
is, a social creation that requires the most comprehensive
state activity. If globalization constitutes the “end of the
state,” it means that the liberal dream of liberty and secu-
rity has come to an end. He amply demonstrates that the
former is not true and the second need not be.

Political Emotions: Aristotle and the Symphony of
Reason and Emotion. By Marlene K. Sokolon. DeKalb: Northern
Illinois Press, 2006. 227p. $38.00.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707071721

— Barbara Koziak, St. John’s University

The thinking about emotion has thrived over the last
decade; in the most various disciplines, from neuroscience
to rhetoric, philosophy to anthropology, we are in the
midst of a renaissance in the study of emotion. The result
has surely been a more accurate account of cognition,
persuasion, and group dynamics. Political science has been
a bit slower to awaken. Happily, with Aristotle for inspi-
ration, we have more new work to digest. In this book,
Marlene Sokolon continues to reflect on just what Aris-
totle has to contribute. Several books have already worked
this area, and so Sokolon ends up reiterating parts of this
literature, but the book serves as an excellent resource for
surveying the politically relevant emotions discussed in
the Rhetoric and for encouraging conversation between
current empirical political science and political theory.

Sokolon proposes to address three topics: in two chap-
ters, Aristotle’s theory of emotion, then contemporary
approaches to emotion, mostly from psychology and phi-
losophy; over several chapters, a survey of those emotions
most relevant to politics; and finally, in a concluding chap-
ter, the benefit of Aristotle’s analysis for contemporary
political research. These are general topics, and they stay
that way because the author, for the most part, does not
argue with anyone else’s approach. For example, she cites
Martha Nussbaum’s Upheavals of Thought (2003) and my
own book on Aristotle, Retrieving Political Emotion (2000),
but does not dispute anything we say. Even when she
focuses on the Rhetoric, her concern is with recounting
and applying what Aristotle means, not with engaging the
disputes over the interconnected issues of composition,
audience, and intention, or even arguing with Aristotle.
This gives the book an odd feel, at once polite and neglect-
ful. What has the previous work on Aristotle been missing
exactly that now needs to be supplemented? Certainly, she
updates and expands. Indeed, no one has written a book
that surveys every emotion discussed in the Rhetoric, show-
ing how for Aristotle, each impacts individual political
action, stability, and conflict in political regimes.

Sokolon provides a helpful schema for classifying the
Rhetoric’s 14 “salient” emotions: In the first group, the
more motivating emotions concern the subject, family, or
friends, and are more necessary for virtue (anger, calm-
ness, love, hate, fear, confidence); in the second group, the

less motivating emotions are concerned with the wider
political community, are less motivating, and less neces-
sary for virtue (shame, shamelessness, benevolence and
selfishness, pity, indignation, envy, emulation). In each
case, the author considers how the emotion works in
Aristotle’s political dynamics, and then how each appears
in a modern piece of rhetoric. This is surely the heart of
the book, revealing the political in each emotion, nicely
balancing the emotional theory by pointing to a piece of
political oratory or a modern political issue. It is therefore
disappointing when she misses an aspect of this applica-
tion in a way that reveals a wider problem.

Take, for example, the discussion of pity. While she
notes that the Poetics and the Rhetoric diverge in the char-
acteristics of pity, Sokolon eschews discussing the Poetics
as a work not only of ancient aesthetics but also of polit-
ical theory. Yet Greek theater was, after all, a political
institution, subsidized by the social elites and the state for
the benefit of the community, prefaced by the initiation of
young citizen soldiers. Aristotle, no less than Plato, under-
stands the formative role of cultural production, whether
poetry, epic, or drama. The viewing of tragedies enables
the education or, in Plato’s case, miseducation of citizens.
Rhetoric and culturally prominent stories connect; we
would expect the way that orators use pity to recall the
narrative performances of pitiful suffering, paradigmatic
for that historical time and place. For Aristotle, liberal
education, including the ability to view and appreciate
such artistic production, shapes both human and regime
character. Most recent accounts reject the idea that the
effect of tragedy, catharsis, is a “release of emotions,” as
Sokolon writes, but instead argue that it clarifies, config-
ures emotional character, or focuses concern. It would be
a mistake to miss how cultural institutions, not just con-
ventionally political ones, create political character.

On the other hand, the author sensitively parses the
varied issues related to philia—its translation, the differ-
ences among philia as emotion, virtue, and the practice—
and is good on cataloging the political implications of
trying to further philia—the need for private property,
reducing economic inequality, the elimination of tyranny.
Here, as in each discussion of an emotion, she points to a
modern speech that uses the emotion, but these amount
to very brief examples—one from Franklin Roosevelt’s
1944 State of the Union speech. Still, to really fulfill the
promise of an Aristotelian analysis, one needs to inter-
weave several factors—the historical context, the cultural
connotations of friendship, the orator’s manner of invo-
cation, and the institutional supports.

In a concluding chapter, Sokolon briefly surveys the
diverse recent work on emotion in subfields of political
science. She does not directly assess this work, but sticks
to pleading the case for Aristotle’s continuing importance
for the endeavor. For example, Aristotle identifies more
political emotions than does much contemporary writing,
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which tends to emphasize anger, fear, and anxiety, distress-
ing emotions that galvanize political action and delibera-
tion. But even Aristotle misses some crucial political
emotions—ones that can often appear very personal—
grief and romantic love, for example. Public rituals of
grief can sustain a community or, on the other hand, chal-
lenge political authority, while the suppression of grieving
rituals can deter dissent. Though an individualized expe-
rience, romantic love, as imagined in the West, not only
has historically served to loosen ties of patriarchal families
and of marriage itself but also has alternately crabbed
women’s aspirations and provided them more control over
personal life.This suggests that she needs to not only account
for historical and cultural context but also to consider and
assess more widely what the emotional constitution of the
Aristotelian citizen within various regimes would look like.

This last prospect of a genuinely normative account of
a whole emotional repertoire and its institutional basis is
what an Aristotelian perspective ultimately promises. Soko-
lon’s book stands as a useful induction to this project.

Distributive Justice and Disability: Utilitarianism
Against Egalitarianism. By Mark S. Stein. New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2006. 316p. $50.00.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707071733

— Jerome E. Bickenbach, Queen’s University, Canada

In A Theory of Justice (1971), John Rawls viewed the inter-
ests and concerns of people with disabilities as beyond the
pale of justice, at best requiring that ad hoc or “special”
measures be added onto policies designed for “normal”
people. Happily, these days theorists of distributive justice
treat disability not as an outlier but as a litmus test of
theoretical adequacy. In his superb book, Mark Stein fol-
lows this path, but with the specific purpose of pitting
utilitarianism against egalitarianism. It is when these com-
peting theories deal with disability, he argues, that we
notice how much they diverge, and more to the point,
how and why it is that utilitarianism is superior.

Relying on hypothetical examples to test our intu-
itions, Stein argues that an egalitarianism that strives to
equalize material resources will be unable to provide the
extra medical resources people with disabilities require,
whereas an egalitarianism that seeks to equalize welfare
will be pulled in the opposite direction and massively redis-
tribute social resources to a few, especially disadvantaged,
persons with disability. By contrast to resource and wel-
fare egalitarianism, utilitarianism offers a “golden mean”
that redistributes fairly. It can do so because utilitarianism
is the only distributive theory that always, and only, relies
on the “greater benefit criterion,” namely, that resources
should be distributed to those who would most benefit
from them in terms of increased welfare.

After demolishing generic versions of resource and wel-
fare egalitarianism, Stein turns to the specific distributive

accounts of Rawls, Ronald Dworkin, and Bruce Acker-
man (representing resource egalitarians), then to theorists
who use both utilitarian and welfare egalitarianism as dis-
tributive principles—such as Amartya Sen, Gerry Cohen,
Norman Daniels and Martha Nussbaum—and then finally
to prioritarians who, in effect, combine utilitarianism and
welfare egalitarianism.

In such a short—and very readable, even entertaining—
book, Stein’s coverage of the field is admirable. The beauty
of his argumentation lies in the examples on which he
relies. Throughout the book, his argumentative strategy is
to show that theories get it wrong when they ignore the
relative benefit of resources, and get it right only when
they mimic, or simply incorporate, the utilitarian distrib-
utive criteria of maximizing relative benefit. And on those
rare occasions when utilitarianism produces intuitively trou-
bling results, he argues, you can be sure egalitarianism
would yield even more troubling results.

As often happens with a book that is pellucid in pre-
sentation, precisely argued, and unpretentious, it is easy
enough to find points with which to disagree. Tinkering
with the details, while certainly a temptation, presumes
that Stein has set out the problem correctly. But there is
reason to think he has not. For Stein begins and ends with
a conceptually anemic understanding of the concept of
disability, one that makes his job much easier, but only at
the risk of distorting both the notion and the lived expe-
rience of disability. He is not alone in this, but in his case
it threatens to shake the foundations of his argument.

Stein suggests that, for his purposes, disabilities are
“health-related conditions that might be expected to reduce
welfare” (p. 23). The definitional link to reduced welfare
obviously plays directly into his “greater benefit criterion”
(and probably makes resource egalitarianism implausible
ab initio); but that is not the real concern. The problem is
that what he is capturing here is not disability but a com-
ponent dimension of disability that goes by the name of
“impairment.” Impairments are functional limitations or
health decrements; disability is something far more com-
plex. Disability is the outcome of interactions between
impairments and a person’s physical, attitudinal, and social
environment (see World Health Organization’s Inter-
national Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health,
2001). Disability is how impairments actually play out in
a person’s life.

So understood, disability is certainly associated with
disadvantage, but not so much because of the underlying
impairment. The bulk of the disadvantage is produced by
social attitudes that stigmatize and exclude, by the built
environment that makes it difficult or impossible for peo-
ple with mobility impairments to get around, go to school,
or hold down jobs, by social policies that ignore the need
for accommodation and integration, and on and on.

Stein very briefly acknowledges this more robust view
of disability, but quickly says it does not matter to his
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