
Imlay. A letter reflecting her distress, as a result of Imlay’s
rejection, indulged an idealized image of marriage incon-
sistent with her feminist understanding of “the inequality
stemming from the sexual division of labor” (p. 93). Emma
Goldman also experienced a similar contradiction between
her aim to be independent and her longing for intimacy.
In a letter to Ben Reitman, whose love she feared losing,
Goldman characterized herself as a suppliant slave to love
who “has no right to speak of freedom” (p. 121). Simi-
larly, Beauvoir’s offer to submissively “wash dishes and
mop the floor” (p. 139) for her American lover, Nelson
Algren, contrasts sharply with her strong-willed defiance
of the eternal feminine.

Marso exposes these contradictions and dilemmas expe-
rienced by preeminent feminist thinkers and observes that
these examples show “how even the most radical and
forward-thinking women can get trapped by contempo-
rary patriarchal norms under which they live; they often
may even unconsciously internalize these norms” (p. 111).
While plausible to a certain extent, this observation strikes
me as too thin to make adequate sense of the poignant
episodes recounted. The disclosures point to a distinction
between deep-seated desires that may be inextricably
human—the desire for intimacy, for example—and socially
constructed desires that dictate what kind of person one
should want to be—a married person, for example—in
order to have a better chance of satisfying the deepest
human longings. To be sure, in patriarchal systems, the
demands on women to comply with socially constructed
standards, in order to satisfy fundamental desires, are argu-
ably more exacting than the demands on men. But what
ultimately seems to be laid bare in the course of this expo-
sition is an inexorable human longing for intimate con-
nection with another human being, a longing which is
fraught with the potential for coercion, dependency, and
disappointment. The recognition of enduring human
desires and dilemmas, however, is precluded by the exis-
tentialist framework that Marso adopts.

Notwithstanding my reservations about existentialism,
Marso’s work, in my view, exemplifies an admirable ten-
dency in recent feminist scholarship to reconnect and
engage with classical feminist authors. The author envis-
ages her project as opening a dialogue with these femi-
nist mothers and potentially inspiring a shared
consciousness among women of different races, classes,
and cultures of the role that restrictive social norms play
in their lives. By recognizing that women from a variety
of circumstances and cultures are subject to the demands
of femininity, women would be able to forge a politically
empowering sense of common identity that does not
reimpose essentialist constructs. That is, cognizance of
common struggles potentially fosters the formation of
“political coalitions with and as women” without making
“essentialist statements about who women are” (p. 192).
This delightfully sanguine ambition is less compelling

than Marso’s graceful and lucid examination of the lives
of feminist thinkers.

The Landscape of Reform: Civic Pragmatism and
Environmental Thought in America. By Ben A. Minteer.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2006. 272p. $28.00.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707070934

— John M. Meyer, Humboldt State University

Accounts of the history of American environmental thought
typically characterize it as riven by a divide between a
utilitarian preoccupation with “use” and a more romantic
focus on “preservation.” Many contemporary environmen-
tal philosophers have fixated upon a similar debate between
“anthropocentrism” and “ecocentrism.”

Ben Minteer argues that these dualisms must be over-
come if the contemporary environmental movement is to
find its voice. Like Kerry Whiteside in Divided Natures
(2002), Minteer introduces the reader to thinkers who
offer an alternate way of conceptualizing the relationship
between humans and the nonhuman world. Where Whi-
teside turns away from Anglo-American thought in favor
of French theorists, however, Minteer finds his inspiration
closer to home. Like Robert Gottlieb in Forcing the Spring
(1993), Minteer expands our sense of both who counts as
an “environmentalist” and what counts as “environmen-
talism” in the United States.

Minteer devotes chapters to four thinkers from the
first half of the twentieth century. He presents each as
exemplary: Liberty Hyde Bailey, Lewis Mumford, Ben-
ton MacKaye, and Aldo Leopold. With the clear excep-
tion of Leopold, they have received scant attention within
environmentalist circles. In all four cases, Minteer’s aim
is to offer a “useable past” (p. 195) that will help us
delineate what he terms a “third way”: “a pragmatic alter-
native running between the zealous ‘humans first!’ and
‘nature first!’ camps” (p. 2). He then seeks to identify
manifestations of this in present-day initiatives, focusing
upon both “New Urbanism” and Wes Jackson’s “Natural
Systems Agriculture.”

Minteer’s most distinctive and compelling argument is
that his environmental intellectuals all articulate their con-
cerns within a broader civic framework. This framework
is defined by concern for democratic engagement, com-
munal obligation, and social justice. The payoff for many
political theorists and political scientists also can be found
here: Minteer does not simply argue that his thinkers inflect
their environmental ideas with a public philosophy, but
that they model the conviction that political and environ-
mental thinking are inextricably linked. The book’s sub-
title is explained by his contention that this approach was
directly or indirectly (it is not quite clear) influenced by
philosophical pragmatism, particularly the ideas of John
Dewey.
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I am very sympathetic to Minteer’s project in this clearly
written book. He is right that debates between anthropo-
centrists and ecocentrists often generate more heat than
light. The recovery of American intellectual forebears who
eschew such debates can offer a constructive alternative;
Mumford is an especially rich and underappreciated source
of insight. And Minteer’s attention to philosophical prag-
matism is salient, both for its critique of the “quest for
certainty” and its attention to civic engagement and dem-
ocratic community. To be sure, however, the book is not
without faults. The most notable are tied to these same
attractive qualities.

First, an important part of Minteer’s criticism is directed
against the quest for intellectual purity and absolute foun-
dations, an argument that he repeats throughout the book.
He does so because he takes this quest to be central for
both academic environmental philosophers and environ-
mental activists (e.g., pp. 184–86). Yet he makes little
effort to demonstrate its ubiquity among the latter. Cer-
tainly, a bias toward wilderness can be found among both.
Yet it would seem easy to characterize the ideas of, say,
many Sierra Club or Greenpeace members in the same
approving terms that Minteer applies to Wes Jackson: “an
interesting and idiosyncratic hodgepodge of normative
principles and arguments” (p. 166).

Second, the author has a tendency to be overly gener-
ous in his readings, thereby failing to address the limita-
tions of his chosen thinkers. This is problematic because
those he looks to as models often failed to achieve their
own ambitions for social and environmental change. By
more often excusing than critically examining these fail-
ures, he limits our ability to learn from them. For exam-
ple, in his chapter on horticulturist and rural reformer
Liberty Hyde Bailey, Minteer offers an extended and enthu-
siastic account of Bailey’s role in the progressive-era Coun-
try Life Commission devoted to “rural uplift” (p. 20). Yet
the commission’s recommendations fell on deaf ears in
Washington. In the final sentences of the section, Minteer
cites—without comment—a historian who attributes the
commission’s failures to “their fundamental inability to
understand the values and needs of rural people . . . [who]
were actively resistant to the changes” (p. 26). It is to the
author’s credit that he included this comment, yet there is
little indication that he has integrated such troubling crit-
icism into his analysis.

Third, the role played by philosophical pragmatism in
Minteer’s intellectual history seems less direct than he often
suggests. Certainly his thinkers evoke a pragmatic sensi-
bility, and he joins a growing number who argue for the
value of this sensibility to contemporary environmental
thinking. But he often tries to go further, discussing John
Dewey and others at some length, suggesting that they
were key influences. Here the connections appear tenu-
ous. Moreover, it is not clear that they are necessary. The
value of the ideas of Bailey, Mumford, MacKaye, and

Leopold ultimately must stand—or fall—on their own.
Working to establish a pedigree that links them to Dewey
and others seems, well . . . not very pragmatic.

To environmentalists, as Minteer notes, Leopold is by
far the most familiar of his four. He is also commonly
associated with the anthropocentric–ecocentric divide.
Thus, Minteer’s normative argument rests heavily upon
his ability to offer a fresh interpretation of this pivotal
thinker. To a significant degree, he succeeds. Leopold
emerges not as a one-note defender of the intrinsic value
of nature but as a public intellectual with a well-stocked
rhetorical toolbox, willing to draw upon diverse argu-
ments to encourage needed behavioral changes. As the
author puts it, Leopold acted upon a belief that “what
were properly seen as moral ends (e.g., the intrinsic value
of nature) could also be employed as critical means to
realize further goals, such as land health, that serve a range
of human and nonhuman needs” (p. 144).

In sum, Minteer has successfully excavated several think-
ers who deserve greater consideration by environmental-
ists. He has also added his well-informed voice to the
growing chorus urging what he calls a “third way.” Yet his
account may suggest more than he explicitly acknowl-
edges here. For if he is right that even Leopold—the “father
of environmental ethics” (p. 115)—does not fit the his-
torical role in which he is frequently cast, perhaps the
“first” and “second” ways are more a product of contem-
porary imagination than a coherent intellectual heritage.
If so, then the civic environmentalism that Minteer
advances would not be a third way, but the recovery of a
valuable but neglected insight already integral to environ-
mental thought.

Leo Strauss: An Introduction to His Thought and
Intellectual Legacy. By Thomas Pangle. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
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The Truth about Leo Strauss: Political Philosophy
and American Democracy. By Catherine and Michael Zuckert.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006. 320p. $32.50.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707070946

— George Kateb, Princeton University

I think that the biggest obstacle standing in the way of
non-Straussians who wish to approach the work of Leo
Strauss and render justice to his quite remarkable achieve-
ment is comprised of his followers and disciples, especially
those who claim to derive their inspiration from him for
their intellectual work in public policy or their active
involvement in its administration. Almost all of them are
unmistakably conservative, indeed, sometimes reaction-
ary; typically hawkish and empire-minded in foreign affairs;
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