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Introduction: A Handmaid’s Tale
1. Between Critique and Theology
It is hard to imagine a concept more significant to modern Western thought than that of “critique.” Thus, Foucault, for example, argued that there was:
[…]a certain manner of thinking, of speaking, likewise of acting, and a certain relation to what exists, to what one knows, to what one does, as well as a relation to society, to culture, to others, and all this one might name ‘the critical attitude.’[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Michel Foucault, “What is Critique,” in James Schmidt, ed., What Is Enlightenment? Eighteenth-Century Answers and Twentieth-Century Questions. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996, 382.] 


Particularly in the wake of the Enlightenment, a “critical attitude” came to denote content analysis, the scope and validity of concepts, theories, fields of knowledge, or mental states; a method of scientific investigation; a political category; a form of understanding social constructs and historical processes; a central facet in the development of ethics; and a source for a sanguine portrayal of human development.[footnoteRef:2]   [2:  See for example: Foucault, “What is Critique”, 384-386; Reihnahrt Koselleck, Critique and Crisis: Enlightenment and the Pathogenesis of Modern Society. Hamburg & New Yok: Berg, 1988, 23-40; Talal Asad, Wendy Braun et. al. Is Critique Secular: Blasphemy, Injury and Free Speech. Berkeley: University of California Press, 2009, 1-5.] 

Yet when characterizing critique as such a fundamental concept “in the history of Western culture”, Foucault, to name just one example, also likens it with a secular worldview.[footnoteRef:3] At the heart of the prevailing argument that “critique is, in short, secular” is the notion that the bedrock of a critical approach is human reason, its primary objective being to break free from faith – or revelation – based deduction.[footnoteRef:4] On this basis secularism appears “as the opposite of religion” and critique is held to be “the opposite of orthodoxy, dogmatism, or fundamentalism.”[footnoteRef:5] In practice, then, critique is conceived as the torchbearer of secular ideology, signifying a binary opposition between “the secular” and its religious “other”, comprising also the lens through which this “other” is framed and interpreted. Critique thus represents – to quote Talal Assad’s compelling depiction – “the essence of secular heroism”, determining modernity’s promise of human progress driven by rational inquiry and scientific development. [footnoteRef:6] [3:  Foucault, “What is Critique”, 385-386. See also: Asad, “Is Critique Secular”, 2. ]  [4:  Asad, Is Critique Secular, 5.]  [5:  Ibid., vii-viii.]  [6:  Ibid., 2009, 55.] 

Based on a close reading of selected and previously less-discussed writings of four giants of twentieth-century thought – Sigmund Freud, Walter Benjamin, Theodor Adorno and Hannah Arendt – this book aims at reversing this understanding of critique. These leading German-Jewish intellectuals played a decisive role in the formation of twentieth century social sciences, generating or deeply influencing diverse disciplines and scientific traditions (psychoanalysis, critical theory, and political science) and resounding a scholarly impact that is still felt today.[footnoteRef:7] Decidedly secular thinkers, not one of them was in any way religious, nor even sympathetic to religious ways of life. Nonetheless, in bringing these four prominent thinkers together for the first time the book shows how in their writings critique concurrently emerges out of religious traditions and can in many ways be traced back to them. By drawing on the Enlightenment, they indeed saw critique as epitomizing the “essence of secular heroism,” and this features in their work in two main ways: first, as an analysis of concepts, and second, as a means to interpret and thus examine social, historical, and political questions so as to offer critical accounts of modernity that address general human as well as specifically Jewish concerns.[footnoteRef:8] At the same time, however, critique operates in their work in a way that is conscious of theology (pertaining to matters like transcendence, divine law, revelation, redemption and god), often finding its expression within a predominantly religious frame of reference. What is emphasized here is not a sociological argument but a pointing to a conceptual gesture that is central to their writings. In this sense, Kafka’s assertion that theology “was the main resource for our conceptual commitments” is largely applicable to the examined thinkers’ employment of critique.[footnoteRef:9]  [7:  See for example: Steven Aschheim, Vivian Liska (ed.), The German-Jewish Experience Revisited. Berlin: De Gruyter, 2015; Steven E. Aschheim, Beyond the Borders: The German-Jewish Legacy Abroad. Princeton: Princeton UP, 2008; Leslie Morris, The Translated Jews: German Jewish Culture Outside the Margins. Evanston: Northwestern UP, 2018; Kerry Wallach, Passing illusion: Jewish visibility in Weimar Germany. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2017; Scott Spector, German Modernism without Jews? German-Jewish Subjects and Histories. Bloomington: Indiana UP, 2017; Miriam Rürup, & Simone Lässig, (eds.), German-Jewish Space and Spatiality in Modern History. New York: Berghahn Books, 2017.]  [8:  Dirk Moses, “Genocide and Modernity”, in: Dan Stone, (ed.), The Historiography of Genocide. Houndmills: Palgrave MacMillan, 2008, 184.]  [9:  Paul North, The Yield: Kafka’s Atheological Reformation. Stanford: Stanford UP, 2015, 4.] 

This is not to disregard the significant generational, historical, and disciplinary differences between these thinkers. However, these differences are important because they highlight the variety of profound and creative ways in which Jewish and Christian elements are negotiated with a modern concept of critique across different scientific examinations. In regard to these examinations, I do not aim at demonstrating cross-generational collaborations, or to provide new data concerning personal or conceptual ties between these scholars (even if some of these ties and cross-references will be duly noted throughout the book). Rather, I highlight, the significance of the shared dependency of their concept of critique on theology. In particular, I wish to present an examination of selected topics and texts (elaborated more closely below) across the century and in different fields of studies, for I aim to show how – to use a musical metaphor – we are dealing here with a great intellectual symphony on the critique of a modern-secular world, whose overtones have always resonated with religion and theology. Touching upon Jewish and Christian theological traditions, twentieth-century modern and secular critique seems to present a much richer, and perhaps more composite phenomenon than previously assumed.
With this thinkers, then, our view of critical thinking is reversed: Contrariwise to the common separation between critique and its religious “other” this book traces the connection between them. Thus, with the secular emphasis on critique, religion lost neither its place nor its influence. In lieu of treating critique as a testament to the disengagement of modern thinking from religion, this book seeks then to identify how the works of prominent modern German-Jewish intellectuals, although widely divergent, give expression to the religious sources of secular thought.
This argument is the heart of the book. It points to a continuing misreading of critique and it enables us to notice something both fundamental and yet often unsaid: the mechanism that powers secular thinking is not secular. Moreover, and however counterintuitive it might seem, I argue that religious modes of critique power critique’s secular distancing from religion. In this sense modern critique is a form of immanent critique, one that does not come from the outside of religion to build a new world of ideas, but redeploy those already present within its theological considerations. Within this conceptual framework, the book asks: what does critique denote for each of the thinkers in question? what religious or theological traditions inform each thinker’s thought? and what are the ways in which critique, religion, and theology intertwine? Each of the four chapters of the book is therefore dedicated to one thinker, focusing either on one particular text or on a cluster of works and offering an analysis of how the thinker in question forged manifold interrelations between critique and theology. 
	Given todays’ emerging attention to the relations between politics and religion, faith and political action, the ‘religious’ and the ‘secular’, there is no doubt also a growing interest in the different ways in which these relations unfold. Nonetheless, most of the scholarly investigations that underline the intricate links between secularism and religion, tend to stop short of thinking about the mechanism of critique itself as born out of theology.[footnoteRef:10] This is also true in relation to the emergent volume of scholarly works dedicated to the role of religion and theology in the writings of 20th century German-Jewish thinkers.[footnoteRef:11] The assertion that “Western academy is still governed by the presumptive secularism of critique” seems to be even now valid.[footnoteRef:12] The book’s main argument, conversely, offers to abandon our fixation on the secular character of critique for a much broader and more compound understanding of its relation with theology. If critique is not secular what does it look like? And what might its modern modes of expression tell us about the world in which we live? Answering these questions is important because it allows us to uncover points of connection between modern-secular thought and religion that have been hitherto neglected. Furthermore, in showing how religion has never left the secular theatre the book contests the recent claims of a “return” of religion on all social, cultural, and political fronts. At stake here are the different contentions concerning, for example, a new “post-secular” reality, a “religious turn” in society and politics, or a contemporary “resacralization” of a formerly “disenchanted” secularized world, that have informed the academic agenda of the last two decades. Turning the argument on its head the book indicates that all these claims must take into consideration their origins in the lingering presence of theology in criticism. [10:  Asad, Is Critique Secular, marks a notable exception, focusing, however, mainly on the relation between a secularized Christian world and Islam. ]  [11:  For example: Peter E. Gordon, Migrants into the Profane: Critical Theory and the Question of Secularization. New Haven: Yale UP, 2020; Orr Scharf, Thinking in Translation: Scriptures and Redemption in the Thought of Franz Rosenzweig. Berlin: De Gruyter, 2019; Sebastian Musch, Jewish Encounters with Buddhism in German Culture: Between Moses and Buddha, 1890–1940. Cham: Palgrave Macmillen, 2019; Paul Mendes-Flohr, Martin Buber: A Life of Faith and Dissent. New Haven: Yale UP 2019; Vivian Liska, German-Jewish Thought and its Afterlife: a Tenuous Legacy. Bloomington: Indiana UP, 2017; Joan Braune, Erich Fromm's Revolutionary Hope: A Prophetic Messianism as a Critical Theory of the Future. Leiden: Brill, 2014; Devid Biale, Not in Heaven: The Tradition of Jewish Secular Thought. Princeton: Princeton UP, 2011; Hent de Vries, Minimal Theologies: Critiques of Secular Reason in Adorno and Levinas. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2005.]  [12:  Asad, Is Critique Secular, 2. ] 

It is for this purpose, that I draw upon the concept of a “critique of theology”: Not only to present the critical positions of these thinkers toward religion and theology but also to capture a critique that is dependent of theology and that surfaces in different forms, within different intellectual disciplines, and different social-political contexts of the first and latter halves of the twentieth century. A critique of theology thus differs from the frequently used concept of “political theology.” Unlike the focus on the emergence of modern political concepts, I wish to engage somewhat more broadly with what emerges from the interaction between the concepts of critique and theology, which may extend, but is not limited to, political categories. What is here also suggested, perhaps, is a shift in scholarly attention from the “political theological predicament” (a concept that relates to the modern diagnosis of the relation between politics and theology as much as to its reconstruction) to a “critical theological predicament” (denoting a modern analysis of and the holding to the dependency of critique on theology). A critique of theology, however, is also distinct from “critical theology.”[footnoteRef:13] Such a connotation usually indicates the manifestations of critical mechanisms in theological thinking.[footnoteRef:14] It thus refers, for example, to religious thinking that makes use of analytical tools or logic-based argumentation to validate God’s existence or to formulate principles of faith.[footnoteRef:15] My purpose, however, is in many ways diametrically opposite. I wish to bring to light how religious and theological concepts are manifested in critical thinking. The emphasis is on a modern-secular critique that draws on the theological canon, and the complex interrelations formed as a result.  [13:  Elisabeth Schüssler Fiorenza, “Feminist Theology as a Critical Theology of Liberation,” Theological Studies, 36.4 (1975): 605-626; Stephen R. Palmquist, Kant’s Critical Religion. Burlington: Ashgate Publishing Company, 2000; Marc P. Lalonde, (ed.) The Promise of Critical Theology: Essays in Honor of Charles Davis. Waterloo, Ontario: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1995; Marc P. Lalonde, From Critical Theology to a Critical Theory of Religion: Essays in Contemporary Religious Thought, London: Peter Lang, 2010; Carl A. Raschke, Critical Theology: Introducing an Agenda for an Age of Global Crisis. Downers Grove IL: Intervarsity Press, 2016; Itzhak Benyamini, A Critical Theology of Genisis: The Non-Absolute God. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2016. ]  [14:  See for example in: Fiorenza, “Feminist Theology”; Palmquist, Kant’s Critical Religion; Raschke, Critical Theology. ]  [15:  See also the point made in: Itzhak Benyamini & Yotam Hotam “An Outline for Critical Theology from an Israeli Jewish Perspective”, Journal of Modern Jewish Studies, 14.2 (2015): 333-339. de Vries, Minimal Theologies, 49-67 is a rather brilliant recent example because it underlines a search for a new theology, distinguished from the dogmas of “classical theology” on the one and from the conceptual analysis that characterizes the modern disciplinary study of religion on the other hand.] 

b) The Critical Path 
I started with a prevailing view of a secular critique and its vital role in the enlightenment. Foucault for example suggested that in Kant’s philosophy, in particular, we see an interlocking of the two concepts.[footnoteRef:16] Kant’s philosophical endeavors are indeed regarded as securing the notion that critique “is secular.” Contesting this particular issue seems to me to be at this point important because, as suggested above, not only critique but also its relation to theology in the writings of modern Jewish thinkers is intimately linked to the legacy of the Enlightenment, and specifically to Kant.[footnoteRef:17] As “cognitive insiders” of the modern Western culture in which they lived (as elucidated by Paul Mendes-Flohr) these thinkers displayed a penetrating engagement with the tensions and vicissitudes in the European intellectual arena of their time and this included a clear owe to Kant’s “critical path” (der kritische Weg).[footnoteRef:18] [16:  Foucault, “What is Critique”, 386.]  [17:  Gordon, Migrants, 4; Paul Franks, “Jewish Philosophy after Kant: The Legacy of Salomon Maimon”, in: Michael L. Morgan and Peter Eli Gordon (eds.) The Cambridge Companion to Modern Jewish Philosophy. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2007, 53-79; Paul Mendes-Flohr, “Jewish Thought and Philosophy: Modern Thought”, Encyclopedia of Religion. New York: Gale, 2005, 4899-4910.]  [18:  Paul Mendes-Flohr, Divided Passions: Jewish Intellectuals and the Experience of Modernity. Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1991, 28. Gordon, Migrants, 17; Franks, “Jewish Philosophy”, 53; Foucault, “What is Critique”, 387-388.] 

There is, I believe, a clear agreement as to the main traits of this path. For Kant the objective of critique is to “purify” concepts of fallacies (and in the process to set critique’s boundaries and scope), while theology deals with principles of faith. In the strict Kantian sense, critique means then a form of analysis of a certain content or an object of study that includes charting its sources (Quellen), scope (Umfang), and boundaries (Grenzen).[footnoteRef:19] In taking the faculty of reason as its object of study, for example, critique aims to “remove all errors”  (Abstellung aller Irrungen) in our understanding of this faculty based on “principles” (Prinzipien) that are “independent of all experience” (unabhängig von aller Erfahrung).[footnoteRef:20] This approach to critique also means for Kant a form of purification (reinigen) of “a ground that was completely overgrown.”[footnoteRef:21] Such grounds relate also, perhaps mainly, to theological claims and in such a way Kant seems to propose a clear differentiation between the dictate of reason and the guidance of an “other” (Die Leitung eines Anderen). True to this approach, and yet also critical of it, Heinrich Heine, for example, wrote in the epilogue to his last collection of poems that it is as if “one has to choose between religion and philosophy, between the dogma of the revelation of faith and the ultimate conclusion of systematic thought, between the biblical God and atheism.”[footnoteRef:22] A century later, Leo Strauss argued that the main choice faced by mankind, which leaves no middle ground, is between “human guidance or divine guidance.” That is: [19:  Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1998, 101; Immanuel Kant, Kritik der Reinen Vernunft, Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 1998, 8.]  [20:  Kant, Critique, 101. See also: Asad, Is Critique Secular, 3.]  [21:  Ibid, 105.  ]  [22:  “…daß man wählen müsse zwischen der Religion und der Philosophie, zwischen dem geoffenbarten Dogma des Glaubens und der letzten Konsequenz des Denkens, zwischen dem absoluten Bibelgott und dem Atheismus.“ Heinrich Heine, „Nachwort zum Romanzero“, in: ders. Romanzero. Hamburg: Hoffmann und Campe, 1852, 302. See the translation in: Hal Draper, The Complete Poems of Henrich Heine. Oxford: Oxford UP, 1982. ] 

whether men can acquire knowledge of the good, without which they cannot guide their lives individually and collectively, by the unaided efforts of their reason, or whether they are dependent for that knowledge on divine revelation.”[footnoteRef:23]  [23:  Leo Strauss, “Reason and Revelation,” in Heinrich Meier, Leo Strauss and the Theological Political Problem, Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2016, 149.] 


Yet, exactly the relation between this path of critique and theology appears to be, nonetheless, disputed. Paul Franks, for example, makes a clear case not only for the importance of theology to Kant’s epistemology and ethics, but particularly for his affinity to Jewish religious concepts such as the “prohibition on representing God” and “the concept of law.”[footnoteRef:24] Through the Jewish notion of law, according to Franks, “Kant unites epistemology and ethics.”[footnoteRef:25] In such a way, Kant’s critiques are presented as still relating to former theological categories. Specifically within the sphere of moral reason, we may see the theological concept of God – which was intrinsic and vital to Kant’s critical endeavors – and of an eternal soul (immortality) are postulated, along with free will, as conditions for the possibility of human morality.[footnoteRef:26] We nevertheless need theology, says Kant, “for religion, i.e., for the practical-specifically, the moral-use of reason.”[footnoteRef:27] Here, in our “inner religion” we are obligated by our practical reason as if it is a godly command, and thus:  [24:  Franks, “Jewish Philosophy after Kant”, 55. ]  [25:  Franks, “Jewish Philosophy after Kant”, 58.]  [26:  Kant, Critique, 14. ]  [27:  Kant, Critique, 14.  ] 

So far as practical reason has the right to lead us, we will not hold actions to be obligatory because they are God's commands, but will rather regard them as divine commands because we are internally obligated to them.[footnoteRef:28] [28:  Kant, Critique, 684.] 


This reading of Kant may include for example his discussion of progress in the sphere of metaphysics. Kant posits that after the first, theoretical-dogmatic stage and the second, skeptical stage, comes a third, theological stage with all the cognitions a priori that lead to it and make it necessary.[footnoteRef:29] Theology appears here (somewhat different to its definition in the (Critique of Judgment) as a knowledge “of the inscrutable determining ground of our willing, which we find, in ourselves alone” and that assumes its final end in “the supreme being above us.”[footnoteRef:30] This notion of theology is applicable to Kant “provided that it stays within the bounds of bare reason.”[footnoteRef:31] There exists, however, a theology of reason (which Kant would associate with an ideal “invisible church” of rational morality) that Kant seems to advocate, even if put at odds with a theology of revelation and the historical church, which he rejects.[footnoteRef:32]  [29:  Immanuel Kant, “What Real Progress has Metaphysics made in Germany since the time of Leibniz and Wolff? In: Immanuel Kant, Theoretical Philosophy After 1781. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002, 394. ]  [30:  See also: Stephen R. Palmquist, Kant’s Critical Religion, 7; Ders., “Kant's ‘Appropriation’ of Lampe's God”, The Harvard Theological Review 85.1 (1992): 85-108.]  [31:  Immanuel Kant, Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone, Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 7. ]  [32:  See for example: James Hering, “Judaism and the Contingency of Religious Law in Kant’s Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason”, Journal of Religious Ethics 48.1 (2020): 74-100.] 

 	In The Conflict of the Faculties “old Kant,” as Hans Jonas rather amiably called him, appears to go further still.[footnoteRef:33] While he articulates a clear structural distinction between the “lower” philosophical faculty (responsible for critical thinking and the pursuit of truth) and the “higher” theological faculty (which Kant associates primarily with biblical theology), he nevertheless explicitly contemplates the interaction between the two:  [33:  Hans Jonas, “The Concept of God after Auschwitz: A Jewish Voice”, The Journal of Religion 67.1 (1987): 1. See a similar insight into the increasing prominence of theology in Kant’s later writings in: Franks, “Jewish Philosophy after Kant”, 59.] 

We can also grant the theology faculty’s proud claim that the philosophy faculty is its handmaid (Magd) though the question remains, whether the servant is the mistress’s torchbearer (Fackel vorträger) or trainbearer (Schleppe nachträger), provided it is not driven away or silenced.[footnoteRef:34] [34:  Immanuel Kant, The Conflict of the Faculties. Lincoln & London: University of Nebraska Press, 1979, 45.] 


By using the handmaid’s metaphor, Kant reformulates Thomas Aquinas’ assertion, stressing theology’s superiority. Kant’s intention, however, was not to fully subjugate philosophical critique to theology; on the contrary, he attempted to challenge this hierarchy and to secure critique’s freedom, within what he considered to be an unfavorable political constellation. But Kant’s marvelous, somewhat promethean imagery, may be seen as attesting nevertheless to the relation between the two protagonists, which is not fully dismissed. Arguably, critique relates to theology even if the manner in which such a relation is manifested remains open for discussion. What seems to remain unresolved in Kant’s handmade metaphor is not the existence of a relation of critique to theology (which he does not deny), but its nature. Since critique’s handmaid’s status points to a rather more winding narrative than that of its utter separation from theology, we may therefore see in our moral interpretation of religion “an authentic one – that is, one that is given by the God within us (der Got in uns).” It is then “only by concepts of our reason, in so far as they are pure moral concepts and hence infallible, that we recognize the divinity (die Göttlichkeit) of a teaching promulgated to us.”[footnoteRef:35] [35:  Kant, Conflict, 84-85.] 

Especially the analogy of the handmaid’s tale could be read as pointing to what Paul Franks see as the dependency of Kant’s critique on theological notions. David Sorkin’s argument that “the Enlightenment was not only compatible with religious belief but conducive to it” may be then extended to include also one of its central figures.[footnoteRef:36] What is important here to stress, however, is that this line of reasoning, or else a tale (if to play on Kant’s metaphor) can be also extended to include the twentieth century modern Jewish intellectual legacy that is represented in this book. Arguing that thinkers like Freud, Benjamin, Arendt and Adorno demonstrate a sensitivity not only to the synergy between critique and theology (including an addressing of Jewish religious themes), but to the importance of preserving, even, in some cases, rescuing this exchange, supports the possible claim that they constitute not a form of defiance against the inheritance of the Enlightenment, but a type of, perhaps genealogical, thinking that does it justice.[footnoteRef:37]   [36:  David Sorkin, The Religious Enlightenment: Protestants, Jews and Catholics from London to Vienna. Princeton: Princeton UP, 2008, 3. See also: Paul Franks, “From World-Soul to Universal Organism: Maimon’s Hypothesis and Schelling’s Physicalization of a Platonic-Kabbalistic Concept”, in: Anthony G. Bruno (ed.), Schelling’s Philosophy: Freedom, Nature, and Systematicity, Oxford University Press, 2020, 71-92; Paul Franks, “Divided by Common Sense: Mendelssohn and Jacobi on Reason and Inferential Justification”, in: Reinier Munk (ed.), Moses Mendelssohn’s Metaphysics and Aesthetics, Studies in German Idealism 13, New York: Springer, 2011, 203-215.]  [37:  Willem Styfhals & Stephane Symons (eds.) Genealogies of the Secular: The Making of Modern German Thought. New York: SUNY, 2019, 1-2.] 

To some extent, I also aim to challenge conventional wisdom concerning each of these four thinkers’ critical path. Indeed, these highly renowned and influential German-Jewish intellectuals invite particular attention because there appears to be a vibrant debate surrounding their relationships to everything theological. Freud’s animosity toward religion, which he regarded as a delusion, is well-known. Equally famous is his self-perception as an “infidel Jew” (ungläubiger Jude), which has received considerable scholarly care (particularly the element of “infidel” – not least thanks to Peter Gay’s biography).[footnoteRef:38] Attempts by scholars such as Yosef Hayim Yerushalmi and Eric Santner, to offer an alternative view have been contested by many scholars, mostly because Freud was remarkably consistent in his critical stance toward religion.[footnoteRef:39] Similarly, Hannah Arendt is regarded by many as the “most secular” thinker of her generation. Peter Gordon, for example, underscores a dissimilarity between Arendt’s “non-metaphysical account of the public world” and the common view of her contemporaries, to whom the “political theological predicament” was paramount.[footnoteRef:40] In the same vein, Micha Brunlik distinguishes between modern Jewish thought, which undertook to secularize theological concepts, and Arendt’s political (by which he means strictly secular) analysis of the “Jewish fate” (das jüdische Schicksal).[footnoteRef:41] These are but two examples of what may be regarded as the prevalent scholarly view.[footnoteRef:42]  [38:  Peter Gay, Freud: A life of Our Time. New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1988.]  [39:  See for example: Yossef Haif Yerushalmi, Freud’s Moses: Judaism Terminable and Interminable, New Haven: Yale UP, 1993; Eric L. Santner, On the Psychotheology of Everyday Life: Reflections on Freud and Rosenzweig. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001.  ]  [40:  Peter E. Gordon, “The Concept of the Apolitical: German Jewish Thought and Weimar Political Theology”, Social Research, 74.3 (2007): 871. ]  [41:  Micha Brunlik, “Verborgene Tradition und messianisches Licht: Arendt, Adorno und ihr Judentum”, in: Dirk Auer, Lars Rensmann und Julia Schulye Wessel (hrgs.) Arendt und Adorno. Frankfurt aM.: Suhrkamp, 2003, 74-75.]  [42:  For example: Canovan Margaret, Hannah Arendt: A Reinterpretation of her Political Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1992; Bernstein Richard J. Hannah Arendt and the Jewish Question. Cambridge: Polity Press, 1996; Moyn Samuel, “Hannah Arendt on the Secular”, New German Critique, 35.3 (2008): 71-96; Seyla Benhabib, Politics in Dark Times: Encounters with Hannah Arendt. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2010; Rebecca Dew, Hannah Arendt: Between Ideologies. Cham: Palgrave Mcmillan, 2020.] 

Somewhat differently, one may point to contemporary debates surrounding “critical theory” thinkers (a group that includes Benjamin and more prominently features Adorno). The image of a progressive-enlightenment-secular project that was associated with this theory (appearing in recent years, also as an antidote of sorts to the dangers of political theology) is nevertheless more and more negotiated with a growing scholarly focus on the theory’s embedded theology.[footnoteRef:43] Discussions on how best to interpret, for example, Benjamin’s works, reflect profound disagreement regarding the significance he attributes to concepts such as messianism, salvation, divinity, or mysticism.[footnoteRef:44] A trace of the initial dispute between Adorno and Gershom Scholem – “the one a Marxist, the other a Zionist,” to quote Arendt’s sharp-tongued description – seems to resonate in every discussion on how to read Benjamin’s corpus since.[footnoteRef:45] Nevertheless, the disagreement between Adorno and Scholem sheds light on the complexity this book wishes to address. On the one hand Adorno’s dismissal of any extra-philosophical reading of Benjamin as a “sort of cliché” (pertinent to readings of Adorno himself), starkly contrasted Scholem’s emphasis on Benjamin’s messianic elements and his rootedness in the Jewish canon, which many scholars tended to dismiss.[footnoteRef:46] On the other hand, both scholars agreed that “the ‘transformation’ of Benjamin from his early theological speculation to his later ‘Materialisms’ does not denote the ‘disappearance’ (Verschwindung) of the theological categories but rather their concealment (Verschweigen).”[footnoteRef:47] One may further argue that this reading of Benjamin should also color interpretations of Adorno, who was himself in search of “religion’s critical promise.”[footnoteRef:48] The question that merits attention here seems to relate to the type of relation between such a “promise” and its religious sources, and this question may relate to all four German-Jewish intellectuals at the center of this book.   [43:  See for example: Peter E. Gordon, Migrants; Peter E. Gordon, Adorno and Existence, Cambridge Mass.: Harvard UP, 2016; Christopher Craig Brittain, Adorno and Theology. London: T&T Clark, 2010; Dustin J. Byrd (ed.), The Critique of Religion and Religion’s Critique: On Dialectical Religiology. Leiden: Brill, 2020; Christoph Schmidt, “The Israel of the Spirit: The German Student Movement of the 1960s and its Attitude to the Holocaust”, Dapim: The Journal of Holocaust Research, 24.1 (2010): 269-318 (Hebrew); de Vries, Minimal Theologies.]  [44:  See for example: Colby Dickinson & Stephane Symons (eds.), Walter Benjamin and Theology: Perspectives in Continental Philosophy. New York: Fordham UP, 2016.]  [45:  For Arendt’s remark see: Detlev Schöttker und Edmunt Wizisla, Arendt und Benjamin: Texte, Briefe, Dokumente. Frankfurt aM.: Suhrkamp, 2006, 55. For the controversy see for example: Michael W. Jennings. Dialectical Images: Walter Benjamin’s Theory of Literary Criticism, Ithaca & London: Cornell UP, 1987, 5; Reiner Dieckhoff, Mythos und Moderne: Über die Verborgene Mystik in den Schrifter Walter Benjamins, Köln: Janus Press, 1987, 13; Richard Wolin, Walter Benjamin: An Aesthetic of Redemption, NY: Columbia UP, 1982; Eli Freidlander. Walter Benjamin: A philosophical portrait. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2012; Benjamin Andrew and Osborne Peter, (eds.), Walter Benjamin’s Philosophy: Destruction and Experience. London and New York: Routledge, 1994.]  [46:  Jennings. Dialectical, 5; Dieckhoff, Mythos und Moderne, 13.]  [47:  Asaf Angermann (Hrg.), Theodor W. Adorno, Gershom Scholem Briefwechsel, 1939-1969. Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp, 2015, 74-75, 78-79.]  [48:  Peter Gordon, “The Odd Couple”, The Nation, June 9 2016. https://www.thenation.com/article/the-odd-couple/  ] 

C. Sites of a Dynamic Spirit
To make the book’s claim accessible, I have selected texts which, to paraphrase Adorno, reveal the “fingerprints” of these thinker’s “dynamic spirit.”[footnoteRef:49] Specifically, I focus on Sigmund Freud’s work “Jokes and their Relation to the Unconscious” (Der Witz und seine Beziehung zum Unbewußten) published in 1905; Walter Benjamin’s early writings on youth (Jugend), composed between 1910-1917; Theodor Adorno’s written and oral engagements with education in the decade spanning 1959-1969; and Hannah Arendt’s political writings from the 1960s, in which she developed the concept of tradition. These texts, lie to some extent beyond what is conserved as “classical writings” of these thinkers. They have thus remained relatively less central in other scholarly investigations, with the additional implication that none of them have, to date, been read alongside one another. Compared to the vast scholarship on Freud’s ideas about dreams, sexuality, civilizational discontent, totemism, or Moses and monotheism, his study of jokes – written in parallel to and sometimes simultaneously with his theories on sexuality – remained relatively marginal. The theme was mainly regarded as a “Jewish” side issue with limited ties to Freud’s psychoanalytic theory or meta-psychological views on culture, society and history.[footnoteRef:50] Similarly, youth as formulated in Benjamin’s early thought, before and during the First World War, has not attracted much scholarly attention.[footnoteRef:51] In the same vein, interests in the role of education in Adorno’s postwar thought remained rather minimal in research, even though education was repeatedly addressed by Adorno in a range of written and oral venues in the decade spanning 1959-1969. This seems to be also true of Arendt’s treatment of tradition which remained understudied in other scholarly works that focus on her political writings from the 1960s especially when compared to scholarly interest in her philosophical ideas like will, thinking, judgment, and action.[footnoteRef:52]  [49:  “Fingerabdruck des lebendigen Geistes.” Adorno Theodor, Erziehung zur Mündigkeit: Vorträge und Gespräeche mit Hellmut Becker 1959-1969, Frankfurt a.M; Suhrkamp, 1970, 8. ]  [50:  See for example: Elliott Oring, “Jokes and Their Relation to Sigmund Freud”, Western Folklore, 43.1 (1984): 37-48; Elliott Oring, The Jokes of Sigmund Freud: A Study in Humor and Jewish Identity. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1984; Ruth R. Wisse, No Joke: Making Jewish Humor. Princeton: Princeton UP, 2013, 29-58.  ]  [51:  See for example Jennings, Dialectical, 6. Johannes Steizinger’s studies are among a few offering an in-depth examination of Benjamin’s theory of youth, even if still arguing for the theory’s minor and instrumental importance for understanding Benjamin’s later works. See: Johannes Steizinger, “Zwischen emanzipatorischem Appell und melancholischem Verstummen Walter Benjamins Jugendschriften.” In D. Weidner and S. Weigel (eds.), Benjamin-Studien. München: Wilhem Fink Verlag, 2011, 225-238; Johannes Steizinger, Revolte Eros und Sprache. Berlin: Kulturverlag Kadmos, 2013.]  [52:  See for example: Dana Villa, Cambridge Companion to Hannah Arendt. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2000; Patricia Owens’s, Between War and Politics: International Relations and the Thought of Hannah Arendt, Oxford: Oxford UP, 2007; Benhabib, Politics in Dark Times. For the dispute over the importance of Arendt’s political writings to the understanding of her “life of the mind” see: Elisabeth Young-Bruehl Hannah Arendt: For Love of the World. Vail-Ballou Press: Binghamton 1982, 280; David Arndt, Arendt on the Political. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2019, 1-8.] 

Nonetheless, these texts and issues were selected because they were central for each of the examined thinkers in their day. Freud, for example, saw in his study of jokes a central  “contributions to the psychology of religion,” and certainly much more than a minor “side issue.”[footnoteRef:53] Youth was, without doubt, the dominant concept with which Benjamin grappled in the beginning of his career.[footnoteRef:54] Adorno’s intellectual position – one could, perhaps more fairly say self-positioning – in postwar, for him post-Nazi, Germany, invited him to seriously reflect on education as a central social and philosophical theme even if in a wide range of, seemingly unrelated, oral lectures and written texts.[footnoteRef:55] Arendt’s political writings, as Dana Villa rightly argued, primarily exemplified her move “from totalitarianism to the tradition” that dominated her thinking at that time.[footnoteRef:56]  [53:  Sigmund Freud, Freud, Sigmund, An Autobiographical Study. Toronto: Oxford UP, 1948, 118-121.]  [54:  See for example: Steizinger, “Zwischen emanzipatorischem Appell”, 225-238.]  [55:  See for example: Daniel K. Cho, “Adorno on Education or, Can Critical Self-Reflection Prevent the Next Auschwitz?”, Historical Materialism, 17 (2009): 75; Helmut Schreier & Matthias Heyl, (Eds.) Never Again! The Holocaust’s Challenge for Educators, Hamburg: Krämer, 1997, 3-5.]  [56:  Villa, The Cambridge Companion, 5. For a similar point see: Gerhard Richter, Thinking with Adorno: The Uncoercive Gaze. New York: Fordham UP, 1919, 40-41 and Young-Bruehl, Hannah Arendt, 280-285 who emphasizes Arendt’s turn away from her more “historical” works composed in the 1930s-1950s (most notably, Rahel Varnhagen’s biography written in the 1930s and the “Origins of Totalitarianism” composed in the 1940s). See also: Evelyn Temme, Von der Bildung des Politischen zur politischen Bildung: Politikdidaktische Theorien mit Hannah Arendt Weitergedacht. Frankfurt aM.: Peter Lang, 2014, 10.] 

  I would like then to refer to these different texts as “sites” for critiques of theology in these thinkers’ respective fields. The thinking of texts as such “sites” for a scholarly inquiry was suggested by Michel de Certeau.[footnoteRef:57] De Certeau’s methodological motivations, born of an arguably postmodern intellectual framework, fall outside the scope of this introduction.[footnoteRef:58] What seems to me to be fruitful is the possibility to engage with a “scriptural operation” which may “bring into view” the variety of critiques of theology that these scholars produce, including also an introduction of divergent theoretical frameworks (for example psychoanalysis) into the “Western” concept of critique.[footnoteRef:59] Put together, these “sites” of a “dynamic spirit” expand our canon of literature by offering new knowledge about some of the most intimate and fascinating engagements of these scholars with religious traditions that has not yet been studied in other works.  [57:  Michel de Certeau, The Writings of History. Columbia UP, 1988, xxvi. ]  [58:  de Certeau, The Writings, xxvii. ]  [59:  de Certeau, The Writings, 287-307. ] 

Chapter 1 then demonstrates how Freud defines jokes as a mechanism of social critique and how such a view of jokes is informed by theology. First, the chapter shows that the common denominator of all jokes (Witze, which is for Freud analogous to “wit”) is that they offer social critique, and illustrates how such a critique attests to Freud’s recourse to a broad notion of law. Corresponding to a normative world in which we live, a concept of law for Freud is much broader than just a legal system of rules, and is explicitly associated by him with its role in Judaism. This implies a development of what Eric Santner termed as a “new awareness of the theological dimensions of Freudian thought” that relates mainly to the Jewish heritage in which he was raised.[footnoteRef:60] Second, and in building on Freud’s focus on Judaism, the chapter shows how those are the Jewish religious modes of critique that power Freud’s association between social critique and law in his theory of jokes. The Jewish Halachic discussions relating to divine law are here presented as a main resource for Freud’s understanding of critique. I do not argue that Freud was thoroughly familiar with Jewish Rabbinic tradition – although he certainly was aware of it. But Freud does imbue with new, modern meaning a fundamental dilemma relating to laws and their transgressions, featured in Jewish thought and pertaining to the question of living by the creed of “the whole earth is full of his glory.” Finally, I underline the dependency of Freud’s concept of critique on this religious tradition and demonstrate how such a dependency points to Freud’s critique of theology. With respect to this last point, the last section of this chapter explores how in Freud’s case the social critique of jokes means a secular critique that redeploys theological concepts on which it is based and examine some of the central social and political implications of such a critical mechanism. [60:  Santner, Psychotheology, 23.] 

	In Chapter 2 I present Walter Benjamin’s theory of youth as a form of critique of theology in that it offers social criticism of mystical lore. Here, in contrast to Freud, I do not focus on one main text but on a selection of philosophical writings, essays, and notes written between 1910-1917. These include the articles “Socrates,” “The Metaphysics of Youth,” On Language as Such and on the Language of Man,” “The Life of Students” – some of which were published in contemporary periodicals and student journals – as well as “Dostoyevsky’s The Idiot” from 1917, which may be regarded as Benjamin’s last article dealing explicitly with youth. This selection reflects the evolution of Benjamin’s theory of youth, which he developed before and during the First World War. 
Following a short overview of the centrality of youth for the young Benjamin, I explore how Benjamin presents in these texts “youth” as the godly, eternal and transcendent element of the human being and how such a theological vocabulary gives expression to Christian mysticism, such as the spirituality of Meister Eckhart. In particularly relating to divine “nothingness”, central to the mystical tradition, Benjamin articulates youth mystically, denoting the potential for redemption that is, though embedded, according to Benjamin, in every present moment, lies nonetheless beyond human reach and historical realization. I then trace the manner in which Benjamin’s mystical articulation of youth informs his social criticism in these early years. Youth for Benjamin is not only a social category but also a symbol for a critical attitude towards the dominating social structures, which he considers vital. In other words, Benjamin addresses youth as a critique of social domination, indicating a liberation from social and political “enslaving” circumstances. I suggest that such a combination of mysticism and social criticism points to the dependency of his critique on theology. Finally, I examine the manner in which we are dealing here with a form of secular critique that reiterates nonetheless theological concepts, a composition in which Benjamin reframes transcendence within independent human experience of the world. I examine some of the main political implications of this composition which include Benjamin’s explicit rejection of Jewish assimilation and Zionism.
If Freud and Benjamin’s works showcase the interplay between critique and theology in the beginning of the twentieth century, the works of Theodor Adorno and Hannah Arendt from the 1960s demonstrate the continuation of this interrelation into the latter half of the twentieth century, within a different social and political context which Adorno famously coined “after Auschwitz.”[footnoteRef:61] These two intellectuals may have cultivated a mutual personal antipathy (to which they maintained with such zeal for reasons only they could perhaps understand). But they also manifested, each in his or her own way, a shared critical-theological legacy, reappearing, perhaps, in a type of thinking that is “adequate to the disaster.”[footnoteRef:62]  [61:   See also: Richter, Adorno, 39.]  [62:  Wolfson, Poetic, 192-193. See also: Christoph Schmidt, “’Es gibt Vernichtung: Jakob Taubes’s Die Politische Theologie des Paulus“ in: Christoph Schmid. Die theopolitische Stunde: Zwölf Perspektiven auf das eschatologische Problem der Moderne. Paderborn: Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 2009, 269-302.] 

Chapter 3 is dedicated to Adorno’s postwar perspectives on education – broadly, and somewhat loosely regarded by him as the arena of cultivating human beings. Adorno’s most evocative engagements with education are apparent first, and foremost, in the series of his public lectures and talks, broadcasted mainly (but not exclusively) by the Public Radio services of Hessen, which addressed the wider German audience and dealt, mostly explicitly, with educational themes.[footnoteRef:63] In his endeavor to address the wider public of the new Federal Republic, Adorno turned rather surprisingly to the radio, a medium he himself pejoratively described as the “progressive latecomer of mass culture” and “the voice of the nation” where “a recommendation becomes an order.”[footnoteRef:64] Second, in some of his published work from that time, the most representative of which is his extensive paper Theorie der Halbbildung.[footnoteRef:65] Third, in his university lectures that anticipated his “Negative Dialectics” and that openly evoked questions that relate to the education of a young generation of a upstarting Federal Republic.[footnoteRef:66]  [63:  Gerd Kadelbach’s introduction in Adorno Erziehung zur Mündigkeit, 7-9. Adorno’s visits to the Hessischer Rundfunk included yearly oral lectures and additional discussions with Hellmut Becker and Gerd Kadelbach. Similar public appearances were made by Adorno in the Westdeutscher Rundfunk, the Süddutscher Rundfunk and Sender Freies Berlin. These public radio appearances started with the lecture “What does coming to terms with the past means” (Was bedeutet Aufarbeitung der Vergangenheit) in 1959 and ended with “Education for Maturity” (Erziehung zur Mündigkeit) – the last speech he gave before his death couple of weeks later in July 1969. The recordings were revised by Adorno before publication. For the English version of these lectures see: Theodor Adorno, Critical Models: Interventions and Catchwords, New York: Columbia UP, 2005. ]  [64:  Max Horkheimer & Theodor Adorno, The Dialectics of Enlightenment, New York: Continuum,1993, 20. Adorno’s scholarly interest in this medium of mass culture was already in full display when he participated in the “Princeton Radio Project” which took issue with the listening habits of Americans in the early 1930s. See also Brian O’Connor (ed). The Adorno Reader, Malden: Blackwell Publishers, 2000, 8. On the relative marginality of his radio speeches in research see for example: Adorno, Erziehung zur Mündigkeit, 7-9.]  [65:  Theodor W. Adorno, „Theorie der Halbbildung.“ (1959) In: ders. Gesammelte Schriften, Band 8; Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1998, 93-121. Translated as: Theodor W. Adorno, “Theory of Pseudo-Culture”, Telos 20 (1993):15-38.]  [66:  See in particular his two university’s lectures from 1964-1965: Theodor Adorno, Metaphysics: Concept and Problems, Malden MA.,: Polity Press 2000; Theodor Adorno, History and Freedom, Malden MA.,: Polity press 2006. ] 

I first explicate how in these postwar addresses on and within the context of education, Adorno defines critique (which he explicitly associates with metaphysical inquiry) as a “reconceptualization” of lost theological concepts that is made however in order to “rescue” these concepts. This is, I argue, what a critique of theology means for Adorno: Not only the dependency of critique on theology, but also the saving of theology after its disappearance. The chapter then traces Adorno’s detailed attention to the transformation of the modern German cultural and educational tradition of Bildung into Halbbildung (that may be understood as “pseudo-culture” and “pseudo-education”) which epitomizes for him a distortion of this “rescue” mission of critique. Such a distortion relates to the “entrapment” of human beings in the existing, overwhelmingly oppressive, modern, social and, for Adorno, mechanized conditions and that provides the precondition to Auschwitz. I present how Adorno responds to such a difficulty by calling for an education for “critical self-reflection,” designed to reengage with the mission of saving theology. It is this reengagement that enables critique to resist entrapment by liberating the human being ex machine, an image that attests to the modern mechanism of domination and control. Especially in the field of education, and because of its specific mission, Adorno seems to articulate critical-theology as a critique of theology. I conclude by exploring the relations between such a critical-theological mission of education, negative theology, Messianism, and the notion of godly love, explicitly evoked by Adorno in this context. 
Following this discussion, Chapter 4 underlines Arendt’s critique of modernity that is rooted in the Roman religious tradition. Perhaps somewhat of an outlier for the discussion in this book, Arendt nonetheless displays such a unique contribution to the relation between critique and theology in her political writings from the 1960s.[footnoteRef:67] Typically made up of different chapters approaching an array of theoretical issues alongside “mundane” topics (some of which were published in the press beforehand) these writings mainly include her “On Revolution” (1963), “Men in Dark Times” (1968), “On Violence” (1969), and “Crises of the Republic” (1969) and “Between Past and Future” (1961/1968).[footnoteRef:68] The latter is central for this chapter’s examination because it enclosed much of Arendt’s unfinished project on “Marx and the Great Traditions” and represented for Arendt “the best of her books.”[footnoteRef:69]  [67:  Arendt repeatedly insists in the 1960s on being a political theorist, rather than a philosopher. See for example: Sigwart Hans-Jörg, The Wandering Thought of Hannah Arendt. London: Macmillan, 2016, 12.]  [68:  Hannah Arendt, On Revolution, New York: Viking Press, 1963; Hanna, Arendt, Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of Evil. New York: Viking Press, 1963; Hanna Arendt, Men in Dark Times, New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1968; Hanna Arendt, Between Past and Future, New York: Viking Press, 1968; Hannah Arendt, On Violence, New York: Harcourt, 1969; Hanna Arendt, Crises of the Republic, New York:  Harcourt 1969.]  [69:  See: Young-Bruehl, Hannah Arendt, 324-327, 472; Stephan Kampowski, Arendt, Augustine, and the New Beginning: The Action Theory and Moral Thought of Hannah Arendt in the Light of her dissertation on St. Augustine. Grand Rapids, Michigan/Cambridge, UK: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2008, 10; Villa, The Cambridge, 7; Dana R. Villa, Politics, Philosophy, Terror: Essays on the Thought of Hannah Arendt. Princeton: Princeton UP, 1999, 192; Canovan, Hannah Arendt, 64. ] 

I first point out how especially in these political writings from the 1960s Arendt defines tradition as a Roman religious concept, pertaining to an inter-generational transference of a sacred testament originated in a mythical past. As such, tradition is based on the Roman tripartite theology (constituting a three-part division between political theology, “physical” or philosophical theology and mythical theology). Here, I suggest, Arendt’s discussion draws mainly on her study of St. Augustine’s concept of love from 1928, to which she returned in her meticulous editing of its various English translations, a project she never completed.[footnoteRef:70] Thus, it is the Roman tripartite theological tradition that, according to Arendt, Augustine absorbed into his Christian order of love even if “against his wishes.” And it is Augustine that for Arendt is relevant to the understanding of the “crisis” of modernity in representing a “fundamental cord which sounds in its endless modulations through the whole history of Western thought.”[footnoteRef:71] I then show that Arendt evokes this particular engagement with theology as a basis for her critical analysis of the “break” in modernity, which relates to the “disappearance” of the Roman religious tradition. I demonstrate the extent to which Arendt constructs a unique form of immanent critique in which Roman “traditional concepts” provide the foundation not only for her argument regarding what modernity has lost, but more profoundly for her critical analysis of this loss. In particular, I aim to exemplify how Arendt, like Adorno, sees the task of criticism in the conceptualizing of theological concepts after their final disappearance and how this means that for Arendt as well critique is dependent on theology. Next, I suggest that this type of a critique of theology enables us to gain new insights into Arendt’s advocating for a modern Novus Ordo Seclorum (which Arendt translates as “a new order of the world”). A new and secular order, does not only relate to the ongoing erosion of Christian dogma in public life, but also, and somewhat antithetically, to a political return to the Roman religious tradition (as in, for example, the context of modern revolutions). I conclude by illustrating how such an argument – connecting Arendt’s understanding of secularization and her reference to theology – may be also extended to explain Arendt’s celebrated shift from her early discussion of “radical” (or “demonic”) evil to her later preference for a “banality” of evil. The latter represents an understanding of evil in “secular settings” that are born, however, out of her theological considerations.    [70:  Hannah Arendt’s Der Liebesbegriff bei Augustin, Berlin: J. Springer, 1929. For Augustine’s importance see for example the editor’s notes in: Arendt, Love, 118-119; Roy T. Tsao, “Arendt’s Augustine”, in: Seyla Benhabib (ed.), Politics in Dark Times: Encounters with Hannah Arendt, Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2010, 41; Kampowski, Arendt, 13-16. ]  [71:  Arendt, Between, 18. See also her unpublished letter to Erwin Loewenson from October 27, 1927, cited in: Tatjana Noemy Tömmel, “Vita Passiva: Love in Arendt’s Denktagebuch” in: Berkowitz Roger & Storey Ilan (eds.), Artifacts of Thinking: Reading Hannah Arendt’s Denktagebuch. New York: Fordham University Press, 2017, 106.] 

	The book concludes with an epilogue that weaves together the four different critiques of theology. Anchored in Jewish and Christian traditions, worldly and divine law, mysticism, negative theology, and tripartite theology, these thinker’s critical redeploying of theology is specifically designed to engage with what they refer to as “the world in which we live.” However, the critical mechanism that powers such a secular attention to “this worldliness” does not signify a distancing from theology but its redeployment. And it does not come from the outside of religion, but reworks ideas already present within the different religious discussions. Extrapolating from these specific cases, I reflect on the predominant image of the secular separation from theology, contesting in this way recent claims regarding a so called “return” of religion to a formerly “disenchanted” secular society. I wish also to ask whether it is possible to argue that wanting to dissociate critical investigations from religion may suggest a refusal to acknowledge the fallibility that may constantly exists behind the veneer of scientific rationality. I argue throughout the book, however, in favor of transforming the way we think about criticism in general. Here, I go on to suggest that today is precisely the moment where such a transformation is most essential given our collective responsibility to democracy in times of political crisis, which includes, one may argue, a dangerous narrowing down of the options that are available to us socially as well as politically.    
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