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7Hungary, they were seen by many Hungarians, Gluck makes clear, as expressing 
a decisively “Jewish difference.” Her book, which I do not hesitate to call major, 
casts light on the relationship of two developments about which we have known 
little until now. Gluck’s excellent writing opens a door to sophisticated and well- 
informed studies of the cultural life of Budapest Jewry before it was obliterated 
during the Holocaust.
 — Zsuzsanna Ozsváth
doi 10.1215/0961754X-4362703

Carlos Fraenkel, Teaching Plato in Palestine: Philosophy in a Divided World 

(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2016), 240 pp.

Part One of this award- winning book takes us on an exploratory voyage through 
some of the most basic of philosophical questions as these are pondered in the 
least likely “corners” of the world. In Part Two, the “tour guide” finally lays out 
before us the intellectual map of this fascinating excursion. The purpose of this 
unique experience (which we signed on to, he as much as tells us, by reading the 
book) is to make us see the practical value of testing and introspecting our beliefs 
and ponderings through a congenial but sharp conversation with ourselves and 
others. Doing so essentially requires us to develop a disposition in ourselves to 
be open to such conversations, along with the analytical skills to carry them out. 
We are then part of what the author calls “a culture of debate.” A programmed 
“habituation” of the young to these dispositions and skills, starting at the high 
school level, would guarantee over time a worthy life and better world, where var-
ied convictions across cultures and religions would come to be grounded in good 
reasons for holding them but would not be blindly held on to or tightly sealed 
against possible alteration through a common search for truth.

Part Two of the book — a philosophical case for the culture of debate — shows 
us how to cope with each other in a world where we may share citizenship but 
at the same time be rooted in different cultures and hold different convictions, 
or where political borders may signal deep cultural or religious divides, often 
expressed in animosity and conflict. The “culture of debate” approach to dealing 
with such differences or divides stands to be far more conducive to a flourishing 
coexistence than alternatives grounded in a single set of liberal values. At the very 
least, the culture of debate accounts for and guarantees the achievement of the 
aims of these other accounts — from Mill to Rawls — while ensuring, through its 
mainstay of fallibilism, a dynamic promise of continued human betterment. An 
honest engagement with the “other” signals both respect for them as well as a 
readiness to be self- critical about one’s beliefs: it is a positive engagement in civil 
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8 life, rather than a de facto toleration for living under the same political roof with 

suspicious strangers.
A reader might get the wrong impression — corrected in the author’s after-

word to the second edition — that what is being “naively” proposed is a magical 
formula to end major world conflicts and problems in one fell swoop, from wars 
to religious fanaticism, or to resolve all ideological differences over what to regard 
as the best social or economic policies. But the author makes plain that, while 
“critical questioning” is necessary for human flourishing, it is neither sufficient 
nor appropriate as a mechanism to resolve differences or conflicts. Clearly, a vio-
lent assault will need the intervention of police officers, rather than philosophers. 
Even so, it is arguable that a state of war — such as that between Israelis and Pal-
estinians, with which the author begins his first essay — has shown that force is 
by no means a guaranteed “resolving agent”: force will not bring peace or deliver 
a better world. Of course, it is arguable too that one side or the other may pre-
fer a state of war to peace (this being more suitable for its particular ends). Once 
again, however, Fraenkel’s main message suggests itself: one must put to the test 
whether one’s reasons for such a preference are worthy.
 — Sari Nusseibeh
doi 10.1215/0961754X-4362715

Hans Blumenberg, Schriften zur Literatur, 1945 – 1958,  

ed. Alexander Schmitz and Bernd Stiegler (Berlin: Suhrkamp, 2017), 371 pp.

Philosophers who pay attention to literature remain an anomaly in much of 
Anglophone philosophy, with the exception of Anglophones who devote them-
selves to Continental philosophy. Analytic philosophy animates itself these days 
mainly via parasitical relationships with neuroscience, artificial intelligence, biol-
ogy, and political science. In places like New Brunswick and Miami, a few phi-
losophers continue to beat their heads against the plaster over conundrums in 
propositional logic. In Europe, literature and philosophy live together, inform 
one another — and this collection of Blumenberg’s writings about literature in the 
post – World War II era confirms that what look like two disciplines are, for many 
European intellectuals, more akin to the three- in- one of the Christian Trinity.

Blumenberg’s own trinity — priest, philosopher, artist — emerges in his con-
sideration of G. K. Chesterton in this collection, which includes Blumenberg’s 
1954 birthday present for Chesterton’s eightieth, a commentary on Chesterton 
as a “counter- model” (Gegenmodell), a philosophically clarifying contrast to the 
works and Weltanschauung of G. B. Shaw. In the context of his Catholicism, Blu-
menberg probably could not help but be attracted to Chesterton, as Slavoj Žižek  




