
expression—in their choice to write amanifesto instead of a diatribe—rather than
in the concrete political and social stakes of their project. It ought to be possible
to center the question, Whom do reactionaries want to empower, and for what pur-
poses? while still conceiving of their beliefs as genuinely held.
Similarly, Shorten objects to the conceptual treatment of reaction on the

grounds that it is too self-contradictory to qualify as a political philosophy
proper. But I am not convinced that reaction is distinctively self-contradic-
tory in comparison to other ideologies. If it is self-contradictory as an
entire body of thought, how can we be assured that this finding is not
simply an effect of the selection of certain texts for the reactionary canon?
If the problem is reactionaries’ internal self-contradiction, I do not think
that this book offers sufficient evidence that they are more self-contradictory
than any other group of writers and politicians engaged in active polemical
struggle.
By treating reaction as essentially rhetorical, Shorten is able to criticize it,

quite effectively, as rhetoric. His analysis of Mein Kampf is able to show, for
instance, why “at least twomanoeuvres of the epilogue seem rhetorically mis-
taken” (132). And he is able to conclude the book with a judgment on the ulti-
mate “banality of reaction” (263). But if reaction really is rhetoric—the use of
words and arguments to win and exercise power—then this mode of
detached critique may be necessary, yet not sufficient, for grappling with it.
It is helpful to be able to point out whereMein Kampf is rhetorically mistaken.
But it is also helpful to point out where it is stupid and evil. If those are not
appropriate terms for use in a scholarly monograph, they are appropriate
terms for confronting reaction on its own ground. The more we are convinced
that reaction is essentially rhetorical, the more the response to it will need to
be rhetorical, as well.

–Rob Goodman
Toronto Metropolitan University, Toronto, Canada

Paolo Costa: The Post-Secular City: The New Secularization Debate (Padeborn,
Germany: Brill Schöningh, 2022.)

doi:10.1017/S0034670523000190

This is an incredibly learned book by an author who has been publishing on
the philosophy and sociology of religion for years, as is evident from the
numerous essays he has contributed to many journals across different lan-
guages. It is without question one of the most comprehensive, synoptic,
insightful, and balanced overviews in the recent flurry of books dealing
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with religion, Christianity, secularization, secularism, secularity, and thus
implicitly with modernity, modernization, and progress.
The book begins with an overview of the Blumenberg/Löwith debate that

was launched in 1962 when Blumenberg wrote for a meeting of the
Allgemeine Gesellschaft für Philosophie in Deutschland what would eventually
become his important book The Legitimacy of The Modern Age. This book
appeared in various versions throughout the sixties and seventies, growing
with each new edition. The theme of the 1962 conference was “Philosophy
and the Question About Progress.” The table of contents of the proceedings
is a stellar who’s-who in German philosophy: Adorno, Blumenberg,
Habermas, Löwith, and others. Blumenberg’s essay in that volume was
titled “‘Secularization’: Critique of a Category of Historical Illegitimacy,”
now available in translation in the recent History, Metaphors, Fables: A Hans
Blumenberg Reader (Cornell University Press, 2020). The subtitle is very
telling, especially in the context of the conference’s theme: What does philos-
ophy have to say about progress? What is progress, and can we speak of phil-
osophical progress? I will return to this point later.
Costa then discusses the important work of sociologist David Martin in

Chapter 2. This chapter was particularly helpful in recovering for readers
seminal books that Martin wrote that have been forgotten or neglected.
Chapter 3 comprises a careful discussion of Charles Taylor’s A Secular Age
(2007), while Chapter 4 explores Hans Joas’ books on religion, human
rights, and human dignity. The title of Chapter 5, discoursing on “The
Postcolonial Point of View,” does not carry the name of an author. It is dedi-
cated to Talal Asad, the Saudi- born anthropologist now teaching in the U.S.
There follows a chapter on Marchel Gauchet’s important books on religion
and the “disenchantment of the world,” and a balanced but critical chapter
on Jürgen Habermas’s work on what he called “faith and knowledge.” The
last substantive chapter looks at the long “shadow” that Nietzsche has pro-
jected in our age; in this chapter, Costa treats Gianni Vattimo and Peter
Sloterdijk.
This is a book that should be on the desk of anyone who is interested in

the debate about “secularization,” and its most recent incarnations. When
approaching a text this rich, and the product of years of research and
writing, one hesitates to raise issues. Yet, the role of the reviewer is to
point to alternative readings and missed detours. I think a couple can be
pointed out, without diminishing the worth of the book. First, the book is
perhaps too abstemious and humble in its theoretical aims. We move
from author to author, with sometimes the note that this is a philosopher,
a sociologists, an intellectual historian, a Nietzschean-Heideggerian post-
modernist, etc. The question pending is, what do different disciplines bring
to the table in this debate? Martin is a sociologist and thus his approach is dif-
ferent from that of Taylor, or Talal Asad’s, who is by training an anthropologist.
Blumenberg, on the other hand, is such a sui generis thinker one hesitates to call
him an intellectual historian, although he did work in this area. He is probably
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best known for two ideas: metaphorology and non-conceptuality, which are
directly relevant to his critique of what Costa calls the “secularization
theorem.”
The chapter on Habermas, while very informative, could have benefited

from a disaggregation of the different ways Habermas has dealt with
Christianity and religion in general. Habermas’s recent two-volume work
titled Also a History of Philosophy (2019), will force us to rethink a lot of
what he has been arguing over the last two decades. Over his long intellec-
tual itinerary, Habermas has dealt with Athens, Jerusalem, and Rome, met-
onyms for different relations to religions, from different disciplinary
standpoints: philosophy, politics, sociology, and what he calls reconstruc-
tive narratives.
All of these thinkers have different methodological commitments. This

means we must also ask: Does a quasi-Hegelian story about secularization,
as one may find in Taylor and to some extent also in Habermas, contribute
something different from a genealogical and/or anthropological account,
such as we might find in Asad, Sloterdijk, and Joas? Costa tells us in the
book’s Introduction that his work is a “meta-discourse,” i.e. a discourse
about the discourses dealing with the myth of secularization. To this extent,
we could have been offered a meta-map of the discourses about discourses
on what I would call the thesis that “we have never been secular,” or “we
have not been secular enough.”
It is difficult to appreciate Costa’s polemic against Löwith without taking

into account Blumenberg’s two other doorstoppers, Work on Myth and the
Genesis of the Copernican World, which show how secularization is not the ille-
gitimate expropriation of key ideas from the Judeo-Christian worldview. The
Nietzsche chapter, rightly, focused on his (in)famous pronouncement that
“God is dead,” andwe, humans, have killed him. But it missed the opportunity
to discuss Nietzsche’s third essay in hisOn the Genealogy of Morality, in which he
claims that we could not have become the creatures we have become without
the burden of conscience, the burden of our guilt for having sinned against a
distant and cruel God.
I want to close by returning to Blumenberg’s 1962 essay, written for a con-

gress of philosophy with the theme of progress. The inchoate question is
whether secularization is integral to progress, or whether progress is a reli-
gious fetish that deludes us. When we ask whether we are secular, and if
so, to what degree, we are also asking: are we progressing; are we modern,
are we children of our own time, not beholden to a God we exiled from
our lives? Is modernity and modernization, and progress thereby, a zero-
sum game in which religion loses and the secular wins? And, of course,
implicit in these questions is the question after the progress of religion
itself. If philosophy admits of progress, why not accept that religions as
well progress? But with this last question, we turn to a different set of inter-
locutors: Arens, Barth, Bonhoeffer, Küng, Metz, Rahner, Sölle, and many
others, who have been asking about secularization and the progress of
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religion and theology from the other side of the aisle, so to say. This wonderful
book raises these and many more questions.

–Eduardo Mendieta
Penn State University, University Park, Pennsylvania, USA

Paul Kelly: Conflict, War and Revolution: The Problem of Politics in International Political
Thought. (London: LSE Press, 2022. Pp. xii, 458.)

doi:10.1017/S0034670523000153

The invitation to review Paul Kelly’s latest book, Conflict, War and Revolution,
landed onmy desk at the perfect moment. Having recently committed to both
teaching a class on war in the history of political thought and coediting a
volume on noncanonical just war thinkers, I welcomed the opportunity to
read Kelly’s account of the role that considerations of violence have played
in the constitution of international political theory. I was not to be disap-
pointed. Conflict, War and Revolution is a very wise and thoughtfully compiled
piece of work. Its greatest achievement—and this is no small feat—is to
furnish the reader with compelling reasons for returning with fresh eyes to
a selection of some very old, very familiar texts.
The substance of the book is nine chapter-length studies of key historical

thinkers, from Thucydides to Carl Schmitt, on the subject of political vio-
lence. Each thinker is introduced as a representative of a particular para-
digmatic approach to thinking about the relationship between conflict
and the activity of politics, construed as an autonomous way of acting in
the world. Kelly’s analysis of their work is generous and open-textured,
rather than reductive. Instead of trying to squeeze his subjects into a
Procrustean narrative, he does his best to let them speak in their own
voice. To achieve this, he orders his exegetical analyses around a trio of
light-touch but disclosive thematic concerns: the relation between violence
and politics, sensitivity to temporality and change, and the meaning and
significance of history. Threaded through all nine chapters, these thematic
concerns provide the book with a sense of unity and cohesiveness that is
required in face of the sheer range of source material it tackles. Apart
from this, Kelly is happy to permit the ideas canvassed in each chapter
to lead us where they may. He is emphatic that the ideas covered in each
chapter do not combine to form and should not be assimilated into some
overarching narrative, logic, or truth. Rather, he suggests, they should be
read as indicative of the diversity of ways our forebears have thought
about the touchstone issues of international political life. As such, he
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