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policy which up to recently applied to homosexuals in the American army, now
repealed, has been transposed to religion in the secular university (p. 120).

KIERAN FLANAGAN

THE SEMANTICS OF ANALOGY : REREADING CAJETAN’S De Nominum
Analogia by Joshua P. Hochschild, University of Notre Dame Press, Notre
Dame, Indiana, 2010, pp. xx + 249, $35

St. Thomas famously maintained that words could only be used of God and
creatures analogically (ST 1a Q13 art. 5). However, despite insisting on the
theological utility of analogical language, St. Thomas never offered a general
account of analogy, preferring instead to limit his remarks to the application of
analogy to talk about God. Traditionally the Dominican Thomistic commentator
Cajetan is credited with filling this lacuna in his short work De nominum analogia.
There, it was suggested, Cajetan systematized St. Thomas’ remarks on analogy,
distinguished three kinds of analogy (inequality, attribution and proportionality)
and privileged one of those kinds – analogy of proportionality, on account of
metaphysical considerations. As a result, assessments of De nominum analogia
have tended to focus on Cajetan’s fidelity to St Thomas in the pursuit of that
agenda and then criticised or praised Cajetan accordingly. In this book, Joshua
Hochschild challenges the traditional account of De nominum analogia and argues
that Cajetan is trying to explain to his contemporaries how analogical language
can be used in valid reasoning.

The book is divided into two sections. The first section (chapters 1–4) de-
fends the claim that the traditional view of De nominum analogia is wrong and
Hochschild’s interpretation is correct. Chapter one argues that there are too many
anomalies for the traditional view of De nominum analogia to be upheld. Chapter
two argues that in De nominum analogia Cajetan is engaged in a semantical or
logical project which is concerned with demonstrating how analogical language
can be used in valid reasoning. Chapter three argues that the account of analogy
which Hochschild attributes to Cajetan pays enough attention to linguistic context
to overcome Ashworth’s and Gilson’s objections to standard Aristotelian seman-
tic analysis of analogy. Chapter four considers several semantic principles that
Aquinas cites in the course of his remarks on analogy and argues that none of
those principles is sufficient for solving the problem which Hochschild maintains
that Cajetan wants to solve.

The second section of the book (chapters 5–9) expounds Hochschild’s inter-
pretation of De nominum analogia. Chapter five articulates Cajetan’s general
semantic principles. Chapter six discusses why Cajetan denied that the analo-
gies of inequality or attribution were genuine kinds of analogy. Chapter seven
discusses the role that ‘proportional unity’ or ‘similarity’ played in Cajetan’s de-
fence of analogy of proportionality. Chapter eight discusses the extent to which a
common concept can be abstracted from things named analogically. Chapter nine
uses the concept of ‘proportional similarity’ to argue that analogical language can
be used in valid reasoning.

Hochschild does three things very well in this book. Firstly, he sets the dis-
pute about Cajetan’s intention in De nominum analogia in its scholarly context.
Secondly, Hochschild succeeds in showing that in De nominum analogia Caje-
tan intended to do more than just explain or systematize St. Thomas’s views on
analogy. Thirdly, Hochschild provides a useful summary of the main ideas in De
nominum analogia.

Hochschild is less convincing when it comes to the details of the interpretation
of De nominum analogia that he advocates. For example, Hochschild suggests
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‘. . . analogical signification is semantically possible, because analogical relation-
ships are metaphysically real’. (p. 138) Earlier on however, Hochschild had
criticised the idea that Cajetan used metaphysical considerations to distinguish
kinds of analogy and thereby privilege analogy of proportionality. (pp. 23–26)
The different claims do not appear to be compatible and hence they challenge
Hochschild’s contention that Cajetan was engaged in a purely semantic project.
Secondly, if the point of Cajetan’s project was to demonstrate how analogical lan-
guage could be used in valid reasoning, why did Cajetan wait until the penultimate
chapter of De nominum analogia to discuss the principal objection to that project –
how analogical language could avoid the fallacy of equivocation? Chapters
3–9 of De nominum analogia can support interpretations that are different from
Hochschild’s explanation for Cajetan’s delay and hence those chapters do not offer
strong support for Hochschild’s explanation. Thirdly, the discussion of Ashworth’s
and Gilson’s objections to standard Aristotelian analyses of analogy is ill judged.
Ashworth’s and Gilson’s objections challenge the utility of standard Aristotelian
analyses of analogy not the attribution of such analyses to particular authors.
Consequently, Hochschild does not need to examine such objections unless he
also wants to argue that Cajetan succeeded in explaining how analogical language
can be used in valid reasoning. But if Hochschild does want to make that case,
then more needs to be done to explain the concepts of ‘proportional similarity,’
‘isomorphism’ and ‘imperfect concepts’ for the argument to be persuasive.

Finally, how far is all this from St. Thomas? Cajetan was a Thomist after all,
Thomists do use St. Thomas’s work and a case can be made that St. Thomas
defended analogy of proportionality in De veritate 2, 11.

DOMINIC RYAN OP

FERTILITY AND GENDER: ISSUES IN REPRODUCTIVE AND SEXUAL ETHICS
edited by Helen Watt, Anscombe Bioethics Centre, Oxford, 2011, pp. 220,
£15.95 pbk.

This book is based on a conference entitled ‘Fertility, Infertility and Gender’
which was held at Maynooth in 2010 by the Linacre Centre, now the Anscombe
Bioethics Centre, Oxford. It consists of papers presented at the conference and
others on similar themes, and addresses issues on which Elizabeth Anscombe felt
deeply and wrote courageously: she would be pleased by its orthodoxy.

Among the contributors is her daughter Mary Geach, who observes acutely that
it was only in the twentieth century that ‘the principle behind all of sexual ethics’
was uncovered: this is that ‘the unitive and procreative aspects of the marriage
act were not to be separated.’ Before then many people would probably have
been content to say that spouses should be true and loving to each other, and that
we should not bring into the world children that will not be cared for. The more
radical principle, as Mary Geach calls it, came to light when contraception within
marriage became a live issue. It is not surprising, then, that six of the thirteen
papers here are given over to defending the Church’s teaching on contraception,
and a seventh develops arguments that apply equally against contraception and
certain forms of fertility treatment. I do not have space to do justice to all this
argumentation, but I will outline the general strategy and summarise some of the
points made.

Sexual acts are said to have unitive and procreative significance. The words
‘signify’ and ‘significance’ are used in at least three ways. We say that trees
in a desert signify water, in that they are an indication or natural sign of it;
that the word aqua signifies water by convention, in that it is a word for it;
and we can also say that water has significance for us in that we need it for
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