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Now, this reader does not have a problem with any of
Herzog’s conclusions: In early modern England, there
were diverse views over and debate about women and the
family; male authority over wives, children, and servants
was not simply and meekly accepted by all. The biggest
problem with this book is that we kind of knew that
already. This need not have mattered very much if the
book had been set up differently. Historians and other
scholars of the period might be unfamiliar with these songs
and plays. If Herzog had started out saying something like
“We know that early modern England was a complex and
violent place, marked by upheavals in almost all respects:
political, philosophical, scientific, theological, and so on,
so let us see what picture we get when we look at popular
culture,” then this could have been a good read. The
discussion about the concept of politics has the material of
an interesting article.

Instead, Herzog sets out—in sardonic tones—to dis-
mantle what can only be described as a straw man. Who
subscribes to the big sleep thesis? After reading the book to
the end, we still do not know. There is a footnote (n. 8,
p- 3) with three references, none to work published later
than the 1980s, which are claimed as examples. As foes go,
that is a bit meager. Can he seriously think that this is the
common view? Occasionally he merges the reader with the
foe, slapping a “diagnosis” of conflict aversion on a “you”
(p. 193) who is supposed to be who—imne?

Herzog’s sources are to a large extent satire, but satire is
a distancing genre; it mocks the mainstream, the estab-
lishment, received wisdom, pompous certainty, and the
vanity of the powerful. Satirical depictions of ridiculous
men and of women wearing the breeches do not disprove
that the established norm structuring society was male
superiority and female subordination. On the contrary, it
strongly indicates that the norm was just that. And the
existence of controversy shows that the norm was not
uncontested; it does not disprove that the norm bottomed
out in hierarchical ideas about male and female nature.
“Nature” was a normative concept. Songs of satire neither
prove nor disprove that female subordination was regarded
as natural and necessary among those men whose power
might be contested, but not to the extent that they could
not wield it freely and—ridiculous or not—make and
promulgate the laws and doctrines “aimed at controlling
[women] and appropriating the work they do,” as Gloss-
witch put it. Many early modern women never questioned
their appointed lot, but some did. We know that. But they
also knew that behind any merry song or lewd poem, they
were up against an overwhelming monolith of power,
intent on capitalizing on perceptions of women’s nature to
keep them ignorant and pliant. Herzog gives scant
attention to feminist thinkers of the day, maybe because
they are part of the “learned abstractions” (p. 38) of theory,
or “blather,” as he puts it. “Men are possessed of all Places
of Power, Trust, and Profit,” wrote Mary Astell in Some
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Reflections upon Marriage (1700): “Who shall contend
with them?” Who indeed?

Herzog’s argument taking place against the vacuum that
is the “big sleep thesis” easily prompts a reviewer to say the
obvious: Any reasonable person knows that there was no
big sleep! But we do not know this because there was satire.
We know it because power does not work like that. Power
cannot afford to sleep, not then and not now.

Dangerous Crossings: Race, Species and Nature in
a Multicultural Age. By Claire Jean Kim. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2015. 346p. $99.99 cloth, $29.99 paper.
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— Jeff Spinner-Halev, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

The topic of multiculturalism and animal rights is
underexplored, but certainly interesting. Claire Jean
Kim raises the lens of multiculturalism early in the book
but dismisses it as not being particularly useful because it
is essentialist (an old accusation that is by now mis-
leading), and because it ignores the issue of animals. We
do not learn much about how thinking about animals
would alter theories of multiculturalism, but the issues
the book treats are nonetheless fascinating. Kim urges us
think through the issues with her through different
optics: the optic of cruelty, the optic of racism, and the
optic of ecological harm. When political actors look at
each issue through their particular lens, the world clarifies
and simplifies, but each side refuses to really understand
the other. The largest part of the book covers the political
fights between animal rights activists and the live animal
merchants of Chinatown; there is also one short chapter
on whaling and the Makah tribe and another one on
Michael Vick, the NFL quarterback who was convicted
and jailed for dogfighting.

The Chinatown saga begins in a simple way: a walk to
work in San Francisco through Chinatown by Patt
Briggs, a part-time animal activist who worked on a litany
of animal issues: spay and neuter, the circus, fur farming
and rodeos. Looking around in Chinatown she sees a big
tank filled with crabs who can barely move and who
would be killed by being thrown in a vat of boiling water.
As Briggs and other agitate for change in how these
animals are treated, a report by the San Francisco Society
for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (SFSPCA) notes
the deplorable treatment of animals in the live animal
market in Chinatown: fish packed so tightly in tanks that
those that remained alive were pinned upside and
sideways, unable to move; a turtle having its shell sliced
from its body while alive, which the report suggests is like
skinning or scalping a person alive; frogs piled one on top
of each other, with those on the bottom crushed, in
plastic bins smeared with black slime (pp. 80-81).

The initial animal activists were careful to note that
their arguments were not that Chinese culture was
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particularly cruel; indeed, all of these activists worked on
a variety of animal issues. To them, the issues of raised by
the live animal markets in Chinatown was just another
battle to protect animals. Early on in their fight they had
to decide if they were to include the restaurants on
Fisherman’s Wharf as a target—Ilargely white owned
restaurants that routinely killed lobsters and crab on site
to serve to their well to do clientele. A strategic decision
was made to drop Fisherman’s Wharf as a targec—both
because public sympathy with crustaceans was not nearly
as large as it was for many animals in Chinatown (turtles,
chickens, geese frogs), but also because of the political
power of the Fisherman’s Wharf restaurants.

Excluding Fisherman’s Wharf unsurprisingly led to
charges of racism against the activists. The strength of Kim’s
book is that she shows both how these charges were both
unfounded and completely understandable. The optic of
cruelty is compelling: many animals in the live animal market
lived under horrendous conditions. The optic of racism is
compelling: from the point of view of many Chinatown
merchants it seemed like they were singled out because of
their ethnicity. While many of the activists were careful in
how they framed their concerns, others who joined the
campaign sometimes did use explicitly racist language.

Kim argues that both sides of this political campaign
suffered from single-optic vision, and would do better to
embrace what she calls multi-optic vision. The animal
activists should have educated themselves better on the
history of racism toward Chinese Americans and they
have spent time “exploring their connection with it and at
the same time understanding the ways that their own racial
situatedness (more precisely, their whiteness) complicates
their intervention” (p. 199). The Chinese American who
defended the live animal markets, for their part, should
“engage the issue of cruelty to animals .. . in good faith,”
without reducing everything to racism (p. 199).

This all sounds like a reasonable way to proceed, but
given Kim’s exhaustive and lengthy account of the political
bacttles that ensued over the live animal markets for years, it
is hard to see how it could have come about. While one
organization of Chinatown merchants did seck a compro-
mise with the activists, the other organization was led by
Rose Pak, who was known for her “pugilistic and
confrontational personality, her fight-to-the-death mind-
set” (127). It is hard to see how she could be convinced to
see that the animal rights activists had a reasonable point:
“Pak took an uncompromising stance of the live animal
market conflict” (128), and called the concerns of the
animal activists “ludicrous” (189).

Some of the animal activists did pursue an obvious
compromise: that the animals in the live markets be
treated humanely but that they allowed to be killed.
Some of the activists opposed this compromise: they
wanted the importation of frogs and turtles to be banned,
since they claimed they harmed the ecological balance.
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(In a different chapter, Kim questions that idea of ecological
harm in interesting ways.) In the end, the informal
compromise between the SFSPCA and one of the China-
town business organizations quickly collapsed. When part of
that compromise actually became California law, it was
a pyrrhic victory: with a near toothless enforcement mech-
anism, the law had no effect on live animal markets. Indeed,
while animal activists won some political battles on the local
levels, ultimately the political clout of the Chinese American
community ensured these victories were short-lived.

A complication to this story is the passing of a law
banning the sale of shark fins, a law that many Chinese
Americans supported (and many opposed). But this begs
a question: why did so many Chinese Americans support
the shark fin, a key ingredient in a traditional Chinese
soup, but not reformation of the live animal markets?
Devoting considerable space to the debates about the live
animal markets, Kim says little to answer this question.

The briefer chapters on whaling and Michael Vick have
a similar structure to the one on Chinatown: animal rights
activists ignoring the specter of racism, which is always
present. And once again, Kim’s call for multi-optic vision
seems of limited help, particularly in the whaling case,
where compromise is impossible. From the point of some
Makah Indians, whaling activists are another set of white
people trying to oppress them, and tell them what to do.
From the point of view of the activists, whaling is always
wrong, whether it is done by Norwegians, Japanese or
Makah Indians. Sometimes when the battle is about life and
death, it is hard to see the other side very sympathetically.

Public Trials: Burke, Zola, Arendt, and the Politics of
Lost Causes. By Lida Maxwell. New York: Oxford University Press,
2015. 256p. $49.95.
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— Lena Zuckerwise, Simmons College

Until the release of Lida Maxwell’s book, the term, “lost
cause” called to my mind the Southern “Lost Cause
Movement,” a small but vocal cultural association intent
on restoring antebellum white supremacy, and revizing
Civil War history to cast the confederacy in a favorable
light. Its proponents bemoan the supposed abuses of
Unionists that contributed to the alleged economic
exploitation of the South, the rise of Reconstruction,
and the passage of the Voting Rights Act, which, they
believe, is unforgivably punitive. Although the mission of
this racist fringe group shares little in common with the
undoubtedly progressive theory of lost causes outlined in
Public Trials, it bespeaks the significance of narration in
shaping not only retrospective understandings of history
but also the politics of the present and future: It takes
failure as a starting point from which to appeal to the
public to imagine what might have been. These themes
echo loudly in Maxwell’s work.
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