particular region such as
Europe, or just conferences at a particular
university. All of these searches need to be up
to date, so the search first determines the
current date and filters out all records of
conferences prior to that date. This is precisely
the kind of situation for which database-
driven pages offer the perfect solution.

Unfortunately, the most disappointing
feature of FrontPage 2000 is its database
features. Microsoft’s Visual InterDev 6
offers a very powerful solution for those

who want to use database-driven pages,
but it has a very steep learning curve,
especially for non-programmers. Drumbeat
2000, which is the program I currently use
for database pages, does almost everything
VID6 does, but is much, much easier for
non-programmers to use. I had hoped that
FP2K would offer a powerful but easy to
use database solution. Unfortunately, it
only offers an easy to use solution.

If all that you want to do with a
database is display the data on the web,
FP2K does an excellent job. It offers the
easiest solution I have seen for taking a
database and displaying it in table form on
the web, including navigational controls to
page through the table. This would be
excellent, for example, for displaying a
bibliography that was already in database
format. However, FP2K offers few of the
advanced features for database-driven
pages. For example, it is often helpful to
display a table of results and then be able to
click on a link to see more detail about a
particular entry. This is a standard feature
in on-line catalogues, and I use it in my
ethics calendar all the time. FP2K doesn’t
create these detail pages and links for you.
Similarly, it is not easy to create drop down
lists that are bound to a particular column
in a table, and these are essential to
facilitating easy searches of a database. My
preference for database-driven pages is still
Drumbeat 2000, which allows non-
programmers to do all of these things and
to do them easily. Since Macromedia has
just purchased Elemental Software (the
maker of Drumbeat 2000), it will be
interesting to watch as this product
becomes integrated with Dreamweaver.

Conclusion
Overall, this new edition of FrontPage, and
the vastly improved web capabilities of Office
2000, represent a huge step forward in web
publishing. Taken together, they are the
easiest and most effective way of allowing
teachers and scholars to present their ideas
over the web. Only those who need more
sophisticated database integration or
interactivity will need to supplement
FrontPage with additional programs.

For product information see the MSOffice
2000 site: www.microsoft.com/office/.
More than one dozen reviews and guides to
the suite are available at the Ziff Davis
Product Review site: www.zdnet.com/
products/filter/guide/
0,7267,6000442,00.html. — ed.
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Web Site Search

Electronic Journals:
Number 5
Robert L. Causey, Review

Editor
The University of Texas at Austin
rlc@cs.utexas.edu
http://www.dla.utexas.edu/depts/
philosophy/faculty/causey/

This is the fifth installment in a series of short
reviews of electronic journals
(e-journals) devoted to philosophical topics.
Previously reviewed journals are listed at the
end of this article. This review presents brief
notices of two e-journals devoted to business
and professional ethics.

The On-Line Journal of Ethics at
http://www.stthom.edu/cbes/oje.html

is published by the Center for Business Ethics
at the Cameron School of Business of the
University of St. Thomas, Houston. Articles
submitted to the journal are blind refereed. As
well as I can determine, the web site does not
provide much guidance about the types of
articles appropriate for the journal. At the
present time (July 1999), two volumes have
been published, each divided into three
numbers.  Here are some representative titles:
“The Ethics of Handwriting Analysis in Pre-
Employment Screening,” “Temporary
Employment and the Social Contract,”
“Imperfect Competition, Price-Fairness, and
the Pharmaceutical Industry,” and “The
Globalization of the Economy and the Value
Orientation of Corporations in China.” The
latter was written by Prof. Xiaohe Lu of the
Shanghai Academy of Social Sciences, China.
These titles indicate a practical orientation of
the journal, as well as an international scope.
However, the journal also contains an
interesting historically oriented piece, “Cicero
and the Ethics of Honest Business Dealings,”
by Randy Richards of St. Ambrose University. A
few book reviews have also been published, for
example, an interesting review of Alex
Michalos, A Pragmatic Approach to Business
Ethics (Sage, 1995), by Richard Hansen of the
New York Life Insurance Company.

One of the articles promised to be of
special interest to me:  “Ethical Issues of Expert
Systems,” Volume 1, Number 1, by Jim
Belohlav, David Drehmer, DePaul University,
and Louis Raho, University of Louisville. Expert
systems are a type of artificial intelligence
program that include specialized knowledge of
experts on some topic, together with reasoning

capabilities. The latter usually include both
logical and probabilistic reasoning. Expert
systems have applications in which they,
rather than human experts, are used to help
solve practical problems. These problems can
range from medical diagnosis to business
decision making to the planning of course
schedules to numerous other kinds of
applications. Of course, if an expert system
gives its user poor advice, resulting in
harmful results, there may be some dispute
regarding who is responsible. This and other
ethical and legal issues are raised by real
world applications of expert systems.
Unfortunately, “Ethical Issues of Expert
Systems” does not present detailed analysis of
the most important ethical issues arising from
the use of expert systems. Instead the article
is largely devoted to a summary of the results
of an opinion survey of “information system
professionals” selected from the membership
of the Data Processing Management
Association. Moreover, the survey’s scope
was quite narrow, yielding narrow results
such as: individual experts should not be
forced to contribute to the development of an
expert system and they are not the owners of
the system to which they contribute their
expertise. This article is disappointing, but
some of the other articles and reviews, e.g.,
“Cicero and the Ethics of Honest Business
Dealings,” in The On-Line Journal of Ethics
are more rewarding.

Another e-journal concerned with
business and professional ethics is the
Electronic Journal of Business and
Organizational Ethics (EJBO) at
http://www.jyu.fi/ejbo/index.html

This journal is published by the Business and
Organization Network, School of Business
and Economics, University of Jyväskylä,
Finland. Its aim is “to promote research and
practice of business and organization ethics,”
and is intended for anyone interested in these
topics from a “multidisciplinary point of
view.” The web page includes brief
instructions for contributors, has facilities for
contacting the editors and sending
comments, and also contains an online
discussion forum. At the present time
Volume 4, Number 1, of EJBO is posted at the
top of the site’s menu hierarchy. Previous
articles are available online in the site’s
“Archive” section. Here are some titles of
articles that have been published in EJBO:
“About the ethics of business competition,”
“What kind of morality is trust?” “Plato and
Charisma,” “A tentative tool for making
morally better decisions in business—a
Rossian approach.” The last of these is a brief

but interesting article that discusses the
importance of prima facie duties in business
ethics. The contents of the journal also
contain one book review, of Laura Nash, Good
Intentions Aside: A Manager’s Guide to
Resolving Ethical Problems (Boston: Harvard
Business School Press, 1993).  The excellent
review is by Anna-Maija Lämsä, whose
affiliation is not given in the book review.
Addresses of other authors are displayed as
hypertext if one clicks on their names at the
beginning of the articles. I mention this
because I first looked for authors’ addresses at
the ends of the articles, and did not find them
there. Since Ms. Lämsä is co-author of another
article, from it one learns that she is affiliated
with the University of Jyväskylä.

In my judgment, the quality of the articles
in both of these journals is mixed. Also, at this
time most of the contributors are not
philosophers. This is to be expected with
interdisciplinary work, including applied
ethics. I hope that philosophers working on
professional ethics will contribute some
papers to these journals. This would enhance
the journals’ contents and help to make
philosophical work available to a broad, and
interested, audience.

Previously Noted E- Journals

(URLs checked in July, 1999)

The Electronic Journal of Analytic

Philosophy

http://www.phil.indiana.edu/ejap/
ejap.html

BEARS: Brown Electronic Article Review

Service in Moral and Political Philosophy

http://www.brown.edu/Departments/
Philosophy/bears/homepage.html

Society for Philosophy and Technology

Quarterly Electronic Journal

http://scholar.lib.vt.edu/ejournals/
SPT/spt.html

PSYCHE

http://psyche.cs.monash.edu.au
Analyst

http://www.shef.ac.uk/uni/academic/
N-Q/phil/analysis/analyst/analyst.html

HYLE:  An International Journal for the

Philosophy of Chemistry

http://www.uni-karlsruhe.de/
~philosophie/hyle.html

The Philosophers’ Magazine on the Web

(previously, The Philosopher’s Web Magazine)
http://www.philosophers.co.uk/
index2.htm
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Teaching in

Cyberspace

Teaching and
Learning in
Cyberspace: Some
Ideas and Some
Suggestions
Ron Barnette
Valdosta State University, Georgia
barnett@valdosta.edu

In this issue of the Newsletter, four
philosophy professors share interesting and
provocative ideas on teaching and learning
with the WWW. Their class projects, web
activities, assessment procedures, and
advice and concerns represent a cross-
current of activities under way in online
instruction in philosophy. Our thanks go to
Susan Stuart, Brian Rosmaita, Kane
McLaughlin, and Dominic McIver Lopes for
their helpful pieces submitted and shared
with our readers. I have just completed my
sixth annual summer WWW course,
PHICYBER, which included numerous
global participants. I wrote a short essay on
my experience in my redefined role as
cybereducator, available at
www.valdosta.edu/~rbarnett/phi/
cybereducator.html. As an ongoing project
for workshops I conduct for teachers and
administrators who are interested in some
helpful tips for faculty and institutional
readiness for online teaching, I prepared an
outline piece at www.valdosta.edu/
~rbarnett/phi/tips.html. I hope these ideas
are helpful for the Newsletter readers.
Enjoy the ideas that follow.

Philosophy
Self-Assessment
Exercises on the
Web at Glasgow
University
Susan Stuart
Department of Philosophy
University of Glasgow, Scotland

Introduction

Over the past eighteen months we in the
Department of Philosophy at Glasgow
University have written, developed, and
implemented on-line self-assessment
exercises for our pre-honours Level 1 and 2
classes. In this article I will explain our
rationale for setting up these exercises,
how the exercises have been perceived by
the students for whom they were designed,
and where we see our use of computer-
mediated teaching proceeding in the
future.

Our Rationale for
Developing Web-Based
Exercises

At present we have seven Level 1 classes,
ranging from moral philosophy to
philosophy of religion, political
philosophy, philosophy of the Scottish
Enlightenment, and philosophy of science.
At Level 2 we have two classes in which we
cover a further range of topics but also
include a compulsory logic module. In total
we have approximately 800 students
attending these classes at any one time in
the academic year. This is clearly a number
that is difficult to deal with even with
unlimited resources.

Philosophy is once again

becoming interactive. It may

not be the kind of interaction

that is required, even

expected, in small groups at

Honours level, but it is

interactive.

At present we have fortnightly tutorials
in Level 1, with about twelve people in
each group. These are complemented by

fortnightly workshops where students
meet informally to discuss issues raised in
their courses. These workshops do not have
a tutor present, and are aimed at the group
getting to know one another and overcome
their reticence about speaking to the
group. In Level 2 we have weekly tutorials
with extra logic tutorials held on a
fortnightly basis. If students want to
consult a member of staff with regard to a
particular question they can attend a
weekly office hour that the staff member
sets aside for consultations of this sort.
Students are encouraged to make full use of
these hours, and can consult any member of
staff, not just their tutor.

Unfortunately, students don’t always
feel confident enough to contribute in
tutorials or attend these office hours. Their
hesitation may be based on their not
knowing if their question is too easy, or if
they’ve just missed the point of what’s been
said, or if they’re simply going to appear
stupid to someone they want to impress.

With such a large class of students,
their natural reticence and, of course, the
possibility that a student doesn’t realize
that they’ve misunderstood something, to
overcome we decided that we needed some
new teaching resource that would catch
and sustain their attention, and that would
address fundamental problems. In other
cognate areas the Web was being employed
as a pedagogical tool and its advantages
were clear: it could be used anonymously
by the students in their own time, at a pace
at which they felt comfortable proceeding,
and by completing the exercise and
submitting it for assessment it was possible
for students to gauge for themselves how
much of the course they had grasped.

Unfortunately, the disadvantages of
such a format were also clear. In philosophy
argumentation skills are nurtured, and the
sorts of exercise that were possible on the
Web were not, at first glance, of this
nature. Rather they fell into the categories
of multiple choice or multiple response
type questions that would not seem to
stretch the students’ thinking in the way in
which we wanted. However, if what we
were trying to do was build student
confidence about what they felt they’d
understood, and if we were trying to make
ourselves “available” at times that suited
them rather than at office hours that they
couldn’t or wouldn’t make, then these
exercises had a clear role to play in our
teaching.

Connexions

http://www.shef.ac.uk/~phil/connex/
index.html

Proceedings of the Joint Services

Conference on Professional Ethics (JSCOPE)

http://www.usafa.af.mil/jscope/
Essays in Philosophy

http://www.humboldt.edu/~mfg1/
opening.html

Symposia

Temporarily inactive; there is no current
URL.
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The most important thing that we were
doing was providing students with what I’ll
call “baseline knowledge.” By this I mean
that there are basic terms and theories, even
knowledge of the “Leibniz says this” sort,
that students have to be able to use with
ease if they are going to progress in
philosophy, and if they haven’t got this
baseline knowledge they cannot move
forward. It’s a little like becoming a
competent language user—you can’t use a
language properly if all you know are the
syntactic rules; you also need to know what
the words mean and the proper contexts for
their employment. Baseline knowledge in
philosophy is just this, the sort of stuff that
once you’re competent you take for granted.
It’s not deep insightful stuff, just things you
need to master if you’re going to be part of
the philosophical community.

In the sciences and mathematics we
take an understanding of this sort of
knowledge as fundamental, because in the
sciences and mathematics there is a large
technical base. Philosophy and the arts are
not usually thought of as having a large
technical base, but for many students the
fundamentals of the subject are simply
bewildering. It is these fundamentals, the
“baseline knowledge,” that we wished to
address in the self-assessment exercises.

What We Did

We wanted something that, once set up,
would be self-assessing, that is, that didn’t
require tutor time correcting and
commenting on the student responses. I
discovered an assessment engine that was
been developed by David McNicol as part of
a project called Clyde Virtual University
<http://cvu.strath.ac.uk>, set up by
Strathclyde University, Glasgow, and
funded by SHEFC (Scottish Higher
Education Funding Council). This is a tool
that is relatively simple in conception that
provides an authoring tool in which to write
the exercises and an assessment engine that
marks the students’ responses, proffering
feedback on errors and commentary that
indicates how a good answer might be
pursued and developed.

In Figure 1 the student has got the
question right and has received positive
feedback on the answer. Although the
exercises are conceived of as a test we are
using the engine for self-assessment and in
essence to sweep up a whole category of
common misconceptions that can

Figure 1. Screenshot from the Prisoners’ Dilemma exercise
for the Level 1 Philosophy of Science course

undermine any student’s progress.
In Figure 2 we can see a student getting the
answer wrong and being directed to
specific pages in the set text for the course,
in this case Language, Truth and Logic,
Pelican edition. There is also a quotation to
help them identify the section more
precisely.

One thing worth reiterating to
students is that the exercises are not
intended as a substitute for tutorials or
office hours, but as a supplement to them.
They are there for their use and the element
of assessment is there so they can gauge
their improvement; indeed, if they want to
they can happily resubmit their answers
until they get them all right. Students are
informed of this in a document telling
them about the exercises (see Figure 3).

Departmental Gains

There are a number of departmental gains.
Firstly, there is no doubt that the exercises
have freed up some staff time. Certainly,
this will not be the case for all members of
staff because they may not have been
people that students tended to seek out

anyway. Secondly, the exercise format,
multiple choice and multiple response,
may at first seem restrictive, but it does
force us, when writing the exercises, to be
more imaginative and ask questions that
will lead students through their course
pack reading or any set course texts.
Thirdly, those members of staff who have
written exercises have had to think
carefully about what students at this level
find difficult and what questions they
might ask. The resistance that some
members of staff feel toward the exercises
may in part be the result of not
appreciating the sorts of questions
students actually ask at this level. It is hard
to imagine oneself at the start again, and
this means that many of the questions
Level 1 and 2 students see as basic we have
ceased to even recognize as arising. Finally,
it has increased the range of our teaching
methodologies, not just chalk and talk and
the usual run of visual aids. Philosophy is
once again becoming interactive. It may
not be the kind of interaction that is
required, even expected in small groups at
Honours level, but it is interactive.
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Fig. 2. Screenshot from the Ayer exercise for the Level 2
Knowledge, Meaning and Inference course

Fig. 3 Section from “Introduction to Student Self-Assessment Exercises”

Self-assessment exercises are just another way of approaching the course materials.
They allow you to test how much you know about part of the course, in your own time
and at your own speed. They are assessed, but by an assessment engine that has been set
up specifically with your course in mind, and not by a tutor. The questions have a rather
limited format of multiple choice and multiple response, but we hope that you will not
resort to guessing—that way you will learn nothing.

You work through an exercise and submit it for marking. It is marked automatically,
and you get a response and a mark within 5 minutes. The mark is no part of continuous
assessment, the exercise is just another learning resource.

Exercises like this are not available for every component of every course, but over
the next couple of years we aim to make exercises for all Level 1 and Level 2 courses
available in this format.

Health Warning: These exercises are no substitute for reading the texts and
attending lectures, tutorials and workshops.

Student Gains

There are a number of clear advantages for
students. Firstly, they discover that there is
baseline knowledge that they need to
understand if they’re going to take the
subject further, and as a result of this their
confidence as learners has developed.
Secondly, they can work at the exercises
outside the usual teaching hours, and go as
slowly or as quickly as they want. Thirdly,
they don’t have to feel anxious about
possibly “wasting someone’s time” with
questions they fear might be trivial. Finally,
tutorial time is freed up to examine
questions in a more discursive manner, thus
helping to develop students’ dialectical
skills. This is a benefit for students and
tutors alike.

Overall Evaluation

The evaluation of these exercises has been
through anonymous questionnaires that
students were asked to fill in at the
completion of each of the modules. In
general the responses have been very
positive, though it is true to say that only

about one third of the class filled in this
section of the questionnaire. A sample of
student responses is included in the sidebar
on this page..

Even though only a third of the class
has responded on the questionnaires, more
than four hundred students have accessed
the exercises. I think it is safe to conclude
that the exercises have had a good uptake

and that students have found them
extremely useful. We can also conclude
that they have a clear role to play in our
future teaching at this pre-honours level.

Where Do We Go from Here?

Our overall aim, over a period of three
years, is to produce at least one exercise for
each component of every Level 1 and 2
course. This would amount to between
thirty and forty exercises. At present we
have ten exercises that are currently
available to students. So in the next
eighteen months we intend to keep on
writing new exercises and developing the
exercises we already have up and running in
response to course changes and student
requirements.

Student Comments

! Excellent!

! Found it useful in that it let you
see what you needed to know. It
was really useful!

! The Ayer exercise was good but a
little too easy.

! Very good idea.

! Hobbes lecture notes were useful
but only having local access is
inconvenient as it is difficult to get
a computer in the library. These
notes for every section would be
useful.

! Even though I didn’t use them, it’s
still a good idea.



26

The APA Newsletter on Philosophy and Computers, Fall 1999

C
o

m
p

u
t

e
r

s

Some Easy Ways to
Use the Web to
Extend Learning
Beyond the
Friendly Confines
of the Class
Meeting
Brian J. Rosmaita
Department of Philosophy
Kent State University
brosmait@kent.edu

The Web is a great resource for teaching in
two ways. If you personally have the time,
energy, and know-how, you can extend
learning beyond time spent in the classroom
(and, hopefully, time spent doing
homework) by constructing interactive
resources specific to the courses you’re
teaching. If you don’t have the time (or
aren’t sure that what students will get out
of Web-based work will justify all the effort
on your part), there are plenty of interesting
resources already out there that you can
take advantage of. In this article I’ll discuss
both approaches, pointing out the
advantage and disadvantage of each, using
my own philosophy courses and Web site as
an example. The stress throughout will be
on easy ways you can use the Web. If you
already have your own home page, you’ll be
able to put these techniques in action right
away.1 If you don’t, keep reading. I don’t
presuppose any technical knowledge about
the Web or Web documents in what
follows, and it’s possible that seeing some
examples of how the Web can support
learning in your philosophy classes will
motivate you to invest the time in putting
your own home page together.2

1. Determining Whether
Your Students Have
Adequate Access to the Web

Depending upon the situation at your
institution, you may not be sure that all
your students will have easy access to the
World Wide Web. The difficulties may not
be hardware-based: if you teach a class at a
time popular for students working full-time
jobs, these students may not have the time
to get to a campus computer lab to access
the Web. So before discussing specific Web

resources, I’d like to describe an easy way
for you to get a sense of how easily your
students can get at the Web. This is a very
sensitive issue, by the way. Most university
administrations believe that this is not a
problem, and that every student has
sufficient access to Internet technology.
My advice is to try the following
experiment and judge for yourself. You

don’t want to further harm already
marginalized students by making access to
Web technology a key component of your
course if not everyone has equal access. On
a more positive note, if it turns out that
everyone in your class has easy access to
the Web, this in itself may provide some
motivation for expending effort on
learning how to use Web technology in
your classes. Here’s the experiment. On
your home page, put a link in a fairly
prominent place to your “WWW Access
Survey.” This link will take students to a
Web page containing a form allowing
them to input data of interest to you (e.g.,
name, e-mail address, how difficult is was
to get online, how difficult it was to fill
out the survey, etc.). (I’ll describe in detail
one way to implement such a form below.)
When you want your students to take the
survey, give them the Web address of your
homepage (e.g., <www.personal.kent.edu/
~brosmait>), not the address of the form
itself. Part of the purpose of this exercise is
to see how well your students can navigate
the Web. In addition to whatever
classwork you’ve already got assigned, ask
them on a Monday (or Tuesday) to fill out
the form before the next class meeting.
(My experience has been that if you allow
them a weekend, too many students forget
to do it.) Don’t show them in class what
the survey looks like, or how to fill it out.
Again, part of the aim of the assignment is
to see how well your students can use Web
technology independently. An important
part of this assignment is to tell your
students that if they are not able to access
the Web to fill out the survey, they must
hand in a one-page typed description of

the steps they took to try to gain access,
including what lab on campus they went
to, how long the wait was, the name of the
person at the help desk, and the phone
number there. If they tried to call in and
couldn’t get a modem connection, they
should give you a list of the time periods
they called, and how many calls they made
in each period. This way, you can give
students who can’t get access full credit for
the assignment, while at the same time
making it worthwhile for other students to
expend the effort required to get on the
Web and fill out the survey. The survey form
can be easily implemented by using what’s
known as a mailto form. For this kind of
form, the user clicks on a “SUBMIT” button
and the responses are sent to you in an
email message. You can see an example of
such a form at <www.personal.kent.edu/
~brosmait/cyber/surveysample.html> It’s
just a regular Web page written in HTML.
Feel free to go to the page and use the “save
as” option on your browser to put a copy of
it on your hard drive. You can then edit it
for your own purposes, making the changes
suggested in the comments in the file. (You
can also use the “view source” option in
your Web browser to see the comments if
you just want to take a quick look.)

This kind of form is easy to write, and
easy to use from the student side. A
drawback is that the e-mail result you’ll
receive won’t be easy to read. It will be a
long string of characters of the form
NAME=STRING separated by ampersands,
e.g., FORM = SAMPLE and COURSE =
LOGIC and NAME = Jim + Shorts &
EADDRESS = jshorts % 40null.com & DIFF
= EASY & BRWSTYPE = GRAFB & BROWSER
= Netscape + Navigator

It’s not easy to read, but you can parse
it without too much trouble. (Note the
plus sign used to indicate a space, and the
“%40” to represent “@”.) If you want to see
how this works in action, download the
sample form, edit it to put your email
address in the place indicated in the
comments, and mount it on your Web site.
Then use the form and compare the “raw”
HTML version of the form to the email
message you receive. You’ll know which
one it is because the “Subject” of the
message will be “Form posted from
Mozilla.” (Don’t ask me what that means.
It’s an inside joke at Netscape.) The
advantage of mailto forms is that you can
easily write one yourself and get going on
your survey right away. A disadvantage is
that not all browsers (in particular,

“If you can determine how

many of your students can

access the Web, and how easy

or difficult it is for them to do

so, you can make an informed

decision on how much Web

technology will be useful to

you in your teaching.”
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Internet Explorer) support them. If most of
the computers at your institution are
running Netscape Navigator, however,
you’ll be OK. (It’s a good idea to put an e-
mail link somewhere on the form for
people using different browsers.)4

The Web survey is a worthwhile
activity. We’re still at a transitional point in
the integration of Internet technology into
the classroom, and students vary widely in
their expertise and access to the Web.
While many students view Web surfing as a
natural activity, many of them are scared of
computers or unfamiliar with the
technology. If your situation is such that
you’re not teaching students fresh out of
technologically advantaged high schools,
taking a Web-based survey is a good way to
find out how well your particular students
can navigate the Web.

2. Taking Advantage of
Existing Resources

Once you’ve determined how many of your
students can access the Web, you’ll be able
to decide how much effort you want to
devote to developing Web resources for
them to use. Because of the wealth of
resources out there, you really don’t need
to spend too much effort to get your
students started. An easy thing I’ve done
with some success is to put together an
annotated list of links to particular
resources I’d like my students to be aware
of. You can see my list at <www.personal.
kent.edu/~brosmait/phil_refs.html> .
Students can search the Web themselves,
even using the Philosophy-dedicated search
engines, but there’s no guarantee that
they’ll find relevant quality materials. You
can make sure they do by selecting some
good starting points from which they can
begin their explorations. It’s important to
provide annotations so that students have
some idea of where each link is taking
them. Otherwise, they tend to get
discouraged if they wind up in too many
Web sites that don’t address their
particular interests. It’s also important to
find some sites that you feel handle the
topics of interest appropriately, because
otherwise there is no telling what kind of
misinformation your students will come
across. Pretty much everything looks good
on the Web, despite the quality of its
content. The signal-to-noise ratio is
depressingly low on the Web, and there are
an awful lot of Web pages out there.

Happily, there is some excellent stuff on the
Web—you just need to give your students
some pointers. My experience in providing
a list of resources is that students who like
to use the Web really take advantage of it,
sometimes bringing points they’ve noticed
on the Web into class discussion. This in
turn stimulates a few more students to look
on the Web for topics relevant to class. And
the best thing is that you can make
available to students materials on topics
that you just don’t have time to cover in
class. This is a very easy way to extend
learning beyond class discussions and
homework. The advantage to this approach
is that it doesn’t call for much of a time
investment on your part. The disadvantage
is that (unless you’re very lucky) it doesn’t
allow you to provide students with a set of
Web resources specific to your course.

3. Creating Your Own
Interactive Resources

I said earlier that the stress would be on
easy things you can do with the Web. I’m
going to describe an easy way to make
interactive quizzes that your students can
take on the Web. The quizzes use JavaScript
so that a student can click on a button and
have the quiz graded automatically,
indicating which answers are correct and
which are incorrect.3 Students like these
quizzes because the self-grading feature
gives them immediate feedback in privacy.
The use of JavaScript allows the Web page
itself to be self-grading, so there’s no
connection back and forth with a database
to check the answers and (possibly) keep
track of how many times the student has
tried the quiz. So students know that they
can retake a quiz as many times as they
need to. One disadvantage of JavaScript,
though, is that if you know what to look
for, you can use the “view source” option
on your browser to see all the correct
answers. Since I use these quizzes for
practice, I don’t care. Just having the
answers is no help to a student (unless he or
she also reads the questions to see what
they are answers to!). Another disadvantage
to JavaScript is that not all browsers
support it. The dialect of JavaScript I’ve
used is parsed correctly by Netscape
Navigator, which is fine for me, since that’s
the browser mounted on all the machines
on my campus. But beware that while
Internet Explorer supports JavaScript,
Microsoft has implemented a dialect
different enough so that my quizzes don’t

work on the Internet Explorer. So as with
many things associated with computer
technology, if you’re in the right situation,
these quizzes are very quick and easy to
implement. Otherwise, implementing them
is complicated and time-consuming! I
believe that enough universities have
adopted Netscape Navigator as their default
Web browser to make these quizzes easy for
other instructors to use. If you are not such
a person, I apologize5 You can see a sample
quiz at <www.personal.kent.edu/
~brosmait/cyber/quizsample.html>. I’ve
put comments in the quiz that can be seen if
you use the “view source” option in your
browser. The comments tell you what
changes you’ll need to make to adapt the
quiz to your own purposes. This sample
quiz uses “radio buttons” for input, which
work well for a multiple-choice format. For
some situations, however, you might want
to use a “selection box” for input. A sample
quiz that uses selection boxes can be seen at
<www.personal.kent.edu/~brosmait/
cyber/quizsample2.html>, and as with the
other sample quiz, you can use the “view
source” option in your browser to see the
comments explaining how it operates. If
you want to see how I’ve used the quizzes
in a course, you can look at <www.personal.
kent.edu/~brosmait/syl/21002_s99_syl.
html#pquiz> for a list of hyperlinks to some
quizzes. The lower-numbered quizzes use
mostly radio buttons, while the higher-
numbered quizzes use selection boxes. I’ve
only used interactive practice quizzes for
my Introduction to Formal Logic classes,
but they can be easily adapted for other
philosophy courses. I’ve found that the
interactive quizzes are popular with
students. They give students a good idea of
what the quizzes I’ll give in class will be
like, and also encourage students to
perform self-assessments throughout the
semester and get a sense of what topics they
should study some more. I’ve also found
that the self-grading feature of the quizzes
motivates more students to do them. It’s
fun to press a button and see which
questions you answered correctly. I’ve
found that these interactive quizzes
encourage students to work on some extra
problems, thereby getting more practice
than we can get in “real time” in logic class.

4. Conclusion

We’ve examined three easy approaches
(admittedly, some easier than others!) to
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using Web technology in conjunction with
your classes. I encourage you to try them all,
especially the Web access survey. If you can
determine how many of your students can
access the Web, and how easy or difficult it
is for them to do so, you can make an
informed decision on how much Web
technology will be useful to you in your
teaching.

Notes

1. I’ve put together a Web page that contains
hyperlinks to all the resources discussed in this
article, as well as some more tips on how to adapt
these techniques to particular situations. You can
find it at <www.personal.kent.edu/~brosmait/cyber>

2. You’ll be in the best position to take advantage of
these ideas if you already have a home page and
know a little bit about Hypertext Markup Language
(HTML). You don’t need to know much. As long as
you can recognize an HTML tag (e.g., <P>) and
know what HTML comments look like (i.e., a
section of text beginning with ‘<!’ and ending with
‘>’), you’ll be able to put the techniques described in
this article to use.

3. After you’ve used mailto forms for a while, you’ll
want to find a better solution. What exactly this is
depends upon your programming acumen and how
well your institution provides support to faculty
developing Web pages. Some links to places to look
for suggestions are on the Web page associated with
this article (see note 5, below).

4. I got the idea for this technique from Steve
Hackett at Humboldt State University. You can find
his Web site at <www.humboldt.edu/~envecon> .

5. I would be very interested to hear from anyone
who figures out how to port these quizzes to the
Internet Explorer, especially if you do it in such a
way that the quizzes will work in both browsers
(instead of requiring separate versions for each
browser). Depending upon what version of Explorer
you are using, you’ll get an error message when the
quiz loads (older versions), or the quiz will load fine,
but pressing the grading button does nothing
(newer versions). So it’s not clear to me what the
problem is. (There’s probably a JavaScript debugger
that can be run through Explorer, but consistent
with my focus on easy Web techniques, I haven’t
tried to find out if it exists or how to use it.)

Cyberphilosophy
at The University
College of the
Cariboo
Kane McLaughlin
Department of Philosophy
University of Cariboo, Canada

In this course I have adopted a variety of
different pedagogical and delivery models
that may be of interest to other professors. I

would be glad to answer any questions
and I warmly invite people to visit the sites
mentioned or join in on the discussion (see
below). I am always looking for persons
interested in developing parallel offerings
of the course or who would like to discuss
their work with my students on line.

Cyberphilosophy examines various
philosophical issues surrounding the
advent of the Internet including such
things as privacy and copyright, on-line
democracy, the nature of virtual reality,
and community. It is not a “computer
ethics” course but sometimes various
ethical issues do come up. The course
stresses the need for students to become
computer literate as well as experienced,
critically reflective, users. Accordingly,
this is a philosophy class that has a lab
component. Students learn basic Web
skills including applying critical thinking
skills toward evaluating sites. Students
must create personal home pages to post
their essays and develop an on-line
presence. Being able to post essays on the
Internet using HTML is seen as important
element akin to developing writing skills
in order to express oneself. Furthermore,
it promotes the exchange of ideas outside
the confines of the classroom to a
potentially large audience.

Students participate in weekly
“learning cells” that allow for the
exchange of ideas in a thoughtful manner
rather than requiring the instructor to
force the conversation one way or
another. It also solves the problem of
having students who are not prepared or
who dominate the class discussions. These
questions get the student to think about
the issue as well as begin the process of
regularly writing, which anecdotal
evidence suggests helps them formulate
their ideas more clearly as the course
progresses. Each week the student must
provide two questions and answers based
on the readings. The questions can be of
the sort “What did the author mean by . . .
?” or “What are the consequences of such
and such?” or “Is such and such a good
idea?” All of these questions typically
reflect the student’s own personal wish to
grasp the material better.

By also requiring the students to
attempt to answer their own questions, it
forces the students to reflect upon the
issue at hand. By allowing his or her peers
to engage in further discussion of the
formulated questions (in small groups of 4

or 5), the student can, in a non-threatening
environment, learn and share ideas with
others.

These Learning Cells are continued on
line as the course progresses on our
dedicated e-mail list (you could also use a
electronic bulletin board). The list is open
for others to join but currently the list has
primarily been shared by students at the
University of Alberta who are also taking
the same course by a different instructor,
Dr. Wes Cooper. I say “same course” since
we used the same textbook and similar
readings and assignments. Furthermore,
students used a Moo or Multi-user
dungeon, object-oriented. The Moo is a
text-based virtual environment that allows
for real time interaction regardless of the
person’s real location. Thus, theoretically,
my students could engage in discussions
with students from anywhere in the world.

Related to the use of the discussion list
and the virtual environment, my students
were assigned the novel The Golden
Compass by the award-winning author
Philip Pullman. This novel is set at Oxford
University but in a universe that is slightly
different than ours, namely, the world is
populated with professors and students but
also witches and angels and talking polar
bears. The individuals are very similar to us
and are able to “cross over” to our realm
(leaving room for book II: The Subtle Knife).
Thus, it was not hard to see this work as
capturing some elements of “cyberspace.”
After reading the book, the students were
able to directly converse with the author
via our discussion list since Mr. Pullman
graciously signed on and into the virtual
classroom for 3 weeks via his email account
in the United Kingdom. Mr. Pullman later
visited the Moo (which is based on the
Golden Compass theme) to chat with the
students in real time.

Needless to say, the students were
thrilled by the experience as was I since it
meant that the students could bypass my
interpretations of the work and go directly
to the source.

Near the end of the term, Wes Cooper,
who was teaching the same course at the
University of Alberta, allowed us to read
one of his on-line papers and then we set up
an interactive television conference (two-
way video and audio) whereby all the
students who had been “working together”
on line for the past 3 months could see each
other’s faces as well as receive a live lecture
by Dr. Cooper.
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“There is no difference in kind
between the weak

interactivity of computer

hypertext and a concordance

or table of contents.”

Finally, the other major component of
the course was the development of a
student-centered on-line journal dedicated
to the topic of Cyberphilosophy. Students
in the class worked on different elements of
the project, including sitting on an
editorial board and reviewing submitted
student essays (UCC students reviewed U of
A students’ essays and vice versa in order to
avoid any partiality). Some students wrote
reviews of relevant Web sites while others
reviewed on-line articles. Other students
who were knowledgeable about
computers volunteered to do the html
coding and design of the site.

The journal is located at:
<www.cariboo.bc.ca/cpj>

To join the list send e-mail to:
mailserv@cariboo.bc.ca.

with the message:
subscribe cyberphil-l your full name

Sister Wendy
Meets Socrates:
The Future of
Computer-Based
Philosophy
Teaching?
Dominic M. McIver Lope
Indiana University Kokomo
dlopes@indiana.edu

Some claim that we are in the midst of an
educational revolution. A pamphlet that
recently appeared in my campus mailbox
predicts the transition from the “Industrial
Age” to the “Information Age” will bring
with it a “revolution in learning” in which
the “teaching-centred,” “provider-driven”
education we now have will give way to
education that is “learner-centred,” where
students are “self-informing”
“individualized learners” and courses are
“unbundled learning experiences based on
learner needs.” Another educator predicts
that

multimedia computing will lead
to fundamental changes in the
way professors teach, students
learn, and content is delivered.
No longer will the teacher serve

as disseminator of information
via lectures and textbooks.
Rather, the teacher will adopt
the role of facilitator, tutor, and
learner. Similarly, the student
will abandon the role of solitary
memorizer of facts and principles
for the role of researcher,
problem solver, and strategist
(Siegel 1996, p. 2).

I believe statements such as this are
predicated not only upon a distorted view
of the current state of higher education, but
also upon a distorted view of what
computers can do. I argue that much of
what is claimed for computers and the
Internet is neither as new nor as good as is
frequently made out. I would stress,
though, that it does not follow from this
that computers and the Internet have no
place in education. I conclude by suggesting
what I think we ought to build computers
to do, if we want to use them to teach
philosophy.

Hypermedia
Sometimes what is said to be revolutionary
about computers for education is their
capacity for “multimedia” and “hypertext.”
What makes a work multimedia is simply
that it incorporates many kinds of
content—text, static images, moving
images, or sound. Hypertext
representations are those that allow users
to select displayed items to follow up
further information about them. Although
hypertext is not the same as multimedia,
they can be combined to form what has
come to be called “hypermedia.” When a
user is required to click on an image to see
relevantly related text, that is hypermedia.

So defined, there is obviously nothing
especially new about either multimedia or
hypertext, or even the combination of
them. Illustrated books and motion
pictures are multimedia, and good
examples of hypertext include rubrics,
book indices, and card catalogues. Even the
scholarly footnote is a kind of hypertext. A
list of illustrations in an art monograph is
hypermedia, as is the index map in the front
of better atlases.

The multimedia capabilities of
computers are obviously useful when the
content to be delivered consists in images,
sound, and text combined. But computer
multimedia also has its dangers. Digital
images are “lossy,” and do not approach the
resolution of the pen, the brush or the

photographic slide. Cathode ray tubes have
a much more restricted range of colour and
intensity than film. To make matters worse,
I doubt it is possible to underestimate the
practical legibility for most people of text
longer than a hundred words on screen.
The multimedia author must learn the art
of the sound bite, or eye bite; and Web
surfers who happen upon longer
documents typically print them to paper.

There is a tendency to think of
multimedia as a super-medium capable of
doing what any other medium can do. We
ought instead to think of computer-based
multimedia or hypermedia as one medium
among many: it should be used when it can
convey particular content better than other
media.

Interactivity

Some are excited less by hypermedia than
the new technologies’ potential for
“interactivity.” I suppose this is what the
teacher I quoted earlier had in mind when
he predicted that computers will cause
students to “abandon the role of solitary
memorizer of facts and principles for the
role of researcher, problem solver, and
strategist.”

According one definition, interactive
media are user-centred, serving users’
needs, rather than focusing attention on
the machine. But this will not do, as many
representational media are user-centred,
including books and lectures. A standard
definition in information science is that
interactive media are those that allow the
user to control the sequence to pass
through content. I call this “weak
interactivity” because it identifies
interactivity with hypertext. On this
definition, books, library catalogues and
even television “channel-surfing” count as
interactive. There is no difference in kind
between the weak interactivity of
computer hypertext and a concordance or
table of contents.

This is not to deny that networked
computers do excel at many weakly
interactive tasks. They enable users to
search massive amounts of data quickly
using sophisticated matching criteria.
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Hippias, the philosophy Internet search
engine, allows users to search thousands of
documents on the World Wide Web and
Usenet in seconds. An on-line encyclopaedia,
such as the philosophy encyclopaedia at
Stanford, can be a charm to use. Nevertheless,
this is an improvement in technology, not a
technological revolution. Moves are afoot to
organize content on the Web in a rational
and useful manner. An example is the Noesis
Project at the University of Evansville,
which is organizing philosophy on the
Internet in a tree structure.

However, improvement in information
processing makes for improvement in
teaching only to the extent that learning is,
or depends upon, the acquisition of
information. In fact, only a relatively small
part of a good philosophical education
consists in acquiring information. Weak
interactivity will not help any philosophy
student “abandon the role of solitary
memorizer of facts and principles for the
role of researcher, problem solver, and
strategist,” and this is partly because
students are already not solitary memorizers
of facts and principles.

Strong Interactivity and
Epistemic Action

I have argued that those features of the new
technologies that educators see as likely to
revolutionize education are neither very
new nor very likely to be effective in the
ways suggested. I would now like to add a
positive suggestion, one that better takes
into account both what is involved in
teaching philosophy and what computers
can do. The suggestions is that we try to
exploit what I call strong interactivity.

The paradigm of “strong interactivity” is
a game. What is engaging in a good game is
that the course of the game—one might say
its content—depends on the players’
choices. It is their choosing some moves over
others that makes each game unique. (This is
why games of chess are not the same game
played in a different order.) Games are
“strongly interactive” media because their
users’ inputs affect the content that is
delivered. Whereas in weakly interactive
media the user’s input merely determines
the sequence in which content is accessed,
in strongly interactive media it would not be
entirely wrong to say that the user helps
create the content.

Strongly interactive media provide an
arena for what David Kirsh and Paul Maglio
call “epistemic action” (Kirsh and Maglio

1994). Merely pragmatic actions are those
whose function is to alter the agent’s
physical or social space in order to bring
her closer to her goals—gathering food or
winning a promotion. Epistemic actions,
by contrast, are physical actions that an
agent performs to make his cognitive tasks
easier, faster, more reliable or more
productive. Kirsh and Maglio unpack this
notion with a study of subjects playing the
computer game Tetris. They observe that
“the best way to interpret the [player’s]
actions is not as moves intended to
improve board position, but rather as
moves that simplify the player’s problem
solving task” (Kirsh and Maglio 1994,
p. 514). In epistemic action, the agent
manipulates the world, thereby offloading
representational structure onto the world,
so that the world preempts the need for
using certain mental representations or
making certain inferences (Kirsh and
Maglio 1994, p. 545). I suggest that
strongly interactive media are those that
facilitate and formalize epistemic actions.
For this reason, they are ideal for certain
kinds of learning.

Traditional, non-virtual classroom
teaching relies heavily on several strongly
interactive activities. Writing, for
example, is strongly interactive insofar as
choices one makes about structure, voice,
inclusion and exclusion, not to mention
argument, shape the content of what is
written. Taking notes while reading is also
strongly interactive, since it makes
possible a dialogue between text and
reader, in which the reader must bring to
bear her own skills and specialized
knowledge to interpret the text, and the
content of her reading experience depends
on the interpretive strategies she chooses
to employ. Finally, the best lecturers not
only answer students’ questions, but are
expert at asking them the right
questions—in the way that Socrates’
questions were tailored to fit his
interlocutors’ answers. A good lecture is
something like a conversation, in which
what is said by one party shapes what is
said by others. I submit that reading,
writing, and engaging in conversation

involve epistemic actions, albeit ones of
much greater sophistication than a game of
Tetris because they involve multiple
players. They are all ways of bringing us
closer to our own cognitive goals. This is
why we use them in teaching.

It should come as no surprise that those
who have begun to teach on line have not
wished to relinquish strongly interactive
activities. On-line philosophy courses
generally consist in a set of readings and
some mechanism, such as an e-mail list or
chat room, by means of which the teacher
can engage students in discussion and give
them an opportunity to start formulating
arguments, objections, and replies. It
should give us pause that e-mail and chat
rooms are relatively primitive information
technologies. They have existed since the
dawn of the Internet and they involve
neither multimedia nor hypertext.

If we are going to be serious about
using computers in new ways to teach,
then we should think about using their full
potential for strong interactivity.
Remembering that games are strongly
interactive and that computer games can
be very good, it might be helpful to ask
whether philosophy can be taught, even in
part, as something like a game. Certainly
we have been shown the way in strongly
interactive computer-based logic teaching
by Jon Barwise’s programmes, Turing’s
World and Tarski’s World.

Perhaps it would be fair to say that I am
not so much arguing against using the new
information technologies in teaching
philosophy but rather for using them in much
more sophisticated ways. I am willing to
grant that some good philosophy teaching
might be possible entirely on the Internet.
But if this is the case, I doubt it is because
of the new technologies’ implementation
of hypertext and multimedia, or any other
weakly interactive feature, and thus I think
it is unfortunate that these features attract
so much attention. What we ought to do
instead is work on developing computer-
based learning activities that are strongly
interactive. If our choice of a guiding
metaphor for the virtual classroom of the
future is between Sister Wendy in a box
and Socrates in a box, then I opt for Socrates.
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Platform

Byte by Byte
Jon Dorbolo

The exchange of academic knowledge
depends on scholarly publication. This
literature is almost entirely in printed
paper form. The article and monograph
have not been succeeded by television as
has the newspaper and novel. The Internet,
on the other hand, is the child of academia.
Scholars, teachers, and students who may
shun other electronic media are active
players and developers online. So, there is
potential for online media to take on the
traditional roles of print publication. There
is also a need for online publication to
succeed. Academia must move its discourse
online because print publications are no
longer effective for wide-scale scholarly
communication. Yet, the academic
community does not acknowledge
electronic publication as equivalent in
value to print publication. This discourages
submissions to online journals, which fuels
the devaluation of online publications. To
escape this degenerate orbit, we must make
two improvements in electronic
publication: usability and authority.

Crisis
The problem with print is economic. Since
the 1970s libraries have spent more of their
money to acquire fewer materials. Library
acquisition budgets have generally
decreased as a percentage of university
budgets, while new book and periodical
offerings have steadily increased. More
devastating than budget allocation is the
reduced buying power that the library
budget now has. Book and periodical costs
have climbed relentlessly. Science and
technical journal subscription rates
increased at 11.3 percent per year from
1970 to 1990.1 Humanities periodical costs
have risen as well, but at a much lower
pace. Still, just to subscribe to Ethics,
Mind, and the Journal of Philosophy will
cost an institution $264 this year.
Episteme Links lists 351 philosophy-
related journals and newsletters. It is
impossible for libraries to keep pace with
the volume and cost of print literature. This
gap between library acquisitions and new
publications and the effects of rising
journal costs on library budgets is what
librarians are calling “the serials crisis.”

The economics of print literature
creates uneven access to scholarly writing.
Materials sharing agreements are a help, yet
they are not enough. Moving print
materials around is labor- and facilities-
intensive. The harder it is to get relevant
articles and books, the more division is
created in traditionally unified fields. The
less available the texts become, the more
disjointed the conversations. Given the
priority of the sciences in universities;
“science journals account for
approximately 29 percent of the total
number of serials but 65 percent of the
serials budget”2; scholarly philosophy is
acutely impacted.

Solution

The negative impact of print economics on
libraries and scholars can be solved by
electronic publication. Putting journals
online reduces cost and increases access
radically. Online journal publication
(eJournal) is the means of solving the serials
crisis and has numerous benefits to the
academic community.

Cost
Two key factors in the increase of print
publication prices are the cost of paper and
the growth of sophisticated publishing
techniques, such as graphics. Electronic
publication resolves both. This newsletter
began using graphics and text pulls (the
larger-font quotes fragments inserted into
the text body) two years ago. These
enhancements are not difficult to create,
but they lead to higher printing costs. Color
graphics would be a further advance, but
the production costs and environmental
costs argue against it. In electronic
publishing, quality graphics do not add to
the cost of production, though they add to
the demands for creating the material.
Electronic journals will offer high
production-value imagery, animation,
video, and simulations without running up
subscription prices.

Access
The distribution of print media is a function
of the number of copies and locations
supporting them. Electronic media
distributes to many from a single source.
One server can supply all the readers of
numerous journals. The readership may
grow without affecting the production
process. Journal subscription may include
back issues as a matter of course. Access to

scholarly literature is significantly
enhanced by electronic publishing.

EJournals are portable. Traveling
scholars have access to their subscriptions
and library offerings at the nearest online
terminal, which may soon be anywhere/
anytime wireless. Ready access to sources
affects the academic conversation. At a
recent APA meeting session a disagreement
arose over whether Locke actually used a
particular phrasing. The session
commentator flipped up his laptop, ran a
search on the text of Locke’s essay and
found three instances of that phrase. Point
went to the defender.

Time
Electronic publishing will affect the pace of
academic communication. Layout,
printing, and shipping are centralized
processes and take significant time in the
publication process. It is not uncommon
for more than a year to pass between an
author’s submission of an article and the
shelving of the journal. Replies to articles
can be years apart requiring an anthology to
pull the parts together into an overall
presentation. There is no prima facie reason
why increasing the pace of scholarship is
desirable, and some common experience
counts against it (i.e., most of us already
have too much to do in too little time). Yet,
bringing more immediacy into the
publishing process encourages scholars to
address topical issues. I have heard of a case
where a philosopher wrote about a current
matter and submitted the article to a
journal. Well over a year later the journal
rejected the article with the comment that
the issue was no longer topical. There are
matters of philosophical concerns that do
not suit the pace of journal publication.
Electronic publishing can reduce the
turnaround time significantly, especially
when submissions are received in the
required formats.

Management
eJournals will provide strong management
capabilities to individuals. The ability to
search across an entire corpus of full texts,
not just bibliographies and abstracts,
transforms research. Electronic journals
will allow Internet robots to seek articles
related to relevant topics and constantly
update a table of contents in those areas.
Netscape and Yahoo offer personalized
pages in which the individual manages the
sources and topics of the daily news.
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Applied to academic journals, this
selectivity will make scholars more
informed and effective. Noesis already
allows for one-time selectivity in the search
<noesis.evansville.edu/>. Sustainable
personalization is not far off. Given the
potential benefit and technical inevitability
of such an approach to scholarship, it is
quite important to take concerns about the
effect of search logic on the nature of
knowledge seriously. For instance, the
issues as raised by Michael Heim in
“Computer Search Logic.”3

Discussion

Journals in the online media affect
scholarship by transforming every article
into a potential discussion. Socrates
observed that texts create intellectual
distance between reader and writer. He tells
Phaedrus that written words “seem to talk
to you as though they were intelligent, but if
you ask them anything about what they say,
from a desire to be instructed, they go on
telling you just the same thing forever”
(Phaedrus, 521d). Online discussion media
(e-mail, threaded discussion) transform
passive, static texts into living discourse.
Every online journal and article should have
comment areas in which critics, defenders,
and authors may carry on the matter of the
text. These contemporary objections and
replies will have to be stylized and may
become part of a new genre of academic
prose. The journal editor’s role should grow
to include moderating the discussion on the
article or review.

Prospects

Making eJournals a standard for scholarship
is crucial to the quality of research
institution libraries and the health of
academic conversation. Given the low cost
and wide distribution, one wonders why
journals have not moved online already.
Two factors dominate in the reluctance to
take this needed step: readability and
authority.

Online text has to be fully usable to
serve readers. The main deficit in the
usability of online text is readability. Most
folks who use computers complain at some
point about the difficulty of reading text
from the screen (eText). Part of this may be
the physical conditions of present
computers. The ergonomics of the upright
monitor are wrong; few of us are used to
reading from a vertical surface. When we
have easily held displays that can be propped

on the kitchen table and read in bed, we
are apt to see acceptance of the monitor as
a reading source.

Functional reading display is available
now as eBooks. These products are
dedicated reading displays to which texts
are downloaded. Four eBooks are
Everybook <www.everybk.com/>,
Softbook <www.softbook.com/>,
RocketBook <www.rocket-ebook.com/>,
Glassbook <www.glassbook.com/>.
Unsurprisingly, these differ in approach
and format. The Open eBook Initiative
<www.openebook.org/>, which will
hold its meeting in September 1999, is
seeking standards and compatibility
among display manufacturers and
publishers. These devices hold much
promise for advancing the viability of
academic electronic texts.

To be functional as replacements for
paper texts, the eBook must be
ergonomically designed and very readable.
Scrolling makes it difficult for many
readers to follow the flow of the text.
Several eBooks improve readability over
the computer monitor by eliminating
scrolling in favor of fixed page displays.
Most important is the resolution of the
text. Present CRT and LCD monitors
display type that is quite inferior to most
printed type. It is possible to simply print
out the text and smart Web design
provides optimally printable versions of
text. But, the value of the eText is far
beyond being a step in the printing
process. To realize this value, eText must
be very readable. Progress in the
readability of eText is appearing due to
sub-pixel font rendering. This method uses
the component areas of individual pixels
to smooth out the edges of the lettering.
Each pixel on the screen is composed of
three sub-pixels: red, green, and blue. The
visual system mixes these three primary
colors in combination to form all the
visible color combinations including black
and white. Each sub-pixel can be
controlled to have a cumulative effect on
the visible object. This method allows the
production of lines and curves that have
300 percent more resolution that current
whole-pixel rendering. This produces a
much more solid, high-contrast, and
readable text. This goes a long way to
make eBooks more readable, though this
technique clearly does not make eText
comparable to print text. In viewing the
demonstrations of this technique, I find
the text to be better than existing CRT

output, but it appears fuzzy rather than
sharp. To make the wholesale shift to eText
we will need text rendering that is darn
near perfect. For demonstrations and
explanations of this technology see Steve
Gibson’s pages at <grc.com/
freeandclear.htm> and Microsoft
ClearTypetm press releases at
<www.microsoft.com/typography/
cleartype/default.htm>.

Challenge

The most important factor in the evolution
of the eJournal is its acceptance into the
formal academic process. Very important is
the acknowledgment by departments and
colleges of eJournal publication as
legitimate research. Peer review may be a
requisite factor in this acceptance.
Endorsement by the APA for qualified
eJournals is another. A current study and
position paper from the APA on electronic
publication is needed.

When top quality scholarship is
available in only electronic form, academics
will read it. Researchers go where the
research is. The challenge, then, is to
attract top-quality research to online
journals. When top-quality scholarship is
available in only electronic form, academics
will read it. We do not have the option of
ignoring the work of major scholars.
Researchers will go where the research is.

Steve Harnad at the Cognitive Sciences
Center, Southampton University, makes an
immodest and intriguing proposal. He
maintains that traditional economic and
institutional forces in academia and
publishing will forestall the development of
eJournals for the foreseeable future. Thus,
he urges authors to take the matter in hand:

All authors should continue to
entrust their work to the paper
journals of their choice. But if, in
addition, they were to publicly
archive their pre-refereeing
preprints and then their post-
refereeing reprints on-line on
their Home Servers, for free for
all, then the de facto practices of
the reader community would
take care of the rest (irrespective
of their reservations about bed/
bath/beach reading); library
serial cancellations, the collapse
of the paper card house,
publisher perestroika, and a free
for all, e-only serial corpus
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financed by author-end page
charges would soon follow suit.4

Authors need to take the leap of faith
to publish online now. The present need is
to build the body of quality online
literature. Each quality online journal lends
credibility to electronic academic
publication overall. This includes rejected
work, since a traditional measure of journal
authority is its rejection rate. If every
concerned philosopher/scholar will
submit a single article to existing online
journals in the next year, the impact will be
visible and the venue will grow. Harnad’s
proposal is worth consideration as well.
Established journals will become interested
in the medium, just as commercial
publishers have embraced it after long
distance. The eJournal venue will grow,
byte by byte.

Notes
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Feminism and Philosophy

From the Editor

Joan Callahan
University of Kentucky

First, let me take this opportunity to thank
Barbara Andrew for her generosity and
excellent work as outgoing editor of the
Newsletter. As I take up the editor’s tasks, I
am delighted to be able to thank Cressida
Heyes for guest editing this issue, which has
as its centerpiece a set of papers on the
backlash against feminist scholars and
scholarship, particularly in professional
philosophy. The authors are philosophers
Louise Collins, Ann E. Cudd, Anita M.
Superson, and Kim Hall, with Cressida
Heyes providing a substantive
introduction. This group of papers is
followed by Jane Duran’s discussion of
Harriet Taylor Mill’s contributions on the
aesthetics of drama—contributions that
have not yet been fully explored. Sharyn
Clough’s feminist take on a session by
Quine and Davidson at the World Congress
of Philosophy follows, and Emily Zakin’s
review of Cathryn Vasseleu’s Textures of
Light comes next. A call for papers from the
Feminist Approaches to Bioethics Network
closes the issue.

The theme for the Spring 2000 issue of
the Newsletter is “Feminist Philosophy at
the Millennium.” The issue will consist of a
set of invited papers, which will focus on
feminist analysis in the traditional areas of
philosophy, namely, metaphysics,
epistemology, political philosophy, and
moral philosophy. The Fall 2000 issue is
open to all topics. Submissions should be in
to the editor by February 1, 2000.

About the Newsletter

The Newsletter on Feminism and
Philosophy is sponsored by the APA
Committee on the Status of Women. The

Newsletter is designed to provide an
introduction to recent philosophical work
that addresses issues of gender. None of the
varied philosophical views presented by
authors of Newsletter articles necessarily
reflects the views of any or all of the
members of the Committee on the Status of
Women, including the editor(s) of the
Newsletter, nor does the committee
advocate any particular type of feminist
philosophy. We advocate only that serious
philosophical attention be given to issues of
gender and that claims of gender bias in
philosophy receive full and fair
consideration.

Submission Guidelines
The purpose of the Newsletter is to publish
information about the status of women in
philosophy and to make the resources of
feminist philosophy more widely available.
The Newsletter contains discussions of
recent developments in feminist
philosophy and related work in other
disciplines, literature overviews and book
reviews, suggestions for eliminating gender
bias in the traditional philosophy
curriculum, and reflections on feminist
pedagogy. It also informs the profession
about the work of the APA Committee on
the Status of Women. All articles submitted
to the Newsletter must be limited to ten
double-spaced pages and must follow the
APA guidelines for gender-neutral language.
Submit four copies of essays prepared for
anonymous review. References must follow
The Chicago Manual of Style. To volunteer
to review a book, please send a CV and
letter of interest, including areas of
research and teaching. Please send all
articles, comments, suggestions, and other
communications to the editor: Professor
Joan Callahan, Department of Philosophy,
1415 Patterson Tower, University of
Kentucky, Lexington, KY 40506-0027;
<buddy@pop.uky.edu>. Submissions for
Spring issues are due by the preceding

September 1st; submissions for Fall issues
are due by the preceding February 1st.

APA Committee on the Status
of Women, 1999–2000

Chair:
Eva Kittay (2000)
Department of Philosophy
State University of New York/Stony

Brook
Stony Brook, New York 11794-3750
(516) 632-7570
ekittay@ccmail.sunysb.edu

Members:
Susan A Brison (2002)
Joan Callahan (2002) ex officio
Ann Cudd (2001)
Nancy Fraser (2002)
Judith Green (2000)
Mary Mahowald (2000)
Debra Satz (2001)
Nancy Tuana (2000)
Cynthia Willet (2002)

Letters to the

Editor

To the Editor:
I am pleased to see a feminist criticizing
Mary Daly’s view that biotechnology is
uniformly “evil” or “necrophilic” (see
Wendy Lee-Lampshire’s report on Mary
Daly, Newsletter on Feminism and
Philosophy, Spring 1999). In fact, I think it
is Daly’s view that is evil and necrophilic. I
doubt Daly has ever needed a heart, kidney,
or liver transplant, and she shows scant
regard for her “sisters” who do. Blanket
rejection of medical technology may be
titillating to the healthy and able-bodied,
but it means death for the thousands of ill
and/or disabled women who need medical
technology in order to survive and who have
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the temerity to value their lives as much as
Mary Daly values hers.

Norah Martin’s piece, “The
Technological Dream and the Intersections
of Gender and Bioscience” (appearing in the
same issue of the Newsletter), also raises
issues about respect for seriously ill women.
Her uncritical endorsement of the view that
panels evaluating breast cancer treatments
should include as consumers not just breast
cancer survivors but also family members
cries out for critical examination. The
blurring of the distinction between patient
and family is increasingly fashionable
nowadays. But what if the patient’s and the
family’s interests conflict? What if a
treatment prolongs the lives of breast
cancer patients but reduces the “quality of
life” of family members, whose lives would
be made easier by the patient’s demise?

What does a feminist standpoint give
priority, the lives of breast cancer patients
or the reactions of their families?

Yours truly,
Felicia Ackerman
Professor of Philosophy
Brown University

To the Editor:
I very much enjoyed reading the reviews of
the sessions of the meeting of the
International Association of Women
Philosophers in the recent Newsletter.
However, there were several serious errors
in the representation of my argument. The
summary of my presentation, “Ethical
Considerations Concerning Ressentiment
and Power,” appears in Spring 1999,
Volume 98, number 2, page 84.

My argument, part of a larger project I
call “Epistemological Explorations in
Ethical Ontology,” is not that “an ethic of
care . . . results in ressentiment.” Rather,
the disruption of the desire for power—the
existential-phenomenological embodiment
of which is ressentiment—results in so-
called caring traits and practices that
resemble, in general, ethics of oppressed
peoples. Ressentiment is an aspect of
Nietzsche’s power theory that I appropriate
to articulate a self-deception involved in
disregarding what we really want, and
claiming we want what we really do not.
When women’s desire for power is
disrupted by normative practices of sexual
dualism and sexism, women’s
ressentiment-based apparent desires may be
for any number of objects or states of being,

and may bring on a variety of behaviors,
traits, and practices, not necessarily related
to “the ability to manipulate,” a word I do
not use in my work. Whereas women may
gain considerable status in obedience to
ontologically dualistic gender roles,
power—understood not as domination, but
as capacity for “over-coming”—will remain
beyond grasp. An “ethic of power” is needed.

Sincerely,
Janet Borgerson
Providence, RI

Articles

The Backlash
Against Feminist
Scholars and
Scholarship:
Introduction
From the Fall 1999 Newsletter
Guest Editor

Cressida J. Heyes
University of Alberta

I. Feminist Philosophy and
Backlash

Much of this issue of the APA Newsletter on
Feminism and Philosophy focuses on what
many perceive to be a “backlash” against
the advancement of feminist scholars and
scholarship in philosophy departments.
Speaking to colleagues in the discipline
across North America, I (and the
contributors to this issue) have concluded
that feminist philosophers are currently
experiencing extraordinary opposition to
our scholarship, teaching, and political
activity within universities. This opposition
can be read as a reaction against the growth
of feminist philosophy, the success of
feminist philosophers, and the political
changes effected by feminist agitators in the
discipline; thus it might be seen as a mark of
our achievements. Whatever the extent of
these victories, however, they are never
uncontested. The agents of backlash are
sometimes individuals—male philosophers
threatened by political theories that
portray them in an unflattering light, for
example. Sometimes institutions act out

backlash collectively: for example, some
feminists have argued that the “glass
ceiling”—a term coined to describe limits
on women’s advancement in the corporate
world—exists in philosophy, too. Whether
these antagonisms actually constitute a
backlash depends, of course, on how much
progress one believes has been made, and
how bad things used to be. In this issue,
Ann Cudd argues that certain reactions to
feminist philosophy do indeed meet her
criteria for backlash, which “decent people
should resist.”

However the debates about backlash
develop, I would argue that there is a
shortage of adequate forums for feminist
philosophers to express disquiet with the
political climate we encounter. Often
neither existing mainstream analysis of the
“state of the discipline,” nor, ironically,
progressive conversation seems adequately
to capture the experiences of many
feminists. Despite obvious changes in the
representation of feminist philosophy in
terms of faculty and curricula (i.e., it used
not to be represented at all; now most
departments have one faculty member
professing some knowledge of feminism,
and one course on the books), feminist
philosophy continues to be a highly
contested enterprise. Nor are these
contestations ancient history, fought by an
old guard of Second Wave feminists against
the “bulge hire” male professoriate. Junior
feminists in graduate school and pretenure
continue to face marked hostility to our
work and existence in the discipline, while
many of our younger antifeminist
colleagues participate actively in
ostracizing and marginalizing us.

The dominant understanding of the
state of feminist philosophy comes in two
versions. First, the conservative (or, at
best, skeptical) version argues that feminist
scholarship (and feminists themselves) are
taking over the academy, adulterating with
fashionable but vacuous political claims
the quality scholarship that had hitherto
prevailed. Such attacks on feminism (and
multiculturalism, critical race theory,
queer theory, postcolonial philosophy,
cultural studies, and that catchall straw
person “postmodernism”) construct
diverse areas of study as irremediably
damaging to traditional (read: western,
mostly analytic, canonical, “what-we-do”)
philosophy. These constructions assert
that feminist philosophy is devoid of
substantive and rigorously argued theses,
entirely divorced from the “core” areas of
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philosophy, preoccupied with political
practice and social justice to the detriment
of its objectivity and hence intellectual
quality, and engaged in only by those with
personal axes to grind, intent on
appropriating pure scholarship to advance
their own agendas in “identity politics”
(another favored catchall). The crowning
claim for such conservatives is often simply
that “this isn’t (real) philosophy.” If this is
the scholarship, the scholars are thus
concomitantly read as intellectually
narrow and ill-equipped, self-interested
and hopelessly “biased,” and dogmatically
ideological with no standards for quality
work or education. It follows that we are
“not (real) philosophers.” Of course, when
radical scholars are women, such claims
mesh neatly with sexist beliefs that have
long and dishonorable histories: this
culture commonly understands women as
excessively concerned with the parochial
and personal, incapable of seeing the “big
picture,” and as overly self-interested and
subjective, unable to exercise our
rationality to attain intellectual
objectivity. Feminist scholars have argued
vigorously against these constructions on
many levels, although it’s far from clear
that we are winning the fight in debates
about U.S. higher education.

The second dominant account of the
state of feminist philosophy shares with
conservatives the assumptions that
feminism has made significant inroads into
the discipline, and that feminist
philosophers have gained a measure of
control and influence. This friendlier
version, however, understands such
developments as progressive. The
increasing numbers of scholars working in
feminist philosophy, of courses taught, of
graduate students emerging with novel
specializations, or of the quantity and
quality of publishing in the field indicate a
measure of success. This optimistic view
sees many battles against sexism in
philosophy—and academia more
generally—as having been won. The
inexorable march of progress makes each
step easier than the last, and creates better
conditions for each subsequent generation.

Associated with this perspective is the
tendency to see ongoing resistance to
feminism and other branches of radical
scholarship as failures of education.
Construing most academics as well
intentioned and fundamentally open to
new ideas, “progressivists” argue that
ignorance and skepticism can be overcome

by intellectual conversation, the spread of
feminist knowledge, and the presence of
feminists to provide these things. Dialogue
among feminist and extrafeminist scholars
is certainly important. However, while I
and the contributors to this issue could
point to moments of truth in this account,
we all question its panglossian cast.

II. Theorizing Experience
The progressivist stress on individual
reform tends to avoid discussion of the
structural facets of the academy that
constrain women scholars, the deep
embeddedness of misogyny in the language
and methods of philosophy, and the simple
bad faith of many antifeminist intellectuals.
If there is a backlash, it thus goes deeper
than, in Cudd’s words, “simple rudeness,
misfortune, or meanness.” It needs to be
understood as a systemic response on the
part of a structure of oppression in times of
particularly acute challenge. Much of the
work of researching and theorizing
backlash in feminist philosophy lies ahead
of us. There is a good deal of research on the
state of women in academia, and a fair
number of statistical sources on patterns of
race and gender in Ph.D.s in philosophy
conferred and faculty representation.1

Philosophy is both a white and a male-
dominated discipline, more so than any
other humanity. In Fall 1992, for example,
white men comprised 82.1 percent of full-
time instructional faculty and staff in
Philosophy in U.S. institutions of higher
education (compare engineering at 72.7
percent and physical sciences at 76.7
percent).2 There are feminist advice manuals
and guides for women faculty and graduate
students, and professional organizations for
women in philosophy.3 But to my
knowledge there is no published research
that looks in detail at the situation of
feminist philosophers, asking how we have
integrated into the discipline, how we fare
in departments long hostile to women and
radical politics, how our male colleagues
react to our presence, or how students
receive the teaching of feminist philosophy.

In this context, the subterranean world
of anecdotal evidence, personal testimony,
and critical autobiography is a particularly
crucial source of information about
feminist philosophers and philosophy. Such
information does not pretend to constitute
a comprehensive or universal picture of the
subdiscipline, and in their autobiographical
analyses in this issue both Louise Collins
and Kim Hall are careful to situate their

particular experiences. Nonetheless, the
jolts of recognition that the papers here
provoke illustrate important resemblances
among the recent experiences of feminist
philosophers. Collins argues that despite
her relative privilege both within the
academy and within U.S. society, she
nonetheless faces an everyday life at school
“characterized by a vertiginous kind of
double vision: many interactions have a
surface and a shadow meaning. When I
brightly encourage my student to ‘say what
she really thinks’ in class, knowing her
story, I understand something of the risk
she is taking, the shadow of her husband’s
fist descending. When I attend a faculty
presentation about sexual harassment and
the law, I know which of my learned
colleagues the grapevine warns female
students to avoid.” Many of us must
contend with these dual realities, often
internalized as what Christine Overall calls
“‘role muddles’ generated by the
conflicting expectations that arise from
roles that are socially dissonant.”4 When
we are not white, not heterosexual, not
originally middle class, not Ivy League-
educated, not able-bodied or in good
health, these role muddles multiply. Hall
points to the way heteronormativity
disciplines the actions of feminist
philosophers, for example, while Anita
Superson highlights conflicts between
stereotypical expectations of women and
students’ evaluation of faculty teaching.

These dissonances also become more
intense when we must contend with
antifeminist hostility against which we
cannot afford overtly to defend ourselves.
There is a complex set of disincentives to
reporting our experiences, marked by
minimizing tactics, double binds, and fear
of reprisal. As Hall mentions, if we have
junior positions, we are expected to be
happy and grateful to have them at a time
when the job market is very bad, even if our
jobs are inequitably paid, exploitive,
overloaded or insecure. If we are looking
for jobs, no retellings of misogynist
interview questions, harassment on a
campus visit, or ill-informed inquiries
about feminist research will quell the
clamor of male voices telling us that we are
(unfairly) benefiting from affirmative
action. Even those feminists who hold
senior appointments are often presumed to
have “made it” to positions of
unproblematic privilege and acclaim.

Other skeptical responses similarly
inhibit feminist testimony: if we point to
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“minor” irritations in our professional lives,
we may be told by colleagues that we are
exaggerating or overreacting, or that things
have improved greatly for feminist
philosophers and we therefore should not
complain. We may be chided that other
departments or universities are worse than
our own, or that our male colleagues “aren’t
that bad” or “mean well.” If we raise serious
issues of discrimination, we are likely to face
ostracism and censure for rocking the
institutional boat. We may be punished by
means ranging from cruel gossip to denial of
tenure. If we complain that our male
colleagues have harassed, assaulted,
exploited, or demeaned us, we will be
perceived as dangerously uncollegial. If we
try to socialize with male colleagues, we
may be read as flirtatious, or a convenient
source of emotional labor. If our few female
colleagues are antifeminist or male-
identified, we may have to struggle to form
alliances with people who are
fundamentally hostile to our politics, and
who gain plentiful reinforcement and
support for undermining us. By testifying to
injustice, feminists of color risk reinforcing
their position as racial outsiders in white
dominant institutions. Women who resist
heteronormativity can make straight,
conventionally partnered colleagues
nervous. Evidently, I could continue. These
chilling responses not only inhibit the
sharing of experience, they also deny the
reality of our conditions as feminist
philosophers.

III. Arenas of Backlash

What are these conditions? Let me briefly
outline four particular areas of concern,
where backlash seems to me to be
particularly powerful, and more systematic
inquiry and resistance necessary. First, Cudd
observes that students are increasingly
resistant to feminist teaching: “while the
students I taught ten or so years ago were
either on the Left politically or at least
curious and interested in feminism and
generally respectful of me, now when I teach
feminist perspectives on classical issues in
my large intro class, a small but noticeable
number of them walk out.” Superson argues
that students’ sexist beliefs and attitudes
toward women teachers severely curtail the
fairness and usefulness of student
evaluations. Women teachers, especially
teachers of feminism, must struggle with
role conflict, stereotyping, and challenges to
our authority that not only create

difficulties in the classroom, but also
translate into evaluations that do not
accurately reflect the quality of women’s
teaching practice. Certain forms of
negative evaluation stem from attempts to
punish women for gender nonconformity
(including simply “being a professor”). On
the other hand, those women teachers
who do conform to gender roles risk
punitive evaluations for failing to exhibit
the masculine traits associated with
professorial competence. Thus women
teachers face a classic double bind. To the
extent that students are increasingly
hostile, or feminist teachers are
increasingly a priori characterized by
colleagues as easy (or harsh) graders,
insufficiently (or excessively)
authoritative, “trendy” rather than
rigorous, and not doing “real philosophy,”
backlash attitudes devalue our teaching.

A further striking area of backlash
comes in resistance to affirmative action.
In a bleak job market, the assumption that
being a member of a protected group offers
unmerited advantages is astonishingly
prevalent. As Collins, Cudd, and Hall note,
women philosophers are all too often told
by male peers that only gender gave them
access to interviews, campus visits, jobs,
or promotion. Women of color are doubly
targeted. There is some limited evidence
that women are being interviewed and—
to a lesser degree—hired
disproportionately to their representation
in graduate school and the profession’s
junior ranks.5 But to characterize these
trends as a mark of affirmative action’s
impact—even positively—begs a number of
questions. First, women are probably not
offered jobs at the rate they are
interviewed, suggesting a degree of
tokenism. Anecdotally, many women job
candidates I know have been run ragged at
APA meetings, being interviewed for
unsuitable jobs by people who have not
even glanced at their CVs or writing
samples. Some interviewers have been
surprisingly candid about their
motivations, explaining that they need to
“look at” a few women to justify
themselves to an equity agency. Second,
women pursuing an education in
philosophy (as in many disciplines,
although this may be more pronounced in
male-dominated research areas)
experience harassment and gender
discrimination, and are offered on average
less financial support and less mentoring

than their male counterparts. These
phenomena are arguably the cause of lower
rates of degree advancement and higher
rates of attrition among women in graduate
school.6 Thus, it is not unreasonable to
hypothesize that the average woman
successfully completing her Ph.D. is a more
determined and able philosopher than the
average man, even by traditional standards.
Third, the jobs that women do get are
seldom the most privileged: women are
disproportionately represented among
part-time and temporary faculty, at
teaching-intensive institutions rather than
the more prestigious research universities,
and are paid less than their male
equivalents.7 Finally, Cudd notes that
“many departments and universities that
seem to be quite eager to hire women, then
do a number of uncollegial and
unprofessional things to get rid of them.”
Thus hiring in the junior ranks too rarely
translates into retention and promotion of
women faculty.8 To characterize affirmative
action as unjustly boosting women in
philosophy, then, is both to ignore a history
that continues to benefit white men in
ways well defined by feminist critics, and to
exaggerate affirmation action’s effects. The
prevalence of the uncritical view that
women do not deserve the positions they
are achieving and that men entering the
profession are tangibly disadvantaged
illustrates the force of backlash.

A third arena of contemporary
backlash is sexual violence against women
in academia.9 Too many women in
philosophy continue to be sexually
harassed and assaulted by male faculty.
Incidents known to me personally range
from a graduate student whose supervisor
attempted to rape her, to a woman new in
a department whose chair “teasingly”
stood in the doorway and would not allow
her to leave her office. A junior feminist
was sexually propositioned by a tenured
colleague, and when she turned him down,
explaining why his behavior was
complicated by his power as a member of a
reappointment committee, he informed
another colleague that she had led him on
and lied about his actions. Women I know
are too frequently subject to gratuitous
physical “assistance” (door opening, having
one’s arm held when crossing a street,
being “helped” down steps), hugging and
kissing, and inappropriate commentary on
our hair, clothes, and body size. If we are
feminists working on issues that can inspire
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prurient questions—pornography, rape, or
transsexuality, for example—we may be
quizzed on the intimate details of our
studies but not on their philosophical
import. The small number of women in
philosophy increases our visibility as
targets for sexual exploitation, and makes
it harder for us to share experiences and
generate support.

Furthermore, the effects of sexual
exploitation are particularly chilling: it is
emotionally disabling, isolating,
humiliating, and hard to prove. Few
women gain satisfactory redress from
official complaints, and most must work
alongside their harasser(s), trying to
minimize professional damage. Again,
much evidence is anecdotal, and there are,
of course, women who have not been
victimized in these ways, as well as men
who support their women colleagues. But
there are too few individuals in each
category. I understand this pattern in the
context of a feminist scholarship that
analyzes the sexualization of workplaces as
men’s response to a threatened loss of
power and control.10 Thus, here the
psychodrama of backlash might be played
out most vividly: women must be made to
realize that they are women through sexual
exploitation and objectification, even—
perhaps especially—when they are doing
men’s work.

A final locus of backlash is philosophy’s
dominant response to feminist scholarship.
Cudd notes that top journals continue to
resist publishing feminist work, and that
feminist scholarship is squeezed out into
“special interest” journals that are then
characterized as less prestigious and less
philosophical. The impact of feminist
philosophy on the mainstream of the
discipline is minimized or ignored, enabling
the claim that feminism is “peripheral.”
This view may in turn be used to justify
opposition to feminist curriculum reform
or hiring (“we don’t need a feminist course;
we should be teaching more
metaphysics!”). Ridden with false
dichotomies, this position conveniently
ignores the impact of feminist thought on
even the most traditional areas of
philosophy, and creates narrowly
demarcated ghettos for feminist
intellectual activity. Paradoxically, this
position is often most avidly championed
by philosophers who know next to nothing
about feminism. Deciding a priori that
feminism has nothing to say with regard to
their own intellectual endeavors,

academics in positions of power exhibit
willful ignorance about feminist
philosophy that has other chilling
consequences.

One of the most disappointing of these
is what I call the “reinventing the wheel”
effect. Recently I gave a feminist paper to a
general philosophical audience. Early in the
question period a man asked: “Men are also
limited by gender roles: for example, men
are criticized for crying publicly. Aren’t
men oppressed?” I explained that while
certain men are arguably the victims of
oppression—on the basis of their race or
class, for example—no feminist could
sustain the view that men as a social group
are systematically disadvantaged by gender
roles under patriarchy, and thus indeed
that the very basic concept of oppression
precludes this. Not incidentally, my paper
did not even touch on this question.
Another questioner, and another, picked
up the thread. I found myself giving what I
considered to be an explanation of basic
concepts suitable for the first week of an
introductory feminist theory class.

This experience has struck a chord for
many of my feminist peers. It illustrates two
dynamics: first, feminist scholars are
seldom offered a space to argue through
and defend our scholarship outside
exclusively feminist contexts. We are
perpetually reinventing the wheel for the
very audiences most likely to deny the
depth and sophistication of our ideas.
Would it be acceptable to ask an equivalent
question in an epistemology colloquium
(perhaps, “What is this notion of justified
true belief you keep talking about? What
does that have to do with knowledge?”)?
Second, the pervasiveness of ignorance
about feminist thought, I think, speaks
against the view that educative efforts
alone can bring feminist philosophy into
the intellectual mainstream. The
questioners in this example were all
longtime colleagues of a philosopher who,
over twenty years ago, wrote a germinal
and widely reprinted feminist article on
oppression that explicitly debunks the
notion that “men are oppressed by gender
too.” Even the most minimal interest in her
work, or slightest, most cursory concern
for feminist scholarship would have led
them to this essay. This ignorance, then,
can only be read as willful. These are not
well-intentioned people, for surely a good
intention, to count as good, must at some
point lead to action. Thus both passive
neglect and active criticism serve to

marginalize feminist scholarship without
engaging its philosophical quality, and too
often prevent feminist scholars from
flourishing to the extent of our merits.

* * *
When presented together, these
phenomena are deeply disquieting. Much
as I would like to believe the progressivist
vision of the steady march of feminism into
philosophy, I believe that there is a great
deal of bad faith and resurgent hostility.
The themes covered in the following four
papers, unfortunately, do not exhaust the
scope of backlash, nor have we yet fully
theorized its causes or effects. How can
backlash be resisted? Whatever feminist
political interventions may eventually
succeed, they must be informed by careful
listening to the experiences of women in
philosophy. Not all of these experiences are
of hostile or punitive treatment, and I
recognize the need to be cautious about
generalizing from the narratives and
analyses offered here. Furthermore, in
many ways all academics are privileged.
Our work environments offer relative
autonomy, summers for writing, some
fascinating colleagues and eager students, a
rare opportunity for intellectual
conversation, and thus (in Collin’s phrase)
“some of the least alienated labor available
in a capitalist economy.” If these rewards
were not so apparent and so desirable,
there would be little point in women
struggling to gain power in philosophy in
the first place. Only increasing the visibility
of feminist struggle in philosophy
departments, however, will make it
possible to design adequate responses to
backlash.

Hall touches on the thorny issue of
conflict among feminists, asking in
particular what senior feminists are doing
to create space for more junior women.
Certainly this is an area where there are
mutual disappointments, and mutual
triumphs. Some senior, tenured feminists
may be in danger of being coopted by the
institutions they set out to resist. Some
junior women may dabble in feminism,
exploiting whatever cachet it might have,
without taking the political risks that their
foremothers did. But ultimately the success
of any resistance to backlash seems to
depend on the amity and concord of
feminist philosophers. As we work to make
the progressivist vision real, we need to
acknowledge both the individual and
institutional barriers to its success, and the
importance of feminist solidarity.
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1. These statistics do, however, date quickly. See,
for example, the APA “Data on the Profession” link
at http://www.apa.udel.edu, which is summarized
from the slightly more detailed National Academy
Press report on “Doctorate Recipients from United
States Universities” linked to http://
pompeii.nap.edu (Appendix A: The Seven Basic
Tables; see especially table A-1). See also the U.S.
Department of Education National Center for
Education Statistics website at http://nces.ed.gov/
index.html. The most recent statistics on
postsecondary faculty sex, race/ethnicity, rank, age,
salary, and type of institution are for Fall 1992
(except Table 234), although statistics on degrees
conferred are available through 1995–96 (and table
244 provides projections on degrees conferred by
sex through 2007–2008).

2. National Center for Education Statistics, op. cit.,
table 229.

3. Two personal favorites are Paula Caplan, Lifting a
Ton of Feathers: A Woman’s Guide to Surviving in
the Academic World (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1993); and Emily Toth, Ms.
Mentor’s Impeccable Advice for Women in
Academia (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 1997).

4. Christine Overall, A Feminist I: Reflections From
Academia (Peterborough, Ont: Broadview, 1998), 25–6.

5. See, for example, Brian Leiter’s anecdotal evidence
at http://www.blackwellpublishers.co.uk/
gourmet/study.htm, note 12.

6. There is little structured information on
discipline—and gender-specific attrition from Ph.D.
programs, and again, most information is anecdotal.
For summaries of the research literature, see
Roberta-Anne Kerlin, “Breaking the Silence: Toward
a Theory of Women’s Doctoral Persistence,”
especially chapter 2, Ph.D. Dissertation, Faculty of
Education, University of Victoria, 1997 (available
on-line); Office of Scientific and Engineering
Personnel, The Path to the Ph.D.: Measuring
Graduate Attrition in the Sciences and Humanities
(National Research Council, 1997).

7. See L. Ingram and P. Brown, Humanities
Doctorates in the United States (Washington,
D.C.: National Academy Press, 1997); National
Center for Education Statistics, op. cit., 1998
Report, chapter 3, tables 229, 231, 234; Richard
Schacht (for the Committee on the Status and
Future of the Profession), “Philosophy in America
in 1994,” survey conducted by the American
Philosophical Association, 5–16.

8. See Virginia Valian, Why So Slow? The
Advancement of Women, cited in Ann Cudd, this
issue.

9. I use the term “violence” here deliberately, even
though for many it has connotations of physical
assault. In my analysis, violence need not be only
physical; it can also be emotional or verbal, and
includes any attempt to punish or constrain the
actions of another person by force or threat of force.
This usage helps to illuminate the connections
between the examples I give: all contribute to a
climate of violence, even though physical assault,
including sexual assault, may be one of the less
common forms of violence in academia. I am not
even convinced of this conclusion: after spending

three years working as a sexual assault counselor
on a university campus, I realized the prevalence
of sexual violence against women by male
students and faculty.

10. Billie Wright Dziech, The Lecherous
Professor (Chicago: University of Illinois Press,
1990); Jeff Hearn et al., eds., Sexuality of
Organization (Sage, 1990); Catharine MacKinnon,
Sexual Harassment of Working Women: A Case
of Sex Discrimination (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1986).

Some Reflections
on Being a Feminist
Philosopher in the
Academy
Louise Collins
Indiana University, South Bend

I don’t have any grand account of what it is
to be a feminist philosopher in the
academy. I assume that my perceptions of
what the academy is like, what academic
philosophy is like, and of what each does,
are systematically different from the views
my male colleagues would give. I also
assume that my accounts are
systematically inflected (at least) by my
class (born middle class), race (white),
sexual orientation (heterosexual), and
degree of physical ability (currently able-
bodied). In addition, my perceptions are
doubtless shaped by the idiosyncrasies of
my biography and of the particular
academic institutions with which I am
familiar. Hence, instead of offering an
essential definition, I will try to convey
something of the texture of my everyday
life as a particular would-be feminist
philosopher in the academy. My purpose is
to invite others to describe their
experiences, the better to ground
discussion of whether and how feminists
with philosophical training can promote
feminist goals from positions within the
academy.

* * *
I am stretching in the weights room of a
modest hotel, chatting with a woman
who is attending the same feminist
philosophy conference as I am. She has just
presented an excellent paper, and she has a
tenure-track job at one of the most
prestigious research universities in the
country. We compare notes on our
experiences in academia. She reports: of all
the junior female faculty where she works,

all but her are on Prozac. I respond,
jokingly, “Well, can’t you do something
under labor protection laws, if working
conditions are so bad?” She replies, taking
me half seriously, “Well, there’s nothing
you can really point to, it’s just a toxic
environment.” She swims a mile every day
to deal with the stress. She says to me: “At
some level, I know I’m not stupid. I am so
tired of feeling like a loser, like I am stupid
every day.”

A student, who has been missing from
my class for a month or so, suddenly shows
up in my office. She explains that she has
been in hiding in another state, to keep her
partner’s ex-husband from kidnapping the
children. They had had an amicable joint
custody arrangement with the ex- for a few
years. Indeed, the previous semester, my
student wrote a paper arguing that a
biological father should have the first right
of refusal to the child, if a single mother
decides to offer her child up for adoption,
on the grounds that not all men are bad
fathers. However, it seems that when the
husband finally acknowledged that his ex-
wife is in a lesbian relationship, he began
threatening court action to deprive them of
any opportunity to pervert his children. It
later transpired that, as a good Christian,
he had not been sparing the rod: indeed, he
had been beating his daughter black and
blue, while telling her that he did it
because he loved her. As we walk to class,
my student and I discuss how to make up
the work she has missed.

I am at the eastern division of the APA,
awkward in my part-borrowed interview
outfit. I have several prearranged interviews
to face. I approach a pair of men who were
my fellow graduate students at McGill.
When they learn that I have interviews,
they become unfriendly, and as I walk
away, I hear them muttering about
affirmative action. I am reluctantly seeking
jobs in the U.S., despite my Canadian
doctorate, because of Canada’s vigorously
enforced “Canadians first” hiring policy in
the universities. I am British. They are both
Canadians. They are oblivious to any irony.

In my evening class, one of the older
female students sits, week after week,
vividly attentive, hunched into herself,
silent. She takes enormously detailed notes
and submits journals that meticulously
reconstruct the arguments of the assigned
readings. Her papers are clear and
conscientious, yet adopt no critical
standpoint. In my office hours, she tells me
about the time her husband beat her up
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really badly and walked out, leaving her
unconscious on the floor of their closet. In
the next class, we are discussing Catharine
MacKinnon’s work on sexuality. She
speaks for the first time: “My ex-husband,
he ran up huge bills on those, you know,
telephone sex lines.”

I am out having dinner in a Middle
Eastern restaurant with eight of my
girlfriends in Montreal. We discuss Andrea
Dworkin’s Intercourse—since none of us
has ready access to feminist theory in our
respective graduate programs around the
city, we meet outside school to educate
ourselves. It is a lively evening, though the
male owner of the restaurant sits smoking
at the next table, seemingly puzzled by a
group of women in public without men. At
home, at four in the morning, I am woken
by a long-distance telephone call from my
brother in England: he wants to know if I
am all right. The date is December 7, 1989.
Yesterday, 14 women, mostly students
enrolled in the Polytechnique—the
engineering institute of the Université de
Montréal—were shot dead “by a madman,”
because they were, in his words, and
despite one woman’s denial at gunpoint,
“feminists.” Subsequently, the media
comes to lambaste feminists “for making
political capital out of the acts of a solitary
madman.” It is denied that the massacre, by
a man, of these women about to enter a
male-dominated profession, has any
gendered political significance.

In my first semester teaching in the
States, I am bicycling to campus. I am
nervous, since motorists in this
Midwestern town are not used to cyclists
and the road margins are very uneven. As I
cycle into the parking lot, suddenly I see a
huge sports utility vehicle driving straight
at me. The driver and his buddy are
laughing at me, and I realize that behind the
wheel is one of my senior departmental
colleagues.

* * *
Let me emphasize that I realize that, as the
world goes, even as North America goes, I
have a pretty cushy number. I don’t expect
to be imprisoned by state officials for my
views, nor stoned in the streets for being
employed outside the home. I do not work
night shift in a laminates factory as do some
of my students, and though I work hard, I
do have a full-time job with benefits, my
position is tenure track, and my course load
is only 3-3.

Why then am I telling such raw and
angry stories? They do not fit with any

idealized notion of the academy as an ivory
tower where detached, rational intellects
contemplate the form of the good,
welcoming to any devoted seeker after
truth. They point rather to the academy as
enmeshed with the same axes of privilege
and oppression—race, class, and gender—
that structure the rest of society. This is
hardly an astonishing revelation. Nor is it a
surprise that this basic political insight
often escapes those, including my younger
self, who have been multiply privileged by
these structures, for naiveté is one luxury of
privilege. Having received my professional
training in Anglo-American research
institutions, I, too, once conceived of the
philosopher as a rational intellect hovering
above the fray of politics and history, with
delicate detachment unraveling conceptual
confusion, deploying the tools of logical
analysis in the cause of clarity, objectivity,
and access to atemporal truth. I did notice
that most of those accredited as
philosophers were middle class and male,
but I ascribed that to the unfairness of the
world outside the academy. Listening to
others’ painful stories and finding parallels
with some of my own has played a crucial
role in changing my views.

I work at a commuter campus of a state
university, in a postindustrial, basically
blue-collar town. Most of our students are
working their way through school, the
majority are white women, and many are
returning to school after starting their
families. In addition to the 3-3 teaching
loads, faculty are also expected to do some
campus service and to pursue their own
research. Each semester I teach two
sections of Introductory Ethics, and a
smaller, 300-level course, which rotates
between various topics, including Feminist
Philosophy. During the semester, my time
and energy are consumed with teaching
and service, although, in some sense, my
experiences in teaching are part of my
research.

Many of my decisions about teaching
are strategic, framed by the facts that most
of the students I teach take only one course
in philosophy and that many students are
fairly socially conservative (popular bumper
stickers locally include, “It’s a Child not a
Choice” and “Abortion Stops a Beating
Heart”). My political goals are small-scale.
Given the bland title of my Introduction to
Ethics class, it draws a broader range of
students than do my classes with
“feminism” in the title. One of my goals in
this class is to demonstrate that a woman

can exert authority over a group of adults,
and, moreover, that a woman can use
rational argumentation to make her point.
Although I have reservations about
masculinist models of authority and reason,
and I am aware that for some students my
race may be more salient than my gender, I
believe some women students find it
helpful to see a woman model the
possibility of appropriating such tools for
her own purposes and some men find it
chastening. Again, while I have reservations
about presenting objectivity as “seeing
both sides of the case,” still, this
presentation of controversial issues adds
credibility when I present the Other side in
discussing abortion and homosexual rights.
Further, keeping my feminism vital requires
that I listen carefully to those with whom I
disagree, even though this can be
exhausting. The point of paying attention is
not just to hone my ripostes, but also
because it is possible that my interlocutors
may have something to teach me.

In my 300-level courses, I attract a
narrower sample of students since the
course title may include the word
“feminist,” and classes are smaller. My goals
and methods thus are different. I can do
more individual mentoring, particularly
working to build the confidence of my
women students who have returned to
school. It is still true that women are being
told by men in their lives that they are
stupid, and one thing I can do, just because
of my position within the academy, is to
tell women, authoritatively, that they are
not stupid. I do not invite students to
disclose their personal stories to me, for I
am vividly aware of the limits of my
competence. I know I am not a therapist.
However, given some topics we discuss—
family relationships, male and female
gender roles, and so on—students do
sometimes tell their stories publicly in the
classroom or to me in private. Doing the
emotional work of dealing with these
stories can be draining, whether the work
is that of finding a way for the class to go on
after such a narration, or of making myself
listen fully to the recounting.

The kinds of service work I do on
campus and in the local community again
reflect my version of feminism. The details
of what I do are fairly banal and some of the
committees on which I sit are time-
consuming and dull. Sometimes my voice
gets lost, because I am female, and the male
habit of taking credit for women’s ideas
continues to enrage me. However,
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sometimes small changes do result, which
will be of benefit to women.

These days my everyday life at school is
characterized by a vertiginous kind of
double vision: many interactions have a
surface and a shadow meaning. When I
brightly encourage my student to “say what
she really thinks” in class, knowing her
story, I understand something of the risk she
is taking, the shadow of her husband’s fist
descending. When I attend a faculty
presentation about sexual harassment and
the law, I know which of my learned
colleagues the grapevine warns female
students to avoid. I cannot return to
understanding the teacher-student relation
as an encounter between two disembodied
minds, stripped of gender, class, biography,
all attributes but reason. Where once I
understood the politics of knowledge as the
politics of access to the academy, I now
think also of the politics of what gets
counted as knowledge, whose view of the
self-evident has efficacy in the institution.

At the same time, I am struggling to
understand how race shapes my interactions
with students, colleagues, and staff
members. As an Englishwoman in the
American Midwest, I initially tried to use
students’ perception of my foreignness—I
have a marked accent—to show the class
something about North American culture,
using a collective “you” to refer to the class,
and “we” to refer to English people. I
discovered that “we” became systematically
ambiguous. White students heard that “we”
as I intended, as “myself and other English
people,” yet African American students
heard it as “we white people.” In this wing
of the ivory tower, for some students, my
whiteness makes me more foreign than does
my nationality.

If I feel so compromised and worn down
by the academic life, why not get a “day job”
and focus on full-time feminist activism? I
have two reasons. First, I like some aspects
of academic life. Feminism does not require
one to give up all pleasure for the cause.
Becoming a tenured academic promises
some of the least alienated labor available in
a capitalist economy. As an academic, I have
contacts with some interesting people and
access to useful resources. I enjoy
interacting with many of my students and I
do have some wonderful colleagues, male
and female. Though I am often infuriated, I
am rarely bored.

Second, given my training and
inclinations, I think I can be relatively useful
as one kind of feminist in academia. As a

professor in a state school, I can help
women get degrees to improve their
economic lot, I can oblige conservative
students to analyze texts they would
otherwise dismiss, and I can use the
school’s resources to convene and
publicize panels to debate controversial
issues in one of the few public spaces for
discussion left in America. I can sit on
worthy campus committees to bring
about incremental improvements in the
university environment for people of
color, other women, gays and lesbians, the
disabled. I can use such social credibility as
I have as a professor of ethics to voice
concerns about gender, race, and class in
community organizations in which I am
involved. Feminism needs to pursue many
strategies for social change: we cannot
know in advance what will work best and
different contexts may need different
approaches. So let there be self-described
feminist entrepreneurs, as well as
separatist health collectives; let there be
feminist critics assailing the academy as
well as feminist philosophers working for
social change within the academy.

Analyzing Backlash
to Progressive
Social Movements 1

Ann E. Cudd
University of Kansas

I. Introduction

In 1991 Susan Faludi published Backlash,
and the term has become a commonplace
of feminist activism and scholarship ever
since.2 Most feminists, and progressives
generally, hold that there is currently a
backlash to the progress made in the wake
of the Civil Rights and Women’s
Movements of the 1960s and 1970s. But
little has been done by social theorists to
define and clarify the concept of backlash.
To say that some event or series of events is
an instance of backlash is to make a
judgment that is at once both descriptive
and normative. For both descriptive and
normative purposes, we need to be clear
about how to identify backlash and
distinguish it from phenomena that are
superficially similar. We need to be able to
judge whether an event fits into a pattern
of growing reaction against some
progressive social movement, or whether

the event is isolated, anomalous, and not
worthy of serious concern by social
theorists or activists. Thus, we need a
working definition of backlash, one that
shows how the concept fits into other
central concepts of social and political
theory, such as equality, oppression, and
social progress. This paper is intended to
clarify the concept of backlash in order to
ground social theory about progress and
backlash.

What counts as a backlash event or
period or set of acts and what doesn’t
count? The case that I think might be taken
as paradigmatic for social backlash is the
period of increased violence against blacks
in the Jim Crow South following
Reconstruction. The case is paradigmatic
not only because it was such a strong
reversal of progress, but also because the
direction of change is clear and
unmistakable. Jim Crow was a rapid
reversal of rights and freedoms that had
previously been secured by blacks during
the period of Reconstruction. The Jim Crow
period is sufficiently far back in history
now for us to see clearly that it was a
systematic change in the laws, institutions,
and social climate that reversed the
progress of a previous period. A similar
period of increased violence against women
in the 1980s and 1990s seems to be
following on the progress of the Women’s
Movement. This is more clear
internationally than in the U.S., with the
prime example being the Taliban
movement in Afghanistan. Also, witness
the increased violence against gays and
lesbians in the wake of progress in the Gay
Rights Movement.

Physical violence is the most obvious
but not the only sort of reaction to
progress. In the academy, where physical
violence is rare (but not unheard of),
backlash usually comes in the form of
institutionally sanctioned, or at least
unprevented, abuses of power. At the 1998
Eastern Division APA meeting, a group of us
came together to discuss issues of backlash
to feminism in the academy. The assembled
panel bore witness to a number of
problems faced by feminists and women,
and discussed how the term “backlash”
might apply. First, we noted departments
that seemed to be quite eager to hire
women, then do a number of uncollegial
and unprofessional things to get rid of
them—either by harassing them, by
disrespecting their work or their other
contributions to their departments, by
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unfairly denying them tenure, or by making
their working conditions so difficult that
they fail to earn tenure, or give up before
trying.3

Second, we discussed the fact that
feminism as a topic and methodology of
philosophy has been granted a place at the
national meetings, but there remains a
reluctance of the philosophers at the top
institutions and journals of the first rank to
publish feminist pieces. Indeed, in some
quarters there is simply outright hostility
to feminist philosophy. Two examples
come to mind here. In his address as
chancellor of Boston University and host of
the most recent World Congress of
Philosophy, philosopher John Silber
attacked feminist philosophy as “an assault
on reason.”4

In a review of feminist work in various
disciplines, the Times Literary Supplement
asked Colin McGinn for an overview of the
significance of feminism in philosophy. He
writes, “feminism now has a place in many
philosophy departments, for good or ill,
but it has not made any impact on the core
areas of the subject.”5

Third, we discussed the changing
climate for feminism in the classroom:
while the students I taught ten or so years
ago were either on the Left politically or at
least curious and interested in feminism
and generally respectful of me, now when I
teach feminist perspectives on classical
issues in my large intro class, a small but
noticeable number of them walk out.
Recently I taught an introductory class in
which I made a point of including works by
women and nonwhites. While I had
generally good evaluations, one student
carved “Cudd is a bitch,” “I hate Cudd,”
and “Fuck Cudd” so deeply into one of the
desks of the classroom that it had to be
replaced.

Again, it is hard to read these events
precisely, but taken together they
suggested to us an ominous erosion of the
progress that many think women and
feminism are making in the profession and
the academy generally. I would argue that
these are not merely anomalous
fluctuations from a norm of civility and
progress for women, but that these
represent genuine instances of backlash
against women and feminism in the
academy.

Two kinds of problems threaten the
project of identifying a particular period or
series of events as backlash. One kind of
problem is that an event might not be any

kind of a backlash at all, but rather an event
following another that is difficult to
characterize as part of the same narrative of
history. Perhaps it is anomalous, perhaps it
slightly opposes the previous progress but
does not suggest a significant social
movement. The other kind of problem is
that some periods might indeed oppose the
social movements of a previous era, but the
previous era was not itself a progressive
social movement. For example, let’s
suppose that the current opposition to
affirmative action were overcome and
affirmative action programs, perhaps in
altered forms, were reinstituted. Then we
might imagine those who oppose
affirmative action on grounds that it
violates the rights of whites and men would
say that there is a backlash occurring. As
another recent example, Mark Roe, in an
article in the Columbia Law Review, counts
as “backlash” any economic policy that
opposes economic efficiency.6

But such policies would include labor-
friendly policies, like laws that favor labor
unions or impede the ability of businesses
to fire employees without warning or
quickly buy and dismantle companies, and
these are clearly policies that so-called
progressives would favor.

In its normative use, “backlash”
connotes something to be avoided,
something that is excessive in its zeal and
reactionary in aim. My purpose in this
paper is to outline a theory of backlash that
is a normative theory—a theory that carries
with it an implicit moral judgment that
such a social period is to be avoided, is
somehow wrong. To do this we need a
theory of backlash to social progress, where
“progress” carries the normative
implication that it is good, a kind of period
of social change to be encouraged.

II. Progressiveness
In the Discourse on the Origin of
Inequality, Rousseau argued that
civilization has brought increasing
inequality and enslavement, and in this
sense humans could not be said to be
making progress. Indeed, quite the reverse,
Rousseau held that civilization had meant
moral decline, and that the decline had
worsened as humans strayed further from
their origins in the primeval wilderness.
Rousseau held that the beginning of the
decline came with the origin of private
property and the division of labor. It was at
this point that humans were able to profit
from enslaving one another, by making one

person do the work that was required for
the survival of two. Increasing technical
knowledge in agriculture, manufacture,
and social organization thus brought about
decreases in freedom and equality. Even if
Rousseau has the historical facts wrong, he
persuasively argues that increasing
civilization can mean political regress, not
progress.

If progress does not automatically
correspond to growing civilization or
technical change, how then are we to
define progress? “Progress” is a relational
term that implies an end or goal toward
which the thing progressing is moving.
There are many possible social goals, but
they reduce mainly to two classes of goals:
goodness and rightness or justice. A society
might pursue some happiness or
righteousness, as examples of pursuing
goodness, or a society might pursue
equality or efficiency in production and
trade as a matter of justice. I don’t mean to
suggest that goodness and rightness are
exclusive, though they are likely to
compete at times. We might say that a
society progresses when it becomes more
good or more just. The good and the right
may sometimes conflict, in the sense that
making progress toward goodness might
require a sacrifice of justice, or vice versa.

Now let us look at two paradigm
examples of social progress. Perhaps the
clearest case of social progress in human
history has been the abolition of chattel
slavery, insofar as that has happened.
Closely behind that in clarity is the
institution of universal suffrage, at least in
democratic nations. Both of these changes
have clearly marked a change in the way
that human beings view other humans (at
least other competent adult humans)—as
fellow persons of dignity and respect rather
than as lesser beings because of some
accident of their birth, be it race or class or
gender. Now one might argue that there are
still blind spots even in the most
progressive states: failure to extend the
vote to noncitizen residents or the virtual
enslavement of the underclasses in low
wage jobs, for example. But that is only to
argue that further progress can be made,
not that abolishing slavery and extending
suffrage are not examples of clear progress.
To argue that they are not progressive
would require one to show that for every
such extension of humanity or voting rights
there is a corresponding erosion of
humanity or rights somewhere else in the
world, or to show that somehow the focus
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on individuals that democracy and
liberalism requires is somehow
nonprogressive. While the first of these
seems empirically quite implausible, the
second is a position that could be argued by
a fascist, or by one who holds a religiously
based comprehensive moral view, or
perhaps by a communitarian, or by a
utilitarian under some bizarre conditions of
social life. It might be argued by some
feminists that such individualism is
masculinist, and hence nonprogressive. I
think all these views are mistaken, but it is
beyond the space available to provide a full
defense of the thesis that the human
individual is to be held morally primary. I
will simply acknowledge that my concept of
progress is fashioned assuming this basic
liberal thesis.

There are also clear cases of regression
(again, relative to the basic liberal thesis just
stated): holocausts and totalitarian regimes
of various stripes. What makes these
regressions is that they deny the respect due
all persons to whole classes of people.
Consider the Holocaust in Europe in this
century and the Nazi regime that brought it
about. Jews and others were viewed as
“vermin,” as something less than human,
and their annihilation was thereby alleged
to be justified. The Nazi regime was a good
example of a fascist totalitarianism—the
German people were claimed to be
personified in a single man, which
symbolically annihilated the personhood of
individual Germans. Dictators like
Ferdinand Marcos, who do not even
attempt a rhetorical justification for their
actions, deny the equal worth of their fellow
citizens by ignoring their wishes and needs
and plundering their wealth. Religious
totalitarians, like Ayatollah Khomeini, claim
that God has chosen them to dictate, to
overrule the wishes or the needs of the
people and demand their ultimate sacrifice
when the dictator sees fit to do so. Might
someone argue that one or more of these are
not cases of regression but are really social
progress? To do so, one must either deny the
equal worth and dignity of individual
persons or deny that persons ought to able
to have some realm of individual choice and
some voice in collective decision making in
their societies. To anyone who would deny
either of these tenets, I admit, I haven’t
much to say in this paper.

Finally, there are some unclear cases
that I want to mention to delineate the
concept of progress that I am pursuing.
Some who agree with the tenets of equal

worth and dignity and democratic choice
(perhaps Rousseau included), would argue
that our increasingly technological
lifestyle is regressive in that it destroys
valuable ways of life, while others would
assert that it constitutes social as well as
technological progress because the
standard of living of the worst-off member
has been raised (an argument made by
Locke, among others). Some, perhaps
Rousseau included, would argue that
capitalism is regressive because it reduces a
large class of persons to meaningless
automatons, impoverishing some as some
grow fabulously wealthy, while others
assert it is progressive because the total
social product or average level of wealth is
higher than with previous forms of social
production. I don’t wish to decide these
matters here; but I do want to offer an
account of social progress that explains
how reasonable people, people who agree
on the progressiveness of extending
human dignity and democratic choice,
could disagree on these cases but not on
the clear cases of progress and regress that
I identified above.

Generalizing from what I call the clear
cases, then, I want to suggest that
increasing social justice is progressive and
increasing oppression is regressive.
Progress, I would argue, is to be defined in
terms of the reduction of oppression.
“Oppression,” on my view, is a normative
term that names a circumstance in which
four conditions are satisfied: (1) persons
suffer harm (understood descriptively as a
decrease in their overall well-being) within
social institutions or practices; (2) the
harm is perpetrated through social
institutions or practices on a social group
whose identity exists apart from the harm;
(3) there is another social group that
benefits from the institutions and
practices that cause the harm; and (4) the
social group suffers the harm through
unjustified coercion or force. This account
of oppression surely needs defense, but I
am not going to provide that here. What I
want to make clear is that this view entails
that individuals suffer the harm of
oppression only as members of groups. If
progress requires reducing oppression,
then progress entails that these social
groups are harmed less by social
institutions, which, in turn, means that
the individuals in them suffer fewer harms,
at least on average, than they did before.
Social progress, then, is a reduction in
harm that comes about through the

redesign of social institutions. But if
progress requires a redesign of social
institutions to reduce oppression, and if
oppressive social institutions benefit some
other social groups, then there will be some
social groups whose interests are opposed
to progress. Some social groups will be
deprived of the advantages or privileges
that existed under the previous set of social
institutions. For example, the abolition of
slavery deprived slave owners of property.
This harmed slave owners in the real,
material sense that they owned less after
abolition than before. This was an entirely
justified harm, because the ownership of
slaves was unjustifiable. However, this fact,
that progress harms some identifiable social
group that previously enjoyed an
unjustified advantage, sows the seeds of
backlash.

Progress can be defined only in terms of
contrast with an earlier period, and with
respect to a particular social group or set of
social groups. To say that social group g has
progressed between time t1 and time t2 is
to say that social group g is less oppressed
at t2 than it was at t1.7

It is possible, then, to say that a
progressive period for one group is
regressive for another. I will say that a
period of time is progressive simpliciter
only if that period is progress compared to
all previous periods and with respect to all
social groups existing at that time.

I am now in a position to explain why
the unclear cases I have mentioned are
unclear in regard to progress. First, in each
of these cases, the very structure of the
social group could be seen as changing so
markedly that there is no obvious group
with which to make a clear comparison
that would justify the judgment that some
social group’s oppression has been
lessened. In the gross cultural changes from
hunting and gathering to agrarian societies,
or from agrarian to industrial societies, the
social groups themselves shift so radically
as not to even be comparable (except
gender groups, perhaps). However, not all
social change entails such major shifts in
social groupings. Blacks and whites were
still blacks and whites before and after the
Civil War; Jews were still Jews before and
after the Second World War and the
founding of Israel; women and men have
not changed basic identity conditions since
the 19th amendment or the failure of the
ERA. Second, if justice requires, as Rawls
and others have argued, both economic
efficiency and some measure of equality,
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then there will be many situations in which
these demands conflict. In each of the two
unclear cases (technological innovation and
the advent of capitalism), there is, arguably,
an increase in efficiency but a decrease in
equality. That is, the whole social product
increased but the increases advantage some
in greater proportion than others, so the
greater share of the increase goes to the
better-off groups. In these cases those
persons who prioritize efficiency could see
these changes as progressive while those who
prioritize equality could see them as regressive.

III. Backlash
My strategy for defining backlash should
now be obvious: it is to be defined in terms
of progress or regress, which was defined in
terms of oppression. Backlash is clearly in
evidence when oppression is greater than in
a previous period with respect to some
social group and in that previous period the
social group suffered less oppression in
some still earlier period. Note that on this
view it is not possible to say that a period of
social progress with respect to some social
group is at the same time a backlash against
the social group whose interests are
adversely affected by the increased equality.
This is because the group that is adversely
affected by increased equality or decreased
oppression of another group is not thereby
subjected to oppression. While they are
harmed as a group, the harm is not
unjustified. Their harm is justified precisely
by the fact that their previous gains were
unjustified and unjust. Thus, white men
had no justified claim to being oppressed by
affirmative action, and would not be
justified in using the term “backlash” to
describe any reinstitution of affirmative
action after it was temporarily suspended.

It has been suggested to me that
“backlash” connotes a mean-spirited,
punitive attitude on the part of the
backlasher. While I think that backlash can
certainly come about through such
attitudes, it can also come about as a result
of completely unorganized, unconscious,
perhaps even institutionalized, resistance
to change. Surely the formation and actions
of the Ku Klux Klan are examples of
organized meanness. But the forces of
oppression are often more institutional
than personal. For example, a woman is
denied tenure on the grounds that her
work is not “high quality” or not
“philosophical,” as judged by the perceived
quality and titles of the journals in which
she publishes. It turns out that journals that

her colleagues count as top-quality
philosophical journals turn down (as
insufficiently philosophical), without
review by referees, any article that
considers gender to be a significant
category of philosophical analysis.8

At the same time, the journals that
publish the kind of articles that the woman
writes are considered out of the
professional mainstream (e.g., they have
“feminist” in their titles or subtitles), or not
as important because they are new journals
that publish such work along with
mainstream articles. While there may be
nothing mean-spirited (since this could be a
case of unconscious sexism) in these kinds
of editorial decisions, editors’ failure to
recognize gender as a crucial social category
and so worthy of analysis by social
philosophers makes their journals
unavailable to the woman as a publishing
outlet. Likewise, this woman’s colleagues
might not be mean-spirited but simply fail
to see newer journals that do accept
submissions in her field as good journals,
and to see that what they consider the good
journals are unavailable for the research
that the woman does. This woman’s case
illustrates how institutions and norms can
exert an inertial force that resists progress
without any individual consciously
intending to do so.

Can a single event be said to be a
backlash event? Since backlash is defined in
terms of a period of change in the levels of
oppression, then a completely isolated,
unique, anomalous event could not be an
instance of backlash. This is because a
single event could not be an event of
oppression absent any social structures of
constraint. However, a single event might
be identified as a backlash event when
connected with other events that together
constitute increasing inequality for a social
group. An event can portend backlash if,
were it not to be resisted successfully, it
would together with similar events
constitute regress for a social group.

This raises the serious epistemological
problem of how to discern when we are
confronted with a case of backlash or
simple rudeness, misfortune, or meanness.
How can we tell if a tenure denial is a part
of backlash or a bunch of unconnected
forces within an academic institution
working against someone? Is it backlash or
a mistake that might have happened to a
member of a privileged social group; or is it
a reasonable, if harsh, judgment of the
merits of the case? Formally, this is like the

problem of determining what the overall
population looks like from a small sample.
At the moment of the event, it may be
difficult to tell whether it is an event that
constitutes increasing oppression or
backlash. But it would be naive to suggest
that we don’t have any basis on which to
judge in cases that are similar to past cases.
As I argued, because of the fact that there is
usually a social group that is harmed by
progress, backlashes almost always follow
progress. For every feminist movement
there has been its antifeminist backlash.
Therefore, when the savvy feminist is
confronted with misfortune, she wisely
bets on the backlash.9

IV. Conclusion
In conclusion, I want to argue that there is
a backlash now to feminism in philosophy.
The argument faces the objection that
whatever problems or challenges feminists
and women are facing now in academia,
there is no backlash because the criterion
that we be in a period of regress is not met.10

Women are represented in greater
numbers at all levels in higher education,
Women’s Studies programs are common
and growing, and feminism is reaching into
nearly every discipline. I believe that this
objection has some merit; but the merit is
limited and there is certainly a case to be
made for the claim that we are seeing a
backlash in academic philosophy, at least.
While it is true that there are more women
at the assistant and associate professor
levels, growth at the full professor level has
been very modest in most fields, and
particularly in philosophy.11

While there is now a feminist journal of
philosophy, Hypatia, it is still difficult to
get one’s male colleagues to accept it as
equally valuable as, say, the Journal of
Social Philosophy, which has about the
same reported acceptance rate.12 Still, this
might just suggest slower-than-expected
progress, not regress. Yet, I think that there
is a case to be made that feminism is facing
a reactionary response that is closing off
opportunities to the top and mainstream of
the profession of philosophy. Recall the
quotations I cited from Silber and from
McGinn. These remarks reveal a hostility
and resentment that could surface only
after some initial successes by feminists to
challenge the discipline. For most liberals
and progressives, feminism came initially as
a kind of gestalt switch. They believed
something like the following syllogism is
sound: All men are worthy of equal dignity
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and respect. Equal dignity and respect
requires equal opportunity in the academy.
Therefore, all men are worthy of equal
opportunity in the academy. Then,
suddenly, it occurred to everyone (in the
face of the Second Wave Women’s
Movement), “oh, yeah, and women too.”
Making the logical substitution then
implied that women deserved equal
opportunity in the academy. So far so good.
But as it turned out, women’s entrance into
the profession of philosophy led inevitably
(or so I would argue—but that’s another
paper, too) to challenges to many traditional
issues in philosophy. That meant that either
the men in the profession have to carry on
the discussion on new terms, set in some
cases by women, or dismiss the terms as
unworthy. This is a cost, a harm to the
privileged position of men in the discipline.
Given the economic and status rewards
involved, (e.g., maintaining their own
positions as arbiters of the mainstream, or
securing employment for themselves or their
students), there are incentives for those in
positions of power in the profession to
maintain their positions by taking the less
honorable view that feminist readings are of
less value than the orthodox ones.

Surely the motivations behind hostility
to feminism in the academy are more
complex than this brief analysis reveals, but
this is at least a large part of the story. Now,
it seems, there has been a hardening of the
position that women (or racial minorities)
are wanted in the profession, but only if
they do not do feminism (or race theory).
This amounts to conceptual regress from the
initial liberalization of the profession,
where there was little or no prejudice
against feminism before (when its
implications for fundamental change were
unclear), or rather, no more than the general
prejudice against women that existed then,
and, I would argue, still does. Taken
together with the slower-than-expected
material progress of women in the
profession, this conceptual regress indicates
a backlash to feminism, which decent
people should resist.
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Sexism in the
Classroom: The
Role of Gender
Stereotypes in
the Evaluation of
Female Faculty
Anita M. Superson
University of Kentucky

I. Some Anecdotes

On my first day of teaching, a male student
raised his hand and asked with genuine

skepticism, “Could you tell us your
qualifications for teaching this class?”

When one of my best male students
found out in the fourteenth week of the
semester that I not only had a Master’s
degree, but also a Ph.D., he responded,
“This changes everything,” suggesting that
he did not believe what I had said until
this point.

During a discussion about moral
skepticism, an older male student
interrupted me to say, “That’s not the
skeptic’s position. I’ll tell you what the
skeptic’s position is,” and then tried to set
me straight on a topic I have been
researching and publishing in for some ten
years. He later complained to the
chairperson that I was too young to be
teaching the course.

During a complex lecture on Hume’s
moral theory, a female graduate student
asked, “Did you get these notes from a class
you took in graduate school, or are you just
making this up?” This incident occurred
shortly after I returned the students’ papers
on which I had commented extensively.

A male student in an upper-division
course, who repeatedly displayed
confusion about the issues, sat in the back
of the room and through my detailed
lectures shook his head “No,” suggesting
that I did not know what I was talking
about. When I reprimanded him for his
behavior after class, he told me in no
uncertain terms that I did not know how to
do philosophy.

On the third day of an introductory-
level class, I twice told a couple of
disruptive male students to leave the room,
but they did not budge. I then told them
that I was not going to lecture any more
until they left, but they remained in their
places. Finally, I left. The students preferred
to have the class miss a lecture than to
acknowledge their disrespectful behavior
and give me the upper hand.

On the first day of an introductory-level
course, when I walked into the room two
male students in the back row said out
loud, “All right!,” suggesting that since I
was a young-looking female, the class
would be a “piece of cake.”

In the course of a long discussion
during which I went over a male student’s
paper with him line by line, he sat back
with his arms folded across his chest and
asked, “What mood are you in when you
grade these papers?”

The second time I taught an
introductory feminism course, a male
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student not in the class wrote a highly
disparaging editorial about me in the
independently owned school paper. In it he
claimed that “the professor just howls at
the males and preaches her feminist
teaching to the females in the class,” and
that my course was “really about hatred.”
He referred to me as “the She-devil in
charge,” and suggested that I had unfair
power over the students since I controlled
the grading.

In a sixteen-week health care ethics
course, attended mostly by students from
typically conservative fields such as
premedicine, I briefly discuss the treatment
of women in the health care system and
conservative, moderate, and liberal
positions on abortion. My teaching
evaluations commonly include derogatory
descriptions, such as “bitch” or “Nazifem.”

* * *
Every female professor I know has relayed
to me similar anecdotes. I surmise that male
and female students often harbor sexist
beliefs about women that are common in
society at large. Women are both expected
to be and believed to be more emotional
than rational, passive, supportive,
nonassertive, deferential, caring, and
nurturing. For female professors, these
traits translate into the expectations and
beliefs that they are less competent than
their male colleagues, are easy graders,
grade according to emotion instead of
reason, are more tolerant of disruptive
behavior in class, give students breaks on
cheating, let students control the class, are
less logical and more disorganized, and so
on. In contrast, men are expected to be and
believed to be aggressive, more rational
than emotional, knowledgeable, directive,
in control, and so on. The traits that men
are both expected and believed to exhibit
are the same traits that characterize the
stereotypical—but not necessarily ideal—
professor, which is not surprising since
most professors have been and still are men.
Thus female, but not male, professors find
themselves in conflicting roles: the role of
female and the role of professor.1 This
conflict is made apparent in students’
ratings of female professors in evaluations.

II. The Backlash
The student behaviors I have relayed in the
anecdotes are not merely examples of
sexism. I want to argue that, both in
themselves and as reflected in teaching
evaluations of female instructors, they

function to maintain a backlash against
women. In her well-known book,
Backlash: The Undeclared War Against
American Women,2 Susan Faludi argues
persuasively that the United States of the
1980s experienced a backlash against
women’s progress. Faludi explains
backlash as an episode in which resistance
to women’s rights and independence is in
an acute stage. Backlashes, she observes,
have always been triggered by the
perception—accurate or not—that women
are making great strides. These outbreaks
are backlashes because they have always
arisen in reaction to women’s “progress,”
caused not simply by a bedrock of misogyny
but by the specific efforts of contemporary
women to improve their status, efforts that
have been interpreted time and again by
men—especially men grappling with real
threats to their economic and social well-
being on other fronts—as spelling their own
masculine doom.3

A backlash, then, is an episode of
intensified sexism caused by the perception
that women are gaining power. Various
behaviors occurring during a backlash
attempt to set back women to the position
they previously held—that is, to halt their
accrual of power.

A variety of factors contribute to
keeping women down in and/or out of the
academy. One is sexism in the classroom,
expressed informally in students’ behavior
as described in the anecdotes, as well as
formally in teaching evaluations grounded
in gender bias. Teaching evaluations often
play a significant role in decisions about
raises, promotion, and tenure. Insofar as
they reflect gender bias, they can function
to keep women out of power. Informal
sexist classroom behavior can have a similar
effect, since it places an extra burden on
women, causes undue stress, and makes
women act in guarded ways in the
classroom, all of which contribute to an
unpleasant if not hostile environment. It
can drive women away from the profession,
or negatively affect their teaching, and
hence teaching ratings.

Faludi attributes the cause of a
backlash especially, if not exclusively, to
men who feel threatened by women’s
progress. This includes hostile—usually
male—students (such as those described in
some of my anecdotes) who make the
classroom environment threatening, and
who negatively rate women—especially
those who import feminist ideas into their
courses—on teaching evaluations. It

includes also hostile colleagues and
administrators who weight heavily this and
other negative information in deciding a
woman’s fate in academia. But while this
small, albeit outspoken, minority might get
the backlash going, participants in a
backlash do not have to feel threatened by
women’s advancements; they can simply be
uncomfortable with them. Both male and
female students often tacitly endorse sexist
stereotypes. Nor need it be the case that
participants in a backlash intentionally aim
to set back women. Once a backlash gets
going, sexist practices are put into place
and anyone can participate in sustaining
male domination even without reflection.
Most students I have described in the
anecdotes fall into this class; they have no
political analysis of their actions.
Colleagues and administrators too
commonly also lack feminist vision, though
I believe that they are responsible for
sustaining the backlash in a deeper way
than students. The power to change the
way women are evaluated in the academy
rests with them, and they have a legal
obligation not to discriminate against their
employees with respect to their
compensation, terms, conditions, or
privileges of employment on the basis
of sex.4

III. The Studies

Interpreting studies is always controversial.
Nevertheless, I believe that the studies done
on teaching evaluations of female faculty
are instructive. They reveal that teaching
evaluations are affected in complex ways by
students’ expectations, which, in turn, are
shaped by gender biases about professor
behavior. We can learn lessons from these
results, which, I believe, have to do with
the backlash against feminist-inspired
progress.

When looked at generally, studies on
teacher ratings and gender yield mixed
results. One survey revealed that
“laboratory” studies of student ratings of
hypothetical instructors yielded no
difference in the overall ratings of male and
female teachers in the majority of cases, but
in a few of the remaining, males were rated
more highly than females. In no study did
females receive higher ratings than males.5

But in eight of twenty-eight studies
conducted on actual teachers that had
statistically significant differences, female
instructors had slightly higher overall
evaluations than did male instructors.6
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But closer inspection is revelatory. The
ratings of female instructors divide up along
the lines of whether these instructors
conform to gender stereotypes. More
exactly, the studies can be divided into four
categories, including those demonstrating
that students (1) reward conformists; (2)
penalize nonconformists; (3) penalize
conformists, and (4) reward
nonconformists. Let me speak briefly to the
fourth category. In the few studies showing
that students rate highly nonconforming
female professors, researchers attribute
these results to students’ perceiving these
women as exceptions.7 Undoubtedly,
women who succeed in male-dominated
disciplines have to be much better all
around than their male counterparts, in
which case merit subverts sexism in their
ratings.8 In each of the remaining three
categories, I want to argue that a negative or
a positive rating for sexist reasons
contributes to the backlash against women.

A. Rewarding Conformists

Several studies show that students rate
female instructors more highly than males
because they conform to traditional female
stereotypes. One four-year study revealed
that 75 percent of the time male instructors
received significantly higher ratings than
female instructors on questions about
fairness, thought stimulation, organization,
nonrepetition, knowledge, and overall, but
females were rated more highly on
sensitivity and student comfort.9 Another
study testing for students’ perception of the
“feminine” quality of warmth, found that
students perceived female instructors to be
warmer, more encouraging, and less
authoritarian than men.10 Female
instructors’ global ratings in this study were
significantly higher than those of males,
influenced by their ratings on willingness to
assist, encouraging expression, and ability
to arouse and sustain interest. A third study
showed that female professors are rewarded
more than males for being nurturing or
supportive when it comes to grading.11 If a
male professor were to raise a student’s
expected grade by one point, his total score
on the 100-point evaluation would rise by
3.36 points, but if a female were to do the
same, her evaluation would rise
considerably more—by 5.65 points.

Were ratings on “masculine” and
“feminine” traits not variable along gender
lines, we might conclude that students
prefer and rate highly professors with both
traits. But these studies do not show this.

Instead, they suggest that students expect
female professors to exhibit “feminine”
traits, and when they perceive that they
do, they rate them highly. In essence, they
rate a female highly because she is a good
woman, not a good professor. To reward a
professor for being a good professor is to
acknowledge that she or he does and
should have institutional power. In
contrast, to reward a female professor for
conforming to gender stereotypes is to
reward her for exhibiting traits that are
typically inconsistent with having power
and being able to use it in a meaningful
way, including being subservient,
nurturing, easy—in short, nonthreatening.

I want to suggest that even positively
rating women for these sexist reasons
contributes to the backlash. Rewarding
women for being feminine effectively
disciplines gender conformity, punishing
women who are not conventionally
feminine, and rewarding behaviors that
mark inferiority and maintain male
domination. For instance, being
nonassertive makes a woman reticent to
complain about unfair practices in the
workplace, such as pregnancy leave
policies. Being deferential makes a woman
less likely to speak her mind in department
meetings. Being nurturing makes a woman
devote much of her time to “ego-feeding,”
which takes away time from her other
work and can lead to a loss of self.12

B. Penalizing Nonconformists

Consistent with studies showing that
female faculty are rewarded for
conforming to gender stereotypes are
studies showing that they are penalized
with lower ratings for not conforming.
Several studies show that to achieve the
same student ratings on likeability,
supportiveness, and even competence,
female professors are required to be
warmer and more social than their male
counterparts, and engage in feminine
behavior such as smiling and making eye
contact.13 Female professors are also rated
more negatively than males for not being
nurturing or supportive when it comes to
grading. In one study, female professors
were rated more harshly than males for
being hard graders.14 It seems fair to
conjecture that female faculty get docked
more often than males for straying from
their expected gender roles, which is to be
expected since they simultaneously inhabit
conflicting roles of woman and professor.

Female instructors are similarly
penalized for violating gender norms
surrounding classroom presentation style.15

The “feminine” style of classroom
presentation allows for a lot of student
input, whereas the “masculine” style of
presentation consists in lecturing. In one
study the more classroom time a female
instructor spent in presenting material by
way of lecture, the lower were her
likability ratings, but the more time male
instructors spent lecturing, the higher their
likability ratings.16 The same study also
found no evidence that students resent
female instructors who use their authority
in the classroom, so long as they temper
this authority with interactive teaching
methods. Interactive teaching can unite the
conflicting roles of the female professor as
“woman” and as “professor” by, for
example, creating a classroom atmosphere
where students are equal partners in the
pursuit of knowledge. The study found that
female professors who display authority in
“feminine” ways—for example, by
responding to student challenges with
great patience, or reprimanding students in
a friendly rather than embarrassing way—
are not penalized on evaluations, but they
are penalized if they display authority in
stereotypical male ways. Male professors’
likeability ratings, in contrast, are not
affected by displaying authority using solely
negative evaluations, and admonishing
interruptions from students. Thus hostility
toward women in positions of power is
revealed in formal studies of teaching
ratings, as well as in informal anecdotal
evidence.

Some studies show that faculty who
teach women’s studies courses or raise
feminist issues in the context of other
courses are downgraded in their
evaluations. One found that for students to
accept a female instructor’s authority and
judgment in presenting “a balanced
interpretation of pertinent viewpoints,” it
is doubly important that she be seen as
compelling, self-assured, and professional.17

This suggests that if a female instructor
brings up feminist or other politically
controversial perspectives, she will be rated
negatively if she has not also convinced
students of her competence. Some
researchers attribute feminist-influenced
negative ratings to the fact that feminist
issues “are more likely than many others to
challenge students’ personal assumptions”
and hence generate anger, and to “be
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viewed as extraneous and not ‘real’,”
thereby detracting from perception of the
faculty member as competent.18

Further evidence that a rejection of
women’s power is at the root of
discrepancies in teaching evaluations of
female and male instructors can be found in
several studies demonstrating differences in
the way female and male students rate
instructors. These studies have mixed
results, and some show no discrepancies.
Others, however, show that the lowest
ratings given to female instructors come
from male students. One study found that
male and female students rated male
professors similarly, but male students
frequently rated female professors the
lowest on “masculine” qualities including
appropriate speech, fairness, thought
stimulation, and nonrepetition.19 Another
found that male students rated female
professors significantly lower than males on
teacher appeal and effectiveness,
scholarship, organization and clarity,
dynamism and enthusiasm, and overall
teaching ability, the most negative ratings
being given by male engineering majors,
traditionally a conservative group.20 A third
study found that male students rated
female social science instructors (but not
male social science instructors or female
women’s studies instructors) lower than
did female students on preparation,
decisiveness, participatory decision making,
and likeability.21 A fourth found that
women receive the most negative ratings
when they are in nontraditional fields,
especially from male students who hold
conservative views about women’s roles.22

Women are aberrations in the
academy, which makes students see them
as women first, professors second, all the
while trying to fit them into one mold. At
worst, some students do not want women
in power; women should not be professors
at all, they claim. At best, many students
implicitly assume that women should be
very different kinds of professors than men,
exhibiting contradictory “feminine” and
“professorial” traits. Men, on the other
hand, are seen as professors and men at the
same time—there is no differentiation and
so no conflict between their roles. Thus
men start off ahead of women in the
classroom. Rating female faculty negatively
for the sexist reason that they are not
“feminine” contributes to the backlash
because, first, it can negatively affect a
woman’s success in academia; second, it

perpetuates the view that men are better
professors than women; third, it sends the
message that women should exhibit
“feminine” traits, or risk punishment by
students; and fourth, it may make female
professors more guarded than males in the
classroom, negatively affecting their self-
confidence and students’ perception of
their competence.

C. Penalizing Conformists

Still other studies show that even if female
instructors conform to gender stereotypes,
students do not necessarily reward them,
and conformity may even lead to other
penalties. Female faculty spend
significantly more time holding office hours
and give students more personal attention
than males. Students expect this: 40
percent reported that they would not
hesitate to call a female professor at home,
but only 19 percent said they would call a
male professor at home.23 Yet 20 percent of
the students judged their female professors
to be “insufficiently available,” while only
8 percent made the same judgment about
their male professors.24 Conformity, then, is
expected, but for this reason is not
necessarily rewarded; to be rewarded,
female faculty have to be exceptional.

Furthermore, female instructors
receive lower ratings for conforming to
gender stereotypes when the stereotypical
traits obviously conflict with those
students commonly associate with a good
professor. One study found that the more
female professors solicited students about
their understanding of the material, and the
more time they spent in responding to
students’ questions, the lower they were
rated on competence, a “masculine” trait.25

Additionally, even though a greater number
of interruptions by students raised a female
professor’s likeability rating, it lowered her
competence rating, though not
significantly.26 Another study found that
students are less tolerant of what they
perceive as a lack of formal
“professionalism” in female professors’
behavior in the classroom. Formal
professionalism includes being very
organized, maintaining tight control of
discussion, and clearly outlining student
responsibilities, versus being more laissez-
faire and requiring students to assume a
greater burden of responsibility.27 Thus,
female faculty are stuck in a “double bind”:
studies show that they are penalized both
for not conforming and for conforming to
gender stereotypes.

There is also a “double burden”: when
it comes to rating professors, students
expect only female professors to exhibit
both “feminine” and “masculine”/
“professorial” traits. One study suggests
that although male professors need to be
strong in organization, explanations, and
dynamism to receive favorable ratings,
female professors need to be strong in these
“male” areas as well as in “female” areas
such as being sensitive to students’ feelings,
treating students with respect, and making
students feel free to express their ideas.28

Another found that “a highly structured
instructional approach . . . was consistently
more important for women’s performance
ratings than for men’s,”29 suggesting that
female professors’ “female” traits need to
be “tempered” by “male” traits. Another
study found that male students rated most
highly female social science instructors
(versus male social science instructors and
female women’s studies faculty) who had
both the “feminine” traits of friendliness,
frequent smiling, and frequent eye contact,
as well as the “masculine” traits of
confidence and decisiveness.30 One set of
researchers concluded: “if female
instructors want to obtain higher student
ratings, they must be not only highly
competent with regard to factors directly
related to teaching but also careful to act in
accordance with traditional sex role
expectations.”31

Penalizing female faculty for these
sexist reasons contributes to the backlash
in ways other than stifling their success. It
perpetuates the view that men are better
professors than women since men are
serious, while women are unprofessional.
And it treats women unfairly. In a culture in
which women are socialized to conform to
female stereotypes as a part of male
dominance, some women are likely to turn
out having the relevant traits. But to
penalize women for exhibiting these traits
is unfair: men are in fact rewarded, or at
least experience no drop in their ratings,
when they conform to male stereotypes.
Women do not enjoy the same freedom
men have to teach in different ways, within
the bounds of competence and
effectiveness; in effect they are denied equal
opportunity to flourish in their profession.

IV. Suggestions
We need to acknowledge that sexism
shapes the teaching evaluations of female
faculty, and act to counter this injustice.
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There is, unfortunately, no easy solution.
Professors and administrators can try to
make students aware of sexist biases, but in
the short term they cannot expect to change
them significantly, since their biases stem
from deeply held beliefs that are generated
and supported by sexist structures and
practices in a patriarchal society. We should
not advocate that female professors
accommodate sexist expectations of their
students; capitulation to sexism is hardly a
feminist strategy. Furthermore, this
requirement unfairly burdens them, and is
otiose because the mixed results of the
studies show that there is no one “right”
way for female professors to behave.

One purported solution is to
reconstruct radically teaching evaluations to
prevent sexism from creeping in, but I am
skeptical about its likely success. We might
be able, at least, to screen for gender bias if
evaluations asked students to describe their
ideal professor, and then say how their own
professor measured up. This would check
for bias in much the same way as asking for a
student’s expected grade checks for bias
from a student who does poorly in the class.
But it does not eliminate bias. And since
gender bias can be more subtle than the bias
a student receiving a poor grade harbors,
gender-biased evaluations do not obviously
come across as hostile, and so cannot be
dismissed as aberrant.

Since bias is so difficult to eliminate, and
people hard to change, the solution seems to
rest with how evaluations are interpreted.
Many universities have tried to mitigate the
effect of student biases by instituting peer
reviews and/or teaching portfolios, to be
used in conjunction with evaluations. Peer
reviews are suspect: unless we have good
reason to believe that our colleagues, most
of whom are men, do not harbor the same
sexist expectations about women’s
behavior, we can expect the biases to be
duplicated.

Teaching portfolios show more promise
in mitigating the effect of gender bias,
though problems exist. Too often those
making the relevant decisions ignore them
and make judgments based solely on global
ratings. They often judge a professor’s
ratings in comparison to her or his
colleagues’ ratings, but since most
professors are male, the very bias portfolios
aim to avoid may be replicated. Further, a
female professor using a teaching portfolio
to explain how sexism affected her ratings
can be perceived as making excuses.

Overcoming the power of negative ratings
in one’s file is difficult: numbers speak
louder than words. No individual teacher
knows exactly how sexism factors into her
ratings, so she will not be able
unequivocally to explain away negative
ratings, and there is no quick and easy
formula for compensating for
discrimination.

Yet if teaching portfolios are taken
seriously, these problems might be
overcome. I want to put the burden on
universities to stop tolerating sexism: as
employers, they need to convince us that
they do not discriminate against any
employee with respect to her
compensation, or terms, conditions, or
privileges of employment, which is legally
and morally required. They need to try to
end, rather than sustain, the backlash.
They can begin to do this in a number of
ways. First, administrators, chairpersons,
and members of tenure and promotion
committees all need to be made aware of,
and take seriously, the results of the kind
of studies I have discussed. Second,
universities need to select people for these
positions who are sensitive to sexism, not
resistant to feminism, and do not want to
dismiss this evidence as trivial. Third,
universities should allow female faculty
the opportunity to address gender biases
in their teaching statements, and weigh
teaching statements more heavily than
ratings themselves when a persuasive case
can be made that the ratings are lower due
to gender bias. Fourth, and perhaps most
important, universities need to require
those involved in decisions about salaries,
promotion, and tenure to show clearly
and exactly how they have accounted for
the demonstrable sexism in teaching
evaluations. Failure to take even these
minimal steps renders moot a university’s
commitment to equality of opportunity.
Women’s advancement to positions of
power in academia does little good if they
will be judged according to sexist
standards when they come to occupy
these positions.32

Notes

1. See Elaine Martin, “Power and Authority in the
Classroom: Sexist Stereotypes in Teaching
Evaluations,” Signs: Journal of Women in Culture
and Society 9, no. 3 (1984): 482–92, esp.  486, for
this view.

2. Susan Faludi, Backlash: The Undeclared War
Against American Women (New York: Crown
Publishers, Inc., 1991).

3. Ibid., xix.

4. Civil Rights Act of 1964, EEOC Guidelines on
Discrimination Because of Sex, 29 C.F.R. Sec.
1604.11(a) (1980). The Guidelines also prohibit
discrimination on grounds of race, color, religion,
and national origin. In this paper, I focus entirely
on gender issues, although I believe that similar
points can be made about race as well as the
intersection between race, gender, sexual
orientation, and so on. At the least, much anecdotal
evidence suggests to me that racial stereotyping
negatively affects student ratings of nonwhite
instructors, and contributes to an often-hostile
classroom environment.

5. Kenneth A. Feldman, “College Students’ Views of
Male and Female College Teachers: Part I—Evidence
from the Social Laboratory and Experiments,”
Research in Higher Education 33, no. 3 (1992):
317–75, esp. 328 and 342. See also Kenneth A.
Feldman, “College Students’ Views of Male and
Female College Teachers: Part II—Evidence from
Students’ Evaluations of Their Classroom
Teachers,” Research in Higher Education 34, no. 2
(1993): 151–91.

6. Ibid., Part II, 153.

7. Jim Sidanius and Marie Crane, “Job Evaluation
and Gender: The Case of University Faculty,”
Journal of Applied Social Psychology 19, no. 2
(1989): 174–97. See also Bennett, op. cit., 175.

8. The connection between being exceptional and
having high ratings is not a necessary one. The
former dean of the University of Kentucky
informed me that across the college, female faculty,
many of whom undoubtedly are exceptional,
consistently had lower global ratings on their
teaching evaluations than males. My point is that
high ratings can be attributed to merit. Also, rating
highly women who are perceived to be exceptions
is consistent with believing that women as a group
are not as good as men. Thus we cannot infer from
high ratings of exceptional women that sexism has
disappeared, and the backlash ended.

9. Susan A. Basow, “Student Evaluations of College
Professors: When Gender Matters,” Journal of
Educational Psychology 87, no. 4 (1995): 1–10.

10. Sheila Kishler Bennett, “Student Perceptions of
and Expectations for Male and Female Instructors:
Evidence Relating to the Question of Gender
Bias in Teaching Evaluation,” Journal of
Educational Psychology 74, no. 2 (1982): 170–
79, esp. 174–75.

11. Laura I. Langbein, “The Validity of Student
Evaluations of Teaching,” PS: Political Science and
Politics 27, no. 3 (1994): 545–52.

12. The idea of “ego-feeding” comes from Sandra
Bartky. See her “Feeding Egos and Tending
Wounds: Deference and Disaffection in Women’s
Emotional Labor,” in Sandra Lee Bartky,
Femininity and Domination: Studies in the
Phenomenology of Oppression (New York:
Routledge, 1990), 99–119.

13. Diane Kierstead, Patti D’Agostino, and Heidi
Dill, “Sex Role Stereotyping of College Professors:
Bias in Students’ Ratings of Instructors,” Journal of
Educational Psychology 80, no. 3 (1988): 342–44.
See also Martin, op. cit.



The APA Newsletter on Feminism and Philosophy, Fall 1999

51

F
e

m
in

is
m

14. The study showed that if a student’s expected
grade is an “A,” a female professor will be rated, on
a 100-point scale, 2.5 points lower than a male
professor. If the student’s expected grade is a “C,” a
male professor would have a rating of 88.08, but a
female professor, 81.06, over seven points lower.
See Langbein, op. cit.

15. Anne Statham, Laurel Richardson, and Judith A.
Cook, Gender and University Teaching: A
Negotiated Difference (Albany: State University
of New York Press, 1991).

16. Ibid., 11, 17, 66, 76, 77, 117, and 120. But the
sexism is asymmetrical, due to both the results of
the studies, and the reasons for professors’ ratings.
The studies to which I refer show that women are
penalized for both conforming and not conforming
to female stereotypes, ratings which, I am arguing,
are grounded in sexism. In contrast, men are either
rewarded, or at least not penalized, for both
conforming to male stereotypes, and for exhibiting
both “masculine” and “feminine” traits, which is
to be expected since both are acceptable or good
ways for a professor to be, but only when the
professor is male. The most telling study, however,
would test student responses to male professors
who exhibited only “feminine” traits. A negative
rating of these professors would likely be
attributed to the sexist reason that they are too
much like women.

17. Bennett, op. cit., 176.

18. Bernice Resnick Sandler, Lisa A. Silverberg, and
Roberta M. Hall, The Chilly Classroom Climate: A
Guide to Improve the Education of Women
(National Association for Women in Education,
1996), Part IV, 57–63, esp. 61.

19. Basow, op. cit., 6–7.

20. Susan A. Basow and Nancy T. Silberg, “Student
Evaluations of College Professors: Are Female and
Male Professors Rated Differently?” Journal of
Educational Psychology 79, no. 3 (1987): 308–14,
esp. 310, 311.

21. Martin, op. cit., 485, 491.

22. Basow, op. cit., 9.

23. Bennett, op. cit., 176.

24. Ibid., 177. Basow and Silberg, op. cit.,
confirmed Bennett’s results. They found that both
male and female students rated female professors
lower than male professors on availability to and
contact with students.

25. Statham, et al., op. cit., 117.

26. Ibid., 119.

27. Bennett, op. cit., 173–74.

28. Basow, op. cit., 8.

29. Bennett, op. cit., 176.

30. Martin, op. cit., 491.

31. Kierstead et al., op. cit., 344.

32. I thank the anonymous referees for the
Newsletter for their helpful comments. I thank
especially Cressida Heyes for arduously reviewing
several drafts of this paper, and for providing
numerous insightful comments that made me
rethink and clarify my views on many issues.

“So Why Don’t
You Just Leave?”
Thoughts on
Feminist Solidarity
in Academia1

Kim Hall
Appalachian State University

Recently, I attended a feminist conference
panel on professional issues confronting
women in academia. The purpose of the
discussion was to give women, especially
women at earlier stages in their academic
careers, advice about how to negotiate the
various barriers that sexism places between
them and success. Many of the panelists
were advising women to conform to
particular institutional norms if they
wanted to receive tenure. Advice ranged
from trivial examples (“don’t let your
colleagues see your hairy armpits”) to the
more profound (“try to be popular with
your colleagues,” or “don’t criticize the
department”). At one point, an untenured
woman asked a senior woman well known
for her concerns about feminist mentoring
how she thought feminists would be able
to transform academic institutions while
conforming to their norms. The question
was respectful and sincere; however, the
senior woman’s reply indicated some
defensiveness and discomfort with thinking
about issues of conformity and academic
success for feminists. She jokingly replied
that the questioner had “basically called
her a ‘dupe of the capitalist patriarchy’.”
The issue was never seriously addressed.
The exchange between these two women
illustrates how senior feminists can support
institutional norms in ways that undercut
younger feminists’ aspirations for
institutional change. While sometimes
these aspirations may be naïve or
unrealistic, they might sometimes be
important to an individual’s sense of self;
sometimes they might entail battles worth
fighting even though they will not be won;
and sometimes they might actually be
attainable with the support of other
feminists. In this case, the senior woman’s
belief that it is better for women to
conform to the norms of their academic
institutions in order to receive tenure
undermines the efforts of untenured
feminists to challenge those norms. The

senior woman believed that institutions
can be changed only when more women
receive power in those institutions;
however, the untenured woman believed
that institutions do not change when the
only untenured women who meet with
approval are the ones who conform to
institutional norms.

The senior woman is savvy to the fact
that not “rocking the boat,” avoiding
unwinnable or essentially trivial battles,
and attempting to be “collegial” even
around people who treat you badly are all
more likely to get tenure for junior faculty.
But, what does the undeniable reality that
women in academia are discriminated
against and feminist nonconformity is often
punished imply for feminist solidarity? In
this paper I will discuss some of the ways in
which the current backlash against
feminism in the U.S. shaped some of my
experiences as I looked for a tenure-track
job and worked temporarily in a variety of
departments. Specifically, I am concerned
about the implications of antifeminist
backlash for relations between feminist
philosophers at various stages of their
careers. In my discussion of this issue, I will
explore some of the connections between
feminist philosophy and feminist politics
and attempt to show how a clearer
understanding of the demands of feminist
solidarity might improve the climate for
feminist philosophers.

Crucially, many other feminists have
supported (and continue to support) me
and other women. Like many of my
untenured or recently tenured feminist
colleagues, I have benefited enormously
from the support I have received from other
feminist philosophers. Many have helped
me by writing letters of recommendation,
providing crucial feedback on my work,
being supportive in department meetings,
strategizing about teaching, and offering
useful advice when needed. I owe a
tremendous debt to these women. Their
treatment of other women has been, for
me, a model of feminist solidarity and the
difference this can make in the personal and
professional lives of feminist philosophers.
These feminists taught me by the example
of their lives that feminist solidarity
promotes feminist flourishing. In the
context of academic feminism, feminist
philosophers are most likely to flourish in
our writing and teaching when we have the
support of our feminist colleagues.

I have relationships with feminist
colleagues that are personally and
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professionally nourishing. Recently, I was
fortunate to be in the same department as
another untenured feminist philosopher,
and I learned a lot from that experience
about the possibilities for solidarity among
feminists. We were able to talk and
strategize about teaching feminism to
antifeminist students, integrating feminist
and critical race theories into standard
philosophy courses, negotiating
departmental politics, and our feminist
research and writing. Our support of each
other made all the difference. I often wonder
if this is the kind of support that people
(especially white men) who do mainstream,
canonical philosophy have all the time.

There are many feminist philosophers
who have worked to transform institutions
by supporting graduate students who want
to study feminist philosophy, contributing
to better sexual harassment policies on their
campuses, playing active roles in women’s
studies programs, and promoting equity in
their departments and classrooms. Given
the fact that many philosophy departments
in the U.S. have few tenured women, these
feminists have often worked alone or with
very little support. When feminist
philosophers work to transform
institutions, they contribute to the creation
of spaces for the next generation where
feminist philosophy and philosophers can
flourish.

While many feminists have worked to
improve the treatment of women at their
institutions, it has been disappointing for
me to discover that the tensions between
living one’s feminist politics and being a
feminist philosopher within an academic
institution can inhibit feminist solidarity.
When the demands of one’s feminist politics
are pitted against the demands of
institutions in which one works, feminists
are faced with a choice between working to
change the institution or supporting its
norms by default. Consider some of the
things said to me during job interviews and
on the job. Some of these comments were
made by non- or antifeminist men and some
were made by other feminists; all were made
in contexts that made clear they were
hostile. To the extent that other early career
feminist philosophers have heard similar
remarks, the examples I offer here can
provide some insight into the various forms
of the antifeminist backlash. The fact that it
is unclear which comments were made by
feminists and which by non- or antifeminists
shows how feminist solidarity can be
inhibited when senior feminists choose to

support institutional norms rather than
their less powerful colleagues’ challenges
to those norms:

1. “As you know, we are looking for
someone who can teach both feminist
philosophy and early modern philosophy.
So, let’s start with what you don’t know—
what would you do in an early modern
course?” This comment seems fairly
ordinary. All candidates are asked to
demonstrate how their qualifications
match the job description. What I find
objectionable about this comment is the
assumption that only someone who
specializes in feminist philosophy must
not “know” early modern philosophy
because she is intellectually narrow.

2. “What would you do if a female
student came to your office to talk about
‘personal’ problems like sexual
harassment or rape?” This is an example of
the sort of question feminist philosophers
are often asked in order to determine
whether or not they will “fit in” with their
colleagues. In order to be hired or be
tenured, one has to demonstrate that one
fits in with one’s colleagues and with the
mission of the institution. However,
demonstrating that one “fits in” can be a
murky terrain for feminists and for women
in general. In this example, the questioner
is indirectly trying to determine whether
the feminist candidate will side with her
male colleagues or with a female student
in accusations of sexual harassment or
rape. In order to be perceived as
“collegial,” a feminist candidate would
have to indicate that she would defend her
colleagues. If a feminist candidate
indicates a tendency to support female
students, she might be viewed as a
potential troublemaker. It is unlikely that
a committee would say that they did not
hire, tenure, or promote a feminist
philosopher because she’s a feminist, but a
committee might say that she’s not a good
fit with the department or university. The
criteria used to determine whether or not
a candidate “fits” leave a lot of room for
judgments that have nothing to do with a
candidate’s professional competence.

3. “We are concerned about whether
or not you are a rigorous grader.” This
comment reflects an assumption that is
frequently made by those hostile to
feminist philosophy, namely, the
assumption that the standards of feminist
philosophy are significantly lower than the
standards of other areas of philosophy.
Comments of this sort might also reflect

skepticism about the philosophical training
of someone who specializes in feminist
philosophy, a skepticism that would not be
extended in the same way (if at all) to a
male candidate who specializes in
epistemology, for example. Finally, the
assumption that feminist philosophy is
somehow “easy” informs the belief held by
those hostile to feminism that an article
published in a mainstream philosophy
journal is more valuable than an article
published in a feminist journal.

4. “Your specialization seems too
specialized.” Comments of this sort have
always puzzled me. This seems to be one
version of the belief that feminist
philosophy is not real philosophy. In other
words, it is not enough to specialize in
feminist philosophy. If one wants to be
taken seriously as a philosopher, one must
also specialize in a more traditional area
such as ethics, philosophy of language, or
continental philosophy. However, a
candidate who specializes in nineteenth-
and twentieth-century continental
philosophy would not also have to
specialize in feminist philosophy in order to
be taken seriously as a philosopher.

5. “Yes, your credentials in feminist
philosophy are very impressive, but can you
teach Introduction to Philosophy?” This
comment assumes that feminist
philosophers are insufficiently familiar with
other areas of philosophy to teach an
introductory undergraduate course in the
discipline. Surely people with Ph.D.s in
philosophy are able to develop and teach an
Introduction to Philosophy course.
Feminists are at no more or less of a
disadvantage in this regard.

6. “If we hired you, would you still talk
about lesbians or be out in your
classroom?” No comment.

7. “Surely, racism and sexism will end,
so where do you see your work going in the
future—say, in the next five to seven years?”
No comment.

8. “Well, if you’re not happy with what
you’re doing or if your job search isn’t
successful, you could work in a factory. You
could be happy with a job like that.” I’ll
return to this example later.

Unfortunately, I could continue. These
and other experiences have made me wary
of celebrations of feminist success in
philosophy at the end of the twentieth
century. When I listen to women talk about
what it was like for them in graduate
school and on the job market twenty years
ago or more, I notice some improvements.
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For instance, it is now possible to take
classes in feminist philosophy, and, in some
cases, it is possible to write a dissertation in
feminist philosophy. When I was a graduate
student, no male professor ever interrupted
his lecture to ask if I was in the right room
because he was not used to seeing women
in his classes (as happened to a senior
colleague, now in her sixties). However, I
also notice some similarities. Sexual
harassment continues to be a reality. It is
still possible to be the only woman in one’s
department, and despite feminist
philosophy’s important contributions to
the discipline, many feminist philosophers
continue to struggle to have our work
taken seriously.

* * *
When I decided to enter philosophy, I
expected to have to deal with men who
would say that my work was not
philosophical, that I was not a “good
philosopher,” and that my specialization in
feminist philosophy was too specialized. I
expected these things because this is what
listening to the experiences of more senior
feminist philosophers taught me to expect.
I knew that I would have to struggle as
many of them have struggled. But, I did not
expect that some of the gatekeeping of
“real, good philosophy” would be
performed by other feminist philosophers. I
was not prepared for the fact that there
would be feminist philosophers who do
not question the boundaries of what
counts as “real” philosophy and who cling
to the idea that having to deal with the
obstacles with which they dealt builds
character. I was not prepared for feminist
philosophers who do not question why
certain obstacles have to be there at all.

I am not suggesting that all gatekeeping
is inherently wrong, that there is no such
thing as “good” philosophy, or that
feminist philosophers have an obligation to
approve of and support any work that any
feminist or woman does. Obviously, the
answer is not to do away with all
standards. Rather, my concern is the way in
which the efforts to maintain canonical
purity often characterize feminist
philosophy as marginal to the concerns of
real philosophy. Both nonfeminist
philosophers and feminist philosophers
perform types of canon maintenance with
negative implications for the flourishing of
feminist research, although they do it
slightly differently. Nonfeminist
philosophers concerned with maintaining
the purity of the discipline might consider

feminist philosophy in general as outside
the concerns of the discipline. Feminist
philosophers who have been traditionally
trained might only accept feminist
philosophy that utilizes traditional
methods or addresses traditional questions
or historical figures as “real” philosophy,
no matter what its intellectual quality. An
implication of this characterization is the
opposition it establishes between being a
good feminist and being a good
philosopher.

Thus, a feminist philosopher who is
interviewing for a job might be taken more
seriously as a “good philosopher” if she also
has expertise in another more mainstream
subdiscipline or one of the “great men” in
the history of western philosophy. At first
glance, this expectation might not seem
objectionable. After all, there have been
many feminist philosophical contributions
to mainstream areas. For example, feminist
epistemology offers some of the most
innovative work in epistemology, and the
“Re-reading the Canon” series has provided
interesting feminist philosophical work on
numerous canonical figures such as Plato,
Descartes, and Kant. In addition, it is
certainly better to hire a candidate with
expertise in more than one area of
philosophy. However, philosophers who
specialize in social and political philosophy
or metaphysics do not automatically have
their identities as “real” philosophers
questioned in the way that feminist
philosophers, critical race theorists, or
queer theorists do. Another implication of
the view that being a feminist philosopher
is not the same as being a “real”
philosopher is that, in some departments,
feminist philosophy courses are not taken
as seriously as other courses as part of a good,
sound philosophical education. This view can
have negative implications for feminist
philosophers as they look for jobs or work
toward tenure in their departments. These
struggles mark some of the differences
between feminist philosophers of my
generation (who received their Ph.D.s
within the past ten years and are often in
their twenties and thirties) and feminist
philosophers who received their Ph.D.s
twenty years ago or more.

I decided to study philosophy and to
become a philosopher as a result of feminist
philosophy, not because I read Plato or
other “great men” in the philosophical
canon. I knew that I wanted to study
philosophy after I took a feminist
philosophy course as an undergraduate. It

was my first course in philosophy. In that
course I read Sarah Hoagland, Jeffner Allen,
Alison Jaggar, Adrienne Rich, Audre Lorde,
Angela Davis, Charlotte Bunch, Susan
Griffin, Mary Daly, Joyce Trebilcot, María
Lugones, Elizabeth Spelman, and many
others. These are the women who inspired
me, who convinced me that I could be a
philosopher, and who taught me that
feminist philosophy is important and
transformative. I wanted to play a part in
creating spaces where women could be
empowered and transformed, as I was in
that class. It gave me an appreciation of the
power of ideas—of education—to change
consciousness and social and political
realities. I continue to believe that
education has this radical potential, and
this is one reason why I am interested in the
kinds of spaces we create for feminists in
academia.

As a student, I thought that being a
feminist philosopher involved the
intellectual activity of researching and
writing about women’s oppression and
resistance; however, I also thought that
being a feminist philosopher involved a
political commitment to use the insights
gained from feminist theorizing in one’s
life. I thought this as a result of reading
feminist theorists who asserted that there
was a connection between feminist theory
and practice, the personal and the political.
I understood feminist political
commitments to include using one’s talents
as much as possible to improve women’s
lives (not just one’s own life) and striving to
have respectful relationships with other
women in one’s own life.

I realize how difficult it can be to live
one’s feminism. Still, the fact that it may at
times be difficult to live in accordance with
one’s feminist beliefs does not exonerate
feminist philosophers from the
responsibility of trying as much as possible
to act in accordance with their feminist
views. I certainly don’t think anyone is
perfect (least of all myself), and many of us
do the best we can with the resources we
have. However, I think that, as feminists,
we need to respect each other enough to
challenge each other to live our feminist
politics. I have to question the political
commitments of feminist philosophers
who do not practice what they write and
teach. Feminist theory and activism are
motivated by a concept of solidarity among
women. It is this concept of feminist
solidarity that informed Adrienne Rich’s
concerns about women in higher
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education, which led her to challenge other
feminists to pay closer attention to the
silences of women in our classrooms.2 For
Rich, feminism is not accomplishing its goals
if it does not also empower women to speak
truthfully about their experiences and to
listen to other women. Feminist solidarity
has also led many white feminists such as
Ruth Frankenberg, Elizabeth Spelman, and
Mab Segrest to critically examine white
privilege and how they can resist racism in
their feminist theorizing and in their lives.
For feminist philosophers who have
achieved some power, feminist solidarity
means, in part, listening to the struggles of
their more junior feminist colleagues and
investing some energy into improving the
climate for women in their institutions. If
feminist philosophers cannot be in solidarity
with our feminist colleagues, what is the
point of our feminist work?

I am frustrated and angered when I hear
feminists talking about how much better
things are for feminists in academia these
days. Of course, some things are better, but
uncritical celebrations of feminist successes
fail to take note of the ways women are still
struggling to have our work recognized by
our colleagues and to get secure jobs. The
fact is, in the midst of budget cuts and
retirements, many philosophy departments
are uncertain about when and if they will be
able to hire anyone in the near future. In the
face of such uncertainties (coupled with the
threats to traditional philosophy presented
by feminist philosophers and critical race
theorists), philosophers with tenure are
making decisions about who to hire or who
not to hire. The choices that many
philosophy departments are making seem to
be aimed at the preservation of mainstream,
canonical philosophy and policing the
borders of the discipline. For feminist
philosophers, this situation is exacerbated
by the reality that we are often being
evaluated by people who know absolutely
nothing about feminist theory, a
phenomenon that has few obvious parallels
in other subdisciplines.

Feminist philosophers need to be aware
of the subtle ways feminist philosophy is
marginalized in relation to “real”
philosophy, especially when it is used as a
reason not to hire feminist philosophers.
Faced with the choice between hiring a
logician and hiring a feminist philosopher,
members of a search committee in an
analytic department will probably say that
any good program in philosophy needs a
logician, but it’s not clear that any good

program in philosophy needs a feminist
philosopher or a critical race theorist. The
latter are mere trends, but logic has always
been and will always be a part of
philosophy. The problem with this
approach is not the view that a philosophy
department needs someone who can teach
logic. The problem is that feminist and
critical race theories are assumed to be
expendable parts of a philosophy program.
However, the reality is that feminist
philosophy’s significant contributions to
the discipline have created a situation in
which no good program in philosophy is
complete unless there is someone who can
teach and do research in feminist
philosophy.

* * *
So far, I have been focusing on the ways
certain conceptions of philosophy can
trivialize and exclude feminist philosophy
and, thus, create obstacles for feminist
philosophers at earlier stages in our
careers. However, feminist philosophers
who do not focus some energy on
transforming their institutions can also
(inadvertently) contribute to obstacles for
their more junior feminist colleagues.
Some feminists might claim that efforts to
transform academic institutions take
energy away from real feminist activism.
Some of these feminists might wonder
why I am choosing to focus on the
profession of philosophy or finding a place
within academia. After all, this issue
affects only a small number of relatively
privileged women, and there are women who
are struggling to survive all over the world.

As I have thought about these
objections, I have wondered about the
assumed distinction between what is
clearly inside and what is clearly outside
legitimate feminist concern. Even though
feminist philosophers do not have all of
the advantages of our male colleagues,
those who have achieved tenure do have
some institutional power that their
untenured feminist colleagues do not
have. And, to the extent that feminist
philosophers have some degree of
authority and power, they must be
accountable for the ways that authority
and power are used. Given feminist
commitments to understanding how all
oppressions interrelate and to ending all
forms of oppression, feminist solidarity
involves using one’s power and authority
to challenge institutionalized racism,
sexism, class discrimination, and
heterosexism.

As a result of continuing hostility
toward women and feminists in society, it
is sometimes difficult for feminist
philosophers to understand ourselves as
privileged in our institutions. When
feminist philosophers (especially those of us
who are untenured) challenge
unacceptable behavior or policy in our
departments, we are often punished. In
addition, feminists are often marginalized
and ignored by our colleagues when we
don’t live (or when we aren’t perceived to
live) visible, recognizable heterosexual or
otherwise male-identified lives. That is,
when we have no known male partner or
when we are lesbians or are perceived to be
lesbians, feminist philosophers may not be
considered a “good fit” by some of our
colleagues. Given these struggles, it is easy
to understand why a feminist philosopher
might not perceive herself as a powerful
member of her department or as an
institutional insider. Even though I am
untenured, I realize that I am probably
viewed by many as unproblematically
inside the profession of philosophy. I am
certainly privileged in many ways. I have a
salaried, tenure-track job, and there are
many very qualified women who do not
have jobs, or who are in temporary or part-
time positions. I am also white, well
educated, and currently able-bodied. Given
these privileges, I have occasionally been
criticized for focusing my political concern
on transforming academic institutions. In
other words, in a world where poverty,
racism, and sexism are making it difficult
for many women in the world to survive,
focusing one’s energies on how the
discipline of philosophy and academia in
general are policed seems like a luxury.

I take this criticism seriously and
certainly don’t want to suggest that
transforming the profession of philosophy
ought to be at the top of the list for feminist
political action. What has troubled me the
most about the objections to my concerns,
however, has been the fact that these
objections have often been made by
tenured feminist philosophers. These are
the feminists who say, “Who cares about
the profession? Who cares about academia?
Who cares about the department?” The
assumption is that being concerned with
the profession of philosophy is a sign of
privilege, an indication that one believes
academic institutions can work for one’s
benefit. In other words, one fruitlessly
invests one’s energies in speaking to power
if one continues to naively believe that the
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powerful will listen and change once the
truth of the matter is revealed. There could
be some truth to this claim. However, it
seems to me that working within
institutions while claiming that one should
not trouble to transform them is also a sign
of privilege, an indication that one has
achieved some degree of comfort in the
institution and is, thus, insufficiently
motivated to change something from
which one benefits. The perceived need to
work for change often stems from the
realization that one is not benefiting from,
and in fact may be harmed by, present
structures of power. I worry that the
practice of philosophy and ideas of what it
means to be a “good philosopher” are
preventing many feminists from getting
good jobs. When these worries are met
with responses such as “there are other
things you could do with your life,” or
“maybe philosophy is not for you,” or “who
cares about philosophy or academic
institutions anyway?” I feel demoralized
and angry. Somehow, I was not prepared to
hear these dismissals from other feminist
philosophers.

The suggestion that one should leave
academia if one does not like how feminist
philosophy and philosophers are treated is
strikingly similar to the claim made by
some conservative Americans that
immigrants to the U.S. should go back to
their country of origin if they have any
criticisms of this one. Even though the
suggestion is that I should leave philosophy
if I don’t like certain aspects of it, I do not
see any of these tenured feminists leaving
the security and privilege of their health
benefits, good salaries, travel money,
summers, and sabbaticals for writing. The
next generation of feminist philosophers
should also be able to get this support for
our work. When feminist philosophers
benefit from their institutions, frequently
enforce its rules, and work within the
profession of philosophy, they only act in
solidarity with other feminists when they
also try to transform those institutions into
places where feminist philosophy and
feminist philosophers can flourish.

Here, for me, is the crucial difference
between philosophers who do feminism
and feminist philosophers. Philosophers
who do feminism do not question the
boundaries of philosophy; they keep
philosophy and its standards of rigor
separate from feminist politics. On the
other hand, feminist philosophers are
challenging the limits of acceptability in

philosophy; we are unruly, and our
philosophical work is informed and made
possible by feminist politics and
consciousness. Feminist philosophy is not
simply revising the philosophical tradition
or merely adding women. Feminist
philosophy is transforming what
philosophy is and what is means to be a
“good philosopher.” Many feminists have
argued that feminist politics,
consciousness, and theory are interrelated.
When feminist philosophers use the power
we have to support, listen to, and mentor
each other, we practice what we write and
teach and create spaces where we can
flourish in our personal and professional
lives. The next step, for me, would be to
make more concrete suggestions about
what senior feminists can do to support
their more junior feminist colleagues. With
this in mind, I hope that my discussion will
contribute to further dialogue among
feminists of various generations about
feminist solidarity, institutional conformity
and nonconformity, and the future of
feminist philosophy.

Notes

1. I would like to thank Cressida Heyes, Kathryn
Kirkpatrick, and the anonymous reviewers for their
helpful suggestions and careful reading of earlier
versions of this paper.

2. See Adrienne Rich, “Taking Women Students
Seriously,” in On Lies, Secrets, and Silence:
Selected Prose 1966–1978 (New York and
London: W. W. Norton and Company, 1979),
243–44.

Harriet Taylor Mill
on Art
Jane Duran
University of California, Santa Barbara

Harriet Taylor Mill is just now beginning to
receive the recognition that she deserves as
a thinker and philosopher. Thanks to the
work of persevering women scholars, her
complete works have recently been
published, and it is now possible for us to
become acquainted with the range of
thought of this extremely talented
nineteenth-century woman.

Longtime companion to John Stuart
Mill, Harriet Taylor Mill wrote on a variety
of topics encompassing a broad range of
philosophical, literary, and personal
themes. Although her writings on the arts

and aesthetics are slender, they are thought
provoking, and when fleshed out serve as
platforms for serious debate on the arts. In
this paper I will use a short piece by Taylor
Mill, “The Unity of the Arts,” as the basis
for a discussion of her work and some
concepts raised by this particular piece.1

“The Unity of the Arts” is a brief essay
that purports to discuss questions about
the nature of drama as opposed to other
literary arts, for example the novel. But in
this short discussion, Taylor Mill manages
to raise a number of questions about art
itself, about the didactic role of art, if any,
and about differences between literary arts
that ask us to employ largely imaginative
faculties and those, such as drama, that
might require the employment of other
faculties upon occasion. Harriet Taylor Mill
raises more questions than she answers, but
the issues discussed are important ones,
and deserving of debate in a context that
recognizes the value of what Taylor Mill
originally wrote.

I

Much of Taylor Mill’s brief piece is devoted
to the concept of mimesis and unity in
drama, and it is this part of her work that
seems to merit the greatest examination. It
might naively be thought, upon first
perusal, that Harriet Taylor Mill is merely
taking a leaf from Aristotle; but a close
reading of the relevant portions of the
Poetics—and of any standard commentary
upon it—indicates that this is not the case.2

With respect to the notion of ideal
versus material resemblance in drama,
Taylor Mill says:

Reading a play is no doubt like
reading a novel; the imagination
makes any jump wh[ich] is
required of it, without the
slightest shock; but why?
Because in reading[,] the
imitation is avowedly ideal only,
and as there is no pretence of
material resemblance, there can
be no feeling of any deficiency in
such resemblance: but when a
play is acted, there is an attempt
at material resemblance as well
as ideal.3

Since Taylor Mill says in an aside that
she is moved to write her observations
partly because of having read Johnson’s
preface to an edition of Shakespeare, it is
interesting to note that, far from serving as
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a mere apostrophe to Aristotle, Harriet
Taylor Mill’s comments actually somewhat
undercut the standard Aristotelian analysis.

Although Aristotle is concerned with
resemblance, he makes it clear in Section VI
of the Poetics that the type of resemblance
he finds most important is that of action of
the characters, and not that of externals of
plot contrivances. And then again, much of
this “action” has to do with motivation. As
Fergusson notes, “When Aristotle says
‘action,’ he usually means the whole
working out of a motive to its end in success
or failure.”4 But what Harriet Taylor Mill
appears to mean is something more complex
than this.

Taylor Mill is asking us to think of
drama as having a unity that works on two
levels: one level is similar, presumably, to
that proposed by Aristotle and Aristotelian
commentary, and has to do with plot,
structure, and the extent to which dialogue
and dramatic closure achieve their aims. But
Taylor Mill is also asking us to inquire about
whether the material backdrop of the
dramatic production—the props, the
setting, the stage directions, and so forth—
realistically brings to life, in any way that
might be dramatically satisfactory, the
tensions employed in the text itself.
Although it might naively be thought that
this is not a major point, it is indeed a major
point, particularly when it is remembered
that the number of controversial stagings of
dramatic works, especially in the twentieth
century, that have been thought of as
potential failures precisely because of their
lack of adherence to conventional devices of
setting, is great.

Taylor Mill seems to be pushing us in the
direction of recognition of the importance
of this total unity when she insists, as she
did in the passage I have just quoted, on
making a distinction between “ideal” and
“material” resemblance.5

With the former type of resemblance,
we can produce the play mentally. We need
no special props for our mental production
of An Enemy of the People or Macbeth—the
resemblance here is only what Taylor Mill
would have called ideal. But her larger claim
is that during the actual production of a
play, this is not enough.

Extrapolating slightly from what
Harriet Taylor Mill says, we can discern that
her overall line of argument is to the effect
that, the greater the blurring of the line
between the “ideal” and the “material”—the
more the material is alluded to, in other
words—the more important it becomes that

that which does mimic the material is
actually a good approximation. In other
words, as she herself says, in statuary we
normally look only for form, not color.
However, on the rare occasion when we
do look for color, the color needs to be a
closer approximation than it might need
to be in some other circumstances because
the slightest deviation would render the
entire effect jarring.6 Thus much of Taylor
Mill’s argument is that in the act of reading
everything is supplied by the imagination,
or as she has it, by the ideal realm. But
since this is not so in the theater, what is
supplied, should it be lacking in
verisimilitude, can be more problematic
than if nothing were supplied at all.

II

It is intriguing to try to flesh out Harriet
Taylor Mill’s argument by adverting to
contemporary material that might assist in
doing some of the work her argument
requires. She herself alludes to
Shakespeare,7 and we can use a number of
current productions as exemplars of the
points she is trying to make. Kenneth
Branagh’s recent filmed version of Hamlet,
for example, would seem to be of great
assistance here.

Versions of Hamlet employing stage
settings that are asynchronous with the
time period represented by the play are
nothing new, of course. In the twentieth
century, such productions have been
almost de rigueur. But what makes the
Branagh film so remarkable is that the
stage setting is not contemporary to our
time, nor to the time setting of the play.
Rather, what Branagh has done is to place
the setting squarely in the middle of the
nineteenth century—too far back to have
close connections to us, but much further
forward in time than what we can surmise
to be the time of the play itself.

Whether or not the setting works is a
moot point, but it does merit analysis in
terms of the remarks Harriet Taylor Mill
has made. Much of what is striking in the
production is striking for that very
reason—the stage setting is, as it were, a
“painted statue.” It may be a statue that is
painted well, rather than poorly, but it is
painted nonetheless.

Consider Ophelia’s mad scene, which,
as played by Kate Winslet, is one of the
high points of the film. This is the scene
that in classical criticism is “hair down”—a
style of presenting Ophelia that signals to

the viewer that she has become deranged.
Winslet comes on in straitjacket; such garb
for the mentally ill is no longer in current
use, of course, and by the same token the
concept of “mental illness” did not exist in
the sixteenth or fifteenth centuries in such
a way as to require such dressing.

The combination of Winslet’s
appearance, our expectations about the
scene from previous productions of Hamlet
(and, of course, from having read the play),
and our general conception of what “mad”
women do is, to say the least, jarring. It
may very well be the case that this
particular production makes this particular
scene more striking, but it certainly is also
the case that it reminds us of Taylor Mill’s
comments on the “material.” The sight of
Ophelia rolling on the floor in a straitjacket
is one that viewers of the film will find
difficult to forget.

III
Now we can begin to flesh out what it is in
Taylor Mill’s remarks that might help us
with Aristotle, since both employ the
concept of “unity.” We have already
remarked on what the commentators take
Aristotle to mean—here, again, Fergusson
can help us out:

When one thinks of the other
arts that imitate action, it is even
more obvious that “rational
purpose” will not cover all
action: what kind of “movement
of spirit” is represented in music,
or painting, or lyric verse? . . .
[Aristotle] sees an action
represented in every work of art,
and the arts reflect not only
rational purpose but
movements-of-spirit of every
kind.8

Then what Harriet Taylor Mill is
getting at, we can hypothesize, is
something like this: given that we already
have a kind of artistic unity, based on
something like purpose, or movement-of-
spirit, that particular unity cannot be
adequately fulfilled if other, perhaps
subsidiary unities, do not come into play.
Unity in the sense of material mimesis is
important precisely because failure to
adhere to it prevents the other kind of unity
from being fully developed. Thus it is
completely possible, to return to our
previous example, that there may be many
who find the setting of Branagh’s Hamlet
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odious because it interferes with the notion
of unity here in both senses: failure to
adhere to material resemblance causes a
failure of unity of purpose. It is this crucial
conjunction at which Harriet Taylor Mill
seems to be trying to get.

Thus, according to Harriet Taylor Mill,
we can make out a greater concept of
“unity” that unifies, as it were any other
“unities” that might be articulated. Insofar
as material resemblance is concerned, some
aspects of it may be more important than
others; lacunae with respect to certain
kinds of items may not be felt. But how we
make that decision has to do with the
totality of the play: it is probably this kind
of demarcation that Taylor Mill is driving at
when she insists, at one point, that “any
thing which would be a defect in it [a play]
even as a picture, does [shock us].”9 When
looking at a visual representation, such as a
painting, we have enough feel for the whole
that we can make out the elements that fit
improperly or that force attention in a way
that does damage to the whole. Harriet
Taylor Mill is asking us to take the same
level of attention to the theater: her
requirement is that, in thinking of the unity
of the play, we take into account whether
the material unity is at a level that does
justice to that type of unity, originally
derived from the Poetics, that is so often
discussed in any overall presentation of the
notion of dramatic art.

IV
Finally, Taylor Mill’s careful delineation of
what material resemblance requires in
drama can be filled out in at least one other
area, although Mill herself does not make
mention of it. Based on the criteria for the
material that she does employ, however, it
is not too much of a step in extrapolation
to add that Taylor Mill’s criteria would
probably require a careful resemblance in
what Fergusson refers to as the “Thought
and Diction” portion of the Poetics.10

Fergusson notes:

In Chapter XIX Aristotle takes up
“Thought” and “Diction”
together, for they are both
aspects of the language of the
play. By Diction, he tells us, he
means “the art of delivery”:
diction or speech as it is taught
in modern schools of acting.
Diction is one of the six parts of
tragedy, for tragedy is by
definition acted on a stage, and

the actors must know how to
handle its language.11

By now we can guess that diction and
delivery would also have been very
important to Taylor Mill, and would
constitute one of the aspects of the “unity”
of which she speaks. Change in diction or
inappropriate delivery is so affecting—and
affecting in a negative way—that failure to
adhere to unity in this instance has much
the same effect as the improper stage
setting. An imaginative director can
attempt to work with this notion, but she
or he always runs the risk that attempts at
novelty simply do not deliver. As Taylor
Mill herself has said, anything that stands
out in the same way that mistakes in
composition do in a picture leaves room for
criticism on the part of the viewer.

This work on Harriet Taylor Mill’s “The
Unity of the Arts” has attempted to get at
the notion that failure to adhere to notions
of unity in design and setting undermine
the more standard analyses of dramatic
unity that are borrowed from Aristotle.
Although Taylor Mill’s comments are
extremely brief, they represent an
important effort on the part of a
nineteenth-century woman thinker to do
philosophical work on the aesthetics of
drama. In her own time, Harriet Taylor Mill
was seen almost entirely as the companion
of John Stuart Mill.12 With the new work
on the writings of women philosophers of
the past, we owe it to ourselves and to
others to begin to examine closely the
work of British women thinkers of the
previous century, especially a woman
already known to us from a variety of
sources—Harriet Taylor Mill.

Notes

1. Harriet Taylor Mill, “The Unity of the Arts,” in
The Complete Works of Harriet Taylor Mill, ed. Jo
Ellen Jacobs (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1998).

2. See, for example, Aristotle, Poetics, ed. Francis
Fergusson (New York: Hill and Wang, 1961).

3. Mill, “The Unity of the Arts,” 169, emphasis in
original.

4. Francis Fergusson, “Introduction,” in Aristotle,
9.

5. See note 3.

6. Mill, “The Unity of the Arts,” 169. What Taylor
Mill says about this is:

[S]culpture, not aiming at colour, is
eminently beautiful; but paint the
statue and the slightest variance in the
colour from that of life would be
absolutely disgusting.

7. The allusion is to a performance of King John
(169).

8. Fergusson, 9–10.

9. Mill, “The Unity of the Arts,” 169.

10. Fergusson, 25.

11. Ibid.

12. See, in particular, Jo Ellen Jacobs’s superb
“Introduction” to the Taylor Mill collection, xi–
xxxv.

Conference Report

Report from the
World Congress of
Philosophy
Special Session on the
Philosophy of Language:
Donald Davidson, “Dividing
at the Joints,” and W. V.
Quine, “The Pre-established
Harmony of Subjective
Perceptual Similarity”

Sharyn Clough
Rowan University

Many feminist philosophers of science have
found Quine’s work appealing, including
Sandra Harding, Nancy Tuana, and Lynn
Hankinson-Nelson (all of whom completed
dissertations on Quine). Quine’s appeal to
feminists comes from numerous sources,
not the least of which is his rigorous
critique of logical positivism. Equally
important is the fact that, despite his
critical stance, he remains a legitimate and
respected participant in analytic
philosophy. Indeed, the World Congress of
Philosophy (WCP) session where he spoke
was packed with admirers, young and old,
men and women, from around the world.
At ninety years of age, he was able to
generate a level of excitement that was
testimony to a career dedicated to
philosophical mentoring and leadership.
His is a model of engagement that inspires
and offers hope to many feminist
philosophers whose own critical views are
too often marginalized.

Other sources of Quine’s appeal to
feminists include his naturalist turn in
epistemology. He suggests that natural
science, rather than a priori metaphysics, is
the best source for studying human
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knowledge. Metaphysical assumptions
about knowledge acquisition are seldom
friendly to feminists or others interested in
questioning the status quo. Certainly
scientific studies are no guarantee of
improvement, but there at least is a place to
start the process of reform and revolution.
Another attractive feature is his view that
truth and meaning are tightly linked and
that the production of meaning is best
understood as an external, social process.
Feminists know social processes. This is
familiar ground. We can work with this.

Quine’s paper at the WCP combined
both of these features. How is it, he asked,
that a naturalized, e.g., neuroscientific,
account of individual sensory stimulation
can explain the production of shared (social)
meanings? Offering improvements on his
earlier discussions in Word and Object
(1960), Quine emphasized natural selection
to account for why humans have roughly
similar perceptions, despite what are bound
to be wide varieties of sensory networks.
Humans must have an “induction instinct”
that allows us to notice patterns and
generate implications. The inscrutability of
reference, the difficulty of identifying what
it is exactly to which our individual sensory
networks refer, is not a problem so long as
our overall patterns of response have been
selected, over the generations, to keep us
from harm. Given that humans have roughly
the same survival worries, our perceptions,
too, must be similar.

Davidson (a much younger eighty-one)
responded gracefully, acknowledging that “I
have been following Quine for sixty years
and today is no exception.” Indeed,
Davidson has spent the better part of his
academic career writing critically of his
teacher. On Davidson’s view, Quine has not
been faithful enough to the externalist
model of meaning. Quine still insists on
locating (part of) the production of meaning
at the level of individual neurological
mechanisms, which means that he has to
respond to worries about skepticism (just as
he did earlier when he asked the question
“how can we know that we share
perceptions?”). Quine answers by invoking
evolution. But Davidson suggests the
question is misplaced. If we paid more
attention to the external nature of language
learning, skepticism would not arise as a
concern. Nor would concerns arise about
conceptual relativism. The stimulus that
matters is not some internal feature of each
speaker, it’s the nearest mutual cause noted
by two (or more) speakers.

Because Davidson’s is a more
external/social hypothesis than is Quine’s,
I think it leaves more room for feminists
who then want to go ahead and examine
the social interplay of meaning. At the
same time, Davidson’s account does not
engage in debates about skepticism and
relativism that sometimes can be turned
against feminists. Davidson also has an
interesting account of error/idiosyncrasy,
inspired by both Quine and Wittgenstein.
This is an important addition to social
theories of knowledge, for without it we
could not account for how deviant
meanings (such as feminism) ever arise.

One final note on Davidson’s paper is
that he used the feminine pronoun
throughout. There is nothing like a room
full of stunned people to remind you of the
political importance of pronouns and
gender, especially, of course, when
brought to the fore by such respected
philosophical patriarchs as Davidson.

Book Review

Cathryn Vasseleu. Textures of Light:
Vision and Touch in Irigaray, Levinas,
and Merleau-Ponty
Reviewed by Emily Zakin
Miami University of Ohio

Cathryn Vasseleu’s Textures of Light:
Vision and Touch in Irigaray, Levinas, and
Merleau-Ponty is a carefully argued work
of scholarship that nicely introduces and
connects the ideas of Levinas, Merleau-
Ponty, and Irigaray. By focusing the book
on a confined issue that is nonetheless
central to philosophical speculation,
Vasseleu is able to offer close readings of
primary sources while still maintaining a
tightness in her writing. The book offers an
intriguing juxtaposition of feminism,
metaphysics, and phenomenology, one
that highlights the ethical limitations of a
specular economy, and makes connections
between various critiques of the metaphor
of light.

Vasseleu’s innovative undertaking is
to “consider woman’s participation in
what could be called a ‘genealogy of light’”
(11). This genealogy, by attending to “the
traces or the material conditions of its
articulation” (11), reveals the link between
traditional metaphors of light and the
constitution of masculine subjectivity. But
Vasseleu goes beyond these metaphors to
offer reconceptualizations of light—ones
that might be more amenable to an

embodied femininity. While her argument
at points is quite complex, her overall claim
is that we must rethink light in terms of its
corporeality, or its texture, rather than as
an ideal medium for truth.

The book is broken into four chapters,
whose titles (“True Light,” “Carnal Light,”
“Perverse Light,” and “Erotic Light”) are
provocative and ultimately illustrative of
the contents of each. Each of the first three
chapters works through a specific author,
Irigaray, Merleau-Ponty, and Levinas,
respectively, while the final chapter
contains a kind of proposal for thinking
about erotic light as a “non-disclosure” that
exposes one “to alterity in the erotic
encounter” (117). What might be called an
“ethics of light” hence emerges as a
possibility for reorienting our thinking
about the formation of identity. Although
the chapters are best read in order, and in
conjunction with one another, they could
be read individually since they do each
provide clear expository material.

The book’s opening, introductory,
chapter (“True Light”) reminds the reader
of the philosophical history that links light
with metaphysical speculation and the
search for truth. Vasseleu introduces the
theme of light’s metaphoricity, and
examines the implications of this metaphor
for representations of the feminine and the
maternal. Here she focuses largely on
Irigaray, presenting the latter’s argument
that we cannot separate the metaphor of
light from the patriarchal suppression of
the maternal body. According to Vasseleu’s
reading, Irigaray recognizes that “the
displacement of the materiality of the
passage is the condition of possibility of
circulation of family likeness between sun
and son” (9). In other words, men procure a
privileged relation to truth by displacing
the maternal body that is the material
condition of birth, allowing the son’s origin
to appear within “an exclusively patrilineal
economy” (10). Vasseleu calls this
displacement a “fantasy of masculine
autogenesis” (10). Such a fantasy ensures
that “any engendering of maternal origin
never comes to light” (9). The philosophical
adherence to the sun as metaphor (to
photology) is not innocent but participates,
and is even complicit, in the political
efficacy of the patriarchal effacement of
women. This complicity between
photology and masculine identity is central
to Vasseleu’s effort to expose the
metaphysical erasure of feminine identity
and subjectivity.
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If specularity, metaphysics, and
masculinity are thus allied with one
another, this collusion is heightened by the
assumption that light is an ideal medium
which is itself transparent, the condition
for the visible (and the invisible). But if light
is not untainted by history, then the
opposition between vision and touch can
be challenged; there is another way of
looking at light. Vasseleu wants to consider
Irigaray’s analysis in terms that link the
specular with the tactile, vision with
touch. She claims that Irigaray is engaged in
examining “the texture of light,” defining
texture as “cloth, threads, knots, weave,
detailed surface, material, matrix and
frame” (11–12). As a texture, Vasseleu
argues, light “is both the language and
material of visual practices, or the invisible
interweaving of differences which form the
fabric of the visible” (12). Reconsidering
light in this way need not privilege touch
over vision (or vice versa); instead, Vasseleu
argues, such a reevaluation can provide for
a political interpretation of photology. This
is a compelling argument, one that, by
making explicit the way in which light
serves as a political bind between
patriarchy and philosophy, offers feminism
new avenues of intervention.

One example of this politics lies in
Irigaray’s relation to psychoanalysis.
Although Vasseleu does not directly enter
into this debate, her reading of Irigaray
helps to clarify how and why it is that
Irigaray is able to challenge some of the
central tenets of psychoanalysis while still
remaining committed to its larger project.
Psychoanalysis is often said to be a
“specular” discipline, committed to the
visual (the mirror stage) as the source of
both the body and the ego. But by
proposing that vision “is open to or affected
by the touch of light” (12), Irigaray is able
to refigure the origin of the subject in the
ambiguity of the mother’s touch, a
threshold that is not yet either internal or
external. This alteration of psychoanalytic
doctrine permits Irigaray to reconceive the
relation of women to the Symbolic order,
and to envision transformative possibilities
in the genealogy between mothers and
daughters.

After concluding her introduction with
the question of intelligibility, “how the
sexed nature of desires and political
aspirations is incarnated or brought to
light” (18), the next two chapters, one each
on Merleau-Ponty and Levinas, go on to
examine their respective articulations of

subject/object and subject/subject
relations in terms that return to the
embodiment of light, and the libidinal or
carnal nature of both perception and
ethics. These two chapters comprise the
bulk of the book, each about fifty pages,
and quite a bit of each chapter is devoted to
exposition and clarification of Levinas and
Merleau-Ponty’s positions. There’s also
quite a lot going on in these hundred pages,
and it is sometimes difficult to discern
Vasseleu’s own voice, or follow the thread
of her thesis, as it runs through the
exegetical material.

In chapter two (“Carnal Light”),
Vasseleu outlines Merleau-Ponty’s account
of vision as fundamentally corporeal, an
“essentially incarnate reality” (21), and his
interpretation of flesh as texture. She
considers his “revolt against disembodied
consciousness [to be] a starting point for
theorizing the texture of light as an
irreducible nexus of language and
materiality” (25). In particular, Vasseleu
turns to Merleau-Ponty’s conception of
flesh as an intertwining or a “between-
two,” and, with Irigaray, she raises
questions about the supposed sexual
indifference of flesh. Irigaray is also brought
into the discussion as a challenge to
Merleau-Ponty’s notion of reversibility,
against which she proposes the intimacy of
contiguous touching. Although it contains
some long explications of Merleau-Ponty’s
reformulation of light, vision, and
perception, this chapter is particularly
compressed and some might find its
elaboration of Merleau-Ponty difficult to
follow and in a few places less accessible
than might be hoped.

The third chapter (“Perverse Light”) is
devoted to a discussion of Levinas and the
ethical avenues and responsibilities opened
up by his account of the other as radical
alterity. In Levinas’s view, this irreducible
difference means that the ethical is prior to,
and has priority over, philosophical
speculation. For this reason, Levinas
understands ethics to commence with
touch, “the exposition of an affective
involvement with others” (98), rather than
with vision (the “violence of the gaze”).
Because light operates as a universal
medium, rendering visible objects
commensurable with one another, vision is
insufficient to account for that which is
exterior to it, its own other. Although
within the totality of the visual field, the
subject is able to distinguish itself from its

objects (light making possible the subject/
object distinction and hence the emergence
of the ego as such), this field does not
permit a transcendence of egological
existence (88). To regard this transcendent
otherness, Levinas considers “the face.” As
Vasseleu describes this regard, it is “a
generosity towards the face in its material
particularity. Over and above its
presentation as an image, the face is an
irreducible other, which eludes the
speculation of the gaze” (88). Rather than
simply offering an opportunity to
distinguish self from object, the face
demands that one seek “the means to do
justice to the other’s singularity” (89), which
the universality of the visible cannot grasp.

While touch is associated with the
maternal, it is the caress, or erotic mystery,
that Levinas associates with the feminine.
In both of these cases, Vasseleu provides a
considered critique of the implications
these associations have for women. With
regard to the maternal as an ethical
relation, Vasseleu points out that
“maternal subjectivity, as opposed to
ethical responsibility, is based on the
tenuous elision of a distinction between
dependency and autonomy, in which being
held hostage is the paradigm of responsible
motherhood” (103). With regard to
feminine carnality, Vasseleu argues that the
caress “reduces the feminine to humanity’s
own carnal being, or to an alter ego that is
left suspended in the anonymity of night”
(108). While Levinas’s own rendering of the
maternal and the feminine is unsatisfactory,
implying a conflation of ethics with
maternal sacrifice, and of carnality with a
feminine loss of self and light, Vasseleu
finds much of value in propelling her thesis
forward.

By prioritizing the ethical over the
specular, Levinas’s work lends itself to
feminist adoption. Irigaray’s own “ethics of
sexual difference” proposes, as Vasseleu
points out, “a reconsideration of sexual
difference as the threshold of ethics” (77), a
formulation that both takes up and takes
issue with Levinas’s ethics, since in
Irigaray’s ethics sexual difference is no
longer subordinate to ethics, but is its very
condition and point of departure.
Moreover, Irigaray’s ethics contests the
patrilineal genealogy that passes from
father to son, and instead, through a
consideration of illumination as passion, or
light as a subversion of identity, elaborates
an ethics between bodies, thereby leading
to consideration of a maternal genealogy.
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Vasseleu’s brief, concluding chapter
(“Erotic Light”) returns to the ethical and
political conundrum of feminine identity
and pursues a new concept of light. Having
argued that the photological appropriation
of light cannot be severed from
phallocentrism and patriarchy, Vasseleu
draws from Irigaray a conception of erotic
light that elucidates the alterity of the other.
By articulating the caress as “a relation of
wonder, in the unforeseeable nature of
exposure to otherness” (118), Irigaray links
light to generosity and to an “identity that
resists formalization” (127). Thus Vasseleu
concludes that “if our desires, aspirations,
and ethical concerns as women are to be
‘seen’ politically it is necessary actively to
intervene in the history of light and in turn
to violate the texture in which woman has
been rendered a figure of invisibility” (128).
If the ideal of a neutral, objective light is
actually an ideal that “erases all traces of
sexual difference” (128), an erotic light
might transform what it means to become
a woman.

Overall, this book is concise and
readable, although there are some difficult
conceptual passages, and analyses whose
writing is perhaps more complex, or dense,
than necessary. Nonetheless, for the most
part the ideas presented here are elaborated
with clarity and insight. As well as directing
itself toward a feminist consideration of
specularity, the text also serves as a useful
introduction to Levinas and Merleau-Ponty.
For those who are less familiar with their
work, this book offers an excellent
presentation of their ideas. The theories and
concepts of all three major figures are
presented with great care and Vasseleu does
justice to the subtlety and complexity of
their thinking, while also clarifying some of
the main theses of each. Although Textures
of Light will likely be most valuable to
Irigaray scholars, for whom it will provide
not only an overview of Irigaray’s thinking
in this area and a clear summation of her
position, but also a new direction in
thinking about the specular, it will also be
useful reading for others, including feminist
epistemologists, phenomenologists, and
ethicists.

Call for Papers

Papers are invited for the Third
International Conference of the Feminist
Approaches to Bioethics Network “Feminist
Bioethics at the Turn of the Century:

Globalizing Gender Justice, Women’s
Autonomy, and Human Care” London,
U.K., September 19–20, 2000 (Tuesday
and Wednesday)

The Conference will be held in
conjunction with the International
Association of Bioethics (IAB) Congress,
which convenes September 21–24, 2000,
and which will feature FAB papers on part
of the 21st. All FAB conference attendees
are welcome and encouraged to attend the
IAB conference as well.

FAB is soliciting solo papers or panel
papers for two purposes:

(1) to serve as a solo paper or a panel
paper for FAB’s half-day at the IAB on
September 21. The theme of FAB’s
half-day at IAB is “Policy Paths to
Global Justice for Women: Learning to
Distinguish the Dead Ends from the
Thruways.”

(2) to serve as a solo paper or a panel
paper for FAB’s Conference on
September 19–20. Any theoretical,
practical, or policy paper related to
gender justice, women’s autonomy,
and human care is welcome.

The deadline for receipt of abstracts is
February 1, 2000. Messages of acceptance
and refusal will be communicated to
paper/panel submitters by April 1, 2000.
Papers: Those wishing to have a proposal
considered for a concurrent paper
presentation should submit the following
by February 1, 2000:

1) Your name, affiliation and contact
address (phone, fax, e-mail, mail)

2) A title and an abstract no longer
than 150 words, to be included in the
IAB program materials.

3) A two-page summary of the paper,
outlining your reasoning and
identifying key conclusions.

Panels: Panels consist of 3–5 members,
organized in advance, to provide different
perspectives on a specific topic. Panels will
last 90 minutes, with approximately 60
minutes of presentation and 30 minutes of
discussion. Those wishing to organize 90-
minute panels should submit the
following by February 1, 2000:

1) Names, affiliations and contact
addresses (phone, fax, e-mail, mail) for
all members of the panel. Please
identify the panel coordinator.

2) A title and an abstract no longer than
150 words, to be included in the IAB
program materials.

3) A two- to four-page summary that
includes each presenter’s contributions
to the panel, any audience
participation expected, etc. Please
send three hard copies of your
materials as well as a disk to:
Rosemarie Tong, Ph.D.
Distinguished Professor in

Health Care Ethics
Center for Professional and

Applied Ethics
The University of North Carolina at

Charlotte
9201 University City Boulevard
Charlotte, NC 28223-0001 USA
rotong@email.unccc.edu
Office: 704-547-2850
Center: 704-547-3542
FAX: 704-547-2172
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Philosophy and Lesbian, Gay,
Bisexual, and Transgender Issues

From the Editor

Timothy Murphy
University of Illinois College of Medicine

With this second issue of our newsletter,
our Committee continues to explore the
ways in which lesbian, gay, bisexual, and
transgender members of the profession face
challenges in securing their educations,
finding jobs, contributing to the
professional literature, and, in general,
thriving in the field.  To be sure, the lives
and work of philosophers do not occur in a
social vacuum.  In many ways, the status
and well-being of 1/g/b/t philosophers
reflect their status and well-being in the
community at large.  Engaging issues in the
profession will necessarily lead to a
consideration of society in general.

This issue offers a commentary from the
chair, which once again invites narratives
to be published in conjunction with the
APA’s 100 anniversary.  Please take a
moment to look at the “Report from the
Chair” and consider offering an essay that
documents what it means to be lesbian,
gay, bisexual, or transgender and working
in philosophy.

Two feature narratives by philosophers
early in their careers strike a familiar chord,
namely, the obstacles lesbian, gay, bisexual,
and transgender philosophers must
overcome in order to achieve goals others
take for granted.  These commentaries help
document exactly the sorts of problems
lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
philosophers face and what sorts of
victories are possible.  A feature by a more
senior philosopher, Richard Mohr, takes a
look at the changing status of gay people in
U.S. society today.  His comments point
out a sea change in the way public
discussion of homosexuality goes forward.
Together, the essays here are a meaningful
commentary on the interplay between
individual effort and the larger social
currents in which we all live and work.

From the Chair

Claudia Card

Since my report of a year ago, the
Committee has met as a whole, together
with Eric Hoffman, in Chicago on October
12, 1998, and worked through a long
agenda.  We have sponsored several paper-
reading sessions at all three divisional
conventions of the APA.  The first issue of
our newsletter has appeared.  Two new
members have begun service and two
others have retired.  We have issued a call
for narratives of experience in the
profession during the 20th century for the
100th Anniversary celebration.  We have
co-signed a letter to a Philosophy
Department Chair responding to a
complaint by a member of the profession
regarding possible discrimination.  And,
finally, we have submitted to the APA
Board a list of items that we would like to
see the APA attend to.  I expand on these
activities below.

New members Chris Horvath and Mark
Chekola were welcomed to the Committee
in July 1999 (with terms running until July
2002).  We are grateful to Jake Hale and Ed
Stein, who completed their service in July
1999, for their dedication, valuable work,
and good spirits during our inaugural year.

Our first newsletter appeared in the
APA Newsletters Vol. 98, #2 (Spring 1999),
edited by Timothy Murphy.  It includes our
call for narratives of 20th century
experience in the profession on p. 119;
summaries of our “Talk with the APA” at
the Eastern APA meetings in Philadelphia
1997; the Committee’s official charge and
web site; a list of members of the
Committee and a report from the
Committee Chair; a bibliographical article
by Jake Hale on transgender studies; and a
list of APA convention presentations
sponsored.

At our meeting of the Committee as a
whole, we took up a long agenda that

included the following items: (1) asking the
APA to sponsor a separate meeting of the
Chairs of the various status committees,
either at an APA convention or on a separate
day / place and paid for by the APA, to
discuss such items as how to put teeth into
the nondiscrimination policy, the
anniversary theme, and the feasibility and
desirability of a joint survey; (2) whether the
mission of our committee should be so
interpreted to include trying to answer the
question “What impact on my job prospects
will doing and being known for doing LGBT
work have?” and working toward
establishing an LGBT philosophy journal,
comparable to Hypatia; (3) newsletter
contents, (4) creating an LGBT philosophy
web site with appropriate links, (5) creating
an LGBT philosophy brochure, (6) APA
health insurance, whether it meets the
specific needs of LGBT and HIV+ members
of the profession, (7) putting teeth into the
nondiscrimination policy, (8) the 100th
anniversary; we agreed in principle to
endorse Committee on the Status of
Women’s (CSW) suggestion for “Embracing
Diversity” to be the celebration theme; (9)
whether to join with CSW on a survey of
women, ethnic and racial minorities, and
LGBT members of the profession; we may be
interested in doing so, depending on what
information is solicited and how; (10)
newsletter distribution (see our
recommendations to the APA below); and
(11) convention sites; we had no consensus
on whether to ask that conventions not be
scheduled in states that have sodomy laws.

Early in 1999 we received a complaint
from a faculty member of the profession
regarding possible job discrimination.  The
possible discrimination concerned a
requested transfer from an area studies
program to the department of philosophy
within the complainant’s university, which
was denied by a very close vote of the
philosophy department.  The complainant is
a philosophy Ph.D. who has a history of
having taught in a small prestigious liberal
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arts college philosophy department for
many years and is currently a member of an
area studies program at a large state
university.  After lengthy e-mail
correspondence with the complainant and
the Chair of the APA Committee on the
Status of Women, we co-signed a letter by
CSW to the Department Chair and the Dean
of that University outlining some of the
issues that the complaint raises but not
making any judgments as to whether the
complaint was valid or not.  The chair of
that philosophy department wrote a letter
in response indicating that he did not think
there was evidence of discrimination.
There has been no further follow-up, to my
knowledge.

Eric Hoffman requested that
Committee chairs send him a list of items
that we would like to see the APA pay
attention to.  On behalf of the Committee, I
sent him the following list: (1) Consider
sponsoring an independent meeting of the
chairs of the various status committees. (2)
Check into whether the APA health
insurance policy meets the specific needs of
LGBT and HIV+ members of the profession.
(3) Put teeth into the nondiscrimination
policy. (4) To increase access to the
newsletters, consider (a) sending a
complimentary copy to all departments and
(b) introducing a new membership category
that permits departments to have APA
memberships (so they could subscribe as
departments).  Of these four items, we
thought probably #2 and #3 should receive
high priority but that probably #1 and #4
could be implemented relatively easily.

The APA has received a grant from the
National Science Foundation to pursue
studies in the philosophical exploration of
science and technology.  The APA will make
this grant money available in two ways:
through its committees and to individual
members.  The scope of the project is broad.
It will examine philosophical aspects of
scientific knowledge and values, specifically
in regard to the way in which science and
technology interact with cultural, racial,
and gender diversity.

Many of the guiding questions of this
research are of interest to lesbian, gay,
bisexual, and transgender philosophers.
The specifics of this project are available at
the APA web site (www.udel.edu/apa/

new/national/nsf.html), but some of the
topics include:
1 bias in the practice of science and

deployment of technology

2. the impact of scientific perspectives on
cultural perspectives

3. differential participation by cultural
groups in scientific and technological
institutions

4. the use of science in confirming or
disconfirming cultural differences

5. the value of scientific projects to diverse
populations

6. the social responsibilities of science and
scientists

7. reconciling advantages and
disadvantages between cultures in the
use of technology

8. differential effects of technological
developments on various cultural
groups

The APA will make grant money
available to pursue these topics in two
ways.  It will make funds available in the
form of small grants ($500 to $3000).
Secondly, Committees of the Association
will commission research for presentation
at APA meetings.  Eventually, the APA
hopes to publish the results.

It should be clear from even a cursory
glance at the list of topics above that there
are a number of issues that may be
profitably explored from l/g/b/t
perspectives.  There is, for example, an arm
of science that is trying to identify the
determinants of sexual orientation.  This
science is the subject of considerable social
discussion about whether it will advance or
hinder the interests of lesbians, gay men,
and bisexuals.  Another domain of science
also concerns itself with transgender
identities.  This science is also debated,
both in its core concepts and in its ethical
implications.  The nature and meaning of
gender is also a legitimate topic.  For
example, there are questions of whether
the scientific study of gender may
“naturalize” what are only socially
constructed gender differences.  And so on.
It is worth drawing the attention of l/g/b/t
members of the APA to this project since
there are many points of overlap with
current scholarship.

The editor would like to devote part of
the newsletter to a preliminary discussion
of these issues and solicits descriptions of

specific issues that might be made the
subject of commissioned study by this
committee.  Please send short descriptions
of work you think can be profitably
examined by this committee.  The editor
will forward these to the Committee and
compile a summary to be published in the
newsletter.  If you wish, we can publish
these ideas without your name attached,
although the editor will publish them only
if he is able to confirm that you are the
author.  Please send your descriptions to:
tmurphy@uic.edu or Timothy Murphy,
Dept.  Medical Education m/c 591,
University of Illinois College of Medicine at
Chicago, 808 S. Wood St., Chicago IL
60612-7309.

Articles

The Little Faggot
Who Could, or,
How I Specialized
in Gay Studies and
Still Found a Job
James Stramel
Santa Monica College

In fall 1999 Santa Monica College offered
me a full-time tenure-track position in
philosophy.  I accepted!  This event may be
of interest to other philosophers working
in gay studies or contemplating it, for it
may be the first time a gay person (at least a
gay male) whose dissertation was on gay
issues has gotten a tenure-track job in
philosophy.  In this essay, I want to share
my experience on the premise that doing
so may provide others with some hope that
choosing to specialize in gay/lesbian
studies is not automatically professional
suicide.

Growing up, all I remember wanting
to be was the next Perry Mason.  As an
undergraduate I figured political science
would be a good pre-law major, but I did
not enjoy my political science courses.  At
the beginning of my sophomore year I took
my first philosophy course and fell in love
with the love of wisdom.  I was soon taking
more philosophy and less poli-sci.  I
eventually decided to major in philosophy,
and I abandoned my goal of a law degree.  I
graduated from the University of Kansas

APA Grants
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with honors (a distinction earned by
writing and defending a paper on Leibniz,
of all things!).  And what does one do with a
B.A. in philosophy except go on to study
more philosophy?  And, since my teachers
were my main role models, teaching was an
attractive career option.  So I applied to a
smattering of western universities to
pursue a graduate degree.  I chose to attend
the University of Southern California,
mainly because they offered me teaching
assistantship.  I never thought in a million
years this simple boy from Kansas (and, yes,
my mother’s name is Dorothy, thank you!)
would wind up in Los Angeles.

Early on in my graduate work I
developed a taste for epistemology and
began planning to write my dissertation on
theories of epistemic justification even
though the department did not have any
specialist in the field.  My department gave
confident assurances that the timing of my
degree, at least, was good, as everyone
expected the job market to open up
toward the end of the 1980s.  Alas, no one
counted on the recession.  In 1986 I
arranged to trade my assistantship with a
student at the University of Arizona so I
could go there for one term to study
epistemology with Alvin Goldman, Keith
Lehrer and John Pollock.  I also had a Plato
course with Julia Annas, out of which grew
what would become my first published
paper (on the Theatetus).  The lack of a
specialist in my field at U.S.C. proved to be
a significant disadvantage, as I worked—
and floundered—largely on my own.  I was
also allowed to struggle not very
productively with a set of problems that I
now see were too fundamental, difficult
and broad in scope for a young
philosopher’s dissertation.

By the end of the 1980s I had come out
but was not yet intellectually involved with
gay/lesbian issues.  Then, in 1992, one of
those fateful, life-changing events occurred:
I read that Simon LeVay was creating the
Institute of Gay and Lesbian Education
(I.G.L.E.) in West Hollywood.  Although
ethics was not my field, it seemed to me
that the Institute should have a course on
moral issues confronting gays and lesbians,
so I wrote a course proposal and contacted
them.  “HomoSexual Ethics” was one of
seven courses offered in the Institute’s first
semester, and I taught the course several
times over the next few years.  It was while
doing the preparation and gathering a
reading list that I discovered Richard

Mohr’s work on g/l issues, in particular his
provocative discussion of outing.  I was
struck by the importance and range of
issues in gay ethics but also by the relative
paucity of work by philosophers in this
area.

As one friend said, I put my

C.V. into the copier, and it

comes out lavender.

I had never been much interested in
ethics and had little background in it, but I
found myself provoked to work on the
outing controversy, which was raging at
the time.  My epistemology project was not
going well and a fellow (heterosexual)
graduate student encouraged me to
abandon it for a project in gay ethics.  I
really didn’t expect my committee and
department to go for the idea but, to my
surprise, all parties were enthusiastically
supportive of the change.  I wrote up a new
dissertation proposal, assembled a new
committee, filed the paperwork, and began
my new dissertation project on the ethics
of disclosure of gay identity: outing, coming
out, and forced closetude.  Of course, this
radical move set me back by two or three
years, but I now think that had I continued
as before I might well never have completed
my doctorate.

At the time I really didn’t think too
much about the job-market implications of
writing in gay studies.  No one warned me
of impending disaster, and my excitement
about actually having something to say
carried me forward.  I was also gambling
that I might be getting in on the ground
floor of an emerging new field.  Enthusiasm
and a clear, workable dissertation proposal
helped the work go well and I graduated
from U.S.C. in 1996.

Over the last three years I applied for
nearly every job for which I was plausibly
qualified. I applied only to tenure-track
jobs as I was not willing to leave my home
and husband for a temporary position.
Much to my dismay, this search produced
only three, preliminary interviews.  My
handlers seemed to think I should do just
fine, but I began to wonder whether my
choice of specialty was proving an
impediment.  After all, as one friend said, I
put my C.V. into the copier, and it comes
out lavender.  Many schools, I’m sure,
would not be put off by a candidate’s
interest or work in gay issues, but there are
undoubtedly others who simply would not

consider one because of it.  I came to the
conclusion that I would probably have to
teach my way into a job, so I cultivated
relationships with various local colleges by
being the best parttime instructor I could
be.  In the early 1990s one of my principal
employers had a retirement, so I knew they
would eventually hire a replacement.  I
waited . . . and waited . . . until, finally,
they got permission to hire in 1999.  And
I’m very happy to report that they hired me!

Santa Monica College is an
independent, two-year college known
mainly for its success in transferring
students to the University of California
system.  It is a liberal and progressive
campus serving an extremely diverse
population of some 26,000 students.  The
philosophy department was composed of
three full-time members and many part-
timers.  I began teaching at S.M.C. in 1992
and have been teaching the maximum
allowed three courses each term, plus a
course or two in summers and winters.
While offering my gay ethics course at
I.G.L.E. I dropped by a meeting of the gay/
lesbian/bi student club to advertise the
class.  Someone asked whether they could
get transfer credit, and this began a
discussion with the administration which
decided they would much rather have the
class taught there at S.M.C. This would
mean more work for me when I was trying
to finish the dissertation, but I couldn’t say
no.  My tendency to put the needs and
interests of my students before my own is
one of the reasons it took so long to
complete my Ph.D. The department chair
suggested that we take a section of
Contemporary Moral Conflicts and make it
a special topics course in sexual ethics and
gay/lesbian issues.  This strategy allowed us
to avoid the delays and hassles of getting a
new course approved.  In short order, I was
teaching one section of the course each
term.

Then a strange thing happened.  When
the President of Santa Monica College was
in Sacramento for Education Committee
meetings, the chair of that committee
accosted her, waving a copy of the syllabus
from my course.  Apparently, some student
who had come to my class had forwarded
my syllabus to the enemy network.  In fact,
I even got a call from former Operation
Rescue head-cum-radio talk show host
Randall Terry who wanted to talk to me
about why we were using public money to
“teach homosexuality.” I declined the
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invitation.  Fortunately, the President is
“gay-friendly” and defended the course in
terms of academic integrity, and there were
no further problems.  When I heard about
the President’s encounter I proposed a
meeting to inform her about the course, and
she even paid us a visit in the classroom.

I am convinced that this contact with
the President gave me an advantage in the
competition for the full-time position.
There were, after all, some 130 candidates.
Everyone involved knows that I am gay, that
I work in gay ethics, and that I do and will
teach gay studies in addition to other
courses.  Rather than being put off by my
interest in gay studies, I think the college
chose to see my sexuality course as a
positive in terms of curriculum
development.  Since we are a community
college there is much less emphasis on one’s
research or publications.  The focus is on
one’s teaching and, in addition to excellent
student evaluations, I had the good fortune
to be the only philosopher on staff—full or
part-time—nominated for a teaching
excellence award by the College’s Honor
Society.  So my situation is unique in some
ways, and I have little confidence about
what lessons may be drawn from it as to the
prospects of future job candidates who
choose to work on g/l/b issues.  At the very
least, my hiring shows that it is possible for
philosophers working in gay studies to
secure full-time, tenure-track employment.
As weak as that claim is, it apparently
represents a small advance for the field of
philosophy.

Working “Out”
Johnnie D. Terry
Sierra College

In the summer of 1998, I received an offer
for a full-time, tenure track position as a
philosophy instructor from an innovative
community college in Northern California.
As I debated the offer, my inquiry to the
college regarding domestic partnership
benefits yielded nothing but
disappointment. There were none. My
“domestic partner” and I deliberated the
pros and cons of accepting this position.
Despite the lack of benefits and due to the
lack of full-time jobs for philosophers, I
accepted the position with his approval. In
the hot summer months, we packed up the
stuff of our fourteen-year relationship,

strapped our two children into their car
seats, and drove three massive U-haul
trucks up the California coast.

During my first semester at this
college, I met one of the faculty
negotiators for the union. I came out to
her by explaining my family situation and
inquired about the status of domestic
partnership benefits. She was quite
supportive.  She told me that the issue
continued to be “thought about” but that
no benefits had ever materialized. She gave
me the names of two union negotiators to
contact. I sent e-mail messages to these
men and received supportive yet similar
replies. Soon my dean initiated my first
year’s tenure review process and all
thoughts of domestic partnership benefits
vanished from my consciousness—there
was simply too much to do.

The first year flew by. As the sole full-
time professor in the philosophy
department, I kept myself busy creating a
department web page, developing new
curricula, revamping the courses I had
taught previously in San Diego to fit the
course descriptions for this college,
fulfilling my tenure review obligations,
teaching, and grading.

One afternoon just prior to finals
week during my second semester, I
received a call from Luis—one of the
faculty negotiators for the union and one
of the men I had contacted earlier. Luis, a
straight, business law professor and
practicing attorney, informed me that he
had introduced the domestic partnership
issue during a recent negotiations meeting.
Several district negotiators felt that there
were simply too many unanswered
questions in the way of adopting these
benefits. Luis asked permission to bring
someone to the next meeting who could
assist the committee in resolving these
issues. They agreed. I consented to attend
the next meeting.

Nervous about this presentation, I
searched the net for information on
domestic partnership benefits.  Selecting
the best information from several sites, I
created a packet of information arranged
around these topics: the rationale for
adopting domestic partnership benefits,
common objections to these benefits,
responses to these objections, comparison
costs for implementation of domestic
partnership benefits, as well as sample
affidavits and a discussion of the merits of
each item included in those affidavits. The

packet was thorough. I shared rough drafts
of the packet with three of my colleagues.
Rebecca, a heterosexual English professor,
cautioned me about the initial tone of the
documents. From her perspective, some of
my statements seemed geared toward a gay,
or gay supportive, audience. She warned
me that my audience might be “put off” by
some of my statements. I accepted her
criticisms, recognizing that I would
probably catch more flies with honey than
vinegar. My friend, Trish, a lesbian English
professor, offered similar criticisms but
thought that, at least in some instances, my
rhetoric was not direct enough.  Krie,
another lesbian friend, agreed with Trish.
After all, she said, “. . . the truth is the
truth.” As Luis was familiar with the
members of the committee, I also shared
the packet with him. He offered some
“strategic” advice as well as an interesting
tidbit of information. Whereas my packet
demonstrated that, historically, adoption
of domestic partnership benefits had never
increased costs dramatically, Luis informed
me that adopting these benefits would
essentially cost our college nothing. Indeed,
since the college has an allowance/benefits
program, the premiums for the employee
are a composite rate. If there is only one
person on the plan or if there are ten people
on the plan, the rate is the same. The only
cost would come as more and more
individuals use the plan. Luis and I both
agreed that if there were no additional
costs involved, there could be only one
reason why the benefits had not been
adopted.

During my presentation, the faces of
the committee members were stoic with
three exceptions. One gentleman grimaced
openly several times. I don’t know that his
facial contortions were a response to my
presentation, but I nevertheless started to
see him as an aggressive adversary.  Another
gentleman blushed deeply when I
mentioned that my partner and I had two
children. I had met this man on several
prior occasions. I’m certain that he knew of
my children. I interpreted his blushing as a
sign that he did not know that I was gay.
The third exception contrasted with the
other two. Pat, an English professor,
nodded his head excitedly up and down
like one of those bobbing-head dogs that
people place on their car dashboards. His
support was enthusiastic and obvious.

After I concluded my fifteen-minute
presentation, Luis reminded the committee
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members that I was there to answer the
questions alluded to in the prior meeting.
Amazingly, the room was silent. Luis asked
a couple of members, by name, about the
questions that they had mentioned. A few
questions surfaced regarding the legitimacy
of the “no-extra-cost” claim, and this
aspect of the economics was quickly
verified by one of the district’s negotiators.
There simply were no questions beyond
that.  Being the aggressive defender of
justice that I’ve since come to know him to
be, Luis called for a vote. The chair of the
committee quickly postponed that vote
until a later time, and I was invited to leave.
The committee thanked me for the
presentation, and I thanked them for their
time. As I left, I was certain that the
benefits were being “tabled.” Luis
confirmed this for me the next morning.

I was prepared for rejection, but I
wasn’t prepared for the issue to be buried.
It was too easy for the committee members
to remain inactive—an outright and
rational rejection of the benefits seemed
the minimum acceptable. They avoided the
issue, I believe, because a rational rejection
is not possible. A “nudge” was in order here.

I quickly drafted a letter to my
colleagues asking them to send an email
message of support for the adoption of
domestic partnership benefits to each
member of the negotiations committee. I
attached a copy of the presentation packet
to the message. Nervous about the fact that
I could be perceived as stirring up trouble, I
saved the message and called Luis. Luis saw
no problem with the message, but he did
see the potential for controversy. I was,
after all, “sandbagging” the committee
members. He also mentioned my non-
tenured status.  He didn’t see that this
would be a problem, but human behavior is
unpredictable. After we hung up, I called
the campus director of diversity. I read the
message to her. She suggested that I delete
one paragraph and assured me that she saw
nothing wrong with my request for
support. She did, however, ask how my
tenure review had been for the prior year.
As it had been overwhelmingly positive, she
assured me of her support and instructed
me to request, in my email message, that all
responding parties copy their messages to
her. I added this request to my message and
sent it off to fifteen of my colleagues.

The brouhaha began within the hour.
Several people were shocked by the news
that the benefits would cost the college
nothing. They emailed each member of the

negotiations committee, sent a copy to the
diversity director, and forwarded my
request to their friends.  One of my favorite
colleagues on campus sent his enthusiastic
response to “All Subscribers” with the
subject heading “Finally, a no-brainer.”
When he sent his message to “All
Subscribers,” his views went out to every
faculty member, staff member, board
member, and employee of the district with
computer access. I sat in my office
attempting to grade final exams and
watched the responses arrive. Every time I
received a message, my computer would
make a grunting sound. When I heard the
grunt, I’d look up and smile. Rebecca and I
were discussing the messages in our office
when Trish stopped by. Trish was a bit
weepy from reading the messages. Her
“domestic partner” had recently come out
to her Latter Day Saints family. It had been
rough, and Trish was still feeling raw. The
messages of support touched her. My
computer grunted again, and Trish walked
across the room to read the new message
over my shoulder. My stomach tightened at
an early response that adoption of these
benefits was not a “no brainer.”

That message went on to describe the
marriage bed as “honorable and undefiled.”
It also equated homosexuality with
promiscuity. The author stated that
“people who live moral lives” should not
have to “pay potentially higher premiums
so as to provide benefits for those who
don’t.” I flushed. Rebecca turned from her
computer and said, “C’mon, you guys
should’ve expected this sort of thing.
Remember all of the positive messages—this
is only one negative message.” I knew she
was right but I took this one personally. I
was outraged by the sender’s claim that my
life was immoral as well as by his smug
attitude that this claim required no further
justification. I clicked on “Reply to All
Subscribers” and prepared to send out an
immediate retort. Rebecca cautioned me to
think this through. “This isn’t only your
issue,” she pointed out. “Why don’t you let
someone else respond? Don’t make this just
about you.” She reminded me of the
dangers of sending out an immediate
response to All Subscribers. I turned off my
computer screen and, like Trish, departed
to give a final exam.

When I returned to my office, Rebecca
was gone. I turned my screen back on and
saw that, indeed, there had been several
responses to the offending message.  Each of
these positive messages would’ve made

Descartes proud—detached and objective
as they were. “If I wanted to put a two-
headed alien of unspecified gender on my
benefits, that should be my right,” read
one. “Marriage is an institution that has
oppressed women for centuries,” read
another. All of the messages were
supportive of domestic partnership benefits
except one.  Another professor had
responded in support of restricting those
with “defiled beds” from coverage.  His
position was a political one. “Let’s keep the
traditional definition of family,” he urged.
Several other messages condemned his.

Coming out to fight a battle on

behalf of domestic partner

benefits could affect me in

many ways.

The debate raged on into the early
evening hours with the side favoring
domestic partner benefits clearly
outnumbering the vocal minority. Still, I
remained dissatisfied. I had already
witnessed the ease with which the
negotiators maintained the status quo. The
adoption of benefits required action! Two
negative comments would suffice to
“table” the benefits. It was clear that
remaining objective and unidentified
would foster our opponents’ ability to
paint us as immoral and undeserving—a
potential controversy best avoided. A face
was required behind the rhetoric. Calling a
category immoral was simple; calling a
living human person immoral at least
required facts over and above feelings.

This time, I didn’t seek permission or
advice—I was pretty sure what the advice
would be for a non-tenured professor. I was
aware of the risks. Coming out to fight a
battle on behalf of domestic partner
benefits could affect me in many ways.
While I felt fairly safe with my tenure
committee, I’d never discussed my non-
academic life with two of them. Who
knows what they could suddenly notice
during my peer evaluations.  Likewise, my
curriculum proposals could be evaluated
much more closely. My budget requests
could easily be denied. Custodians could
easily “find things” in my trash. Computer
personnel could easily find “downloaded
materials” on my computer. All of these
actions could easily remain invisible. While
this sounds somewhat paranoid, I don’t
think that it is.

I clicked on “Reply to All Subscribers”
and typed a response. I read and reread. I
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walked down the hallway for some water.
When I returned, I read it once again.  At just
that moment, Trish called. I told her that I
was thinking about responding and I read
the message to her over the phone. The
message I composed was this:

“I have a family. I’m a gay man born and
raised by good Christian parents in eastern
Kentucky. My Christian mother was
hospitalized when she learned of my
“secret.” My parents gave me money to leave
the state.  I didn’t see my parents for five
years, though I tried quite often to contact
them. They both passed away before there
was any substantial resolution. Despite this
past, I have currently been in a monogamous
relationship with another man for fourteen
years. For many of our straight friends, ours
is the most solid relationship they know.
Since we met, my partner has patiently
waited while I worked part-time at a pet
shop and simultaneously achieved my B.A.
He also waited while I went on to finish my
M.A. He still waits for me to complete my
Ph.D. Half-way through my doctoral
program, a pregnant woman chose us—over
several heterosexual couples—to adopt her
soon-to-be-born baby. Our son is now five.
After seeing us with our son, another
woman chose us to adopt her baby. Our
daughter turned four last week. When I was
offered this job, my partner gave up his
career in San Diego so that we could move
here. He still commutes to San Diego to
work. The kids and I drive him to the airport
every Thursday night and we pick him up
every Sunday night. We call him every single
night. Jon wants to stop commuting to San
Diego by September so that he can be here
full time when our son starts kindergarten.
Part of the reason that Jon continues to
work in San Diego is because we have to
shoulder the burden of paying for his health
insurance—individually. You may define
‘family’ however you’d like.  Likewise, you
may claim that my bed is ‘defiled.’ That
won’t rattle me. However, don’t claim that
I’m immoral. I’m an honest and hard
working community member, tax payer,
brother, nephew, friend, neighbor,
professor, committee member, partner, and
father. I’m gravely offended when it is
assumed that my family requires
justification while none others do.

“A statement was made in this
discussion that ‘to grant benefits to
someone simply because they cohabit seems
immoral ... and unfair to people who live
moral lives.’ The fallacious assumption

resting behind this statement is that all
non-married couples do is ‘cohabit.’ I
suggest that the question is not and should
not be ‘Who is moral and who is immoral?’
The question is and should be ‘What is
fair?’ I’m just not sure that a college with a
non-discrimination policy which includes
sexual orientation ought to be in the
business of deciding which families are
legitimate and valuable and which ones
are not.” I signed it Johnnie D. Terry “Well,
what do you think?” I asked Trish.

“This is easy for me to say, Johnnie,
because it isn’t me.” She paused. “Send it.”
My finger depressed the left-click on the
mouse. For the first time ever, the spell
check found no errors. The envelope icon
on my computer flew off screen.

“It’s here,” Trish said. I shut down my
computer and went home to my family.
That night, I checked my email from home.
The “All Subscribers” debate had fizzled
shortly after my response. The opposition
was silent.

My personal email, however, was full.
At least two dozen messages waited to be
read—all of them supportive. “Your family
sounds wonderful,” one person said.
“Though I’ve never met you, I respect you a
great deal,” said another. Many claimed
that I was courageous. Several told me that
my message touched them deeply. The
next day, I found it difficult to traverse the
campus due to all of the faculty and staff
members wanting to shake my hand. I
continued to receive profoundly
supportive emails and several lesbians
came out to “All Subscribers.” At
graduation, a psychology professor greeted
me with “What a hullabaloo—all so that
Jon could get a flu shot.” We laughed
together. The response to my message was
wonderful!

I would like to be able to say after all
this that we now have benefits, but the
wheels of justice turn slowly. The semester
ended, and the college dismissed for the
summer.

The negotiations committee doesn’t
meet again until September. I’ve spoken
with Luis, and he tells me that the
committee must face the issue now. I’ve
also spoken to the director of diversity on
campus. She tells me that she’s hopeful.
She doesn’t see how the benefits could be
denied especially since we have a non-
discrimination policy that includes sexual
orientation.  Seemingly, coming out has
been successful, however, all is not rosy—

at least not yet. I know those who sought
me out to shake my hand.  I can’t see those
who didn’t.  I don’t know what others
think when they see me now. I don’t know
how my work on campus will be affected
by my disclosure and silent politics.
Recently in our immediate area, Jewish
synagogues and an abortion clinic were
targets of fire bombing.

No, it is too early to claim any sort of
victory. I only know what I think—that my
life is not a “dirty little secret.” That the
only effective resistance against ignorance
is to put a human face on the damnable
label. That confession is essential for
progress. This isn’t the old priestly or
psychiatric form of confession, however,
this confession is no longer intended to
cure the confessor. Rather, this confession
is intended to cure the confessee. Being out
on campus is at once satisfying and scary. It
liberates me from the burden of self-
censorship. It makes me “normal.” At the
same time, however, it renders both me
and my family vulnerable.  Ironically, the
“family values” opposition constitutes a
threat to the well being of my family.
Nevertheless, the only tenable option is
progress. Hiding quietly assures the victory
of the status quo. Hence it seems that the
old adage about working “out” applies—
No pain, no gain.

The Right Changes
Strategies
Richard D. Mohr
University of Illinois — Urbana-Champaign

The summer of 1998 witnessed a sudden
upsurge in media and political attacks on
gays by the Republican and Christian Right.
Wisconsin Christians United blitzed four
cities of the relatively liberal Dairy State
with billboards declaring “Homosexuality
is not a family value.  Homosexuality is a
sin!” On a religious talk show, Senate
Majority Leader Trent Lott called
homosexuality a sin and compared it to
alcoholism and kleptomania.  The Reverend
Pat Robertson claimed that widespread
fires in Florida were God’s punishment for
the state’s toleration of gay pride
celebrations.  The Christian Coalition, the
American Family Association, and the
Family Research Council pooled funds to
air television spots and run full-page ads in
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the New York Times, Washington Post,
and USA Today claiming that through
repentance and the Lord, gays can be
“cured” and converted to heterosexuality,
the one and only true sexuality.

These attacks have thrown gay
organizations into a tizzy and stricken fear
into a surprising number of individual gays.
But I believe gays and our allies have been
making too big a deal of the attacks.  Indeed
some marked shifts in the reception, style,
and content of the Right’s latest attacks
demonstrate the tremendous cultural gains
that gays have recently achieved and
betoken still greater progress.

Consider that it was only three years
earlier that Newt Gingrich had made the
very same attack on gays—gays are the
moral equivalents of alcoholics.’ But what a
different response his and Lott’s identical
claims received.  The mainstream media
didn’t agree with Newt’s claim but treated
it with respect.  It was a position worth
hearing.  After all, it was announced in a
New York Times Magazine feature.  By
contrast, Lott’s comments oozed into the
general media where they were greeted
with the equivalent of “Excuse me, what
did you say?” as though an off-color or
racist joke had just been told at a press
conference.  Even the mainstream
conservative press, like U.S. News & World
Report, editorialized against Lott.  And
Newt himself, exercising a selective
memory, scolded Lott: “I don’t think it
helps to have public leaders engaged in that
kind of dialogue.”

Moreover, the style of the attacks
represent a major shift in focus and strategy
on the Right’s part, a shift not of the Right’s
choosing.  Until quite recently, the Right
focused its antigay energies almost
exclusively on trying to get gays to shut up
and gay issues to go away.  The aim was to
re-establish and ritualize the shame and
degradation of the taboo that used to
blanket gays and any talk about or
association with gays.  The Right worked
on tossing gay books out of schools,
defunding gay art, keeping gays out of “our”
parades, and institutionalizing “don’t ask,
don’t tell.” Admittedly the Right won most
of these battles, but in a manner that was
self-defeating in the long run.  For these
battles generated so much “asking and
telling” about gays that the taboo over gay
issues and gays themselves has all but
collapsed in mainstream America.

And so, the Right has had to refocus.
Because the taboo has collapsed, the Right

for once has to address substantive issues
and give reasons for its dislike of gays and
for its policy initiatives around gay issues.
The Right can no longer simply assume that
people will have intense, automatic, non-
thinking, visceral responses of fear and
loathing to gays.  Debating gay issues now
is akin to any other substantive public
policy debate like where to build the new
school, whether taxes should be raised,
and who should be mayor.  But now that
the substantive issues are on the table, the
Right will lose over the long haul.  For it is
too late in the cultural day for the country
to turn back on principles of non-
discrimination that it has already worked
into the fabric of everyday thinking on
issues of race, gender, disability, and
religion.  So once the anti-gay taboo and its
shaming mechanisms fall into retreat, there
is little to stop society from consistently
applying its principles to gays.

Notice that even the specific content of
Lott’s gays-as-alcoholics analogy concedes
much too much to gays for Lott’s own
good.  Everyone has friends and family
members who are alcoholics.  To have gone
this far, Lott has already drawn gays out of
the spectral realm of unnatural monsters
and into the human community.  It is only a
small step farther to viewing gays as being
like Muslims or Mormons, groups which
one might not want to join oneself, but
which one nevertheless views as deserving
the full protection of civil law and social
equality.  Polls suggest that mainstream
America is taking that step right now.

It is even possible that the new anti-gay
rhetoric is a sort of last hurrah, one as
dismissible as it is desperate—on a par, say,
with neo-Nazis chanting “White Power.”
During the summer of 1999, attempts by
the Family Research Council to reprise its
1998 television ad campaign fizzled.  All
the major networks (ABC, CBS, NBC, CNN)
refused to run the ads, and the Council was
limited to running its spots only on
Christian stations.

Let’s not be naive, though.  Gays’
legislative battles will take decades to win.

It is too late in the cultural

day for the country to turn

back on principles of non-

discrimination that it has

already worked into the

fabric of everyday thinking

on issues of race, gender,

disability, and religion.

Brush fires and backwaters of anxiety and
resentment remain.  But the central engine
of anti-gay discrimination has been
irreparably monkey-wrenched.  Far from
panicking, gays should be breathing a sigh
of relief.  For it is now inevitable that gays
will win the cultural wars.

Indeed the cultural wars are being won
so quickly for gays and the prospect of gay
assimilation is so great that the irony may
well be that gay civil rights activists, like
their Jewish counterparts in the 1950s, will
finally get legal protections against
discrimination just at the point when the
protections are no longer really needed.
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Rosamond Rhodes
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Variety is the hallmark of this issue of the
Newsletter. The smorgasbord of delights
includes food for thought and sustenance for
the senses. Len Fleck, Jeffrey Blustein, and
Mark Oshinskie provide us with critical
articles. Len Fleck’s paper on “Is
‘Responsible Eugenics’ Disingenuous
Ethics” challenges some of the positions on
eugenics maintained by Philip Kitcher in his
important book The Lives to Come. Fleck
asks the Rawlsian question, “How do we,
citizens in a liberal pluralistic democratic
society, come to some reasonable
agreement regarding our conception of
responsible eugenics, most especially, what
will count as a reasonable balance among
the deep, sometimes conflicting social
values?” He offers some insightful
guidelines that are likely to inspire more
work in this developing area of biomedical
science. Jeffrey Blustein’s paper, “The
Intersection of Law and Medicine: Legalizing
Marihuana for Medicinal Purposes” challenges
us with an array of important considerations
that need to be factored into public policy
decisions about the legalization of a drug
that has been associated with abuse. Mark
Oshinskie’s short piece, “Seventy and Out,”
challenges us to scrutinize the goodness of
some goals of medical science. His particular
target is the extension of the human life
span, but similar questions can be raised
about other technology.

Mark Kuczewski’s article, “Web-Based
Education in Bioethics: The Importance and
the Future,” is late breaking news for
bioethics education. It brings us up to date
on using new interactive web technology in
teaching bioethics. He explains the
advantages and disadvantages of a web-
based graduate program and identifies an

important resource that may meet the needs
of some of our students.

Felicia Ackerman has given us an
especially delicious treat. Her short story,
“Buddies,” provides a glimpse of a man with
end-stage AIDS and a woman who is his
AIDS buddy. Their relationship and its
impact on their lives provides us with
unusual insights and even more questions.
It’s rich, so save some room for this dessert.

In the book review section, we have two
provocative review essays. Franklin Miller’s
“Elegy for Iris: The Ethics of Narrative,”
discusses John Bayley’s book about his wife,
Iris Murdoch, who suffered from
Alzheimer’s disease. In discussing the book,
Miller raises serious and pointed questions
about the ethics of relationships and the
ethical limits of narrative writing. The
answers are not obvious and the questions
themselves should make people who discuss
bioethical cases somewhat uncomfortable
and self-critical. David Resnick reviews Udo
Schuklenk’s Access to Experimental Drugs
in Terminal Illness: Ethical Issues. Resnick’s
critical assessment of the issues highlights
some important practical problems with
Schuklenk’s advocacy for patients’
unrestricted access to experimental drugs.

As always, please continue to send along
your announcements, letters, papers, poetry,
and stories so that they can be shared, used,
and enjoyed by all. Directions for formatting
your submission can be found at the end of
the Newsletter volume. Feel free to
volunteer a book review. Contributions and
queries should be sent to me at the address
below. For ease in communication, please
include your phone and fax numbers, and
email address if you have one.

Rosamond Rhodes
Box 1108
Mount Sinai School of Medicine, CUNY
One Gustave Levy Place
New York, NY 10029
phone: 212-241-3757
fax: 212-427-7862
email: rhodes@smtplink.mssm.edu

Below you will find descriptions of sessions
planned by the Committee for the coming
Division meetings. Please note that two
committee-sponsored sessions will be
presented at the Eastern Division meetings
this December.

APA Eastern Division, Boston, December 1999
Cosponsored by the APA Committee on

Philosophy and Medicine and the APA
Committee on Philosophy and Law

Title: “Citizens in Extended Medical
Dependencies: Virtue, Obligation, and
Federal Law”

Co-chairs:
Leonard Fleck, Michigan State

University
Leslie Francis, University of Utah

Round Table Participants:
Eva Kittay, SUNY Stonybrook
Alisdair MacIntyre, Duke University
Mary Mahowald, University of Chicago

School of Medicine
Thomas Pogge, Columbia University
Anita Silvers, San Franciso State University
David Wasserman, University of Maryland

APA Eastern Division, Boston, December 1999
Sponsored by the APA Committee on

Philosophy and Medicine
Title: “Philosophical Challenges in Teaching

Bioethics”
Chair: Laurence B. McCullough, Baylor

College of Medicine
Speakers:

Robert B. Baker, Union College
“The Role of History in Teaching

Biomedical Ethics”
Maureen Kelley, Baylor College of

Medicine
“Profession-Relative Ethics and the Role

of Moral Judgment: Teaching across
theHealth Professions”

From the Committee
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Commentator: Rosamond Rhodes, Mount
Sinai School of Medicine

Speakers:
Rosemarie Tong, University of North

Carolina at Charlotte
“Teaching Bioethics in the New

Millennium: Holding Theory(ies)
Accountable to Actual Practices
and Real People”

W. Richard Momeyer, Miami University
of Ohio

“What Conception of Moral Truth is
Communicable and Defensible in
the Classroom?”

Commentator: Stephen E. Wear, State
University of New York at Buffalo

APA Central Division, 2000
Sponsored by the APA Committee on

Philosophy and Medicine
Topic: “Justice and the Ethics of

International Research.”

Organizer: John D. Arras, University of
Virginia

APA Pacific Division Session, 2000
Sponsored by the APA Committee on

Philosophy and Medicine
Co-chairs: Rosemarie Tong and Leonard

Fleck

Title: “Health Risks and Health
Responsibility: What are the Ethical
Issues?”

There is more than a little rhetoric in the air
these days about irresponsible choices
people make with regard to their own
health. In the late 1980s we debated the
issue of whether or not alcoholics ought to
be eligible for liver transplants, the
argument was that they were responsible for
destroying their livers, and therefore, it
would be unjust to deny other individuals
(whose liver failure was due to no fault of
their own) access to such a scarce lifesaving
good. Prominent in this debate was the fact
that alcoholics (along with drug addicts and
smokers) engaged in behaviors that were
highly socially disfavored. A major concern
in this debate was that such socially
disfavored individuals would be denied
access to needed health under the guise of
moral principle when something
substantially less noble actually determined
the social judgment.

In this session we would like to explore
a somewhat broader issue. We live in the era
of managed care, the era of health care cost

containment. This has come about because
we, taxpayers and insurance premium
payers, want to limit the demands that
health care makes on our budgets. Advances
in medical technology, especially life-
prolonging medical technology, have
created these costly demands more than
anything else. The social rhetoric (as
transliterated by a philosopher) is: “If
everyone just took more responsibility for
their health (watched what they ate,
exercised regularly, reduced stress,
moderated alcohol consumption), then there
would be fewer heart attacks, fewer strokes,
and fewer other chronic debilitative
disorders, with the result that health care
costs would stay in bounds and health care
would only go to those with “just health care
needs,” needs that were not a product of
irresponsible health behaviors.”

Before going any further, we wish to be
clear that we want nothing to do with health
care police who would seek out perpetrators
of unhealthy behavior. There are obvious
moral and practical grounds for rejecting
that notion. Instead, we want to ask
ourselves when we (individually) should
hold ourselves accountable, blameworthy,
for unhealthy behaviors that make unjust
demands on limited resources within our
managed care plan. It might require
something approximating a saintly moral
disposition for an individual to forego
expensive life-prolonging medical care as a
result of an introspective judgment that they
were really blameworthy for generating
these excess health needs. We wish to put
that issue aside. Instead, we just want to focus
on the question of whether it is possible to
come to fair (nondiscriminatory) rational
agreement as to what sorts of unhealthy
behaviors are morally irresponsible, i.e.,
make unjust demands on the health care
system/our managed health plan.

APA Eastern Division, December 2000
Sponsored by the APA Committee on

Philosophy and Medicine
Title: “Ethical Issues in the Banking of

Umbilical Cord Blood Program”
Organizers:

Mark Sheldon, Indiana University
Northwestern and Indiana School of
Medicine

Rosamond Rhodes, Mount Sinai School
of Medicine

Description: Stem cells from umbilical cord
blood obtained at the time of delivery could

be a valuable substitute for bone marrow in
transplant procedures. First, it is possible
that graft-vs-host disease will be
significantly reduced. Second, since
collecting umbilical cord does not involve
the same difficulty associated with
collecting bone marrow, it is likely that the
availability of stem cells for transplant
purposes will be much increased. However,
the collection of umbilical cord blood raises
a number of ethical issues. For example:

Should umbilical cord blood be banked
for autologous use by for-profit corporations,
as is presently done in some states ? The
technology is being sold to prospective
parents who pay a fee for collection and then
an annual fee for maintenance. The stem
cells, presumably, will be available for the
child should he or she ever develop an illness
that could be treated by stem cell transplant.
Should umbilical cord banking for profit be
permitted, or should the umbilical cord blood
be banked by the state or municipality with
the idea that it will be available to anyone
who needs it? What does justice require?

What is the status of the cord blood? Is
it material that can simply be collected,
without consent? Or is it a body part that
belongs to the child? Should it be viewed as
analogous to organ donation or blood
donation? Does the mother stand in some
special relationship to the umbilical cord
blood so that her consent  is required?

What weight should privacy concerns
be given in light of the possible benefit that
could result from banking umbilical cord
blood? What special protections should be
put in place because it involves a child, who
is, by definition, particularly vulnerable,
and who can be linked to the collected
umbilical cord blood?

Articles and

Stories

Is “Responsible
Eugenics”
Disingenuous
Ethics?
Leonard M. Fleck
Michigan State University

This paper was prompted by a chapter in
Philip Kitcher’s book The Lives to Come,
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specifically, a chapter titled “Inescapable
Eugenics.” As the chapter title suggests, his
contention is, given ongoing developments
in molecular biology, that eugenics will be
an inescapable feature of our future social
life. For him this claim is both empirical and
normative. It is empirical because he is
saying that there are powerful motivating
reasons that will compel many to want to
shape the genetic endowment of their
children when we have the effective
capacity to do so. It is normative because he
is saying that it would be morally
irresponsible to fail to take advantage of
such technologies when we have such
capacities, and the potential cost to future
children is very great avoidable suffering.
He writes, “As a theoretical discipline,
eugenics responds to our convictions that it
is irresponsible not to do what can be done
to prevent deep human suffering” (Kitcher,
192).

I

A central claim by Kitcher behind the
passage just cited is that we are beyond the
age of genetic innocence; we have
irrevocably entered the age of genetic
responsibility. No matter what sort of
decisions we make (individually or
collectively), including foregoing or
forbidding the use of all interventions
aimed at shaping the genetic endowment of
future generations, such decisions will
require moral justification. We can no
longer take the status quo as either
presumptively morally permissible or
morally indifferent. “For even if we compel
one another to do nothing, that is to judge it
preferable not to intervene in the
procreation of human life, even to
subordinate individual freedom to the goal
of ‘letting what will be, be’” (Kitcher, 197).

Kitcher is very much aware of the
tainted history of eugenics (see Kevles,
1995). There is no doubt in his mind that
that history is morally despicable. He would
certainly not want to be seen as advocating
a return to that sort of eugenics. More
precisely, what he would clearly reject is
any sort of eugenic practices that involved
some powerful and arrogant elite group
coercively restricting the reproductive
options of some socially disfavored, less
powerful group, especially if it were the
case that such practices reflected the worst
sort of social prejudices and were based
upon distorted and inaccurate scientific
information (Kitcher, 193). These sorts of

practices can easily be shown to be both
grossly immoral and grossly illiberal.

We might be inclined to think that the
necessary and sufficient corrective to these
kinds of distorted practices would be
accurate and socially undistorted scientific
information related to genetics, neutral
counseling from trained genetic counselors
regarding reproductive options for potential
parents, and virtually absolute respect for
the procreative liberty of suitably informed
potential parents who would assess their
procreative options in the light of their own
goals and values. But Kitcher is not at all
sanguine about this possibility either, which
he refers to as “laissez-faire eugenics” (196–
97). (As nearly as I can tell, Kitcher may
have in mind the views of John Robertson
(1994), to attach an academic name to the
view. But it is also likely that that view
comes closest to the somewhat inchoate
prereflective views of a large majority of
Americans.)

Kitcher sees the following moral
deficiencies in laissez-faire eugenics. First,
there are justice problems, fair access to
needed resources. Nothing in laissez-faire
eugenics provides assurances that all in our
society would have effective access to the
resources needed to make more responsible
reproductive decisions, whether that is
broad genetic testing, prenatal genetic
testing, in vitro fertilization,
preimplantation genetic diagnosis, etc. A
likely consequence of such uneven access is
that some genetic disorders would become
much more common among the poor and
less well-off in our society; and hence, the
middle class and rich would be less likely to
be willing to support with their taxes
programs aimed at ameliorating the effects
of these disorders, which would no longer
be their disorders.

Second, laissez-faire eugenics is
supposed to enhance reproductive freedom.
However, Kitcher notes, this outcome is
likely only in the appropriate sort of social
environment. Again, for those who are
economically less well-off, it will be much
more difficult to make some sorts of
decisions that are congruent with their
deepest beliefs and values, such as choosing
to give birth to a Down’s syndrome infant, if
social support programs are lacking, and if
there are prevailing social values that say
such children ought not to be born. In the
strict sense, such social attitudes are not
coercive in the way that government
policies from earlier this century would be
coercive, but the net effect of such attitudes

will be very much the same. That is, we
would be deluding ourselves if we believed
that the reproductive freedom of such
couples had been enhanced. Further, as
Kitcher points out, if such couples are to
make maximally free decisions, it is not
enough that they know all the relevant
medical facts regarding a potentially affected
child; for, as disability activists point out, a
disease will be a disability only if society
fails to reconstruct the social environment
in a way that will permit the flourishing of
such lives to the extent possible. Kitcher
concludes, “Only if they [at-risk couples] are
assured that all people have a serious chance
of receiving respect and the support they
need can prospective parents decide on the
basis of their own values [whether or not to
have children of their own]” (200).

Third, there is the flip side of the justice
argument described earlier. A number of
deep social values can potentially come into
conflict when we try to make morally
appropriate eugenic decisions. We want to
maximize reproductive freedom; we want
to meet the health needs of all in our
society, including those with expensive
genetically imposed needs. But we have
only limited resources for meeting virtually
unlimited health needs. “In a callous
society, as we have seen, individual
reproductive freedom is severely
constrained. In a caring society individual
reproductive freedom may lead to social
disaster” (Kitcher, 201). That is, some
severely affected individuals may make
unjust claims on social resources. They may
require extraordinary social investments
that will yield only the most marginal of
benefits for that individual, at the same time
taking those resources away from others
who both had stronger just claims to those
resources and would have benefited more
from them.

Kitcher himself is an advocate for what
he calls “utopian eugenics” (202). He sees
this as a variant of laissez-faire eugenics,
perhaps because reproductive freedom
remains the basic value that he sees should
shape our eugenic practices. However, it
might be more accurate to describe his
views as “liberal eugenics” (something with
a Rawlsian flavor), since he insists that there
must be equal reproductive freedom for all
in our society, not simply for those who
have the personal financial means to access
reproductive options. But it might be
equally justified to rename his proposal
“responsible eugenics,” since he is clear that
there are limits on reproductive freedom. At



94

The APA Newsletter on Philosophy and Medicine, Fall 1999

M
e

d
ic

in
e

the very least there are considerations of
social justice that justifiably limit the
reproductive freedom we permit in our
society. In addition, there may well be other
“public interests” that would justify restricting
reproductive freedom in some fashion.

Kitcher would rely heavily upon
educational means to bring about responsible
eugenic practices. He writes, “Utopian
eugenics attempts to mix individual
reproductive freedom with education and
public discussion about responsible
procreation. Our problem has been to
understand whether any talk of reproductive
responsibility could be more than the
expression of our likes and dislikes” (217).
The “likes and dislikes” Kitcher refers to
could very well be the worst sort of social
prejudices: against homosexuals, against
congenitally obese individuals, against left-
handed persons. Kitcher himself is very
sensitive to these concerns, and would
clearly see a society that endorsed such
prejudices as morally indictable. But Kitcher
also endorses the idea that potential parents
have the right to decide, after due informed
deliberation, what quality of life would be
worth living for their future possible
children. For Kitcher,  a number of such
judgments are objectively well founded.
Specifically, he would endorse as genetically
responsible prenatal testing and abortion for
fetuses that might be afflicted with Tay-
Sachs, or Canavan’s disease, or Lesch-Nyhan
syndrome, or San Filippo syndrome, or
Hurler’s syndrome, or the more severe forms
of Fragile X syndrome, all of which result in a
severely truncated life for a child, severely
diminished quality of life, and significant
familial burdens. The question we come to at
the end is how, as a society, we draw the
boundaries around morally justifiable,
responsible eugenic choices and distinguish
them from forms of invidious genetic
discrimination to which disability activists
would call our attention. If social education is
going to be the key to having responsible
eugenic practices, then what should the
content of that educational process be? What
will we do to make sure that such education
is not simply invidious indoctrination? How
can we know that what we refer to as
“responsible eugenics” is not really
“disingenuous ethics,” moral self-deception
of the worst sort?

II
In the remainder of this essay I want to
explore a tentative proposal. In brief, it is

that we (citizens of our society) ought to
strive to come to social agreement
regarding our understanding of the notion
of “responsible eugenics” through a
process of rational democratic deliberation.
In offering this proposal, I am rejecting the
idea of giving this concept operational
meaning through interest group politics,
the implication is that political power and
political strategic ability would determine
how this notion was to be socially
interpreted. I am also rejecting the idea that
some group of experts (philosophers,
geneticists, policy analysts, etc.) should
have primary responsibility for giving
operational content to this notion of
“responsible eugenics.” No doubt many
such experts can offer invaluable assistance
in making these democratic deliberations
more rational and self-critical. But what
they have to say should not ultimately
determine the normative content of that
notion.

I begin by asserting that I believe
Kitcher’s basic intuitions are fundamentally
correct. That is, (1) we are beyond the age
of genetic innocence. (2) We (individually
and professionally and politically) must
take responsibility for shaping, in some
fashion, the genetic endowment of future
generations (and this, in the broad sense, is
what we have in mind in our use of the
concept of “eugenics”). That is, we do not
have the morally neutral option of
continuing to allow nature to take its
course when it comes to the genetic
endowment of future individuals. More
precisely, if we allow nature to take its
course, if we allow the genetic lottery alone
to determine the genetic endowment of
any individual, then we will have to be
prepared to offer a moral justification for
that choice. (Note: For the foreseeable
future, for the vast majority of conceptions
and births, it might not take much effort to
construct such a justification. So long as it
is the case in the family backgrounds of a
couple that there are no serious genetic
disorders that would seriously threaten the
length of life or quality of life of a future
child, there will be no obligation to
undergo the effort and expense and risk
associated with genetic testing and
[possibly] a nonstandard means of
conception. In other circumstances [which
we need to leave unspecified for the
moment], however, this will not be the
case.)

(3) We remain committed to the
fundamental political structure of our

society. That is, following the Rawls of
Political Liberalism, we want to preserve a
society that is liberal, pluralistic, tolerant,
and democratic. Hence, if we are going to
have social or professional policies that
express our commitment to responsible
eugenics, we are going to have to accept
what Rawls refers to as “reasonable
pluralism.” That is, our politically shared
conception of responsible eugenics ought
not to reflect any one comprehensive moral
or philosophic vision. Ideally it ought to be
rationally endorsable from the point of view
of any number of reasonable comprehensive
doctrines; or, if that puts the matter too
strongly, then (following Scanlon, 1999) it
ought to be a conception that is not
reasonably rejectable.

What we seek, using Rawls’ language, is
an “overlapping consensus” regarding a
political conception of responsible eugenics.
We cannot reasonably hope to achieve that
if we have to rely upon strong metaphysical
assumptions tied to specific comprehensive
doctrines. Similarly, for political reasons we
have to be equally abstemious in matters of
epistemology. We have to recognize what
Rawls refers to as the “burdens of judgment”
(1993, 54–58), the fact that, among other
things, we are dealing with very complex
and controversial scientific and social
matters, that reasonable differences of
interpretation are to be recognized and
respected if we are to live peaceably with
one another as members of a single political
community, that even though we are
contemplating making important judgments
about the basic future well-being of future
individuals, it is still the case that “many of
our most important judgments are made
under conditions where it is not to be
expected that conscientious persons with
full powers of reason, even after free
discussion, will all arrive at the same
conclusion” (Rawls, 58). Recognizing this is
fundamental for preserving the democratic
value of toleration. It is also fundamental for
preserving as broad a range of individual
liberty as is compatible with protecting both
the equal rights/liberties of others and the
integrity of other equally fundamental
values in our society, such as the value of
social justice.

(4) A further implication of our
commitment to “reasonable pluralism” is
that in the matter of responsible eugenics
there will be no one set of public policies or
professional policies, or one coherent set of
individual moral judgments, that will most
rationally and most completely capture our
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ideal of responsible eugenics. There is an
indefinitely large number of possible
policies and judgments that will reflect what
we will call a “responsible enough
eugenics.” But “indefinitely large” does not
mean “boundlessly large.” That yields
laissez-faire eugenics, which we wish to
reject.  There is a need to balance what in
the abstract are equally legitimate and
equally deep competing social values.

Perhaps the three most important of
those values would be procreative liberty,
genetic justice, and responsible
commitment to the well-being of future
children. In the real world these abstract
values need to be expressed and concretized
in ways that are extremely sensitive to
contextual circumstances, including some
range of cultural and religious beliefs. Very
often it will be quite appropriate to allow
that precise balance to be the product of
parental judgment. But the scope of morally
and politically tolerable parental judgment is
not limitless. There are appropriate social
incentives and social constraints that can be
offered or imposed as part of our shared
political understanding of responsible
eugenics. This is because many alternate
approaches to reproduction make
substantial claims on social resources; and
hence, it will often be the case that
considerations of social justice will
justifiably limit access to those resources.
Similarly, it is widely understood and
accepted that our society has broad social
responsibilities with respect to the welfare
of children, that we cannot entirely trust
that responsibility will be carried out by
parents. Thus, we mandate a certain level of
formal education for all children, and we do
not allow parents the option of entirely
foregoing all formal education for their
children. This does represent a constraint
on parental autonomy, but it does seem
warranted by the need to protect the long-
range interests of that child in our society. It
protects what Feinberg (1980) refers to as
the child’s right to an open future, or what
we might also describe as effective equality
of opportunity (see also Davis, 1997).

It is important to note that this
commitment is intended to protect larger
social interests; we would be economically a
lot less well-off as a society if we had a
largely uneducated work force. But it is
equally important to note that this is not the
primary intent of such policies; the primary
intent is to protect the rights and interests of
each individual immature citizen who is
otherwise unable to protect those interests

for themselves. It is for this reason that
these policies remain fundamentally liberal
in character, though they constrain parental
liberty interests. The future challenge we
face as a society is whether there are
comparable circumstances regarding the
genetic endowment of future children that
would warrant comparable social policies
that would shape in some fashion the
reproductive options of potential parents.

So, the question we return to is: How do
we, citizens in a liberal pluralistic
democratic society, come to some
reasonable agreement regarding our
conception of responsible eugenics, most
especially, what will count as a reasonable
balance among the deep, sometimes
conflicting social values mentioned above?
The broad answer I wish to give is that we
ought to answer this question through a
carefully crafted process of rational
democratic deliberation. I have in mind
essentially the same sort of model as I see
addressing most fairly the problem of health
care rationing (see Fleck, 1994; 1999). With
respect to the problem of just health care
rationing, there is no philosophic theory of
health care justice that can yield the kind of
detailed, concrete, contextually sensitive
just rationing judgments and policies that
we need. Similarly, there is no philosophic
theory of responsible eugenics that can yield
the kind of detailed, concrete, contextually
sensitive judgments and policies of what
should count as just, liberal, responsible
eugenics in our society. This will have to be
a product of rational democratic
deliberation. This is a conversation that
must occur among free and equal persons in
what Rawls calls a well-ordered society.
What we are seeking are fair terms of
cooperation with respect to a conception of
responsible eugenics. We have to determine
what we are willing to mutually accept as
liberties and responsibilities in shaping the
genetic endowment of our own future
children. We have to determine what we are
willing to mutually accept as reasonable
incentives and constraints on the
reproductive options that will be available to
all in our society.1

The broad features of the model of
rational democratic deliberation I have in
mind are these. First, there need to be what
I refer to metaphorically as “constitutional
principles of responsible eugenics.” These
principles establish the boundaries for
rational democratic deliberation. Proposed
policies or practices that violated these
boundaries would, by virtue of that fact,

represent genetically irresponsible,
politically illegitimate choices. It is primarily
(but not exclusively) the responsibility of
philosophers to articulate those responsible
principles of responsible eugenics. Again,
following Rawls (1993, Lecture III) and
Dewey and other philosophers in a broad
pragmatic tradition, there is no outside
standard that we can appeal to for purposes
of knowing when we have gotten those
principles right. What we have to recognize
is that reflective equilibrium among these
principles, a suitable fit with our best
scientific knowledge as it pertains to matters
of genetics and reproduction, and
reasonable effectiveness in helping to
resolve the multiple and complex concrete
problems of responsible eugenics, are the
best we can do by way of judging the
adequacy of these constitutional principles.
As in the real world of constitutional law,
these metaphorical principles will evolve
historically in response to evolving medical
technologies and the social environment for
their application.

Second, one of the specific tasks of these
constitutional principles will be to establish
at least a rough boundary between the
domain of “pure procreative liberty” and the
domain of “rationally and democratically
determined responsible eugenics.” In the
domain of pure procreative liberty we are
saying (as a matter of stipulation) that there
are no public interests or other social values
that are enough at stake to warrant some
form of public management. (Note: I use the
broad term “management” here to reflect
the fact that we are talking about incentives,
as well as regulations and prohibitions.) A
quick example of what I have in mind as a
matter of pure procreative liberty is that we
allow citizens to determine what number of
children they will have, whether they will
have children at all, when they will have
children, and so on. This may seem obvious
and trivial to us in the United States, but in
other current societies this would be neither
obvious nor trivial.

Third, in the domain or rational
democratic deliberation we are saying that
there are public interests or other important
social values that warrant constraining or
shaping individual procreative decisions. A
certain conception of responsible eugenics
could be among these. As things stand now,
what we are referring to is a sort of
idealization; there is no working model now
of what I have in mind. In effect, the
argument I am making is a moral argument
that we ought to strive deliberately to create
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this sort of democratic conversation with this
sort of focus.2 This is a reasonable way of
giving concrete social and political
expression to what Kitcher sees as a middle
ground between the coercive eugenics of the
past and the laissez-faire eugenics of the
present. Both of those approaches are deeply
flawed morally and politically. In the case of
the coercive eugenics of the past, some class
of self-described genetically superior
individuals impose severely restricted
reproductive options on a designated class of
genetically inferior individuals. In this
arrangement there are no fair terms of
cooperation fairly agreed to; the starting
point is political inequality and the raw use of
political power. For laissez-faire eugenics,
there is an equally unfair abandonment of
political processes and fair political
deliberation in favor of economic power;
those who are very well-off economically will
have access to whatever they want in the
way of genetic and reproductive options,
including the opportunity to create a more or
less hereditary class of genetically superior
individuals, should we be successful in
developing the possibilities of germ-line
genetic engineering. Alternatively, as Kitcher
suggests, we can imagine a generous class of
those who are financially well-off endowing
social access to all manner of genetic and
reproductive options for all in our society,
and strongly encouraging through the social
media the use of these technologies for all
manner of eugenic purposes. While this may
at first seem to be a quite attractive and
reasonable option, it is in fact a paradigm
case of mindless, unreflective eugenics that
could easily and uncritically translate into the
worst sorts of social prejudices against the
disabled, homosexuals, or all manner of
other socially disfavored groups.

The virtues of rational democratic
deliberation, by way of contrast, would seem
to be the following. (1) Our conception of
and concretization of what we believed to be
responsible eugenics would be public,
visible, explicit, readily available for critical
scrutiny by all whose rights or interests could
be substantially affected. This is precisely
what is not true of laissez-faire eugenics of
the second sort above. (2) Our democratic
deliberative processes would be morally
constrained by widely accepted social values
expressed in the form of constitutional
principles that were constantly reassessed in
the light of changing social and technological
circumstances, and that captured our shared
sense of responsible eugenics. (3) Our
democratic deliberative process would be

deliberative, thoroughly critically
reflective, relying upon the best scientific
knowledge available and the best methods
of moral and political inquiry available for
citizens in a liberal, pluralistic society. (4)
Our democratic deliberative process would
be democratic in the best sense of that
term; all participants in the conversation
would be free and equal participants in the
conversation aiming to find for themselves
just, liberal, responsible eugenic policies
and practices. (5) Our democratic
deliberative process would be liberal,
aiming to respect a diversity of
comprehensive visions of what counted as
a good life as we sought to achieve an
overlapping consensus regarding a
reasonable conception of responsible
eugenics that could guide the development
of relevant social policy.

In conclusion, there is socially
important work for philosophers to do in
this area. There is need for clear and
rigorous analytic work. I, and two of my
colleagues (Judith Andre and Tom
Tomlinson), are putting the finishing
touches on a paper on the concept of
“genetic irresponsibility.” But there is also
need for philosophers to be both the
architects of a number of democratically
deliberative conversations and the
guardians of the integrity of those
conversations. To answer the question
posed in the title of this paper, responsible
eugenics is less likely to degenerate into
disingenuous ethics if philosophers do their
job. This may not inspire postmodernists,
but it ought to inspire philosophers who
see themselves as part of the tradition that
links Socrates and Dewey.

Notes

1. There is a large literature that has developed
over the past ten years around the topic of
deliberative democracy. This essay fits squarely
with that literature. Space does not permit a
detailed review and assessment of that literature.
In the proposal I am outlining in this essay, I
believe my views are most congruent with the
views of Cass Sunstein, especially as they are
presented in his most recent book One Case at a
Time: Judicial Minimalism on the Supreme Court
(1999). The title of the book may suggest topics
that are very remote from the focus of this essay.
But the core methodology reflected in Sunstein’s
work is very relevant to our topic, and how I
believe it is most fruitfully approached. Sunstein is
a critic of the judges in Roe v. Wade for trying to
address the very complex problem of abortion with
one grand principle, a right to privacy. He is
similarly a critic of Dworkin and the other authors
of the so-called “Philosopher’s Brief,” filed in
connection with the Supreme Court’s ruling on

physician-assisted suicide. Sunstein believes that
much more fine-grained, contextually sensitive,
retail-level legal and political work needs to be done
regarding these issues, and that the large principles
philosophers favor have only minimal utility for
doing such work. I believe this is true, too, in the
work that needs to be done in articulating in great
detail a morally defensible conception of
“responsible eugenics.” I maintain that this is a task
for philosophers who are engaged in rational
democratic deliberations about such issues, as
opposed to philosophers who only speak to one
another. I also commend to the reader’s attention
Sunstein’s earlier book Legal Reasoning and
Political Conflict (1996).

2. Though there may be no social practices in place
for the kind of democratic deliberation I would
advocate, I have been working with a number of
other researchers, under an NIH ELSI grant, to test
models of what such a rational democratic
deliberative process might look like in regard to
issues of genetics and reproductive decision making.
In the first version of that project, we convened
seven dialogue groups (30–50 participants per
group) in seven different Michigan communities for
thirteen evening sessions each, two hours each
evening. The first six of these sessions addressed a
series of specific issues related to genetics and
reproductive decision making from a moral point of
view; the remaining sessions looked at the same
issues as potential policy matters. The results of
those dialogues are summarized in two preliminary
reports under the title “Genome Technology and
Reproduction: Values and Public Policy.” Each
report is about eighty pages long. They may be
obtained by writing to the author at Michigan State
University. (If we receive too many requests, we
may have to ask for $5 to defray mailing costs;
checks only, made out to Michigan State
University.)
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At the Intersection
of Law and
Medicine: Legalizing
Marihuana for
Medicinal Purposes
Jeffrey Blustein
Albert Einstein College of Medicine/

Montefiore Medical Center
Barnard College, Columbia University

Background
The recent referendums in California and
Arizona legalizing doctor-sanctioned
smoking of marihuana for medicinal
purposes have spurred renewed interest in
the medical benefits of smoked marihuana
and raised questions about the continued
criminalization of marihuana possession and
use. As in the recent debates about the
legalization of physician-assisted suicide,
there are ethical as well as larger pubic
policy issues to consider.

A good place to begin is with the
Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and
Control Act, popularly known as the
Uniform Controlled Substances Act of 1970,
which provides the basis for understanding
the legal regulation of drugs in this country.
Serving as a model for uniform state law,
forty-five states have adopted this act in
some form. The act divides “drugs or other
substances” into five schedules. The
classification affects manufacturing quotas,
import restrictions, dispensing limits, and
criminal penalties for unlawful trafficking.
Tobacco and alcohol are not considered
among the “drugs or other substances” that
fall within the ambit of this act. Schedule I
drugs include heroin, LSD, and marihuana,
and they are described as follows:
(A) The drug or other substance has a high

potential for abuse;

(B) The drug or other substance has no
currently accepted medical use in
treatment in the U.S.;

(C) There is a lack of accepted safety for use
of the drug or other substance under
medical supervision.

Schedule II drugs include cocaine,
morphine, and amphetamine-type
stimulants:
(A) same as (A) above

(B) The drug or other substance has a
currently accepted medical use in
treatment in the U.S., or a currently
accepted medical use with severe
restrictions;

(C) Abuse of the drug or other substance
may lead to severe psychological or
physical dependence.

Although this is not the focus of my
discussion, it should be noted that these
criteria present several problems of
interpretation. For example, how does one
determine whether a drug has a “currently
accepted medical use”? One answer is that
the FDA must have an application to market
it. However, absence of medical use cannot
be inferred from the failure of the FDA to do
so. Second, a drug may have an accepted
medical use when sufficient numbers in the
medical community believe it has such a
use. However, suppose medical
practitioners agree that the best treatment
for drug addicts includes administration of
the addictive drug under medical
supervision, as in Sweden where heroin is
prescribed to addicts. Surely drafters of the
act did not intend to allow this. Moreover, how
can a drug have an “accepted” medical use
when it is illegal for doctors to prescribe it?

Assuming these problems can be
resolved, should marihuana be changed
from a schedule I to a schedule II drug and
regulated accordingly, as many experts,
including the editor-in-chief of the
prestigious New England Journal of
Medicine advocate? More generally, should
the possession and use of marihuana under
certain carefully specified conditions be
decriminalized?

The Ethical Framework:
Harms to Self and Others

How should one set out to justify the claim
that the possession and use of marihuana
ought to be a criminal offense?

I assume that a convincing defense of
criminalization must demonstrate that such
legislation is needed to prevent harm. I do
not therefore take up the argument that the
possession and use of marihuana poses a

threat to the moral fabric of society because
it is sinful or wicked, so should be
criminalized. This sort of moralistic
argument, used in the 1950s by the English
jurist Lord Patrick Devlin in defense of the
continued criminalization of homosexuality,
is difficult to square with liberal political
priniciples. Focusing, then, on harm, I will
follow John Stuart Mill and distinguish
between harm to self and harm to others:
· • The least controversial rationale in favor

of criminalization is that the conduct to
be prohibited is harmful to others. The
liberty of some must be restricted to
protect the rights of others to be free of
harm.

· • A more controversial rationale is that
drug use is harmful to the users
themselves. This is more controversial
because it is a paternalistic justification,
and, as Mill and his followers have
argued, we need strong reasons before
one’s “own good, either physical or
moral” can be “a sufficient warrant” for
coercively interfering with a person’s
own behavior.

This distinction between harm to self and
harm to others is a distinction between
rationale for laws, not between types of laws.

Using this as the ethical framework, the
first step is to ask, what are the potential
harms? The next question is, can the
criminalization of marihuana possession and
use be justified on the ground that such
legislation protects self and/or others from
harm?

Here, then, is a sampling of claims made
about the harms of marihuana, culled from
the book Marijuana Myths and Facts by
Lynn Zimmer and John Morgan (New York:
The Lindesmith Center, 1997).

Harm to Others:

(1) Marihuana causes crime;

(2) Marihuana use during pregnancy
damages the fetus;

(3) Marihuana use is a major cause of
highway accidents.

Harm To Self:

(1) Marihuana is highly addictive;

(2) Marihuana is a gateway drug, especially
for young people, in that it leads to the
use of harder drugs like heroin, LSD,
and cocaine;

(3) Marihuana kills brain cells;
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(4) Marihuana causes psychological
impairment;

(5) Marihuana is more dangerous to the
lungs than tobacco.

Two rejoinders have been made to this list of
potential harms:
· • there is little scientific support for these

claims;

· • even if there are potential harms, the
benefits of marihuana use for a certain
group of individuals may reasonably be
thought to outweigh the risks of harm to
self and others.
It is not my intention here to discuss

whether prohibiting the recreational use of
marihuana (among adults) through criminal
legislation is justifiable. Some proponents of
decriminalization want to make this
argument, but I do not want to tred on this
political minefield. Because I am particularly
interested in the prohibition of marihuana
possession and use for medicinal purposes, I
focus on the second rejoinder. There are a
number of questions that need to be
answered:
· • How should we identify those individuals

who are permitted to use marihuana?

· • What are the alleged benefits/risks of
marihuana use to these individuals? Do
the potential benefits outweigh the risks
of harm to self and others?

· • Do these individuals voluntarily accept
the risks?

· • What safeguards are in place to protect
against substantial diversion of medically
prescribed marihuana to the general
population and to ensure the most
favorable risk/benefit ratio for those to
whom marihuana is prescribed?

· • Will the legalization of marihuana for
medicinal purposes send the message to
American youth that marihuana use is
unproblematic?

I will try to address some of these questions
in what follows.

The Benefits of Marihuana
Use for Seriously Ill Patients

There is abundant anecdotal evidence of the
effectiveness of smoked marihuana in
calming cancer patients’ chemotherapy-
induced nausea and in helping patients with
AIDS counteract weight loss and fight their
disease, benefits that some patients cannot
derive from conventional treatments.
However, much of the purported benefit of

smoked marihuana is not supported by
double-blind randomized controlled
clinical trials, the gold standard in research.
In February of 1997, a panel of scientists
organized by the National Institutes of
Health stated that the potential therapeutic
uses of marihuana deserve further research
and that, based on what it admitted was
scant data, the smoked drug is probably
effective for some medical conditions.

Should marihuana be legally permitted
to a specified group of seriously ill patients
when the medical usefulness of marihuana
for these patients has not been
demonstrated by controlled studies? How
much research is enough and how much
credence should be given to anecdotal
evidence?

Dr. Lester Grinspoon, and James B.
Bakalar, leading proponents of the
legalization of marihuana for medicinal use,
see the following important role for
controlled clinical trials:

No double-blind studies are
needed to prove marihuana’s
efficacy. Any astute clinician
who has experience with
patients . . . knows that it is
efficacious to some degree for
many people with various
symptoms and syndromes. What
we do not know is what
proportions of patients with a
given symptom will get relief
from cannabis and how many
will be better off with cannabis
than with the best presently
available medicine. Here large
controlled studies will be helpful
(Marihuana: The Forbidden
Medicine. [ New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1997], 227)

This by itself, Grinspoon and Bakalar
acknowledge, would not be a sufficient
reason to make marihuana a Schedule II
drug. They argue, however, that marihuana
should be legally available to these
seriously ill patients because, in addition,
“it costs so little to produce and the risks
are so small” (229).

Balancing Risks and Benefits

Many experts agree that marihuana is less
toxic than heroin or cocaine. But they also
say that despite published studies, very
little is known about the extent of
marihuana’s physiological and
psychoactive effects. Moreover, even

proponents of legalization concede that
marihuana may pose a risk of harm to an
individual’s pulmonary system. There may
also be serious adverse effects in the very
patients for who medicinal marihuana is
most commonly considered.

Even if one is not impressed by the
abundant anecdotal evidence showing the
efficacy of marihuana for certain conditions,
and even if there may be significant risks
associated with its use, access to marihuana
by patients suffering from cancer and AIDS
might be justified under the so-called
nothing-to-lose rationale. This rationale was
used by the FDA to permit the use and sale
of AIDS drugs that were not yet approved
but were undergoing clinical trials. The
difference between these drugs and
marihuana, however, is significant: there is
a great deal of anecdotal evidence
supporting the therapeutic efficacy of
marihuana, whereas there was very little
evidence for the efficacy of these
unapproved AIDS drugs.

Given that cancer and AIDS patients are
suffering from serious and terminal diseases,
the possible dangers of marihuana use (e.g.,
pulmonary damage) cannot reasonably be
expected to be much of a deterrent. The
argument here is similar to the one used to
counter worries about opioids prescribed to
control the pain of terminally ill patients.
But marihuana has also been proposed for
the treatment of other serious but
nonterminal illnesses, such as glaucoma,
epilepsy, and arthritis. (The California law
makes marihuana available for a wide range
of medical conditions.) Should marihuana
be legally available to such patients as well?

There is a political danger here. The
longer the list of medical conditions for
which marihuana may be legally prescribed,
the more legalization of marihuana for
medicinal use seems to verge on
endorsement of the drug itself and the less
compelling the claim becomes that the
legalization of marihuana is for exceptional,
narrowly defined circumstances. But the
restriction of marihuana to terminally ill
patients may still be ethically unacceptable
because there is strong prima facie evidence
of the efficacy of smoked marihuana for
nonterminal patients suffering from certain
medical conditions. Even if marihuana may
have some adverse effects, arguably it
should be left up to the patient in
consultation, not his or her physician, to
decide whether or not to take self-regarding
risks, based on full information and in the
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context of an ongoing doctor-patient
relationship. At the same time, of course,
research on the benefits and potential
dangers of smoked marihuana, and on the
comparative efficacy of marihuana and other
drugs, should be pursued.

This last argument presumes two things:
the individuals who use marihuana for
medicinal purposes not only know but
voluntarily accept the risks and the risk of
harm to others is not too great. The first
assumption is critical, for if these patients do
not voluntarily accept the risks, they do not
meaningfully consent to them. And the
second is critical because one is rarely
justified in imposing serious risks of harm
on others without their consent. Here I will
limit myself to two brief observations. First,
unlike tobacco, marihuana has a low
potential for addiction. Second, there is
either no scientific evidence or no consistent
scientific evidence that smoking marihuana
itself increases dangerousness to others.

Creating Safeguards

I have been suggesting that an ethical
argument can be made for the legalization of
marihuana for medicinal purposes on the
grounds of compassion for suffering
individuals, at least those whose suffering
cannot be alleviated by conventional
therapies. However, the acceptance of
decriminalization ultimately hinges on
whether there are reliable safeguards in
place to identify the specific individuals for
whom marihuana is medically indicated, to
restrict its use to them, and to regulate the
distribution and quality of the drug. As with
physician-assisted suicide, the ethical and
policy considerations must be distinguished.
The issue thus is not merely whether there
is an ethical argument supporting the
dispensing of marihuana to particular
individuals, but whether the practice, if
socially sanctioned, would lead to abuse.

I suspect that many people are opposed
to the decriminalization of marihuana for
medicinal purposes because they have little
faith that the practice can be regulated and
monitored in such a way as to ensure that
those who may medically benefit from
marihuana actually do so, and that only
these persons will be able to have access to
it. Though the aim in making marihuana
legally available would be to respond
humanely to the needs of seriously ill
patients, there is the fear that in all
likelihood it will prove difficult, if not
impossible, to keep marihuana out of the

hands of substantial numbers of recreational
users, even if it is made a prescription drug.
Even among those who advocate more
liberal social policies regarding recreational
use of marihuana, most do not go so far as to
propose that adolescents and adults have
equal rights to use marihuana recreationally.
They too would be concerned about
possible abuse.

This is a pragmatic objection to limited
decriminalization of marihuana possession
and use, and it has both an empirical and an
evaluative component: (a) It will be difficult
if not impossible to prevent significant
diversion of marihuana to the general
population if the criminal ban against
medicinal use of marihuana is lifted; and (b)
all things considered, it would be a bad thing
if this diversion occurred. I have already
indicated that I do not intend to challenge
the second claim. The focus must, therefore,
be on the first, and only compelling
sociological evidence, not philosophical
argument, can establish it.

Sending the “Wrong Message”

Another argument against the medical use
of marihuana claims that legalization for any
purpose would send the wrong message to
America’s youth. They would conclude that
there is nothing wrong with smoking
marihuana, and then get hooked on much
more harmful substances, like cocaine and
heroin. One response to this argument is
the remark George Annas cites by Boston
Globe columnist Ellen Goodman: “What is
the infamous signal being sent to [children]?
. . . If you hurry up and get cancer, you, too,
can get high?” A second point is that we
need to distinguish between causal
connections and statistical correlations.
People who have used drugs like heroin and
cocaine may also have used marihuana, but
this does not establish that use of the latter
causes use of the former: there might be yet
other factors—poverty, unemployment,
hopelessness, etc.—that explain the use of
both marihuana and the harder drugs. Here,
as elsewhere in this contentious debate
about the legalization of marihuana for
medicinal use, responsible policy makers
should set politics aside and look at the
available evidence objectively and carefully.
None of us, least of all those seriously ill
persons who may find relief for their
suffering in smoking marihuana, is well
served by policies based on
misinterpretation, misrepresentation, or
distortion of the data.

Web-Based
Education in
Bioethics: The
Importance and
the Future
Mark G. Kuczewski
Medical College of Wisconsin

The Import of Web-Based
Education in Bioethics
In the 1990s, a considerable number of
graduate programs in bioethics have sprung
up at educational institutions around the
nation. Most award a Master of Arts degree.
These programs are structured in a variety
of ways and the debate concerning their
mission is lively. However, there is some
consensus that these programs of study are
meant to enhance the skills of clinicians
who wish to better address ethical issues in
their practice, or researchers who wish to
enrich their scholarship through an
interdisciplinary course of study. As such,
these are often characterized as “value-
added” degrees, much like Master of Public
Health degrees.

The Master of Arts program in Bioethics
at the Medical College of Wisconsin (MCW)
was founded in 1992. It is located within
the Graduate School of Biomedical Sciences
and is the only M.A. program amidst a sea of
basic science Ph.D. programs and a small
but growing number of M.S. programs.
Although we have had a small number of
international students and students from
around the nation, the program has mainly
served the greater Milwaukee health care
community. Because of the limitations
imposed by the winters of the Midwest, it is
difficult for students from beyond a fifty-
mile radius to pursue study in our program.

These geographic limitations have been
a source of frustration for our faculty. We
believe that health care institutions
everywhere need staff with extensive
training in bioethics. Bioethics cannot be
confined to major urban academic health-
science centers and those fortunate enough
to be located within geographic proximity.
Furthermore, we think that the sporadic
resources that ethics committee networks
are able to supply to distant members may
be helpful to staff who have extensive
training in bioethics. But such network
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resources are seldom sufficient to provide
training to those responsible for ethics
education within a health care institution.
So, even though the Midwest Ethics
Committee Network (MECN) is based at
MCW, we were highly motivated to develop
web-based versions of some of our graduate
offerings.

My initial idea was to create scaled-down
versions of four of our courses, place them on
the web, and provide continuing medical
education credit rather than graduate credit
for such coursework. In this way, distance
education would always be a pale imitation of
the classroom offering. However, we quickly
found that we were underestimating what
was possible. To my surprise, the first class I
offered on the web was not inferior to the
classroom version, but was actually superior.

The enrollees in our on-line courses are
highly motivated individuals drawn from
across the nation (and a small number of
international students). They are directors of
residency programs at teaching hospitals,
faculty in nursing programs and rural
colleges, physicians, administrators,
information technology specialists, and
nurses from a variety of types of institution.
And a few are health-care professionals from
rural Wisconsin.

Our on-line courses are not taught in real
time but are, nevertheless, paced on a week-
to-week basis. Each week, students complete
a variety of assigned readings and log on to
read an on-line lecture that brings together
the themes of the readings and illustrates the
main points, usually through extensive and
detailed case illustrations. There is an
assignment at the end of each unit. Students
answer a short essay question or analyze a
case.1 Some weeks, video clips of caregiver-
patient interactions provide the starting
point for analysis. The students e-mail their
assignment to the class listserver. Then, they
discuss each other’s answers for the
remainder of the week. The level of
discussion in our pilot program was
exceptionally high and the volume
overwhelming. It was here that the
superiority of this format first showed itself.

The interaction among the students in a
web-based course is not limited by the
traditional two-hour format of the classroom.
Every student can be required to participate
and most feel quite comfortable doing so
because the e-mail medium allows them to
compose their thoughts prior to “speaking.”
Furthermore, as the instructor, I can provide
individualized feedback to each student,
usually on a weekly basis. I do not have to

worry that speaking to an individual
student will stifle the discussion since I am
able to do this “off-list.” And, the web-
based nature of the course allows that
students frequently surf to find their own
additional resources and to share them
with the group. In other words, the virtual
classroom can be a much less teacher-
centered environment that empowers
students. Clearly this is the ideal with adult
learners who bring such a wealth of
experience to the classroom.2

The Future of Web-Based
Instruction at MCW
Are there drawbacks to the web-based
format? Indeed. Such courses are
extremely faculty intensive. The creation of
high-quality on-line lectures demands
release time from other faculty duties.
Furthermore, in a sense, class is always “in
session,” twenty-four-hours-a-day, and the
ability to provide individualized feedback
seems to carry its own imperative to do so.
Personally, I find this demanding and
suggest that this format will only work for
faculty who find interaction with this kind
of student intrinsically rewarding.

The other major drawback is the
inverse of one of the strengths I mentioned
earlier. Although the e-mail format of
discussion allows for universal
participation in a comfortable manner, it is
not obvious how to develop the
presentation skills of the student. In a
traditional classroom, graduate students
receive extensive experience in running
seminar classes that develop their skills as
peer educators and group facilitators.
Written submission of one’s thoughts to a
listserver cannot simulate these activities.
These two drawbacks need to be overcome
in our efforts to make web-based
instruction a greater part of our curriculum.

At the moment, MCW only offers four
courses for graduate credit via the World
Wide Web. By completing these four
courses, the student earns a “Certificate in
Clinical Bioethics.” It seems likely that the
majority of persons who avail themselves of
our distance learning program will be
content to stop at this point. In addition, it
is likely that many doctoral candidates in
philosophy around the country will wish to
participate in one or two of these courses
and transfer the credit to their home
institution. But, there are some who wish to
be able to complete a Master of Arts entirely
by distance education. We are making
plans to accommodate such persons.

In general, we believe that a program
that is entirely offered on the Web will have
weaknesses.3 I noted earlier that there is a
lack of opportunity to develop presentation
and group facilitation skills. There is,
perhaps, also a need to have some on-
campus clinical ethics experience so that
students can “see” and explore the moral
dimension of cases directly with their
mentors. We are currently working to
design an M.A. track in our program that is
modeled on an executive M.B.A. model.
Namely, we hope that we can create short,
intensive summer offerings, perhaps as
early as summer 2000, which can provide
educational experiences that remedy these
deficiencies and provide a complete and
well-rounded graduate experience in
bioethics. This track will likely feature
morning clinical experiences, followed by
discussion with a preceptor. Afternoons will
feature in-depth seminar-style discussions
on a variety of topics. We believe that this
approach might finally allow us to fulfill the
mission that our program embraced at its
inception.

For more information, visit our Web
page, www.mcw.edu/bioethics, or e-mail
markk@mcw.edu.

Endnotes

1. Case illustration and discussion is an extremely
important part of our program. This component is
vital to making the on-line “lectures” clear and in
facilitating lively and fruitful discussion in the
course. Copious use is made of casebooks such as
Mark G. Kuczewski and Rosa Lynn Pinkus, An
Ethics Casebook for Hospitals: Practical
Approaches to Everyday Cases (Washington, DC:
Georgetown University Press, 1999), and Terrence
Ackerman and Carson Strong, A Casebook of Medical
Ethics (New York: Oxford University Press, 1989).

2. The pilot course is the subject of a doctoral
dissertation in information sciences that documents
many of these properties of the program. See
Elizabeth Buchanan, “Dialogue, Empowerment, and
Distance Education,” University Microfilms, Ann
Arbor, MI, 1999.

3. Of course, there are many prestigious institutions,
such as Johns Hopkins University and Stanford
University, that are making some degree programs,
e.g., public health and electrical engineering,
respectively, available entirely in this manner.

Seventy and Out
Mark Oshinskie
Highland Park, New Jersey

Virtually every day, I read the newspaper
and see that some new biotechnology is
being developed that will greatly increase
human life expectancy. Of course, we’ve
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heard such gross scientific exaggeration
before. People reading newspapers in the
1950s may have believed predictions that
nuclear power plants really would supply
safe, cheap, inexhaustible energy. Since
then, we’ve had Chernobyl, Three Mile
Island, Shoreham, Rocky Flats, and an
expensive war and military vigil in the
Persian Gulf. In the sixties we heard of an
agricultural Green Revolution that would
produce enough food to eradicate hunger.
Unfortunately, the hungry could not afford
the synthetic fertilizers needed to make
these “super strains” grow. The seventies
catalytic converter was going to end car-
generated air pollution. Since then, we’ve
added too many more cars and have
discovered that the new constituents of
exhaust are harmful in different ways. In the
1980s, we had the artificial heart and the
atavistic promise of safe, clean,
inexhaustible energy through cold fusion.
Then we had poor Bill Schroeder. And now
it seems that cold fusion was a scam.
But if we assume for the moment that these
ambitious forecasts of significant life
extension are accurate, they raise an
important question.

Have these researchers lost their minds?
Having almost six billion people in the

world has strained water, soil, and forests to
near their limits. If we allow people to live
to be 150 years old, how will we feed and
provide water, housing, and open spaces for
the generations born behind them?

Beyond the difficulty of supplying the
basic human needs of a burgeoning
population, life extension presents some
major existential/ontological issues. I once
read in Harvard Lampoon that life, like all
college essays, can be neatly divided into
three parts, the beginning, the middle, and
the end. The length of a life’s beginning is
circumscribed by youth’s impulse to grow
up, to be taken seriously, to make their own
decisions and their own babies. No matter
how we adjust our social institutions to
extended life spans, most people don’t want
to wait until they’re forty to do these things.
I enjoyed high school but, toward the end, I
didn’t want to spend four more minutes
there, much less four more years.

Perhaps aware of the impatience of
youth, researchers promote life extension
by saying they can extend middle age by
decades. Although I’m a basically happy,
goal-oriented forty-year-old with a good
family and several interests, I don’t think
this middle part should last forever either. A
big part of what makes this middle phase

worth appreciating is the knowledge that it
is transitory. The blessings and challenges
evolve. One can’t meet these challenges and
continue to identify new goals without
realizing that these goals resemble prior
ones and maybe that they’re just goals for
goals’ sake. If repeatedly pushing the same
rocks up hills and letting them roll down
again tortures Greek mythological
characters, it will drive human beings
positively middle-age crazy. Of course, I
would like to watch my kids grow up, but if
my middle age were greatly extended,
eventually they’d be wearing boxer shorts at
the same time as I was. Too weird. And if
you think divorce rates are high now. . . .

Nor is a long retirement likely to be
fulfilling for most. Even assuming their
Social Security holds up and they have been
sufficiently compulsive to have saved for a
fifty-year retirement, how are all of these
centenarian/retirees going to get a tee time?
Serial vacations? There are only so many
churches, mountains, and battlefields to see
and only so many poolside beverages one
can enjoy. Hang out with the great-
grandkids? Hey, teenagers don’t even want
to hang out with their parents, much less
their great-grandparents.

So don’t mess with my DNA and don’t
give me any cloned organs. Give me my
seventy years or whatever and let me out of
this world.

But please don’t euthanize me.

Buddies
Felicia Ackerman
Brown University

“No, I didn’t say a friend of mine has AIDS.”
Mona looked up from the climatic-data
summary. “At least not a friend I’ve already
got. The AIDS buddy program matches you
up with someone who has it, and you
become that person’s friend and helper.”
She gazed past Reid and out the window at a
pair of reservations agents walking toward
the airport’s main terminal, collapsible
umbrellas dangling from their wrists. One
word from me and the whole city takes an
umbrella, she thought happily. And nobody
was going to regret it. Thick clouds were
moving in as if they were using her forecast
as a road map.

“They think friendship can be dispensed
on a need basis? Like food and clothing?”
Reid was saying, and Mona admitted she

had been tempted to ask that kind of thing
herself, but she’d doubted it would go over
well at the training sessions. “Anyway,” she
added, “I know the answer. First of all,
people who need AIDS buddies have
nowhere else to turn, and second of all,
yes.”

“Training sessions? They train you to be
somebody’s friend?” Reid’s face, florid,
finicky, and fortyish, was scrunched up over
two upper-air maps as if they held the secret
of the universe, which of course they did,
but only for those in the know. The ace of
hearts, Mona had secretly dubbed him. Not
only was his face reddish and vaguely heart-
shaped, but she figured everyone deserved a
chance to be the ace of something, and it
was as clear as the air behind a cold front
that Reid was not the ace of forecasting. He
knew he wasn’t. He didn’t mind. Or maybe
he did—she was never sure how to take
some of his remarks.

“They sure do train you. Four sessions.
It’s half about how to help your buddy in
practical ways and half how to really, really
relate to him.” Mona pushed her glasses up
the bridge of her nose. The glasses had
bright blue rectangular frames, which were
supposed to make her face look less pale and
circular. Sometimes she suspected they had
the opposite effect, but it hardly mattered.
What mattered was that she was no longer
fat, that she had left the Boston forecast
office and come to Cleveland, where no one
knew about her 200-pound past. “We had to
start off the first session by giving our
impressions of everyone else there,” she
went on. “When I said I didn’t know the
others well enough to have impressions yet,
the trainer told me not to be afraid to open
up and say what I really felt. I wanted to say
I felt they all liked the word ‘caring’ a lot. That’s
what they all called one another, ‘caring.’”

Reid laughed loudly, startling her; his
fastidious intensity seldom left room for
enthusiasm about anything but the weather.
He was twirling his prep-school ring on his
fingertip, a continuing reminder that he was
the only person in the National Weather
Service who had gone to Groton.

“The trainer also told us, ‘Never forget
that your buddy is facing a major life crisis
but still has the same hopes and dreams you
have.’ Just imagine, the same hopes and
dreams I have! My buddy is going to want to
be the best forecaster in America!” Mona
said, and Reid asked, “So if you think the
program is so silly, why are you in it?”

I’d sooner swallow a live salamander
than tell you, she thought. “Why don’t you
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do it, too?” she said. “Broaden your horizons.
The program’s very big on horizon-
broadening. Or do conservatives feel that
those who get AIDS deserve it?”

“Let’s just say I doubt they would be my
sort of people. And vice versa.” He gave a stiff
little laugh and walked over to the window.
“I don’t believe in picking my buddies on the
basis of what disease they have. It’s like
Gresham’s Law,” and the rain began with a
thunderclap, making Mona shiver a bit with
excitement and fulfillment.

“Gresham’s Law?” she said.
Reid had opened the window and was

extending his hands into the first rainfall in
nine days. “Gresham’s Law is that bad money
drives out good. Just as fake affection drives
out real.”

“Well. . . . ” Mona couldn’t help
wondering what Reid knew about affection.
Probably the buddy trainer would say anyone
with Reid’s negative attitude toward gays
must subconsciously fear being gay himself,
or at least be insecure about his own
sexuality, but she supposed that, by the same
token, you could say the trainer must
subconsciously fear being conservative, or at
least be insecure about his own political
views. Still, in Mona’s eleven months of
working with him, Reid had said nothing
even suggesting he might have a love life.
Could he actually have some secret? Or was
the secret that there was no secret, that he
didn’t have a love life, didn’t want one,
maybe wasn’t even interested in sex? Surely
that was the big taboo nowadays.

“So why are you in that program?” he
asked again.

Because what you call fake affection
doesn’t sound so bad to me, now that I’ve
learned that even a trim forty-two-year-old
woman isn’t much of a contender in the
world of romance, Mona answered silently.
I’ll even get to do some good, and if that’s not
my only motive, so much the better for my
buddy, because it makes the whole thing less
unequal.

“Well,” she said aloud, walking over to
the window, “it’s worth doing. And as an
extra little inducement, the woman who got
me into it told me being an AIDS buddy
would change my life.”

Reid smiled. His lips were thin and
scarcely redder than his face. “Did she
mention if the change would be for the
better?”

* * *
“Oh, this is much better than regular tea.”
Mona took another sip of the herbal tea
Henry Dural had prepared. It tasted so much

like grass that she wondered whether some
could have gotten mixed in by mistake, but
she was afraid if she showed reluctance to
drink it, he might think she was worried
about catching AIDS from him, although he
didn’t seem the sensitive type. He was a
tall, blond, bony man with a manner so
calm and mild it was making her pleasantly
drowsy. But he didn’t seem drowsy. He
barely seemed ill. He barely felt ill, he had
told her, only a trifle weak since he’d
recovered from last month’s bout with
pneumonia.

Mona forced down a third sip, then
tried to turn her head just enough to catch a
glance through Henry’s living-room
window without making him suspect he
was sharing her attention with the sky.
Yesterday she had put herself on the line
with her guarantee of no rain today; so the
clouds had better hold off until midnight,
nine hours to go. She fixed her eyes back
on Henry and reviewed what she had been
told about him: age (forty), occupation
(registrar at Cuyahoga Community
College), hobbies (murder mysteries,
which she liked, and bridge, which she
didn’t).

She had also been told that Henry had
had full-blown AIDS for three months.

“How did you get into weather
forecasting?” he was asking, and Mona put
her cup down and replied that it was almost
by accident. “I mean, I had to take a science
course in college, and I picked meteorology
because I figured the labs wouldn’t have
anything slimy or smelly. And then, well,
forecasting the weather turned out to be
what I’m good at. My own special talent.”
She heard her voice thicken and swallowed
hard. All through her first year and a half at
Michigan, she’d been just the dormitory fat
girl, and then she was the oracle everyone
counted on to say, more reliably than the
people on TV, whether a picnic or softball
game would get rained out.

Henry smiled and asked if she had
managed to stay interested in
meteorology—choosing a profession
because you were good at it sounded like
choosing a lover because he was devoted to
you, nice for the ego, but after a while,
you’d get bored and want more of a
challenge.

This is definitely one person with AIDS
who doesn’t have the same hopes and
dreams I have, Mona thought. Henry was
still smiling, but his face seemed to be
changing, like a reversible picture she had
seen of an old woman who turned into a

young woman if you stared at her long
enough. Now Henry’s sharp cheekbones
and light blue eyes made his face the face of
a man who could afford to spurn devotion,
who could pick and choose. Who wouldn’t
have given the gay male equivalent of fat
Mona a second glance, who probably would
have dismissed even the slim one as
hopelessly unsexy. Who had probably had
plenty of lovers. And one of them had given
him AIDS. But she wasn’t supposed to think
about that. “Gay sex does not cause AIDS. A
virus does,” the buddy trainer had said, a
half-hour before sobbing during the
“sharing of losses” exercise that his greatest
loss had been the death of his father, who
had “smoked himself into the grave.”

“I never get bored forecasting.” Mona
wondered what to say next. “How have you
been doing? Are you afraid?” she said
finally, feeling excited but also slightly
preposterous. After all, she had just met this
man today. What was she doing trying to
walk into his innermost soul and make
herself at home without a by-your-leave?
But wasn’t that part of the program?

“Of course,” said Henry.
“What are you particularly afraid of?”

Mona asked, forcing back the idea that she
had no business asking such a question of
someone she wouldn’t dream of telling she’d
had all of four dates in the past ten years.

“If you know what happens with AIDS,
then you know what I’m afraid of,” Henry
said flatly. “I’m also afraid of facing it alone,
now that so many of my friends are dead.”

His hands were at his sides, looking
oddly exposed and inert. Mona supposed
she ought to take his nearest hand in hers, but
now it was she who was afraid — not of
catching AIDS, but of making a fool of herself.
She leaned over and grasped his hand.

“You won’t be alone,” she said. “I’ll be
here.”

“Thank you,” Henry said, and the two
sides of Mona pushed up against each other
like the warm and cold sides of a stationary
front. The cold side said, You’d each be
doing this with anyone the program sent
you, so how could it mean anything? He
doesn’t seem like your sort of person,
anyway. Don’t be a selfish jerk, said the
warm side, he doesn’t have to be your type,
and besides, everyone is everyone’s sort of
person, that’s the whole point, remember?
Everyone has a vulnerable core where he’s
lonely and scared, so you can get close to
anyone on that basis, if he lets you. And the
cold side said, Oh, come on. But Mona ignored
it and continued holding Henry’s hand.
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* * *
It is changing my life, Mona found herself
thinking during the next month, although
she never would have admitted this to Reid,
let alone to Henry. It sounded too much like
an article she’d come across that called the
AIDS crisis a great opportunity, without
specifying for whom, people who had AIDS
or people who didn’t.

“That’s how those types talk,” Henry
said, when she told him about the article.
Just last week, he added, he had gone to an
AIDS support group where someone said
confronting your own mortality taught you
to value life so much you no longer feared
death.

Mona was walking toward Henry’s bed,
her eyes focused on the bowl of fish
chowder she was balancing on a tray. She
peered up. Lying in bed, propped up against
two pillows, Henry in the afternoon’s
overcast light seemed nearly as white as the
soup. It struck her that valuing your life so
much you no longer feared death made
about as much sense as valuing your job so
much you wouldn’t mind getting fired. But
she said only, “Do you believe that?”

“It’s like most things. It works best if
you don’t look at it too closely,” he said,
making Mona wonder whether he was
counting her as one of those things. But she
wasn’t really worried. Over the past few
weeks she’d decided her initial impressions
had been right: Henry wasn’t her sort of
person, and it didn’t matter. She handed
him the tray, sat down in the chair beside
his bed, gazed at the framed Mapplethorpe
print above the headboard—it was a tame
one, just a calla lily— and was almost
ashamed of how much she hoped he would
want a long visit today.

“Do you like Mapplethorpe?” Henry asked.
Mona took a quick look out the window.

Then she admitted she had never seen
Mapplethorpe’s work until she decided to
become an AIDS buddy, when she had
bought a book of his photographs in roughly
the same spirit she had gotten a guidebook
before her vacation in Scotland last summer.
“I made myself look at it a little longer every
day, like getting desensitized for an allergy,
till a picture of a man with a bullwhip up his
posterior looked nearly as ordinary to me as
a flower, and I felt so sophisticated and
ready for anything. Then I get here and what
do I find? Just a flower. . . . What’s so funny?”

“I put the erotic ones away before your
first visit. I didn’t want to risk shocking
you,” he said, grinning.

They stared at each other and soon were
both laughing. “Risk it,” Mona said.

Henry hesitated. Then he began talking
about how the 60’s really were the perfect
moment to be young and gay, when sex was
in the air everywhere. Sex in the air
everywhere, try putting that in your
forecast, it’s even better than raining cats
and dogs, Mona said to herself, imagining
pairs of writhing bodies falling from the sky.
She was glad to be hearing about Henry’s
past. It made her feel worldly and daring,
not at all the type to fear the hidden
Mapplethorpe prints, although, as Henry
went on with increasing animation, she was
grateful to him for not testing her by making
his recollections very graphic. He sounded
nostalgic rather than boastful, almost like an
old man reminiscing. But he had never
wanted monogamy. Few gay men did in
those days, he was saying, though there was
Dan, who had left in a rage when Henry
admitted he still had other lovers. Poor Dan,
Mona couldn’t help thinking. How terrible
it must be to love someone who craved
variety. What a heartbreaker Henry must
have been. Even mortally ill, he was
gracious and charming. She was hardly
about to consider him dissolute, the way
Reid would, but she had to push away the
idea that he hadn’t been a very reliable
person.

Henry stopped talking and sank back
against the pillows, his face suddenly slack
and exhausted. Mona reminded herself not
to be alarmed; he often dozed off after
eating. She picked up the tray, put it on the
night table, then stroked his hair with all
possible gentleness. He smiled, his long-
lashed eyelids fluttering. Mona felt as if
something soft were expanding within her,
like a flower in a time-lapse movie. She
knew you were supposed to enjoy touching
your buddy, but were you supposed to enjoy
it so much? Who made the rules, anyway?
Henry’s eyelids closed, then snapped open
as if jerked by a single cord.

“Please, let’s talk more,” he said. “I
don’t want to sleep. The more sleep you get,
the more you need.”

“Just like love?” Mona murmured,
surprising herself as well as Henry, who
gave her a quizzical glance. “I mean,” she
continued, “when you were talking about
Dan, I couldn’t help taking his side. It’s so
horrible to be . . . betrayed in love.”

“Does that happen to you often?” Henry
asked, and Mona felt a splash of ridiculous
gratitude for his using the present tense,
instead of assuming her love life was over,

when actually it had never begun. But why
not tell him her secret? Why not tell him
right now? It was even in the instructions;
hadn’t the trainer said you shouldn’t be
afraid to open up emotionally to your buddy?

“I never had a chance,” she said. “I used
to weigh 200 pounds.”

“What?” He sounded so bewildered she
was about to repeat it, but then he was
shaking his head, saying, “Amazing. Where
did it go?”

“Oh, it goes into bakeries and ice cream
parlors and candy stores, where it lies in
wait for a chance to leap back on you.”

“How long were you . . . large?” he
asked, and she laughed and said when
someone told you she’d weighed 200
pounds, you didn’t have to be squeamish
about the word “fat,” and she’d been fat
since childhood, over 180 pounds since age
sixteen, in fact.

“Was your mother always after you
about it? At least you never had to worry
about coming out.” Just last week Henry had
said it had taken his parents years to accept
his sexuality (“Mom, please accept my
sexuality,” had fluttered through Mona’s
head), but that they’d died in a car crash well
before anyone ever heard the term “AIDS.”

“My parents were professors,” she said,
“the old-fashioned sort who really lived the
life of the mind. They scarcely noticed what
I weighed. They only noticed my ideas. It
was a nice way to grow up, but they
expected me to become a scholar; so they’re
not too thrilled with what I’ve ended up
doing.” It occurred to her that she had this
last in common with Reid, who had once
mentioned he’d been mildly estranged from
his parents ever since he made it clear that
he would never go back to New Hampshire
and join the bank his great-grandfather had
founded. Not that Mona’s parents were the
type for estrangement, they never went
beyond gentle perplexity that any daughter
of theirs could choose to spend her life
forecasting the weather rather than studying
Chaucer. “I guess I’m sort of coming out
now, just to you. Would you believe you’re
the only person in Cleveland I’ve told about
my past? No kidding!” she finished, feeling
as giddy and elated as if she’d been up all
night forecasting in a blizzard.

* * *
There were no blizzards in sight when she
arrived at the weather station an hour later
for the afternoon shift. There was only Reid,
comparing two maps and humming
Mendelssohn’s “Spring Song,” although it
was October. He had a large repertoire of
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weather melodies, all from classical music,
the only kind of music he liked or even
approved of. Once he had told Mona he
thought rock music appealed to people’s
cruder impulses, and she’d been tempted to
reply, “Yes, it’s good that way, isn’t it?” Now
she found herself speculating about him
again. Could anyone really be as dried-up as
Reid seemed? “Reid,” she said, sitting down
at a computer a few feet away from him,
“what’s your life like outside the weather
station?”

“Excuse me?”
Mona giggled. So perhaps this was how

being an AIDS buddy changed you, by filling
you with so much fellow-feeling toward the
people in your daily life that it periodically
oozed all over them, whether they wanted it
to or not. “Well, I’ve been working with you
for a year, and I know almost nothing about
you except that you’re a. . . . ”

“Hopeless reactionary.”
“Oh, I wouldn’t put it that way,” Mona

said, although she had, to other people.
“I would,” said Reid. “I am a hopeless

reactionary. And my life outside the weather
station is fine, thank you. I don’t need the
services of an AIDS buddy.”

Mona swung around in her swivel chair,
her face burning. A moment later Reid, who
hardly seemed the type to go around
touching people and certainly had never
touched Mona before, was touching her on
the shoulder, making her nearly jump out of
her seat.

“Mona?” He was peering beyond her, out
the window, as if watching for the rain to
end. “I’m sorry. It’s just, well, you know I
don’t care for this benevolent outreach. And
my life outside the weather station is fine.
I’m . . . involved with a wonderful person.”
His tone was conciliatory, but he was back at
his maps before she could reply.

“Well,” she said, “that’s great,” and it
wasn’t until she was midway through her
forecast that it struck her what he had said.

Wonderful person, not wonderful
woman. So maybe her speculations had been
right. Maybe this was the closest he would
ever get to letting her know, and come to
think of it, what would it be like to be a gay
conservative, a gay so conservative you kept
your private life entirely private? Don’t get
carried away, maybe it didn’t even cross his
mind you could think “wonderful person”
meant a man, she told herself. But she could
hear his breathing and even his neck was
red. She was filled with pity and certainty
and wanted to say, Your secret is safe; I will
never tell.

* * *
“Did you think it would stay the way it
was?” Henry said, “a cross between The Joy
of Dying and Gidget Gets AIDS?”

His voice was mild as ever and his face
scarcely more gaunt. But for the past ten
days, an infection had kept him almost
constantly in bed, which at least beat going
to the hospital. “I don’t want to go to the
hospital,” he was saying.

“You won’t.” Mona clasped his hand,
which felt warm and strong, as if his closest
connection to death were the murder
mysteries she kept bringing. “You won’t if I
can help it.”

“You and whose army?”
“Yours.” She mentally reviewed the

troops. There was a home-health aide who
came every morning. There was Henry’s
doctor. There was also Gary, a good-natured
shoe salesman who often dropped by after
work. Gary was Henry’s new AIDS buddy.

“Could you get the tape now?” Henry
asked.

Mona nodded, although she knew he
would be shut off from her while New Age
music clogged the room. She hoped the
music wouldn’t make her doze off. She was
so tired. Yesterday she had stayed past
midnight, and afterward she’d been too
worried to sleep. Anything could happen, it
could go either way, the doctor had
warned, and who were those fools who
said the cure for unhappiness was to think
about others instead of yourself? Did they
think you couldn’t be unhappy over what
was befalling the others? She put the tape
on, then sat down again as the music began
and Henry closed his eyes. The tape was
from Gary, making Mona recall her flare of
panic when she learned Henry had
acquired another AIDS buddy. “You mean
you won’t be needing me any more?” she
had managed to get out, and Henry had
replied that of course he still wanted her as
a buddy, but why have one buddy when
you could have two? Certain things he
could discuss only with another gay man.
I’m no longer squeamish, she had wanted
to cry, didn’t I put both your sexy
Mapplethorpes back up and don’t I face
them every day without flinching? But
she’d known it would be futile.

When the tape ended, Henry opened
his eyes. “You probably think meditating is
silly,” he said.

Mona swallowed so hard it hurt. “I’m
not so sure what’s silly anymore. Anyway,
they told us in the training program we
mustn’t be judgmental. They said people

with AIDS are entitled to do whatever
brings them solace. Aside from joining the
Moral Majority, I guess,” she added, and was
rewarded when Henry chuckled. She just
hoped Gary couldn’t come up with anything
like that.

* * *
When she got to the weather station later
that day, instead of Reid there was a note.
“At the radar site. Back around 8—RHL.”
She picked up a map, felt her energy revive,
and for the next few hours thought about
little but the weather.

“You must be Mona,” said a voice.
Mona turned around. Facing her was a

woman with glossy strawberry-blond curls,
deep-turquoise eyes, and about 50 surplus
pounds. No doubt she could have modeled
for Big Beautiful Woman, the magazine a
friend in Boston had shown Mona, as if the
fact that some fat women were beautiful had
any more bearing on her life than the fact
that some fat women were opera singers.

“Yes, can I help you?” Mona said.
“Actually, I’m looking for Reid.” The

woman had a lively voice with a slight
Southern accent. “I expected to find him
right here, eyes glued to the maps, pouring
his whole heart and soul into his forecast.”

Mona started to laugh, then checked
herself and said Reid would be back in about
an hour. “Do you want me to tell him you—”

“Sure, I’m Elaine—no, I think I’ll
surprise him. I just flew in from California.”
She glanced at the wall clock, then back at
Mona. “Maybe you could come and eat with
me at that cafeteria in the main terminal? I
feel as if I know you already, after all I’ve
heard about you from Reid.”

“What have you heard?” Mona couldn’t
resist asking.

“Come with me and I’ll tell you.
* * *

“Reid’s told me all about what a terrific
forecaster you are,” Elaine said once they
were seated at a rather isolated table
overlooking the runways. “He can’t get over
it. He calls you the queen of forecasting.”
She propped her chin on her fist and
beamed at Mona.

Mona couldn’t help beaming back.
“How do you know Reid?” she asked.

“His great-aunt lived across the street
from me. She was his favorite relative—a
marvelous, elegant old lady like someone in
a Victorian novel.” Elaine launched into an
appealing tale of the old lady’s final years
and her faithful grandnephew.

Mona looked out the window. Two days
ago, she had predicted rain for today, but
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yesterday she’d reversed herself; so
whatever happened, she was bound to be
right. Not to mention wrong. And
eventually Elaine, following Mona’s gaze,
was saying that when Reid was expecting
rain, he liked to drive to the approaching
front and meet it head-on. “Unless he’s with
me, and I’m really not in the mood. Thank
heaven, he knows enough to put his
girlfriend ahead of his forecasts,” she ended
in a rush.

“You’re Reid’s girlfriend?” Mona said.
“Yes, I know that sounds as if I don’t

have to worry about a date for the prom,
but . . .”

“But—”
“But he’s never mentioned me.” Elaine

was still gazing outside, her face now
delicately pink, like the inside of a seashell.
“He’s . . . being a gentleman.”

“A gentleman?”
“Yes.” Elaine closed her eyes. The lids

were dusted with silvery powder. She was
silent so long Mona started casting about for
something to say. “You see, I’m married,”
Elaine almost whispered, opening her eyes
but not looking at Mona.

Mona’s fork stopped in mid-air. “Reid’s
involved with a married woman?”

“Yes, he’s shocked, too. We both are. In
fact, it was years before we even admitted
we were in love with each other. I took the
initiative, of course.” Elaine took another sip
of coffee, her upraised hand smooth and
pretty, with pink polished nails. And her left
hand, curled up on the table, had a golden
topaz on the fourth finger; did this replace a
wedding ring she wore in California? “This
isn’t how I set out to live,” she was saying,
“but I won’t break up my home until both
my children are grown. So we’re waiting.
Six years down, four to go. Not many men
would wait anywhere near that long,” she
added, her expression brightening back up a
little. “I suppose you think it’s odd, my telling
you this? There’s no one else I can tell.”

“Is he going to be surprised?”
“Reid? He thinks having an illicit

relationship is even worse than I do. We
don’t tell anyone, can’t you see? I wasn’t
planning to do this. But then—an AIDS
buddy, a semi-official confidante, what
could be safer? And now he won’t have to
worry about letting anything slip with you.”

Mona tried to picture Reid letting
anything slip and suppressed a giggle. “Are
you a conservative, too?” she asked.

“God, no.” Elaine laughed so richly and
exuberantly that a man two tables away
turned and smiled for a moment. “But it’s

fine with me that he is,” she continued,
lowering her voice again. “At least when a
conservative loves you, he loves you more
than he loves the oppressed masses.
Anyway, if your husband teaches at Stanford
and you live practically on campus, a
conservative is a breath of fresh air. You
know what Stanford people are like?
They’re so PC, they’d think my real sin is
being in love with a Republican.”

When they returned to the weather
station, Reid was at a long table, his back to
the door. He was humming “Fall” from “The
Four Seasons.” Elaine pressed her finger to
her lips, then tiptoed over to him and put
her hands over his eyes. “Surprise!” she said.

He spun around, his face glowing. “I had
no idea.”

Neither did I, Mona thought. I work so
hard, I lose 80 pounds, and all I get is to be
an AIDS buddy to someone who doesn’t
think I’m enough for him. And here’s this
woman who lets herself stay fat and isn’t
even faithful to her husband—why have one
man when you can have two?—and she has
someone who loves her so much, he . . . .
Mona realized she was furious. “How’s the
marine outlook?” she asked.

A hint of Reid’s intent forecasting
expression crossed his face, but he handed
Mona his worksheet and turned back to
Elaine. This looks way off, Mona noted
gleefully. And I’m the queen of forecasting!
She sat down. Soon her heart was gliding
seven miles above the earth, in the rushing
winds of the jet stream.

* * *
The following month, Henry went into the
hospital. You weren’t supposed to get too
emotionally involved, Mona reminded
herself as she drove from the hospital to the
weather station; the trainer had said that
over and over, although you weren’t
supposed to be too uninvolved, either. You
had to be just right, caring about your buddy
as a person but not to the point of jealousy
that he wanted to spend tomorrow with his
other buddy, let alone deep depression
because this person you cared about
precisely the right amount was dying.
Mona’s eyes filled; she blinked and wiped
them. She switched on the radio to an oldies
station, and Brenda Lee’s voice suffused the
air. “I want to be wanted.” Wrong attitude,
of course, and wasn’t that another
wonderful thing about meteorology?—
nobody cared about your attitude as long as
your forecast was correct.

By the time she reached the weather
station, she had decided that even AIDS

buddies were entitled to whatever attitudes
they damn well pleased, provided that they
managed not to burden the patient with
them. She walked over to the satellite
display and another idea struck her: Henry
wanted to be wanted. All his life he had
been wanted. So why not give him the
comfort of knowing that mortal illness
hadn’t dimmed his appeal, that he was going
out in a blaze of romantic glory, an object of
jealousy rather than charity, even to
someone who was, by his standards, the
wrong sex? Again her eyes began to fill and
she wiped them, willing them to stop before
Reid could notice.

Reid, however, had other things on his
mind. He was engrossed in an oncoming
cold front he and Mona had been arguing
over for two days, and he barely looked up
until the telephone rang. “National Weather
. . . oh.” His voice dropped nearly to a
whisper, and he turned so she could not see
his face. “Of course. I have tomorrow off. . . .
Anything you want. You know that.”

Anything you want, Mona repeated
inwardly. She wanted to walk into this
picture like Mary Poppins—well, not quite
this picture; after all, she didn’t want Reid.
And now he was hanging up and telling her
he’d be leaving a bit early; he was going to
California.

Mona was surprised at his saying even
this much; he hadn’t mentioned Elaine
since the visit. “Do you get to see each other
often?” she asked.

“No.” His voice was becoming more
distant, as if he were already on his way.

“Did you ever think of, uh, getting a job
out there?” It was like walking ahead of him
along a narrow bridge. At any point he could
push her off. But he replied quietly that
Elaine thought it was better this way,
without the constant temptation to spend
too much time away from her family. “It’s a
hard situation for her,” he added.

Hard for her! “Isn’t it hard for you?
“Don’t you . . . get jealous?”

Reid’s lips tightened. “I just put up with
it.” He turned to the maps.

Well, Mona thought, I’ve learned it’s
not so hard to ask someone about jealousy. I
just hope Henry’s in a reminiscing mood on
Friday—and it turned out that he was.

So it was easy, sitting at his bedside in
the hospital room, to ask about Dan, who
had wanted fidelity. Easy to ask if Henry
hadn’t found it just a bit thrilling to have
someone be jealous and possessive about
him. Easy, even, to keep her expression
neutral when he said it hadn’t been thrilling
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at all—he hated hurting people’s feelings—
and she saw that her jealousy would not be a
gift. It would be a problem. It would have to
stay hidden. She’d just have to put up with it.

“Could you bring more tapes next time?”
Henry asked.

“Of course.” The blood rushed to Mona’s
face. “Anything you want. You know that.
Tomorrow?”

But then she recalled that over the
weekend Gary would be here. Again. Doing
what? Could they possibly. . . . She didn’t let
her mind finish the sentence. But all through
the next two days, through the drive in the
country, and the lunch with a neighbor, and
the blind date that was such a poor match it
struck her and the man both as funny, she
kept giving herself little bulletins: 48 hours
to go, 30 hours, 24, until it was Monday
morning and she was at the weather station
for the day shift. “Eight hours to go.”

“Excuse me?” Reid glanced up from the
sounding chart.

“I was talking to myself.”
He was twirling his Groton ring. But he

wasn’t all bad; he had been wrong about the
cold front and he’d acknowledged this in his
usual way, with the good grace she found
almost touching. And he knew about
jealousy. He just put up with it; six years
down, four to go, Elaine had said. Of course,
this could be partly the same mulishness he
so often displayed once he’d taken a notion
about a forecast, but maybe one man’s
mulishness was another man’s dedication. At
least he wasn’t counting the cost. He wasn’t
joining support groups for men who loved
too much. He still said, Anything you want.
The way I did to Henry, Mona thought,
gazing at Reid, who was gazing at the chart.
Okay, you hopeless reactionary, she said
silently, inspire me again.

* * *
A week later to the day, Mona was at the
weather station, beaming at a snow advisory.
Henry was going home tomorrow. “We
lucked out with the antibiotics this time,” the
doctor had said. Mona felt as if she had taken
an antibiotic for the soul; she was planning a
special dinner for Henry’s homecoming, and
she barely minded that Gary would be
present. Soon I’ll be so ferociously
wholesome and mature I’ll get bottled so
they can sprinkle me at Girl Scout troop
meetings, she thought, wrapping herself
more tightly in the paisley shawl she had
bought after hearing the news. She had
gotten the shawl for herself and an enamel
copper bowl for Henry. She even had

something for Reid. “Get a load of this,” she
said, handing him a newspaper clipping.
“Stanford woman student accuses professor
of ‘smoldering glances,’” said the headline.

Reid gave it only the briefest of glances
himself, then stared outside at a sky so gray
it seemed almost an act of faith to suppose
anything blue above it.

“I guess Elaine wasn’t kidding when
she told me what Stanford people were like,”
Mona said. “She must be having a field day
with this. Did she tell you about it?”

“No.”
Mona waited, then concluded he

wasn’t going to say more. Probably he had
decided that someone who trafficked in
fake affection was unworthy of alluding to
his sacred surreptitious adulterous love
affair; well, the hell with him.

“You might as well know,” Reid’s voice
was like freezing rain, “Elaine and I are no
longer seeing each other.”

* * *
For several weeks, Mona heard nothing
about Elaine. But as the days grew colder
and the snow season intensified—the
season Mona loved because it meant that
everyone, everyone had to take an interest
in the weather—stray facts about Elaine
began wafting through Reid’s conversation
like floaters drifting across a visual field.
Elaine was practically the only person in
Palo Alto who didn’t jog, bike, or play
tennis, the only woman who wasn’t
modeling herself on Jane Fonda. Elaine
knew whole paragraphs of Jane Austen by
heart. Elaine had a beautiful alto voice but
no desire to sing professionally— Elaine
thought her talents should be used to
enrich her life, not to build a career. Did
Mona realize that Elaine was nearly  the
only intelligent woman in America who
still felt that way? “The others have all
become lawyers,” Reid said, laying out
several maps.

All those past rebuffs, and he supposed
Mona would be willing to listen now that
he wanted to keep Elaine in his life by
talking about her. Well, he was right. Thick
snowflakes swirled outside; the sky was as
white as the ground. All the color was right
here inside the weather station: the green
patches on the radar screen; Mona’s paisley
shawl; Reid’s face, red as ever, but thinner
and tighter than before the break-up. She
opened the window, scooped some snow
off the sill, rolled it into a ball, and threw
the ball out into the twilight. “Did her
husband ever find out about you?” she
asked, turning around.

“Not that we knew of.”
“But now she’s going to stay with him

for good and never see you again.”
“I always knew it was a possibility.” A

muscle twitched under his left eye.
“Fake affection drives out real?”
“This is her family,” Reid said evenly.

“It’s not like setting yourself up to be the
soulmate of a stranger.” He went back to
the maps.

“But I thought you and she—”
“You thought everything had to be 50-

50, the way they say in feminist support
groups?” He didn’t look up. “Well, I’ve got
news for you, nothing’s 50-50. Why should
it be? Think about it.”

“I did and it doesn’t have to be.”
He raised his eyes and stared at her.

“Then you’re practically the only person
nowadays who realizes that.”

Ten minutes later, he was again
reminiscing about Elaine, Elaine at the
lakeside, arms full of flowers, and not a trace
of Palo Alto in anything she said. Eighteen
years in California, and she remained
impervious to its ideas and jargon; she was
like the Bermuda high whose strength
rebuffed tropical disturbances. He can’t say
anything nice about Elaine without saying
something mean about everyone else, Mona
thought. Then another thought struck her.
True, Reid talked about Elaine rather than
his feelings, and his reminiscences were
nothing like Henry’s. But there was no
getting around it; he was using Mona as an
AIDS buddy.

* * *
“Well,” Mona took a final sip of the
lemonade she had prepared, “is there
anything else I can do before I go to the
weather station?”

“How about a story about your life?”
Henry swung his feet up onto his coffee
table.

“How about a story about someone
else’s life?” Mona said. “This is a man who
many years ago fell in love with a beautiful
woman who lived far away. It wasn’t just
her beauty. He loved everything about her.
But she was married and he was very
upright; so he didn’t say anything. Then one
day she told him she loved him. But she
wouldn’t leave her husband until her two
children were grown. For six years, the man
lived for his telephone conversations and
rare meetings with the woman, although
their consciences plagued them. Then she
decided she could no longer live a double
life. He offered to wait and have no contact
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with her until the remaining four years were
over. But she said it had to end right then,
forever. So now he’s living in his memories,
living in the past like a widower, except that
he’s living in the future, too, hoping that in
four years she’ll change her mind and come
back and get him.”

“This is a real person?” Henry said.
“The man I work with. What do you

think of him, Henry?”
“I think he sounds like a fool.”
“I don’t.”
“Do you like him?”
“I’m afraid so,” Mona said; she realized

she meant “afraid” literally.
* * *

She tried to tell herself it was a trick of the
imagination or that maybe she was turning
into emotional flypaper— the sort of person
who fell in love with anyone crossing his
path. But it was like trying to reason your
way out of a sunburn. Whatever she had felt
and still felt for Henry no longer seemed
romantic, any more than midnight-blue
shoes looked black once you held them up
against black ones. So Reid was wrong about
Gresham’s Law—Mona leaned back in her
living room’s softest chair—fake affection
didn’t drive out real. It opened you up so
you became dangerously receptive to real,
even if it wasn’t directed at you. Or maybe
that had nothing to do with it. Maybe any
forecaster should have foreseen that a
woman who valued, above all, constancy
and devotion, would be drawn to a man who
had demonstrated these qualities, against all
odds, for the past six years. And a man like
Reid, what should he be expected to want?
A traditional woman, of course, one who
wasn’t politically correct and perhaps who
would also bring glamor and excitement
into his life. But who could ever consider
Mona glamorous or exciting? Well, she said
to herself, he calls me the queen of forecasting.
Maybe that’s a start—oh, come on.

But she rose, walked into the bedroom,
and rummaged through her top dresser
drawer, her fingers trembling a little. In the
first glow of her weight loss, she had
experimented with cosmetics, enjoying the
idea and feel of them, but in the end she’d
decided the effect verged on pathetic; it was
so obvious how hard she was trying. She had
not worn makeup in over a year. Now she
put on blue eyeshadow, coral lipstick, and
blusher. She wrapped her paisley shawl
around her and secured it with the cameo
brooch her parents had given her for her
fortieth birthday. She took off her glasses
and peered at her agreeably blurred

reflection in the dresser mirror. “I am the
queen of forecasting,” she said, and began
laughing at how absurd she was being and
how much fun it was.

* * *
At the outset, Mona had resolved to wait six
weeks before trying to settle on a first step.
But when the six weeks were up, she had no
idea what to do. Reid was talking about
Elaine much less now, but Mona had no idea
what it meant. Play it by ear, she decided. “I
have something to tell you, Reid,” she said
almost as soon as she walked into the
weather station. “You were right.”

Reid was standing near the satellite
display, but he wasn’t studying the screen.
He wasn’t gazing out the window.
Incredibly, he seemed to be waiting for her.

“I know,” he said. “The front’s already
over Detroit.” He looked excited and happy.
Could you really feel that way about a
forecast when your heart was broken? Well,
maybe she would soon find out for herself,
or maybe. . . . Reid’s heart was not so broken
any more. Mona had a surge of confidence
and vigor, all her energy focused as if she
were forecasting in a tight situation.

“Oh, I didn’t mean the front,” she said,
striding toward him until she stood barely a
foot away. “I meant you were right about
fake affection. Not that it drives out real,
exactly. It’s just nothing compared to real. I
see that now, and I’m never going to be an
AIDS buddy again.”

“You mean you’re going to stop visiting
that man?”

“Oh, no,” said Mona, with a large
emphatic gesture that almost hit the screen.
“I have a responsibility to him. Besides, I
like him. I’m just never going to sign up for
another buddy. It’s stupid, thinking you can
be someone’s kindred spirit just because
he’s in trouble.”

“I have something to tell you, too.” Now
Reid looked almost dizzy with happiness,
and Mona had a flare of wild hope that
lasted just long enough for her to notice it. “I
couldn’t bear to say anything until it was
definite,” Reid continued, “but Elaine got
back in touch with me eight days ago. We’ve
been talking. We’ve decided . . . she’s
decided . . . we’re going to go back to the
way things were. We’ll talk on the
telephone when we can, and see each other
occasionally, and it’s only four years now
until we can get married.” He laughed. “You
know how everyone thinks he’s part of an
oppressed minority nowadays? Well, I think
people who love someone they can’t be
with ought to unite and demand affirmative

action to give them the person they love,
because if you love someone you can’t have,
that makes you truly oppressed, you know?”

“Yes,” said Mona. “I know.”
* * *

Reprinted from Commentary, December
1994, by permission; all rights reserved.

Book Reviews

John Bayley. Elegy for Iris: The Ethics
of Narrative. New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1999. ISBN 0-312-19864-7.

A review essay by Franklin G. Miller
University of Virginia

Iris Murdoch, well known as a prolific and
popular novelist and as an accomplished
philosopher, has suffered from Alzheimer’s
disease the last few years. No longer capable
of creating characters, she has become the
protagonist in a beautifully crafted and
touching narrative by her husband John
Bayley, a distinguished writer and literary
critic. Elegy for Iris depicts a portrait of a
remarkable person in her creative past and
in her mind-impoverished present, through
the eyes of her loving and admiring
husband. Revealing as much, or more, about
Bayley as about Murdoch, it also chronicles
the challenges, burdens, stress, and
satisfactions of taking care, day by day, of a
dependent, demented person.

One reads the book with enchantment
but also sadness. Alzheimer’s has robbed
Murdoch of the life of the mind. Instead of
arising early to begin writing, she sleeps
late, spends much of her day watching
cartoons and sports on television, and
repeatedly pesters her husband while he is
at work writing. She collects and fondles
stray objects picked up on walks—discarded
shoes, pens, scraps of paper, and cigarette
butts. To the exasperation of her husband,
sometimes spilling over into understandable
anger, she waters plants that don’t need
watering. Though Murdoch remains sweet
tempered, she is portrayed as often anxious,
confused, almost constantly in need of her
husband’s presence and reassurance. The
television, absent from the household when
Murdoch was writing, functions as a “baby-
sitter,” though husband and wife enjoy the
daily routine of watching Teletubbies
together. For me, the television watching is
most emblematic of what Alzheimer’s
disease has done to Murdoch’s mind. In her
Platonistic philosophical vision, explored in
depth in Metaphysics as a Guide to Morals,
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Murdoch remarks that “Television with its
flickering series of trivial momentary
unreflective uncomprehended images,
pictures the state of the prisoners in the Cave
who can only see the flickering shadows of
things which are themselves copies of real
things.” Bayley is skeptical whether
Murdoch retains any sense of what has
happened to her mind, but reports that
twice, when questioned about her writing,
she has said that she is “sailing into the
darkness.”

When the spell of this compulsively
readable narrative began to wear off, I
noticed some faint, inchoate moral qualms—
qualms that grew stronger as I tried to
articulate what troubled me about this book.
Could such an exquisite, loving portrait
involve an invasion or violation of Murdoch’s
privacy, especially by exposing intimate
details about her now-demented existence?
The book contains no evidence of ethical
reflection on writing about Murdoch’s
private life. It is reasonable to suppose that
the book was not conceived before Murdoch
had become incapable of understanding, and
giving permission or endorsing, her
husband’s project of writing about her life
(Iris Murdoch, Metaphysics as a Guide for
Morals [New York: The Penguin Press, 1992,
19–20]). One senses, or hopes, that Bayley
would not have written this narrative if he
thought Murdoch would disapprove;
however, it lacks any discussion about this.
Who would know better than Bayley about
Murdoch’s attitude concerning her private
life? Hence the silence adds to the moral
unease, for it suggests the absence of
reflection on the ethical issues posed by the
publication of this book. Moreover, is the
husband who is a writer with a story to tell
sufficiently disinterested to make the
judgment that his wife would not disapprove
of her private life being revealed?

Are there any signs in Bayley’s portrait of
Murdoch that would shed light on how she
might react to his having written this
narrative for publication if, contrary to fact,
she could understand, appreciate, and read it
for herself? Bayley observes, “Iris once told
me that the question of identity had always
puzzled her. She thought she herself hardly
possessed such a thing, whatever it was. I
said that she must know what it was like to
be oneself, even to revel in the consciousness
of oneself, as a secret and separate person—a
person unknown to any other. She smiled,
was amused, looked uncomprehending”
(Bayley, 64). Bayley also notes, “Nobody less

narcissistic than Iris can well be imagined”
(Bayley, 65). These observations suggest
that Murdoch might not have felt any deep
hurt by having intimate details about her
life revealed. Other stories about Murdoch
in the book indicate that she was disposed
to be forgiving to the transgressions of
friends. Yet it does not follow that her
privacy was not violated. Furthermore, the
narrative provides evidence that Murdoch
was reserved about her private life. How
might Bayley feel if the tables were turned:
that is, it was Murdoch writing about her
marriage to Bayley and Bayley’s plight as a
demented former writer? This exercise of
“the golden rule” would not settle the
ethical issue but might prompt the author’s
appeal to the moral considerations that
might justify the publication of this
narrative.

To be sure, ethical perspective requires
comparing this narrative with others.
There is nothing unusual about narratives
that reveal intimate, private details about
living persons, especially in an era in which
people delight in “letting it all hang out.”
John Updike notes that “Recent years in
America have given rise to what we might
call the Judas biography, in which a former
spouse or friend of a living writer confides
to print an intimate portrait less flattering
than might be expected” (John Updike,
“One Cheer for Literary Biography,” The
New York Review of Books, Vol. 46,
February 4, 1999, 5). He cites as examples
Claire Bloom’s narrative about Philip Roth
and Paul Theroux’s about V. S. Naipaul. But
Elegy for Iris is a different species. Bayley is
not a former spouse but a loving husband
who celebrates his marriage to Iris
Murdoch.

These ethical qualms cast the narrative
in a different light, as a more harsh,
analytical gaze replaces the warm glow
accompanying the reading of Bayley’s love
story. Bayley reports that he typically
works in bed, typing on an old Olivetti.
Murdoch, now demented, sleeps beside
him while he works. Bayley thinks that
Murdoch is reassured by the sound of the
typing, a sign of her loving husband’s
presence that she so strongly craves. Yet
unbeknownst and unknowable to her, he is
writing about her life, inviting the reading
public to glimpse how she, now afflicted by
Alzheimer’s disease, spends her mindless
day. One suspects that Bayley may have
taken liberties in revealing intimate details
about Murdoch that he would not have

done if she were suffering from a
progressive, debilitating condition but
remained mentally competent and capable
of reading what he wrote. The
defenselessness of dementia may make
violation of privacy, if a violation occurred,
all the more problematic. Not only is trust
betrayed but the victim remains in the dark,
without any recourse.

Bayley’s devoted caregiving appears
exemplary. He naturally takes a paternalistic
posture now that his wife is wholly
dependent on him; and it is not surprising
that he gets exasperated and occasionally
overtly angry. At times, however, the author
seems condescending: “She also puts
water—sometimes her drink—on the potted
plants by the window, which are now
wilting under the treatment. But she never
does this with a real drink, an alcoholic one.
Sensible girl-her old fondness for bars still
stands her in good stead” (Bayley, 226).

One senses that writing this narrative
had therapeutic value for the author, as a
way of coping with the demands of taking
care of his now-dependent wife. The ethical
questions I have posed are not directed to
the writing of the narrative but its
publication, especially those portions
portraying Murdoch’s demented existence.
This raises the puzzling issue whether
publication after her death might make a
difference. A violation of privacy while
Murdoch lives would also be a violation of
her privacy after her death. Since Murdoch
in her current state can’t be consciously
harmed, the timing of publication would
seem irrelevant ethically. Yet I can’t help
feeling that there is something especially
problematic in taking liberties with the
privacy of one still alive though incapable of
recognizing the violation. At the end of
Philip Roth’s Patrimony, a book about his
father that also reveals intimate, potentially
embarrassing details, the author mentions a
dream about his father which refers to his
book, “this book, which, in keeping with
the unseemliness of my profession, I had
been writing all the while he was ill and
dying” (Philip Roth, Patrimony [New York:
Simon & Schuster, 1991], 237.) Roth’s book,
however, was published after his father’s
death; and the relationship of son to father
differs from that of husband to wife in ways
that may be relevant to the ethics of
narrative. More significant than the timing
of Elegy for Iris is the source and type of the
narrative. Marriage depends on trust in the
partner’s words and deeds. A celebration of



The APA Newsletter on Philosophy and Medicine, Fall 1999

109

M
e

d
ic

in
e

marriage should not betray the trust and
privacy bound up with married life. The
betrayal of trust that comes from violating a
spouse’s privacy is in no way extinguished
by the fact that he or she lacks the mental
capacity to become aware of it and suffer as
a result. In this case, the unseemliness of the
writer’s profession appears more
pronounced.

These ethical reflections, which point to
the appearance of a violation of privacy, are
no more than suggestive. Even if one
concludes that Elegy for Iris violated
Murdoch’s privacy, its publication might be
considered, on balance, justifiable. Its merits
as art, as a meditation on marriage, and as a
testimony to the predicament of caring for a
demented spouse might outweigh the prima
facie wrong of any violation of privacy. In
any case, ethically reflective readers are
bound to reach differing evaluations. It is
tempting to exempt this narrative from
ethical appraisal, owing to its evident
literary value. But like any other human act
that affects the rights and welfare of others,
writing for publication is subject to moral
evaluation.

Udo Schuklenk. Access to
Experimental Drugs in Terminal
Illness: Ethical Issues. Binghampton,

NY: Pharmaceutical Products Press,

1998. ISBN 0-7890-0563-8

David B. Resnik

East Carolina University School of Medicine

Questions about access to experimental
drugs in terminal illness figure prominently
in current controversies in bioethics.
Proponents of unrestricted access argue that
competent patients should be allowed to try
all new drugs that may offer them some
benefits, while opponents counter that this
choice can be constrained in order to
promote safety, public health, and scientific
and medical progress. In the last decade,
HIV/AIDS activists have given this issue
international exposure by lobbying for
unrestricted access to experimental drugs.
In response to this intense political pressure,
government agencies, such as the Food and
Drug Administration (FDA), have revised
their procedures in order to expedite the
review, approval, and availability of new
and experimental medications to treat AIDS
and other terminal conditions. However,
these policy changes have not satisfied
proponents of unrestricted access, and the
debate continues.

Udo Schuklenk’s book, Access to
Experimental Drugs in Terminal Illness:
Ethical Issues, is a very thoughtful,
provocative, and timely contribution to this
important debate. Schuklenk develops a
rigorous philosophical and ethical analysis
of the policy debate that is founded on a
well-informed and compassionate
understanding of the medical, social, legal,
economic, and scientific issues in HIV/AIDS
research. Although he focuses on access
issues in drugs used to treat HIV/AIDS, his
work has implications for other terminal
conditions. The book delivers a careful and
convincing defense of increased access to
experimental drugs in terminal illness and
challenges many of the paternalistic and
idealistic assumptions that govern drug
approval. It is a must read for anyone who
cares about these issues.

Schuklenk considers two of the main
arguments used to defend restricted access.
According to the first argument, restricted
access can be justified on the grounds that it
prevents people from harming themselves.
This paternalistic viewpoint seeks to restrict
access because 1) experimental drugs are
potentially harmful, and 2) most people are
not capable of making intelligent and
responsible decisions regarding these risks.
According to this view, decisional capacity
is often impaired in terminal illness. People
who have terminal illnesses are “coerced”
by circumstances to make decisions that
they would not make under different
conditions. People with terminal illnesses
are “grasping at straws” and will try
anything to have some hope. Hence,
according to this argument, the government
is justified in restricting their marginal
autonomy in order to prevent people with
terminal illnesses from making unwise,
inauthentic, and harmful choices.

In order to evaluate this line of
argument, Schuklenk discusses several
different approaches to autonomy and the
justification of paternalism, including the
views of John Stuart Mill, Immanuel Kant,
Gerald Dworkin, Tom Beauchamp, James
Childress, Ruth Faden, and Robert Young.
He concludes that none of these theories
offer sufficient justification for restricting
access to experimental drugs in terminal
illness. Using HIV/AIDS as his case study,
Schuklenk claims that the harms or risks
created by taking experimental drugs for
HIV/AIDS are no worse than the harms or
risks associated with having HIV/AIDS.
People who have AIDS will eventually die of

this disease, since we do not yet have a cure
for AIDS. If they do not try experimental
drugs, they have little hope for a cure. If
they try experimental drugs, then they have
at least a chance of getting well.

Schuklenk also presents some evidence
that people with HIV/AIDS usually do not
lack the ability to make intelligent and
responsible choices about experimental
treatments. According to Schuklenk, many
people with HIV/AIDS know and
understand a great deal about their disease
and possible treatments. Schuklenk also
argues that people can still make voluntary
choices even when circumstances or
conditions, such as AIDS, lead them to
“grasp at straws.” Schuklenk claims that
since all people face different pressures and
coercive conditions in decision making, no
choice is purely voluntary. Since
voluntariness is an ideal that cannot be
achieved, it may be morally acceptable to
allow people who face coercive conditions
to make decisions and act on them. If we are
justified in letting a person choose a career
or a mate, then we are justified in allowing a
person to choose an experimental drug to
treat a terminal illness.

However, Schuklenk also recognizes the
practical limitations of this point of view,
since social and economic circumstances
can compromise a person’s ability to make
free and informed choices. He
acknowledges that many people with HIV/
AIDS often lack the educational or financial
resources to make intelligent and
responsible choices. Schuklenk considers
some policy solutions to this problem, such
as increased funding for health care and
medical education.

The second main argument that
Schuklenk evaluates is the defense of
restricted access in order to promote clinical
trials. If experimental drugs are available
outside of a clinical trial, then patients will
try these drugs and it will be impossible to
conduct sound clinical trials because
subjects may refuse to participate, or those
who agree to participate may already be
taking experimental drugs. In order to
conduct a controlled clinical trial, potential
subjects should be denied access to
experimental drugs. Since we need to
conduct clinical trials in order to develop
reliable knowledge about possible
treatments for terminal conditions, we are
justified in denying access to experimental
drugs in order to promote scientific
knowledge and public health. According to
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this point of view, some individuals may be
required to sacrifice their interests (and
health) in order to promote the interests (and
health) of other individuals.

In critiquing this perspective, Schuklenk
argues that it would still be possible to
conduct valid research even if people in the
study population have access to experimental
drugs. It may still be possible to conduct
randomized, controlled trials or to employ
alternative study designs, such as
retrospective case-control studies or
epidemiological studies. He also points out
that the current situation of restricted access
often leads subjects to cheat in order to
obtain treatments they want or need.
Subjects who cheat in clinical trials deviate
from the protocol by taking additional
medications, by attempting to unblind the
trial, or by lying about their medical history.
Cheating occurs because the restricted access
approach requires people to be unreasonably
altruistic: people with terminal illnesses are
sometimes forced to sacrifice their own
health and well-being for the sake of future
patients. As long as experimental subjects
believe that they are receiving free access to
a new and effective therapy, then they will
not regard participation in a research study as
a sacrifice. However, if terminally ill people
believe that they are being denied access to a
new and effective therapy, then they will
view their plight as a sacrifice. People who
are unwilling to make this sacrifice will be
tempted to break the rules of research
protocols in order to obtain access to new
treatments. Schuklenk also discusses a
number of other scientific and ethical
problems in clinical trials, including the use
of placebo-controls when treatments are
available, the concept of clinical equipoise,
and the use of alternative endpoints in
studies.

* * *
Before reading Schuklenk’s book, I accepted
most of the arguments and assumptions for
restricted access to experimental drugs in
terminal illness. Contemplating the points he
makes in his book has made me reconsider
these views. I find the book highly
compelling and persuasive, and I am much
more sympathetic to the unrestricted access
viewpoint. However, I would like to point
out some practical problems with
unrestricted access. While I think that
unrestricted access might work under some
very idealized conditions, there are some real
difficulties with unrestricted access in
practice. Schuklenk understands and is

concerned about these practical issues, but
I would like to discuss some of these in the
remainder of this review.

The first problem is the issue of risk in
terminal illness. Granted, people with
terminal illnesses will die eventually, but
death is often not the worst outcome. Some
experimental drugs can cause pain,
suffering, and dysfunction and can
accelerate death. Sometimes it may be a
good gamble to take an experimental drug
when one has a terminal illness, but
sometimes it may be a very poor choice.
The nature of this risk varies from one
condition to another. Thus, while it may be
a good gamble for a person with full-blown
AIDS to try a variety of experimental drugs,
this decision would be a poor choice for a
person with HIV. In many cases, HIV is a
manageable, chronic illness. HIV is still a
terminal condition in some sense, but it is
far different from full-blown AIDS. The
same point holds for different kinds of
cancer, such as brain cancer, liver cancer,
and prostate cancer. A person with
inoperable brain cancer has more to gain
(and less to lose) from taking an
experimental drug than a person with
prostate cancer. The case for unrestricted
access is the strongest when a person is
likely to die soon with a poor quality of life,
but this argument is much weaker when a
person has a better prognosis. As a practical
matter, how can we decide which patients
with terminal conditions should be allowed
to have access to experimental drugs?

The second problem is the broader
question of controlling access to
experimental drugs in society. In the
United States, the FDA’s procedures for
approving drugs are designed to protect the
health and safety of all people who make
take drugs, not just people with terminal
illnesses. If we loosen restrictions on access
to experimental drugs in order to benefit
people with terminal illnesses, how can we
prevent other people from getting access to
these same drugs? Once a drug is available
to the public, it is very difficult to control
prescribing practices to insure that only
patients with specific conditions, such as
terminal cancer, obtain to the drug. We
need look no further than the use of Viagra,
Fen-Phen, Prozac, and Ritalin to see how
difficult it is to control prescribing practices
once a drug reaches the market.

Admittedly, most nonterminal patients
will have little interest in taking drugs that
are appropriate for people with terminal

conditions, but it is possible that some of the
drugs used to treat terminal illnesses, such
as marijuana, may have some desirable
benefits or effects. Although it is important
to be sensitive to the needs of people with
terminal conditions, we still should not
forget the need to promote drug safety in
the entire population. Once again the
safety/risk issue presents itself: a person
without a terminal condition has a great deal
to lose and not much to gain by taking an
experimental drug. What is an acceptable
risk for a terminal patient may be an
unacceptable risk for a nonterminal patient.

The third practical problem is one the
Schuklenk himself considers, i.e., social and
economic barriers to intelligent and
responsible decision making. Although I
agree with Schuklenk’s view that we need
to increase funding for health care and
health education, as a pragmatist I recognize
that efforts to improve access to health care
and health education will only go so far. In
an ideal world, everyone would have access
to the medications, services, and
information they need to make free and
informed choices. In the “real” world,
however, people will continue to lack the
educational and financial resources they
require to act autonomously, since many
countries lack the political will or economic
resources to implement a health care system
that guarantees access and education. As
Schuklenk points out, most of the people
with HIV/AIDS are poor and uneducated.
Unless we substantially improve the
economic and social conditions of most of
the world’s HIV/AIDS patients, I do not see
how we can allow these people to have
unrestricted access to experimental drugs.
In order to protect these people from
making unwise, risky, and irresponsible
decisions (or from being exploited by
researchers), it may be desirable to restrict
their access to experimental medications for
their own good. After all, when it comes to
experimental drugs, the cure can be worse
than the disease.

Announcements

New Book

Galen Press (P.O. Box 64400, Tucson, AZ
85728-4400; 800-442-5369) just published:
Grave Words: Notifying Survivors About
Sudden, Unexpected Deaths (ISBN: 1-883-
620-02-3; $38.95 paperback; approximately
350 pages; more than 500 references;
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indexed). It is a very practical handbook that
includes:
• • Multiple step-by-step protocols;
• • Many stories of both good and bad

notifications;

• • The spectrum of notifiers (physicians—
especially emergency medicine and
obstetrics, chaplains, nurses, EMS
personnel, police, school
administrators, etc.);

• • Methods (in-person and via telephone);

• • Special survivor groups (parents,
children, disaster survivors);

• • A curriculum and methods to teach it in
varying situations;

• • Slide sets with key protocols and
information are also available; and

• • Pocket booklets with the key protocols
help notifiers review procedures before
notifications.

This book emerged after Dr. Iserson
encountered three successive episodes
where acute death notification was done
badly. After a long career in emergency
medicine plus a career that began in 1967 in
the emergency medical (ambulance) service,
he recognized that this task needed to be
taught in a logical and orderly manner.
Notifying survivors after sudden deaths is
one of the most stressful activities medical
personnel, chaplains, police, educators,
disaster workers, and social workers do as
part of their professional activities. The
subject is rarely taught, or for that matter,
discussed. This book and the associated slide
sets and pocket booklets fill a long-unmet
need for comprehensive educational
materials that are easy to read, understand,
and use. Although it is heavily referenced
(>500 references), it is written in an easy-to-
read style.

Call for Papers

Papers are invited for the Third
International Conference of the Feminist
Approaches to Bioethics Network “Feminist
Bioethics at the Turn of the Century:
Globalizing Gender Justice, Women’s
Autonomy, and Human Care” London, U.K.,
September 19–20, 2000 (Tuesday and
Wednesday)

The Conference will be held in
conjunction with the International
Association of Bioethics (IAB) Congress,

which convenes September 21–24, 2000,
and which will feature FAB papers on part of
the 21st. All FAB conference attendees are
welcome and encouraged to attend the IAB
conference as well.

FAB is soliciting solo papers or panel
papers for two purposes:

(1) to serve as a solo paper or a panel
paper for FAB’s half-day at the IAB on
September 21. The theme of FAB’s half-
day at IAB is “Policy Paths to Global
Justice for Women: Learning to
Distinguish the Dead Ends from the
Thruways.”

(2) to serve as a solo paper or a panel
paper for FAB’s Conference on
September 19–20. Any theoretical,
practical, or policy paper related to
gender justice, women’s autonomy, and
human care is welcome.

The deadline for receipt of abstracts is
February 1, 2000. Messages of acceptance
and refusal will be communicated to paper/
panel submitters by April 1, 2000.
Papers: Those wishing to have a proposal
considered for a concurrent paper
presentation should submit the following by
February 1, 2000:

1) Your name, affiliation and contact
address (phone, fax, e-mail, mail)

2) A title and an abstract no longer than
150 words, to be included in the IAB
program materials.

3) A two-page summary of the paper,
outlining your reasoning and identifying
key conclusions.

Panels: Panels consist of 3–5 members,
organized in advance, to provide different
perspectives on a specific topic. Panels will
last 90 minutes, with approximately 60
minutes of presentation and 30 minutes of
discussion. Those wishing to organize 90-
minute panels should submit the following
by February 1, 2000:

1) Names, affiliations and contact
addresses (phone, fax, e-mail, mail) for
all members of the panel. Please identify
the panel coordinator.

2) A title and an abstract no longer than
150 words, to be included in the IAB
program materials.

3) A two- to four-page summary that
includes each presenter’s contributions
to the panel, any audience participation

expected, etc. Please send three hard
copies of your materials as well as a
disk to:
Rosemarie Tong, Ph.D.
Distinguished Professor in

Health Care Ethics
Center for Professional and

Applied Ethics
The University of North Carolina at

Charlotte
9201 University City Boulevard
Charlotte, NC 28223-0001 USA
rotong@email.unccc.edu
Office: 704-547-2850
Center: 704-547-3542
FAX: 704-547-2172
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From the Editors

Tziporah Kasachkoff
The Graduate Center, CUNY
Tkasachkoff@gc.cuny.edu

Eugene Kelly
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In this Fall 1999 edition of the APA
Newsletter on Teaching Philosophy, we
offer four articles of interest to teachers of
philosophy.

The first article, “Is Advocacy of Specific
Philosophical Positions in the Classroom
Pedagogically Acceptable?” was written by
Josef Seifert, Rector of the International
Academy for Philosophy in the Principality
of Liechtenstein. Professor Seifert’s
argument rests on four central points: 1)
that the difference between scientific and
philosophical knowledge is not so broad as
to require that advocacy in philosophy
comes under a different moral category than
advocacy in science; 2) that the view
prohibiting teachers of philosophy from
advocacy of any principles in class tacitly
assumes the correctness of epistemological
skepticism and relativism, which, however,
are fundamentally incoherent positions; 3)
that the goal of teaching in any field should
not be the mere advocacy, but the analysis
and justification of those positions the
instructor believes to be sound; 4) that we
must recognize the pedagogical and edifying
value of having students observe and join
with the instructor in the philosophical
struggle for truth. The author then
cautiously qualifies his position by analyzing
modes of teaching, the attitudes of students
and instructors, the scope of the material,
and the political situation of the times, and
by emphasizing the necessity of fairness in
presenting the theories of thinkers with
whom the instructor disagrees.

Our second article, by William L. Reese
of SUNY—Albany, outlines his course in
intensive writing and philosophy, where
students make extensive use of his
Dictionary of Religion and Philosophy. He
begins by referring to the fruitful exchange
concerning the Dictionary that he had in
three previous editions of the Newsletter
with Professor Jerome Gellman. His
objective in this paper, however, is a
description of the aims, methods, and
content of his course. He outlines the nine
problems that are the focus of instruction,
and describes the resources available to his
students as they prepare a paper on each of
the nine topics. The entries in the
Dictionary that are relevant to each topic as
a resource are listed, and we are told of the
Web site resources, the grade requirements,
and what the author calls an introductory
“information burst” that leads into each
topic. Finally, Professor Reese offers us a
detailed treatment of how the allotted class
time is used for two of his topics, the
significance of Socrates’ life and teaching,
and the concept of human freedom. The
paper concludes with a summary of the
materials available to the students on the
course Web site concerning the second
topic.

The third article, “An Introductory
Exercise In Articulating Values,” by Jason
Kawall of Brown University, presents
students with a fanciful situation in which
they are on a large ship sinking at sea, and
have to decide upon their priorities as they
attempt to save from drowning a variety of
living things aboard the ship. The lifeboat
can hold just so many things, and hence
students must decide which living beings to
put in the lifeboat first and which last,
assuming that all will not be able to fit. The
immediate purpose of the exercise is to help
students decide and justify, in class
discussions, what their priorities would be,
and hence what the structure of their values
is. Among relevant values suggested by the

instructor for consideration by the students
as they make their decisions are sentience,
humanity, general utility, and environmental
viability. The more general goals of the
exercise include fostering such values as
student self-understanding, understanding
the values of their fellows, greater analytical
acumen, and, perhaps most importantly,
opening students’ minds to deeper
reflections on the nature of the values they
appear to take for granted in their discussion.
The author concludes his paper by
suggesting ways in which the exercise could
be extended to an examination of value-
priorities in matters such as human well-
being.

The fourth and final article, “Coping
with the Consumer Mentality When
Teaching Introductory Philosophy,” was
written by Andrew Kelley of Bradley
University. It concerns the techniques for
dealing with an attitude Kelley thinks
prevalent among students that impedes his
efforts to communicate the unique and
central values of the study of philosophy.
This attitude he calls the “consumer
mentality,” and defines as “the attitude
whereby students view their classes and
their education solely in terms of a product
that they are purchasing or a service that
they are being rendered.” The paper then
develops eight techniques for successfully
overcoming that attitude and making an
encounter with genuine philosophical issues
possible for his initially skeptical students.

The editors have recently received an
unusual package of teaching materials, and
we would like to encourage our readers to
review them for the Newsletter. Robert E.
Horn is the director of a project, published
by MacroVU Press, that attempts to outline
in the manner of a flowchart some salient
issues in the philosophy of mind that appeal
to undergraduates. Our office received one
specimen of these “Argumentation Maps,”
each measuring approximately 3' by 4', that
outline seven issues concerning the general
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• • Four complete copies of the paper
should be sent.

• • Authors should adhere to the production
guidelines that are available from the
APA and that are published in the
present edition of the APA Newsletters
on the back inside cover.

• • All material submitted to the Newsletter
should be available on Windows-
readable computer disk, but don’t send
the disk with the submitted paper. The
editors will request the disk when the
paper is ready to be published. In
writing your paper to disk, please do not
use your word processor’s footnote or
endnote function; all notes should be
added manually at the end of the paper.

• • All articles submitted to the Newsletter
are blind-reviewed by the members of
the editorial committee. They are:

Tziporah Kasachkoff, Coeditor
Graduate Center, CUNY
tkasachkoff@gc.cuny.edu)
Eugene Kelly, Coeditor
New York Institute of Technology
ekelly@iris.nyit.edu
David B. Martens
Mount Royal College
dmartens@mtroyal.ab.ca
Neil Rossman
La Guardia Community College, CUNY

(recently retired)
Andrew Wengraf
Brooklyn College, CUNY

(recently retired)

Contributions should be sent to:
Tziporah Kasachkoff
Philosophy Department
Graduate Center, CUNY
33 West 42nd Street
New York City, NY 10036

or to
Eugene Kelly
Department of Social Science
New York Institute of Technology
Old Westbury, NY 11568

Dear Editors:
Peter Simpson’s article on preventing
plagiarism by having philosophy students
write essays in class includes a claim that

Letter to the

Editors

question of whether computers can think.
The first map, for example, makes visible the
history of the debate. It begins with some
statements on artificial intelligence by Alan
Turing, and arrows direct the reader to the
responses and counterresponses to issues
related to those statements by later inquirers.
Each position on the map is provided with a
bibliographical reference, and a complete
bibliography of works cited is included in the
handbook provided with the maps, and many
positions contain useful graphics. The project
as a whole was discussed in an article by
Joseph Chandler in the summer 1999 edition
of Philosophers’ Magazine.

This is a project that should appeal to
readers concerned with the philosophy of
mind or with artificial intelligence. The
volunteer reviewer will be provided with the
maps, the handbook, and a selection of fact
sheets that were provided by the publisher.
Reviewers should, as always in the APA
Newsletter on Teaching Philosophy,
emphasize the pedagogical value of the
material.

We always encourage our readers to
suggest themselves as reviewers of books and
other material that they think may be
especially good for classroom use. The names
of the other books and materials we have
received for review are listed in section V of
the Newsletter. Please remember again that
our publication is devoted to pedagogy and
not to theoretical discussions of philosophical
issues, and that should also be borne in mind
when reviewing material for our publication.

And as always, we encourage our readers
to write for our publication. We welcome
papers that respond, comment on or take
issue with any of the material that appears
within our pages. The issues raised by
Professor Seifert about advocacy in the
classroom are especially relevant to
discussions on pedagogy, and have generated
considerable controversy among teachers of
philosophy, although relatively little about
them has appeared in print in recent years.
We hope that some of our readers will choose
to respond to Professor Seifert.

The following guidelines for submissions
should be followed:
• • The author’s name, the title of the paper,

and full mailing address should appear on
a separate sheet of paper. Nothing that
identifies the author or his or her
institution should appear within the body
or within the footnotes/endnotes of the
paper. The title of the paper should
appear on the top of the paper itself.

needs critical attention. This is his claim
that “[t]he exercise in [the case of disabled
students ]  might ... turn out to be
completely different. But let that be. The
difficulties students with disabilities face
are such that their very struggle to learn and
get a degree at all requires the development
of skills and qualities of character of a very
high order. That is enough for me” (vol. 98,
no. 2, Spring 1999, 167).

This sentimental and patronizing claim
overlooks the individuality of disabled
students. There is more than one way to
respond to difficulties. Difficulties in getting
an education may build character and skills
but they may also promote cheating,
malingering, procrastination, settling for
poor performance, etc. I have had disabled
students in my classes. Some have fine
characters and skills and some do not—just
like nondisabled students. If a professor
uses plagiarism-prevention procedures with
nondisabled students, he should use equally
stringent plagiarism-prevention procedures
with disabled students, even if the disabled
students submit their work in a different
form (oral rather than written, for
example). Disabled students need practical
accommodations. They do not need the
sentimentality that stereotypes them as
secular saints and denies their individuality.

Yours truly,

Felicia Ackerman
Professor of Philosophy
Brown University

ARTICLES

Is Advocacy
of Specific
Philosophical
Positions in the
Classroom
Pedagogically
Acceptable?
Josef Seifert
Internationale Akademie für Philosophie
im Fürstentum Liechtenstein

The question whether a philosophy teacher
has the right to advocate in class specific
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philosophical positions or whether, in so
doing, he commits a pedagogical mistake or
even violates students’ rights, is an
important question for any understanding of
how to teach philosophy. In an attempt to
answer this question, we can begin with a
striking observation: Nobody would even
raise this question in disciplines such as
chemistry, physics, or history. The reason
for this might lie in two factors: On the one
hand, in these fields we find a broad
consensus on the results of these
disciplines; on the other hand, these
disciplines are respected as “objective”
sciences which convey information about
reality. Of these two factors only the second
is really decisive. For while it is obvious that
in philosophy no similarly broad consensus
can be reached as in chemistry or physics, it
should be clear that a sufficient justification
for defending a certain philosophical
position in class lies in the cognitive value
and in the objectivity of knowledge.
Therefore, lack of broad consensus per se is
no reason for members of other disciplines
to be “forbidden” to teach or publish their
individual views. If a physicist, e.g.,
discovers a revolutionary fact which is not
yet accepted by most of his colleagues,
nobody will forbid him to present and
advocate his discovery in class. His belief
that he made an objective discovery of some
real facts will be taken as sufficient
justification for approving of his advocating
his position in the classroom. As a matter of
fact, one will concede to him a moral
obligation to advocate in class a law of
physics which he regards to be true and
important for humanity, even if one has
some doubt of whether he is actually right
or not. The “in principle” availability of
objective knowledge here appears to justify
entirely the advocacy of a certain position
held to be true or the best hypothesis by a
member of a scientific community.
Therefore it is also in philosophy not a
question of a lack of consensus as such, but
rather the underlying assumption that
philosophy is unable to discern any
objective truth or even to have a universally
recognized method of scientific inquiry,
which makes people protest “advocacy” of
philosophical positions in the classroom.
Now if we can succeed in demonstrating the
ability of philosophers to have rational
methods conducive to knowledge of truth
(as Plato and Aristotle, as well as the whole
tradition after them, tried to show and as I
also argued elsewhere1), then it follows that

the defense of philosophical content can in
no way be regarded as any more
objectionable than a defense of certain
propositions or principles in physics or
chemistry.

If radical skepticism and relativism,
which puts into question any form of
objective knowledge, is defended by a
teacher or a professional association of
philosophy teachers or a school board, then
they do this no doubt to prevent a teacher
from presenting what they consider his
“own private”—and allegedly inevitably
purely subjective—opinions, as having the
authority of reason or of objective truth.
From the standpoint of relativism, any
advocacy of one’s own private and
subjective standpoint constitutes a form of
deception of students, by presenting an
entirely personal subjective opinion as “the”
truth or genuine philosophical knowledge.

But since philosophy by its very essence
consists in the pursuit of wisdom and truth,
and since the radical skeptical and
relativistic positions are internally
contradictory and also in conflict with the
evident human capacity to gain objective
knowledge in philosophy, such a position,
from which a verdict against advocating
philosophical positions in the classroom
would follow, can in no way be rationally
defended. Consider that any attempt to
abstain from expressing any philosophical
position in the classroom is both impossible
and fraught with internal contradictions.
The opinion that one should not advocate
any theses in the classroom is a
philosophical position, and to defend this
principle is advocating it! Aristotle reports
in his Metaphysics of the behavior of the
skeptic Kratylos, a student of Heraclitus,
that his effort at complete consistency in his
skepticism failed. This skeptic was led by his
“abstention to advocate any position in the
classroom” and by his skepticism to the
point where he remained silent for many
years, for his skepticism forbade him any
utterance. But, Aristotle tells us, he was still
unable to abstain from making some signs
when he wanted to indicate affirmative or
negative responses to certain questions put
to him. Even these signs still bound him to
hold some absolute truth and to defend such
principles as the principle of contradiction.
For if the skeptical teacher had really
doubted or denied that principle, to indicate
by means of signs “yes” or “no” would have
amounted to the same thing, and not have
made any sense. Thus even the most radical

skeptic, as long as he moves his finger to
indicate some opinion, advocates the
principle of contradiction. It is an entirely
impossible and contradictory illusion, to
demand from teachers of philosophy that
they abstain from expressing any
philosophical opinion of their own in the
classroom. Instead, one should encourage
them to philosophize themselves, but to do
so well, and to lead students to philosophize
also and as well as they.

Of course, to philosophize well implies
that teachers should be very careful when
they defend in the classroom certain
philosophical positions. They should not
merely “advocate” but rationally justify
them upon a serious and critical
investigation into the truth of the position
they defend. Thus they should not blindly
and dogmatically “advocate” but rationally
and seriously argue for the positions they
hold to be correct, and always be open to
objections, to critical questions, and to more
thorough investigations of the things
themselves of which they are speaking. As
soon as they merely “advocate” their
opinions in a blind, closed-minded,
irresponsible way, they certainly fail against
the ethical principles that should guide our
teaching and responsible defense of
positions in the classroom and as scholars.

To experience their teacher seriously
investigating with them truth about the
things themselves, about real logical laws,
about the foundations of moral imperatives,
about value, about ultimate being and
meaning or the problem of evil, about the
nature and dignity of the human person, has
a profound and salutary pedagogical effect
on students. They learn from the example of
their teacher what a serious quest for
knowledge and for truth, and thus for
philosophical wisdom, is and what hard
labor it implies and requires. For only if
philosophy is more than empty repetition of
opinions, only if it is more than doxa and the
report on doxa, is it philosophy at all. For
this reason, the philosophy teacher should
not only have a right, but a duty to defend all
those positions which, in his scholarly and
pedagogical quest for truth, he has come to
recognize as true. Abstention from all
judgments and positions where these are
open in principle to knowledge and are of
extreme existential importance for students,
is not a virtue but a terrible vice of a teacher
of philosophy who then gives his students
stones instead of bread. Let me specify the
limits and applications of this right.
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One issue concerns the mode in which a
teacher of philosophy should defend a
philosophical truth-claim. And here,
certainly, we find specific requirements of
pedagogy which go beyond the demands of
reason and philosophy itself. Just think of the
Socratic method of teaching. Socrates never
conveys directly and immediately his
positions to the students, but he leads them
to the discovery of the correct answers to
certain philosophical questions by carefully
conducted dialogues and carefully designed
questions put to the students themselves.
And as a pedagogical tool, the concealing of
the teacher’s position and the appeal to
students themselves to inquire into, and to
discover truth on their own, is an excellent
form of pedagogy. The excellence of the
Socratic method does not exclude, however,
that other great teachers, such as Aristotle, at
least as far as we can gather from his
writings, preferred the simpler and more
expedient lecture style and the systematic
and clear exposition of what they considered
to be the truth. Here one should leave room
for the freedom of the respective teacher to
use his method of teaching; as we cannot
imagine Aristotle to just have used the
Socratic method, we cannot imagine Socrates
to have used an Aristotelian, let alone a
Hegelian mode of expounding philosophy in
a lecture style.

Still a very different issue concerns the
attitudes which should inspire the
philosophy teacher in defending certain
philosophical positions or in asking questions
geared towards the students’ own
discoveries. A teacher of philosophy should
certainly do his questioning, answering, or
expounding in a manner far removed from
politicking or advocating some party line:
The students should feel no shyness to object
and ask questions, the teacher should never
intimidate his pupils or instill fear in a
student. More importantly, he should never
manifest any form of contempt for a student’s
opinion, let alone for his inferior level of
education or intelligence. Both a systematic
exposition by philosophy teachers and the
questions they discuss should reveal a
profound respect for each student, a full and
simple awareness of the problems the
student raises, and a humility of the teacher
in front of the immensity of truth and the
unfathomable depth of the philosophical
problems they address.

Still distinct is the issue of whether
philosophy teachers have a right to
“advocate” positions in the classroom which

do not pertain to the sphere of philosophy
at all. Here of course the teacher should at
least make a clear distinction between
those positions for which he believes to
exist philosophical evidences and positions
which he adopts only on political, religious
or personal, experiential grounds.
Nevertheless—provided that the defense of
such positions does not fill an inordinate
amount of time spent in the classroom—
even the expression of positions which go
beyond the strict limits and confines of his
subject matter ought to be admitted. In
other fields, you will almost never find a
lecture on astronomy, or, chemistry, or
physics, or biology, in which a scientist will
not express also certain philosophical
opinions on which he is not competent and
which in a certain way fall outside the
scope of his own discipline but which
nevertheless have a bearing on the subject
matter at hand. Thus we should not
exclude all advocacy of views which go
beyond a teacher’s discipline, but should
only warn him against inordinate
digressions. Teachers themselves should
insist on exercising self-restraint so that
they do not abuse the precious time in the
classroom for defending their own views in
areas which do not pertain to their subject
matter, thereby failing to teach on those
areas of human knowledge, such as
philosophy, which they agreed to and were
hired for.

In this context, consider the dramatic
way in which the right and obligation of a
teacher of philosophy to “advocate”
philosophical positions is thrown into relief
during political circumstances of the worst
kind. Consider, for example, Nazi
Germany. Was it desirable that most
professors of philosophy at that time did
not criticize Nazi ideology? That they did
not convey directly or indirectly to their
students their profound opposition to such
philosophical ideas as racism, materialistic
overemphasis of vital values over those of
culture and spirit, the antipersonalism in
Nazi ideology, etc.? Do we not on the
contrary admire those philosophers, like
Dietrich von Hildebrand,2 who have stood
up and defended (when necessary, under
great risks for their lives) those truths
without which a peaceful society and a
society in which the fundamental human
rights of its members are respected, would
be impossible? And do we not admire
Socrates as one of the greatest pedagogues,
and was he not “advocating” such

philosophical theses as “it is better for man
to suffer injustice than to commit it”? And
did he not defend these theses until death?
And is this not true of the greatest
philosophers and educators of mankind?

Now it is also the task of a teacher of
philosophy to represent a living communion
with the great thinkers who preceded him
and to convey specific knowledge about the
history of philosophy. In this pursuit, it is
certainly wrong if a teacher of philosophy
misunderstands his “right to advocate his
own opinions” so as to give his students
nothing but his own opinions, no matter
how good they are, instead of informing
them also carefully about the great insights
and ideas of those classical, medieval, and
modern thinkers whose thought he is asked
to expound to them. It would be an absurd
vanity and silliness of a teacher to overlook
that most great insights of philosophy were
gained before by other thinkers and that he
should give them credit for them. But the
duty of the teacher of philosophy to do
justice to the thought of those great books or
movements in the history of philosophy
which he has the task to explain to his
students, in no way impedes him from
defending at the same time his own
philosophical insights. On the contrary, a
careful consideration and examination of
the philosophical issues and positions at
hand will show that it is impossible for any
teacher to do justice to any great
philosopher’s thought without
philosophizing oneself, and without seeking
to distinguish the discoveries that
philosopher made, from his confusions,
from wrong ways to pose questions, or from
errors. For this reason, precisely, he or she
will be the best teacher of the history of
philosophy who understands the invitation
reason itself addresses to each philosopher
and human being: to think about things
themselves and not just about opinions of
others. He or she will be the best teacher
who truly becomes a “learner” from the
great thinkers in the history of philosophy,
all of whom advocated not what they
regarded as their mere opinions, but what
they intended as those truths that disclose
themselves to our intellects. Augustine puts
this well:

For who is so stupidly curious as
to send his son to school in order
that he might learn what the
teacher thinks? But all those
sciences which they profess to
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teach, and the science of virtue
itself and wisdom, teachers
explain through words. Then
those who are called pupils
consider within themselves
whether what has been
explained has been said truly;
looking of course to that interior
truth, according to the measure
of which each is able. Thus they
learn, and when the interior
truth makes known to them what
true things have been said, they
applaud, but without knowing
that instead of applauding
teachers they are applauding
learners, if indeed their teachers
know what they are saying.3

Speaking of skepticism and relativism
recalls a recent anecdote with which I wish
to conclude. Prof. John Silber addressed the
20th World Congress of Philosophy with a
superb example of his own pedagogy. He
gave a value relativist and brilliant student
an “F” on his paper. When the student
appeared in his office, furious, he rejected
Professor Silber’s reply that justice was a
mere matter of subjective taste, even though
that was the thesis he had maintained in the
paper! Silber then entered into a
philosophical dialogue with the student that
eventually led to the student’s abandoning
his value relativism. In similar fashion, we
philosophers should all seek ingenious
ways, fully respectful of the dignity and
freedom of students, to lead them to
knowledge of things themselves. This
responsibility applies not only to the
teaching of young undergraduates, who are
fond of hearing their teacher’s opinions, but
to the teaching of philosophy on all levels!

Notes

1. See, for example, my Erkenntnis objektiver
Wahrheit: Die Transzendenz des Menschen in der
Erkenntnis (Salzburg, 1972; second ed., 1976) and
Back to Things in Themselves: A Phenomenological
Foundation for Classical Realism (Studies in
Phenomenological and Classical Realism, Boston
and London, 1987).

2. Cf. Dietrich von Hildebrand, Memoiren und
Aufsätze gegen den Nationalsozialismus 1933–
1938: Veröffentlichungen der Kommission für
Zeitgeschichte, mit Alice von Hildebrand und
Rudolf Ebneth, hrsg. v. Ernst Wenisch (Mainz:
Matthias Grundewald Verlag, 1994); see also Josef
Seifert (ed.), Dietrich von Hildebrands Kampf gegen
den Nationalsozialismus (Heidelberg:
Universitätsverlag Carl Winter, 1998).

3. Augustine, de mag. XII.

Uses of the
Dictionary of
Philosophy and
Religion: Eastern
and Western
Thought in

Teaching

William L. Reese
State University of New York at Albany

I. The point-for-point exchange with
Gellman has not been without interest, and
I am grateful for it. [Editors’ note: The
discussion referred to by Professor Reese
began with Professor Gellman’s review of
Reese’s Dictionary of Philosophy and
Religion in the Fall 1997 edition of this
Newsletter, and continued in the Fall 1998
and Spring 1999 issues.]

After reading Gellman’s initial review,
my editorial assistant concluded that it was
the most constructive review the Dictionary
has received because it contained the
greatest number of suggestions for
improvement. I must admit that it took me
some time to come to embrace that
perspective. Gellman’s new response covers
the same ground as his initial review, and
should I once more answer point for point,
my reply would repeat much of my original
response. That might be tedious. Gellman’s
reply seems to presume that no change had
been indicated in my position; but the end
of my response summarized many points
where I granted that clarification and
emendation were in order. The majority of
these improvements were introduced into
the new (third) printing of the second
edition, issued in January from the
Dictionary’s new home (Amherst:
Humanity Books [Prometheus]).

 Several others have been reserved for
the fourth printing due to space restrictions.
These include Gettier, Hillel, ontological
argument, and Plantinga. In one printing or
the other, most of the issues central to the
new reply will have received serious
consideration. Many of the remaining
differences between us seem to me
differences of interpretation. I remain
convinced, for example, that Gellman’s
interpretation of Clifford is much more
flexible than the position stated in the

“Ethics of Belief,” and that the Judaica issues
are overstressed. In my view, then, the next
step on the exchange is with the gods, both
editorial and otherwise. In any event, that
concerns the future. My present purpose is
to consider the use of the Dictionary in
teaching. In particular, I wish to describe
the use of the Dictionary in Phil. 110E, an
intensive writing course in philosophy at
SUNY—Albany.

II. The Use of the Dictionary of Philosophy
and Religion: Eastern and Western Thought
in Phil. 110E, an Intensive Writing
Introduction to Philosophy.
This is a course with an enrollment limited
to 25 students, requiring nine papers,
allowing something less than two weeks per
paper. With nine papers to be written, it is a
four-credit course. With 225 papers to be
read, the course is granted a TA. The first
paper comes in singly. Its rewrite, should
the student opt for one (allowed on the first
paper alone), comes in with the second and
third papers, six weeks into the semester;
the second set of three papers at twelve
weeks; the third set at semester’s end. Each
semester, at least one student suggests on
the student evaluations that all of the papers
come in singly. Given the great number of
papers involved, that has not seemed
practical. I read one-third of the papers each
submission, or three papers by each student
during the semester.

The course is designed:
(1) to increase writing skills, especially

in developing problem-solving papers. The
problems treated are all, as one would
expect, philosophical problems. In the
course of the semester, nine such problems
are treated.

(2) to expand the student’s knowledge
of the history, major figures, and concepts of
philosophy. The Dictionary plays a major
role in this aspect of the course.

 (3) to engage the student in working out
his or her own position on the nine
problems, i.e., to engage the student in a
program of increasing self-knowledge. To
this end we take Socrates as our mentor; and
the basic texts of the course, along with the
Dictionary, are The Trial and Death of
Socrates: Four Dialogues (Dover, thrift
edition), and the Hackett edition of Plato’s
Republic (every book of which is treated in
one problem or another).

We aim at the three objectives through a
mix of “information bursts” (videos or other
activities designed to move the student at
once into the heart of the problem); reading
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assignments; full class discussions; small
group discussions; background lectures,
calling attention to and expanding upon,
relevant alternatives treated in the
Dictionary; and at the end of each cycle, on
Presentation Day, having the students
present their papers to the class, or a
subgroup of the class, and defend them. In
these activities the students exercise their
capacities to read, write, think, talk, and
listen—the five skills necessary in becoming
an educated person.

III. The nine problems of the course are:

(1) The Significance of Socrates’ Life
and Teachings

(2) The Nature and Extent of One’s
Personal Freedom

(3) One’s Value Profile and Its
Underlying Theory

(4) The Nature of the Self
(5) One’s Relation to Truth, and One’s

Theory of Truth
(6) One’s View of the Nature and

Function of Beauty
(7) One’s Way of Distinguishing

between Right and Wrong, and Its
Underlying Theory

(8) The Principles Making up One’s
Social Philosophy, and Their
Defense

(9) God and Immortality—Both
Affirmation and Denial Producing a
Contrast in How One Relates to the
Universe

As elsewhere, the university has its own
Web site. Phil. 110E has its own page on the
Web site. The Dictionary and the Web page
interrelate in supporting the teaching of the
course. In the next two sections we ask how
this occurs.

IV. Dictionary Sources
How do the resources of the Dictionary
support work on the nine problems? Each of
the problems can be researched by reference
to extensive relevant material in the
Dictionary, much of it gathered into the
single entry named by the problem. Each
numbered paragraph of the entry leads to
cross-references radiating throughout the
volume. The breakdown of the dictionary
materials regarding each of the nine
problems in turn is as follows:

Q1. Socrates: Socrates, Plato, and
Aristotle entries; Greek Philosophy;
Philosophy (q.v. D31) (This is to be read:
“See point 31 in the Philosophy entry of

the Dictionary.” This convention will
be followed consistently.); Sophists.
Q2. Freedom: The entire Freedom
entry. Thirty-one entry listings on
philosophers who have held each of the
four definitions of freedom with
references ( q.v.’s) to their own entries
in the Dictionary, and the relevant
numbered paragraphs of those entries.
Such entry listings provide a summary
of the important ideas in the Dictionary
on the given topic (four definitions);
Free Will (five entry listings);
Determinism (sixteen entry listings).
Q3. Value: Value (eight entry listings);
Final Value (eighteen entry listings);
Value Theory (eleven entry listings).
Q4. Self: Self (ten entry listings);
Person (fifteen entry listings); Soul
(seventeen entry listings).
Q5. Truth: Truth (thirty-eight entry
listings, five definitions); Epistemology
(ten entry listings); Knowledge (sixteen
entry listings); Skepticism (thirty entry
listings); Wisdom (seventeen entry
listings).
Q6. Beauty: Aesthetics (thirty-seven
entry listings); Art (eight entry listings);
Poetry (three q.v. references).
Q7. Right and Wrong: Right (six entry
listings); Good (twelve entry listings);
Ethics (forty-four entry listings); Evil
(sixteen entry listings); Utilitarianism
(thirteen entry listings); Axiology (four
entry listings).
Q8. Social Philosophy: Social Contract
Theory (fourteen entry listings);
Natural Rights (six entry listings);
Natural Law (twelve entry listings);
Sovereignty (six entry listings); and
entry listings for Hobbes, Locke, Marx,
Plato, Rousseau, Jefferson, T. Paine,
Rawls, and Nozick.
Q9. God and Immortality: God
(seventy-five entry listings, divided
among nature of God, arguments for
God, and God as a projection of human
awareness); Religion (twenty-seven
entry listings, plus entries on basic
faiths of the world); Immortality
(eleven entry listings); Reincarnation,
and Metempsychosis (numerous q.v.
references); Faith (sixteen entry
listings); Myth (fifteen entry listings);
Reason (fifteen entry listings).

V. Web Page
How does the Phil. 110E Web page support
work on the nine problems? The course

Web page, which can be called up either
through the student’s internet connection
or through any on-campus computer,
contains four kinds of resources supporting
the course:

(1) All of the Dictionary entries listed
above are on the Web at the site of the
treatment of each problem. This material
can be called up on the bottom half of the
screen, and scrolled through, as the student
works on his/her problem. (The further
cross-references must be looked up in the
Dictionary.) Use of the material on the Web
page is an inducement to follow out cross-
references in the Dictionary .

(2) The Web page also contains generic
forms for contrasting logical approaches to
the nine problems. We call these forms
Elementary Argument, Problematic
Method, Logistic, Critical Analysis, and
Dialogic Method. Each form can be called up
on an individual computer, and worked
through step by step from initial question to
conclusion. These generic forms are
explored in relation to the first paper, on
Socrates. Experimentation is in order, since
one or another form may work better
depending on circumstances.

(3) A sample outline is also present on
each problem, stored at the site of that
problem. This is the outline we work
through in class. We encourage the students
to experiment with different approaches,
while also insisting that their outlines be
comparable to, and contain the basic
features of, the sample outline. Most
students naturally use the sample outline
which has been worked through in class.
These outlines usually combine Problematic
and Logistic methods (cf. the summary
Freedom outline at VIII below). For the
former method q.v. Dewey (D2) (to be read,
“In Dictionary refer to Dewey [2]”;
convention used throughout); for the latter,
q.v. Descartes (D10). These outlines can also
be called up on the computer screen, and
worked through in connection with the
stored Dictionary material.

(4) Finally, the Phil 110E Web page
contains what we call a Grammatology. The
submitted student papers are read for
grammar as well as logic. The presence of
the Grammatology allows us to say of
grammatical mistakes, “Cf. Grammatology
(1), (2),”  or whatever. Examples of areas
covered: number shifts, and failure to use
the subjunctive. In the Grammatology,
instances are given of these mistakes and
how to avoid them.
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To accomplish the work, class periods
must cycle from Information Burst to
Presentation Day nine times. Although we
consider six class periods the normal cycle,
the shortness of our university semester
requires some curtailment and overlapping
of assignments, e.g., some work during
vacations, and submission of papers in sets.
For purposes of illustration, however, we
shall use the six-period cycle in discussing
the first problem, on Socrates.
VI. The significance of Socrates’ life and
teachings. The six periods are used in the
following manner:

(1 and 2) First two periods. Information
burst: Maxwell Anderson, “Barefoot in
Athens,” a 90-minute film dealing with the
last days of Socrates. Experience has taught
us that students tend to zone out during
video presentations. For that reason any
video we use is accompanied by a handout,
suggesting what the students should be
looking for, and containing questions to
answer as they listen. With this preparation,
they have something to say in the post-video
discussion. In the case of the Socrates film,
the handout contains other details, the
spelling of relevant names
(“Peloponnesian,” “Xanthippe”), since they
will be using them in their papers, and the
charges brought against Socrates. We also
ask them to try to decide the basic question
whose answer, in their view, will illuminate
these events. In the second half of the
second period we begin the discussion of
these questions, and their relation to the life
and thought of Socrates. By then they will
have begun to read the Four Dialogues, and
have two somewhat different accounts of
Socrates to reconcile. We also ask them to
prepare for the third period a diagrammatic
scheme of their question, its answer, and
reasons supporting the answer, following
the generic outline of Elementary
Argument:

Question
Answer

/  |  \
R1 R2 R3

(3) Third period. The period begins with
small group discussions of this material,
with the instructor and TA rotating among
the groups. It becomes clear that
Elementary Argument is inadequate for
many of the questions they are considering.
One reason is that many questions have
another side. Was the court justified in
convicting Socrates? There are two sides,
“yes” and “no,” while Elementary

Argument treats just one side. To handle
what they wish to do, they must consider
two answers to the question, and two
clusters of reasons. So we double the
triangle under the above question, and add
two further steps: one in which the
strengths of the two clusters of reasons are
evaluated, and a second in which the
conclusion is stated. The argument now
contains five steps instead of three, and
Elementary Argument has turned into
Problematic Method.

Question
Answer 1  Answer 2

/  |  \             /  |  \
R1 R2 R3     R1 R2 R3
Evaluation  Evaluation

Conclusion
We also explore the other forms when

someone has an approach which seems to
demand them. The students are now
assigned the task of putting their outlines
into the form their question and perspective
require.

(4) Fourth period. On the fourth day
material from the early Dialogues, especially
the Apology, and the Dictionary, is added to
the mix. Since Day six is Presentation Day,
when the first papers are presented and
defended (they are also allowed to work
from their outlines), volunteer group leaders
must be chosen. In a class of twenty-five, at
least four leaders are needed. The leaders
are to work out the order of presentation,
see that everyone contributes to the
discussion, see that the important points of
the papers are considered, and that each
presenter gets a fair share of the time.
Initially facing a shortage of volunteers for
discussion leaders, we offered a third of a
grade point bonus to be added to the
leader’s paper, once graded, and a forest of
hands went up. The leaders are chosen at
the end of the fourth period.

(5) Fifth period. To prove their merit,
the leaders give their papers before the
whole class during this period, and defend
them. The instructor or TA serves as
moderator, providing an example of what
we wish to take place in the smaller groups.
This gives us an opportunity to emphasize
the discussion rule that everyone is to take
part in the discussion, and that learning how
to ask questions is as important as learning
how to answer them. More importantly, this
session provides class members a final
opportunity for discussing the problem, and
thus getting it clearer, prior to their own
turns at presentation.

(6) Sixth period. Presentation Day. As
long as I have been using this approach, on
the floor of whatever building of the
campus, there have been extra rooms on the
floor during presentation days. I don’t have
an explanation of this, but am glad for it.
The class is divided into its component
groups. The leaders take them to the
adjoining rooms and begin the sessions. The
TA and instructor are free to circulate
among the groups. As at the APA, there are
some papers, and some presenters, one
especially wishes to hear.

VII.  Generalizing on the cycle.
(1) For different problems we have various
Information Bursts. (a.) For the Value
problem, it is a set of value cards printed out
from the value site of the Web page. There
the students find a list of value terms which
past classes have agreed upon as a fair
representation of their values. The students
print these out, picking a large type, then
separating them to produce a deck of value
cards. The first step of the value problem is
to augment, rank, discuss, and assess these
values, eventually producing their own
value profiles; alternately, M. Adler’s videos
on happiness (Aristotle) and peace of mind
(Epictetus and Aurelius) with handouts. (b.)
For the Beauty paper, a video (course
generated with a small grant) containing
putative instances of beauty from the fine
arts, nature, sports, and ordinary life. The
handout asks for their evaluation of these
instances. (c.) For the problem of Right and
Wrong, a set of ethics cards (eleven ethical
cases) for group discussion; alternately, a
video of Sandmell’s student Harvard class on
Ethics in fervent large-class discussion. (d.)
Sets of concept cards for Social Philosophy,
and God and Immortality (concept on face,
identification of philosopher and Dictionary
entry on back); alternately, for God and
Immortality, program six of Stephen
Hawking’s Universe set of videos.

(2) The class philosophizes; ergo, its
members are philosophers. The figures in
the Dictionary are “other philosophers.” We
hope to show them that the other
philosophers have interesting suggestions
on the nine problems, some of which merit
their consideration. They will cite
classmates in their papers as freely as they
cite the other philosophers. We consider the
Dictionary a reservoir of source material.
The only pressure we put on the students to
read it is by way of the final question on
each sample outline: “To which
philosophers is your position most similar;
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to which most dissimilar?” (cf. VIII, below).
When the instructor conducts his lecture/
discussion on a given problem, his concern is
how the student might proceed. Reference to
IX (2–3) below exemplifies the manner in
which material on philosophers with
contrasting positions will be drawn from the
Dictionary entries and elaborated, often
switching during the course of the discussion
to other figures and concepts more
responsive to the interests of the student. In
any case, the outlines have an open texture.
There is no officially approved outcome. The
outlines are sets of variables which become
propositional only through student decision.
The final papers are to be the embodiment of
the student’s thought, assisted by Web page,
instructor, and Dictionary .

(3) In order to avoid the meaningless
padding of papers to reach a prescribed
length, our answer to the question of length
is that of Abraham Lincoln’s story of someone
asking how long a man’s legs should be. The
answer was: “Long enough to reach the
ground.” We aren’t concerned with a paper’s
length, but with having each step done
clearly and convincingly from initial question
to final answer. In fact, the initial papers
average around three typed pages; by
semester’s end, they’ve doubled in length.

(4) There is some degree of comfort in
having a specified playing field, the
Dictionary serving as a miniature library for
the students who search through it to find
what they need in developing their papers.
Utilizing its epitomized knowledge, they
practice logical thinking and mini-research.
Having a common outline and common
sources, we are virtually free from the
submitted paper without credentials, and the
subtle plagiarism of unacknowledged
paraphrase.

VIII. Summary Outline of Freedom Problem
Following is the sample outline on the Web
page of the second problem. There are
comparable outlines for the other eight
problems. As the course goes on, they adapt
the outlines more freely to their needs.

(1) Question: What freedom have I to
control my life?

(2) Definitions of freedom
(a) The capacity in a moment of
decision to take any one of two or
more alternatives
(b) Doing what one wants to do
(c) Acting in terms of internal, rather
than external, factors
(d) Doing what one ought to do

(3) Discussion of the definitions,
concluding with a workable
definition.

(4) In terms of this workable
definition, what freedom have I to
control my life?

(5) There are three possible solutions
(a) A great deal of freedom
(b) A limited amount of freedom
(c) No freedom at all

(6) Evaluation of the three
possibilities, giving my reasons for
choosing one of them

(7) To which philosophers is my
position most similar; to which
most dissimilar?

IX. Comments on the Summary Outline
(1) The above problem uses two cycles of
the problematic method, steps 1–3 moving
through four possible definitions to a
workable definition; steps 4–6 posing the
question anew but in terms of the workable
definition; this time the alternatives
concern degrees of freedom.

(2) To provide some content
concerning the lecture/discussion for this
problem, we shall briefly indicate how step
2, Definitions of Freedom, would be
handled. (a) For the first definition, while
calling attention to the many philosophers
who hold the definition (q.v. Freedom A),
we concentrate on the difficulty to which
James called attention, concerning his
choice of a path home, in his lecture on
“The Dilemma of Determinism.” We add to
this the choice students in the class have
just made in choosing SUNY—Albany over
other schools. When a student’s criteria for
choosing and circumstances are set down,
the alternatives reduce to one; if more than
one remains, the student has no clue why
s/he is here rather than elsewhere. That
would seem to be chance, not freedom. In
canvassing the students, it becomes clear
that they, no more than James, can show
that they could have done otherwise. (b)
We then consider the second definition,
selecting Hume for our example, while
calling attention to other versions of the
view (q.v. Freedom B). Hume contrasts
freedom (he uses the term “liberty”) with
constraint, and holds that both are
consistent with necessity. In this view,
since we clearly sometimes do what we
want to do, even if it is necessitated, we are
sometimes free. (c) For the third definition
we take Nietzsche’s view in Ecce Homo,
which in effect posits an inner self whose

actualization would constitute one’s
authenticity. It does seem that we can point
to potentialities which, actualized, would
constitute an inner-directed self. (d) For the
fourth definition we attend to St.
Augustine’s view of God as the freest of
beings since God always does what ought to
be done (also, Saints Thomas Aquinas and
Anselm). While initially rejected by the
class, it turns out that in thinking of the first
definition, their goal in choosing their
criteria and sorting through the alternatives
was the best choice for themselves. And if
doing what one ought to do is doing what is
best for one, they were really using the
fourth definition. This is reminiscent of
Dewey (q.v. D7), defining freedom as the
ability to make intelligent choices.

(3) Continuing to the third step, we ask
if there are qualities in several of these
definitions which can be combined (many
think so); or if the first definition can be
saved by indirect argument (e.g., that
morality, truth, and creativity require the
ability to do otherwise)? Some think so.
Through these steps they move to a
workable definition for themselves, re-ask
the question, and continue to the end of the
outline.

(4) The seventh step introduces a
whisper of logistic, since its presence
indicates that the basic question has been
subdivided: How free are you, and how does
your view relate to the views of other
philosophers?

According to the evaluation forms, half
of the students believe their ability to
formulate and write problem-solving papers
improved during the semester. A quarter of
them think their improvement was
dramatic. I personally feel the figures are
higher than that. The others just don’t yet
realize it.

An Introductory
Exercise in
Articulating Values
Jason Kawall
Brown University

In what follows I present a simple discussion
exercise intended for introductory
philosophy courses dealing with values.
Essentially, the exercise involves having the
students rank a number of valuable objects
and then articulating (in discussion) the
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basis for their rankings. This allows the
students to see the broad range of values
they hold, and those held by others. In the
body of this note I present an example of the
exercise applied to environmental ethics. In
the final section I briefly explain how the
exercise can be modified for use in other
areas of value inquiry.

The Exercise
I would suggest giving students a handout
with the following outline at the end of a
class session, thus giving them time to fully
consider their responses before discussing
them at the next session.

Outline
Imagine that there is a large ship that is
rapidly sinking at sea. There is an island
with a small human city and a great deal of
forest which can be reached by lifeboat.
However, there is just one lifeboat left, and
you must decide on which order you would
place the following creatures on the lifeboat:

1) An intelligent, healthy, morally
virtuous human

2) An intelligent, healthy, morally evil
human

3) A healthy moose (there is an
indigenous moose population on
the island)

4) A collie with a permanently lame leg
5) A severely mentally disabled

human
6) Ten chickens
7) A breeding pair of an endangered

species of bird, once native to the
island

8) A human in a coma who will almost
certainly never come out

9) A breeding pair of common, but
beautiful, indigenous songbirds

10) Two breeding pairs of a
nonindigenous variety of rapidly
breeding wild rabbits (with no
known predators on the island, and
an extensive food supply)

Assume that while on the lifeboat none
of the potentially dangerous creatures will
attack or cause any harm to the other
creatures on the boat, and that all groups of
creatures require an equal amount of space.
Rank the creatures (or groups of creatures)
from 1–10, with #1 being the creature(s)
you would save first, and with #10 being
that creature (or those creatures) which you
would be most willing to sacrifice. Where
possible, try to give a reason for why you
placed a given creature where you did in

your ranking. For example, if you placed the
disabled collie ahead of the healthy moose
(or vice versa), can you explain why you
did so?

Guiding Discussion
A good way to start the discussion session is
by asking if any of the students have all of
the humans before all of the other creatures
on their list. Once you have a few responses,
you can begin to ask the students why they
placed the humans as they did. This can lead
to a discussion of anthropocentrism, the
value of sentience, and so on.

I have found that the following concepts
and concerns (amongst many others) can be
introduced in the discussion by asking about
the relative ranking of the creatures:
1) Criteria which might justify favoring

human interests:
Asking students where they placed the
severely mentally disabled human and the
human in a coma can lead to a discussion of
these issues. Introducing rationality as a
possible criterion can also lead to a
discussion of Kantian ethics.
2) The Value of Sentience:
Ask students to compare where they placed
the moose or collie relative to the human in
a coma, or the birds. Did the animals’ ability
to experience pain and pleasure play a role
in the ranking?
3) Anthropocentrism:
If students place the chickens or the collie
high on their lists, is it because of their value
to humans?
4) Utilitarianism:
Where did the students place the ten
chickens on their list? Is the happiness of
ten chickens as important as the happiness
of a single human or dog?
5) Dangers to Ecosystems / Holism:
Where did they place the nonindigenous
wild rabbits in their lists? Did they think of
the possibility that introducing a species like
this could cause a great deal of destruction
to the established ecosystems (communities
of plants and animals interacting with one
another, and with the nonliving
environment) on the island?
6) The Value of Endangered Species:
Did the students place the breeding pair of
endangered birds ahead of the chickens or
the common songbirds? If so, why? After all,
there are ten chicken lives at stake, and only
two of the endangered birds.

Goals of the Exercise
There are three main goals to this exercise.
First, as I hope to have shown in the
previous subsection, it serves as an
excellent introduction to a number of
essential concepts in environmental ethics.
Students seem to enjoy the exercise a great
deal—partly because of the mild absurdity
involved (“Why is there a moose on this
ship?”) and partly because it allows for them
to work out and express their own
intuitions.

Second, the exercise allows students to
see that they do already have intuitions
concerning the issues raised in the previous
section, and that there are principles at
work in their rankings (even if they cannot
see this as they make up their lists). Students
often have difficulty in giving reasons for
their rankings prior to the discussion
session, but afterwards they come to see the
unarticulated concerns which guided them.

In answering such questions as “Why
did you rank creature A ahead of creature
B?” students are led to articulate why they
consider one creature to be more valuable
than another. Students thus begin to
explore the values which underlie their
initial preferences. Individual students will
see that such properties as sentience,
rationality, and rarity are valued by
classmates, even if they themselves had not
considered such possibilities. As they are
introduced to these other possible values,
students may come to question their initial
lifeboat preferences as they recognize the
intuitions which these values reflect, and
through basic arguments or thought
experiments which arise during discussion.
They may come to question whether some
putatively valuable properties, such as
(mere) rarity are, in fact, valuable—does a
rare disease become valuable simply by
being rare? Still, the exercise is not focused
on ranking these underlying values—the
course as a whole will presumably involve
much critical examination of the articulated
values.

Third, the exercise, if used towards the
beginning of a course, can serve as a
reference point for later, more complete
discussion. The lifeboat scenario is quite
vivid, and students tend to remember the
issues raised in discussion. Thus, for
example, an instructor can introduce the
topic of endangered species by referring
back to the exercise and the ranking of the
endangered birds relative to the chickens or
beautiful songbirds.
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Extending the Exercise
The basic structure of the exercise consists in
forcing students to rank a number of objects
(actions, creatures, etc.), each of which seems
to have some value. In forcing the students to
rank the objects, their attention is drawn to
the different values involved, though perhaps
in an inarticulate fashion. In discussion the
students are then led to see explicitly the
values guiding their rankings. Given this
structure, the exercise can be adapted to
other subject areas which involve (prima
facie) a plurality of values. For example:

Human Well-Being/Value Theory: Students
must decide on the order in which a person
should prefer to have the following things:

1. Wealth
2. Friendship
3. Knowledge/the Truth
4. Happiness
5. To live on a world in which

everyone is happy except the person
herself

Clearly, discussion of the students’ lists
can introduce distinctions between kinds of
intrinsic value and instrumental value;
hedonism; the objectivity of values; and the
importance of rationally-informed values.

Thus, the underlying structure of the
exercise allows for modifications which make
it relevant to any subject involving norms or
values. It can spark students’ intuitions, create
discussion, and serve as an introduction to
key concepts in most any course.

Note

I would like to thank the review committee of this
Newsletter for many helpful suggestions, and all of
the students in my environmental ethics classes who
have served as experimental test subjects for this
exercise.

Coping with
the Consumer
Mentality When
Teaching
Introductory
Philosophy
Andrew Kelley
Bradley University

More and more, I find that the manner in
which students evaluate their courses and
their education in general is drawn from

their experience as consumers. Thus, in
teaching introductory philosophy courses,
the factor that has given rise to the most
problems for me is being able to deal with
this consumer mentality of students. By
“consumer mentality,” I mean the attitude
whereby students view their classes and
their education solely in terms of a product
that they are purchasing or a service that
they are being rendered. In the past few
years I have had the opportunity to teach at
institutions ranging from large state
universities, to community colleges and
small liberal arts schools, and I have seen
that this mentality appears in all of these
settings. In this short piece, I would like to
provide some strategies that have aided me
in coping with this mentality in
introductory-type philosophy courses.

What the consumer mentality
reinforces in many of our students is the
idea that a good product is one that has
immediate and tangible results. Because of
this expectation, the standard for a good
course or a worthwhile discipline is one
that involves the quick and easy
conveyance of a product. Thus, in
education the product is understood to be
not only information, but information that
has direct relevance to a chosen career
path. However, philosophy, by its very
nature, tends to be antithetical to many of
the ideals that are reinforced by this
consumer mentality—perhaps more so
than any other discipline. Because
philosophy courses tend to focus on the
process of asking questions and the process
of arriving at answers as much as they do
on the answers themselves, beginning
students often have difficulty in seeing the
value of what they are experiencing.
Philosophical questions are difficult to
“resolve,” let alone address, within the
confines of an hour, a week, or even a
semester. Finally, although there is a
growing literature on such topics as the
environment, biomedical ethics, business
ethics, etc., philosophy has never been
directed toward the preparation for any
specific profession.

The consumer mentality is too
pervasive for any professor to overcome it
completely in one course. However, below
I give some strategies for coping with this
mentality that I have used with some
measure of success in my introductory
philosophy classes.
1. Begin the semester with a unit on the

value and purpose of education.

More and more, students view their time at
college or university solely as vocational
training. Many students have never been
asked to think seriously about what
education is or should be. Hence, if they do
not see a direct connection between the
course in which they are enrolled and their
chosen career path, they may view the course
as a waste of time. I have found that if I begin
an introductory philosophy course with a
unit on liberal education as contrasted with
vocational training, some students become
more accepting of philosophy and the goals
of a philosophy course.
2. Show students that much can be learned

from issues that are difficult to resolve.
Because the consumer mentality of many of
our students conditions them to see value in
terms of tangibility and immediacy, and
because philosophical issues do not admit of
easy and/or determinate answers,
philosophy seems to them unworthy of
attention. Students must be shown that it is
not the expectation of coming to a
resolution of a philosophical issue that
makes that issue important, but rather that
in thinking through an issue, we learn an
immense amount about our current values,
principles, and beliefs, and perhaps also
about the values, principles, and beliefs that
it is worthwhile having. We must show
students that even if we cannot come to a
final conclusion on some philosophical
issue, the process of analyzing the issue can
teach them much about themselves and
where they stand.
3. Focus the course around one major

theme that will be important to the
students, then bring other major
philosophical issues in “through the
back door.”

I used to teach introductory philosophy
courses by spending several weeks each on
certain major, although loosely related,
topics such as “free will,” “the existence of
God,” “deontological ethics versus
consequentialist ethics,” etc. I gradually
found that students became frustrated with
the course because they had difficulty
seeing the relevance of the individual topics
to issues that were important for their lives.
One can, for example, make forgiveness the
topic of the course. In the course of
discussing forgiveness, one can bring in
more traditional philosophical topics, such
as personal identity. When we forgive a
person for a transgression, we need to know
what characteristics make the person we
forgive the same person as the one who
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committed the transgression. The topic of
free will may also be addressed insofar as
forgiveness might be a moot point if there is
no free will. Furthermore, the nature of
forgiveness as either a duty or as something
that simply has good consequences
necessitates a discussion of deontological
and consequentialist ethics. Finally,
epistemological issues could be raised
insofar as it may be important to be able to
know when one has forgiven or what
justifies one in believing that one has truly
forgiven or been forgiven.

It would seem to me that a professor
could set up similar courses focused on
topics such as the good life, the value of a
career, libertarianism versus state
paternalism, etc.
4. Make students realize that they are

“getting somewhere.”
Oftentimes students become frustrated
because it is not always easy in a philosophy
course to see that one is making progress.
However, there is an effective way in which
students can be helped to realize that they
are indeed “getting somewhere.” At the
very beginning of the semester, the
professor can either ask students to write a
short essay about their initial opinions on
the topic that is the focus of the course, or
have the students fill out a questionnaire
about attitudes, ideas, and views relating to
philosophical issues that they will
encounter over the course of the semester.
At midsemester, the instructor can then
have students write an essay on the same
topic, or fill out the same questionnaire
without allowing the students to look over
their submissions from the first day of the
semester. Finally, at the end of the semester,
the instructor can ask her students to read
the first two essays or questionnaires and
then to write an evaluation of how their
views and values on the topic(s) have
evolved during the semester. Both exercises
force the students to become aware of the
very evolution that they are going through
by forcing them to take note of how they
have changed their thinking about the
subject(s), and the reasons that have led to
those changes.
5. Make discussions task-oriented.
 I have always considered student discussion
to be an important part of a philosophy
class. Unfortunately, students can become
frustrated with class discussions for several
reasons. First, some students believe that
they can only gain something when it comes
from the professor’s mouth. As a result,

discussions in which the students or the
readings determine the direction of the
discussion or the flow of the session, then
she can build this in to the process by telling
students that sometimes she will allow
discussions to follow their own direction.
7. Make all expectations for assignments

explicit so that there can be no room for
confusion about what is being
demanded of the students.

An “Introduction to Philosophy” class will
usually be the first time that students have
been asked to write and think
philosophically. They can become frustrated
because many times they have no idea
where to begin in constructing a good
philosophy essay or paper. Thus, prepare
students for the type of thinking and work
that you expect from them by providing
them with a sample of what would you
would consider to be a good response to an
essay question. Better yet, spend class time
literally constructing a model response for
an exam essay or a model outline for a
paper; take them step by step through the
thinking, editing, and revising processes.
Even for students who have had a significant
background in writing, such an exercise can
serve as a good review.
8. Teach material that you like instead of

material that you feel you must cover.
Because a large number of the students in
our introductory courses will never
continue on with philosophy, it is not as
crucial for them to acquire “the canon” as it
may be for philosophy majors and minors. A
large part of how the students view the
course and how they will wind up viewing
philosophy in general will depend on how
the material is presented. The instructor’s
enthusiasm is of crucial importance. Thus, it
is important that the instructor teach what
he likes. If the instructor is not excited about
the material or the way the course is set up,
he will not be able to convey enthusiasm
about philosophy to his students.

Book Reviews

Rocco J. Gennaro. Mind and Brain: A
Dialogue on the Mind-Body Problem.
Hackett Publishing Co., 1996. 75 pp.

$5.95 paper, $24.95 cloth.

Reviewed by Jerry Kapus, University of
Wisconsin–Stout

In structuring a course in introduction to
philosophy, we typically start out with

such students often view segments of class
devoted to discussion as a waste of time
because they see it merely as an opportunity
for outspoken classmates to voice their own
“irrelevant” views. Second, small group
discussion sometimes degenerate into “bull”
sessions. Third, since the professor may not
be present for the whole discussion of any
one group, students believe that they will
not be held responsible for what they
discussed, and hence, may view the
discussion as pointless. There are several
ways of helping students to see that time
granted to student discussion is important.
First, the groups—whether large or small—
should always be given a specific task to
complete and in a short amount of time.
With a specific task and only several
minutes for discussion, the amount of idle
chatter will be reduced to a minimum.
Second, if possible, hand out the tasks the
period before they are required and make
the tasks involve picking out material from
the reading. Third, make it clear to students
that, because they all have participated in
the discussions, any one of them may be
called upon to present findings of the group.
Indicate to them that they will be held
responsible for knowing the material
addressed in these discussions on exams and
in papers. Finally, regularly make the
discussion assignments focus on reviewing
the material that the professor has
presented during the class. This will serve to
reinforce the ideas that the professor has
raised in the class and will appease those
students who think that they are only
getting their money’s worth when they are
hearing the professor speak.
6. Write out objectives for each class

period, express these objectives to the
students, and then reiterate them at the
end of the class period.

Although much can be gained from allowing
the material and the class discussion to
determine the flow and direction of the
course, it can often be difficult for many
students to see what they are getting from
the course as a whole or each individual
session, when they do not see an apparent
structure. Hence, inform students of
objectives at the beginning of each class
period, and then reiterate them at the end of
the hour. Such a practice shows the students
that the professor is, in fact, taking them in a
particular direction and that, by the end of
the hour, they have arrived at the goal they
were aiming for. If a professor wants to
allow for the possibility of days or
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several basic considerations: whether the
course should take a historical or problem-
centered approach and whether the readings
should emphasize primary or secondary
sources. Each combination of these
considerations has its advantages and
disadvantages. For the last several years, I
have structured my course in introduction to
philosophy around a problem-centered
approach using secondary sources.
Gennaro’s Mind and Brain—part of the
Hackett Dialogue Series—fits very well into
this type of course structure. Mind and Brain
provides beginning philosophy students with
an accessible and engaging introduction to
the major historical and contemporary
debates centered on the mind-body problem.
Gennaro begins with a brief introduction
that explains the overall aims of the book and
summarizes its contents. Similar to other
books in the Dialogue Series, the format of
the book is a conversation that is divided into
three parts, each part taking place on one of
three consecutive nights. After the dialogue,
Gennaro has a concluding section with study
questions organized around each night’s
conversation. This is followed by a short
bibliography of primary sources, notes, and
an index of key terms.

As an aid to the reader, key terms and the
names of arguments are highlighted in bold
in the body of each night’s conversation, and
the first letter of the name of each of the
characters identifies his or her overall
philosophical position, e.g, Mary is the
materialist.

The first night’s dialogue covers the
arguments for materialism and dualism. The
conversation begins with a brief discussion of
immortality that Gennaro uses to engender
interest in the debate concerning the
relationship between the mind and the brain.
The conversation then moves on to focus on
the reasons for accepting materialism: our
evolutionary relationship to other animals,
the fact that materialism provides us with a
testable theory for explaining how the mind
functions, and considerations of ontological
parsimony. Gennaro provides a very good
explanation of the reasons for accepting
materialism, but this brief section could have
been strengthened and made more
interesting for students through reference to
specific examples from neuroscience, e.g.,
how brain chemistry is related to mental
illnesses or how different regions of the brain
perform different cognitive functions.

Most of the first night’s dialogue is spent
on an excellent discussion of Descartes’
divisibility argument and on contemporary

analyses of the argument from
introspection. Descartes argues that we can
divide the body into parts, but we cannot
conceive of dividing the mind into parts.
Therefore, the mind and body are distinct
substances. In the response to this
argument, Gennaro enables students to see
that it is possible to conceive of the mind
having parts in terms of mental states such
as believing and desiring. Thus, the second
premise of the divisibility argument is false.
The argument from introspection takes a
different approach to supporting dualism. It
rests on the claim that we can know our
mental states through introspection, but
we cannot know our brain states in this
way. This difference is taken to show that
the mind and brain are distinct. Gennaro
points out that the weakness in this
argument comes from its reliance on
intensional contexts. In these contexts,
substitution of coreferring terms can fail to
preserve the truth-value of a statement. For
example, we can easily imagine a situation
where it is true that a person knows that a
glass contains water, but it is false that the
person knows that the glass contains H2O.
However, it does not follow from this that
water and H2O are distinct substances.
Similarly, the introspection argument does
not show that the mind and brain are
distinct substances. Gennaro’s lucid
analysis of Descartes’ arguments and his
clear explanation of intensional contexts
provide students with excellent examples
of how philosophical analysis can lead to a
deeper understanding of difficult issues.

The second night’s conversation
examines the problems involved in
providing an in-depth explanation of
dualism and materialism. The conversation
explores the problems involved in
interactionism, e.g., that it appears to
violate the principle of the conservation of
energy, and epiphenomenalism, e.g., that it
does not provide an adequate explanation
of why certain mental and physical events
are correlated. The conversation then
continues to consider type-type and token-
token identity theory. The second night
concludes with a discussion of the problem
that materialism faces in trying to make
sense of consciousness from the first
person point of view. The problem for
materialism is that a person could know all
of the neurophysiological facts associated
with a given mental event without
knowing what it is like to experience that
mental event. For example, a person who
has been blind from birth could learn all of

the neurophysiological facts about
perceiving the color red, and yet not know
what it is like from the first-person
perspective to experience the color red.
Thus, materialism is inadequate as an
explanation of a subject’s experience of
consciousness. In the analysis of this
argument, Gennaro points out its similarity
to the argument from introspection. Both
arguments rely on differences between
what we can and cannot know about the
mind and the brain. However, given the
intensional contexts created by knowledge
claims, these epistemological differences do
not show that the metaphysical claim of
materialism is false.

The second night’s conversation has
many well-chosen examples and provides a
balanced exposition of the debate.
Gennaro’s clear exposition in the dialogue
format allows students not only to
appreciate how the dialectic is an integral
part of the process involved in developing
the philosophical positions of dualism and
materialism, but also to appreciate how this
process is a natural part of the conversation
typically entered into in our pursuit of
solutions to any philosophical problem.

Night three shifts the primarily
metaphysical focus of the first two nights
towards epistemological questions.
Specifically, the last night of the dialogue
discusses the problem of other minds and
the problem of knowing the specific
phenomenal character of a particular state of
another mind. Four considerations are
proposed as relevant for judging the
presence of other minds: brain structure,
nonverbal behavior, linguistic ability, and
evidence of creativity. The wisdom of
appealing to these considerations is
explored by looking at various cases that
pose difficulties for their application, viz.,
the cases of apes, bees, and machines. The
dialogue concludes with a brief discussion of
the inverted spectrum problem, i.e., the
problem that two people could behave in
similar ways in similar circumstances and
yet have different color experiences
associated with their behavior.

As in the conversations of the first two
nights, here, too, Gennaro provides an
accessible and engaging overview of the
major arguments. The issues raised in the
third night’s conversation will probably be
of greatest interest to students. It might
therefore have been wise for Gennaro to
have expanded on his explanations in this
section, and to have brought out more
prominently the connections between the
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issues covered in night three and those of
the previous nights. Gennaro does briefly
discuss the idea that a materialist could
decide whether another creature has a mind
by determining if it has a brain structure
similar to our own. Still, the issue of how
materialism and dualism might allow us to
respond to the questions raised in night
three should have been developed more
fully. (For those instructors who want to
focus primarily on issues of consciousness as
it pertains to animals, humans, and
machines, it should be noted that Hackett’s
Dialogue Series contains two dialogues
focused entirely on different aspects of these
issues: Can Animals and Machines Be
Persons? by Justin Leiber, and Mind, Man,
and Machine by Paul Sagal.)

Overall, Gennaro provides students
with a clear and inviting introduction to the
mind/body problem. I have used Mind and
Brain successfully in several courses in
introduction to philosophy. Instructors
looking for an accessible secondary source
to use as an introduction to the mind/body
problem should consider beginning with
Mind and Brain.

Lynn Stephens and Gregory Pence.

Seven Dilemmas in World Religions.

New York: Paragon House, 1994. x +
156 pp. $16.95 hardcover.

Reviewed by Berel Dov Lerner,

Western Galilee College, Israel

The traditional division of academic labor
assigns different purposes and methods to
comparative religion than it does to the
philosophy of religion. While courses in
comparative religion offer charitable
descriptions of various religious traditions,
courses in philosophy of religion teach the
critical analysis of generic Western
monotheism, the High Church of the God of
the Philosophers. Stephens and Pence have
tried to combine the two categories by
writing a book which introduces the reader
to the world’s great religions via critical
discussions of conceptual issues peculiar to
particular traditions.

Each chapter of this book briskly
attempts to teach enough about a specific
religious tradition to allow the reader to
appreciate one of its central “dilemmas.”
Some “dilemmas” involve issues which are
genuinely internal to a particular tradition:
the divinity of Jesus in Christianity, God’s
majesty and human impotence in Islam, the
doctrine of reincarnation and the unreality

of the individual in Buddhism, and religion
as the guardian of public morality in
Confucius and his critics. Other “dilemmas”
arise from the meeting of different
traditions: Judaism’s stand on ethnicity and
assimilation is presented as a response to
Hellenism, the chapter on Jesus’ role as
moral teacher discusses the validity of the
Enlightenment interpretation of
Christianity, and the Hindu notion of
Brahmin is considered as an alternative to
the Jewish/Christian/Moslem notion of
God as a person. The reader should gain
from this book a basic acquaintance with the
origins and founders of the major faiths, as
well as a conceptual grounding in several
fundamental issues of religious concern.

Seven Dilemmas is a clearly written and
well-structured book. Undergraduates with
no background in religious studies or
philosophy should be able to get through it
painlessly and without assistance. Perhaps
more importantly, the authors display an
awareness that the questions which they
treat are intrinsically interesting for college
students who may be making up their own
minds about religion. They graciously invite
the reader to “try on” new ways of thinking.
On the other hand, it may be difficult to find
a place for the book in a course on
comparative religions. It is too slight to
serve as a principal text: allowing each
dilemma to be the topic of a single class
room discussion, seven dilemmas just aren’t
enough to finish a semester. So this book
would have to serve as a source of
“additional readings” (with the attendant
danger of its repeating material explained in
greater detail elsewhere). Teachers might
also benefit by modeling their own
presentations of the “dilemmas” on
Stephens and Pence’s lucid expositions.

Religious scholars may feel a bit uneasy
with Seven Dilemmas. Stephens and Pence
are philosophers who specialize in medical
ethics. Although they have a strong sense
for the important differences between the
various faiths, their book does not reveal
them as much more than competent readers
of reference works and other secondary
materials in the area of comparative
religion. A few too many footnotes direct
the curious reader to encyclopedia articles.
They offer precious little in the way of
guidance for those who might want to delve
more deeply into the study of religions.
Furthermore, the book’s natural
preoccupation with conceptual issues may
mislead students to think that all religions
share Christianity’s intense concern with

theological doctrine (rather than with proper
meditative, ritual and ethical practice).

Caveat emptor! Although Stephens and
Pence generally get their facts straight, it
worries me that precisely the chapter
dealing with material which I know best
(Judaism) also strikes me as being by far the
weakest part of the book. The Judaism
chapter is replete with minor, but jarring,
errors such as a reference to King (sic)
Nehemiah and an incorrect definition of
bastardy in Jewish law. More importantly,
Stephens and Pence would have remained
truer to the general tenor of their book if
they had chosen an issue more directly
relevant to the internal dynamics of Jewish
spirituality, such as the relative value of
Torah study vs. religious practice. Instead,
they deal with the strategies adopted by
Jews facing Hellenistic hegemony in the
Second Temple period, which were as much
a matter of realpolitik as of faith. The deeper
aspects of the eternal struggle between
Athens and Jerusalem are left largely
untouched. I have, however, not discovered
similar problems in the other chapters.

The book includes an index and lacks a
bibliography.

Eugene Kelly and Luis E. Navia, eds. The
Fundamental Questions: A Selection of
Readings in Philosophy. Dubuque, IA:
Kendall-Hunt, 2nd ed., 1995).

Reviewed by Haim Marantz, Ben-

Gurion University of the Negev

All teachers who have been charged with
teaching Introduction to Philosophy have to
decide what they are going to require their
students to read, discuss, and write about.
Ideally most teachers would like students to
take away from such a course firsthand
acquaintance with some of philosophy’s
classic literature, some general idea of the
various types of problems that philosophers
deal with, some idea of the history of the
subject, as well as some practice in dealing
with some of these problems both verbally,
and more importantly, in writing. Those
teaching introductory courses in philosophy
are forced to decide what they will use as
texts around which to build their lectures.
There are two principal approaches: a
teacher may decide on a single classic text
such as Plato’s Republic, Descartes’
Meditations, or Berkeley’s Dialogues; or a
teacher may decide to tackle various
philosophical problems, such as “What is
knowledge?” or “Do humans have free
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will?” Those who choose the latter tack must
then choose a text around which to build the
course. There are two types of books they
can choose: a textbook that outlines
problems to be dealt with in clear prose and
at an introductory level, or an anthology in
which selections from different philosophers
address the problems that will make up the
content of the course. The book under
review, The Fundamental Questions: A
Selection of Readings in Philosophy, edited
by Eugene Kelly and Luis E. Navia, is an
example of this last type of textbook;
however, it is different from all the others in
this genre that I am familiar with.

The first thing that distinguishes the
book under review is its first chapter. In this
chapter the authors present to their readers
an explanation of what philosophy is via an
historical outline of its beginnings in Miletus.
The account of Thales’ view in this chapter is
as good as any that I am familiar with in any
general book either on the history of
philosophy or even on the history of Greek
philosophy. While the editors’ treatment of
the views of Anaximander and Anaximines is
not as full as their account of Thales’ view,
readers are told enough to enable them to
understand what these philosophers are
principally remembered for. In this chapter
students will also find information about
some of the philosophical views of
Xenophanes, Pythagoras, Heraclitus,
Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Democritus, and
Zeno.

The second chapter is devoted to
Socrates. The introduction to this chapter is a
seven-page essay on Socrates and his work,
which, in the words of the editors, is
supposed to furnish readers “with an
understanding of the overall direction, the
method, and the goals of Socrates’
philosophical activities” (p. 40). The rest of
the chapter is made up of selections from
Plato: Theaetetus, Book I of The Republic, a
complete version of Apology, and selections
from Phaedo. All the selections, not just in
this chapter but throughout the book, are
accompanied by introductions and are
broken up with commentaries which
highlight certain views and arguments and
connect them to what is to be found
elsewhere in the volume. I should point out
that apart from the Apology, there are two
other complete Platonic dialogues included
in the book, Euthyphro and Crito.

The next chapter in the book is entitled
“Ethical Values and Right Action.” Apart
from containing Euthyphro and selections
from Ruth Benedict’s “Anthropology and the

Abnormal,” Aristotle’s Nichomachean
Ethics, Bentham’s An Introduction to the
Principles of Morals and Legislation,
Kant’s Metaphysics of Morals and G. E.
Moore’s “The Subject-Matter of Ethics,” it
also contains verses 1–10 of chapter 22 of
the Book of Genesis, which tells the story
of the binding of Isaac.

Chapter 4 is entitled “Issues in Political
Philosophy,” and in addition to the full text
of the Crito, it includes selections from
Locke’s Second Treatise of Government,
Thoreau’s Civil Disobedience, Martin
Luther King Jr.’s Letter from a Birmingham
Jail, John Stuart Mill’s Utilitarianism,
Rawls’ A Theory of Justice, and Marcuse’s
One Dimensional Man.

Chapter 5, the longest chapter in the
book, is entitled “The Philosophy of
Religion.” It contains twenty-two
selections. I will not list them all. However,
unlike other introductory texts, it includes
selections from The Book of Job, The
Sermon on the Mount, The Legend of
Buddha Shakyamuni, as well as the
dialogue on the problem of evil from the
chapter titled “Rebellion” in Dostoyevsky’s
The Brothers Karamazov. This chapter also
includes selections to be found in other
textbooks, such as two from Kierkegaard
(one of which includes his discussion of the
binding of Isaac from Fear and Trembling),
The Five Ways of St. Thomas Aquinas, the
versions of the ontological argument of both
St. Anselm and Descartes, and Kant’s
critique of this argument in his Critique of
Pure Reason.

Chapter 6, entitled “The Philosophy of
Human Nature,” contains selections from
The Cyberiad by Stanislaw Lem, The
Selfish Gene by Richard Dawkins, Science
and Human Behavior by B. F. Skinner, The
Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis
by Sigmund Freud, The Myth of Sisyphus
by Albert Camus, and Man’s Place in
Nature by Max Scheler. It ends with C. J.
Ducasse’s essay, “Is Life after Death
Possible?” In their final comments to this
section and of the book itself, the editors
talk about Heidegger’s conception of
philosophy as the attempt to recover the
original meaning of Being. Their final two
sentences are: “The time is coming, says
Heidegger, when we will learn not to
control beings, but to listen for Being Itself,
learn to hear the sound of silence, the
silence out of which beings appear.
Seinlassen! is Heidegger’s word to us,
which in English became the title of a song
by John Lennon and Paul McCartney: ‘Let

It Be’.” If, by working through this book
with the help of a teacher, students will be
brought to a stage in their education where
they will be able to make sense of these two
sentences, than undoubtedly their
intellectual journey will have been one of
enlightenment.

However, even if after working through
the book they are unable to make sense of
these last two sentences, their journey may
still have been worthwhile. The material
included in the book is both varied and
interesting. It includes selections from
nonphilosophers like Stanislaw Lem and
from philosophers like Max Scheler, whose
writings, to the best of my knowledge, have
never been included in introductory
textbooks in philosophy. There is, of course,
room to grumble over some of the
selections. For example, why not include
Mill, who is more readable than Bentham,
on utilitarianism? Why not Rawls’s essay on
“Civil Disobedience,” which also includes a
thumbnail sketch of his general position
rather than the selections from A Theory of
Justice? And why not Marcuse’s essay “A
Critique of Pure Tolerance,” rather than the
turgid selection from One Dimensional
Man? But what makes a course based on this
book worth attending is its being taught by
teachers who will display to their students
how they should read the material in it in a
sympathetic yet critical manner. Simply
listening to a teacher lecturing on the
material contained in the book would be
insufficient to make a course based on this
book worthwhile. Rather, students should
be requested to do in their own way what
their teacher is doing. In this case, studying
philosophy is like learning how to swim—
one can only learn how to do it by doing it.
This means that teachers must require their
students both to talk and to write about the
material they read and are lectured to about.
And what students say and write must be
evaluated by their teachers, who should
point out not only what the students are
doing wrong but, also, what they are doing
right. But this goes for any course based on
any textbook. The main advantage to using
this textbook is to be found in its interesting
first chapter on the beginnings of
philosophy and in the slightly unusual
selections contained in it, as well as in a few
interesting remarks made by the editors in
some of their introductions to the various
chapters and in their commentaries.

The book contains a bibliography where
students can find the names of books
dealing with subjects they might want to
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read more about. I noticed a number of
misprints. I will mention but two: Locke’s
book is entitled A Second Treatise on
Government and not A Second Discourse
on Government. On page 304, which is the
last page of chapter four, readers are directed
to chapter four, but it seems that they
should have been directed to chapter six.

Peter Abelard. Ethical Writings: Ethics
and Dialogues between a Philosopher,
a Jew and a Christian. Translated by
Paul Vincent Spade. With an
introduction by Marilyn McCord
Adams. Indianapolis/Cambridge:
Hackett Publishing Company, 1995.

Reviewed by August Viglione, Instituto
Orientale, Naples, Italy

This book contains a translation of several of
Peter Abelard’s works on ethics, and a
detailed introduction by Marilyn McCord
Adams, who helps to bring the two works
into focus for the modern reader. In the
translator’s introduction, Spade explains the
reason for a new translation of these works.
Although he acknowledges using the
translations of Luscombe and of Payer,
respectively, for the Ethics and the
Dialogue, he maintains that his translation
has brought to perfection the earlier
translations. This certainly would be a
sufficient reason for a new translation of so
important a figure in the world of medieval
philosophy as Peter Abelard. Spade’s
translation and his notes to these
translations certainly help the reader to get a
better view of the complexity, and in some
cases even the modernity, of Abelard.
However there is a shortcoming, or at least
an oversight, on the part of Spade, inasmuch
as he leaves the reader without the Latin
text to consult. The reader cannot be
expected to find the text that Spade used for
his translations nor trust that his
translations are necessarily the most valid.
Also considering the variety of even
fifteenth-century (preprinting) editions of
the Bible, perhaps Spade should have tried
where possible to find the edition of the
Bible which Abelard actually used in his
quotations. This holds for the other works
cited, as well. It might be an insurmountable
task, but given the claims he made for this
translation, Spade should have attempted to
show that he had thoroughly researched the
material that Abelard had in front of him,
and had searched the available editions for
possible variant readings of his text.
Purportedly complete and accurate

translations such as Spade’s run the risk of
being undermined by textual criticisms of
an external kind.

Despite these observations, Marilyn
McCord Adams and Paul Vincent Spade
have made an admirable attempt at
interpreting and translating Peter Abelard’s
Ethics and Dialogue. The authors could
have added, however, a historical note or
two with regard to the historical contexts of
Abelard’s life. His early life coincides with
the preaching and launching of the First
Crusade and his later life coincides with the
launching of the subsequent Crusades. The
late eleventh century and early twelfth
century is a frenetic anti-Infidel period in
Western European history, yet it barely
seems to have affected Abelard. These facts
are cited only to further magnify Abelard’s
significance in medieval history. Moreover,
we are confronted in some of Abelard’s
statements with positions that a modern
theologian would probably hesitate to make
with the same equanimity, and some
historical background would help make
clear the somewhat aberrant nature of
Abelard’s thought. For instance Abelard
clearly draws the distinction between a sin
through action and a sin through fault when
he says that: “Thus those who persecuted
Christ or his followers and believed they
should be persecuted, we say sinned
through action. Nevertheless, they would
have sinned more seriously through fault if
they had spared them contrary to
conscience” (pp. 24–25, 29 [Ethics
(110)(112)(131)]). To make a like statement
at any time other than the present could
have seemed heresy, but to state it in the
early twelfth century was very bold, to say
the least, even if the persecutors of Christ
were not Infidels but presumably Jews.

I would recommend this text for
students of the classics, as well as for
philosophy majors. It is a commendable
effort in the ongoing search for a deeper
understanding of the European Middle
Ages. The good points far outweigh the few
limited shortcomings.

Rita Nolan. Cognitive Practices.
Blackwell Publishers, 1994. 171 pp.

Reviewed by Jonathan Wilcock

Teaching an introductory course in the
philosophy of language is an enduringly
difficult task, owing not only to the
inaccessibility of much of the material but
also to the difficulty for the student in seeing

how many of the topics are related. Some
may find Cognitive Practices helpful for its
broad range of discussions united by a
common thread of argument. In the course
of arguing against a particular conception of
a theory of meaning, Nolan presents
criticisms of Fodor’s language of thought
hypothesis, an interpretation of Wittgenstein,
and discusses the work of Paul Grice and
Nelson Goodman, amongst many others.

Faced with the diversity of views in the
philosophy of language, Nolan amalgamates
certain key features of different positions
into what she calls “The Standard Theory”
as her target for criticism. The main
assumptions of the Standard Theory are (1)
naturalism, (2) that propositional thought is
independent of language, and (3) that the
primary function of language is the
communication of propositional thoughts by
conventional means. On this theory, we are
presented with beliefs about the world in
perception and the problem of learning a
language is that of translating these beliefs
into sentences in the public language.
Although perhaps views such as these are
widely held, the choice of name for her
amalgam is unfortunate as it misleadingly
suggests that the Standard Theory is the
view standardly held in the philosophy of
language, when in fact the view that
thought is independent of language is
controversial.

Nolan’s main criticism of the Standard
Theory is its inability to account for
language acquisition. The account she
attributes to holders of the Standard Theory
is something she calls the “code metaphor.”
On this account, a child learns a language by
encoding propositional formulae in its
language of thought into sentences of the
language being learned. Understanding a
language, therefore, is a matter of being able
to encode, transmit, receive and decode
messages. Nolan’s main purpose is to argue
that this metaphor is severely limited.
Following a useful discussion of code
conceptions from Locke and Mill through
Wittgenstein’s “picture theory of language,”
she suggests an alternative construal of
Wittgenstein’s views in the Tractatus. Her
suggestion is that Wittgenstein claims that
on a code conception of language, the text
which is to be coded cannot itself be
linguistic, and so although it may be grasped
it cannot be spoken. Nolan expresses this
insight as the claim that if human language
is a code, then we can never decipher it, in
the sense that we can never write the clean
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(uncoded) text. Nor are we able to write
down the coding rules themselves, for we
cannot write down the nonlinguistic things
which are correlated with the linguistic
elements. She then proposes understanding
the Investigations as arguing against the
antecedent of the above-outlined conditional
thesis of the Tractatus. When the later
Wittgenstein criticizes referential semantics,
he is implicitly arguing that human languages
are not codes. His remarks concerning the
indeterminacy of ostension and the private
language argument are both seen by Nolan as
attempts to show that one cannot identify the
things to be coded, nonmental things in the
case of the former argument and mental
things in the case of the latter, independently
of knowing the code, i.e., independently of
understanding the language.

Nolan presents Fodor’s language of
thought hypothesis as a successor to the
coding theories of the past. She claims that
the language of thought hypothesis survives
the success of the private language argument
because that is an argument only against the
possibility of coding sense data. It would
have been welcome for Nolan to have
acknowledged Wittgenstein’s other criterion
of a private language: one in which there are
no public criteria for the application of its
terms, for Fodor’s language of thought is a
private language in this sense.

Nolan’s objection to Fodor’s hypothesis
is that if it is right to suppose that in order to
learn what the word “ball” means we must
already have the concept of a ball, then
surely we must also have the concept of the
word “ball” in order to learn this. Nolan
infers that this would be to make the absurd
claim that no one learns even his or her first
language. The discussion of Fodor, as perhaps
the leading modern proponent of a code
conception of language, is not as developed
as one might wish. Fodor’s claim is that in
order to learn a language, L, it is necessary to
know some language other than L which has
the semantic resources to express the
extensions of the terms of L. It seems
reasonable to conclude, as Nolan does, that
this prior language must also be rich enough
to represent the terms of L. It seems
unreasonable to suggest that this is
tantamount to the claim that no one learns
even a first language. Presumably, on Fodor’s
account of learning L, what is learned is how
to match up the various predicates of L, that
the learner is already capable of
representing, with classes of things, which
the learner is also already capable of
representing. Nolan’s objection commits her

to the view that it is not possible to
discriminate the terms of a language
independently of understanding that
language. This view is not so manifestly
true that it does not need more than the
casual defense Nolan gives of it.

Nolan’s general argument that it is
impossible to explain language acquisition
on the assumption of a coding theory is
similar to that which she attributes to
Wittgenstein: that it is not possible to
successfully correlate the elements of the
language with items in the world without
already understanding the language. Her
main argument is based upon a particular
stage of language learning. Two- and three-
year-old children, Nolan reports, do not
have mastery over the hierarchical
relations between various concepts. Such a
child will answer the question “What is a
robin?” with the answer “a bird” but will
answer the question “What is a bird?” with
the answer “a robin.” Nolan’s explanation
of this phenomenon is that a child who is
learning its first language treats predicates
as common names for different things,
much as everyone in the Smith family is
called “Smith.” The child attempts to guess
the pattern of correlation between the
things she can discriminate on the basis of
sense perception and the words. Nolan’s
suggestion is that when the child says “a
bird is a robin” the child is not in fact
predicating “robin” of anything but is
instead stating an equality between the
labels “robin” and “bird,” i.e., stating that
“robin” and “bird” are two names for the
same thing. Nolan concludes that although
a child’s utterances have the syntactic form
of subject-predicate sentences before the
mastery of superordination, the child is not
at that time capable of making predications.
The child’s protopredicates become
genuine predicates when she recognizes
that words are not applied to things only
because of their sensory resemblance but
also because other words also apply to
them. It is these relationships that Nolan
supposes the child cannot work out for
herself and must be given to her by the
speech community.

It seems that what Nolan has in mind is
that no matter how much else one knows
about the Fs, without the crucial
information that all Fs are also called Gs,
one will never learn what the extension of
the term F is, and this crucial information
can only be acquired from speakers of the
language. There is a certain lack of clarity in
her conclusion that learning a language is

an essentially social process, which makes it
difficult to assess whether her argument
succeeds. She wishes to show that the
Standard Theory is wrong to present the
process of language learning as one of the
formulation and testing of hypotheses.
Nolan does not make clear why, when
trying to determine which class it is that
forms the extension of the term F, one may
take into account not only the similarity in
appearance of various objects but also the
fact that they are all said to be G.

Nolan takes the same empirical
evidence to show also that the assumption
of the Standard Theory that prelinguistic
beings are capable of propositional
representation is false. If thought is
dependent on language, then certainly a
language learner will at some time be
incapable of propositional thought before
becoming a mature language user. However,
even if Nolan is correct to suppose that
presuperordinate children have not
mastered the English language sufficiently
to make subject-predicate judgements in it,
it does not immediately follow that they are
unable to make propositional judgments in
some other language. Her discussion could
show at most which point it is in the process
of learning a language that human beings
become capable of publicly expressing
propositional thoughts, not that they are
ever incapable of entertaining such
thoughts. It may be that she takes herself to
have already shown this in her discussion of
particular coding theories, yet she
frequently writes as though the empirical
evidence provides additional support for
this claim.

Much of the later part of the book,
where Nolan begins to articulate her
alternative to the Standard Theory on which
learning a language is understood as
initiation into a social practice, will be of
less value to students than the earlier critical
part. An exception is her discussion of
Goodman in the final chapter in which she
offers a way of making the distinction, based
on some of the main elements of her view,
between projectible and unprojectible
predicates.

The principal value of Cognitive
Practices to students is its tying together
several strands in the philosophy of
language in a compact and accessible way.
One might wish that some of the discussion
had been less compact (the discussion of
both the earlier and the later Wittgenstein
occupies no more than five pages, for
example) but it may still be found useful by
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some students beginning to find their way
around the area, particularly if one shares
Nolan’s concerns about conceiving natural
languages as codes and the priority of
thought over language.
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