
compared to Plato, say, or Constant as compared to Saint Just—but it enables Klosko
to talk about the means of utopian political thought in an often illuminating way. I
had a few quibbles with various readings: Machiavelli is a much more interesting
theorist of political transition than Klosko allows, in part because Klosko offers such
a flat reading of the Discorsi, but that is inevitable in a book like this.

It’s too bad that Klosko stops at Lenin, since pursuit of the central theme of the
book might have made for an interesting extended voyage into contemporary politi-
cal thought beyond the early twentieth century. Jacobins and Marxist-Leninists haven’t
been the only ones concerned with remaking society in their own image. The cham-
pioning of a certain kind of liberal hyper-capitalism in recent times betrays some of
the hallmarks of Klosko’s story of the paradoxical pursuit of utopia on earth. And a
chapter on the means of realizing liberal utopias would have made an interesting
coda to Klosko’s lectures, since it turns out that the autonomy and freedom that lib-
erals prize also has to be inculcated and promoted in various ways, albeit through
more indirect means ~something Locke and Mill, for example, appreciated!. We seem
to be living at a time when even utopian political thought, let alone utopian politics,
is less and less plausible; as a result, we lose sight of the possibility for fundamental
moral and political change. There are good reasons for this reticence, given the hor-
rors of the twentieth century. Yet the need for political imagination has never been
greater.

DUNCAN IVISON University of Toronto & University of Sydney

Social Policy and the Ethic of Care
Olena Hankivsky
Vancouver: UBC Press, 2004, pp. 178

In this tightly argued text, Olena Hankivsky examines “the potential of an ethic of
care to transform the assumptions, content, concepts and meaning of social justice”
~30!. This is a big task for a small book but the author not only makes a persuasive
theoretical case for an ethic of care but also manages to demonstrate the practical
efficacy of her argument by showing how an ethic of care can inspire a reformation
of social policy. The liberal case for social justice, the author contends, falls flat and
remains abstract unless it is fundamentally transformed by the normative assump-
tions that arise from a moral landscape fully informed by the ubiquity of human inter-
dependence. The liberal conception of social justice is shackled by its emphasis on
the autonomous citizen and an abstract conception of humanity. It fails to recognize
that rights arise from needs.

The central object of Hankivsky’s critique is liberal social justice theory, its
pervasive, negative impact on moral reasoning and the ways in which it distorts social
policy. Citizenship conceived in terms of a set of inalienable rights upon which we
all have equal claim privileges the public over the private, assumes human autonomy
and separateness at the expense of interdependence and conceives human need as
universal. It is thus “limited in its capacity to capture and respond to issues of diver-
sity and difference” ~6!. The universal principles of rights on which a liberal theory
of justice is based obscures the responsibilities that arise from the mutuality and inter-
dependence of human life and the moral imperatives of compassion and concern for
others that are embedded in the connective and relational nature of social life. The
polity is a poorer place for its failure to recognize the “carer citizen” as the key agent
at its moral core.

Three principles or precepts of an ethic of care that provide the analytical frame-
work of the book ~32–40! are “contextual sensitivity,” “responsiveness” and “conse-
quences of choice.” “Contextual sensitivity is derived from the claim that people’s

460 Recensions / Reviews

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423906419983 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423906419983


needs vary because we are not all “equally situated or equally empowered” ~6!. As a
precept it embraces knowledge derived from concrete relations rather than abstrac-
tion, from connectedness to, rather than distance from, others, from embodied par-
ticulars rather than from generic universals. For example, in relation to the widespread
use of economic costing in social policy, Hankivsky suggests that the liberal social
contract theory that underpins the quantification and commodification of life, health
and loss fails to recognize that “people value reciprocity, altruism and responsibility
towards others” ~93!. The precept of “responsiveness” refers to the valorization of
the voices of those silenced by polity and policy derived from the modernist and
liberal predilection to regard “social differences” as, at best, incidental variations on
one, true, universal and essential human nature. Responsiveness suggests respect for
the stories of ordinary people, for their views about “what their experiences have
been, what their needs are, how these needs have arisen and how they can best be
met” ~35!. An ethic of care demands that lay knowledge and experience become cen-
tral to political decision making: “Instead of objectifying people, responsiveness
empowers them” ~96!. “Consequences of choice” is a precept that requires reflexiv-
ity in relation to the social policy decision-making process. Policy has no way of
assessing the harm that it does or might do. Minimizing the negative, practical, mate-
rial effects of policy and how it impacts to the detriment of the lives of real people
is, currently, not on the liberal agenda, and justice suffers for want of it.

These precepts are the critical tribunal against which Hankivsky measures the
efficacy of Canadian social policy. This approach gives the book both a strongly prac-
tical as well as a normative, utopian edge. The book offers a portrait of Canadian social
policy “as is” and contrasts it with what it would look like if it was built on the firm
foundation of an ethic of care. The argument is well made and clearly articulated and
it is clear that the feminist ethic of care, first voiced by Carol Gilligan, has discov-
ered a new advocate, who has made an intelligent contribution to its development.

The weakest point in the normative framework of an ethic of care, in my view,
lies in its propensity to be a source of oppression. Hankivsky does not avoid mention
of this possibility. She notes that “pathological forms of care can emerge” and that in
the literature these are usually associated with “maternalism, parochialism and colo-
nialism” ~22!. One should add “disablism” to this list. The disability movement, for
example, particularly in the UK, is suspicious of the concept of care. The discourse
of care valorizes the caregiver and disempowers and infantilizes the recipient. It is
not commensurate with the political goal of independent living. While Hankivsky
should probably have used more space to describe some of the problems associated
with the ethic of care, her pertinent and convincing argument against the liberal ethic
of justice, sustained with great clarity throughout the text, is what makes this book
worth reading.

BILL HUGHES Glasgow Caledonian University

Pourquoi les intellectuels n’aiment pas le libéralisme
Raymond Boudon
Paris: Odile Jacob, 2004, pp. 242

Professeur émérite à la Sorbonne, co-responsable de trois dictionnaires de sociologie
et auteur d’une vingtaine de livres depuis quarante ans, le sociologue Raymond Boudon
pose dans son avant-dernier livre une question symptomatique, qui donne lieu à un
long exposé, à savoir: « Pourquoi les intellectuels n’aiment-ils pas le libéralisme ? ».
Pour y répondre, l’auteur procède en plusieurs étapes et commence par mettre en
évidence ce qu’il désigne comme des « raisons sociocognitives qui font que telle ou
telle catégorie d’intellectuels développe une attitude négative à l’égard du libéral-

Recensions / Reviews 461

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423906419983 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423906419983

