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ABSTRACT

Max Deutscher has explored questions in the philosophy of mind, linked with ethics and
political philosophy. He originally studied analytic philosophy with Gilbert Ryle, then
focussed on Jean-Paul Sartre and other phenomenological thinkers to explore questions
about the nature of the other. In this paper, I explore some of the central themes and
motifs in Max Deutscher’s work, concentrating on conceptions of community and our
relation with the other in his reading of Sartre’s Being and Nothingness (2003), and
noting how a love of the arts informs his approach to philosophy. My interest is in what
makes his work distinctive from that of other philosophers, and after providing a context
for reading his work, I will concentrate on one example from his book Genre and Void:
Looking back at Sartre and Beauvoir (2003) to make the abstract discussion of genre more
concrete.
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M AX DEUTSCHER'S GENRE OF PHILOSOPHY '

Early in his career, Max Deutscher started to engptpuestions in the philosophy of mind, linked wéthics and
political philosophy, which continue to interestrhiThere is a great deal of continuity in his woakd he
continues to engage with the thought of one ofédady teachers, Gilbert Ryle. Max Deutscher oritljna
studied analytic philosophy, yet he found the amalgpproach to the questions that interested loion‘thin’
and too ‘cheerful’, as he says in a recent radieriiew with Alan SaundersSo instead he turned to Sartre and
other phenomenological thinkers to explore questaout the nature of the other and the sensesgiidit one
feels in being observed by someone else. This eadging, as well as Ryle’s work, inforrsibjecting and
Objecting(1983) his discussion of Beauvoir and Sartr&enre and Void: Looking back at Sartre and Beauvoir
(2003), Judgement after Arend2007) and his writing on Michéle Le Dceuff's wolk. this paper, | explore
some of the central themes and motifs in Max Ddwiss texts, focussing on conceptions of commuaity
our relation with the other in his reading of SasBeing and Nothingnesand noting how a love of the arts
informs his approach to philosophy. | am taking tapproach to demonstrate how Max Deutscher, imguesn
original literary style and focussing on examplesiis readings of other philosophers, creates tcpkar genre

of philosophy. My interest is in what makes his rggh distinctive from that of other philosopheasd after
providing a context for reading his work, | will mpentrate on one example from his b&aénre and Voido
make the abstract discussion of genre more concrete

In Max Deutscher’s thinking, the content is inseyte from his concern with style. Indeed,Sabjecting and
Objectinghe mentions Susan Sontag as an inspiration. irtksilith the arts, especially music and poetry, is
one that emerges in many places in his writingilll mention a few examples that show how eclectid also
humorous Max Deutscher’'s use of references fromatite are. In the same book we find a quote froe th
Beatles: ‘A man’s a fool who keeps his cool, by mgkhis world a little colder On that page he refers to
Beethoven, Mozart and Stockhausen, to recommendviaéry reading contemporary philosophers. Pirdyél
also garners a quotation, apropos of our respansejustice: ‘after everything is said and done, ave just
ordinary men.” In Genre and VoidMax Deutscher remarks that ‘Hamlet, Odysseus, Ensgratinise my ideas
and outlook,” and writes ‘Sartre is the Hamlet oDh! That this too too solid flesh would melt,/ thand
resolve itself into a dew" Other artists referred to include Keats, Longfell Virginia Woolf, Joan Baez,
Leonard Cohen, Bob Dylan, Tom Stoppard, Jimi Hen@fire You ExperiencgdCat Stevens, and Sartre’s
‘Other’ is compared to the Scarlet PimperfieThis is not to mention Max Deutscher’s extensiigakssions of
Arendt’'s own classical references Jndgement after ArendThese references are part of the texture of the
everyday that makes his writing so alive and saigid-provoking. Another feature of that texturehie use of
vignettes and images from contemporary life.

In Subjecting and ObjectingVlax Deutscher analyses movements of thought &e ae totalitarian: religion,
Marxism, and physicalism; this concern parallelsesit's concern with totalitarianism as a political
phenomenon. He aims to present an account of diffeiorms of objectivity in a range of fields. Tterms
‘subjecting’ and ‘objecting,’ rather than ‘subjai and ‘objective,” are used to suggest their pesccharacter
in ‘thinking, perceiving and acting” The examination Max Deutscher undertakes in thisklof the qualities
and virtues appropriate to objectivity such as ict@rice and the risks in certain forms of arrogamaeijty and
pride is a contribution to social and critical épmology and prefigures his work on Le Dceuff andriit. This

is most obvious in the concern with judgement anthé distinction between work and labour, wheravhiges
that ‘work is done when a force continues for sdinee to operate over some distante.abour is where
nothing gets done; we are instead ‘marching orspu.

Max Deutscher practices a rigorous use of pers@fatences in his texts; he is not referring toggthor his

life so much as reflecting on what philosophicatdhies can mean to people, checking them against ou
experience as a form of ‘reality-testirif).Ilt also provides a re-experience of a philosoghgrablem in a
different key. He notes irGenre and Voidthat he is ‘friendly’ to contemporary philosophyick as
postmodernism and deconstruction, and his apprtmeluthors who have sometimes ignored each otiker (|
Beauvoir and Irigaray) and sometimes criticisedheather (Irigaray and Sartre, Le Dceuff and Irigarisya
friendly one. Hannah Arendt's idea of companionshiought, where we gain ideas of what is right amdng
through who we choose to think with, is exempliftacdbughout Max Deutscher’s reading of their wrEqual

to our looking back at Beauvoir and Sartre, he {goduit, is their looking back at us.

GENRE AND VOID

In Genre and VoidMax Deutscher reads Simone de Beauvoir and JaahSartre’s work alongside that of
Michéle Le Deoeuff and Luce Irigaray. Reading thestogophers together, he engages with a rangeesisprg
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philosophical questions and develops further themal in Sartre and Beauvoir’s texts. It has bsaid often
that Sartre has no theory of oppression and thau®#r provides this theoryGenre and Voiddemonstrates
how there are insights to be gained concerningétere of oppression through Sartre’s conceptidfiseedom
and of community and solidarityl. Our attention is drawn to Sartre’s contributiontfiis regard as well as
making us more aware of Beauvoir and Irigaray'spgermpents. Max Deutscher argues that there are lumps
Being and Nothingnegbat need deconstruction and elaboration—incagsisés in his view of knowledge and
the body and in his sexually biased ‘perceptiohspty, and languagé"” Nevertheless, he also demonstrates
the relevance of Sartre’s insights into politicakgtions, particularly concerning freedom and rasjtmlity.

Max Deutscher writes that ‘The reader, “observdrthe philosophical writer, appraises in their otgrms not
only what that “lover of wisdom&ays but what they wereoing in writing what they did’* Genre and Void
gives Sartre credit for drawing our attention te tippressiveness of such situations as that ofraawavhose
hand is unexpectedly held by a man affecting tadoohan intellectual conversatidfiln response, the woman
dissociates herself from her hand and treatsét ‘#tsing.” Of course, Sartre does not analyse fhyressiveness
of the situation but rather attributes bad faiththte uncomfortable woman. In his discussion of faimous
‘couple in a café’ example, Max Deutscher updateand imagines Sartre talking about it in 2002. Skhe
updates and relocations of Sartre’s so-Parisiansardrties examples demonstrate how by returnin§drtre
and reworking his cases, we can gain a greaterrsiagheling of phenomenology in general and the qdai
experience evoked. The time-travelling Sartre aslthiat when a couple ‘do lunch’ in Sydney in 2002oman
could take a man’s hand and he could refuse todkenige the mov&) The time-travelling Sartre could
imagine that roles are reversed or at least thatpttwer can shift in particular cases. Not only wantan
experience the ‘frozen’ hand and not only womenimtead faith.

Apropos of this kind of example, one of the reviesvef Genre and Voialaims that the characters®éing and
Nothingnessvould never have gone surfing, as they ‘belontpéncafés of Saint-Germain-des-Pr&$.Yet this

is to completely miss the point of the transposgithat Max Deutscher makes, particularlysenre and Void
First, Being and Nothingness a work of philosophy, where the descriptionsaénes in cafés are supposed to
be of more general relevance. By taking some o$dhgcenes to Sydney in the twenty-first centuryx Ma
Deutscher is taking them seriously as philosophy seeing whether they really have the phenomerabgi
insight they purport to have.

While Max Deutscher criticises both Sartre and Beauas being too individualistit; he censures Sartre
particularly for lending ‘unequal weight to womemdato men as he diffelseing-in-itselfandbeing-for-itself
As he says, Beauvoir adds the categories of pomazeaonomy, and the subtle details of oppressm8attre’s
categories iBeing and Nothingnes® Another expression used is that Sartre has nigt fulyed out the hand
that he and Beauvoir hold between théth The hand that they hold is not the ‘frozen’ hafidhe woman in
the café, but the hand of cards that is the pateafiphenomenological description. Sartre’s aredyseed the
generosity that Beauvoir evokes, as well as seitgito sexually and culturally marked experience.

Max Deutscher does not see the same kind of instamglies and sexual biasTine Second Seln his view,
there is more room to manoeuvre in Beauvoir's textcerning relations with others, whereas we faggtily
trapped’ in Sartre’s text" Putting this remark together with the idea thathage to see what a text is doing, it
is fascinating that a text concerning absolute doee makes us feel trapped, whereas Beauvoir's dext
oppression makes us feel the possibilities of foeedBeauvoir also articulates the possibility ofipeocity,
where each regards the other as subject and dfijediowever, Max Deutscher clearly sees it as importan
engage with Sartre’s work and believes tBaing and Nothingnessontains political insights as well as
metaphysical ones.

FREEDOM AND OPPRESSION

In Genre and Voidone of the faults exposed in Sartre’s text is ldek of a full understanding of the
mechanisms of power. For example, in Sartre’s dgtsmn of the waiter in bad faith, Sartre ‘does teite into
account that his boss, who can sack his employeedtoacting his part, is party to this pldl’"Max Deutscher
observes that Beauvoir used Sartre’s idea thaimacbf oppression may be in bad faith in consentm¢heir
situation, but that she differs from Sartre in gtte that sometimes the victim is not responsifioletheir
situation.

On the one hand, Max Deutscher is quite criticaBaftre’s conceptions of freedom and oppressidie\eg

that he overlooks the possibility that victims pipoession can lose the ‘power of choice’ altogethet just this
or that freedont""' He seems to accept Michéle Le Dceuff’s criticisinSartre that he makes freedom a terrible
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burden we have to enduf: In his discussion of nothingness, he also objeztSartre’s description of the
worker as suffering from oppression and not knowirgt to do™" Sartre says that the worker of 1830 ‘does
not represent his sufferings to himself as unbdardie adapts himself to them not through resigmabut
because he lacks the education and reflection saoe$or him to conceive of a social state in whibbse
sufferings would not exist™ While this may be a good account of the workeitaasion, Max Deutscher
believes that Sartre offers an excuse that shautither available in terms of his theory. Absolugeffom should
apply to the worker of 1830 just as it appliesht® toman in the café.

Like Debra Bergoffen’s reading of Beauvoir thatse@other Beauvoir in a muted voice, Max Deutsclaer
also hear ‘a different tone of voice that is in gathy with the oppresset® ** He is attuned to this other
sound in Sartre’s work. While Sartre’s claim to@hte freedom can appear to condemn the oppresseheiir
own condition, it is more sympathetically read byMDeutscher as an implicit appeal to us all toewer
that we can act against injustice or at leastweamust never give up the hope of the possibilitaaiing even
when it seems that the power of choice is losts™ail is one we can relate to when we blame ouesefor
past inaction or feel helpless in the face of seglyiinexorable political events. The example gitene is that
of a group of women who were discussing on a rguagramme how they had to give up their new-born
children when they were teenagers. They felt absiylypowerless at the time but looking back theydered
why they did not simply leave with their bal¥. If we could feel our freedom in such situations seeild act
against injustice.

Furthermore, Max Deutscher sees significant patéritr solidarity in the relation between freedomda
responsibility, declaringFreedomregains nobility in appealing to empathy withpressed peoples Freedom
entails responsibilitysounds a call to those with power—not a threaudhgr burdens laid upon those already
deprived. ™" He develops and extends these insights by poimtiighe phenomena of a common attribution
of freedom to the least powerful when those in powant to blame the victim, as well as a tendenicthe
powerful to deny power when they wish to deny resjaility for what they doing to the victirff:"¥ In addition

to these significant injunctions and observatioSsytrean theory contributes to an understandinghef
experience of community and solidarity.

BEING-WITH OR THE MITSEIN

The final section oGenre and Voids entitled ‘Lost in La Motte-Picquet-Grenelle &lMotte-Picquet-Grenelle
is a Parigviétro station not far from the Eiffel Tower and the sejtfor Sartre’s description of the experience of
the ‘we-subject.” As is well-known, Sartre maintgihat ‘The essence of the relations between conseesses

is not theMitsein it is conflict.™ Yet he realises there are experiences where Weteselves to be part of a
group. In his account of group formation, Sartrstidguishes between the ‘Us-object’ and the ‘Wejextth
The ‘Us-object’ reveals an actual feature of bebaged on our recognition of our for-others, suchaas
experience of a common shame or class consciousiiéss ‘We-subject’, he believes, is an ephemeral
psychological experience in a particular economgtean, such as in the marching of soldiers or & everking

on a boat™" The we-subject is parallel to ‘being-in-the-acti@dking’ and the ‘us-object’ is parallel to ‘being
looked-at.**"" What this distinction suggests is that being lab&tby others is a more fundamental experience
than our feeling part of a group or community.

This trip through théMétro is read alongside Irigaray’'s exploration of odatien to the other. Irigaray’s book
To be Twademonstrates the importance of phenomenologicairigigion to the development of her ethical and
political ideals and in several essays she dissuSsgtre’s work concerning relations with othersaxv
Deutscher finds an ‘apprehensive mood’ in Sartag€sount of our intersubjective relations that castis with
Irigaray’'s recommendation of wonder as a respoosethers: ‘Sartre describes a destruction of moesle
intrinsic to one’s being the object of regard. bntast, Irigaray conveys the pleasure and enlaggéf mind
of finding oneself in a world with beings and dirsems beyond one’s owif™" His interpretation is that
Sartre sees others as imposing their values onvere ia admiration. | believe that Irigaray is atsancerned
about this problem, being critical of worship of mven together with the denigration of women, whiglwhy
she focuses on the passion of wondeAimEthics of Sexual Differenf&™ Max Deutscher would agree that
both philosophers believe we have to face the ddssir perfect dominance of the world, but he degaray’'s
responsive mood as mourning and Sartre’s as anxigtyterror.

Their different understandings are played out thotheir interpretations of the experience of wadkbetween

Métro stations. Thus, for Sartre, ‘if | change routed @tMotte-Picquet, | am the “They” who change ... My
immediate ends are the ends of the “They”, andpretgend myself as interchangeable with any one yf m
neighbours® My project is the same as the project of the ofiétro-riders. However, he argues that this
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experience is a psychological rather than ontoldgime that arises from a shared rhythm and ipriotary
because it is based on more primary attitudesréuaignise the existence of others and of ourselsesembers

of the human species. One can have this experiaraantemporary Paris or indeed anywhere that @uemes
part of the rhythm of a group. Sartre says thatexperience ourselves as we-subjects in relatioallto
manufactured objects, in our professional and teehmroles and whenever we are part of a group of
spectatorg’

Sartre’s points are challenged by Irigaray, whanttathat ‘| am not reduced to an “any body” in dweridor of
the subway station at La Motte-Picquet-Grenellevifalk towards you’ and that my interiority is pected?"
She says there are three reasons our interiorisoigcted: because

| am sexuate, | am not neuter, anonymous or ingggéable; | am animated by my intentions towards
the other, in particular towards you, and not simg#termined by the world which surrounds me; lam
mystery for you, as you are for me, and our intejesttivity is protected from the imperative origiimay

in the exterior world and in the anonymity of itsstination addressed to an “anybod{ X"

While Max Deutscher notes that there are pointagpEement between Irigaray and Sartre, such asli¢heof
an ‘us’ relying on a third party, and that the ‘wg’only bonded in anonymous labour or participatioe sees
Irigaray as emphasising intimacy and interiofity.

Nonetheless, it should be recalled that Sartreoissaying that we completely lose ourselves in Mro,
noting that ‘I differentiate myself by each usetloé subway as much by the individual upsurge ofo@ing as
by the distant ends | pursue’ and, as mentionegd, tet this experience is not primdyHere | do not see an
experience of terror or anxiety but a pleasurablengmity in being one of the crowd, part of a rigthand
enjoying theMétro. Sartre’s characterisation does not preclude thipumr does it preclude that we could have
an encounter with a particular othetpathat | relate to. If | walk towards you then | caspond to you.

Irigaray is famous for ‘romancing’ philosophers s Lévinas, Descartes, Nietzsche, Heidegger aartebl-
Ponty. One of the reasons Irigaray has romancetdeSaust be, as Max Deutscher says, because

It is as if Sartre has conmso closeto a solution. He describes the conundrums of mudesire and
shows how they arise from fantasies, but, insistinglesire as possession, his own account of sefati
between people spins out into space. He respondi§féoence in terms of his philosophical projeuat
declares each person ‘absurd’ and yet inextingbishaVhat he lacks is a phenomenologydesiring
the other in their differencd’

Thus, Sartre’s phenomenology is missing a crudeahent of an acceptance of the irreducible diffeesaf the
other.

Irigaray’s primary criticism of Sartre is that he€count of our sense of community comes throughreat
relations rather than from the recognition of thegslarity of myself and other8"" How Max Deutscher reads
Irigaray is that her narrator is rescued by meesiogeone she knows. Of course, as he notes, Samtxgator
could also meet someone he knows, but such an eterowould be a negative, conflictual one and hghmi
prefer to remain in anonymity. Max Deutscher argtieg we see the limits of dialogue in Sartre’socactt of
the experience of ‘we-subjects.” The problem withl@ue, he believes, is that it is ‘too bland twecthe lack
of any eruption of individual feeling. | could skamy “dialogue” with any stranger akihsert myself in the
great human stream which ... has flowed incessanitly The suggestion here appears to be that Sartrendoes
individuate sufficiently for there to be genuineldgue and in any case dialogue cannot addressiabp
guestions of sexual and other differences.

While | find the fundamental criticism of Sartre @geremphasising conflict in relations with the &tla fair
one, | would like to ask what the meaning of S&treharacterisation of the crowd is and how it nigh
contribute to our understanding of community. Ppshérigaray has not romanced Sartre, but has rather
demonised him. One could partly defend Sartre ergtiounds that his account of being in the cronahiy one
aspect of forming communities, which we do throgglared activities and through being viewed by atlitire
us-object). It is a partial account of certain aftans rather than a full account of group formatiéd second
point is that one can read his account as a déiseripf a non-ideal community that can be contrdstéth
Irigaray’s account of a future ideal communiBeing and Nothingneds not an attempt to argue for a utopia
but a description of our world. Irigaray’'s expressil am a mystery for you as you are for me’ elidbat
difference. Certainly, Sartre can be faulted everhat reading; nevertheless we could see moraiMbtte-
Picquet-Grenelle than a loss of interiority.
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The Métro example contains the seeds of an account of somakments and groupsOn Sartre’s account,
oppressed groups are constituted by the look of They’ who see us as objects. Sartre explains thiat
experience is a fleeting and unstable one, andareuaigainst assuming that the ‘They’, the thirepressing
class, form a stable ‘wé".Rather, the bourgeois, for example, is weak bex#ldoes not experience itself as a
class at all. As he writes:

The “bourgeois” commonly denies that there areselashe attributes the existence of a proletayitie
action of agitators, to awkward incidents, to itjesss which can be repaired by particular measures;
affirms the existence of a solidarity of interebttween capital and labor; he offers instead ofscla
solidarity a larger solidarity, natural solidarity, which the worker and the employer are integtatea
Mitseinwhich suppresses the confiftt.

Although an obvious response is that such claimghbybourgeois are insincere, Sartre believeswhie the
bourgeois experience themselves as confronted avighoup of ‘they-subjects’, they will not feel past a
community (an ‘us’) unless the workers rebel ordardy gain more power.

We can partially see Beauvoir's and Irigaray’s eotions to Sartre as emerging from their develogrém
more nuanced reading of the structures of powetreda expression of the lack of solidarity betwdaman
beings is transposed by BeauvoirThe Second Ser her claim that women never say ‘we’ whereasioth
groups do. Max Deutscher gives a sympathetic pbrfaher analysis, detailing how she exposes #uk lof
solidarity between women, and how Beauvoir's ‘stggtis neither to deny difference nor to make agtof
it’"  His engagement with Sartre’s work in relationltigaray’s criticisms and Beauvoir's transformaton
leads us back to think again about community afidesity.

READING ARENDT AND LE DEUFF

The argument ofSenre and Voids that now, fifty years after they were féted, wan properly appreciate
Beauvoir and Sartre’s work. Both philosophers remirs to be open to a range of genres of discourse i
philosophy and both philosophers can contributecémtemporary debates about freedom, realism and
objectivity¥ A refreshing feature of Max Deutscher’'s approaztBéeauvoir and Sartre is that he writes about
the two together as philosophers without thinkimat the primary question is who influenced whomvbp had
which idea first but on the fruitfulness of theiosk."'

Likewise, inJudgement after Arendtis focus is on the philosophical relationship kegw Hannah Arendt and
Martin Heidegger, not the personal obilike many commentators on Heidegger, Max Deutsobserves that
Heidegger had the resources to criticise Nazisens# thing is he didn’t use théfhin Judgment after Arengdt
Max Deutscher also draws a number of parallels éetwRyle’s work and Arendt’s in his detailed regdod
Arendt's The Life of the MindFor example he writes that ‘What Arendt has imown with Ryle is her ability
to evoke the phenomena of thinking while refusim@ltm’s positing of thinking as a process over ahdve
physical activities™™ He notes that Arendt was working Bhe Life of the Mingt the same time that Ryle was
writing eight essays on thinking. Indeed Arenderefto Ryle in a number of passage3 e Life of the Mind
to observe her disagreement with him concerningriieire of the will* Judgment After Arendiakes up
Arendt’s linking of Eichmann’s lack of thought withe more general question of the nature of thigkin
Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banalitiwaf, originally published as a series of articleshaXew
Yorker, Arendt details the trial of Adolf EichmarinArendt's confrontation with ‘the banality of evibccurred in
Eichmann’s trail, a person she sees as a mindiessaucrat. She noted the thoughtlessness of Eichnzend
considered that thoughtfulness can help to prepenple carrying out evil actions. Arendt was strik his
ordinariness, his apparent lack of hatred for tieims, and his lack of remorse for what he hadedon
‘Thoughtless’ murderers like Eichmann, as she #edail to engage in ‘enlarged thought’ or to inmag the
lives of their victims at all. In order to undenstiathis lack in Eichmann, she needs to exploreattievity of
thinking. For Max Deutscher, thinking is a certainy of being alivé’ He appreciates Arendt's metaphor of
thinking as a kind of conversation with oneselfd atso takes seriously Arendt’'s view that philospphd the
philosopher’s role is to disturb us, and to disrtgien-for-granted meanings rather than to prowisewith
familiar truths.

Finally, Max Deutscher has written many essays achMe Le Doeuff's work and contributed to her ramep
by translating and discussing some of her essatypuidished in English, especially her work on Stsgleare.
He addresses her concept of the subject, or raigoach to treating the subject in partial waysltawing on
a range of discourses. This approach involves ugdor revealing the risks in any theory of the sabj-the
tendency toward positing an absolute or univershiest, or giving a metaphysical theory or evenitpas
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consciousness as myst&fyMax Deutscher also discusses Le Daeuff's accountagfias, drawing out from her
work our ambivalence to them. He writes in “Utopéasl Dreams” that ‘The “hidden truth” of a Utopiaybe
not that it is a better society for the future, that our own “State” is already a failed form of Thus the
Utopia leads us back into a myth of our ideals mseorealised more perfectly—in our origifi¥.’ Utopias
remind us of what we would have hoped to experieatieer than the recent failure of political thesrive have
experienced. In this way, Max Deutscher conneaipiah writing with twentieth century events andetehtes
their potential for hope in the future. While hehizppy to disturb us, he also leaves room for dptimas he
creates a genre in philosophy.
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