Topical Seminars
Tuesday, September 19, 2017
Moderated by David White


To prepare for the September 19th seminar, please read “Walking While Black in the White Gaze” by George Yancy beginning on page 649 and “In Praise of the Clash of Cultures” by Carlos Fraenkel beginning on page 433- preferably in this order. While reading and while you’re thinking about the upcoming discussion, please consider the following questions:

1. Do we hear echoes of Bordieu’s thoughts on Cultural and Social Capital discussed in our seminar on September 1 in Yancy’s words: “Within this context of discursive violence, Zimmerman was guilty of an act of aggression against Trayvon Martin, even before the trigger was pulled. Before his physical death, Trayvon Martin was rendered “socially dead” under the weight of Zimmerman’s racist stereotypes. Zimmerman’s aggression was enacted through his gaze, through the act of profiling, through his discourse and through his warped reconstruction of an innocent black boy that instigates white fear” (page 653- with apologies to participants who were not in attendance on September 1)? Perhaps more clearly in these: “I wait for the day when a white president will say, ‘There is no way that I could have experienced what Trayvon Martin did (and other black people do) because I’m white and through white privilege I am immune to systematic racial profiling” (page 650)?

2. Although Fraenkel is writing on a different topic, perhaps his essay takes on a different depth in the context of Yancy’s. Fraenkel’s words from page 439: “The privatization of moral, religious, and philosophical views in liberal democracies and the cultural relativism that often underlies Western multicultural agendas are a much greater obstacle to a culture of debate than religion.” How might Yancy’s ideas on society’s response to the death of Trayvon Martin be tempered if he were to speak through Fraenkel’s statement that cultural relativism often underlies Western multicultural agendas?

3. Fraenkel speaks of Mulsim thinker al-Ghazali’s concept “bonds of talquid- The beliefs and values stemming from the contingent circumstances of our socialization rather than from rational deliberation” on page 435. How does this apply both to Yancy’s essay and to the experience of the religious person in American society? 

4. Fraenkel says: “I hadn’t properly thought through some of the most basic convictions underlying my way of life and worldview- from God’s existence to the human good” (pages 433-434). As we approach both of these essays, how are our thoughts tempered by our own cultural capital, or our own pre-conceived notions, education, experiences, etc.?

5. According to the biographies attached to the universities where they work, (Fraenkel at McGill, Yancy at Emory) both Fraenkel and Yancy are professors of philosophy. Yancy is a black American-educated man who is 56 years old. Fraenkel is a white European and Israeli-educated man who is 46 years old. Based on these essays, can we speculate that their viewpoints might be different had the geography of their study been different? Race?

6. [bookmark: _GoBack]What other thoughts do you have on these essays and any additional research you might have done on these topics?
