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Neither the politics nor the theological filiations in the work of the German-Jewish critic and philosopher Walter Benjamin have ever been easy to understand; thus the question of a political theology is doubly vexed. Some contemporary critics in fact reject the notion that religion is for Benjamin anything more than an illusion. In the last text produced during his lifetime, “On the Concept of History,” Benjamin presents the image of a chess-playing puppet in Turkish dress who always wins because he is controlled by a hunchback dwarf hidden below in a box. “One can imagine,” Benjamin writes,  “a philosophic counterpart to this apparatus. The puppet, called ‘historical materialism,’ is to win all the time. It can easily be a match for anyone if it enlists the services of theology, which today, as we know, is small and ugly and has to keep out of sight.”
 One critic has rejected the role of religion because Benjamin describes the dwarf as “small and ugly,” while another has denied theological causation in the little text because Benjamin at no place attests that the strings between puppet and box are in fact connected.
 And Benjamin’s heterodox Marxism has, if anything, occasioned even more debate, a debate that could be said to culminate in the title of T.J. Clark’s article “Should Benjamin have read Marx?”

These questions of the admixture of politics and theology in Benjamin’s writings are never more pressing than in the early years of the Weimar Republic, the years that we might call the “pre-history of the Frankfurt School.” It was in the years between 1922 and 1925 that three of the most important members of the group first came together and began to share ideas and work: Benjamin met the journalist and critic Siegfried Kracauer in early 1923; Kracauer in turn introduced Benjamin to his friend, the young Theodor Adorno. From this constellation of figures would emanate the core positions of the Frankfurt School critique of mass culture, a critique that would remain a central element of the group’s position. There is little agreement as to Benjamin’s political sympathies in the years leading up to his espousal of Marxism in 1924. As with his contemporaries Georg Lukàcs and Ernst Bloch, who would also become prominent leftist theorists, Benjamin’s training in the German philosophical and literary traditions was undertaken in an atmosphere Lukàcs famously characterized as “romantic anticapitalism,” a heady mixture of soft political theory, hard philosophy, and high literature. So while Benjamin could read Rosa Luxemburg—he was “deeply moved by [the] unbelievable beauty and significance” of her letters from prison (Gesammelte Briefe II, 120)—and Bakunin with approval, he could also establish a probing intellectual relationship with the deeply conservative Lutheran Florens Christian Rang, attempt to find a German audience for the French conservative catholic Péguy, and subscribe, intermittently, to the royalist, reactionary, and anti-Semitic Action Française. Gershom Scholem characterized Benjamin’s position in this period as “theocratic anarchism;” more recently, Anson Rabinbach has called it “anarcho-messianism.” The full publication of Benjamin’s letters, together with new archival research, suggest, though, that neither of these designations comes close.
Historians often speak of the “religious revival” that characterized this period. Siegfried Kracauer, writing in 1922, had offered a highly positive evaluation of the sudden resurgence of new forms of association in response to the postwar crisis: “Whoever has lived through these times and paid attention feels in the inmost way that an hour of reckoning has now come for the German spirit. In sleepless nights of listening and waiting one senses, very close by, the hot breath of this spirit. Now that false dreams of power have been dreamed out, now that need and suffering have burst the hard shells that threatened to suffocate it, this spirit, with a monstrous display of power, struggles toward its realization….Nearly all of the innumerable movements that now tremble throughout Germany and shake it to its foundations testify, despite their apparently contradictory directions, to the desire and nature of this spirit. Youth groups that carry forward generalized human ideals or the ideas of the Germanic fraternities; communards whose values are linked to the communism of primitive Christianity; associations of the like-minded that have as their goal a renewal from within; interfaith religious groups; democratic-pacifist unions; and several efforts at popular education: all these seek the same thing, to emerge from abstract ideas anchored in the ego and arrive at concrete communal forms.”
 In the years 1920-1922, Benjamin mapped out his own version of the complex political and theological terrain that Kracauer describes so well: Benjamin’s territory in these years lay between the boundary markers Judaism, esoteric Judaism, conversion, synchretism, and ecumenicism. Before attempting a characterization of Benjamin’s own political theology, we should look quickly at his statements regarding each of these positions.
The relationship to Judaism is the best known; Benjamin’s self-identification as a European intellectual consistently trumped the efforts by Scholem and other friends to induce Benjamin to engage in depth with the Hebrew language and the Jewish faith. And the messianic and mystical motifs that play so decisive a role, first in the years after 1913 and his encounter with Scholem, and then again in the 1930’s, are all but absent from Benjamin’s writings of the early 1920’s; they reemerge, as we will see, only in 1924, with the writing of the great study of the German Trauerspiel. Yet the examples of Scholem and his friend Erich Gutkind stood as exemplars of a deep religious engagement for Benjamin, a path he could not follow.
More directly important for the formation of a politics, though, was Benjamin’s reception of the esoteric Jewish theology of the circle of Jewish intellectuals around Oskar Goldberg (1887-1951). Goldberg, who had played a leading role in such important early expressionist circles as the “Neopathetisches Kabarett” and the “Neuer Klub,” had by the end of the world war begun to propagate an esoteric “doctrine” of Judaism that combined a number of seemingly irreconcilable  convictions: that the Jews enjoyed a special relationship to God that was based on a particular form of magic, and that contemporary Judaism was falling away from this ideal. For Goldberg and the members of his circle, Goldberg’s ideas—which Scholem describes as a kind of “biological Kaballah”—were solely capable of leading to what his disciple Unger would call, in a lecture attended by Benjamin in February 1922, “the stateless founding of a Jewish people.”
 Goldberg exercised, through a remarkable personal magnetism, a dictatorial control over this circle, and exerted an influence on intellectuals in the Weimar Republic that was out of all proportion to the importance of his ideas.  Thomas Mann caught some of that influence in the novel Doctor Faustus, where Goldberg appears as the protofascist metaphysician Dr. Chaim Breisacher. Benjamin and Dora came to know both Goldberg and his disciple Erich Unger (1887-1950) in the home of Dora’s friend Elisabeth Richter-Gabo, the first wife of the avant-garde filmmaker Hans Richter. Benjamin’s reaction to Goldberg himself was personal and psychological. “To be sure, I know very little about him, but his impure aura repelled me emphatically every time I was forced to see him, to the extent that I was unable to shake hands with him” (Letters, 173). Despite this repugnance, Benjamin continued to move cautiously at the outer edge of the circle, but for one reason only: in order to maintain contact with Unger, whose person and work continued to exert a powerful effect.

Unger’s Politik und Metaphysik, which had appeared in January 1921, played an important, if antithetical role in Benjamin’s own political theology. Benjamin’s enthusiasm for Unger and his work, in the early 1920’s, knew no bounds; he characterized Politics and Metaphysics as the “most significant writing on politics of our time” (GB II, 127).
 Unger had, like Benjamin, been raised in an assimilated Jewish family in Berlin. Unlike Benjamin, though, whose early maturity was shaped by his contact with Wyneken and the Youth Movement, Unger had begun from an early age to move in neo-orthodox circles. He had been tutored in the Talmud by Oskar Goldberg while both were students at the Friedrich Gymnasium, and his work as a philosopher of religion never lost touch with these beginnings. The overt religiosity of Unger’s work contrasts markedly with Benjamin’s own practice. Yet significant shared positions laid the ground for Benjamin’s positive reception of Unger. As Margarete Kohlenbach has put it, Benjamin and Unger shared the conviction that “philosophical thought is to seek to identify the conditions in which man could objectively experience, and thus know, that which in modern religiosity is at best believed, or somehow sensed, to be true.”
 And each man believed that such philosophical thought must move beyond a Kantian model that for them was based upon an inadequate understanding of human experience and knowledge. Unger’s Politik und Metaphysik thus conceives politics as an activity whose primary goal is the provision of an arena for psychophysical experience that may “correspond to a disclosure of divine reality.”

At the opposite pole from a direct engagement, no matter how esoteric, with Judaism is of course the question of conversion. Benjamin himself never considered such an option, and in fact heaped it with scorn. Yet he was remarkably well informed on the issue. During a visit to Franz Rosenzweig in Frankfurt in January, 1923, Benjamin encountered Rosenzweig’s friend the historian of law Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy (1988-1973); the presence of Rosenzweig and Rosenstock in the same room produced a strong reaction in Benjamin, as it called to mind for him not merely the question of conversion, but the issue of religious syncretism as well. Rosenstock-Huessy, himself a convert, had exchanged a much-discussed series of letters on Jewish-Christian understanding with Rosenzweig while both were at the front during World War I. Rosenzweig himself had stood at the threshold of conversion in 1913, but was deterred by a systematic study of Judaism undertaken in order to clarify and justify his own position. But Rosenzweig—and Rosenstock—continued to be associated with the Patmos circle, a group of authors published by the Patmos Verlag in Würzburg, of whom several were prominent Jewish converts. The strong antipathy Benjamin felt toward Rosenstock was not an isolated reaction. His wife Dora remembered his remarkable reaction to an article by Karl Kraus in his journal Die Fackel—the firebrand—from November 1922 in which Kraus discussed his 1911 conversion and his recent renunciation of the catholic church. Benjamin had exclaimed that “one would have had to have been Kraus, and not to have done this, in order to have something to say about it.” Yet he kept himself well informed of the writings of the Patmos circle, and could at times comment positively on the political commentary that emerged from Würzburg.
Benjamin’s reaction to syncretism is perhaps more perplexing. Of the texts that were essential to his attempt to formulate a political theology, two stand out:  Ernst Bloch’s Geist der Utopie of 1918 was the direct impetus for the composition of a series of articles that Benjamin referred to as “my politics” and Franz Rosenzweig’s Der Stern der Erlösung of 1921 was, together with Hermann Cohen’s Religion der Vernunft aus den Quellen des Judentums of 1919, for Benjamin the epitome of a philosophical engagement with Judaism. The reading of Rosenzweig’s text had in fact plunged Benjamin into the sort of inner struggle that consistently marked his reception of influential ideas.  “I … recognize,” he wrote, “that this book necessarily suggests to the impartial reader the danger of overestimating it, at least in terms of its structure” (GB III, 208). Yet he distanced himself from both authors due to an alleged incorporation of christology in their works. Syncretism is understood here as the contamination of a body of theological writings by a corresponding body from a different faith. And it is this admixture in which Benjamin never indulged: it was for him ambiguous and thus mythic, in need of purgation. This rejection of an ambiguous mixing stands in sharp contrast to the positive uses to which Benjamin put the notion of ecumenicism: an embrace of the juxtaposition of faiths.
Even before Benjamin began to participate in ecumenical projects, he was amply informed of a particular form of ecumenical politics. In summer 1914, Benjamin’s close friend Erich Gutkind and his friend the Dutch psychologist Frederik van Eeden 1860-1932) had founded one of the most important intellectual groups of the day, the “Forte circle.” The group, which took its name from the Tuscan seaside town of Forte dei Marmi where future meetings were to be held, was initially conceived as a site of pacifist resistance to the war; it soon took on strains of utopian socialism. The inner circle of the group was made up of Gutkind, van Eeden, the Jewish theologian and essayist Martin Buber (1877-1965), the anarchistic socialist Gustav Landauer (1870-1919), and the Christian conservative Florens Christian Rang. The Forte circle conducted an aggressive publishing campaign, promulgating a theologically informed pacifist politics—and the theology in question was specifically ecumenical. These ideas soon attracted intellectuals as diverse as Kandinsky, Upton Sinclair, Walter Rathenau, Rainer Maria Rilke, and Romain Rolland, all of whom became affiliated with the circle.

Benjamin’s knowledge of the Forte circle was an important intellectual preparation for his the relationship that developed between Benjamin and Rang in the years after the war. This is not the place for a full discussion of that relatioship, so I will limit myself to a discussion of two complexes of events.
 In spring, 1923,  Benjamin traveled, at Rang’s invitation, to the small city of Gießen in the northern reaches of the state of Hessen. On March 12, he attended the first meeting of the “Frankfurt Circle,” an interfaith group drawn together by Rang and Martin Buber that included Jews, Catholics, and a range of protestants from Quakers to Lutherans. The discussions in Gießen centered on the possibility, under current conditions, of a political revival informed by religious principals. It was clearly important to Rang to bring both Benjamin and Buber to this meeting; as Scholem remembers, these two figures, who treated one another with a reserve that frequently gave way to suspicion, represented for Rang “incarnations of authentic Jewishness” (Scholem 142). Benjamin was deeply impressed by the gathering: “an unsuspected side of Germany sprang before my eyes” (GB 322). Even if we discount some part of his enthusiasm because he was addressing Rang, an organizer of the meeting, his attendance in Gießen must nonetheless be taken seriously. His fascination with the attempts by Rang, Buber, Rosenzweig and others to work toward a new German society conceived as a tolerant admixture of religious faiths—indeed with the religious revival that swept Germany in the early 1920’s—certainly colored his own increasing politicization in the early 1920’s.

The most emphatic statement of Benjamin’s engagement with an ecumenically informed politics, though, is the “Response” that he contributed to Rang’s call for the renewing of dialogue between France, Belgium, and Germany, issued in his pamphlet Deutsche Bauhütte. Ein Wort an uns Deutsche über mögliche Gerechtigkeit gegen Belgien und Frankreich und zur Philosophie der Politik (German guild: a word to us Germans regarding potential fairness with Belgium and France, and on the philosophy of politics). Besides Benjamin and Buber, both the Baptist journalist, novelist, and dramatist Alfons Paquet, who argued for a pacifist Germany as a mediator between east and west, and the Catholic philosopher of religion and psychotherapist Ernst Michel contributed commentaries. After a few comments on the form of the “response” that are characteristic in their problematicization of the genre of the political pamphlet itself, Benjamin’s “Response” claims for Rang’s tract a remarkable potential. “For this text acknowledges the intellectual borders between peoples to the same extent that it condemns their closure….[These lines] confirm that the truth, even in politics, is unambiguous but not simple.” As Benjamin continues to meditate on the function of truth in politics, the relays between his philosophical literary criticism and an awakening political involvement become manifest: he argues that Rang’s principles emerge from the “interpenetration of ideas,” “ideas of justice, law, of politics, of enmity, of the lie.” (GB III, 374). Benjamin’s response to Rang raises an important question: is an interfaith politics founded on the idea of “interpenetration of ideas” finally different from syncretism? For even a preliminary answer to this question, we first need to address the development of Benjamin’s politics. 
In 1921, Benjamin plunged into the formulation of a philosophically-based ”Politics,” something that had been simmering since his conversations with Ernst Bloch in Switzerland in 1918 and 1919. Benjamin asserted repeatedly that his theory of politics would bear no relation to any current political movement or even to the events of the day—he spoke of his “rejection of every current political tendency” (GB II, 46)—but the multipartite composition of a political theory in the years 1919 through 1921, work that combined his characteristic interests in philosophy, theology, and aesthetics, was inevitably interwoven with the tumultuous events that made up daily life in the early years of the Republic.

By the end of 1920, Benjamin had formulated a very specific plan for a three-part exposition of his theories.
 The first part was to bear the title “The True Politician;” the second part, which bore the provisional title “The True Politics,” would have included two sections, “The Deconstruction [Abbau] of Violence” (perhaps identical with the essay Benjamin actually completed in 1921, “Critique of Violence”) and “Teleology without Final Purpose” (presumably lost). The “third part” would have been a critique of Paul Scheerbart’s utopian novel Lesabèndio (in other words, a second confrontation with this novel following on the completed, though unpublished, study from 1919). The concrete nature of this plan and the rapidity with which he was able to compose “Critique of Violence” later in the year were possible because Benjamin had been thinking and writing his way toward this project throughout 1920. Already in early 1920, he had conceived an essay—which he apparently never completed—with the provisional title “There Are No Intellectual Workers,” a pointed reply to the leftist writer Kurt Hiller’s brand of activism and, more generally, to the widespread—and wholly ineffectual--attempts on the part of bourgeois writers to identify with and emulate the workers’ and soldiers’ councils (Arbeiter-,and  Soldatenräte)  that had sprung up spontaneously in 1918 and forced the abdication of the Kaiser.
 At about the same time, he finished an important review of Bloch’s Spirit of Utopia. Far more than simple log rolling for a friend’s book, Benjamin’s  “enormously intensive” work on the review was driven by a desire to define his own politics. Conversations with Bloch in Switzerland had already challenged Benjamin to defend his thoroughgoing abstinence from politics. Now, in 1920, Bloch’s highly idiosyncratic admixture of Marxism, messianism, and utopianism in The Spirit of Utopia evoked a very mixed reaction from Benjamin. The review would have been laudatory, but it would also have included, in esoteric language, a stinging critique of Bloch’s “impossible Christology,” his intermittent emphasis on theocracy, and his epistemology. Although Benjamin sought several publication venues for his review, including the prominent philosophical journal Kant Studien, it remained unpublished, and must now count as lost.

Benjamin’s return to Berlin in the spring had coincided precisely with the worst crisis faced by Germany’s still nascent democracy: the Kapp Putsch. On March 13th, the highest ranking German general, Walther von Lüttwitz, supported by a brigade of marines and the paramilitary Freikorps, seized control of the government district in Berlin, declared the end of the Social Democratic government, and named Wolfgang Kapp, a right wing civil servant, as the new Chancellor. The Social Democratic Chancellor, Wolfgang Bauer, and the Federal President, Friedrich Ebert, fled the city along with the majority of the upper-level government officials. The government, deprived of the support of large parts of its army, countered in the only way it could, through the declaration of a general strike.  The strike, together with the refusal of much of the bureaucracy to follow the directives of Kapp, led to the collapse of the putsch; Kapp and Lüttwitz fled the city on March 17. No single reference in Benjamin’s correspondence alludes to the highly charged atmosphere to which his family returned. But from this point forward, the composition of his “Politics” is accelerated.  In April 1920, he composed a note, now lost, on “Life and Violence.”
 And at some point in the fall he composed a “Fantasy on a Passage in The Spirit of Utopia” which must also now count as lost. He continued to read widely, not just in political theory, but in related fields. His letters are full of comments on topics as diverse as the epistemology of biology and Adam Müller’s treatise on rhetoric.
 But the chief result of this intensive engagement with politics is the essay “Critique of Violence,” which he wrote in December 1920 and January 1921. 

Benjamin’s essay examines the relationship of violence to law and justice, and in particular the role of violence—the use of force—in natural and positive law. Although the essay’s first pages are given over to a rather abstract and dutiful discussion of the role played by violence within means-ends relationships, the writing begins to assume a Benjaminian voice when it turns to the question of the role of violence in the institution and preservation of law and lawmaking bodies: “all violence as a means is either lawmaking or law-preserving” (SW I, 243).
 As Benjamin himself acknowledges, these remarks were, in late 1920, highly topical. “When the consciousness of the latent presence of violence in a legal institution disappears, the institution falls into decay. In our time, parliaments provide an example of this. They offer the familiar, woeful spectacle because they have not remained conscious of the revolutionary forces to which they owe their existence” (SW 244). The Weimar National Assembly of course owed its existence precisely to the revolutionary forces unleashed in November 1918; by 1920, Benjamin claims, its decay as an institution was made manifest when it used violent means to suppress the widespread leftist uprisings in the Ruhr in spring of that year, without, however, exploiting the creative potentials for new lawmaking inherent in such violence. Benjamin’s opprobrium is not limited to the present government, however; he soon turns to the more general question of the function of the general strike in all societies, basing his remarks not just on his intensive reading of the syndicalist Georges Sorel’s Réflexions sur la violence of 1908, but on more general research on anarchism and violence. In the fall he had contacted Max Nettlau, the leading authority on anarchism in Europe and an acquaintance of Bakunin’s, asking for advice on the most important sources. Drawing on Sorel’s distinction between the “political general strike” and the “proletarian general strike,” he quotes Sorel to castigate implicitly the social democrats’ use of the general strike to maintain their power in the face of the Kapp putsch: “The political general strike demonstrates how the state will lose none of its strength, how power is transferred from the privileged to the privileged” (SW 246). And in one of the earliest and clearest statements of a key tenet of his own political philosophy, he draws on Sorel’s praise for the proletarian general strike, in which “the revolution appears as a clear simple revolt.” For Benjamin, such a revolt is undertaken together with the rejection of “every kind of program, of utopia….Against this deep, moral, and genuinely revolutionary conception, no objection can stand that seeks…to brand such a general strike as violent” (SW I, 246). This refusal to think the consequences of purifying revolution is more than Benjamin’s frequently adduced adherence to the Bilderverbot, the Jewish injunction against images of redeemed life; it is an early statement of his characteristic nihilism. Like D. H. Lawrence, Walter Benjamin liked to think of the world “going pop.”

Much of the essay constitutes, then, an intervention into contemporary legal debates on questions of state power and permissible resistance to that power; the essay’s second half, however, returns to issues first broached in the essay “Fate and Character,” issues that will remain central to the major statement of Benjamin’s early thought, “Goethe’s Elective Affinities:” fate itself, the guilt arising from participation in a “more natural life,” myth, and the “annihilating violence” of divine intervention in the world. Based on his intensive reading of Hermann Cohen’s Ethik des reinen Willens (Ethics of pure will) of 1904 and especially of Cohen’s Religion of Reason out of the Sources of Judaism of 1919, Benjamin here distinguishes for the first time a myth grounded in polytheism and “mere life” from the rational truth of monotheism: “Mythic violence is bloody power over mere life for its own sake; divine violence is pure power over all life for the sake of the living” (SW II, 250). Some commentators have claimed that Benjamin in “Critique of Violence” associates the notions of divine violence and proletarian revolution. As the essay’s closing sentences clearly show, Benjamin was not yet in a position to fully reconcile his political and his theological ideas: “But all mythic, lawmaking violence, which we may call ‘executive,’ is pernicious. Pernicious, too, is the law-preserving, ‘administrative’ violence that serves it. Divine violence, which is the sign and seal but never the means of sacred dispatch, may be called ‘sovereign’ violence” (SW II, 252). Benjamin’s essay apostrophizes the erasure of all current forms of state power and indeed of the state itself; it does not yet specifically associate, however, a fully theorized revolutionary practice with that divine erasure. Revolution as agent of the messianic event is a concept that will emerge only in the 1930’s. 
By 1923, however, as he began to work through the recalcitrant materials of the baroque Trauerspiel, Benjamin clearly drew on both his “politics” as it culminated in “Critique of Violence” and on the religious field he had constructed quite literally between esoteric Judaism, syncretism, and ecumenicism. The notion of the “interpenetration of ideas” first sounded in the response to Rang now meets and interpenetrates the notion of “sovereign violence” from the essay “Critique of Violence.”  Unger had called for a politics that would prepare the way for religion; Rang and Benjamin had, after Gießen, called for a interfaith rapprochement that would have prepared the way for a just politics. In the Origin of German Trauerspiel, Lutheran theology meets not just Calvinism but a covert Jewish esotericism as well, and in a unique and at points highly problematic interpenetration, they prepare the way for the wholesale evacuation of meaning from the historical stage—and for a radically new understanding of political theology. “Human values were deprived of all value. Something new arose: an empty world.” And this empty world serves a resolutely political purpose: it is the sole check on the tyrannical powers of the sovereign. There is by now a considerable literature on the role played by Carl Schmitt’s political writings in Benjamin’s development of the notion of a state of exception within which the sovereign arrogates to himself extraordinary powers. An overemphasis on the reading of Schmitt has been accompanied by a resolute neglect of the role of an ecumenical theological position in the Trauerspiel book, a true interpenetration of ideas. The Lutheran sovereign, about to crush the neck of his opposition, allows his gaze to fall instead upon a mute, meaningless nature—the empty world of theology—present around him as meaningless props on the stage of history. And he falls instead into a deep state of melancholy, indeed into acedia, that apathy so deep as to prevent action. And politics comes to a halt in a state of frozen dread. Benjamin’s envisioned result is the profane equivalent of that divine violence adduced in the essay “Critique of Violence:” the erasure of the world. Nihilism.

Writing much later, in 1933 in the essay “Experience and Poverty,” Benjamin attempted to put his own interfaith associationism into perspective—in terms that recall the moment of paralysis in the Trauerspiel book: “A generation that had gone to school in horse-drawn streetcars now stood in the open air, amid a landscape in which nothing was the same except the clouds and, at its center, in a force field of destructive torrents and explosions, the tiny, fragile human body. With this tremendous development of technology, a completely new poverty has descended on mankind. And the reverse side of this poverty is the oppressive wealth of ideas that has been spread among people, or rather has swamped them entirely—ideas that have come with the revival of astrology and the wisdom of yoga, Christian Science and chiromancy, vegetarianism and gnosis, scholasticism and spiritualism. For this is not a genuine revival but a galvanization.” If Kracauer retained the idealist notion that “concrete communal forms” might arise from ideas emanating from a generalized national spirit, Benjamin insisted that the apparent richness of this “wealth of ideas” would actually “swamp” people—that a new, experiential poverty was actually the only appropriate response to the times.
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