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) INTRODUCTION

Each of Hannaf\'Arendt's major wo‘rks,'at Iéast pt:ior to h& last work, The

Life of the Mind (1973), 'presented itself as an analysis of the situation of man with

the purpose of exploring the nature of human freedom.l Freedom has been the
dominant theme of her work, and, as it has been observed, it is "her literary raison.
d'étre; the very reason for her writing at air.2  Her -invcstigation has been
constantly guified‘ by. three basic presuppositions: that modern man has lost
freedom as it was once experienced in the dncient Greek polis; that man's political
life and its traditional values have been destroyed; and that to achieve a mode! of

an order compatible with human freedom a return to the Greek notion of politics is

absolutely essential.

Hannéh Arend't's interest in freedom and her cénvidion that freedom is
inseparable from a certain way of political life have gradually emerged from her
own experience's and native disposition. First, she exberienc:ed some of thé.most
convulsive political events of our time, the Nazi sel.;:LTr;_Of ‘power and thé beginning
of the destruction of the Jews.3 Second, she had a lifelong affection for Hellenic
politics, philosophy and cuiture. Finally, she received solid traiming in
existentialist thought from the finest German philosophical minds of her time.

,‘__ﬁ/

Born in Hanover, Germany, in 1906, Hannah Arendt was the only child of
Jewish parents. From an early age she developed a spirit of independence and an

attitude of pride in her identity as a Jew. At school she was tormented by anti-

 Semitics as well as by other Jewish children. Later she became deeply involved
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" with Jewis‘:issu\és’, which sparked her first work, Rahel Varnhagen: The Life of a

Jewess, ‘and influenced the rest. Even after leaving Germany in 1933 for Parisy-

France, she still dedlcated herself to the Jewish cause" through Zionist

organizations.

At school Hannah Arendt studied Greek and developed such a liking of’
Greek culture that, as a gymnasmm student, she formed a group that read and
translated Greek texts. In addition to taking courses on Greek political theory, she
later often met with friends in her apartment to read Plato and other Greek

classics. Thus, it was easy for her to trace the origin of Western ideas of culture

and ireedg’m to the Tlassical ages of ancient Greece and Rome. -
The life of the Aristotelian Greek polis constituted the heart of all her\'“
thougnt. For her, the time of the Greek polis was the most important period of
political history, the period in which man "appeared" at his best. It represented the |
first historica.l appearance of political association, that is, it marked the beginning
of the Western tradition of politics. The Greek polis determined both her
definition and her systom of politlc:s. By emphasizing certain features ot C.:reek
polftica.l life, she put together a conceptual framework that gives us an idealized

realm, a golden age for which she yearned.

From the Greek polis she also derived the dichotomies around which her

thougnt revolved. In the Greek understanding of things, private life was the S]?here

. ' & . . , .
in which household matters, such as happiness, economic security and material

satisfaction, were taken care of. Public life was reserved for free speech and
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. action. From this distinction between the private and the public life Hannah

Arendt deduced the existenck of two fundamental poles: necessity and freedom.
She described the tensicnifetween these poles not orﬂy as the opposition between
the public and the’ prfvate, but also as the oppoﬁition between the political and the

social, the city and the housenold, the vita activa and the vita contemplativa.

~

The dichotomies formed the core of her notion of politics. Based upon
~
them, for example, were her rejection of modernity and her condemnation of

totalitarianism. In her major philosophical work, The Human Condition; she not

only analyzed human action and its relationship to freedom, she also criticized past
and present cultures because of their failure to provide the realm in which man can
achieve freedom. She rejected the modern world because the social realm, which
grew out of the private realm, eventually engulfed both public and private sectors
and overshadowed traditional political concerns thh pseudo-[;c;litical economic
concerns. She pointed out the destructive implications of the rise of the social
realm and contrasted them with the political freedom of the polis. Referring to
th_e—-same distinction between the private and the public, she attacked revolutiorgs'_
like tbe French Revolution and favoured others like the American Rcvolution..
Likewise, she rejected liberalism's role in consolidating the triumph of economics

. g e

over politics and Marx's\e'conomic theory. C

- | -

Hannah Arendt became more convinced than ever of the destructive
effects of deprivation of public space when het own public space was cut off by the
rise of Hitler. She regarde'd totalitarianism as the.antithesis of the pols because it

destroyed the public realm and eliminated man's spontaneity and capacity for free
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action. = All her works contain urgent ‘pleas, heightened by her awareness of
totalitarianism, for the revivdl of politics in terms of the polis, and reveal her

passion for freedom.

+

' \X;fhile it Is true that the reality of totalitar:ianisrd changed what was a ...
philosophical mood into a committed political position, Hdnna_h Aren_dt's political
arguments neyer ceased to be guided by an existential outlook.' "Her German .
philosophical education as well as her philosophicaJ concern ‘..vith i.ndividual

-

- freedom predated her work on totahtanamsm. As early as age 17, she discovered «
Kierkegaard and was converted to emstennahsm.' At Marburg Um:r;sny she
responded to the systematic form  of exxstentxahsm taught there by Martin
Hexdegger. She also studied with Heidegger's mentor, Edmund Husserl, at Freiburg .

before’ moving to Heidelberg where she studied under Kar! Jaspers and received a

Ph.D. in 1928 for her thesis Der Liebesbegriz} pei Augustin. ‘ .
From Heidegger Arendt le-ar"n'ed fo apdreciate the need for essence and
existence to-coincide, an idea that later Se'l;.\'red as the inspiration for her thedry of -
politica:l action.  From Heldegger's EOnclusions she drew the metaphysical
inferences necessary to support her view °£i political action as the arena that
reveals who the individual is. T . T
Vg

-
/

' |
Although it is clear from many oi her works that Arendt was zndebted 10 P

Heidegger, it was Jaspers who had the most significant phﬂosophlcal mﬂuence on
her. She found that Jaspers®philosophy of communication ensured the individual®

freedom in a world composed of ‘others as neither Augustine's philosophy ot free



will nor'Kant's theéry of reason could do. Arendt considered com}nunication, which
was for Jaspers a requisite to self-revelation, to be tie sine qua non of politics and

by
freedom. It became the core of her egalitarian exjsfentialism. She claimed:
“Speech corresponds to the fact of distinctness and is the actualization of

'the human condition of pluralxty, that is, of living as a distinct and unique
bemg among equals.#

\J—J ' )

Her "concern was to extricate persons from whatever absorbs or destroys

their baszc'humaa qualities of speech and action. In On Revolution she’ show_ed,

through her examination of ‘the Ame::_gn and French revolutions, how political

freedom becomes a reality when men ‘are brougnht together for disc’éssi.on,'

- persuasion, decision and\action.

While we can termine what Arendt inherited from botn Heidegger and

Jaspers, it is quite diffi ﬂt to~ say what she derived®from exlstentialis:n as such
because it cannot be deflned by means of a set of philosophical themes. Hnwever,
the existentia.lism-fhat influenced her in general involved both the analysis of the
Basic structures of human existence and a call of individu_a.ls»t’o' an awareness of
* their existence i its essential‘?freedom. But such freedom, as in the main tradition
of Western political theory, was understood to mean either freedom/c:f the will or

inner freedom. It was not considered to be the worldly public phenomenon.

.

[
~

In summary, to understand Hannah Arendts notion of freedom it is

important to understand her as a German Jew who hvsydunng the darkest time in

the modern history of the Jewish people, as a scholar with a foundation in classics
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and Germanlphilosophy, and as someone who had studied under the great minds of

.

her time. _ ‘ ’..-:‘.
The main thesis developed in Hannah Arendt's works prior to The Life of
the Mind was that there is an essenne;.l link between freedom and politics. She
considered freedom the raison d'étre of politics,hby which she.meant‘ that politics
was the locus of freeddm, the public lm_ih which ac¥gn and fu‘l_i human
development are ppssible. The link she made betw.een f;eedom and politics was so )
strong that at times she seemed to be saying that freedom is an attribute of
politics.  She presented freedom neither as a mere condition nor 'simple
consequence of politics, but as politics itself. Evén when she talked about

partidpation, she asserted that participation and action are part of freedom, in

—

: ‘ ”
which case politics and freedom are virtually the same. At other times she simply
claimed that wherever there is politics, there is freedom. While it is the purpose
of this thesis to_examine and determine what Arendt means by the statement

' -
"Freedom is the raison d'étre of politics", it is quite clear that all her works prior
—_— N A

to The Life of the Mind are pervaded by her emphasis on the relationship of

e | *

freedom and politics.

As the "raison W'étre of politics", freedom cannot be something private.

. L]
Ever since Plato, the philpsopher's abstention from the public realm {(politics) was

regarded as the highest and the' freest way 'of' life, the vita contemplativa.
Philosophers m.ade various atteﬁpts, both theoretical and practical, to escape from
politics altogether.’ They thought they could attain immortality through
contemplation rather than through action. They were co'ncerned. with eternal

truths rather than with performing immortal deeds. They lived in mental Solitude
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rather thaﬁ in the public arena of men of action. Christians also, from at least the.
.tirqe of St. Augustine, have demanded to be absolved from the concerns of the
public realm in order to- be free. .For them freedom has been regarded as an
activity of the (inner) will and of thought, rather than as a characteristic of action.
They took freedom to mean free choice. Arendt found Sartre a'nd.He.idegger to be
excellent examples of_genuine philosophic minds quite incapable of appreciating

- «

free_dorn as a worldly or political phenomenon.

Arendt observed that Eur notion of freedom ls derived from these a-nti-
political philosophical and. Christian _ traditions. | She reacted against these
traditions; whére they saw freedom as the possession of private individuals, she saw
it as som‘éthing enjoyed 1n public; where they thought of it as isolation, she saw it
as ;n action among ohe's peers. Arendt advocated a type of freedqrn that was
opposed to the “rrferiorization of life". She claimed that freedom as related to

-

politics is not a phenomenon of mere will or choice (liberum arbitrium), but the

freedom to call into being something that did not exist pefore.6 She therefore

rejected any tendency to locate freedﬁm if\ﬁnner domain of the mind. She
focussed on freedom in political, not private, terms.

r!

In 1962 the state of Israel brought Adolf Eichmann to trial. By virtue of
this event, so carefully observed Dy Arendt as a reporter of the New Yorke:.-, she
was forced to recast her formulation of political freedom and return to a more

vbasic premise concemi'rlg‘ the cause of man's action. She_ b'eganya kind of

epistemological inquiry different from her exploration of the political freedom.

Rather than éxploring further the problem' of political freedon) she began to
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“consxder the ireedorn of the mind's facultxes and the relationship between
intellectual freedom and political freedom. She did thxs in more detail in her work,
The Life of the Mind, where she tried to reveal the nature of thinking, willing and

T~ . .

JUGEINg. -

Hence the problem with which this thesis is concerned: . discontinuity
» * .
versus continuity in the thought of Hannah Arendt. Her later work seems to deal °
with metaphysical issues rather than the political ones. Does she really change her

earlier views in her later work?

I intend to demonstrate that, throughout her life, Arendt was preoccupied
with establishing the primacy of po_liticeil freedom over the inwardly philosophical, -
and that she consistently posited freedom In its true séﬁée to be a political

phenomenan. I will try to reveal the nexus between political and inner freedom in"

her works to show that there is indeed consistency and continuity in the °

formulation of her unique notion of freedom. I shall demonstrate that, for her,

political freedom and the freedom of the will' are complementary, although not

concurrey&.\
e

The connection Arendt makes between political and philosophical freedom

has not been gi‘ven-serious consideration, probably for fear of im\pos\ing a degree of'
cohesion on her work that she herself ‘did not create. Many of f;iose who _ha\?é»
discussed her not‘ion. of political freedom have ignored her final conce;'n Wwith inner
freedom, either because they ;.vrote before the publication of her ‘last work or

~

simply because they did not find it relevant. Those who did ;'nention her views on
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both political ‘and inner freedom accused her of being inconsistent. 1 assume that
there is a point of connection between her notion of political freedom and that of

philosophical freedom without whigh her idea of ,freedo'm and her central concept

of politics cannot be fully understood.

-~

The_structure of this study is partly dictéted, by the logic of Arendt's
views. Chapter I provides clarification of her theory of action. I w-i'il.dembﬁstrate
how Arendt ta.keg action as freedom’'s field of experience. Chapter Il contains a
description of historical models of “political freedom. In Chapter III, I analyze her
-exclusion of socio-economic issues from .publ‘ic sphere. “This analysis highlights a
sharp distinction she makes be:tween the political and the social realm: the latter
involves necessity manifested in labor; the former involves'freedom manifested in
action. It also.underlines a distinction she makes between liberty and freedom.
Chapter IV is on the collapse of freedom; in it'T present totalitarianism as a symbol
of the death of freedom. Chapter V is an assessmeﬁt of her®nption of philosophical
freedom. Finally, in Chapter.VI I test the in.terne_d consistency of her notion of

freedom_and suggest W‘?ther it needs to be revised.

LY,
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- NOTES

1 By Arendt's major works I mean the following (listed chronologically):
Der Liebesbegriff bei Augustin (1929). This is her doctoral dissertation, which she
attempted to translate and clarify but gave up the idea because it was too much
work. Rahe! Varnhagen: The Life of a Jewish Woman (1974). Her f{irst
invoivement with Jewish issues is found in this work, which is a biography of a lady
who iz very much like Arendt herself. The Jew as Pariah (1978). This is a
collection of essays on“]ewish issues from 1942. The Origins of Totalitarianism
" (1951). This gives an anglysis of anti-Sernitism, imperialism and totalitarianism.
ﬁ‘ hough one may legitimately doubt the historical accuracy of this work, one can
< find the evidence of the dangers of mass culture. However, this work does not
have much analysis of the human condition or of freedom. Men in Dark Times
* (1968). This work was written between 1955 and 1965. It is too much a narrative -
and too biographical and yet it provides illustration of the freedom of which men
are capable as well as the stifling effects (dark times} of modern "society”.
Between Past and Future (1968). It contains eight essays written from 1957, She
refers to those essays as "exercises in political thoughts" because that is where she
deals with several ‘topics like, tradition, history, authority, freedom, culture,
.education and truth in-politics. The Human Condition (1958). This is her major
philosophical work in which.she analyzes the human action and its relation to
freedom, and also criticizes history and modern cultures because of their faillure to
provide the realm in which man can act and achieve freedom. Eichmann in
Jerusalem (1963). It is in this work that we’find Arendt's shift from exploring the
problem of political freedom to considering the freedom of the mind's faculties and
the relatxonsth between the mental freedom and political freedom. This trend of
thought is worked out in more details in her last work, The Life of the Mind,
published posthumously in 1978. It is the two-volume work which we shall refer to,
from now on, simply as Thinking and Willing. On Revolution (1965). . In this work
she examines the American Revolution and the French Revolution and shows: how
political freedom becomes a reality when men are brought together for discussion,
persuasion, decision and action. For her, revolutions' attempt to found a new body
politic may lead to the rediscovery of freedom which once existed during the
ancient Greek and Roman times. Crisis of the Republic (1972) is made up of
several essays among which "On Violence" prm;i;e:)s with Arendt's illumination of

the distinction between power and violence the role that power plays in
maintaining the arena for action.

2 Wayne Francis Allen, "The Concept of Authority in the Thought of
Hannah Arendt", unpublished dissertation (University of California Riverside,
1979), p. 198.

3 The details of Hannah- Arendt's life can be found in her biography by
Elisabeth Young-Bruehl, Hannah Arendt: For the Love of the World (New Haven
and London: Yale Umver51ty Press, 1982).

4 The Human Condition, p. 178. -
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Ches

5 Ibid., p. 222.

6 Ibid., p. 165.

w7



CHAPTER I

FREEDOM AND ACTION

Hannah Arendt has a t?ndmcy to define her key concepﬁ in terms of
other concepts. For example, the concept of labor is part of the definition of the
concept of necessity and vice versa; and both labor and necessity are part of the
definition of the private. She does the same thing with the concepts of freedom
and action. She links them and claims that "action and politics among all -the
capabilities and poten%ia.lities of human life, are the only things which we cou{d not

even conceive without at least assuming that freedom exists". 1

In this chapter | propose to explore some of 1;he features of her conception
of action. I hope to show wﬁy and how she asserts-that freedom is synonymous with
action. In order to achieve this goal it is essential to recognize that two facts
aboﬁt tﬁe‘huma.n condition, natality and plurality, serve as Arendt's starting p;oint
in her theory of Jthe public-political realm. In these facts lies the basis of action
and freedom. I will clarify what Arendt means by natality and by her claim that
action is needed to actualize man's freedom, which is ontologically rooted in his
birth. Then, I will examine the notion of plurality through her idea that only a man
who abandons labor and work in order to engage in actioh can properly be described
as human and truly free, and her.idea that disclosure of the agent in speech and

action is essengial to freedom. Some of the topics dealt with in this chapter will,

naturally, reappear in later chapters.
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Of Arendt's works it is The Human Condition which bears most directly on

the guesﬁon of action and freedom.Z In this work she expressc_s\ hér concern for
the loss of freedom in our time.” She reverts- 10 Greei-c political llfe/\to remind us of
what freedom once'r.ne—an'ct. She also relates her conception of freedom to concepts
of labor, work, action and theught as based in Greek and particula;ly-.iristotclién
thought. Aristotle considered that neither labor nor work possessed sufficient
dignity to be termed a way of lif‘e (bios) at all, since they were nof "autonomous
and authentically human" act'i's'iti'.&s. Arendt contends that "action", the highes.f"
form of activity for the Greeks, is less valued in the modern world than it was in
the Ancient.Greek polis. She recognizes the fact that dmiﬁg the Socratic era
thought was more valued than action but labor was never considered more
iinportant than action. However, she complains that in the modern_w-orld labor has
acquired a dignity which has placed it above all other activities and lifted it out of
the oblivion of the private reailm to which the Greeks consjgned it. People are now
preoccupied with the activity of laboring, that is, the activity keyed to t;'ne

maintenance of life such as producing and consurning food.

Some philosophers, for example Kant in his Critique of Pure Reason, say

that action is not essential to freedom, that man is free whether he acts or not,
that he is free so long as he can choqse.3 For those philosophers who a;ssociatc
freedom with will or the facuity of choice, the connection of freedom to action is |
secondary. Arendt takes a different view of freedom. For her, man is potentially
free by the mere fact of birth. This potential freedom is ontologica!.l_y rooted in
birth or what she calls the condition oft"natality"; "natality” implies not just that

we are mortal, but alsd that each of us répr&senfs something new and unique in the
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world and is capable of doing the unéxpected and acting in ways that no role-

prescriptions can foresee. So for her freedom cannot be manifest in "behavior™, _

-

"role-playing", "doing a job", "belonging to a class" and the automatism of
activities in the private realm, but instead in genuine speech and action.

—_—

Natality -

Arendt discusses the Greek word archein, which she translates as "tp
begin", "to lead" and eventually "to rule”, to set something in motion (which is the
original meaning of the Latin agere).* From this she comes to the conclusion that
because they are initia, newcomers and beginners by virtue of birth, men can take
initiative, are prompted into action.” .

It is difficult to see why Arendt links action with natality and claims that
"action as beginning corresponds to the fact of birth...it is the actualization of
the human condition of natality".6 Action reflects the fact of hL;man birth or
natality because for Arendt action means to begin and innovate something that was
not there, somethfng uné)q:;ected and infinitely improbable. In the same way, with
each birth something uniquely new comes into the world. Now to act freely,.
Arendt affirms, is predsely to take an initiative, to start something new, to change
things and to do or say something that could not have been foreséen or expected.

i .
It is, hm‘vever, quite difficult to grasp why Arendt concludes that man is

capable of new, spontaneous beginnings just because through his birth he represents -

a new beginning in the world. She simply asserts that a man is capable of the

-
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unexpected and the infinitely improbab'ie because each man is unique, each birth
brings something uniquely new into the world. | 2

It is also not apparent how, from the passive state of’ being born, one
becomes a potential beginner. Arendt only tells us that one's natality is nét'
fulfilled unless one.acts. She asser.ts that it is only when one assumes responsibility
for being a new beginning in the world by deliberately beginning something new on.
one's own initiat_ivé that the condition of natality is fulfilled. According to her,
;—.\ctl;:n enables each man to fulfill his natality, his being something new by
beginning something new. It thus enables men to "actualize the sheer p‘assive
givenness of their being. . . "7

) .

Some- clarification of Arendt's thinking comes from realizing that her

initiative is derived in part‘from St. Augustine. She quotes St. Augustine: "Initium

ergo ut esset, creatus est homo, ante quem nullus fuit /That there might be a

beginning, ‘man was created, before whom nobody was]."®  For Arendt, St.
Augustine's supreme insight is that man, being created in the image of God, is .
" radically freé; like God, he is himself a creator who is unique and therefore ¢apable

of initiating somefhing entirely new. She interprets the above quotation from St.

Augustine thus: B

Here, man has not only the capacity of beginning, but is this beginning
himself. If the creation of man coincides with the creation of a beginning
in the universe (and what else does this mean but the creation of
freedom?), then the birth of the individual mem;being new beginnings, re-

" affirms the original ‘character of man in such a way that origin can never
become entirely a thing of the past; while, on the other hand, the very
fact of the memorable continuity of these beginnings in the sequence of
generations guarantees a history which can never end beczuse it is the
history of beings whose essence is beginning.?

%
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Arendt describes "the original character of man" as_the source of his
unique capadty for beginning something which cannot be-expected from whatever
" may have happened before. For her, it is in action that this capacity of beginning
is manifested. Her notion of action lies at the basis of her claim that the
unprecedented or new is possible.in history and cannot be predicted by natural or

historical laws.

-

~ " ol

Again, speaking of Augustine, she writes:

Accordxng to him...God created man as a temporal creature, homo
temporalis; time and-man were created together, and this ternp-orahty was
affirmed by e fact that each man owed his life not just to the
multiplication of the species, but to birth, the entry of a2 novel creature
who as something entirely new appears in the midst of the time continuum
of the world. The purpose of the creation was to make possible a
beginning. "That there be a beginning man was created before. whom
nobody was."...The very capacity for beginning is rooted in natality, and
by no means in creativity, not in a gift, but in the fact that human beings,
new man, again and again appear in the world by virtue of birth.10

While this passage is found in Arendt's later writings, the point being made occurs
also in her early writings: |
With the creation of man, the principle of begim'ing came into the world

itself, which, of course, is only another way of saying that the principle of
freedom was created when man was created. 1!

- Arendt is saying that man's beginnin'g as a radical creation gives him the
analogous possibility to create himself anew radically in his actions. But then why
does Arendt take over this view of Augustine? Why does she get involved in what -

is mainly a theologian's problem?

Arendt is interested in Augustine because of the distinction he made

between, on the one hand, the creation of heaven and earth (principium), énd, on

L
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the other, the creation of man (initium). . Although she acknowledges that
Augustine did not draw out as she herself does the consequences of the pﬁrasc "that
there might be a beginning, man was created, b;efore whom nobody was", shc- finds
that Augustine made a significant distinction. The beginning of man is not the
same as the beginning of the world: - "it is not the begin.ning of something but of
somebody, who is a beginner himself".12 Arendt wants to show that for Augustine
one's capacity for innovation is éqnstituted by the.naturg of the self as a radica-l

. X -

beginning. She also wants to rescue the meaningfulness of unique persons from the

immortal cycles of labor and life.

Mortality had always occupied the reflective mind, and it was é.lways the
centre of religious and philosophic thought. But natality has been curiously

neélected in the philosophical! doctrine of man. For Arendt, natality is precisely

that which defies and transcerfs the mortality of individual life and the natural
cyclical processes which surroundi:it. Each birth itself represents a new creation
and new beginning with a potentially eternal significance. Action, because of its

relationship to natality, is also a means of possessing immortality.

From the same interdependence of being a beginning and beginning
something new, Arendt derives her concept of what she calls the miraculous
‘character of action. The miracle of the new and hence the miracle of action stem
from the fact that "so'mething new is started.which cannot be expected from
whatever, may have happened before".13 She asserts that men are able to initiate
the unexpected "only ‘because each mé.n is uni_que, so that with each birth

something uniquely new comes into"the world".l4 This move predicates the
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mexpe.ctedness of action on the new beginning which each person is by virtue of his

- uniqueness. Action is unpredictable because no pérsqn is absolutely like any other

person; therefore, his action can never be‘indub'itabiy predicted on the pattern of

what other actors have/done.

Since the capacity for action is founded on freedom, it is naturally
"boundless".}5 The range of f;ossible actions can never be known or ‘contained a
priori, From this notion of unexpectedness in action‘Areﬁdt goes on to assign an
"infinite improbability" to action. By this she means that ‘the" novelty engendered

by actfon resists calculation by statistical laws. Arendt distinguishes action both

from behavior, which is the predictable and automatic obedience to 'norm&'; and

$rom purely instrumental activity, which is merely putting into practice a

preconceived pian. — .
-It is clear that action's unpredictability, improbability and boundlessness
constantly threaten the political brder, because in its pursdit of newness action
4
does not heed the counsel of restraint and moderation. Arendt impatiently
dismisses 'ordex_' without freedom as sheer tyranny. Yet what is puzzling is that, -

because of action's incompatibility with control, the actor is rarely able to fulfill

‘what he intended. What the actor began as a free being and on his own initiative,

he can never control. The actor cannot deliberately conclude what he/she set out °

_to do; the actor does not have the freedom to accomplish his/her intention since

action is never determined by motive and goals. Let us look at these Iatter ideas

more closely.
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Motives and Goals.

Free action always marks a new beginnihg, a beginning that is‘ new even t/o,
the motives and goals of the action. Because of its unexpec—:tedness it 'cannot/‘bc
limited by motives and goals. This does not mean that it is unrelated to th@ﬁu it
. only means that "it is able to(::anscend_ them".16 Here Arendt is no .'ng about
“action from the usual motivational point of view. For cxarp{:le, she is not

concerned with analyzing whether or not a pa:;serby who dashes into a burning
building to save a child tllfapped there had in mind the princiﬁle of excellen‘ce when
he acted and how this principle related to the action performed. Rather, she is
concerned with what' the action makes manifest to others. Excellence is revealed
to others as the act is performed, whether or not the actor had this in mind from
the start. As Arendt puts it, freedom is only a yearning of the Human he‘art when it
is not made manifest in public, In‘ the company of-othertmen.li To put the same
point differently, the meaning of action cannot be comprehended solely by
reference to its motives and goals; and beginning has its source in action itself, not
in the thinking about or :I,an\mug\

reliable chain of cause and effect . ..t is as though the beginner had abolished the

of action. Action as beginning is "not bound into &

|

sequence of temporality itself".18 . )

-

-

Arendt maintains that action, as the introduction of that which is
genuinely novel into the world, must transcend all motives and goals of the
individual actor and that it cannot be understood'in a means-ends framework. If
we think of it as undertaken for some specific, practical rt;s‘ult, v mi ht judge and

regard it in utilitarian, expedient terms. And if we thmk of it as a product of any
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\ aﬁtecedent F:ondition or intention, we might regard it as part of a’causal chain and
lose sight of its free nature.l9 “According to Arendt, action is its own end, not a-

means to other ends. By this assertion, Arendt is trying to distinguish action from

- - both labor and work, which she thinks are inescapably part of a means-end series.

For e;tample, a work.er must have a hammer, nails; a!nd wood. These are his means.
His end is the finished table. Once this end is arrived at, that is, once the table is '

_,-finished, it consequently becomes a meags to something else. He can use it to

write on, etc. In Arendt's view, the means-end cﬁain never terrminates'unless man

sets himself up as the final end, ti')e_end in itgelf. He can ach;e{re this by mvealihg
. who he is in the company of other men. As George Kateb observ;res, Arendt
considers action to be free from éven emotions and passions suth as love, goodness,

conscience, compassion, pity and their opp:‘cn;ites.20

-

Kirk Thompson, among others, regards as very inadequate Arendt's claim

that action, to be free, must be free from motive, aims or goals, and that it cannot

- .
——

be understood in a means-end framework. For him, it reduces action to an
existential life-process without an¥ clarity of purpose.2l If Arendt's conception of
- action is to have any value, he suggests, it should include a clear specification of

the instrumental nature of political action. Otherwise, he finds Arendt's politics as

.

non-purposive. It is important at this point to clarify what Arendt means when she

says that action is its own end and what it means to act from a motive, aim or

goal. . RN T ‘ .

- 19

fi
’l
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On Homo Faber and Animal Laborans

Arendt's claim that action is its own end is derived from the distinction
she makes between the private and tﬁe public, the realm of necessity and the realm
of freedom. Through her separation of the realm of necessity from; that of
freedom she confines all economic matters to the realm of necessity and asserts
that 56clo-economic matters cannot be the goal of action, because action belongs
to the realm of freedom. In excluding economic ma.tters from the public realm,

. she follrcwv’s‘r the ancient Greek for whom economic matters belonged strictly to tﬁe
’__private‘ rea:lm. Arendt complains that modern man, unlike the ancient Greeks, has
lost th-e true notion of action and human agency because of an attitude of technical
efficiency, the practical search for M-est means to Ia pl’n:‘danceived end. She

+ also rejects Marx's theory of~1$bor for she thinks it has replaced action with labor.

To establish that labor, work and.socio-economic matters beloﬁg to the realm of

necessity and action to that of freedom, Arendt returns to Aristotle and, further,

to what informed his thinking—the pre-philosophical experienc':e of the Grleeks.

In Greek antiquity, the private and the public.were sharpl;r distinguished.
The public was the locus of freedom and actic_\n_. Admission to the polis meant
admission to .a public "sphere of freedom", while the private sphere was governed
by necessity--not just because of the domikation of the master over the family"and

‘slaves, but also because the "necessities of life" would rule even the master if he

did not have others to provide for him. The house d, the private sphere, was

considered vhe locus of economic life; it was the basic unit o duction, as is

suggesfed by the Greek word for household (oikia), which is the root of our word
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“ecqnomfcs". It was —piace for lab;)r, for activities "related to the
maintenance of life", Arendt argues, jist\as the more di;ect necessities of bodily
function ;nd species reproduction are properly hidden away i’n privacy.22 For the
. Greeks, "no activity serving only the purpose of making a living, of sustaining only
the life process, was permitted to enter the political realm".23  Anything
"economic" was "nonpolitical . . . by definition"; for "everything merely necessary.
or useful” has to be '"strictly excluded" fr;m the bics politikes, the realm of
fréedom.zl‘ Labor and production cut off man fx;om genuine relations with other
men. It chained him to the necessities of biological existence and subordinated him
to the laws of nature. The aims of the household were narrowly. utilitarian and
privatistic. !t‘wa'.s the division of labor within the household which ;-aroduced the
pat.riarchichal hierarchy of maste.r and servant and t—l;us iarovided the general rn<‘>de'1 )
for despptic relations, whil_e the concern with housgﬁollc’i /management (oikonomia)
later provided the prototype for impersonal bureaucratic administration. Arendt
claims.that in modern soéie;y, labor is the dominant mode of activity. It has bc;en
brought out of the private sphere whe.re it once belonged and is now considered a
public activity. |

/

In Arendt's opinion, tﬁe definition of man in terms of his laboring amid the -
metabolic processes of life, in which man manifested his kinship with nature rather

than the human world, was the 'worst debasement of the human image. Arendt

claims that the modern age 15 characterized by the shift of allegiance from the life

of contempla'ti'on (vita contemplativa), as it was understood and implerp‘ented by
- early Christians, to the life of action (vita activa), as undefstood by Hegel and

Marx.25 Her. logic of action is drawn from her examination of .modern man's
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unreflective and perilous plunge into doing. This pl(mgc was highlighted by the
transformation from the autonomous "worker" (homo faber), who reigned after the

initial reversal, to the sheer "laborer” (animal laborans) of fhc late nineteenth and

twentieth centuries. . o 8

For Arendt, man as worker, in Y . )
his instrumentalization of the world, his confidence in tools and in the
productivity of the -maker of artificial objects; his trust in the all-
comprehensive range of the means-end category, his conviction that every
issue can be solved and every human motivation reduced to the principle
of utility; his sovereignty, which regards everything given as material and
thinks of the whole nature as of "an immense fabric from which we can
cut out wha;tever we want to resew it however we like"26

viewed all nature as an instrument to his ends. This worker's attitude reduced the
. vita activa to sheer human doing. It relegated all things to some end. It also
L)

viewed all action as fabrication. Consequently, man's function in this process as

the animal laborans came to dominate the vita activa, thereby turning upside down

the classic vision of the human order in which the satisfaction of the necessary
demands of life was deérned the lowest expression of the active life. All of the!
vita activa, its worli:[ly institutions of government, of propertyl, of _nati'orihéod, and
even the technological world of the homo faber became subord.inated to the
facilitation of the life process. This consummate subordination translated all tasks
and faculties into aspects of this proces.«:;. Men became inured to the proo‘ess and
indeed complacently accepted as the fulfillment of the vita activa this perpetual
labor to feed the species. The vita activa lost its connotation of a world{;( yet
enduring realm where individual actors were remembered for -their distinct courses -

of action; instead, the constant rhythm of the devouring life pr'ocess effaced the

distinct image of men. When Hobbes, Locke and Hume tried to articulate a new
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vision from within the world view of man as a worker, th‘éy identified human ction -

-

with making and fell victim to the deficiencies of homo faber.

\\\\/ / ~ ' ;

Arendt in her consideration of Kant, Hegel and Marx exPIores the manner

in which the mentality of homo faber and animal laborans became a dominant

philosophy in the modern age. In the following passage we can see how she

associates Kant with utilitarianism, the philosophy of homo faber:
The anthropocentric utilitarianism of homo faber has found its greatest
expression in the Kantian formula that no man must ever become a means
to an end, that every human being is an end in himsglf. . . ./l/t is only in
Kant that the philosophy of the earlier stages of the modern, age frees
itself entirely of the common sense platitudes which we always%nd where
homo faber rules the standards of society. .. .His formula, however,.can
no more deny its origin in utilitarian thinking than his other famous and
also inherently paradoxial injerpretation of man's attitude toward the only
objects that are not "for use," namel; works of art, in which he said we
take "pleasure without any interest."Z

’
It is a bit dif_ficult to see how Arendt links Kant's thou‘g-ht with
utilitarianism because Kant's philosophy rests on the categorical imperative, which
.has nothing to do wi\b consequences and proposed results. l;ltilitarianism, on the
other hand, rests on what Kant calls the hypothetical imperative. For Arendt, they
are simillar in that they both involve the idea of seeing people as ends in
themselves. For both Kant and utilitarianism, each individual is to regérd himself

- and every other person as an -end in himself/herself simply because he/she is a

rational being and subject to moral‘ laws.

Moréover, ido no't think that Kant ever employs the model of homo faber,
the model which Arendt is attacking. But this does not reduce the value of her

~
argument against the homo faber mentality. This mentality, when applied to
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human affairs and actions, disposes men to see and treat eagh other as objects,
means to private ends. It narrows their vision so that they forget their

responsibility for the ends and the need to deliberate about ends with their fellow

actors. : T e—

-

In the modern world, Arendt argues, it is man as laborer and-consumer,

the animal laborans, who has been permitted to occupy the public realm,-t{e space

reserved for action Q}f the ancient Greeks. She blames Marx for this new

development. ~ According to her, Locke's society of property owners ‘and Hobbes'

society engaged in acquisition were precursors to Marx's society of producers or

laborers. Marx, in'valuing the Jaborers or "job-holders", influenced modern society

to value labor's productivity. Both the Marxist and liberal (Adam Smith, John

Locke and others) traditions were, in Arendt's view, glorifying what to the ancient

S

Greeks was worthy only of slaves. For Arendt, the patterhs of thought
inaB'propriate to action are linked with economics and the social question, with the
need for alternatives to both communist dictatorship and interest-group liberalism.

It is’ essential to explainlArendt's objection to and criticism of Marx in
order to understand her view Better. Before explaining her criticism of Marx we
must remember that for her "work" is distinguished from "labor" by, first, the
relative durability‘ of its products, comparatively permanent "use objects”, like
monuments, against absolutely impermanent "consumer gooas", like food; and

second, the fact that it is.

M

performed ‘under the guidance of a model in accordance with which the
object is constructed. [.. . .an image beheld by the eye of the mind or a
blueprint. . . .28 : :

7~

« &

~—



FREEDOM AND ACTION ] 15

She also distinguishes "labor" from "action" by asserting that it belongs to the

realm of necessity ‘While action is a vehicle of human freedom and creativity. Her
£
main complaint against Marx is that

in all stages of his work he defines man as an amimal laborans and then
leads him into a society in which this greatest and most human power is
no longer necessary. We are left with the rather distressing alternative
between productive slavery and unproductive freedom.2?

‘
The question is, then, whether Marx and Arendt mean the same thing by
‘this term "labor". Marx discusses the ."Iaiaor process” in the first volume of Das.
K_gi&al.m He;'e his concept of labor coincides with Arendt's concept of work. He_
emphasizes that by labor he is not referring to the first animal-like and instinctive
forms of labor, but to labor in the form which is peculiar to man. He finds this
peculiarity of human labor in the fact that the latter results in something which, at
the beginning of the process, already éxisted as an idea in the worker's imagination.
~ The human laborer not only efieé's (bewirkt) a change of form in natural objects,
as animals and insects do, but at fhe time also realizes (verwirklicht) his own
purpose in mature.31 This idea, as we have just seen, is one of Arendt's c.riteria of

I!work"-

Furthermore, for Marx, the distinction between "consumer goods" and
"use objects" does not constitute an essential demarcation Arendt makes between
"labor" and "work". From the point of view of 'd'urlability, products of labor do not
last, whereas products of work, like table and chairs, last r_elatiQely lohger. For

Marx, such Z-distinction is highly relative and contingent.
PR

In this sense it seems that Marx's labor has cha.racté'\istics of both of what

Arendt calls "work" and "labor" in that it refers to providir:g for the survival of
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structures and new modes of perception and thought.

The way in which men produce their means of subsistence ... must not be
considered simply as being the reproduction of the ‘physical existence of
the individuals. Rather it is...a definite mode of life on their
part. .. .As individuals express their life, so they are. What they are,
therefore, coincides with their production, both with what they produce
and with how they produce. The nature of individuals thus depends on the
material conditions determining their production.

This production only makes its appearance with the incCrease -of
population. In its turn this presupposes the intercourse (verkehr) of

individuals with one another. The form of this intercourse is again’

determined by production.32

-

hY
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the species. It also has some of the characteristics of Arendt's "action” because it
is a fundamental form of human praxis. By means of it man creates not only the
It is man's chief means to_knowledge and development,

since as man creates the world and himself, he also créates new social and political

In trying to mqld the objective world into forms which he holds in his

imagination, man dxscovers_the. laws, independent of h:m governing that world. At
the same time, in trying to accomphsh this transformation of the world he must
call upon his own powers and, furthermore, develop them. Therefore, Maggs
"labor", like Areﬁdt's "action", 'raises man above the realm of necessity. Moreover, -
Marx's’ “iabor" is rational and purposive activity. The objects it creates are not
mere use-objects. In the objects he makes and the way he makes them, the laborer
discloses himself. As we shall see, one of the chief characteristics of action,
according to Arendt, is the disclosure of the agent. It is also important to remark

that Marx draws heavily on Hegel's conception that man is the result of his labor.33

It is clear from the above that Marx's concept of labor is different from

that of Arendt. For him labor includes Arend's three bastc activities, that is, laber,
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work and action. While Arendt neatly separates these activities, _M_a{x views them

—

- " N
as three different but interrelated dimensions of a single activity. It is from her
T

—

criticism of Marx that it becomes clear that, in her rigid trichotomous division, — "

4

labor belongs to the realm of necessity and action to that of fre;aom._ Thr/ough her
neat separation of the realm of necessity and freedom, we shall see how she
m_anages to confine all economic matters to the realm of necessity. In that way,
labor and work are performed for the attainment of socio-economic needs while
action is its own end. Arendt concludes that to act, one must be. liberated from
socio-economic needs. Her exclusion of these socio-economic matters from the
public realm is not just because the ancient Greeks confined such matters to the
private realm, but also because this idea coincides with the unexpectedness of

action.

We have so far seen how Arenét establishes that, because of its
me:gpectedness, action is an expression of human freedom. We shall now examine
why she thinks action's infinite improbability, like its unexpéctedness, makes it the
highest expression of human freedom. She asserts that action "always happens
against the overwhelming odds of statistical laws and their probability."3% She
wstresses this claim Py aciding that)ction is not mérely some_occurrence in the
physical w;:rld or some behavioral event. This is similar to the idea found in
analytic philosophy of action tﬁat "the types of explanations and description
required to account for human action are categorically different from those used in
the physical sciences ... ."35 [t means we cannot perfect a science which has as

-

its aim the prediction of human actions. It will try to link up Arendt's idea of the

-

&+
.

—
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"infinite improbability” of action with ;‘.he parallel concerns of the analytic
philesophy of action.36 .

Arendt makes a sharp distinction between behavior and action, between
routine or habit and the radically unpredictable. For her, action, as opposed to

behavior and habit, is self-conscious and freely undertaken. It breaks through the

bounds of the predictable pattern 9£_‘hatural and social life and beg'insl something

. ! /
new. It is opposed to “behavior because behavior is adhering to a routine,

conducting oneself in a customary and predictable manner. Her view of behavior -

- and automatic obedience to norms is clearly revealed in her reflection on what she

calls "the sogial".

In the®*modern world, Arendt argues, the public and priva"c'e realm have
been blurred and largely supplanted by something she calls "society" or "the social",
that is, a "relatively new phenomenon whose origin coincides with the erhergénce
of the modern age”.37 She regards society in the modern world as a kind of
monstrous extension of the old household principle to the whole societal entify. All
human activities in the modern world are related to laboring, to the maintenance
of life, and the public itself has Become a huge household, a social realm. Living in
a society largely organized around economic 'processes means, accc;rding‘ to Arendt,
that our lives are governed on a grand scale by those motivations and attitudes

which in ancient Greece were confined to the privacy of the household. |

She claims that whereas in Greek antiquity the public realm was rescrvcd

for free action, in the modern world, since the public realm has been invaded by

e
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the social, action has been replaced by behavior. The social is a~eeflm of
uniformity rather than of individual distinction. It imposes "levglling demands", - .
é.nd conformisrh‘;; inherent in it because in order to remain as a society its norms
and rules have to be obeyed and its members have to conform to its customs. It

contrasts with the plurality-and distinctness once characteristic of public life. To

confirm this point she exaggerates: \

Society always demands that its ‘member
members of one enormous family whi
interest.38

act as though they were
has one opinion and one
She insists that an individual cannot act as he/she wants. Rather hefshe has to
conform to and behave in accordance with opinions and interests of society. In this
way she concludes that society is the realm of behavior. She states this clearly in
these words:
It is decisive that society, on all its levels, excludes the possibility of
action, which formerly was excluded from the household. Instead, soaety
expects from each of its members a certain kind of behavior, imposing
innumerable and various rules, all of which tend to "normalize" its

Tbers, to make them behave, to exclude spontaneous action or
tanding achievement.3 ,

It is clear tHht Arendt prizes action and dislikes or rejects behavior and
modern society for the same reason she rejects Marx's theory of labor. She sees
the modern world with its emphasis on norms as having replaced action .with

behavior; behavior, not action, is the dominant mode of modern activity.

But, firstly, the sharp distinction she makes between action and behavior
is puzzling. It makes her overlook the fact that even customary and routinized
acts involve some initiative and judgment. Habits can and are at times broken

deliberately when people find them useless or dangerous. Habits are also developed
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and consciously cultivated when they are Fc\o;si—dered useful and fulfilling.

Therefore, at times, behavior and habit can be as self-conscious and freely
undertaken as "action" .in Arendt's sense. Secondly, it is difficult to find a society
without uniformities of behavior. Finally, tradit{onal societies, contrary to what
Arendt is inclined to bé_lie;'e, are much more ruled by nom.'cs, customs, etc., than
the modern society. We shall thus try further to see what Arendt has in mind when
she says that the modern world with its emphasis.on norms has made behavior,
rather than action, the domirant mode of activity. This will help us to understand

her assertions about action as opposed to behavior.

Arendt has 1n mind Rousseau's reflections on-~contemporary society and

the nature of man. In his first two Discours, as well as in the Lettre & d'Alembert,

Rousseau asserts that the artificial uniformity of behavior which society imposes
on people causes then-"a. to ignore "the duties of man aﬁd the needs of nature", so
that appearance and r.eality' are constantly at vafiance in modern social life.
According to Rousseau, modern man lives outside himself; he bases his life on
"opinion" rgther than "nature”, that is, on what others expect him to be rather than
on what he really is. This disguising of the real self is the result of a "base and

deceptive uniformity” which causes all men to be cast in the same mold. Rousseau

—_—_—

likens the life of contemporary man to the life of the salons and the theatre where

peoale are only too anxious to forget themselves; they do not live in themselves but

in others.
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In this connection Arendt goes on to say that the sort of equality which
existed in the polis of Greek antiquity has, in the modern world, been replaced by
conformism, the modern mode of equality.

This modern equality, based on the conformism inherent in society and
possible only because behavior has replaced action as the foremost mode
of human relationship, is in every respect different from equality in
antiquity, and notably in the Greek city-states. To belong to the few
"equals" (homoioi) meant to be permitted to live among one's peers; but
the public realm itself, the polis, was permeated by a fiercely agonal
spirit, where everybody had constantly to distinguish himself from all
others, to show through unique deeds or‘achievements that he was the
best of all (aien aristeuvein). ~The public realm, in other words, was
reserved for individuality. .. .40 -

Arendt has both totalitarianism and Eichmann's' character in mind as

examples of this modern c.onforrnism. For her, totalitarianism is a system that is

- made up.of people who cannot be distinguished by their responsible action. They
make up the system by conforming to the orders of the leaders. This was the fat'e

of the Jewish people in Europe since the beginning of the nineteenth century, which

reached a climax during the Hitler's regime. They were reduced to a sheer mass of

people'v}ho found themselves discarded or superfluous to the process of history.

Arendt finds that under totalitarianism human order degenerates into a
mass society characterized .by the monotonous abstract uniformity of miIIon'ns of
human beings who have lost their faith, interest and place in a common world. This
mass astsumes 2 strange self-centredness, not based on pridé in achievemen;/c:r

even desire to promote the self in a calculating way; rather, the self-centredness is

simply based on the biological exigencies of continued existence,
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Arendt asserts that.totalitarianism brings about robot-like behavior in
people. [t destroys "spontanéity, Iman's power to begin something new out of his
own resources, something that cannot be explained on the basis of reéc_tions to
environments and events™.¥l. For Arendt, "spontaneity" does not mean that one is.
not responsible for what one does or that one's acti-ons are the result of irratichal
forces either within or outside the self. By spontaneity she means cutting through
' biological processes so as to act independently and respongibly.

+

.Her observation of the Eichmann trial convinced her thftgﬁichmann was a
clear example of what totalitarianism does to people. Eichmann regarded his own
actions as unavoidable. He felt he had no choice, no opportunity for action, that he '
was merely obeying forces greater than his own will. He had.lost his ability to act
out of personal conviction. As a result, he did not dare to initiate anything; instead
of acting, he behaved in accordange-with.the expectations of Hitler's regime. He
did what he was told to do by those whose.approval he wanted, and he obeyed the
law of the land in doing so.

Q@

What we have seen 'séﬁfar is that Arendt‘s; principaf objection to the |
behavioralist attitude is precisely the fact that, in.its sear;:h for uniformities in
human behavior, it contributes to the mbaking of 2 uniform man who knows how to
behave efficiently but who doés not know how to act'n-esp;:nsibly. But there is
definitely a connection between the ‘capadcity f;x' efficiency and the capac:{y\for‘
responsibility, which Arendt overlooks. People are able to act more responsibly in
a meeting, for exa‘mple, by virtue of governing themselves by rules and knowing.

that others are doing so as well.

A -
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Principled Action —

I have shown what Atrendt fas in mind by "behavior", that is, expected and

| . »
predidtable activities. The unexpectedness and the-unpredictability of action

makes{ action ,appear arbitrary. But this seeming arbitrariness, Arendt argues,
“ >

pears once the true charactgpof action is recognized.

4

Here is Arendt's key discovery into the ‘grammar or logic of action: '

-action connotes a new beginning only insofar as it perpetuates itself by calling
forth o;her new beginnings, ar}d it'on}y does this by being what she.ca}lls "prlncipl-ed
action". Thé main examplée P:rend'_c gives is that of natality. We have already seen

- that for her evéry person is a beginning .and that one's birth enables one to call ]
forth other new beginnings when one acts. The potential new beginning signified by -
each person's entry into the world is fulfilled and confirmed by his inftiative in

starting a new beginning.

-

— *

To describe the true nature .of action, Arendt introduces the concept of

., free action as printipled action. Borrowing from Montesquieu, she declares that an

act is determined to be free, not by its metaphysical éharacter, but by-its power to

N

call new things into being;?ar’n Kant's Critique of Judgment and Groundwork of

the Metaphysics of Morals,She also gets the idea that free action is not undertai-cen

or judged in terms of is adherence to principles. Its freedom is linked to its
quality as principled-actioff. “For’ Arendt, the free actions of human beings acquire.

meaning through their inherent relationship with principles and not statistical
' o P '

m-a principle, as distinguished from acting from a motive. She depic_fs L

——
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*norms. In fact, as we have seen, action is not merely some occurrence in the
physical world, some behavioral event; it has a meaning. The principles that
inspire actions and in terms of which they have their meaning are the same as

" actions, JActions and principles are coeval.

It is 1m_por1:ant at this point to try to clarify what it means to act from a
principle and what 2 principle is, according to Arendt. To act from a principle is to
act in an impersonal wéy, that is, not from inner determinations, whether these
derive from the assertive \yill, the calculaﬁng intelligence, the impassioned heart

or the urges of the body. A principle is not a moral principle in the usual sense. It

is an idea or value, general in nature and universal in validity, which comes to one ‘

>

from outside and inspires "from v{ithout". It only appears when one acts from it:
"the appearance of freedom, like the manifestation of pr-inciples,'coincidé's with
the performing act™.42 Arendt gives these examples: honor, glory, loveLof
equality, distinction, excellence, "but -also fear or distrust or hatred". .Thcse

~

N
: ) P )
principles of action can be repeated time arh“time again. They are made manifest

in a free act and last only as long as the freedom is exercised. Though she refers

to these principles only in the context of action, they ¢an also be manifested in
- ! .
1] . e

speech.

Another factor we can observe from the examples Arendt gives is that

—

principles belong to the public realm. They display their validity each time they

.are acted upon, and their significance is inexhaustible and universal. ‘Men are free,

+. ==, that is, they show something new only when they act on the inspiration of these

%

e
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4

principles. Only then is their object % action trself, rather than a motive or aim

beyond it.

- ——

-

Recent ana.fytic discussions of action may help to expiain what Arendt /_
means by p’rindpled action. Despite the apparent obscurity of her notion, I think N
Arendt is struggiing with an idea that has become the dominant focus of much

post—Wittgenstein philosophy.

Richard J. Bernstein remarks tha.t in the ‘past two decades "action™ has
come tb signify a complex web of issues concerning "intention", "motive",
"purpose”, “reaso.n",' and "teleological explanation" that have dominated analytic
i‘nve.stigations.‘*mistinction Arendt makes between-a-ction and behavior is also

an issue among analytic philosophers. The main concern of these philosophers is to

show, on one hand, that there is sdmething non-reducible and distinctive %bout the

"

nature' of human action such that it redt.;ires a conceptual framework whi;:h is
radically different %rom the one which is used in the physical sciences. These "new
teleologists"4¥ believe it is impossible to translate or reduce action concepts into a
language restricted to the mechanical regularities of .movemenu;. On the other
hand are .the "reductive analysts", who insist that dction concepts can be reduced
or trdnslated into an atomistic and mechanical framework or simply into the

. lahguage of physical science.

" What is particularly relevant for our concern is not the tendency of both
"sides to attempt to resolve the issue by 2 Qriéri fiat—the reductionists claiming it
must be |‘>ossibl'¢ to perform such reductions, the teleclogists arguing it is logically

N . S~

- -
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or conceptually impossible to perform thesé reductions. Our concern is to find out

what distinguishes actions from purposive and emotional activities. g

-

Areﬁdt's claim that princi{:led action, as genuinely free human action, is
distinguished from acting for a purpose or goal and is determined nt‘:’ither by
intellect nor by will sounds very strange to us and to the new teleologists. We
regard and appear to ourselves as beings who have intentions and motives, who at
times act for reasons and achieve goals. Our life is regulated by standards, norms,

and ideals, Most of the time we give satisfactory explanations for our actions in
/

terms of owr purpose and goals. There does not seem to be anythmg controversial
or startling in this. There are also actions which may not be done in order to
achieve a goal or end. And there are some actions into Which norms enter "and
often entirely define the end™.#> Arendt cannot possibly eliminate intentions,

motives, purposes, goals, and norms from a genuinely human action. '

Although there are sharp internal differences among many of the new
teleologists, there is a consensus that intention distinguishes human ‘action from
non-action and movement or physical motion. Charles Taylor asserts:

With action, we m1ght say the - behaviour occurs because of the

corresponding intention or purpose; where this is not the case, we are not
dealmg with action.%6

ad

We can never specify an action exhaustively in terms of movements of the body.
Similar movements of the body huay mean totally different actions. A good

example is given by Richard 3. Bernstein}
One might make the same movements, or. the same types of movement
and yet be performing very different actions. I may make the same type
of movements when signing my name in two different instances, but in
one case the act that I am perforrhing is showing someone what a
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signature is, while in another sztuanon, the same bodily movements may
count as legally binding me to a contract.47
Therefore, whije we can gain a scientific account of the movements involved in

-

human actionywe do not thereby explain human actio_r'e.
Arendt might agree with the above contention because her point is not
that action must have no goal but that it cannot be defined in terms of them. The
particular enc."ls of action are always transcended bjr the general principles which
give them signiﬁcarfce and meaning. In fact, she does not define action as free
from motive, aim, or-goal. She states explicitly that most actions concern speciﬁc‘
purposes and interests.* Her point is not that action must be free from these
concerns but that it transcends and is not detg;rmined by them. Since the meaning -
of action ‘transcends those motives and goals which inform it, action cannot be
comprehended in a means-end framework.
To appreciate what Arendt means by human action we need to uncover
what lurks behind these metaphors. What Arendt simply means is that intentions
and goals-are not caus;l antecedents of the action. They are causal antecedents of
a predicted and .ﬁor'atrolled acti\:rity. - An action, accordihg to Arendt, is
unpredictable. As .fo.r tlze goals, we have to understand what it 'rm;.ans;to say action
is requii'ed for an end or goal. Charles Taylor states: .
[W]hen we say that an event occurs for the sake of an end, we are saying
that it occurs because it is the type of event which brings about this end.
This means that the condition of the event's occurrmg 1s that a state of
affairs obtain such that it will bring about the end in question, or. such
that this event is required to bnng about the end.%

According to Arendt, the outcome of genuine human action cannot be

predetermined. - She therefore insists that while intentions ‘and goals may be
e

/

&
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understood as "inspiring” the action, they are related to it in a special non-causal

manner.

Arendt further affirms the transcendence of action over intentions when
she says that-, insofar as action is free, it is deterrﬁined neither by intellect nor
will, even though it needs the "guidance of the intellect" and the "dictate of the
will" for the “execution of any particular goal™.49 The meaning of action is not
fixed either by the intellect or by the will; rather, it is tied up with the principle

manifested in that action. .

-

Finally, Arendt tries to connect her notion of principled action with that

- of acting in public, which is the only genuine type of acting. She depicts principled
action as an event taking place when men manifest their identities as imovators by
acting on the basis of some i)rincipl'e outside _themselves, which can be shared by
others and again be taker-l up as the basis for new actions. Sucll principles invite
other men to continue one's actions and confirm tllnem as beginnings, but that does
not contradfct Pr:;endt's notior{ of initiative as we shall soon see. It does, however,
" restrict principled actions to great men and to great movements of history. Itis as
if only great men who perform heroic acts are capable of prir)ci{:\led action. It also
appears as if only mo;ements similar to the American Revolution, which she

accepts as a new beginning in history, can be regarded as outcomes of principled
| action since men participated in human affairs according to its principles. But the

actual fact is that whoever acts in public does the same principled actions.

A
e
—

——
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Arendt is also not clear whether free “action means establishing new
principles. In this way it is quite difficult to comprehend the connection she makes

between action and principles.
Plurality

We have been showing hqmendt links the notions of natality a;1d action.
It has .so far appeared as if qi'iljrﬁqdn freedom is a éharacteristic of isolated
individuals. However, action for Arendt is not merelj individu:ixls doing certain
things. It is a specific mode of human beings being together. Action requlres the
cooperation of one's fellows, and that cooperatmn must be freely gwen. "Plurality"

as she calls it, like nata.hty, is the sine gua non of action. It represents the basic

condition of action, for in action men find themselves in concert with beings who

are quite like them and yet distinguished fromathem on the very basic point of

bodily appearance.

The miraculous character of the human being lies not only in the very

existence of human beings as new beginnings (natality), but also in their public role
‘ ‘

as beginners of new actions. ‘Arendt wants to hold together these two notions. In

order to give 2 reason why slaves and women, as new beginnings, were excluded

from the polis, she holds that human beings as beginnings are only potentially
significant and miraculous. It is as beginners of new publié actions that their
distinct identities aré achieved and confirmed. This seemingly slight shift in the
mearfing of human beginnings béars much significance, for it means not every being

possesses a distinctly personal existence, bJ: only those who come to be defined in
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some way in terms of the world. This conclusion demands that human identity is

-

confirmed only when one belongs to a community of expression, like the Greek
lgolis. Human beginnings only arisé by enlisting the aid of others, and this is
possible only by a common reliance on certain conventions of a community:
[lJt is only as 2 member of such a unit, that is, of 2 community, that men
are ready for action. The manifoldness of these communities is evinced in
a great many different forms and shapes, each obeying different laws,
- having different habits and customs, and cherishing different memories, of
its past....Montesquieu was probably right...that each such entity

moved and acted according to a different inspiring principle, recognized

as the ultimate standard for judging the gcommunity's deeds and
misdeeds....’0 - : '

One's appearance as an actor ‘and therefore as the incipient initiator of a new
.series of actions only transpires when one's appearance conforms to and
exemplifies these tacit standards of how one should appear.

It is clear that Arendt founds the miraculous capacity of action upon
natality in the sense of the birth of each newcomer into the world. She also founds
it on what she calls "second birth". She argues:

With words and deeds we insert ourselves (individuals) to initiate, by their

"words and deeds", new courses of action amoeng their fellow men. One

acts when one commits oneself to uttering those words and doing those

deeds which give reality to one's stand in the eyes of one's fellow men.Jl
We shall now illustrate what Arendt means by this assertion.

The Disclosure of the Actor
The major criterion of action, according to Arendt, is ';he disclosure of
the actor. Action, connected with speech, reveals man as an agent, the one who

. begins and rules (the Greek term archein meaning both), the one who injtiates ~
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changes in the world. Action reveals the actor as subject, as a free being standing
up in public. This legds us to Arendt's conception of the relationship between
public space, the realm of freedom and the individual self. It is only in the public
realm that action can take place. In the [;ublig: realm "men can show who they
really and iﬁexchangeably" are.’2 So action, in Arendt's sense, is a medium.
through which an agent can reveal his individuality. Showing what one stands for

and doing it reveals who one is.

. Inno othér activity can one disclose oneself, because in other activities
men are burdened with other considerations of life. In labor man reveals his bodly
needs; in work, his craftsmanship; in action he reveals himself, the totality of his
unique being. According to Arendt, work and labor can only reveal what a man Is,
whereas action reveals who he is. From the perspective of labor and work, action
creates nothing to be consumed and notﬁing me}'ely useful. It is undertaken for
the purpose of the revelation of the actor, as a virtuoso performer, as a beginner,
as’'a persbn whose action calls attention to his inexchangealr:vle and irreplaceable
identity. The end of action remains the revelatioh of the actor himself.53

Here, Arendt is rﬁéking an interesting distinction between "what" and
"who" somebody is. She distinguishes who someone is from what he/she is in these .
words:

In acting and speaking, men show who they are, reveal actively their
unique personal identities and thus make their appearance-in the human
world, while their physical identities appear without any activity of their
own in the unique shape of the body and the sound of the voice. This
-disclosure of ™who" iIn contradistinction to "what" somebody is--his
quahtxcs, gifts, talents and shortcomings, which he may display or hxde-—xs
implicit in everything somebody says and does.o%
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One discloses who one is when one acts and; speaks. Both action and speech are
needed to mani{sst one's uniqueness, which is implicit in all one's words and deeds.
The only way one can get around revealing who one is is by remaining completely
inactive and mute. The Greeks often use examples from the performing arts as

analogies for political action: flute-playing, dancing, the practice of medicine, the

profession of seafaring. For Arendt, examples from the creative arts only disclose

what one is,-one‘s qualities, traits, talents -a.nd the like. What one is can also be

disclosed through one's bodily appearance and the sound of one'swoice. For Arendt,
action reveals the unique identity, ‘not just the objectified essence, of the
individual, not simply a composite of one's qualities, gifts, talents and short-
comings. Only through action can the uniqueness of the individual as subject, as an

acting human being, be revealed to others.

.Arendt also claims tha\t the inner determindtions of man, such as
emotions, passions, volitions and thoughfs, only reveal &a_t man is rather than who
he is. * She contends that suc!) psychological phenomena only manifest an
unshareability which fall short of uniqueness. They are sheer private aspects of the

human which though essential to the existence and appeQLance of the person cannot

be marks of the dehberately expressed self, since at their best they exhibit a

"monotonous sameness".55

In the same way she holds that bodily differentiation does not constitute a
distinction between human persons even though different bodies initiate the
sequence of events which distinguish each person and one's uniqueness is always

bound up with one's appearance in the same body. She regards bodily appearance a§

™
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a condition, but not the individuating principle, of human uniqueness. One's bodily
appearance sets one off from others in the same way different animals species are
set off from one another. This does not show the integral force of one's personal
‘agency as the source of one's actions. Only one's speech and actions, including the

movement and appearance of one's body in this world, constitute a true mark of

who one is.

Arendt's view is quite foreign to our common view of man. Both the

-

—

classical and modern views of man as a unique being invariably (posit"certain

—_—

qualities whic;-fha;k him out. Human nature in its normative sense has always
been identifred with ;f.é;ne qualities man possesses or ought to possess in his full
development. Hence. -human sfatus has been assigned on the basis of these
qualities, moral or otherwise. In Arendt's view, such qualities tell us _\_v_@ man is
or ought to be,' but never w_ho'he is. The description of one's qﬁalities just
identifies one's character but not one's uniqueness: that is to say, "the moment we
want to say who somebody is, our vocabulary leads us astray into saying what he
_ is".96 Arendt's background may help us'd;-.termine what she reéﬁy means by this

distinction between who and what somebody is.

When dealing with this distinction between who and what one is, Arendt

refers to St. Augustine. She claims he "disting.ulsheé between the questions of "Who
am I?" and 'What am i?' the first being directed by man at himself ... and the
. second being addressed to God".57 She also adds that Augustine assigns to man

himself the understanding and confirmation of who he is whereas God is the source
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of "human knowledge about what man is in his essence or nature. This

<

interpretation is plausible, especially within Augustine's philosophical anthropology.

As we can see, Augustine's understanding of who and what man is is

theological rather than philosophical.>8 Arendt is aware of this factor; hence, she
argues that the sense of distinction between who one is and what one is is of
secular origin, not essentially indebted to the Christian focus of Augustine's

-

work.59 Therefore, Augustine's usage of who and what one is does not correspond

to Arendt's distinction between who somebody is and what he is.

The real source of Arendt's theory is the Greek polis. The Greeks

dis'cer_nEd that action is disclosed in an unnatural way:
Before men began to act, a definite space had to be secured and a
structure built where all subsequent actions could take place, the space
being the public realm of the polis and its structure the law. . . .60

It is in action in the polis that man shows who he is. His unique identity is-

expressed in his public conduct, which may or may not reveal all’ his personal

qualities. In public action, then, man reveals who he is, in his words and deeds.

On the other hand, it is in the private realm that what someone is ¢can-be -
revealed. . Arendt identifies what one is with such traits which can be "displayed or

hidden" in the public realm without affecting the essence of who one is.
N

However, Arendt's comments on one's qualities, traits, and, in sum, one's
character seem to belie this clear differentiation-of the who and the what. For.

example, in her article on culture she declares that "by his manner of judging, the
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person discloses to an extent also>fﬁmsqlf, what kind of person he is... 16l
Similarly, she describes the education of a child as the encouragement of "the free
development of characteristic qualities and talents. This .. . is the uniqueness that
"distinguishes every human being from another. . .."62 Later on she identifies the
uniqueness of individuals with the willful ‘character or personality which emerges
from one's cénsistent acts; this character or personality denotes

the conglomeration of a number of identifiable qualities gathered
together into- a comprehensible and reliably identifiable whole, "and
imprinted, as it were, on an unchangeable substratum of gifts and defects
peculiar to our sou! and body structh'e.53

So, Arendt here considers a consistently presented character, developed in the
course of one's public appearance and based on one's naturally given qualities and
traits, as an expression of the unique identify (the who) of the person. This is
affirmed by her insistence that Eichmann's judgméﬁt was a human jf:dgment. He

. was "a man of flesh and blood with an individual history, with an always unique set

. of qualities, peculiarities, behavior patterns, and circumstances".5%

Ironically, Arendt falls into the same trap she warns us about:

The moment we want say who somebody is, our very vocabulary leads us
astray into saying what he is; we get entangled in a description of
qualities he necessarily shares with others like him; we begin to describe a
type or a "character" in the old meaning of the word with the result that
his specific uniqueness escapes us.

Her own identification of the person's uniqueness with a pa_rticularhset of qualities
lapses into this failﬁre. For example, the absolute uniqueness of Achilles; whomh
Arendt reéards as a hero, i; determined by a urique set of character traits—
courage, feafsomeness, eagerness for competition, etc.—a great many of which
were shared by many Greeks and by which he was distinguished only for possessing

them in superlativé degree. It is, therefore, difficult to comprehend how the sense

.
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of one's unique who can be revealed through such a 5&7§fq classification.

A

Either Arendt's statements are a simple contradiction or she inteénds to say that,

because each person is a unique who, his traits and character exhibit an

=
e

unshareable uniqueness as they appear in the story of life,

Another inter;asiing point is found in hér statement "the disclosure of the
'who' through speech, and the settin§ of a new beginning throggh action, always fa.Q’_
into&lready existing web where their immediate ‘consequences can be fqlt".ss
This ir-nplies that althpugh Arendlp rrgost definitely wants to hofd action apd_speech

- . .
together as a medium for persoﬁél\re:flation and freedom, she closely aligns

S

speech with the revelation of the who and action with the new beginning. This will

be clearer when we examine her notion of speech. However, we must not think

Arendt divorces speech from action.

Without speech, action is held by Arendt to be a mute form c;f

achievement—one way among others of producing things in the world. Only the

"

joint presence of word and deed ensure that action is significantly per‘s.onal, but it
is especially speech which is affiliated with the disclosure of who one is. Sincel_the
uniqueness of the person 'render.s all his acts u.nique and unshareably linked to "who
he is", actions not accompanied by the actor's words disclosing -who he is a-re

without sense. Arendt expresses this factor in the following:
The action he begins is humanly disclosed by the word, and though his

" deed can be percewed in its brute physical appearance withott verbal
ac:cornpamment, it becomes relevant only through-the spoken wordTin

Wwhich he idéntifies himself as the actor, announcing what he does, has
done, and intends to do.
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This sounds very strange because we all witness many meaningful actions

uﬁaccompanied by words. But that fact can be explained through her notions of

‘who and what one is. Who one is is disclosed by one's words, \which are affiliated

*

with one's deeds. Withoyt\ speech, action could appear as nothifig but the working .

out of pre-se®rules in robot-like fashion.

-
L

Arendt is also aware of the shortcomings of speec e admits, as we

noted just before, that we can never fully express in wprds who the actor is,
/-""‘\-\ ) . .

because the moment we attempt to express in words who

describing what he js. Now this limitation on our ability to

mebody is we end up

somebody is has an effect on.the whole realm of human. affairs.\ What Arendt is

‘creates a problem in the human affairs (actiof), the effect being that we never

han his realm as we handle the realm of work and labor. This is why she

L4

emphasizes the courage involved in action: because the actor can never know in -

'

advance the self he is manifesting -or the principle that will emerge from his .
_— ‘ ’ !
action.68 Action is such a gradual process that it can only be said to be complete

-
r

once one has died. -The building as the outcome of work can be planned to be either
a recreation centre or a prison before it is finished and is being fséd7 The results
of work can be planned and determined before the actual work takes place.

Action, on the contrary, is highly unpredictable; we Tiever really l&upw the actor

"ﬁntil he is dead.

L .
aJ/,“.rend‘c does not mean we can never determine who the actor is or was.
She cldim

-

s that we ca.h know who ,somebodyx is bj' knowing the story of which the

o

h)
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actor is the hero, a story resultmg from his words and deeds. Adrmratxon for the
hero takes the form, in her case, of an unqualexed admxranon for Achilles a.s thc

"doer of—great deeds _and speaker of great words". She holds that to get the full

TN

meaning of the story and thereby come to know who the actor is or was we have to

wait until his life has come to an end. Since the essence of who somebody is "can

come into being only when life departs, leaving behind a story", it follows.that_

- whoever consciously aims at leaving behind a story and an identity which will win
. ]

immortal fame "must not only risk his life but expressly choose, as Achilles did, a

short life and premature death".69

Arénf:lt is here echoing the Greek maxim that we should call no man happya

until he is dead. This can also be given existential connotations which might be in-

the back of Arendt's mind: that so long as the person is still alive, since he has no

fixed human nature, he is constantly recreating himself in much the same way

case, we can only get the full meaning and picture of who perceives and narrates

the story. The actor cannot tell us who he is as accurately as the storyteller.

As we can see, there is a great amount of freedom in the fact that evéry

individual can distinguish himself/herself by his/her actions and can begin a chain

_of new.events by courageously acting and speaking.® Since action and speech

disclose and express what is unique, they are the medium of freedom. Freedom is

the ability to take chyrge of events, to shape one's destiny.

-

Sartre's actor is recreating himself through his choices and actjons. This being the”
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For Arend'f,' who one is rests on actively appearing, on deliberately
revealing oneself in the world in g@ch ane! deed. Sheer .audibﬂity. and visibility
. Jaee _not \enough. To establish one's uniqueness, one must do something in the

common world: one must explicitly disclose oneself, in action and speech, to
others. For this to be possible, a space gf eppearance, the public-political arena
similar to the ancient Greek polis, is required. |
What- is crucial here is thaf speech and deeds enable one to demonstrate
for the mmds and memories of one's fellow. Only through action and speech, in the .
company of men who relish the actor's perf&%-ance, can the actor be said to have
done well, 1o have appeared, to have ;estabhshed his "unchangeable identity".”0
Arer_mdt regards tl:e public realm alone as the source of reality for men.
She insiste that reality er wi"xatl must pass for reality-in the human condition can
only be found I-n the public realm: - .

. To be deprived of it means to be depnved of reality, whicH, humanly and
pohncally speakmg, is the same as appearance.

We shall in the coming chapter determine what Arendt means by reality. At the
moment it suffices to say that reality is whatever appears in the put;lic realm and
is ju:lhged so by the citizens. To Arendt, whatever "lacks_this api‘aearance" in the
pul_:lic space "is intimately and exclusively our own but without reaii'ty".,}that is,
without significance to others.”2 So, action yields reality, confirms pereonaiity,
promises cxcellence‘and makes human life meaningful. Whether this realiiy can

ever be "established beyonei doubt" is not yet our concern. Anyhow, Arendt says:
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_ . Without a,.space of appearance and without trusting in action and speech
.' as a mode of being together, neither the reality of one's self, of one's

identify, nor the reality of the surrounding world caf* be established
bef¥ond doubt.”3

What is interesting is that, outside the shared public space, the human hold on |

reality, individual identity, and excellence is uncertain.

Arendt regards the polis as this public space where free men deliberately

L3

decide to initiate a certain project, the undertaking of which has rcpercussi‘dns for
the actors andk‘f‘or spectators within that realm. Thus, Arendt claims, action needs
for its-full“appearance "the shini_ng brightness we once called glory, and which is
possible only in the public realm", because excellence and freedom "by definition
require" the presence of ‘others "as an aiidience,_ and not just casual, farniliar
.presence of one's equals or inferiors", but necessarily the "formali_ty of the public,
constituted by one's peers".7% This implies that men cannot act in solitude. |

In Arendt's view, action is inconceivable outside the realm of plurality:
unlike labor and work, action is "entirely depe.ndent upon ‘rhe constant presence of
others".”5 In action man expresses his uniqueness, Sut he has to depend on other
rnen; This is a paradox, since the rnost'unique activity is the least independent.
Newhere else, declares Arendt, does man "appear to be less free™than in action,
"whose very essence is freedom."76 Action is definitely independent of material
necessiti&i, which have to be taken care of before one can act. [t is not

:

autonomous even though in the public realm the actor can assert himself as a

ﬁiique individual. In spite of the individualistic and singular origin of all action, it

only becomes true action when one acts with others.
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Action requires not mere plu:'élify, not just the presence of.some others,
but the pFesence ra:t'her of one's peers, who a;e admitted to a pubiic-"sphere of
freec.Io_m" ‘without consideration .of their background or té.lents but by virtue of
their being human and free from necessities. It may appear 's.trange that, for

" Arendt, action presupposes the-existence‘bf‘ unequals, on one side and, on the other,
the presence of peers, equal and equally free to act .in the public realm.-

Arendt ‘borrows the notion of equality from thé'ancient'Greeics. The . -

‘equality men énjoy in community isl a function of their citizenship, of their
admission into the publié sphere of politics. The Greek notion of 2quality had
nothing to do with universal natural rights, nor‘ pe'lrity in wealth, tialent, ability or
what .we uspally understand by. this notion. Rather, it ﬁra.s equality of status as
citizens. Citizenship in the polis'meant _a;dmission to a public "sphere of freedom”,

while the_-}rivate sphere was governed .by'necessity and depended on animai

laborans and homo faber as we have seen. Each man was required to accept other

mémbers as equals, by virtue of their 'appearance and participation in the polis.
This equality 'was not absolute, nor was it permanent: it laséed as .longr as men
remained citizens participants in t_b_é polis. For Are.ndt, this is the only kind of
. equality possible for éree men in the human condition-of plurality: the equality of
men as agents. . Thus, "equality, far frotn l;eing connected with justice, as in
modern.tinﬂes,' was the very essence of freedom" in ancient éreece.'7_7
In Arendt's view, men are not born equai but they can achieve equality by

participating in the publicuréalm. She argues:

If men were not equal, they could neither understand each other and those

who came before them rfer plan for the future and foresee the needs of
those who will come after them.”8 '

[
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Arendt is aware that equality does not eliminate 1:heT differences which

exist among peers. éhe points out not only the dimension of eqﬁﬁlity, but'also‘ that
of ciistinction. She claims that 1f men wére not distinct, they wouid not require thé
intricacies and risks of language and action .toqclarify themseives to others: -
r/¥igns and sound; 10 ;:ommunigte immediate, identical needs and wants would be
enough."79  While "signs and sounds" may be sufficient for animal species, man
alone of all creatures needs spegch to "communicate himself and not per/ely
something—thirst or hunger, affection or hostility or fear."80 Arendt attributes
the distinctions generated by plurality to the personal character of human

- “ .
exprassion.

Finally, both equality and human distinction presuppose freedom. Huma-n'
freedom emerges only where individuals share a common status. The public realm
is ‘a space where all share a commitment to a rpode.of being together which
recognizes anf;'i reélizes,"che capacity for freedom in all individuals. Man's-fre'edom

as an individual is bound up with that of others. As he seeks his own identity in

4

what he does, he reveals himself, which ensures the freedom ol(ﬂ‘hers and creates

his own reality. It is therefore essential that action take place in public {a realm

- of equals); because the pos;'.ibility of freedom is pren?ised on a particular: mode of

being together. )

/

From the above, we see that plurality is "the condition of human

action",81 It is not in itself en;:u'gh to produce action and certainly not free action.

| In order fo produce. action, human plurality ﬁas to be"brought ipto a space of

' appearance- or a public‘realm where men can freely engagé in action in the
' —~ — T

-

/

R
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presence of their peers. The $pace of appearancé is the result of a particular kind
which Arendt describes as aétiqn and freedom.

Thus, Arendt holds freedom to be the essential component of the public
realm. -But the gquestion remains as to the substanﬁve nature of freedom. In
Arendt's view, freedom is synonymous with ;action. This means that freedom is a
public-political phenomenon. Yet, in the main tradition of Western theory the
notion of freedom as a~-worldly public phenbmenon has never been seriously
considered.82 | Rather, free;lom h,as usually been understood to mean either

freedom of the will or inner freedom.

4

Arendt's conception of freedom is also different from what we usually
take freedom to be. When we speak of freedom we think of being left alone to do

what we want. Some even recommend total withdrawal from a life of action and

. conveniently equate freedom with non-interference, while others insist that’

whoever wishes t0 act must remain in full control of his actions.

Arendt's main assertion is that genuine freedom was the one which men of
the ancient Greek polisgjoyed: the freedom "to move, to. gef away from hb,me, to
go out into the world and meet other people in deed and word".33 This— was the
freedom of the citizen, not of the slave who was unfree ahd rema.ined a sqrvant of
"the necessities of life".8% We shall later see how liberation from necessity was,

.and is, the crucial condition of freedom.35

P

S

N
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. What is clear about this ancient Greek view, which P.rendt follows, is that
freedom is taken as an "outer n'ganif&station"; ﬁot as an "inner feeling".SG Freedom
here is freedom because, like action, it is 2 public phenomenon. It is also enjoyed
beyond the limited and limiting. boundaries of the individuals, the priva&e\ self.
Arendt as.serts: '

We first became aware of freedom .or its opgosite in our intercourse with
others, not in the intercourse with ourselves.87.

Freedom and action reside in the realm of the "many": they require the presence

and active participation of others.
Conclusion

Thus far conceived, we see that for Arendt the bi'r;:h of a human being
marks the appearance of a unique being gifted with. the capacity for freedom and
capable of écting in an unpredictable manner. Through action man fulfills the |
promise inherent in his birth and "actualizes" his capacity to begin something new

and realizes his uniqueness. Action is therefore a uniquely human activity.

o

Action has been presented as an interrruption of what is goi&% on and a
beginning of something new. Freedom consists especially in breaking the recurrent
cycles of necessity. In this sensé action and freedom are equivalent. ‘This is why
Areridt .argues tha;t-, since Aristotle failed—to develop a theory of freedom and
defined freedom‘merely'as a choosing between given objects or alternétivcs rather
t'han as forgi;ig.a new beginning, he could not in turn devel.op a theory of action.

Action-is the medium by which man asserts and realizes his freedom; it is both an

expression and a vehicle of freedom.
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Arendt's distinction between labor, work and action seems to minimize
the .fact that products of work and labor, however trivial they may seem to her,
loosen up the rigidity of life, generate a climate in which action becomes a daily
. occurrence, and create spaces within which freedom finds a worldly home. While
she sets up a neat contrast between behavior and action, she also ignores the fact
that even customary and routinized acts involve some initiative and judgment.
This would have probably been made clear by an explanation of what counts as a
new beginning, which she does not give.” These deficiencies led Bikhu Parekh to
conclude:

Arendt's concept of action is so abstract that it doesnot connect with the
world. For her, action represents man's capacity to transcend nature and
necessity.- Indeed, for her, action is not only a supranatural but a
supernatural activity. In action man performs "miracles," creates the
"extraordinary" and the "unpredictable," and "reveals" himself. Action
appears from "nowhere" and cannot be causally e:vcplained.88

- .

I do find Arendt's notion of action, besides being very complex, to be in a
way paradoxical. Arendt regards a life without speech and action as literally dead
to the world: "[i/t has ceased to be a human life because it is no longer lived

among men."89 But, even those who choose the vita contemplativa, as we shall

see, do so for the purpose of action. For Arendt, activity is the direct result of
contemplation. Therefore, taking initiative is the act of individuals. But she
insists that freedom does not exist until individuals act together, start new things
and make a name for themselves. By this she means that freedom is a phenomenon
of the public world. ‘I'he plurality of rﬁanldnd represents the basic condition of
action. It is withir the plural space of appearance that man's capécity to act, that
is, his faculty of freedom, can be exercised. In this way, Arendt. fn_inimizes the role .
of .individuals' ability to initiate something new by themselves, away f"rom ot'her

men.
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S_hc; is also aware of another paradox, tha.t when they act and speak in the
human commmity men -are most truly free yet least in control of their own
destiny. When they exe‘rcise their capacity for‘ initiative, the essence of their
freedom, they help create a web of human relationships which entan'gles them to
the point that they seem more liké helpless victims than the masters of what they
do. Again Bikhu Parekh sta.tes it well-in these words:.
/ . -To act is both to exercise freedom and to lose it, to assert oneself and to

place oneself at the mercy of others whose responses may completely

- alter the character of the action and produce consequences opposite to
those intended.0

It seems as if the actor forfeits his freedom at the very moment he avails himself

of it, that human freedom exists only to lure men into necessity.

" Arendt tries to solve this paradox through the use of the concepts of
forgiven-ess and promise and also by insisting that the actor can develop into a full
_—human being only in relationship with others. But this paradoxical character of
action makés us doubt the very existenc.e of freedom in the public realm; and we
have become used to hearing about the discord between politics (life in the polis)

and freedom. Yet Arendt insists:

[F]reedom, Whld’l only seldom—in times of crisis or revolution--becomes
the direct aim of political action, is actually the reason that men live
together in political orgamzanon at all. Without it, polmcal life as such
would be meaningless. The raxson d'etre of politics is freedom.

fhis claim must now be elaborated.
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CHAPTER II
FREEDOM AND POLITICS

"The prime purpose of this chapter is to demonst'rate the significance of
"freedom"” for Hannah Arendt's theory of politics. Hence, in what follows I will
explicate her claim that freedom is the "raison d‘ét;e of politics".! 1 ;w_in first
establ.ish what Arendt m_eans by politic;s, although such an undertaking cannot be
confined to a single chapter_'. Then I will consider how according to Arendt politics
is the locus of freedom such that there can be no true freedom apary from political
life. I will also provide a description of her historical models of political frce.dom..

Arendt's cc;ncern is lack of freedom in the mod'ern age. According to her, )

modern "ﬁolitics is not authentics—3+ has in fact swallowed up genuine political

possibilities and destroyed the true political realm, in which speech and action

-~ dominate. She attempts to rescue freedom and also political theory from political

oblivion. She regards freedom as a political concept which can be preserved only in

the context of political action. She claims that politics is impossible without the

" faculty of human freedom and that freedom is inconceivable outside the order

which poiitics establishes. Freedom is "actually the reason that men live together
in political organization".Z People organize themselves in authentic political

community in order to have the daily actuality of freedom.
. . | .

This asserj:j_on_that freedom is attained in politics and the whole notion of
e,

-

an interdependence of freedom and pblitics stands in contradiction to common
observation. To many people, bc;th philosophers and lay?nen, freedom and politics '
e
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are on bad terms; they live "always in tension a:;'d often in animqsity" as Bernard
Crick puts it.3 The well-known dictum that ~"the .government that gover /Teast
governs best” expresses well the sense of opposition between freedom and ohtxcs
_Among traditional philosophers, Rousseau and Hobbes saw restricting
elements in politics. It was Rousseau who observed: "Man is born free, but
everywhere he is in chains." Arendt is aware of the views of these philosophers.
She realizes alsc': that 'fnodern political experience has cast doubt on the
coincidence of politics and freedom. For example, she maintains that the rise of
totalitarianism “makes us doubt not only the coincidence of politics and freedom
but their very compaﬁbilitx".‘f Yet she insists on their compatibility and even

interde pendence.'

Arendt is aware too that there have been so many scandals in political
e’

systems that politics is now easily associated with the perverse, the most inferior
of human activities, rather than with noble human aspirations. This observation led
Michae! Qakeshott in his introduction to Hobbes' Leviathan to write:

Politics, we know, is a second-rate form of human activity, neither an art
nor a science, at once corrupting to the soul and fatiguing to the mind,
the activity either of/ these who cannot live without the illusion of affairs
or those so fearful of being ruled by others that they will pay away their
lives to prevent it.”

Arendt's concern is, therefore, not only to defend politics against totalitarianism
and what we might call "modernism" but also to’sﬁcw that freedom cannot be
properly found in modern politics. It is, therefore’; e:r,sential for us to exam@ne her -
concept of authentic politics in order to deterfniné whether or not it is thé locus of

freedom. . o . v

v
-
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! _ .
Arendt wants te-recover the lost meaning of politics first by analyzing its
etymological origins‘in the political traditions of the West. Leroy A.\C’:ooper points
out that such an attitude of payiné attention to the past linguistic usage of words

in order to "understand the significance of fundamental human GQQfl_t)t{\ that

either have gone unnoticed in the modern world or have become the prerogative of

the few :.. is supported. by J.L. Austin, who remarks: '...a word nevcr-v;rell;
hardly ever--shakes off its etymology and its formation. In spite of all the changes
in an.extension_of and additions to its‘meanings, and-indeed rather pervading and
governing these, there will still persist the old idea.’ 6 ' Arendt is greatly
interested in researching what words once meant in order to sho;\r the  importance
o; what we have lost. e :

She ﬁn‘ds the most illuminating models of politics in the pre-philosophic
Greek polis, in the Roman politics based on order, and in certain aspects of modern
revolutions. She is drawn to these epochs and situations because they represent the
ﬁmes when men experienced freedom and overcame their absorption into the
process of merely living.

o N o

I sléall examine these paradigms of pc;litical life becaLxse they embody the
standardf by which Arenat intends to prove /}:hat freedom is the .raison d'étre. of
politics. Within these paradigms there is a series of distinctions, which, according
to her, cledrly differentiate political forms. For e'xarnple,. she distinguishes what
she takes to be political phenomena from social and economic phenomena. It is

-

through these distipctior;s that Arendt reveals the absence of freedom in the

TN
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modern world; they are the basis upon which she relies to demonstrate that

" freedom is not possible outside the sphere of politics.
My concern will not be with Arendt's "political" reflections per se--with
whether her interpretations of Western politics, including her views on particular

revolutions, are valid; rather, my aim is to determine whether her delineation of

the human condition supports her contention that an authentic political existence

conﬁﬁtutes the essence of human freedom.
The Pre-philosoptﬁc‘Greek Polis

Arendt draws our attention to the debt we owe the Greeks and Romans
for our political theory. Hellenic thought is her starting place, and she

conﬁnuously returns us to it so that we may remember that our political theory is
by S .

derived from the Gréek polis. She bélieves-that we should re\'trie've.the notions of
polmcal action and freedom found in the Greek polis as did the Romans who
. through respect for the sacred-foundations of their society sought to renew the
tradition behind it. Thus, Arendt is _not seeking a sennmgntaJ revival of-the
classical tradition which would make us turn our backs 4n the modern world and its

technology; rather, she is interested in the revival of the lost values of the past..

We saw in the preceding cmptcr'?hat according to Arendt the political
life of the Greeks in the polis depended upon exclusivity, upon sharply dema.rcating
the public from the privaie realm and limiting the number and class ~of

participants. The private realm comprised all activities which were necessary for
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the sake of survival. It therefore accommodated all t.hose -who were engaged in
produ_&:tion, business, and commercial transaction; that is, women, artisans,_
craitsrr;en, slaves, and resident aliens. The public realm was enjoyed by men freed
from necessary activities which belonged to the realm of privacy. Only a leisured
class of citizens liberated from the activities of labor and work could devote
themselves to poiities. .Of course, this leisured class was sustained by an economic
system which belongedlto the private realm. Al:'istotle stated that authentic

politics depended.-upon a sharp 'separation between equal citizens who engaged in

politics and subordinate producers who, although their l_abor_ was necessary for

securing the conditions of life, did not contribute directly to the actions that-were

the essence of politics. , by

The relationships of those who shared in the private life were gm‘rerned by
rules and convenﬁo;‘wc_:tated. by the necessities of life. In the public realm,
where the necessities of life did not exist since they were already taken care of in

the private realm, .the - relauonshlps between the  members were free and

-spontaneous. In the private realm, the master of the h&.!seho}d or sometimes the

chief slave ruled thh despotic powl.ver whlle other members obeyed. There was no
equality. In the public realm; men lived together and experienced freedom as
equals. However, since the members of the polis were never economically equal,
the richer members \;.'ere more influential. Force and violence were tolerated in

the private sphere, for sometimes it ‘was necessary for a man to force his slaves to

work or even to eliminate unproductive members of the household. In the private

realm, man could use any means, even the most dishonorable ones, to attain the

ultimate goal, that is, survival. However, the private realm ‘was not _lall that
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negative because it was still the refuge for the attitudes of love, goodness, truth
and compassion. In the publie realm, no citizens was allowed to use wolence, even
. though we shall see that coercion through word and'action, which was acceptable in

this realm, came very close .to forcing or ordering other members. There was no

. o4

4

ruler, tyrant or cespot in this realm.

-
-

Arendt ciaims th.at s;we chooses the polis as the‘p_aradigml for political life

because of a freedom experienced in the é_ciig and which has "never again beerln

-articulated with the ;;arne classical cle‘ﬁ'ity".7 For her, the polis embodies true
freedom and shows us what politics is really aboﬂut. Arendt is interested in the way

" that the polis provides the space in which men can find ana experience freedom and
identity. qShe firmly helds that the polis, the space that lies between men, is the

ori.ginal field of freedom; by contrast, in the mind we can only experience freedom

of thought or freedom of the will.8 According to her, man first experienced

freedom by sharing and living with others in the sphere where the necessities of

life wert; nof bindiné. Freedom was then-understood as the status of any man

liberated from the private realm. Thus, for Arendt, freedom is not a goal that lies

beyond politics, and politics is not freedom's nemesis but its field of experience.

| e polis, Arendt writes, "was p_ermeate’d bj-r a fierce agonal spirit, where
t’:ver),'bc)(-h had’constantly to distinguish himself ffom all othef’s . . through unique
deeds or achxevements" 9 Yet, she also stresses that there was cooperation and
equality in the polis. Unfortunately, it is not very clear how she thinks this

combustible mixture of competition and cooperation was maintained.
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Arendt also cherishes the polis fof- metaphysical reasons. To her the polis
was the realm of free speech, without whxc:h there can be no free action. Through
speech, the grandeur of the human enterpnse can be salvaged from the futility of
merely animal or natural existence. This means that in the polis human beings did
not need to submit to the laws of necessity and of nature but could create their :
own laws. In the polis, man had a chance to emulate the immortality of nature's —
cycles, that ‘is, the ever-recurring cycles of nourishment and .consumption, life and
death. Birth and death circumscribe the human conqition, but from speech Arendt
draws an antidote to despair. Through words and ‘gréat actions one could achieve
immortal fame. Arendt asserts. that the polis was founded because of ma::n's désire
to achieve immortal fame: -

[T]he foundation of a body politic was brought about by man's need to
overcome the mortality of human life and the futility of human deeds.
Outside the body politic, man's life was not only and not even primarily
insecure, i.e., exposed to the violence of others; it was without meaning

and dxgmtv because under no circumstances could it leave any traces
behind it.}

Free political expression made the polis a forum for human appearance and an

- !
organized form of remembrance.

Silence ultimately meanj oblivion. Arendt app.reciates the contributions
of the storyteller, the poet,.the commemorators of’thg actions in the pubfic realm.
She ar‘g:;:_s; that the polis was saved by those who, through the gift of tongues,
commemorated the valor of free men and perpetuated their legacy: The polis
guaranteed that mén of action would not be f&gotten. In short, the polis was the
pla‘tform for launching acts that the community would always remember. It was a
sphere where human achievements were endowed with signiﬁcanc-c, and

spontaneity and freedom were assured of permanence.

<=
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The sharp dichotomy between the private and the public ‘realm which
Arendt pres,umes and her extreme prais_e of the Athenian polis suggest that her
vision of the polis is not to be squected to historical and empirical tests. The
vigTon is a (deliberate) historical ﬁctioh, "like the state of nature or the primal
horde or the laissez-faire st.':h{", as Stephen J. Whittield sugg'&stﬁ.lf Arendt
ignores the historical material which shows that there was a considerable mixing of
politics and economics of theé public and the private spheres iﬁ the Athenian w
Alfred Zimmern, among othérs, shows that the Greeks epgaged in politics in order
to gain and p-r';t‘ect their wealth.12 Wealth might not have been the point or
purpose of politiés, but it certainly was a continuing issue in tfue political life of
the free men. Even in Arendt's ideal polis, economics was involved for political
stability. The free men got what they needed economically by forcibly exchuding
from the public realm whoever'needed to bring up ec_onor;lic issues,

Some scholaxis suggest that Arendt refused to see the. classical period "as
it really was" because, like Walter Benjamin, she believes that to articulate the

past historically does not mean to recognize it "the way it rea.lly was" (Ranke). It

N —

means "to seize hold of a memory as it flashes up at the moment of danger", which
1s, for ‘Arendt, the moment of obliteration of the memory of what genume political
life requires.13 Arendt refers to this ideglized polis in the hope that we might
learn what geggxﬂ’eﬁ:txcs is all about. Her invocation of antiquity is provoked by
her \;.rish to maifi, history into a liviné science that can improve our political

situation. Siﬁc/e thisrparadigm‘ does not apply to the reality of the past or the
7 present, it zs hard to resist the conCIUsI’pn that it is in fact an §llusion.- Arendt

herself very h:\ely ‘attempts™to bring this model of politics to bear directly on
~N

3

y
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contemporary issues, and she does not demonstrate how the vision of the polis

offers a construcfive critique of the modern political life.

N

The function of Arendt's political model is to distinguish genuine political
freedom from other kinds of political freedom discussed by philosophers. She also
" wants to draw a contrast between those governments where freedom of speech and
action is preés'ent and those marked by totalitarianism:

Totalitarian governments destroy the individual and _his freedom by -
destroying his ability to act and speak. History and language cease to be

meaningful in totahtanan regimes. The totalitarian state is therefore the
antithesis of the polis. !

We shall later determine whether Arendt's notion of freedom is still plausible
despite her disinclination 1o harmonize her ideal of the past with the needs of the

present. But there is no doubt that, for Arendt, the activity in the polis (politics) is

the vehicle by which freedom is realized.

Is there, then, for Arendt, any hope for freedom in our modern world?
She provides no means for regaining the lost freedom and so seems to become the
victim of a concept of politics that is inapplicable tc; modern conditions. She at
times presents an overly pure concc.pt of politics, c.>ne purged of a fair amount of
what we would usu;’:zlly attribute to politics. She finds very few examples of the

© genuinely political in modern tirp'&s. Her politics seems to be just "politique pour la

politique". It is therefore difficult to see how it can be. the realm of freedom
unless political freedom is nothing in reality.
But what of the other modgls of freedom she offers? Her references to

the Roman foundation of order and to aspects of modern revolutions closely tie in
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-with those of the Greek polis. The importance of these models is summed up by

-

the following premise:
For if I am right in suspecting that the crisis of the present world is
primarily political, and .that the famous "decline of the West" consists
primarily in the decline of the Roman trinity of religion, tradition, and
authority, with the concomitant undermining of the specifically Roman
foundations of the political realm, tlten the revolutions of the modern age
appear like gigantic attempts to repair.these foundations, to renew the
broken thread of tradition, and to restore, through founding new political
bodies, what .for so many centuries had endowed the affairs of men with

© some measures of dignity and greatness.13
After elaborating upon this premise we shall examine the situations in which

freedom has been realized; diminished or destroyed.
The Roman Foundation of Order

Arendt's efforts as so far explored have been to find -room for and

. encourage individual freedom in a plurality. Now we are about to see why and how
she anchors its permanence and dl.;rability, in authority. For her, authority is not
whatefer makes people obey, hence a delimitation on their freedom. Rather, she
defines it as the ne;:essary condition for freedom's endurance, that is, as ;:ssen_tial

© to give freedom a remembrance through .history. Authority preserve;.; and sﬁstains
freedom because it makes political communities possible. ‘I'hg ‘relationship
bet'ween authority and freedom is clearly descﬂbed by her sta’tément: "Authority

implies an obedience in which men retain their freedom. . . ."16

Arendt does not mean that authority is just like violence and coercion, for

they are means of preserving freedom for those in power while others are forced
(../-'_/ 3 -

into line. She argues that "[authority “precludes the use of external meaXs of
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.
coercion; where force is used, authority itself has failed™.l7 Her concept of

“authority does not refer to leaders commanding and presiding over essentially

helpless people. Authority, like pdwer., is achieved through the concert of men who

seek its confirmation. While some order is necessary for the maintenance and
development of authority, there must also be room for individual spontaneity. Men

who genuinely seek freedom in their daily lives as citizens come together to form

authority.

In her view, the breakdown of authority leads to the invasion of the public
realm, the sphere of freedom, by the private concerns of the household. The loss
of authority also spells the loss of action and death of politics. This is because

authority binds people together:

[TJo live in a.political realm with neither authority nor the concomitant
awareness that the source of authority transcends power and those who- .
are in power, means to be confronted anew ...Dby the elementary.
problems of human living tv::gfether'.18 ;

Since, for Arendt, freedom is experienced only in the public sphere where people
act together, the loss of authqity for that realm signals the loss of freedom. She
finds no free—d’r-)—m_ in the modern werld becaﬁse "authority has vanished from the
modern world".19 Even though, as she sometimes claims, "we are no longer in
poSifi;n to know what ‘at;.tthority is",20 we can still understand what genuine
auéhority was once like in the Hellenic-Roman past. .
N . :

As we are about to see, Arendt's notion o.f a;.\'thori'ty is derived from both-

Greek philosophy and Roman history. She points out that while the word

"authority" and its modern conception are etymologically Roman {(derived from the

-
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Latin word auctoritas), the Romans themselves derived their understanding of

authority from Greek theory.

We have seen that the Greek polis was a community of equals, who were
in fact heads of household and masters to slaves. Arendt, borrowing from the
Greeks, rgjects tyranny, or rulership of heads of a household, as well as despotism.
Tyranny and despotism were not tolerated in Greek public life because they .we‘re
exclusive; the rule of one man precluded the public realm and turned politics over
to personal whim;‘ The Greeks had to look elsewhere for a source of authority "in
which men retained thfir freedom". They sought for some relatio'nship‘which
precluded any form of coerc-:ipn. Plato thought that law was the solution. He
conceived that through the use of law tyranny and despotism could be prevented.
He realized, howe\fer,‘that thiﬁ was not a sqlutién, and he claimed that "the law is
the despot of the rulers, and tiie rulers are slaves of the law".2l This was affirmed
by Aristotle and Arendt who rgaiized that any form of rule might be grounds‘zfqr,
tyranny. For Arendt, ‘it does not malke‘any diﬁerence.if the rule is exercised for
the sake of the subject. The beneficience of the ruler is not.what matters here.
What she detests is the exclusion of the citizens from the decision-making process.
- Any rule that denies the citizens access té‘phe publ}c realm is grounds for tyranny
since it fostei's a denial of human potentialities. Despite Plato's efforts to

establish freedom by removing any element of coercion from the public realm and

to salvage the political realm from the grip of tyranny, he endowed the public

realm with a kind of authority which made freedom impossible.

-
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In Book III of the Politics, Aristotle regarded ruling and being ruled as
part of the definition of"citiz.ensl’ﬁia. “Rulership“mhich held political orders
together, was for Aristptle not just a sheer authority. Arendt is. aware of this fact.
She realizes that it was a legitima"te at.ternpt on the part of man "to emancipate
himself from life's necessity” and therefore allow him to t;ke part in. great deeds,
_ political action, in the pﬁblic realm.22 In thi;s way rulership is clos_ély co'nncctcd
with action or that which is Hongé in freedém. However, Arendt: fi"ncis bo‘th
Aristotle's concept if rulership and Plato's conceptualizatién of authority as
incomplete notions of authority. Thus the Greeks did not fully succeed in
establishihg the.concept of authority: that rgmained for the' Romans to do!

- .

"~ For ‘Arendt, the root of the Western concept of authority is the Roman

trinity of tradition, r;ligion and authority. A loss of politicai authority-in the qust
was always accompanied by a loss of tradition and a weal::ening of institutionalized
religious beliefs. The pov.f;:r of the Roman trinity was defined by its\intimaté
relétion to the founding of Rome, which was taken as "the central,. decisive,
unrepeatable beginning of their whole history, a unique event".23 In fact, all
political activity for the Romans was "to preserve the founding of tt:me city of

Rome", as Arendt puts it:

~ At the heart of Roman politics, from the beginning of the republic.until
virtually the end of the imperial era, stands the sacredness of foundation,
in the sense that once something has been founded it remains binding for
all future genqations.z“

Thus, the essence of political activity for the Romans, was "to preserve the

- founding of the city of Rome".22

™
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I

-

Tradition and religion gained their euthoritative significance from the
precedent-forming’ contest o; founding. Authority' del;ends on tradition- to
illuminete the .pas:t_,;)-so that one looks back to the b/e’gir;nning of the ;\g‘ime.
Tradi;ion became/‘/hor:.ored ?nly wien the past vu;as_aclc;owg_e__cliged as a eontinuous
binding process tha'; joined the past, present and future” ‘generations. Then
autherity,.dependihg on tradition, tells what cap'be legitimat'ely done now and in
the future. In the same way, religion, etymo;egically, syml;olically'_ and literaily,
-wes und'erstood‘ to mean "religare: to be tief’i_ back, obligated, to the enormous,
almost. superhuman .and hence always legendary effort to lay _rt!.'ze fomdatjo‘ns, to
build the corrier_stqhe, to found fOt: eternity".26 Religion endc_;wed the Roman state

. with "durability, cor_ltiriuity,and permanence”.

.. ‘\

f ™~
/\-/_.v' . .

The sacredness -of foundatior.'x is deriyi‘/c_i/fwm"\the fact'tlpat the basis of

Roman reﬁgj@,iiielf past-oriented was centred on the 1 'e‘a?Jof_ beginning -and

- L
o

rerhembrance of that begmmng Arendt remmds us that ' A

the most deeply Roman divinities were Janus, the God of begmmng, with
whom, as it were, we still begin our year, and Minerva, the goddess of
emembra.nce

-

This is ﬂlum1nqted by the fact that for the R'omans,‘the patres, the elders or the ,

senators, were resbected not just because of their knowledge but because of their

-

o age, which me_‘t growth towgrd the begmnmg Remembrance was also

revered because it was the guu ng prmc;ple for life through action which was .

\-v_.;

dlrected toward the four-czatxon.
- . . -
_Religion and respect for .historical foundations were also to revitalize
man's capacities to act. To act with atsthorit'y meant to act with the 'weight of the
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past, which represented the archetypal and distinctly human ac®to which all other
human acts were indebted and obligated. The"capa‘city to act is also referred to by
Cic_e_1:o as the chance for the human spirit to unfold. In a quotation Arendt offers
us, Cicero stated that - Pl

L7 A no othez: realm does human excellénce approach so closely the paths
of gods (numen) as it does in the founding of new and in the preservanon
of already.founded commumnes.23 .

" From the above, Arendt concludes that the strength of the Roman trinity of

I

religio\ﬂ',\;cradition, and authority as an authorizing basis for human action derived
from the "binding force .of an authoritative beginning to which 'religious' bonds tied

man back through tradifep".2? .

~

&

This is in short what authority was like in ancient Rome. It was buiw{ on

. the act of founding and was exercised by the senators who “represented or rather

reincarnated, the ancestors" and who could just comment on the meaning of the

e

beginning. The downfall of authority, for Arendt, comes.as a result of the

v

crumbling of the two pillars: religion and tradition. Arendt strongl).r‘holds that if

—

one of the pillars crumble, the whole trinitarian structure falls:

Thus, it was Luther's error to think that his challenge of the temporal
authority of the Church and his appeal to unguided individual judgement
would leave tradition and religion intact. So it was the error of Hobbes
and political theorists of the seventeenth century to hope that authority
and rehgxon could be saved without tradition. So, too, was it finally the
error of the humanists to think it would be possible to remain within an

unbroken tradition of Western civilization without religion and thhout
authority. 30

The breakdown. of 3hese prmmpal ingredients of authorrty doés not only reveal that
the polmcal‘brder has lost its "absolute" quality, that is, its authority, but also that

poht_xcal freedom has vanished. Gordon Jackson Tolle claims:
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-

“ The downfall of authority, for Arendt, comes as the Romaritestablished

~ paris break down.- The progressive separation of church'and state implies
that the political order has lost its "absolute" quality and therefore its
authority. The religious element had endowed the state with "durability,
continuity, and permanence."” The weakening of institutionalized religious
beliefs was not all: the dignity of our tradition also declined. Without an
awareness of the founding and what it meant, modern man had one more
pillar removed. So that the contemporary distrust of political institutions
is,.for Arendt, largely the result of the crumbling of the earher two
pillars to authority: religion,and tradition.3l

We shall now examine why Arendt asserts that the breakdown of Euihqrity_is

tantamount to the disappearance of freedom.
Ar'endt points out seyeral eras in which authority was fully practised. The -

. first one ‘i_s the time \when the ’}.Zc-zman Catholic Church took over fhe ideas :of
tradition and authority, combined. them with lreligion, and set up what became a
remarkably stable institution.32 In this institution, Arendt argues, Wthe miracle of
permanence repeated itself once more"? She adds that

within the framework of our history the durability énd continuity of the

Church as a public institution can be compared only with the thousand

- years of Roman h1story in antiquity. 33

This era came_tq an end when Pope IGerasius I divided the w.orld of authority
between himself and Emperor Anastasi;;'s I-,‘ or, rathe»r, into thé realms of "the
sacred adthority of the' popes and the royal power". I;'or Arendt, this was not just
.the secula.mr.auon of the pohncal realm, which would be the "dignity of the
classzcaJ period". Rather, this meant that :

the political had now, for the first time since the Romans, lost its

authority and with it that element which, at least in Western history had

endowed political structures with durability, continuity, and
permanence. ) ‘ .
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. Following this era, there was a period in which the divine right of kings

-

was used as a .justification for absoclute moﬁarchy. In this era,lreligion and
traditi.on were used to support the absolute authority of kings. After this period
came a timg in which absolute sovereignty péssed from the king to the nation
state. For ‘jArendt, this was a2 last stronghold of autherity. W'hat happened after
this period' \;.ras a continuous breakd'oxian-of authority, tradition, and religion. Thus,
Arendt conciudes from her analysis of hi‘st'ory that "authority has vanished -from the

modern worlid".35 ‘

~ For ndne of these eras does Arendt tell us how freedom ‘was preserved.
Since she regards authority as essential to genuine politics, we are to assume that
whereverthere was authority, in Arendt's sense of the concept, there was freedom.
She believes that the decay of .authority from the dawn of the na:i\oé-staté to the

present day created a realm in which it is impossible to have freedom.

It is apparent that a system ‘based on authority, as in Rome, cannot

preserve Arendt's kind of politics in which there is freedom in the same way as the

Greek polis. The Greek polis provided a fuller freedom. The govetnment based on™

authority allows inequality. whereas the polis was founded on an” equality of
dtizg\ns. We have seen that in the polis there was no person ruling ot_hertﬁ. or
ocrcupying a higher position than others. The government based on a;.uthoi-ity ;15
characterized by hierarchical differences which Arendt presents thus: . -

The pyramid is indeed a particularly fitting image for a governmental
structure whose source of authority lies outside itself, but whose seat of
power is located .at the top, from which duthority and power is filtered -
down to the base in such a way that each successive layer possesses some .
authority, but iess than the one above it, and where, precisely because of
this careful filtering process, all layers from top of bottom are not only

>

it
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firmly intergrated into the whole but are interrelated like converging rays
whose -common- focal point is. the top gg the pyramid as well as the
transcending source of authority above it.

Despite these differences between the different levels of a government
based on authority, Aggndt does not regard authority as a limitation on citizens'
freedom. She sees a{uthority as the necessary condition for the preservation of

freedom. However, because.‘ of the differences between the polis and Roman
b

~ -

government based gn authority, I think the kind of freedom allowed under authority

“is not the same as freedom experienced in the Eolié. Whatever freedom there is in

a system based on authority must be qualitatively inferior or very mini-ma.l as
cbmpared‘to' the freedom found in the polis, since before there can be any
authority, people mus:t-agree fo act together and must a;:f;ept the hi;:rarchical '
order in which éorﬁébody has the préerrq_i'nent position to lead and act. In this way,
the individual does not havé that much freedom to 'creaﬁa on the political plane.

¢ Although aware of the weaknesses of the realm based on. authority,

Arendt still sees possibilities for political f:eedom init. She recogniZes that within

~such a structure there are still possibilities for political participation and for

performing memorable acts. Therefore, Rome as a systern of government based on
authority is considered by Arendt as a second paradigm‘of an authentic political

body that guarantees freedom.

v
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Revolution

Arendt's third ‘model of authentic politics is revolution. For her,

T

revolution is a deliberate action to Yound a new political sphere aimed at
- establishing freedom. It is the self-conscious ‘attempt to erect a space wgwere
- freed'om might flourish. We have seen; when discussing Arendt's concept of action,
-th-at for her the capacity to begin something new is the truly human capacity and

_the manifestation of human freedom.
i

~
_-/ -
As usual, Arendt looks to the “drigins of a concept and recognizes that
) "revolgﬁon“ was originally used in an astrological sense, reieWhe regular,
=~ - .

-.lawiully 'l;evolving motion of the stars, which, singe it was known to be beyond the
influence of man and hence irresistible, was certainly cha;jacterizéd neither by
¥ newness nor by viol§ace".37 In that sieqs_s-,‘ "the men of the first revolutions--that
is; those who not only made a revolution but introcjucefi the idea of revalutions in.to .
ﬁolitics—"wére not interested in creating new things.s8 They wan{ed toreturn to a
state they had once had in the past, as the‘ Romans wanted to return to the
foundations of their state.” Arendt gi\;es as a modern example thefl 1688 return of

- William and Mary to England for the restoration of the monarchy in what was

w the "Glorious Revolution".3? It was only in a later time ‘that the term

——

"revolution" took on the connt_:tat.ions of a new beginning, a starting. over. So, for
Arendt, revolution’ has the connotations of both new beginnings and of re-

establisl'ﬁ?g- auihority and tradition. »

K

/

/
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!

As a new beginning, a revolution is "inextricably bound up with the notion

that the co;.trs'e of history sucfdenly begins anew, that an entirely new story, a story

‘_neve; known or told before, is about to unfold. .. ."#0 It is a new attempt to

establish a basis on which freedom might nurture and grow. The experience of

freedom is "a new experience, not, fo be sure, in the history of Western .

mankind . . . but,'with regard to the centuries-which separate the downfall of the

Roman Empire from the rise of the modem age™%! This newly recover

~

experience of freedom demonstrates man's faculty to begin something new:

These two things together—a new experience which revealed man's
capacxty for novelty—are at the root of the enormous pathos which we
find in both the American and the French Revolutions. . . .Only where this

- pathos of novelty is present and where novelty is connected with the idea
of freedom are we entitled to speak of revolution.#2

T'his pathos is for Arendt the historically unprecedented quality of revolution. itself.

The incidents that looked like revolutions, :which happened before both the

American and the French revolutions, were begun by people who had no idea of the

events-and their own role in them. Thus,

ah‘-ﬁough there were enough words in premeodern pélitical language to
describe the uprising of subjects against 3 ruler, theére was none which

would describe a change so radical that the subjects became rulers
themselves.

) Thg: idea that all could sie inrule was a new one, and it provided _t,bﬁ new context

in which the pursuit:of freedom bécame the heart of the revolutionary enterprise.

What earlier revolutions sought was just to replace one ruler with anothér, and this

___was not novelty. For Arendt, revolution is not a’ mere replacement of one
.

governing body_by another or just a change in the personnel who supervise the

éconornic mafne/rs. ‘Neither does it establish full equality for all or guarantee

- freedom from g\ermental interference. It is, rather, a,means to found a pohty in-

which pohnca.l parnmpano continuous and normal.

-~ ‘ ' -
. . . .. . .
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Arendt is convinced that the main impetus to revolution is the desire for
{reedom, a desire deeply rooted in the Greek polis. The true revolution is, for her,
the one which establishes and secures freedom. As we shall see, sh~ analyzes the
problem of re-establishing and securing- freedom in relation to both the American
and French revolutions. While the French Revoiution failed to re-establish
freedom and ended up abdicating it, Arendt believes that the Americans adhered to .
the original purpose of revolution. They succeeded in establishing and securing
freedom. The American Revolution is thus a third paradigm of authentic politics
for Arendt.

She contrasts the- American and French revolutions in the following
. passage: R : , .

The direction of the American Revolution remained committed to the
foundation of freedom and the establishment of lasting institutions and to
those who acted in this direction nothing was permitted that would have
been outside the range of civil law. The direction of the French
Revolution was deflected almost from its beginning from this course of
foundation through the immediacy of suffering; it was determined by the

\ exigencies of liberatian not from tyranny but from necessity; and it was

actuated by the limitless immensity of both the people's misery and the
pity this misery inspired.%% . o

The difference between these two revolutions, according to Arendt, lies in thc.ﬁact

that while the American Revolytion was aimed at freedom, the E{ench Revolution

was concerned with "liberation". - </

Liberation is freedom, from biological necessity, a freedom which the poor
and miserable sought so desperately in the French Revolution and which inspires

. R
many modern revolutions. Arendt takes liberation.as an activity that pref:cdes the

"féundation of freedom" but is not itself freedom. It is, therefore, a negative

- -~
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notion of liberty, she’ argues; itgs the quest to become "free from oppres;ion".” As

most basic ele}nerrts of human existence.
- prerequisite for the foundation of freedom in the polis sense.

brought by t

/

i .
we have seen, anyb?dy who wanted to enter the polis had to be liberated from the
S0, liberation from necessity was a
The liberation

French Revolution was necessary for the poor, but it is not to be

confused with the foundation of a political realm which in true Plitical freedom is

resent. Liberation is the answer to the "social question", whereas the foundation
prese qu

of ir‘eedom is essentially bound up with the political realm. Arendt points, out:

It may be a trmsrn to say that liberation and freedom are not the same;
that liberation may be the condition of freedom but Dy no means leads
automatically to it; that the notion of liberty implied in liberation can
only be negative, and hence that even the intention of liberating is not
identical with the desire for freedom. Yet if these truisms aré frequently
forgotten, it is because liberation has always loomed large and the:
founda'%on of freedom has always been uncertain, if not altogether
futile.4 J ] .-

But she is also aware that

since liberation, whose eruts are absence of restraint and the possess;on
of the power of locomotion, is indeed a condition of freedom. ...t is
frequently very dxﬁ'xcult to say where the mere desire for liberation, to be
free from oppression, ends, and the desire for freedom as the pohncal
way of life begins.47

establishment of f.reedom as the political way of hfe.

. . r
The revolutionaries who search for freedom from biological necessity are

-

B‘it a distinction between liberation and freedome must be made in order to

3 understand that a true revolunon is not just a dehverance from oppressmn- it is the

#

different from those who search for authentic freedom. While the former are just’

like the household hedds in the ancient Greek polis, that is, just managers.who

ensure efficient operation within the socihl"rea.lm,: the latter are true politicians;

who

o~

operate in what Arendt would éonsidefj the realm ,c:lf freedom.

» ”

The

Y
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revolutionaries of the French Revolution, like managers, functioned in a sphere of’

life whose principle was necessity. The American revolutionaries dealt with people
rather thah with satisfying socio-economic wants.

Th-e French revolutionary model was concerned with the social question—-
with problems of exploitation, mass alienation and poverty. It was inspired by an
idea of compassion. In her analysis of this model, Arendt emphasizes' the
irresistibility of the. biological aspects of the social question and the Jacobins'
response to the needs of the poor. The Girondins had tried to .establish a
government and did not succeed. :th Jacobins tried too but became caught up in
compassion for the poor. -They als'c;'trusted that peoPIe's good will rather than
institutions and a constitution would help in forming a stable gcwernrnent:“L8 Their
hopes were shattered because shifting the emphasis from the righfs of man to the
rights of the poor was no way' 10 save the revolution.

» . . '_ .

When their passion to relieve the poor from suffering was doomed to
frastrétion, it then turn;d {nto rage. Terror Eﬁ&me the expression of this
explosive sentimentality.. The result of their activity was violence, tyranny and
- revenge beneath which the originai passion for {reedom was submerged. Freedom
totally ceased to be public and-political and became restricted t; the individual's

private life. The French revolutionaries failed to establish not only the political

realm but also the social one, for they dxd not succeed in allevxat:ng any of the '

- -

. . o, .
o= ’ " \-',ﬂ-—/.-v.\.' ,
’ N N ' : . PO V

major problems which ex.lsted before the revoé/n_oy-
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“George McKenna claims that .Aﬁ is wr,oné in putting forth the
A . T S : »

deterministic hypothesis that the emergence of desperate sqcial needs into the

realm of polmcal life and revolunons necessarily leads to despotism as it did in the

" French Revolution. He points out situations in which the presence of the social

question was not an obstacle to constitutional governments:

Poverty existed in ﬁCuba, but it has also long existed in Puerto Rico;
millions have starved in China, but they have also starved in
"India. . - ./T/he lack of realism in thinking beyond the deterministic
hypothesis becomes more apparent if one remembers that it is not the
extremely poor who become des enrages but those whose wants have .
already been somewhat alleviated.

t

McKenna would be right if Arendt's claim is that every attempt to solve the social

question with political means leads to failure.

- TN |
Certainly, Arendt is not saying that the emergence of desperate social

"

5B ]

needs in the reaim of political life and revolutions will necessarily lead. to
despotism. She is reporting what was the case in the French Revolution and other
revolutions. She is not claiming that it is Utterly inevitable that the social ques:tibn
leads to certain-dire con.sequences. She says:

And although the whole record of past revolutions demonstrates beyond
doubt that every attempt to solve the social question with political means
leads into terror, and that it is terror which sends revolutions to their
doom, it can hardly be denied that to avoid this fatal mistake is almost
impossible when a revolution” breaks out. under conditions of mass
poverty 50

-

Moreover, Arendt does not say that the plight of the poor should be

overlopked. She ismnot insensitive to poverty's effects:

x R !
‘Poverty is more than deprivation, it is a state of constant want and acute
misery whose -ignominy consists in its dehumanizing force; poverty is
abject because it puts men under the absolute dictate of their bodies, that
is, under the absolute dictate of necessity as all men know it from their
most intimate experience and outside all speculations ?1
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She also argues that the real imoetus for introduction of the question of poverty

into the public sphere was iWcal, -even if the consequehces for politics

were baleful. It is with regard to this i

at, for her, Marx's contribution to
revolutionary theory is most significant. She claims that Marx's

most explosive and indeed most original- contribution to the cause of
revolution was that he interprered the. compelling needs of mass poverty
in political terms as an uprising, not for the sake of bread or wealth, but
for the sake of freedomjas well....lf Marx helped in liberating the poor,
then it was not by telling them that they were the living efhbodiments of
some historical or otheg necessity, but by persuading them that poverty
itself 'is a_political, not a natural fhenomenon the result of violence and

violation rather than of scarcity.) _
Arendt finds fault with Marx because she believes he later changed his view and
argued that the "role of revolunon was no longer to liberate men from thc
oppression of their fellow men, let alone to found freedom, but to ‘hberate the life
péoces. of society from the Tetters of scarcity so tljat it could swell.into a stream
of abun'dance."_53 Since according to-thi§ argument, ;'[n]ot freedom but abundance
became now .the aim of revolution”, Arendt's- view was that freedom was
surrendered to necessity. ‘
. &
.But, as we have seen in the previous chapter, Arendt's arguments against

Marx on this issue are very shaky. She does not succeed in. showmg that. when ‘the
-, %]

poor are admitted to the public realm they generally opt for consumption rather’

than for virtue. She fails' to prove that the poor are by nature unfit for political

l1fe. Moreover, such assertions are contradxcted by her assessment of ‘the polmcal
,_/

labor movement in the ninéteenth century. Wh?;){c:n deduce from the above is

that the main problem of Arendt's analysis of Marx's work as a whole is her failure

* to see that.the phenomena of social realm could harbour the elements of pluraﬁfy,'

T as we shell see in the following chapter. In this context, the orob_lem revolves

\\

ot
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around Arendt's lack of clarity in dealing with Marx's claim that the presence of

poverty was a political and-not a natural.phenomenon. :

T ~

St

it is also not very clear how Arendt can deplore the intrusion "of the social
question into revolutionary politics on one hand, and on the other entertain the
possibility of revolution ¢utting for men the bonds of n'eceﬁsity. She s<‘>metimes
claims that politicél power could be used to liberate men from necessity in the

interests of freedom and 1mphes that such hberanon is itself necessary and

*

Ta' .
possxble. We can  at least say that Arendt does not dismiss liberation as inherently

futile in its pursmt. As we shall see, this ambiguity arises again in Arendt's view of
the ‘role of the social question in the American Revolution. While she- praises the
" . American Revolution‘brecisely because the social question was never a factor as it .
was in the French Revolution, she also dairﬁs that -

the absence of the social question from the American scene \;.'as. after all,

quite deceptive and that abject and .degrading misery was present
everywhere in the form of slavery and Negro labour. 4

4

. At times it seems ‘as if Arendt suggests that the sécialﬂquestion should not

be excluded from the revolutioﬁary sce is Is_afﬁrmed)by her anlé‘lys_is of

. totalitarianism; where she asserts that any cpm unity established on the exclusion

of social questien is a false one, whose existen be purchased at the

expense of large masses of peqple

f ' . ' ' » 3: .
What is very clear, however, is Arendt/s’ stern aff.xrmatzon that freedom 1s _

not hberab.on and' must not be cast in terms of Iiberation. She maintains that,

.

while liberation is not freedom, freedom in fact requires liberation, and, as -

-

P
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Marcuse, Habermas and others have often pointed out, the pursuit of liberation can
4

be and must be shaped by 'the"d% of freedom if political change is to be tru]y

revolutionary. ' .

; We.shall now turn to her model of the American Revolution to find out
[id

more about her concept of freedom. For Arendt, the American Revolution is the,'
true model of authentic poli:tics, unl_iﬁe the French, Russian and mahy other ‘modern
' . % revolutions. In the American Revolution, the fo'undatior; of political freedom took
- .precedence 6fer Iib}eration, because ' Americans had already taken care of __the.
necessities of life and their political back_ground was more political than that of

the French. e 2 - | .
This does not mean that Arendt thinks that al _{\mer'icans‘ d‘:Jr.iﬂg the

Revolution were middle cla-ss, prosperous, and solely interested in political

A

freedom. At the time of the American Revolution there was genuine poverty and
dehumanization for the slaves, but as in the Greek polis, slaves befonged to the

private realm and had no role in the course.af the Revolution except to help

liberate the free citizens from the necessities of life.’

- .

The point which Are;ndt is making here.is that Amer:ican revolutionaries

ere ;nud1 Bett.er_p'repared‘té start, & true political ;%:olu‘_f.ion'than were ;chciz;
Frendh counterparts. They ‘c;me from the British pohical system, which allowed
for political participr;lt_ion bf tndi\;idua.l ;itizens, 5hough,-for a very limitcd group.

-

From the beginning, American government was based on covenants and mutual’

prorpises, such as the Mayflower C_om;Séct. ‘These facts influenced the structuré of ~

-~

.2 : RS
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the American Constitutional Convention, which was composed of delegates elected
by smaler groups. The *founding fathers" realized that. the process of
constitution-making, which fhey started, was the key-to the survival and stability
of the republic. Their act of beginning provided the source of authority which in

—_—
turn provided stabili;ty.fof the American republic.

—

Another _advantage for the success of the American Revolution was that,

at the time of th Revolution,-lab'ourers were .poor but not miserable, not driven by
want. Sec, the mga}‘/issue of thé Re‘}o}ution was not the search for "liberation" i
Arendt's sense, but for a: space in which citizens would, enjafy freedom. Finally, the
most xmportant feature of the American Revolution was that it gave the citizens

the opportumty to participate directly in the operatxon of their polmcaI socmty
For Arendt, "the actual content of freedom...is participation in public
affairs. . . ."55 We shall. examine her notion of participation because it explains

. J “ .
why she takes the "councils” asthe fourth model of the spheré of freedom._

Freedom as Participation
s

In A-rendt 5 wew political freedom means the right to be a part1c1pant in
government. Pohtxca.l freedom (political action) ss, for her, du'ect participation .in
the public spheres of life, where .society's crucial decisions are made and.
confirmed. Her insistence on participation implies a reject_iﬁn of represéntation as

a form of freedom.
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Arendt opposes representation because, like Hegel, she holds that in-order
to be free the citizens must participate actively, continually and “directly in
politics. For her, representation cuts the individual off from debate and leads the

-

representative to represent only interests, "neither ... actions nor op?nions".-;-'l'his
is because for her the public re—éim,nthe space of freedom, can only be constructed
by human action. And since all men are potentially doers and exerters of their
human capacities, their direct action is essen.tial for their freedom. ‘S'hé' holds that
actions and opinions cannot be represented; on!y interests, such as soEio—economjc

affairs, wﬁich properly belong in the private realm, can. Therefore, action, which

is the very essence of freedom, must be direct.

The gathering of frg men, which Arendt czalls "power", creates a sphere

~of opinfons and discussion in which there is "th;: joy of discbﬁrse, of legislation, of
transacting business, of persuading and being peréuaded".55 While interests belong
to groups, opinions adhere to individuals and cannot be transferred to anyone else.
In this way, representation of political action is really not possible. Freedom can
be experienced by individuals who participate directly in the public realm, which in
turn is composed by direct participation of the self, the revelation of ‘one's
thoughts through speech and actio;m In fact, fof Aren.cit, any' individual who is
represented has already renounted who he is. Ti;erefore,' authentic politics for
Arendt is the self-made, self-directed areﬁa of freedom, which is maintéinegi by
b free individuals when they act and speak. She in§is1_;s ‘that politjcal freedom is

enjoyed and exercised in the company of other men and consists in the freedom to.

| appeér in the public realm.
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Arendt inherited this idea of participation in politics from Aristotle who

—

listed the bios politikos among the three ways of life worthy of a free man and

stressed the irrip:artance of péli_tic;a.l participation. When the Greeks called

themselves hoi eleutheroi, the free, they were actually referring to their
participating in the community's decisions. Theirr freedom is the result of their
constant participation in the polis where they shared in legislation and in executive

¢

and judicial activites. ' ' ST

The Romans were not rnu.ch concerned with the freedom of the individual.
Thewr concern was with the independence and freedom of the group. Roman
citizens could. therefore easily be asked to'shrre_:ndetf their f}-eedom of participation
whenever the freedom ot independence of the state was at stake. Whenever the
grodp‘s independence was threatened, individual's opinions and int;rests were to be
represented by someone, for example, an emperor. In our présent democractic and

representative governments, only those who are interested do actively participate

in politics. Whern their participation interferes with personal prefe'r;ences, they can

- withdraw and maybe recuperate for a new spurt of participation. Those who
choose to take an active part in politics as’ representatives claim that their

participation in public lite is mainly to represent the citizens' interests. The

majorify of the citizens has thus accepted this type of politics in which popular ...

access to public lite is through groups or individuals who claim to speak for them.

o ——

- When look.ing' at this briet development of the notion of political

>
participation, we are a bit perplexed to see that Arendt, despite her awareness that

—

political philosophy, religion and modern politics diverted people's attention from
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what she calls authentic politics, still insists that political participation is an

essential constituent of freedom and of a good life.

W ] -

Arendt does not think that voting for representatives constitutes true

g

participation. For her, the voter, the represented, can indeed exercise his will and

influence over his representative, but only with regard to his interest or welfare;

and since "interest is an essentially private matter, no genuine political freedom,

can emerge". What the representative system fajls above all to provide for, in her
' 3

view, is the expression of opinion. True opinioh can be formed only in a process of

—— -

open discussion--a. public realm where equals share their opinions. Since
representative democratic government cannot provide a space for true opinions,

she concludes that it is obsessed with economic interests. And economics is the

s

enemy of politics. Therefore, apart from the fact that representation in itself is

not compatible with participatory politics for all- ;:itizens; representative

democracy is. further removed from the politics in being based on interests,

economic issues, which are not political. The economic issues have the effect of

-

promoting an escape from politics and encouraging retreat into the social realm

aeet .
where the concerns of the private life dominate.

It is clear that Arendt thinks interests are private and cannot be brought

el
in' the qulic realm. However, it is not clear why someone who speaks for me on

economic matters is not expressing my opinions. It is not clear whether Arendt
rejects representation based on interests because my representative is expressing
the issues that I should be expressing myself-or because he is giving expression to

issues that should not be expressed in the public realm because they are private by
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definition. Without explaining this enigma, Arendt just asserts that tm-
.of the self through speech and action cannot be achieved through the\

repr&s‘entative.' She declares that it must necessanly be realized by- the self;
othe:;w:se, to be represented by someone' else would mean an abdrcanon of one's
-rre

self--a renunciation of who one is. In this sense, only the participation of the self -

can make up participation in Arendt's public realm.

" What is quite clear is that Arendt takes the establishment of
representative government as- distinct from particiﬁatcry public 'f:reedOm to be
contradzctory because—representau\re government is formed to advance aims that’
are not companble with the true aims of political action. The nature of
representatwe government ensures that economic concerns will be advanced as the
central issves. The success of such a government depends on the triumph of the
private over the public sphere. But, as we have see, Arendt rejects modern politics ~
because of the tendency of the social to invade the public. in the same way, she is
critical of representative government. . '

However, Arendt is. aware that she cannot totally reject representation
since revolution, while it gives freedom to people, somehow fails to provide a space
where this freedom can be exercised. Also, in her affirmation of the American
system of government she accepts representatwe democracy as a form of '
government that makes secure the structure&_’of authority. She claims that the'
people consent, in the American republic, by electing representatives to office in -

accordance with rules which have been mutually agreed upon so that power is

transferred from peopleito the Congress and the Congress functions like a polis in
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the sense that each representative has an equal right to appear and participate in
public.

-

But Arendt is not satisfied with the Congress as a public space. Even
Thomas Jefferson was concerned that the Congress did not really symbolize or
represent peoples active parnmpanon in the government. What happened is that,
after the War of Independence-or what Arendt calls the American Revolution,
neivil liberty" became more important thap "pl.;blic freedom". Representation
replaced participation. Arendt, like Thomas jefferspn,' contends that civil rights
are not the same as political freedom. The Congress was cotnposea‘ of
representatives, who were elected by the people. This means that the citizens
could not express their identity or their citizenship other than through fhe ballot
box or infrequent trips to the polls. This, according to Arendt, minimized the
individual's role as citizen by confining him to private life. She asser;ts:

[T/he danger was that all power had been given to.the people in their

private capacity, and that there was no space established for them in
their capacity of being citizens.”’

Arendt further claims that Benjamin Rush was also’aware that -the doctrine of
participation through the ballot is dangerous because although "all power is derived
from the people, they possess it only on the days of thei; elections. After thisitis
the property of their rulers."58 The failure of the American Revolution to provide
space in which to exercise the freedpm it had given to the people prompted Arendt
to-look somewhere else for exampld of genuine political institutions that create
and maintain the loci for participation. She ceme to the conclueion that "councils“

or "sovxets" the spontaneous creations of modern revolutions, ‘are genume “man—

made public spaces” in which freedom can be exercised.
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The "councils" ig which Arendt is referring were spontaneously invented
bodies. They were neither plirmed nor prepared. They were composed of people
.who in the course of a revolution spontaneously organized themselves outside all
revolutionary parties and groups for 'the purpose_‘of s'elf-government. Arendt
claims that they came about as é result of "a swift disintegration of the old power,
the sudden loss of control over the means of violence, and, at the same time, the
amazing formation of a new power structure which owed its existence 10 nothing
but the organizational impulses of the people themselves".’?  ‘Unlike bodies
organized by "the professional ‘revolutionists", that is, those who study pﬁst
revolutions and exert-their "influence not in favour of new and the unexpected, but
- in favour of some actioﬁ which remains in accoraancé with the past", the _couhcils
did not depend on aﬁy pre-revolutionary structur?:s. The founding of these bodies
was not based on any ideology or on an organized appeal but on personal trust.

They were not formed because of specific economic grievances. Their sole demand

was for freedom:.

Moreover, Arendt cho-oses the councils as spac_gé of freedom because they
were organs of action. They were tailored to lay down the new order that was
totally unlpredictable and unprepared for. The members o.f the Eouncils were
inferested in the direct participation of every citizen in the public affairs of the
" country. Arendt, citing the Austrian soci.;:uist Max Adler, claims:

[A]s long as they lasted, there is no doubt that "every individual found his

own sphere of action and could behold, as it were, with his own eyes his
own contribution to the events of the day".60 - .
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The councils were working "for a transformation of the state, fbr a new
form of government that would permit every member of the modern egalitarian
:;ociety to become 2 'participant’ in public affairs. .. ."6] While these spontaneous
creations of revolutionary fervor were being fought against by professional
revolutionaries like Robespierre ._':md Lenin whose programs of centralization and,
_ egalitarianism forbade anything but identical opinions, Arendt thinks that they are
true models of participation in the public realm. She looks forward to the
establishment of these bodies because she thinks that tﬁey are capable of creating

an entirely new form of government, with a. new public realm of freedom.

~

It is important to point out that Arendt derived most of her notions
concerning the councils from her heroine Rosa Luxemburg. This factor is stressed
by Margaret Canovan:

{MJuch of On Revolution is strongly remeniscent of the views of Rosa
Luxemburg:-the emphasis on the spontaneity of revolution as against
theories of historical necessity or pressional planning; the exaltation of
popular councils as a means of self-government, and the general concern
for public freedom.62 \

From the 1905 Rys:s_éan Revolution and the wo'rkers’ councils that sprang up in it,
Rosa Luxemburg learned the value of “spontaneity" and the principle that good
organization does not precede action but is the product of it. She also abhors
violence in revolution. These are matters on which Arendt agree.s.

The councils to which Arendt 1s referring arose in Paris under the Prussian |
siege of 1870. They appeared again in the Paris Commune of 1891, in the éusﬂm
Revoh-xtion‘ of 1905 and also the Revolution of 1917 until the Bolshevik coup, in
German); in 1918—1§i9, and in the 1956 Hungarian Revolution.

A
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. In actual fact, these counciil; were not as efficient as Arendt f.)ortrays
them. While it is the true that some councils created participatory- politics, it is
equally true that often they were concerned with things that Arendt regards as
belonging to the private sphere. They failed to concrétize freedom and action by
being overly concerned with satisfying the necessities of life. Aréndt is aware ;f
this féilure of the councils to form authentic polliti\cs.. She also recognizes that o
their failure was due to thg fact that they did n‘ot distinguish between participation
and administration, beéause their business was economics not politics. Arendt -

argues:

-
-

[T/he fatal mistake of theﬁcgunc:ﬂs has always been that they themselves

did not distinguish clearly between participation in public affairs and

administration or management of things in the public interest.63
On this point tﬁe councils fell -into the same trap -as the revolutionary parties by
holding that "the end of government was the welfare of the people, aﬁd the
substance of politics was not action but administration".64 Their weakness is also
disclosed by their failure to resist .opposition. For éxémg;e, the BoIshevik;;easily
overpowered the soviets, just as the Hungarian rebels were defeated in 1956. Thus
she remarks that the councils, especia.lly the soviets or workers’ c:odnciis, failed
because "they were incapable of organjzing, or rather of rebuilding the economic
system of the country", and "the chief reason for their failure was not any

Jawlessness of the people, but their political qualities".65
Conclusion

From the above, we realize that Arendt is mostly interested in the means

by which public freedom can'be achieved in the modern world. She thinks that
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these models, namely the polis, Rome, tHe Congress_and the councils, embody true
freedom and show us how the space of political phenomena is crgited, preserved,
altered, abolished and destroyed. She regards these models as the spheres in which

genuine freedom can be experienced. In these models we have seen how action,

| which she defines as political, takes place. What is outstanding in all these models

is that'whoever enjoys political freedom somehow participates in the public‘-sphere.

We have also sge_n that her apparent preference for these models and the
fervour with which she seems to embrace them does not make her oblivious to the .
weaknesses of these :’nstitutions. She realizes that they are representative bodies,
and she maintains that even in the most heaIIl-J:;r- representative government only
personal se.curity and liberty are nurtured, not freedom. While representative
government might obBliterate oppression and promote a fair ‘distribution of goodﬁ;
among . the citizens, it does not provide the necessary basis for the direct

participation that allows thew organize their common affairs. Arendt allows

representative governments and "councils", as we have seen above, only as far as

thfy create some space in a field of discourse she calls the public realm, in which

[

the speech of one becomes a discourse with others and where the action of one
becomes participation with one's equals.

However, on many occasions Arendt seems to have lost hope that freedom
can ever be gained in the modern age. She is aware that authentic politics has

never begn for everybody. She is convinced that politics has "never been and wi.ll

" never be the way of life of the many™.66 It always depends "upon exclusivity, upon

sharply demarcating the public from the private realm and narrowly limiting the
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number and class of citizen-participants”. This fact means that in order to have a
leisured class of citizens freed from the necessities of life so that they could

devote themselves 1o politics, there must be a class of citizens totally engaged in

production and in an economic system. ‘ —_—

Rousseau also acknowledges that the ancient Greeks freely pari:icipated in
politics because they had slaves 1o do the work for them. In this it appears as if
only those who have been liberated from the demands of work and labor can freely
participate in politics. But labor and work still have to be doné in ordef to open
possibilities of participation in the public realm. Usually workers and labor:ers are
" more than those who can ‘ao without work «and labor. When looking at her brief
development of the notion of political participation, we are a bit ﬁerplex‘e—d 10 see
that despite her awareness that it is not the way of l_ife of tﬁe many, she still

insists that it is an essential constituent of freedom and of good life.

But, on the other hand, Arendt is critical of laboring and these who labor.
She in fact encouragés them to revolt against their conditions in order to be able to
participate in the political realm. She acknowleges laborers' revolution as action:,

The incapacity of the animal laborans for distinction and hence for and
speech seems to be confirmed by the_striking absence of serious slave
rebellions in ancient and modern times.” NO less striking, however, is the
sudden and frequently extraordinarily productive role which the labor
movements have played in modern politics. From the revolutions of 1843
‘to the Hungarian revolution of 1936,-the European working class, by virtue
of being the only organized and hence the leading section of the people,
has written one of the most glorious a<1d probably the most promising
chapter of recent history.67 '

If the masses succeed in participating in politics, then politics can no longer remain
L

the preserve of the leisured class.
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The inconsistency that everybody should directly participate in politics
even. though the "political wa{m&e has never been and will never be the way of '
life wfThe many" is more prominent in Arendt's failure to take voting and people's
willr and consent seriously. While Hege! allows representation in government,
Arendt strongly opposes it. On the other hand, she encourages the creation of
"cougcils" and a congress. She seems to sielight in the idea that some men should

o —
speak for the rest, especially ii~they are chosen to do so through the consent of the

people, through the exercise of the power of the people. The power of the'people -
can remain intact if every man has an equal right to vote for a representative.

It has been argued that Arendt's concept of "consent of the people" is
similar to Rousseau's "general will".68 Rousseau's argument is that everybody ’

participates in a political community since 2 community of citizens is unique and

coeval with its members:

Each of us puts his person and all his power in common under the supreme

direction of the general will, and, in our corporate capacity we receive

each member as an indivisible part of the'v{hole‘.59 . -
-~ rd

Leroy A. Cooper opposes the.view that Arendt is similar to Rousseau in

this:

'

[T]hé idea of a Rousseauan unity and perfect harmony of will, which has
been attributed to Arendt, is actually quite foreigm to her perspective.’0

He asserts that the few similarities that exist between Arendt and Rousseau should

-

not lead one to the conclusion that Arendt is only Eepeatingw\l'm}_Rousseau said;

there are differences between them. For example, Arendt considers constitutions

-

as very important "written documents" that are iridispensable for the running of the

government, while Rousseau had no suggestion of how the "generél will" should rulé

kN
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’

and how a despotism of the majority could be prevented. Arendt also makes a
distinction between power and law, "power having its origin in the people and law

- having its locus in an objective, written constitution". Rousseau, on the other

hand, attributes to sovereignty an indivisible and inalienable power to make law.

L

What. is important for us is Arendt’s realization that representative

-

government, like the ancient polis, is an indication that politics has never been and

Al

will never be the way of iife of the,mny. This realization leads Arendt to- 3
balanced conclusxon that - although all c.mzens should be pr,ovxded with and
encouraged to make full use of the advantages for p /;trcal participation, they
should not be expected to adopt the pohtxcal way of I1fe 71 The polmcal life will
always be left in E.he care of those who are "pglitically the best", that is, those who
are distinguished by "political passions;couragé, the pursuit of public happiness,
the state of public freedom, an a'mbitior; that strives.for excellence".72 Howevé?,

since this idea leads Arendt to recommend that those who lack any inclination to

.'pursue politica_l life should be deprived of the ’suffragé, her desire to let men enjoy

freedom ‘through participation in public realm serves o intensify the inequality
..
-

that she fights against.

-

The core of this argument is that since politics is the vehicle of freedom,

freedom is not-to, be enjoyed by all. This echoes Rousseau's paradox:
What? Is ireedom o be maintained only with -the support of sIavcryf
Perhaps. The two “extremes meet. Everything our_slde nature has its
disadvantages, civil society more than all the rest. There are some
situations so unfortunate that one can preserve one's freedom only at the

expense of someone else; and the citizen can be perfectly free only if the
slave is absolutely a slave.
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However paradoidca.l and even sometimes contradictory the arguments on
participation and representation might be, Arendt's claim that freedom c:én only be
derived from authentic politics! remains unshaken. What she considers o be
essential for political .freedom is participa:cion in the Walm of life. She
chooses the above historical models in order to show how the participants in the

public realm enjoy true freedom while those who do not participate do not enjoy it,

- only have civil liberties, negative freedoms to be enforced against the state, and
sl . :

freedom from bother of politics.”% »

What really 'rpakes her claim that "that raiso_ﬁ detre of poliﬁcs is
freedom” appea_i" coherent is her exclusion of some factors that we usually considér
to be political from her concept of politics. It is th’erefore es\sential to show how
-socio-economic factors, which have become ideal for political life-in Ol:r own
times, are regarded by "Arendt as essentially pre-political ‘and, hence, allow for
little political freedom. It is afso necessary to elucidate how violence and terror,
which we deem as fundamental for 'revolutid'n, are for Arendt the reasons why
revolutions fail to achieve political freedom. Final.ly, it is important t:o establish -
why Arendt uses totalitarianism as the paradigm of what she considers unpolitical.

see wfly Arendt

{ X

political action, which means that -

we sh

Through the, careful examination of all these {
‘claims that the only vei;icle of freedom i
freedom exists only when people engage in political action. We shall survey how
i'reedom is either dirninisheé or totally destroyed by these pre-political and.

unpolitical circumstances.
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CHAPTER Il

P

NON-POLITICAL ISSUES AND THE PUBLIC SPHERE

We can gain further insight into Arendt's notion of political freedom by
considering, in more detail than previously, the judgments she makes of some non-
" political thmgs Her praise of political freedom derives some of its energy from

~

her rad1ca:1‘”éva1uanon ot non-polmcal thmgs

The distinctioﬁ Arendt draws between non-political or pre-political things
; 'anéi politicai action o; freedom is based on hez_' distinction between the private
realm and the public realm. Work and labor for her dezl with biological and '
domestic necessities and so belong in the private realm and "should be hidden" trom
- the public or political realm.- These activities and economies as a whole are placed
| in the ﬁrivate realm since they concern mere survival of the species; they’ are pre-
political affairs by definition. In ancient Greece, not only were these activities
kept out of 1-:hg polis, but so were those who engaged in them: women, slaves, and
" laborers. Arendt claims that all those whp cannot parti_c:ipate in the public realm
because of ti'xeir being tied to a natural function cannot enjoy freedom. They are

condemned to animal-like life, She asserts that the animal laborans' ye’n\
- . N \\

"worldless and herdlike and therefore the animal laborans is “incapable of/building SN

or inhabiting a public, worldly realm.l //
There was no equahty among those in the\Qw_ate/peaJm. The master

ruled and the slaves and women obeyed. Force, v1olenoe, and coercion rather than

e e 7 '
persuasion were justified in this sphq're because they were the means of mastering

~ . 3

- N .-
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“necessity. Mastery of the pri€ate realm was a condition of membership in the

public realm.

While more can be s;cmid about the details of the distinction between the
private and pu'blic realms, my presenf concern is just to explore why Arendt thinks
that labor and work do not-belong to the realm of freedom. Is she right to think
that bringiﬁg economic issues into ;olitics means surrendering freedom to necessity
and that in the modern age we lack genLﬁne politics and political freedpm because
economic matte-rs have entered the public sphere? I shall show that P_\f'gndt,
heavily influenced by Kant, sees tlhe distinction between the realm of necessity and °

“the realm of freedom,Z and then explain why Arendt consistently eliminates

violence and coercion from the realm of freedom.

Labor and Work

Arendt distinguishes between work and labor. She is aware that the
distincﬁon is unusual and that very few thinkers have made it. But she examines
the etymology and the use of these words in both ancient and modern European

languages and concludes that they are ¥etymologically unrelated words".3

The human activity of labor specifically corresponds to what Arendt calls
the conc.iitioh of lide. The labor proéess recreates and maintains the cyclical
character of biological life in which the production and consumption of the means
of life is r.Qe central feature. Laborl ensures the lifg of‘ the species. _Airr_@.l_

laborans produces to consume and éonsumes to produce. Thus, labor possesses a
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certain futility Man produces and éonsumes in a repetitive-cycle. He devours the
world, but he in turn is consumed by time. Also, labor cannot guarantee the
existence of that stable, permanent world that serves as mans pcrmanent
habitation on earth because its products -perish through consumption almost

immediately following their production.: -

The ancient GreelG. despiséd_ labor precisely because it served the
"slavish" demands of necessit‘y.“ The laborer was imprisoned in the ever-recurring
cycle of the life process, that iﬁ, the natural process. of growth and ;iecay. Thus, -
necessity is‘a distinctive featurg of labor. The labsr process is wholly dictated by
the urges _a;;ld biological needs of life. Arendt realizes that no matter how

necessary labor may be for maintenance of life, it- must to some extent be

mastered or escaped in order to enjoy freedom. We shall later examine how this is

possible. -

Unlike work, as we shall see, and action,' as we have already seen, labor i3
essentially purposeless, with no definable beginning or end. Arendt further notes
that the activity of laboring is pa:inful and _burdénsome. Noihing "ejects one more
radically from the world tﬁan exclusive concentration upon the body's life, a
concentration forced upon man in slavery or in the extremity of unbearable pain".5
Moreover, labor is an activity that is not distinctively human- it is an activity that
people share w1th other forms of life because human bemgs, like any other lmng

organism, are forced to labor in order to keep themselves alive.
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As Arendt sees it, labor alienates man from the public world or the human
world because it lacks the expressive ;:[ualiti&s (through word and d.eed)-of action.
The silence of the labor proces's mea,;:s that labor is ailways and in every case a
solitary activity, even when carried out by organized groups of men, for example,
slaves or the laborers of modernity.{ However, we shall see that this is not true of
all labor.

; Arendt regards men who live exclusively private lives as
/ deprived ot things essential to truly human life . . . the reality that comes
from being seen and heard by others . .. an "objective” relationship with
them that comes from being related to and segarated from them through
the intermediary of a common world of things.

She argues that whenever the concern for survival is allowed to dominate the other
spheres of existence, alienation results; survival becomes more important than
freedom. For Arendt, concern-for the sphere of freedom means one must not be

bound by concern for one's physical life. One must liberate oneself .temporarily

from the necessity of labor before one can engage in action.

The ancient Greeks despisea laborers because of the solitariness of labor
and its shamefulness. It 'had to be "hidden"£ it was not to be seen, hea.rd'or
remembered, because of its f‘utility, Arendt, like the Greeks, links the futile
worldlessness of labor with the human sense of shame over our bodily functions,
which are essential but which nonetheless seem to make us less than human. For
the ancients and for Arendt, man's labor is literally the labor of his body.

Arendt is critical of modern politics because of the elevation of thel/

laboring process to public status, to a position of primacy over work and action.
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With an explicit reference to Marx, she argues that labor's rise to prominence is
traceable to its enormous producnvxty beyond the pointinecessary for the Iaborcr 'S
subsistence. Such a surplus secures even the hfe processes of those who are not
directly involved in the activity of labor itself: "[T/he labor of some suffices for
the life of all."7 We might expect Arendt to welcome this, since in order to
participate in the publié realm one mrust be libérated from the bodily pain of toil in
the service of necessity. Howe\fer, Arendt considers the modern means of
production a threat to fhe conditions required for a genuine politics. She argues
that man is not in‘ fact liberated from the private realm by _the enormous

productivity generated by the modern ‘animal laborans. Modern society, by

becoming a "laboring", ‘or "consumer", soﬁiety, has capitulated to the futility of
labor and reduced life to "productive slavery".8 Man's appa?ent triumph over
necessity has intensified necessity's hold on man and has as well created the
possibility of ‘greateg social and political conflict:” But Arendt asserts this rather
than demonstrates it, and [ fail to see how the apparent triumph over necessity has
really intensified necessity's hold on man. ' And she thus concedes that the key to
human freedom is not in the elimination of necessity but in its rational mastery.
She argues:

Man cannot be free if he does not know that he is subject to necessity

because his freedom is a.lways won in his never wholly successful attempts

to liberate himself from necessity. ?
But what is rne.ént, then, by mastery of ‘necessity? How does Arendt's laborer

overcome necessity and enter into the publit realm? We shall now examine her

notion of work to find an answer to this questi%n.
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Unlike labor, whose products are immediately consumed by th‘e‘ﬁ\{ihg
process, wqudf:._m_é‘i’p- features are durability and permanence of the products. In
conng_ctiogv‘wifh“the general conditions of natality and mortality, .work and its
f1:;{'76.5<':I£x':1:s’ béstow _a permanence and some durability on the fuﬁle and fléeti'ng
quality of life. Th;s does not mean that the products of work last forever. Théy
just enjoy a relétively permanent existence. They last %ong’é?’than the/products of

laber, but they, too, ultimately disappear:

The life process which permeates our whole being invades it, (the human
artifact) too, and if we do not use the things of the world, they also will
eventually decay, return into the over-all natural process from which they
were drawn and against which they were erected. If left to itself or
discarded from the human world, the chair will again become wood,-and
the wood will decay and return to the soil from which the tree sprang
before it was cut off to become the matenal upon which to work and with
which to build. 10

To-dgmonstrate the durat_gi;iity and permanence'of the products of work, she refers

- to works of art. They have an outstanding perrrianen;e and durability. They

withstand the corroding effects of nature be;ause they are not Lx;s;d like other tools

that are the products of work. Their durability is of a higher order for they can

attain a permanence through;mt the ages. The stability of the worlé becomes

tr‘a-l:x;p‘)—arent in the perr'l'uanence of' the work of ,art.‘ It is a premonition of
4

immortality, "not the immortality of the soul or of life but of sométhing immortal

achieved by mortal hands". 1}

[

This durability and' permanence is also characteristic of the tools used by
laborers. These tools make the l‘aborer's burden less difficult, but they do not do
away with the burden altogether. Though Arendt may be oversta;cing her own case,
she does claim that the laborer overcomes his predicament with the help of the

worker, who introduces tools to build a world. She argues
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that the animal laborans could be redeemed from its predicament of
imprisonment in the ever-recurring cycle of the life process, of being
forever subject to the necessity of labor and consumption, only through
the mobilization of another human capacity, the capacity' for making,
fabricating, and producing of homo faber, who as a toolmaster not only
eases the pain and troubles of Jaboring but erects a world of durability.12

It is clear that work, as Arendt understands it, is -the way by which mortals become

redeemed from the predicament of labor.

The activity of labor, as we saw, is geared to necessity, whereas the

"\’activity of work invelves an element of freedom. The worker has far more

« h 4

freedom than the laborer in choosing means and ends. Moreover, the worker is free

to undo what he has done. He is free to destroy what he has made.

Another important idea resulting from her conception™®f work is that
products of work bestow some meaning on human existence, without which maﬁ‘s
existe-n;:e-would not be d';stinguished from that of lower animals. However, Arendt
realizes that the very tools and instrumnents, together with the network of means-
end relations that help the worker bestow meaning on human labor also create
problems. For the worker is not totally out of its %@ic&ment. He c.:annot truly
find meaning because meaning is permanént and worl:;roduces an infinite regress
of means and ends. He makes the tools as the means towards a certain end, which
in turn becomes a means to another end, and so on. In Arendt's view, the means-
enc??chain never terminates. For example, the worker makes a hammer and a chisel
in order to cut stones, which he uses to build a house. His end is the finished house.
But once the house is finished,_it becomes a means to something else. The worker

can break out of the unending means-end chain only by establishing himself as an

—
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end in himself. He "has to turn away from the objective world of:é;se'things and

e

fall back upon the subjectivity of use itself*.13

From the foregoing we can already see why Arendt rejects all forms of

utilitarianism. She asserts that utilitarianism generates the futility' of a means-end

P

' regress Péju;e it Jacks an ultimate standard. She argues: -

This perplexity, inherent in all consistent utilitarianism, the philosophy of
homo faber par excellence, can be diagnosed theoretically as an innate

" incapacity to understand the distinction between utility and
meaningfulness,” which we express-linguistically by distinguishing between
"in order to" and "for the sake of." Thus the ideal of usefulness

- permeating a society of craftmen . . . is actually no longer a matter of
utility but of meaning. It is "for the sake of" usefulness in general that
homo faber judges and does everything in terms of "in order to." The’
ideal of usefulness itself, like the ideals of other societies,.can no longer
be conceived as something needed in order to have something else; it
simply defies questioning about its own use. . . .The perplexity of
utilitarianism is that it gets caught in the unending chain of means and
ends without ever arriving at some principle which could tify the
category of means and end, that is, of utility itself. The "in order to" has
become the content of the "for the sake of™; in other words, utility
established as meaning generates meaninglessness. 14

Arendt is qﬁite clear on the issue that useden'ess and utility simply can;:ot be the

ultimate standards for human life. The philosophy 6f homo faber does run inato

difficulties in attempting to find an ultimate standard by which to judge -its

a;;'t_ivities; it gets caught in an infgnite regress of rﬁeans;-ends. Arendt, therefcfe, is
critical of the activity of horh"b féber because wherever it dominates, "value"

Stleems to consist solely in the exchange value of -things as commoditiesTl> Thus,

"work" has just as much.ia negative consequence for human activity as does ;'Iabor"

when either is elevéte_d to the highest of human actions. |

- /

Arendt insists that work does not belong to the political realm because it

“is not rooted in the condition of plurality. Contrary to our experience of modern
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factories, she insists that the worker typically makes things in isolation. He does

-~ R

not necessarily need the presence of other's,. He at times enters into 'rel-ationship
with ‘others only by entering the public market place and e‘xc'hanging his products
u;ith others. In Ithis type of relatiohs'hip the.-worker is defined by his prodl‘Jcts, d
whereas for Arendt man should be defined by "words. and deeds". The market‘ is a
realm of politics that is merely "useful", that serves énly the ends of peace and
security. This is not genuine bglitics, which is manifgstqd only when the actor
freely speaks and gcts in the public realm. UE&: work, aqion is rooted in the

condition of plurélity. R ‘ Y

. Arendt's discussion of wagks of art provides a bridge to her delineation of
action as distinct from labo'_r and v./foz:k She characterizes works of art as the most
intensely worldly of ail things.lsf These\works adorn the world through generations
“and endow men with a home in the world. Their ﬁource is the human capacity for
thought. Their creation reflects the clear beginnifig and end in the thought and the

objectification of artist. ) g

"~ The role of thought in artistic ¢reation has prompted sﬁme modern
theorists to regard the work of art as as bjective expression cﬁ the artist's
personality or emotions. Reacting against this modern theory, Arendt responds
that the appearance ot the aft work, and not its creator, is the aim ot the artistic
process. The creation of objects of utility and beauty reé;ﬂires the initiative of‘ th\e\

" artisan and artist, but aims at the appearance of the worldly object itself. Arendt

—

—

. holds that only action and speech reveal the identities of personal actors.-

——

()'/)
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Moreover, Arendt admits that speech and action are as futile as labor in
© that they leave no prodLict after they are finished. They only lez;ve th'e appearance
ot the personal agent himself/herself. Only the o}:jecti.ﬁed expressions of artists,.
poets, historiographers—the various examples of l'.tonf:-o faber in his highest capacity
-—-Can preserve the\ stories of the actors. Without homo fabér, the;story .er;acted

and told by acting and speaking fnen would notsirvive at all.

We now see why Arendt holds that labor and work do not belong to the
realm of freedom: From her discussion it cannot be sdld that she disdains
repefitive toll or that she does nbt see the ne.cessity‘ for life-sustaining activities.
What she objects to is the fact that life-cycles are so'metimes seen as the S_Ul';l total
- of life instead gf necessiﬁes that are prerequisites for freedom. In the modern
age, Iabor has. become the only meaningful hur-n-e&n capacity. Even work has
ultimately given way to labor. The products of work are consumed at such a fast
rate that the relative durabxllty of work becomes transformed into the consumption
of the labor process. The modern obsession with maintaining life (necessity) tends

to reduce the sphere of concern for public freedom.

rd

)

»>

Labor and work both take place in the "'privage,zealm" of e:cisthénce For
Arendt, as n was in Hellenic thought, only 2 man who abandons labor and work in
order to engage m?wpubhc realms can -Q'operly be called human. Otherwxse he 'is
merely lanoth_er of nature's creatures. £ ;ﬁ'lan must also abandon labor and work in

orde; to be free to contempiate for the purpose of acting. Neither animal laborans

nor homo faber have any freedom to act: "/{Jhe spare time Sf the animal laborans

: ,
is never spent in anything but consumption, and the more time left to him, the
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‘greedier and more craving his appetites".17 Freedom can only be enjoyed by those

‘who abandon labor and work.

Socio~economic Factors

Arendt rules out economic matters from the public realm. For hér.htvhcse"
’ >

" matters, like labor and work, are pre-political because of the connection to the

process of life. St;e is critical of the modern "society" that makes possible the
display ot the socio-economic concern in the public. She concludes that the public
realm has withered away because it has been superseded by the private, politics has
given way to econc?mics, so that what is no,w,) left is a bunch of "private activities
displayed in ti1e open".18 In this way, freedom is s_ubmerged by necessity. Politics,

according to Arendt, should be about public matters.
. S~

Here, al‘so, Arendt follows the ancient Greeks in their distinction between
the public life and the household concerns. Economics belonged in the household,
and, ;like all activities within the household, it was concerned with maintenénc:e of
life. As such it was an activity of necessity rather t.han of freedom. This is'é
reason why Arendt proposes a conception of politics devoid of economic concern.
Free political life, both ttaditionally and in Arendt's ;fiew, presupposes the prior
mastering of economic necessity; politics was precisely the realm from which
"everything mérely necessary or Liseful" was "strictly excluded", where "no activity
that served onI}.f‘ the purpose of making a living or sustaining only the life process,

was permitted to enter".1?
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Thus, anyone who performed household activities was regarded as.uniree.’
His endless physncal labor and the pressure of physical need robbed him of the time |
to think and induige in the high-minded life of free people. His urgent need was
food rather freedom, which he. definitely did not have. Since .his tastes were .
circumscribed by physzcal needs, happmess deriving from the sansfactxon of his
needs was his prime-goal, rather thar-u honor. His life by its very nature lacked the
' pursuit of public excellence. Being driven by needs of his body he was not in a good
position to make genuine moral and political choices.20 Even if he were allowed to
participate in the polis, his concern for the essentials of lifé woulld still haunt him
and force him to change "politics" into the "accomplishment of mere physical
welfare". For this reason Arendt states that such & person should not be allowed to
intrude into the life of politics. She considers such a person a slave "imprisoned in
the privacy of his own body, caught in the fulfillment of needs in which nobody can
fully communicate".21 Thus,'labo; demoralizes and n:1utes; it has a biotogical but

not a political 8imension.

~ Some commentators are quite shocked by what they consider as Arendt's

harsh indictment of the animal laborans.22 They think Arendt unjustly condemns

the laborers and labor unions, which play the significant role in politics-and in
building a better world, as "worldless"23 and "herdlike".2% They also claim that she
contradicts herself by thinking that the' exclusion of laborers from politics would
make the world truly political and by assertih.g that "the use of servants" is
indispensable for the life of the public realm while on the other hand praising the
working class as leading the u'ray in iny_entiné new forms of political action and

~ discovering the joys of public freedom.~



_~— - NON-POLITICAL ISSUES AND THE PUBLIC SPHERE 109
Hox#ever, Arendt does not contradict herself. Her indictment of animal
laborans is the indictment of an activity, a human condition or a relationship to the
world, but not of workers and laborers as human beings. Arendt is here reiérring to
.a "world whose chief values are dictated by labor, i.e., where all human activities
have been transformed-into laboring".25> Therefore, she is not saying that the
exclﬁsion of laborers from politics would make the world truly hu}nan. She just
means that persons in their role as laborers, that is, the concerns' of laborers qua
~ laborers, should be excluded. She only accuses the modern age of surrendering
freedom to necessity by bringing economic issues into politics.
Of course, at times it appears as if'Arer{dt claims that since labor mutes,
laborers lose one of the essential cha\._racteristics of human beings--speech.
Men can very well live without laboring, they can force others to labor for
them, and they can very well decide merely to use and enjoy the world of
things without themselves adding a single useful object to it; the life of an
exploiter or slaveholder and the life of a parasite may be unjust, but they
certainty are human. A life without speech and without action, on the
other hand—and this is the only way of life that in earnest has renounced
all appearance and all vanity in the biblical sense of the world—is literally

dead to the world; it has ceased to be a human life because it is no longer
lived among men.2 o .

But what Arendt really affirms is that withoﬁt action alnd speech, mere life can
easily be elevated to the highest good; s:tnd that in the modern age, laboring, which
sustains that life, has in fact become the dominant activity. What justifies human
life for Arendt is that which defies and transcends the mortality of individual life
and the natural cyclical processes that surround it. For héf‘, freedom can only be
fully enjoyed in a true public realm, not in a "world whose chief values are dictated

<. s

by labor".
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L l 2
Arendt's argument, that once economic matters enter the public: sphere-
pol.itical freedom is destroyed, is based on her view of the e.ver-expandin'g social
realm. What she sees as the rise of the social realm 15 the destruction of the

politics by consumerism. For her, this puts animal laborans and homo faber in a

position of dominance. She attacks Marx directly as a symbol of the destruction of
the Western politics. She argues that Marx exaggerated the importance of labor

and made it the highest human activity.

We pointed out in the preceding chapter that Arendt failed to perceive

the crucial distinction Marx made between animal laborans and homo faber and

_ : ) .
that her concept of labor is different from Marx's? Rather than champgoning

animal laborans, Marx believed in the power of _mMs homo faber. Work,
according to him, should take the place once occupied by thosg who participatéd in
tf)e polis. This was the revolution of labor, and?Me regarded it as a supreme
political act. Marx directed his challenge against the classical conception of.
politics, which requires that the many labor to furnish the materal conditions to
enable the few to engage in politi‘cal action.’ N_iarx could not accept the fact that -
the largest class of contributors (thé broletariat) had no rightful claim to the
civilized advantagés that political socie\‘y makes possible. Arendt, on the other
hand, sees the participation of workers and laborers in the public realm as the
"withering away" of the political realm and as the triumph of the social realm,
which has in a relatively short time "transformed all modern communities into

v

societies of laborers and jobholders" by allowing activities that by their nature are

private to assume public signif'icang:é.
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For Arendt, the French Revolution is a good example of what_héppens
when the multitude of the pobr and g_&pressed, traditionally excluded from the
public realm, begi\:i to "doubt that po'ver.tﬁr is inherent in the human condition” and
to regard thei.f'lneeds as a political iss_ue.27 The bursting of the poor into the public
realm and their introducing into politics the very elements of physical appetite, of
-economic necessity,' destroyed the French I:'ievoll.rtion and disenabled it from
founding poli‘.dcal freedom. The failure of the French Revolution af_f_inned Arendt's
claim that the goal of revolution should never be the elimination of ecgnomic'
injustice or liberation of people from poverty. Such matters she regards as "social”
problems. So, for Arendt, all the issues of want and hunger are not political
problems and cannot be solved by political means. They should be solved in the
privaté realm where they belong. |
In addition to denouncing the French Revolution as a means to achieve

political freedom, she categorically states: |

Nothing, we n-ﬁght séy today, could be more obsolete than to attémpt to

liberate mankind from poverty by political means; nothing could be more

futile and more dangerous. 7
If, then, mankind cannot be liberated from poverty by pﬁlitical means, Arendt
indirectly ad;'nits the uséz of either pre-political or mpblitical méars as a necessary
instrument for the achievement- of the political freedom, for one has to be
Hbérated from poverty before one-can énjey political freedom. The di;tinction
between what for Arendt falls into the public and what into the private do;nain'
does not appl); in the way it once did in modern life. Hov.;eve:_'”, it is very difficult
to determine what Arendt advocates since sometimes she appea-rs to be saying that

the existence of the pre-political sphere and the usé of pre-political means are

s
™



\

NON-POLITICAL ISSUES AND THE PUBLIC SPHERE 112

unavoidable if individuals are to be allowed to develop differences in character,
which iﬁ a very imporfant element for their appearance in the public realm. At _
other times, however, her remarks suggest that her attitude towards the pre-
political éphere is predominantly. hostilet i—ler sharp distinction bétween_economic

activity and political action’s at times blurred by her admission that
. more than sheer economic activity is involved in exchange and thkat
"economic man", when he makes his appearance on the market, is an
acting being and neither exclusively a producer nor a trader and
barterer.2? :

Her reduction of everything th‘gt bears on the maintenance of life to the "realm of
necessity”” obscures the close connection that exists between politics and

econorics in reality.,

Y
o

However, Arendt insists that economic issues are not pblitical for they
are conducted. according to. different principles from those of politics. The'

management of politics and economic affairs also needs "a different kind of

talent". As Cooper points out, "this does not exclude the possibility that there

would be governmental agencies for handling economic problems".30 But Arendt

wonders wbether

the po!mcal principles of equahty and self—rule can be applied to the
economic sphere as well. I may be that ancient political theory, which
held that economics, since it-was bound up with the necessities of life,
needed the rule of masters to function, was not so wrong after all.

The failure of the councils as political bodies was brecisely in their _éonducting both
politics and economics in the same way. She contends:

The fatal mistake of the councils has always been that they themselves
did not distinguish clearly between participation in public affairs and
administration or management of things in the public interest. In the
form of workers' councils, they have again and again tried to take over -
the management of the factom&s, and all these attempts have ended in
dismal failure.32

I 4
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As we shall see later, the failure to distinguish between the economic and the

political realms is the cause of modern totalitarian regimes, in which freedom is

surrendered to necessity. o iy

. '.;-\._-‘:

She suggests that in Sgder to protect the political realm from being
i suffocated by’the ecdnomic issues, "the expropriation of the masses, which began
wit.h capitalism and.was coﬁtinuled by socialism, must be halted and reversed".33
She assumes that once the masses "regain" sufficient property, they will be free ff)r
political action. In fact, she believes a form of py;ivate property, although property

belorigs to the private realm, is absolutely required if there is to be a meaningful

political realm at all.

Yet Arendt a.ls‘o makes a distinction between the privéte property
essential for entrance into the political realm and the private property that modern
government seeks to maintain. What is néwiv commonly called private propertyis in
reality wealth. This ;[isﬁnction _between private property and wealth prompts
Arendt to argue "that the presentl ‘potentiaily wealthy societies are ironically
becoming increasingly iproperty-lerss. Finding out what she méans will help us
understand why she excludes socio-economic issues from the realm of politics..

Historically (in both ancient Greece and Rome), of all private concerns,
private property had the greatest relevance for the public realm because it served
as the chief condition for admission to the political realm. Arendt asserts:
Originally, property meant no more or less than to I‘cavé one's location in
a particular part of the world and therefore to belong to the body politic,

. .that is, to be head of one of the families which together constituted the
public realm.2% ‘
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Property helped the owners to meet physical necessity. It also offered "the only
reliablé hiding place” from common affairs, a refuge required because a "iife spent
entirely in public, in the presence of . others becomes . . . shallow.35 Private
property was thus a necessary element of primq, which was important for the
. development of certain distinctively huma.r.1 attributes--"the pa.ssiops of the heart,
the thoughts of the mind, the delights of the senses"36 that constisute ti‘ie sphere

of intimacy.

However, at the beginning of thé_ modern age, wﬁen "the emérgence of
society—the rise of house'keeping, its activities, problems, and organizational
devices—from the shadow .interior of the household into the light of the public
sphere" began-to take place, "the private care for private property became a public

. concern". Arendt clai:;ns: |
Society, when it first entered the public realm, assumed the disguise of an
organization of property owners who, instead of claiming access to the
public realm because of their wealth, demanded protection from it for the
accumulation of more wealth.37

" However, whét' is happening in the modern age is that economic security is no more

a prerequisite for entrance into the public realm but has become the goal the

modern government is to achieve for all citizens. The work of the household has
become everyone's concern,' and self-interest has entered the public realm. ‘More
and more individuals demand from government protection and stability for the
accumulation of 'B!’wate wealth. Today it is hard to iy%gine ecgnomi; transactions
* taking place without government intervention at one level or another.38

Wealth, as Arendt thinks of it, bears some relation to property. Wealth,

like property, concerns the means by which- one draws a livelihood. It also has
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political sigﬁiﬁcance because it can make freedom possible by organizing the l:calm
of necessity within walls of the household such that onevan leave it and enter
—-politica.l life. Since public life is .possible "only after the much more urgél% needs
of life itself" are met, to pnc;sscss wealth means "to be master over one's own

necessities of life and therefore potentially to be a free person, free to transcend
his own life and enter the world all have in common®.3? .

On the other ha:md, wealth lacks the durability and stability of property.
It is a continuous flow of material utilities. It is capable of expansion, that is, it
cén be accumulated. It is accumulation lthat lures property owners. _ But, in
antiquity, the property owner who "chose to enlarge his property (wealth) instead
of using it up in leading a political life . . . willingly sacrificed his freedom and
became volunta}ily what the slave was against his own will, a servant “of

ne:c:v;-.ssity"."‘0

Arendt regards the continuous accumulation of property (wealth) as
destructive of property in the prope.r sense. Property is sacrificed to the demands
.of accumulation. 3he attacks modern government for failing to defend property as

such and for encouraging the unhampered pursuit of more property..

Thus far conceived, Arendt's analysis of wealth and property is a
distinction between property as a stable basis for free activity and property as
capital. This distinction simply aff-irms Arendt's assertion that politics is
concerned with freedom rather than with material utilities that belong to the

private realm. Before deciding whether this assertion and distinction is possible in
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practice, we shall exérrgine the last factors that Arendt claims should be excluded
from the realm of freedom.

Force and Violence
Arendt further claims that the introduction of economic issues into the
public realm is a source of force and vioclence, which have no role in the

establishment of political freedom. Her views on the role of force and violence, as

on the character and function of private property, grow out of an

£y

“central elements of the private realm and the nature of labor. In Arendt's view,
force and violence are to be excluded from the public spﬁ_efe because they are
implicit in the performance of the household function.. She concludes that the

slave in antiquity and the worker under capitalism are not free because they are
2

subjected, at least potentially, to the exercise of force by the master or the
market. The master-slave or capitalist-worker relationship implies the condition

of ruling and being ruled, which is necessarily coercive.

/

£

. Arendt agrees that force and violence may be necessary jn-the private
r_-e_:édm because man cannot completely escape the pull of necessity. Given the’

demands of necéssity and the pr:ivate realm,

force and violence ate justified in this sphere because they are the only
means to master necessity—for instance, by ruling over slaves—and
become free. Because all human beings are sub;ect to necessity, they are
entitled to violence towards others; violence is a prepolitical act of
«  liberating oneself from the necessity of life for the freedom of the
. world. . . .To be poor or to be in ill health meant to be subject to physical

necessxtya and to be a slave meant to be subject, in addition, to man~made ~
violence. .
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She sees force and violence as the main instruments of ;ontrol in the | realnwf .
necessity. Sherecognizes that man's relation to physical nature is antagonistic and
that violence does help men to unleash this sublimated force against man.- But this
does not mean that violence becomes political. It is still pre-political because,

pefore he can construct a genuine political realm, man must first master necessity

or somehow extricate himself from it.

Sometimes the use of viclence might be necessary for the mainfcna.ncc of
a state's independence from other states. But, as Francis Wayne Allen remarks,
"this only points up the absénce of politics in inte:national relations".%2 It may be
used in world affairs, but it "cannot be used domestically without undermining
politics altogether™. In domestic affairs, "violence functions as the last ;esort of
power against criminals or rebels . . . that is, again.ét single individuals who, as it
were, refuse to be overpowered by the consensus of the majority".43 This :ort of
violence is just for the maintenance of power, eépecially when those .who act
violéntly refuse to accept the consensus of power.

NI

However, Arendt's rejection of violence’is directed against Machiavelll's
claim that violence is necessary for the new building up of the world; Marx's claim
that violenc'e‘is a necessary part of a society's revolutionary birth péins; Sorel's
claim that violence is essentially creative and therefore the proper mode for
society's producers, the working class, as opposed to society's consumers; and
Sartre's claim that violence is essential to man's creation, in "man recreating

himself*.44 It is from Wrendt's arguments against these justifications of violence
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that we find her notion of violence and force and the reasons why she thinks they

must be excluded from tHe public realm.
“

»

Her rejection of viclence in the political sphere is primarily f/o&nd in her
romantic recémfruction‘o‘f’?hg polis model. Even though she does an tell us how
the government in the polis worked, she tells us that free men, who "were neither
rulers nor ruled, were the core of the polis. Laws an& formal s:t‘ric'tm'es were not
the heart of the polis. In this way Arendt's model for political life is different
from our usua] understanding of politics in which sovereignty and power over others
play 2 major role. Sin::e in the polis each individual acted spontéheously, it was
unheard ot that one person held power by which he ruled others. The existence of
such a power would involve the right to command or to coerce by force or viclence;

/ .
hence, it would be totally incompatible with the polis idea of political freedom.

It is important to recognize that Arendt makes a distinction between

"force™ as coeréion_and "power", which is closely related to authority that

" preserves political freedom. She clearly states that power creates the-stability

necessary fof endurance of the publicrealm. The stréngth of an authentic political

body does not lie in violenc;:, force or coercion; it is based on free agreement

among participants. This consent of the participants is "power":

[PJower corresponds to the R[uman ability not just to act, but to act in
consent. Power is never the property of an individual; it belongs to a
group and remains in’ existence only so long as the group keeps together.

When we say of somebody that he is "in power" we actually refer to his
being empowered by a certain number of-people to act in their name.%3

. . ’ i
L -
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Acting in consent implies some réspect for human freedom. On the other hand,

force can only be exefcised by one side against the 6ther, or as Arendt puts it,

force'is "one against aji".46

Many revolutions, in Arendt's view, failed to establish a realm of freedom
because the leaders did not distinguish between "violence" and "power".47 They

ignbréd people's opinions and kept everybody in a state of perfect obedience and

even sacrificed others "to their 'principles' or to the course of history or to the

_cause of revolution as such".#8 They used force in qrder to realize some goals

rather than rely on the mutual assistance and loyalty of the people. They assumed
that violence would produce power. But power - is always formed by a group of

people who deliberately bind themselves together, and it belongs to this group and

remains in existence only as long as this political group empowers the public space‘

and makes it legitimate.

Revolutions failed whenever revolutionaries acted like tyrants, even
though fyrams have sometimes been "successft;l" in ruling by "blood and iron".
Tyranny_is not power, but its diminution and the breakdown of politics.
Montesquiéu pointed out that tyranny relies not on power but isolation, "on the
i-solati-on of the tyrant fré)m his subjecfs and the isolation of the subjects from each
other through mutual fear and suspicion™.%? This brings Arendt to the following

conclusion:

Tyranny prevents the development of power, not 6n1}: in a particujar
segment of the public realm but in its entirety; it generates, in other
words, importance as, naturally as bodies politic generate power.

]

Tyranny comes into the picture only when power breaks down.
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What is clear from.the above is that, according to Arendt, "power" is

" political whereas vio;;:nce Cglnd for;:e are not.‘&They may appear at the same time

with power. In that case, pox'wer remains the dominant element because it allows
people to think and act together. When power begins to diminish, violence at times
comes into’ play as means of keeping control. But violente hardly leads to a new

space .empowered y the - ople. Thus, violence does not entet the realm of

freedom; it destrdys it. Ther}, "to speak of non-violent power is actually redundant.

b3 >
Violence can destro ; it is utterly incapable of credting it."dl
. -\_,-". T

£

— -

Furthermore, Arendt finds that the mistake -of including violence in the
t -7 .
political realm is the result of considering violence as action.. There has been a.
tendency to equaté violence with action because the beginning of something new

"must be intimately connected with violence. . . ."52 Like action, which is the

. beginning of something new, in the violent exercises of the revolutions we find the

initial " intimations that a new order, a new beginning, is imminent. For
revolutionaries, this new order was a tearing down and building up of the world.

Arendt claims that Machiavelli first intuited the necessity of ‘iolence 'in this
~> : .

_building: * ' ‘ R -

Like' the Romans, Machiavelli and Robespierre felt founding~was the
central political action, the one great deed that established the public-
political- realm_and 'made politics possible; but unlike the Romans, to
whom this was an event of the past, they felt that for this supreme "end”
all' "means", chiefly the means .of violence, were justified. They"
.understood the act of founding entirely in the image of making. <.l s
. .. because of his rediscovery of the foundation experience and his
reinterpretation of it in terms of the justification of (violent) means for a
supreme end, thag Machiavelli may be regarde the ancestor of madern
revolutions. . . 2 ' '
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element during the foundation of Rome.is expressed in the legend of Romulus's

slaying of Remu;.y*_ . N
e
Martin Jay suggests that Arendt accepts violenc_e‘ as a necessary element

in the foundation of a stable society. He argues that Arendt makes qa clear affinity
&i—ween beginnings and 'vio_lence: and he concludes that "such an affinity serves to
' mud&y her distinction between violence and politics . . . and that her distinction
betw@een pc‘allitic.s and violence is le;s than convincing. . . .37 Nonethd/ve;'., Arendt
insists that the.; violent activity, which Machiavelli and Robespierre regard as
necessary for building up the world, is a sheer fabrication and therefore cannot be
includea in the public realm, where only action has a role. She also observes that
the foundation of Rome was not a result of the affinity between beginnings and
viol.enc.e‘: )

It was perhaps because of t-he inner affinity between the arbitrariness

inherent in all beginnings, and human potentialities for crime that the

Romans decided to derive their descendance not from Romulus, who had -
slain Remus, but from Aeneas.” . . | .

Arendt's point here is that p&litics, as an orderly process, is the opposite of violent

upheaval. Violence makes impdssible genuine action and speech. It cannot create
the grounds for endurance of freedom. So, Arendt eliminates violence from the
political realm beéause,‘if isolates those who have’guns ffom those who must follow

the course of the revolution. It isolates the subjects from each other through

-mutual fear a;md suspicion. -
She -also excludes violence from the political realm because it is not the
_ characteristic political relationship among the members of the public realm.

Unlike speech and action, it -is mute; it déstroys the space of ‘freedom between
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persons because it is an attempt to destroy some of the persons themselves. It

cannat reveal who one is. Thus, violence does not enter the realm of freedom; it

destroys.it..
Finally, Arendt excludes violence-from the political realm because of its
instrumental character. Violence is not an end itself but 2 means to some end. It
- A
is instrumental, and it is always done for the sake of something. Arendt argues the
following:
The very substance of violent action is ruled by the means-end category,
whose chief characteristic, if applied to human affairs, has always been
that the end is in danger of being overwhelmed by the means which it
justifies and which are needed to reach it.” :
Violence can never be accepted in the political realm where actions of political
men are never predictable. -
\_“. )
The difficulty we face here is that Arendt does not show us how violence
can be excluded from the political realm. [ do not mean that politics is a-
perpetually violent upheaval as opposed to an orderly process. The problem is that

Arendt does not tell us how this orderly and genuine political situation can ever be

restored once it is destroyed, for example, by the tyrant who substitutes violence

for power. If people rise up against him, Arendt says, they are just a mob who can

only substitute one form of violence for anothelf and never attain true power. She
takes their rebellion as a sheer reflection of social activity rfn:her than pelitical
action. She does not consider them as acting politically since they usually act
without principles_ and since—;t‘éir.uprisingbdoes'hot- spr1r;g from a desire for
freedom but from a condition of oppression, which is similar to that of poverty.

Their activity is ju;t for liberty, that is, liberation from oppression rather than for

{

i
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- freedom. In the same way, She concludes that the French Revolution fa'iled
because the poverty of the masses became a public issue ‘and therefbré introdu;:ed
rage and compassion that led to the demand "for swift and direct action, that is,
for action with means of violence".58 But it is not true, as Gene Sharp remarks,
that the struggle of tﬁe poor "inevitably produces terror. Compassion and rage do
not always lead to violence. And swift direct action can-be nonviolent."59

e | -

hberauon or Freedom?

Arendt distinguishes sharply between “libej-'ation“ and "political freedom".

While for us freedom and ﬁbg_a}tion from oppression is the same thing, Arendt holds
that liberratlon from oppression is just liberty and not freedom. She claims that in
the modern age freedom is wrongly confused with the ending of possibly tyrannous
actions and- is identified with "the more or less free range. of non-polit"lfcal
activities which a given body politic will permit and guarantee to those “'.'ho
constitute it".60 These "non-political activities" are socio-economic and moral
issues. 'i'hese activities'are insufficient and marginal to fre;s:dom, though far from

irrelevant. They render political life, in Arendt’s understanding, sterile.

Political freedom' for Aé‘endt is something positive. It is an opportunity to
participate directly in public discussion and actions of one's political society.‘_‘l'he
actqai content of freedom is'pgrticipation in the public affairs.6] Freedom is not
sirhply a "liberation", that is, the casting off of thé oId tyranny and getting the

civil and non—pohtlcal hbeme.s. The exghteem:h—century revolutions were aimed at

these liberties. They w1shed to claim civil r1ghts that would chmmate any
i . _ ‘
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tyrannous_action. - In Arendt's view, they wished .to liberate people from the
oppressive affairs. The)‘r' als.b wanted freedom in the sense of general participation
in public affairs or general admis;sion to the public realm. Thus, the revplutioﬁary
spirit' has included both the desire Yo liberate and the desire "to build a new house .

where freedom" could dwell.62 is artempt both to end tyranny and to build
~ ’ .

freedom was, in Arendt's view, unprecedented and unequalled. It has not, h_bwever,
always been-successful. In America, this effort reached fruition in the work of the
founding fathers; in France it was killed by the more desperate ambitions of the

Jacobins.

-

It is mainly in her rea.soﬁs why the Ameérican and French revolutions failed

to establish political freedom that we find the differences between "liberation" and

-

the foundation of political freedom. Liberation is the answer to the "social
question", whereas the foundation of freedom is :essentially bound up with the
political realm. Arendt declares:

It'may be a truism to say that liberation and freedom are not the same;
that liberation may be the condition of freedom but by no means leads
automatically to it; that the notion of liberty implied in liberation can
only be negative, and hence, that even the intention of liberating is not
identical with the desire for freedom. Yet if these truisms are frequently
forgotten, it is because liberation has always loomed large and- the
foundaécison of freedom has _always been uncertain,.if not altogether
futile. . N ‘ ’

-+

The very process of conquest of poverty "liberation™ as the basic revolutionary end .

defeats the foundation of political freedom. “The advent of the poor as a political

-

force and poverty as the prime social evil directed the French Revolution's. |
emotions into different channels from political ones: Pride, like one of the
participants in the Greek polis, gave way tc; compé§sion; the desire to be heard il.'l
the .public arena gave way to the desire to alleviate those sufferings of men that

4
L)
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stem from material necessity. Thus, the objective of the French Revolution
became not freedom but happinéss, not creation of public space in which men could

act but the safeguarding of their private welfare.

Arendt holds that compassion and happiness, by theirf\@nature, are not .
political. She affirms that."pity', taken as the spring of _\._rirtue, has proved to
posse.ss a greater capacity for cruelty than cruelty itself".6% In her view, the
public self cannot be happy, nor should it seek after happiness. The happiness she
1s ialking about is the sétisfaction that results from a life lived with some
satisfaction, which results ‘from a life. lived with some measure of pléasdr,e in
family and material things and some measure of certainty.about the ft:tture. This

happiness, liké the "warmth of the hearth", can only be e.xperienced in the privacy

of the homne, not in the public realm. It is also the ideal of animal laborans because

it is intimately associated with the natural "rhythms" of social or bodily life. To
the contrary, the man of action does many things that necessarily cause him to®
suffer from the consequences of his action, for "to do and suffer are like opposite
sides of the same coin®.63 This 1maﬁe of the man of action is a fami'lia‘.r' one in

ancient Greek t.i'agedy.

Liberty is also concerned with socio-economic justice. This type of

justice is the quest for approximate material equality. Thus, it is necessarily tied

-to life and its expanding needs. In this way: the demand for justice is interminable

since the collective needs of men are insatiable.66 Arendt insists that freedom is.
not concerned with'securing juStIce of this kind, evenrif such justice were deemed

10 be a desirable géal. Like the ancient Greeks, Arendt holds that such justice is a

.
.
s
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private "household" affair, which has no business in the public realm. The sphere of
freedom is for the sake of "good" life, whereas the satisfaction of human needs and

wants is not part of the political equation at all.

Another way of looking at the difference between liberation and freedom

is to see it as a question of management against politics in Arendt's sense.

Liberation is an involvement in’quasi-political activities like legislation of laws and -

the administration of legal justicé. Those who are managers or administrators
function in a sphere of life whose principle is necessity; their dut.y and their aim is
to ensure efficient operation within the social realm. Those who are politicians, in
Arendt's sense, are supposéd to operate in the field of human relations. They deal
with people rather than with satisfying wants;.they operate in what Arendt would
consider the realm of freedom.67

Arendt's theory is radically different from the modern view, which
identifies the political and the social, or the political and the, social, or the
political and the moral, or some combinétion of both. Thus, the modern view of
politics does not distinguish between liberation and freedom. Although Arendt's
- conception of. the political is purged of a fair amount of what modern o.pinion would
* attribute fo politics, she does not regard the socio-economic and moral issues
themselves as irrelevant to politics. Therefore,.according to Arendt, ;'liberatiOn"
from material necessity precedes the "foundation of freedom" but is not identical
with it. Even Aristotle recognized material necessity as the origin, though not an
end, of politics. Liberation from necessity was prerequisite for entrance into the

polis. ~ Arendt insists that it is also a necessary condition for the foundation of

19
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freedom in the polis sense.’ Liberation is necessary for those who are in need of

material necessities, but liberation in the sense of socio-economic stability is not

_to be confused with-the foundation of a sphere where public-minded men encounter .

one another—to be more precise, a sphere in which true political freedom is

present. Liberation can occur under monarchical (although not under tyrannical or

despotic) rule, but freedom, in Arendt's view, needs the constitution of a republic.

It is therefore clear that while freedom and liberation from oppression is

the same thing for us, for Arendt, liberation from oppression is J}ust liberty and not

freedom.” Those who try to liberate themselves from oppression are not free:

because they act from necessity. They cannot found and maintain a publicl realm.
On this point Arendt is really béing consistent with what she considers to be an
authentic political ‘actién. Therefore, for her, violence is pre-political and can be

used as coercion in the private realm. It does not belong to the public realm.
Critique

We have just seen that Arendt insists on a split between politics and
economic issues so that true political activity must be free from all economic
intei'-ests or must be devoid of instrumental concerns. She -claims that even
violence must be excluded from ttme political realm becaﬁse it is th.c result of the
introductibn of the economic matters into the public realm. fs_hall then determine
whether Arendt really advocates an absolute sbﬁt between poliiics and economic

concerns as some critics clairi,68 and whether her views are possible in the modern

world.
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. Some critics of Arendt's views on politics and socio-economic concerns
maintain that in asserting the primacy of the political realm Arendt fails to see
how politics is a function of socio-economic forces. They conclude that her sharp
distinction between political and economic concerns is unreal in the modern world.
Jurgen Habermas states this conclusion in these words:
I want only to indicate the curious perspective that Hannah Arendt
adopts: a state which is relieved of the administrative processing of social
problems; a politics which is cleansed of socio-economic issues; an
institutionalization of puble liberty which is independent of the
organization of public wealth; a radical democracy which inhibits its
liberating efficacy just ag the boundaries where political oppression

ceases and social repression begms-tl'us path is unimaginable for ahy
modern society.

Such critics further point out that Arendt's r_elegation of everything that bears on
the mairi'tenance (_Df life to the "realm of necessity" obscures the close connection
that exists between politics and economics in any advanced society. lThey complain
that with one stroke Arendt cuts out most _of the stuff of modern political
discussion and stamps it as the invasion by modern society of poliﬁcs.

o

The critics' main contention is that politics cannot’ be free from socio-
R { ‘
economic concerns. Martin Jay asserts:

Both conceptually and hlstorzcally, her view of politics as performing art-
utterly uncorrupted by extraneous considerations is without foundatmn

However, some agree that at one time in history it was possible to separate politics

from economic concerns. But there is a -consensus that regardless of what
o . TN . .

happened in the polis, our modern’ political situation demands whoever enters the

pohnca.l realm to be somehow involved in the economic affairs. Arendt fails to

- convince her critics that such an mvolvement is totally incompatible with

excellence in words and deeds. George Kateb firmly asserts that economic issues
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show "signs and traces" of real politicl:a-l action.”’l The coﬁmtiﬁvenes or the wish
to excel, which is a characteristic of the economic issues, is also one of the
characteristics of political actibn. In short, Ax:endt's critics regard the
involvement in economic issues as necessary, given the modern age's situation.

-

Like - James T. | Knauer, [ think that this criticism is based on a
misinterpretation of Arendt's position on the relationship between politics and
SOCio-eConomic concerns. Arendt does not view politics as unhampered by socio-
economic concerns but as not determined by them. This is what 1 meant when I
insisted that her point is not that politics is free from these con-cerns but that it
transcends and is not determined by them. This means that, for Arendt, economic
issues are neifher the cause, nor the effect, nor the purpose of politics. What is
suggested here is that the meaning of politics is not fixed by ecoﬁomic concerns;
rather, it is tied up with t.he principle manifested in politics itself. What these
critics fail to understand is that Arendt's contention is not that politics must be
devoid of tt'ue soéio—economi; issues, but that it cannot be defined in terms of
them. Its meaning cannot be explained in terms of socio-economic matters. For
example, it would be mié;ing what politics is to ¢laim that it is essentially for fair

distribution of wealth.

. Arendt does not- advocate the absolute purity of the politiCal.Q,—Sﬂhe is
aware that‘ today it is quite hard to imagine economic transactions taking place
without government intervention at one level or another or to find a government
that is 'not involved in both economic and political matters. She wants to remind

the modern world that the essence of politics is the foundation of freedom and not
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the settlement of socio-economic issues. She makes a sharp distinction between

politics and socio-economic concerns in order to show us their relevant differences
and also to help us locate ourselves in history, since this distinction is-based on an

analysis of history. All her favorite models involve pre-industrial conditions.

If Arendt's intention is to show us how we can apply the sharp distinction
between political and economic issues in our modern age's situation, she definitely

fails to do so. ‘She never adequately comes to terms with the realities ‘of our

modern large-scale economic development. The polis model does not accommodate

that great variety of possible modes of economic organizations and their different
political implicatior;s. Her emphasis on the negétive’ impact of economic cencerns
on the political realm would also minimize the importance of certain modes of
economic organization. In short, it i.s quite difficult'to apply a strict separation of

~

politics and economics to concrete political decisions in the modern age. It is also

" too much to claim that politics has nothing to do with economic issues such as the

distribution of wealth. Arendt's sharp distinction between politics and the issues
that belong to the private realm serves to remind us of the autonomy of politics.
She affirms that the strictness of this division enables one to understand the

rationale behind the primacy of politics.

ey



NON-POLITICAL ISSUES AND THE PUBLIC SPHERE 131

NOTES

_) The Human Condition, p. 140. ©~ -

2 Arendt's division of these two realms is analogous to Kant's dualistic
separation of the noumena and the phenomena.

3 The Human Condition, p. 80.

£

Ibid., p. 80-84.

wn

- Ibid., pp- 112.

[+a]

Ibid., p. 58.

|

Ibid., p. 88.

00

Ibid., p- 106. . .
N Ihid., p. 121. o

10 Ibid., pp. 136-37.

11 Ibid., p. 168.

12 Ibid., p- 236.

13 Ibid., p. 155.

14 Ibid., p. 154

15 Ibid., pp- 163-64.

16 Ibid., p- 167.

17 Ibid., p- 115.

18 Ibid. - R

19 Ibide, pp. 25, 29, 34. -

20 On Revolutiony p. 54.

21 The Human Condition, p. 102.

. 22 Margaret Canovan and George Kateb. N

23 The Human Condition, p. 102.




. NON-POLITICAL ISSUES AND THE PUBLIC SPHERE 132

24 Ibid., pp. 190-99.

25 The Origins of Totalitarianism, p. 475.

26 The Human Condition, p. 176.

27 On Revolution, p. 54.
28 Ibid., p. 110. |
29 The Human Condition, p. 185.

30 Leroy A. Cooper, "Hannah Arendt's Political Philosophy: An
Interpretation”, Review of Politics 38 (April 1976), 174.

31 The Origins of Totalitarianism, p. 198.

32 On Revolution, pp. 277-78.

33 This idea is clearly expressed in her interview found in Crisis of the
Republic (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovitch, Inc., 1972).

‘34 The Human Condition, p. 613 the sa.me idea is found in On Revolution,
p. 180. . .

a

35 Ibid., p. 71.

36 Ibid., p. 50.

37 Ibid,, p. 68.

38 Ibid., pp."31, 43, -

39 Ibid., p. 65.

40 Ibid.

41 Ibid., p. 31.- ‘

42 Wayne Francis Alien, The Concept of Authority in the Thought of

Hannah Arendt, unpublished dissertation {(University of California, Riverside, 1979),
-Pp. 38 ’

43 On Violence, pp. 50-51. ~—

. 44 Elisabeth Young-Bruehl, Hannah Arendt: For Love of the World (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1982), p. 414,

45 On V—iolence, p. 44, \



~ Nowmcm.'lssuas AND THE PUBLIC SPHERE 133

|

46 Hannah Arendt, in Hannah Arendt: The Recovery of the Public World,
ed. Melvyn A. Hill {New York: ST Martin's Press, [979), p..332.

N
47 On Revolution, p. 134,

48 Ibid., p. 85."

- 49 On Violence, p. 41. A . \\ '
’ 50 The Human Condition, p. 202. | - R

51 On Violence, p. 56.

52 On Re‘volution, p. 10.

53 Between Past and F/émre, p- 73..
~

54 On Revolution, p. 10.

55 Martin Jay, "Hannah Arendt: Opposing Views", Partisan Review 45/3
(October 1978), 360. -

56 On Revolution, p. 210.

»
57 On Violence, p. 4. R T
' : .‘_’ \-\./ ~

58 On Revolution, p. 82.

59 Gene Sharp, Social Power and Political Freedom (Boston: Porter
Sargent Publishers, Inc., 1980), p. 148. :

60 On Revolution, p. 22.

61 Ibid., p. 25.
62 lbid., p. 28.
63 Ibid., p. 22.
64 Ibid., p. 136.

65 The Human Condition, p. 169. ..

- 66 1Ibid., pp. 292-94.

67 On Revolution, p. 270.

_ 68 The outstanding critics of Hannah Arendt on this issue are Kirk
Thompson. . "Constitutional Theory and Political Action", Journal of Politics 31
(1969), pp. 655-81; Jurgen Habermas,-h"Hannah Arendt's Communications Concept

[}
"~ T



' NON-POLITICAL ISSUES AND THE PUBLIC SPHERE 134

of Power", Social Research 44, 3-24; Martin Jay, "Hannah Arendt: Opposing Views",§
Partisan Review 45/3 {October 1978}, 348-67.

69 Habermas, p. 15.
70 Jay, p. 363.

71 George Kateb, "Arendt and Representétive Democracy", Salma

60, 29.




CHAPTER IV
TOTALITARIANISM .. - -
< B

Arendt's concept of totalitarianism arose from her confrontation with the
‘Nazi regime. She also uses this concept to refer to Bolshevism. However, she
insists that totaljtarianism cannot be explained by reference to historical analogies
and precedents "because its very actions constitute a break with all our.
_traditions™.] She regards it as an unprecedented event and as a phenomenon unique -

in the history of the world.

Nonetheless, she thinks that something could be understood about it since
the "road to totalitarian domination leads thrbugh many intermediate stages for
which we can {ind numerous a{halogies and precedents".2 _The Origins of

Totalitarianism is the result of her effort to comprehend’ the event of

totalitarianism. She herself says:
' What I did...was to discover the chief elements of totalitarianism and
to analyse them in historical terms, tracing these elements back in history
as far as I deemed proper and necessary. That is, I did not write a history
of totalitarianism but an analysis in terms of history. . . .3

She also thir}ks it is worthy of study because it affects both individual and political
freedom: .
In other words, the success of totalitarianism is identical with a much

more radical liquidation of freedom as a political and as a human reality
than anything we have ever witnessed before.%

-

ra

Arendt deems this historical phénomenorra p.aradigm"of the destruction of

freedom.” It is important to point out that her notion of the human condition,
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)
freedom and politics grew out of her meditaﬂen on and investigation of
tota]itarianism She realized that the totalitarian regime was the antithesis of the
&h way of life. Although she nowhere cleum‘s that the &h_ is totally opposed to
totahtanamsrn, a careiul reading of her works reveals that for her the @L
represented man at his political best, whl.le totahtaparusm represents him at his

worst. Therefore,ﬁtotahtanamsm cannot be anythmé&t a symbol of the collapse ’
and death of freedbm.

~

; : \
Does the structure of totalitarianism, as Arendt understands it, leave no

room for freedom and individuality? I shall examine whether a totalitarian sphere

is a place ®1 total dominion, where there is neither community of equals as 11_1 the
polis, nor equahity within a .counc‘il ‘as characteristic of -an authoritarian
government. Arendt also regards it as the realm of oblivion, in which no_witnesses
exist toyremember those who have disappeared, in which speecl_'n' a'nd. alt':tion‘ are
meaningless, and in which there is no room for humaﬁ-tgeings tp disclose "who they
are and what they can do". Secondly, I will show that since totalitarianism is
'dominated by an ideology enforced by manipulation and violence, it cannot be the
realm of free exchange of opxmom through persuasion and debate. Finally, T will
demonstrate that Arendt's analysis of totalitarianism is consistent thh het cla1m '

that political freedom can only be experienced in the public realm. ' 4
Totalitarian Organization

A short sketch of what Arendt considers a totalitarian regime will clarify

“why she thinks totalitarianism is a %!estruction of ‘both human and political
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freedom. Arendt compares the totalitarian government's structure to that of an

onion. This type of government is composed of a series of fagades and distortions

of the traditional lines of authority. She describes this image as follows:
" All the extraordinarily manifold parts of ‘the movement: the front
organizations, the various professional societies, the party membership,
the party bureaucracy, the elite formations and police groups, are related ~
.in such a way that each forms the fagade in one direction and the center
in the other, that is, plays the role of normal outside world for one layer
and the role of radical extremism for another.?

Each layer of the onion is/ composed of people who conceal the reality from

LY

themselves by pretending that they have a deeper and more radical insight into the
truth than the more "norn:ta.l“ layer outside it. Al m_eml;;ers of different laycr_s
harbour the false fee'liﬁg that they a.:;e not at all out of touch with reality. For:
Arendt, those closer to 't'he centre actually move ip a world largely dominated by

their own illusions, even though they can conceal this fact from themselves.

!

The leader occupies the centre, a sort of an empty space within which'he
operates. He does not operate from above. Arendt proposes Hitler as the perfect
example of a leader who operates with such a structure. While the idea of a leader

operating from within and not from above might sound like the ideal for a genuine

" political organization, in the totalitarian regime he does not operate in
L .

collaboration with the peop}e. , He isolates himself at the éentre of the onion so
that he alone understands ‘and knows the workings of the 'various .fac;ades and the
principle that keeﬁs them going. He alone acm‘.émd "claims personal responsibi_lity
for everymm or misdeed comrnit?.ed by any member or functionary in his
c;fficial capacity™.6 In this case, he deprives everyone else ;:f the right to act and

to be responsible for his own actions.
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'SEE everyone ,presents a facade, the leader showing one; face to on.é
group of people and different faces to other groups,' the members also showing one
- face to the public. and another in their _private affairs, Arendt concludes that
totalitarianism is a monstrots die. It creates a totally fictitious world in which no
one appears as he or she ts. While the same thing nght .be said about the members -
of the polis, that they show different faces in different spheres (the private and the .“
pubhc spheres), ‘the Greek distinction between private and pubhc life is not.
maintained under the totalitarian regimes. The totalitarian regimes.assimilate ati
aspectﬁ oi- life into the oni'on-like structure so that both private aﬁd public life, as
they were conceived in antiquity, éease to exist. In the %, 'gndividgals appeared
in the public spacé as free agenﬁ, and when they resigned to their private spheres,
they acted like fathers, husbands, and -masters of their households. In the
totaﬁtarian ;egime, people neither ‘appear as free agents in mch t;or masters in
the private realm. No one app_earé as he is; no‘one. appears :?Iviguously: -

Nobody ever experiences a situation in which he has tg’be responsible for
his own actions or can explain the reasons for them.”

In Arendt's view this peculiar onion-like structure ‘of totali_tarianisn.u
negates both authority and freedom. She makes a distinction between dictatorship
and totalitarianism and derqonstratés that, unlike totalitarianism, dictatorship
involves a hierarchical structu;e that presupposes authority and obedience at its
various levels. Within this structure, freedqm may be Iimitec‘l or restrii:';ed, but it

) -

is not abolished. -
According to Arendt, .the totalitarian structure obliterates freedom

because it obscures "the space of appearances". She continuously points out that
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the true pqﬁtical freedom is depeéndent on a political space in which men can speak
and act freely. Any system that prohibits and destroys their freedom of speec'h
cannot be the realm of amhenﬁc political freédorp. Sne of the most impor:camh
elements o;E auther;ti‘c':‘politics is the préservatibn of participants' words and deeds. -'
Thg- political space of the polis made possiblg_ this preservaﬁon of words and deeds

so that they could be remembered as part of the public space. In the @' lis, the

citizens were able to allow the words and deeds ofy];articipa'nts-to come out in

the open and be appreciated in their full sighificance.

Totalitarian regimes do their best to destroy the memory of words and
actiéms and intimidate anybne who tries; to speak the truth in public. Words and
deeds, in the totalitarian state, becdhe meaningles.s since one can no Ic:hger‘ say
what one means, or know that the words one ‘uses are meanihgful to anybody.
People under such’ 'regimes usually prete_nd that everything is all right and quickly

~ try to forget what happened rather than risk their lives by speaking the truth.

eople’s silence ultimately means oblivion. The destruction c;f .r'n'emory is’
the destruction of a maj;u' part of what Arendt considers to be authentic politics.
The political space of the polis was saved and preserved by the poets and the story- f
tellers. Through the gift of tongues they guarar;teed the liv'ing-on-in-memor'yg
the activity of politics, because the organization of the polis was a kind.fof
"organized remembrance®. It is thereforg. clear that, for Arend‘t,. polis and

totalitarianism represent opposite meanings.
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While in totalitarianism the grandeur of the human enterprise is hidden
and destroyed behind the layers of the onion to the-extent that man is reduced to

the futility of a mere animal or natural existence, in the polis, the citizens,

through their words and deeds, were able to come out in the open and be

appreciated in their full significance. To Arendt, free discussion and free action

(that is, free political expression) makes everyti'ling else possible. This possibility
' <

is what Arendt calls freedom. So, the destruction of memory is the destruction of

one of the elements Arendt considers essential for authentic ‘politics. Since the

destruction of memory .is also the destruction of the ability to act and speak

publicly (that is, the destruction of politi‘éal realm), it is, therefore, the destruction

of freedom._

When men lose the ability to communicate, they become more and more

_isolated. Arendt suggests that freedom "as an inner capacity of man is identical

with the capacity to begin, just as freedom as a political reality is identical with a
space of movement between men".3 So, the insulated structure of the totalitarian

regime, by isolating men from one another, destroys the public realm.and political

-

‘freedom.

This isolation of men from one another not only destroys the public person
and the publi¢ space, it also destroys all asgcts of the private persgn; including his
uniqueness and his freedom to act. Man loses. the ability to call attention to
himself and to others and fails to notice the distinctions in their quahnes
Uniqueness signifies that .

only man can express this distinctior! and distinguish himself, and only he
can communicate. himself and not merely something. .. .Speech and
action reveal this unique distinctness. Through them, men distinguish
themselvgs instead of being merely distinct; they are the moﬁes in which

1
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human beings appear to each other, not indeed as physical objects, but qua
men. -

Man needs others to( confirm him. .W,ithout the confirmation of other men,
"man loses trust in himself as the partner of his thoughts and’ that elemeﬁtary
confidence in the world which is necessary to make experience at all".l0 1t is
plurality, according to Arendt, that represents the cpndition of the most human
activities—personal action. We have seen that the polis, where act‘o'rs show
themselves, is inhabited by a plurality of men and is c.onsntuted as a si:ace of
appearances. The plurality of this order' signifies that the actors within are
dee_.-i'ned equal by their participation in this realm but are also unique individuals
who freely and deliberately pursue their own courses of action. The polis

perpetuates a space of appearances, a public realm of actors and spectators who

share a common world, which makes possibie the meaningfulness of human speech

and action.

Totalitarianisrﬁ isolates men from one another. In this way it @emolishes
the plurality of tr:ne public realm that thrives on the words and deeds of unique
persons, who distinguish themselves not just by referenci‘e to their distinct qualities
but by self-reference to the "someone" they are. ln.the totalitarian state, an
individual is lgst. There are no _voice9 from outside to arouse his conscience since
if he is an outsider he only comes into contact with symphizers, and if he is an real
militant he is surround.ed by a world of less extreme party members who represent
"normality" to him. 'I:here is nobody to turn to for guidance. When Pastor Grueber
was asked by ‘the court directly whe_thér he had tried to influence Eichmann, when

asked, "Did you, as a clergyman, try to appeal to his feelings, preach to him and
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tell him that his conduct was contrary to morality?”, he had to answer that he had

not, because "words would have been useless".

Individuals are so atomized by this kind of regime that they suffer from
radical loneliness or radic2! loss of a world. Loneliness is a severe removal of
individuals from the world. It is based on a sense of not belonging to 2 world at all.
It entalls the loss of meaning of a common world. Sometimes it may involve being
in the presence of other men but not sharing a common sense of reality with other
men. This loss vitiates .the entire concept of a world, for a world emerges only
with the faith in one's common sense being shared by others as they move and are
confirmed in the common world. Loneliness, therefore, undermines the coherence
and meaning of existence and disparages one's own integrity as a capable, reliable
individual. It is the personal experience of world-alienatioh. Arendt asserts:

What makes loneliness so unbearable is the loss of one's own self which
can- be realized in solitude, -but confirmed in its identity only by the
trusting and trustworthy company of my equals. In this situation, man
loses trust i himself as the partner of his thoughts and that elementary
confidence in the.world which is necessary to make experience at all.
Self and world, capacity for thought and experience are lost at the same
time. 1! ' '
. What is important here is that, according to Arendt, loneliness, which she regards
as an essential element of totalitarianism, divdrces individuib not necessarily from

sense experience but, with just as significant effects, from experience they can

make sense of.

5

Within this sphefe of the atomized individual, masses of people are made

to feel superfluous in the world, having no réason for their existence. When they

Tare convinced of their own helplessness and unimportance, they devote themselves
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to any organization that gives tﬁem a plahce in the world and a reason for existing.
Into this ambiance of disorie;utation, totalitarianiem appeared wi'c'h its claim to
understand the deeper sxgmﬁcance of the vast mysterious processes and to be able
Vto turn these processes in novel forms on man himself. The central assumption of
totalitarianism was its belief that "everything is possible”.12 This is why Arendt
regards totalitarianism as a lie so monstrous that it leads .to the creation of an
entirely fictitious world. |
= .

The d_ifficu;ty ‘here, however, is that Arendt does not tell us what "reality"
is. She merely distinguishes between attempts to describe factual’ reality, that is‘,
- attempts fb tell the trutl"{, and attemets to distort factual reality, that is, attempts
to né. It is therefore difficult to establish why Arendt thinks that totalitarianism
a:; a "big lie" actually eradicates the vei'y ground required for; the pursuit of
politics., We also do not know what telling the truth il;wolves, ac'cording to Arendt.
We only know that truth is }\eeded for the establishment of a commonly

recognizable world, that is, a "space of appearances™, the realm required for the

conduct of politics. - - y

Ideology and Terror

-

Arendt totally rejects two other features of totalitarianism because of

their failure to a.llow room for freedom or novelty:

[First], an _idéology which, when thought through <ﬁo its logical
conclusions, makes the outrages of totalitarianism inevitable; and second,
the bureaucratization of terror in particular and political power in

general, which gives pohtxcal power an eﬁunency it did not have
before. 13

-
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Arendt emphasizes this point:
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For her, totalitarian ideology supplants‘the need for an inspirational principle of

No ideoldéy which aims at the explanation of all historical events of the
past and at mapping out the course of all events of the future can bear
the unpredictability which springs from the fact that men are creative,

that they can bring forward something so new that nobody ever forsaw -

action within the community.* It stamps out the very bases of human creativity,

freedom.

it.14

-

It also allows no room for the individual to take any initiative in word and deed. A

e

careful analysis of Arendt's notion of ideology will show us clearly why she finds it

unacceptable:

An ideology is quite literally what its name indicates: it is the logic of an
idea. Its subject matter is history, to which the "idea" is applied; the
result of this application is not a body of statements about sornethirg that
is, but the unfolding of a process which is in constant change.” The
ideology treats the course of events as though it followed the same "law"
as the logical exposition of its "idea." Ideoclogies pretend to know the
mysteries of the_whole historical process--the secrets of the past, the
intricacies of the present, the uncertainties of the future--because of the

logic inherent in their respective ideas.1>

This definition is hostile to Arendt's conception of political freedom and man's own

existence. Ideolbgy assaults man's freedom to act. It destroys "“a pri

nciple of

action" from which, in Arendt's scheme of political freedom, the inhdividual takes

direction. One of the principal ways in which Arendt sees political

freedom

destroyed by totalitarianism is through the appropriation of an ideclogy as a

logically consistent explanation for everything that happens. There is an

underlying affinity of ideology with the totalitarian premise that "everything is

possible”.

Arendt argues that ideologies purport to give an adequate explanation of

the meaning of history and the universe:
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For an ideology differs from a simple opinion in that it claims to possess
either the key to history, or the solution for all the "riddles of the
universe," or the intimate knowledge of the hidden universal laws which
are supposed to rule nature and man.16

Ideclogies claim to comprehend the laws of history, and by virtue of this
comprehension, ideological thinking becomes self-sufficient, emancipating one
from the need to perceive reality. In this way,‘ideol)ogies -become instruments of

control. Everything that men do has been preordained: - there is no room.left for

freedom, spontaneity, or creativity.l7 Ideclogies also create their own method of

demonstration, based on the inner consistency or logicality of deduction from a’

. ™~ :
given premise, which compels one to act within an insulated reality. Within this

insulated organization, no inconsistencies presented by reality and facticity are
admitted. According to Arendt, ideologies follow their own "supersense", which
makes no sense or.is above the commion sense with which we ordinarily perceive

reéhiy. ' T

-

In Aren_dt's notion of "ideology", therefore, we have an idea of what she

means when she says that totalitarianism distorts reality. For her, reality in the

totalitarian regime is ordered in accordance with the ideology, even if this means

liquidating large classes of people, for example, the Jews during Hitler's regime.
One of the aspects of ideology is that large numbers of people can be dec_cived into
denyi_rlg_ reality and going along with the most atrocious sorts of crimes. For
Arendt, Eichmann is a'perfect example of a man who was able to work-within the
Nazi ideology without realizix-'\g how.he was harming innocent victims or destroying
all that was best in the :Western tradition. He was totally removed from reality,

for he only knew how to operate successfully within the fagades of the onion-like

<
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structure. He accepted the Nazi distortion of history through ideclogy and could
only see meaning in life through ideology.-

)

Again we find that Arendt condemns totalitarianisrﬁ because.it ruptures
the human structures of real;ty; . Although it is still not clear what ;e‘;lzty is
according to Arendt, politics is its shared ground. Thex:éfore, the destruction of
reality is an assault to both the public structure and the personal structure of
individuality and freedom. ‘What is important here is that ?he notion of reality in

-

Arendt is closély related to that of freedom.

In the same way that Arendt portrays the hostility toward freedom
) evideﬁced by ideclogy, she also portrays t.error as hostile to freedom. Through the
- use of terrér, totalitarianism intends "topmake the world consistent, to prove that
its respe;ti;fe supersense has been right".18 In order to accomplish this and
subordinate reality to ideological proposition, totalitarianism is prepared to use
terror to transform nature and human nature. In totalitarian'ism, terror becomes a
necessary means of reaucing man to a function of those natural procesées that
admit predictability. Terror acknowledges only the beginrﬁng and the end of the
natural process, the individual's physical ‘birt_h and death; otherwise, the individual
is simply recon:structed to serve the greater whole. Only the movement as a whole,
proceeding in accordance with the ideological supersense, is allowed to progress.
In this way, terror is not only directed at the destruction_ of human beings who n;ay :
think independ\éntly and mutually contest the fictitious basis of ideological

supersense; it is basically an attempt to destroy the very bases of human:

creativity. It eliminate® spontaneity and the will to act. For what the principle of

N L
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freedom gives to individual action, the idea of terror gives to totalitarian

regimes--its application marks the destruction of any ability to act in human

o

affairs. -

/_\‘ ~ The apparent arbitrariness of terror has a pﬁrpose to subjugate the

individual even though, like tf‘ﬁindple of freedom, it cannot always know the

consequences of its endeavour: ~

This consistent arbitrariness negates humarn freedom more efficiently
. than any tyranny ever could. One had at least to an enemy of tyranny

In order to be punished by it. Freedom of opiniorj was not abolished for

those who were brave enough to risk their necks. Theoretically, the

choice of opposition remains in totalitarian regimes’ too; but such freedom

is almost invalidated if committing a voluntary act only assures a

"punishment" that everyone else may have to bear anyway.!

- -

Furthermore, terror creates a "novel 'form_ of government” that is op‘poscd
to Arendt's idea of freedom. For her, as prewously mer:nongd, freedom is achieved
in action, and yet that pubhc Iorum-—or "public space o{ appearance" as Arendt
called it--which is necessary as an arena for action, is systematically eliminated
through totalitarian terror. Totalitarian terror breaks down the possibility of
s;peech and cooperation, responses that signify an order stabilized by .law and
encourage action by means of certain inspirational principles. The system of tcr-ror

promotes constant instability, constant movement to undermine any stable order

that might bear witness against its reality. Thus, the totalitarian system of ‘terror

elimirates human plurality by fabricating a form of government that makes uit

possible for the force of n’a’t_‘u?e or of history' to race freely through mankind,

unhindered by any spontaneous human action".20 .
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Arendt cla:ms that totalitarian terror creates a form of ‘government that
is worse even than tyrann}\ She says that under tyranny there is snll some
interpersonal speech_apy cooperation, even if it must often go underground, and
that there is enough of a wor.ld for common sehse-éalcul.atii)ns be'tterest t,d be
ma'dc'a.nd acted upon to some degree. But the %errof of totalitarianism jeopardizes
even these political rernnahts' as rievef before. She argues:

By pressing mé against each other, total terror destroys the i:ace
between them; compared to the condition within its iron band,.even the

-desert of tyranny,-insofar as it is still some kind of space, appears like.a
guarantee of freedom. 21 . (

Under totalitarian terror, men are depfive& not only of pui)lic speech and -
.actibn" Bu_t also of .human digrity .or even utility. They are reduced to a single,
unthinking mass of individuals who just conform to anything that happens. Terror
moves men to unreiflective .obedience.. Whe.ther by act, suspicion, or, ultimately,
arbitrarj_r'_selection_, all individuals -i:lee:;ned as impeding the law and movemeﬁt of
the process are removed.22 Under‘totalitarian terror, .thereforrs, freedom.is
;'eplacéd by the grip .of total domination. Totalitarianism as a.system of total
domination subverts the ground 6f freedom by at_terﬁ-pting to kill the capacity for

action and its source.

Com:i':(:r}'tiiCamps _
v

The full implications of fictitious world of ideology and_terror became
. manifest in the c_bncentration camps, which Arendt designates "the true central
" institution of t'ota'.litarianism"s_o_rgan_iZationél power".23 Only in the soci’% of the

concentration camp is total domination pessible:”
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)
It develops that the society of th'e dying established in-the camps"is the
only form of society in which it is possible to dominate man entirely.2%

Arendt regards the concentration camp as/the apogee of totalitarianism. -

. : e

Arendt points out, however, that despite the systematic efforts of the

Nazis to use the concentration camps as'an instrument of terror, terror actually

-

reached its apex in Soviet Russia. While in both the Nazi concentration camps and
N -

the Russian system to rule the Kulaks terror was used as an instrument to rule
people, terror reached its ultimate height in the hands of the Soviets because of its-
e

- - ' ..—/ - -
apparent arbitrary use. For the Soviets, "arbitrariness of terrof is not even limited

[N

by racial differentiation, while old class categories have long since been discarded,

so that anybody in Russia may suddenly become a victim of the police terror™.25.
. ' ' ! .

—

Nazistr still offered the illustration of ‘terror as an ideological technique. _/
14
Arendt's distinction between the Nazi concentration camps and the Soviet. labor '

camps indicates that her concept of totalitarianism refers most properly to

e

Nazism:

Concentration camps can very aptly be divided .into three types
Sorresponding. to three basic Western conceptlons of a life after death:
Hades, Purgatory, and Hell. To Hades correspond those relatively mild
forms, once popular even in non-totalitarian countries. .. .Purgatory is
represented by the Soviet Union's labor camps, where neglect is combined
with- chaotic forced labor. Hell in the most literal sense was embodied by
those types of camp perfected by the Nazis, in which the whole life was
thoroughly and sgstematically organized with a view to the greatest
possible torment.26 -

For Arendt, the concentration camps'served more than the obvious function of
N systematic extermination. This system was a "typel of non-freedom and non-

worldliness.
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Arendt .ﬁnds no parallels to the life of the concentration camps, even
though the experience of the camps is not tot'ally outside our human experience.
We are aware of similar things from our perverse and malignart’ fantasies.
Nevertheless, it is not easy m. realize that this phantom world has materialized
"into a \.world‘ which is complete with™all sensual data.of reality but lacks that
structure of consequence and responsib_ilf%r without which reality rem.ains for us a
_mass of. incomprehensible data".27 ) Even the reporting of the facts about the
concentration camps does seem 1o bring them oiit of the realm of the "fantastic",
exce-pt for potentially totalita:ian pegple: _

If the propaganda of truth fails to convince the average Philistine
precisely because 1t is too monstrous, it is positively dangerous to those
who know from their own imaginings that they themselves are capable of

doing such things and are therefore perfectly willing to believe in the -
reality of what they have seen.2® -

Arendt emphasizes that concentration camps were purposeless and useless
except from the perspective of totalitarianism. From that perspective it was only

in the concentration camps that the radical possibility of toglitariapi'sm could be

-

fully tested: -
— .
The camps are meant not only to exterminate people and degrade human
"~ peings, but also serve the ghastly experiment of eliminating, under
scientifically controlled conditions, spontaneity itself as an expression of
human vior.

The destr;.:ction in the camps wasv!so'successful that people began to view
themselves as objects,_ not persons. Arendt delineates this success as a calculated
destruction of the individual's juridical, moral, and physical being. Individuals were
so atomized in those camps that resistance for .them bécﬁme morally meaningless

and politically pointless.
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Totalitarian terror achieved its most ‘terrible triumph when it succeeded - -
in- cutting the- moral person off from the individualist escape and in. -
making the decisions of conscience absolutely questionable and equivocal. )
When a man is faged with the alternative of betraying and thus murdering

his friends or of sending his wife and children, for whom he is in every
sense responsible, to their deaths; when even suicide would mean the
immediate murder of his own family--how is he to decide? The

alternative is'no longer between good and evil, but between murder and
murder.30 ] :

In fact, Arendt claims that _the Nazi‘s, through .conditions in the camps, succeeded
in destroying individual personality to the extent that most of the victims had so
far lost the possibility of action that very'few of them ever made any attempt to
resist death.,, Both victims, because of their lack of freedom, ‘and executioners,
because of their enslavement.to the fiction, were stripped of all the traits that

contribute to willful pers‘ons, stripped of the entire wordly context that .could

confirm one 2s a responsible actor:

The extermination camps—where everything was an incident beyond the
control of the victims as well as the oppressors, where those who were -
oppressors today were to become victims tomorrow--created a monstrous
equality without fraternity and without humanity, an equality in which
dogs and cats could have easily partaken, and in which we see as in a
mirror the horrid image of superﬂuousness.B -

Thus, action was nulliﬁed, and .with it the pathos of anonymity developed. For

Arendt, the camps were the fundamental characteristics of totalitarianism: the -

destruction of individual freedom to act, the disdain of reality, the elimination of

the space of appearance, and the ultin:late submission to a will that could not even -

‘be identified. However, Teren/m evidence against this

depiction of the concentr'ationl/\ camps.32. Arendt's omission of any vestige of human
freedom in her analysis of totalitarianism is also striking bg:ausc she has the
evidence of at least one eyewitness account that indicates the presence of human
freedom even within the concentration camp. She is aware of small acts of

resistence in the Buchenwald underground, acts in which the prisoners were

.

v
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sometimes aided by a sympathetic Nazi. Arendt might have omitted this evidence

of human freedom within the concentration camp for the greater purpose of

showing- how totalitarianism was unprecedented. To show how different
totalitarianism was from other fofms of government she had to construct an ideal

type that neglected many significant. "details".

It is -only later that Arendt considers more seriously the evidence of
human freedom within the totalitarian system. She admits that onIy'_the
extraordinary person, at great risk to himself, retains limited freedom in such a
state. She states:

Freedom of opinion was not abolished for those who were brave enough to
risk their necks. Theoretically, the choice of opposition remains in
totalitarian regimes too; but such:freedom is almost invalidated if

committing a voluntary act only assures a "pumshment" that everyone
else may have to bear anyway

Arendt insists that even this limited freedom would be impossible since

through indoctrination and terror individual personality is destroyed; resistence, as

we have seen, becomes meaningless. The problem here is that _Arendt, ‘af'lcer
Insi-sting that the Nazis succeeded in destroying individual personality to the extent
| that most prisoners had lost the possibility of action, then claims that the
possibility of action was never totall/y destroyed. We shall la'}ter see that she
maintains that the Jewish leaders ';nd the victims still had choices and -were

responsible for their actions during the Nazi domination. .

N\
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Totalitarianism and Modesnity

Even though Arendt claims thdt there are no parallels to the life of the
concentration camps, she regards that life as 2 new basis for judging the events of

our time:

Thus the fear of concentration camps and the resulting insights into the
nature of total domination might serve to invalidate all obsolete political
differentiations from right to left and to introduce beside and above them
the politically most important yardstick for judgin% events in our time,
namely whether they serve total domination or not.3

In Arendt's view, the characteristics that are boldly ,p&trayed in the concentration
camps, like the contempt for reality, the lack of freedom and enslavement to
fiction, reflect the experience of the masses in our time. For us this state of

affairs is brought by loneliness. She writes:

Loneliness, the common ground for terror, the essence of totalitarian
government, and for ideology or logicality, the preparation of its
executioners and victims, is closely connected with uprootedness and
superfluousness which have been the curse of modern masses since the
beginning of the industrial revolution and have become acute with the rise
of imperialism at the end of the last century -and the breakdown of
political institutions and social traditions in our own time.33

In the modern world the 'space of appearance between men is subverted and turned
into a world that is neither-real nor recognizable. The individual, forced into a

world of isolation, can only think according to the standards or premises t\at‘ are

established for him.

Arendt strongly asserts that under totalitarianism and present day mass
society the individual is submerged in the vast anonymous process of life itself.” He

no longer acts; he simply behaves: - )

The last stagé‘of the laboring society, the society of- jobholders, demands .
of its members a sheer automatic functioning, as though individual life

Sy
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nad actually been submerged in the overall life process of the species and
the only active decision still required of the individual to let go, so to
speak, to abandon his individuality, the still individually sensed pain and
trouble of living, and acquiesce in a dazed "tranquilized", functional type
of behavior. The trouble with modern theories of behaviorism is not that
they are wrong, but that they could become true, that they actually are
the best possible conceptualization.of certain obvious trends in modern
society. It is quite conceivable that the modern age, which began with
such an unprecedented and promising outburst of human activity, may end
in the deadliest, most sterile passivity history has ever known.
Arendt condemns the terrible simplifications of ideological slogéneering and
‘modern industriali%ed society for threatening the freedom of human spirit. Man
rern'ains man,"with the capacity for responsible action instead of automatic
"behaving". One can behave efficiently within 3 certain system-thinking-and yet

”

fail to act responsibly.

She also claims that the modern masses, like the masses under tot'alit&ian
regxmes, "do not believe 1n anything visible, in the reality of“ch,e‘ir OWnN experience;
they do not trust their eyes and ears but only their imagiﬁatior‘ns,‘which may be
caught by anything that is at once universal and consitstent in itlself".37 Model:n
man is just interested in a system and coherence. He thus fails to. distinguish

between distinctness and uniformity. The feairty is therefore pushed to one side.

The loss of contact with }eality xs also the result of the decline of the
public re‘alm. ‘This implies the loss of freedom. Modern man's entire alienation
from the world is‘the r;sult Qf the modern concom;tant dissolution of cohefence m
tne:_ life of the species, the abolition of identity in tne_life of the individual, and the
attrition of man's ba.s.ic abi{x/ty to think, an ability that is the essence of his nature.
Finally, Arendt points out that the efforts of the modern technology and science to

nexplain all things—the same premise as in totalitarian ideology—are dangers to our
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freedom". She suggests that the modern world can experience freedom only in and

through revolutionary action.

Though Arendt does not cla;im that the modern age cyl.minates necessarily
in the totaiitarian experience, and-thou'gh the latter cannot be explainea by the
elerr;;nts of the rrioderﬁ age, the inadequacies of the modern age offer insight as to
why freedom cannot be found in any system that allows the destruction of the
public realm as totalitarianism does. | Arendt insists that "the success of
totalitarianism is identical with a much more radical liquidati-on of freedom as 'a

politicai and as a human reality than anything we have ever witnessed before".38

Critics
Desp:i,te Arendt's insistence that the "success of totalitarianism is
identical with the destruction of freedom as a political reality”, several writers
have noted that her notion of totalitarianism and political action are not wholly
dissimilar. Others find her notion of totalitarianism so inconsisteﬁt that it fails to
support her claim that totalitarianism is identical with a radical liquidation of
frgedom. Now we have to establish whether totalitérianism, as Arendt sees it,

really destréys political freedom, and whether her analysis of it reveals her notion

" of freed.om. A

George Kateb says that there is a "seeming resemblance between Arendt’s
conception of totalitarianism and her conception of political action".3® He

observes that the Nazis and the Stalinists behafved like the memb;:rs of the polis in
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anc:ier-tt- Greece. They d.id not usé purges and viélence against each other. They
used spee-ch and made an audience -for each other—"if nét public, then not private
or social either".%0 He also claims that since "they did not act out of crass
motives; they 'did not see their _aétion as a means to some delimited goals", their
activity had some little connection to ideal political action.#! Therefore, in
Kateb's view, the ideal political action and totalitarianism bear some likeness to

each other. ‘ ' \

| Along the same lines, Mary J Leddy‘also bfoposes that“?l:le polis and the
concentration camps "are alike in that both are forms of human freedom".42 She
concedes, however, that in the case of the polis, hurhan freedom creates political
freedom: |
In the case of the concentration camp, human freedom destroys political .
freedom, and even human freedom. The eruption of human freedom in

history may initiate either the new political forrn of the council system or
the new political form of totalitarianism.*3

The main argument here is. that, if freedom is originality as Arendt
emphasizes, this capacity may or may not be actualized in political freedom. This
is supported by Arendt herself in her'assertion that

the periods of being free have always been relatively short in the history

of mankind .. .what usually remains intact in the epochs of petrification

and foreordained doom is the capacity of fresdom itself. %
In her essay "Understandmg and Politics”", Arendt consistently affirms that
totalitarianism is orginality. So, like ar{y originality, it is the basis of the
" possibility of new and/or unprecedented political forms. - For her, totalitarianism

. constitutes an unprecedented eévent because it introduces elements foreign to "all

our traditions" of thought and judgments. In her reply to Voegelin she says:

~
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P ‘
What is unprecedented in totalitarianism is not primarily its ideological

content, but the event of totalitarian domination itself. This can be seen .
clearly if we have to admit that the deeds of its considered policies have
exploded our traditional categories of political thought (totalitarian
domination is unlike all forms of tyranny and despotism we know of) and
the standards of our moral judgment (totalitarian crimes are very
inadequately. described as "murder” and totalitarian criminals can hardly
be punished as "murderers").%3

Voegelin doe:i not agree with Arendt that totalitarianism was not evén anticipated.
He thinks that it was th;:-ﬂdirect result of the modern denial' of classical
tra:}scendentalism. For him it represented no more than anothér departure"f?éh
the classical politics. However, he agrees with Arendt on our major point of

concern, that is, on the fact that totalitarian domination totally obliterated

freedom.

For’ Richard Bernstein, "it is the same capacity in man, the capacity to
act and initiate, that gave rise to not only the Greek polis but also the nightmare
" of Twentieth-century totalitarianism".#6 Freedom, novelty and the capacity to
-begin are the essential elements of action itself. Bernstein detects that
totalitarianism and political action are not wholly dissimilar because they share the
elements that are most essential to both activities.

O'Sullivan fervently argues that totalitarianism does not create a
fic¥itious world as a result ot its onion-structure because even the free democratic
community has the same structure:

Reference to the onion structure of such regimes as the device which
ensures their insular, unreal existence does not help since the.various
"Jayers" within the onion, from the moderate front organizations through
to the élite cadres at the centre, are to be found in any democratic
community which faces the problem of getting in the vote....It is not

the onion structure but tight centralized control based upon the leader
principle which distinguishes the totalitarian system of government from
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the structure of liberal’ democratic régimes. Arendt's notion that
totalitarianism creates a world which i; in some sense fictitious seems
indeed to be something of a red herring.*

It may be true that the onion structure that Arendt attributes. to the totalitarian
regimes is also found in the democratic community, but Arendt definitely: insists

r

that such a structure distorts reality in the totalitarian regime.

Margaret Canovan. categorically claims that Arendt's work on
totalifarian_ism is marred by a "serious inconsistency".48 *“Qther comment.ators,
howgver, share Ernst Vollrath's view that "every atterﬁpt to show some
discontinuities in her work is inherently doomed".49 They claim that the polemical
atfads on her work on totalitarianism fail to do justice to her as a philosopher.
Michael Denney sums up their view thus: '

The Origins of Totalitarianism will probably stand as her greatest work
because it is—however pell-mell—an act of astonishing intellectual
courage and moral responsibility, an act not of a professional working in
her field but of a person answering back the great hammer-blows of
Fortune. For this act of intellectual courage she was amply rewarded, for
it opened all the many avenues her thought was later to-take. For us, in-

- quieter though no less ominous times, it should serve as a reminder of
what intellectual activity'is all about.50

I think her c:riticﬁ have a point. It is a fact that Arendt's views on
totalitarianism are at times not clear. After stressing how impossible it is to have -
freedom in the totalitarian regime she seem; to be contradicting herself by saying
that there is still some freedom in thé totalitarian regime. ' This becomes evident
when she deals with the ca.se.of Eichmann in which she makes an effort to present.
the evidence of human freedom_withih a totalitarian state. She asserts that during

their extermination the Jews, rather than participate in their own destruction,

"still had a certain limited freedom of decision of action®.51
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Arendt strongly argues that even under totalitarianism people are never

mere irresponsible functionaries. 52 They are still human beings who should be
asked individually, "Did you, such-and-s‘uch, an individual with name, date, and
place of birth, identifiable and 'therefore not expendable, commit the crime you
stand accused of, and why did you do it?" She claims that answers such as, "If [ had
not done it, somebody else could and would have" or "It was not I as a person who
did it, I had neither the ,\\;ill nor the power to do anything out of my own initiative,
I was a mere cog expendable, everybody in my place w9uld have done it", should be
dismissed as non-sensical excuses. According to Arendt, individuals under-
totalitarianism are responsible for their actions. The responsible indi.vidual'is one

who did the thing in question, or at least whose action or omission made a

substantial causal contribution to it.

—

It is true that there are certain actions no individual can perform in

isolation. Actions like revolution can only be done by an organized group, or even

by random collections of individuals,‘that is, .individuals who have come together at
a particular pla:ce and time not for any common purpose but simply for the pursuit
of their own ends. | Aren'dt seems unaware that in such cases, a group and onlysa
grbup is responsible for organizing itself properly so as to be ca;:)able of taking the
required action. In such cases an individual can rigﬁtly declare, "I did not do it

alone™,

Participation or non-participation in a system is the-core of Arendt's

argument. - She remarks: \ .

Non-participation taken as a legal standard for right and wrong poses
considerable problems precisely with respect to the ' question of
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r&sponsxblhty For the truth of the matter is that only those who
withdrew from public life altogether, who refused political responsibility
of any sort, could avoid becoming implicatéd in crimes; that is, could
avoid legal and moral responsibility.>3 S ..

Participants get involved sometimes because of the power of-;he ideological

' propaganda that hides the truth from them. But sooner or later, often later, they
realize the horror of the regime they have created. Sometimes they participate
not as convinced adherents -of the r?gime but simply as politically -neutral pe.ople.
Sometimes they participate with an intention to‘prevent the worst from happening,

" since there is always a possibility for those who are inside to mitigate things and

helb at least some people. The members of this last group can declare: "We gave _

the devil his due without selling our souls to him, whereas those who did nothing

s;hirked all responsibility and 'thought only of themselves, of the salvation of their

previous souls."” 'l
-~

Arendt is right. One can always choosé eithér té participate or to retife

into the private life. It is xrrespon&ble to refuse to choose altogether. Even those

who choose fo participate because they think that participation would be a lesser

+. evil should not forget that to chooge a lesser evil'is still to choose evil. They

should be aware that while it may be plaus;ible to think fhey are cgopera’ting’ with

an evil system in order to prevent the worse from happening, the evil that takes

plz';:e 15 within their responsibility. They should also realize that sometim-es

nothing worse than the evil they allow could possibly happ%en.._ - |

‘ o R ;

Arendt's contention on thig_§ssue of cooperation is that in a tc&a.litarian_

__/regime any 6rganizé.tion or individual who compromises with the system becomes

immedi.a-ltely ineffectual in opp;asing it and usually ends up helping it. She claims

pun C N

- —
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that if one takes thé first step in cooperating with the totalitarian system, one is
‘soon caught in a web that tighfens with each step of cooperation until it becomes
impossible to break free. To prove this, she raises ;‘:1 very uncomfortable and
sensitive question on the role of the Jewish functipnaries during the "Final
‘Solution": K,/

The Final solution . .. needed the active cooperation of.all Ministries and.
of the whole Civil Service. 4 -

Mere compliance would never have been enough to smooth out all the”
enormous difficulties of an operation that was soon to cover the whole of

' Nazi-occupied and Nazi-allied Eurcpe or to soothe the consciences of the .
. operators. ...

e

—

The cooperation of the civiliah-populatioh as well as other governments
was necessary. In 1944 Eichmann went to Hungary to arrange for the deportation
gi the Jéws to the extermination cémps, and his worst fears concegned the possible
resistance of the Hungarians with- wpich he would have. been unable to_ cope,
because he lacked manpower and also knowledge of local conditior_xs. These fears
proved quite unfounded.’® But the German military officers in Western oc'cupied
countries were "always reluctant to cooperate and to lend their troops to-round up
and seize Jews".57 The 'very sad fact is that the "Final Solution™ also needed the
cooperation a.n'c;.{ assistance of its victims. For the most part it received even that.
Some Jews and non-Jews did re_rfuse to cooperate and did resist; their actions saved
‘many lives, often their own. That d;oes not, however, remove the fact of

| widespread cooperation. Arendt calls this collaboration "undoubtedly tﬁé darkest ——
chapter in the whole dark story". It took different forms; she recounts: -

—

Wherever Jews lived there were recognized Jewish leaders, and ‘this
leadership, almost without exception, cooperated in one way or another,
for one purpose or another, with the Nazis. The whole truth was that if
the Jewish people had really been unorganized and leaderless there would
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have been chaos md plenty of misery, but the total number of vigtims
would hardly haye been between four and a half and six million pepple.8

¢

-

According to Arendt, individual parficipants should be asked a direct .

_question- "Why did you cooperate in the destruction of your own people"" Even”

" the dead if dead men could tell tales /gbuld ngntly be asked: "Why did you allow
yourselves to be slaughtered?" Tﬁe common response to such-questions is to point
out the extreme difficulties of the sxtuatxon that faced the wcnms, both the
dangers of resistance and the numbed state of mind the Nazis had induced in their
victims. The victims. ;vere also completely unprepared, and certainly untrained, for

. conducting resxstance to such a regime and policy. Arendt takes these responses as

a.r;_umems wzth which the pamc:pants ;ustxfxed themselves in their own eyes and in

. those uf others.

It is now clear that Arendt's suggestlon that the Jews should have resisted

or gone “underground" rather than cooperate with a system that kxlled millions of

them is contrary to her malysxs/oz—t-otahtanamsm. In stressing the existence of

'mdwxdual responmbxhty and t'reedom even under totahtanamsm, she ignores the
fact that her very analysis of totahtar;an;sn)\, ‘as a perfect,_powerful system seems
‘to"lead'to an oppogjzé conclusion, rtamely, that an individual can never he held
. resooﬁsible-for anything tltat happe.ns under a tight.system.:‘ Iodividoals can ;only be .

© held responsible for what happens upder contingent systems.

o= . >

-~

=

Arendt agrees that there was no. posmbﬁﬂi%actwe resistance But that
50
there exzsted the possnbxhty of doing nothmg., And in” &der-to‘do nothing, one does .

-not need to be a saint; one only needs to'say: "I am just a simpledew, and [ have

T
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.

-~

né desire to play any other 'rc:?}:" She asserts that these poeple, rather théllr
participate. in <their own extermination, still had ‘a certain limited free;iorn of
decision and of action: '
Thes.e people had still a certain, lim‘ited freedom‘ of decision and of
action. Just as the SS murderers also possessed, as we now know, a

limited choice of alternatives. “They could sdy: "I wish to be relieved of
my murderous duties,” and nothing happened m.>? '

Arendt is here trying to make a distinction between freedom of decision
or thought and freedom of action. Jlﬂ\ccording to her, the Jews still had a choice to
do n'o.thing, not becadse that would have brought them to a different fate, but
because such a decision WOl:Ild have enhanced “their human dignity. The non-
participants, called irresponsible by tl';e %@_orify, ;}ére the only ones who dared
judge by thémst;:lves._ In Arendt's view, their .consci'_'ence did not function in an
automatic awax. T}:l.ey .de-cidedathat it was better to do nothing, not becé.use bg:t_:ter
- things would happen or happened, but because only on that condition could tﬂ;y' -g'o -
on iiving with themselves. They also chose to die when they were forced to
participate because the); were unwilling to live as rnurdc%rer;. AAs we shall see in .
the following chapter, she regards this habit oth oneself, that is, of being
~ engaged in the ’si.l/e:':. dialogue between one é.nd oneself ((which since Soc'rrates and
Plato we have usually cal&gd thinking), as the gssentié.l_resort when one is iacéd
with‘difficult situations in life.- This is especially necessary "under totélitarianisrn, _
where all -tr%f:es of group solidarity, including family‘ties ana memberships in
various ,_assoc:iations, are eliminated. ‘].n&i\fidua.ls sljould. Jdearn - to live with
themselves in 's:l_ch states where all measures are designed to prevent the growth of
any stabiljt; é.nd human :%Fethemess.ﬂr:c line between _doing not_hipg and rebellion
is thin indeed. - - ~ ' -~ |

S
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Arendt's argument. follows from her claim that totalitarian movements

demand unconditional /loyalty and obedience from their members. Those who

participafe in such movements often justify themselves 6n_the moral grounds that '

they are just doing their duty and obeying superior orders. Arendt is aware that
"every orgénization demands obedience to superiors as well as obedience to the
lav.'fs of the l_and; Obedience is a virtue; withc?ut‘it no body politic’ and no other
organizatioff could survive,"60 Buf since 1o ac':ce'pt; passively an unjust system is to
cooperate with that systefn and thereby to become a particibant in its evil, when

‘obedience serves a malevolent cause far from appearing as a virtue it is

—

Arendt ‘denies that theré is such a thing as obedience in political and

moral matters. It is a fundmental mode of thinking .for a great many people that
once they are locked into a subordine;te position in a structure-of authority afjd are
unable to defy the authority of the superior, they attribute« all responsibility to h1m
and pretend*to take a posfitiOn of obedience.  In these matters, one who obeys
actually supports the on-*ganization or the _'agthprity or _the' law that claims

"obedience": . N
: ! ' i _
Even in a strictly bureaucratic oerf??zation, with its fixed hierarchical
order, it would make much mote serSe to look upon the functioning of the
"cogs" and wheels in terms of overall support for a2 common enterprise

tnan in our usual terms of obedience to superiors. If I obey the laws of

the land, I actually suppors.its constitution, as becomes glaringly obvious - __—

in the case of .revolutionists or rebels who disobey because they have
withdrawn this tacit consenj:.sl o T

" So the question addresscd to those who participate in any system and obey

the orders of the superiors should never be why they ob\e_y but why. they suppor-t.

\:-/
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The non-participators in the totalitarian regime are those who refuse to W -

by shﬁnniﬁ—.{he places of responsibility where such support, under the name of

%

oSedlence, is required. But if we still understand totalitarianism on ﬁer terms, not
only pohtxcal resxstanc:e should be impossible but also every moral resistance.
Otherwlse we will have to say that, in Arendt's view, men are not pohr caLly free
under totalitarianism but are still somehow humanly free. This would be a mlstakc -

because Arendt insists that political freedom is a human freedom.

It is in fact not clear how Arendt can still talk of individual freedom while

stressing that totalitarianism as a S)r;tem of total domination subverts the ground
o-f politics by seeking not to control -and direct human _activity but by attempting to
kill the capacit}; for action at its source; .Totalitarianism is org.anized around the
"killing of man's individuality".62 It has the power to render moral 6pposition

ambiguous and wi}fhout significant result. Arendt holds that the impossibility of

—

moral resistance applies not only to minority groups in totalitarian states, denied—_
the rights of citizenship, but also to the nationals of such states. We have noted
- .

her contention that people can be made to carry out the most inhuman projects in

e

the totalitarian regime when they are dehumanized and made to feel superfluous

Now she has to ‘show us how an individual can be held responsible for what he does

’

in a totalitarian state when we know that totalifcariar{ism exists precisely whenever
the state abrogates the rights of the individual and leaves him no f:‘eedom,C; -

. Certainly, Arendt cannot come to this conclusion through her analysis of
/’;ﬁ_ . . “ .
totalitarianism. _ ' . : ~

. -
-— 3

\

Arendts analysis of totalitarianism presents sorne problems. Thc first is

—

that her interest is not primarily hzstonca.l. She foc:usses only on the rnctaphysxcal
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side of totalitariaﬁism, that is, she describes it as "the truly radical nature of evil"
or as "absolute 'evilf' and thus detaches it from any specific historical context. This
‘ would still be all right had she not overstated the case by saying that she gives an

historical account of the elements that crystallized totalitarianism.

~

C ' As Margaret Canovan points out, Arendt's model exhibits features that
were never fully realized in either Germany or Russia or any 1:'01:alitariarr't state:
f ' N \
[FJor instance, it includes both the refinements of total dominatiorrin the -

Nazi concentration camgs and shows trials and false confessions of
Stalinist party members.6 - a L

Nazism and” Stalinism are assumed to’fbe so. alike as to be virtually identical. The

. } a .
only differences she repeatedly refers to are the bases of the ideological appeals—

—

race and socialism—and the flact that Stalin'had to create artificially the atomized
'socigty that had been pregged for Hitler by historifzal drcumstancgs. Otherwise,
Arendt fails to anticipate or allow for the possibility t}hat it may be more useful t6
* think in term’s.of 'm'ore fhan one variant of totalitariahism. Her model cannot
really be extended beyond Nazism. Even -Naz.ism was never such a pg.rpo:jeful

: systérn. | " |
* *Arendt's problem is. to regard | totalit.arianism as 4 thing. in itself, a
concrete.,.universél with a form. and logié of its own. She takes it to be a‘_whole, a‘
system, the parts of which hang together .and are manii_ested in bpfh the Nazi a.ﬁd
Sté{lir’iifst-regimgs. _But totalitarianism does not p-rovide a consistent framework into
which everything appears to {it and.every explanation is given. It still has some

inconsistent elements, and it lédves room for contingency and freedom. It is
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< .
precisely because it is not a whole with parts hanging together that individuals are

il

‘responsible for what they do in such a regime.

. Arendt's interpretation of totalitarianism follows from the use she makes
of ‘the ideas of "xdeoiogy“, "the mass” and "terror". An essential part of her thesis
15 the contention that "the totahtanan movement represented those masses that
were no 1onger wﬂhng to live in any kind of structure, regardless of its nature'. 64
These masses, she wntes, exzst potentially "in every country and form the ma;or:ty.
of those large numbers of neutral, politically indifferent people who never join a

party and hardly “ever go to the pol.ls" 65 The reality is that under Mussohm. thler

and Stalin there were some formerly depmred sections of the population who could
/

believe with, some ;ustxflcanon that their. 1nterests had at long last been served.
Some \;Ang/u:t accepteq.'totahtanamsm in return for security and in order to §aau
‘release from the burden of respoﬁsibility tf.la.t freedom imposes.}iact, it is only
in the years prior to 1930 that the Nazi party could be said to represent pcoplc
with the purehrregular tendencies asg:bed by Arendt to the masses. The rmddle
class that joined the party in 1930 could not be described as "no longer wishing to
live in any kind of structure". What it wanted was an escape.from the“insecurity

'/— - - " y B
brought by the economic crisis and the concomitant fear of proletarianization; its

——

support for Nazism orginated in real economic, social and political needs whxch

P

althou‘gh they produced the material for party propaganda to rpampulate, were not
a pureiy‘ blind hosﬁ'm{toivard all social order.'- The workiné class, on the o;‘her
hand, was predominantly Social Democr-'atic, without any.__u-rge for "the glorifying
myth is.of the fathérlaqq", and contented with’ "sober scepticism".66 It is very

r‘ ’ | ’ . ‘ - +

. -

)
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dif_ﬁcult to know who might or might-not qualify for the superfluous, blind and
dehumanized class of people that Arendt calls "the masses".

-

Another striking feature of Arendt's totalitarianismi is the non-utilitarian

. character of terror. U_n‘like-tﬁe terror of other systems, totalitarian terror is not
understandable in terms of the utilitarian motives or self-interest of the rulers. It
~is explicable only 'as 2 means to the insane, anti-utilitarian and' seifless
"experimental inquiry into what is possible". 67 Nevertheless, the'sheer ubiquity of
terror also dxstmguxshes Arendt's conception of totalitarianism. 'gje instruments of
terror—the secret police and concentration ca:mps—assume pararnount s1gn1hcance
as her theory unfolds. The party, bureaucracy and other instruments of rule derive
- -

their importance  and distinctiveness solely from the ‘terroristic essence of

totalitarianism.

-

Arendt correctly recogn.ces totalitarianism as a presence © geheral

lawlessness, but her emphams on the role of the-party is too great The party never
succeeds to the degree of perfectioﬁ she thinks it does app "‘fng terror and
ideology. Arendt -rightly -recogmzes the role of ideology, and she 1s r:ght in

regardmg terror as used not only to fnghten people into submission, but also to

Lsolate them, leave them enclosed by a wall of "lonehness". But ‘_rerror and -
-~ ' : :
. ideology never work :;is efficiently as sl% seems to imply. It has always been

difficult to us)e terror and ideology. Terror and the purges must be internalized to
the extent that the victim wills his own submission to the system, and in practice k
this  never h_éppens. Ide_oldgy is the means whereby the will of the rulers is made

the will of the masses. _But since according to Arendt ideology is a form of lie, it .
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can never achieve the compiete susceptibility of the populace to totalitarian
hanipulétic;n and mobilization. It is not always true that the adherents lof an
ideology prefer the system to the facts. A totalitarian system is not one in which
« the populace is simply subdued and brainwashed. Arendt says that terror's iron
hand ‘compress&s to mash all men into a mass. Deprived of public speech and
action, people have only ideology to guide them in belief angl behaviour.: The very
pressure of repression, however, is a me\ah'e of. failure in a totalitarian system. I
think it is only when all the people have been rhade to want what they have that
the difference between a totalitarian and a despotic regime is fully manifest. In

other words, the mass totalitarian regime is the one where the penetration of the

egime into the soul of the individual is as complete as it can ever be. Her belief is
ntotalitaripn terror ... is let loose when all organ'ized ‘opposition has died
dowr] and the fotalitarian ruler knows that he has no longer need to the afraiq" 638

This really never happens.

Arendt leaves few loose ends; virtually everything is -traceable to the
initial premise. Unfortunately, her deductions from this premise lead to an.
extremely reductionist th‘eory‘ In t!'1e process, the facts and the great complexity
of the reality she \chooses to call "totalitaffan" are sacrificed to simplicity and .

" consistency. The theory that issues fromd this process does not approximate reality,
even to the degree required-of an ideal type. In short, Arendt seems to succumb to
the pattern of thought she most decries--"the logicality of ideological thinking-“.'

/ . |

.This.awealme_ss'can be attr.ib‘uted o thé fact. that Arendt's notion of

totalitarian regime is as idealized as that of the Greek polis. However, it serves
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the purpose and reveals Arendt's notion of poﬁtieal freedom. While for her the
polis is an existential field in which freedon; was possible, totalitarianism stand;_ in
opposition’a?a\symbol of the death of freedom. In this way we slowly discover
what political freedom is according to Arendt and that it cannot be found in the

totalitarian regime.
Conclusion

We have so far seéri that Arendt regards totalitarianism as a paradigm of

.the destruction of freedormn since, unlike the public sphere in. which freedom
flourishes, it leaves no room for freedom. She observes that the totalitarian form
‘of government, unlike other forms of go.vernrne'nt, is a systematic attempt tob
destroy the existential field in which freedom is possible. Through itsA"eSSential
and unique" elerr{ents, the concentration camps, it destroys th_e space of
appearance in which every participafit's words and deeds rake place and are
rememi)ered. In place of free exchange of opinions through persuation and debate

. It irnpeses -ideologies thar are enforced by manipulation and vielence. It destroys

the meaningfulness of language and traditions and, above all, of the person himself,

both in his privare and public life. It enforces behavior of the people ratl'wer than

permits indiviéu\ ~a.c‘;.ion and thus redbces men to corpse-like "cogs". .In her view,
totalitarianism {5 also a systematic attempt to distort history and to destroy the
possibility of living on in memory after one is- gone. It creates the realm of
oblivion in which no witnesses exist to remember those who have disappeared and

where there is ne room for one to appear before others. While the sphere of

%edom anses in the condition of human plurality and mutual respect of equals,

fl
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* totalitarianism forces the isolation of human beings so that there be neither

community of equals in which there is collective action nor the respectful.

‘treatment of one person by another.

’
-

Since Arendt fails % distinguish between the aim and the achievement of
totalitarianism when she pursues the above insights to their consequences, her

elaboration veers toward regrettable flatness. In spite of the fact, however, that

there is disparity between what Arendt states and the ascertained facts, her

analysis of totalitarianism abounds with brilliant formulations and profound
insights. She correctly remarks that politics is rooted in the human sense of reality

while totalitarianism ruptures the human structures of reality.. Politics is the

shared ground of‘ reality. 'I"otalitarianism assaults the public structure of "normal

reality" and the personal structure of individuality and freedom. rThe nbtion of
reality in.Arendt's thought is’ reiated to that of freedom. Politics affirms and
shapes freedom into independent reality. As we P;ave seen, there is no politics
without the factuality of human freedom, and s'-o freedom is impossible 7outside the

order that politics establishes. Thus, the distortion of reality by totalitarianism is

an elimination of freedom® - -
Certainly, Arendt cannot come to the conclusion that this style of regime

eliminates freedom only through-her analysis of totalitarianism. She comes to this

conclusion through her nouon of "thmkmg“, which is the theme of the next chapter.

- Thejtotalitarian regime is a form of organization tha_t requires the suspension of
E(’%

or&anizations refuse to conform to the given rules and thus refuse to suspend their

-l

ective judgment by its members. But sometimes individuals in such.

&
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reflective judgment. Arent'it- insists that people lose their fréedom ‘Wwhen they
refuse to think what they are doing, that ‘is, when tk;éyr surrender'their own
potentially active reason and unconsc;ously abdicate from reac@s human bemgs
by makmg themselvas mere tools of the state. Arendt's strongest point is ‘not how
totalitarianism affected all who had tied their lives to it--persecutors and
victims--but rather the force of individual human "thoughtlessness" and lack of
-judgment,.which the totalitarian regime, more quickly 'thr;tnﬁany other sort, may.

mold. o R .

ey
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"CHAPTER V
PHILOSOPHICAL FREEDOM

In her works earlier than The Life of the Mind,! espectally in her essay

"What is Freedom?", Arendt opposes freedom of the will to political freedom; or as

she puts it, "freedom as related to politics is not 2 phenomenon ‘Qf the will.2 In _

these works she. is very much concerned to establish- that politics represents the
most authentic expression of freedom, a type of freedom not to be confused with
the 1.nu_'_a_.rd fréedorn to wﬁich man may retreat and still call himself free even when
he is outwardly restricted. This inwérd_type of freedom, which was applauded by
philosophers, is for Arendt "politically irrelevant™.3 Itis concerned with ‘the simple
“l-will", whereas political freedom is not concerned with the internal, the
individual "who", but rather-also with others, "one's peers", in atpublic realm where

laws and other wills create boundaries.

L

- Are philosophical freedom and political freedom as understood by Arendt

two distinct variants of her notion of freedom, or simply two expressions of one

and the same mood? Are they, so to speak, two sides of the same coin, or are they E

entirely different coins? What is the. relation between inner freedom and public

freedom? Arendt, it seems, is fully aware of their distinct generative sources

-,

when she contends that

the phenomenon of freedom does not appear in the realm of thought at
all, that neither freedom nor its opposite is experienced in the dialogue
batween men and myself in the course of which the great philosophic and
metaphysical questions arise, and the great philosophic tradition-. .. has
distorted, instead of clarifying, the very idea of freedom such as it is
given 1n human experience by transposing it from its original field, the
realm of politics and human affairs in general, to an inward domain, the
will, where it would be opeén to selI-insr.vecl:ion.d
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Yet she evidently recoznizes their dose relationship when she d_a:in{s that
without the philosbphica.l and pre-philosophical activities of thinking, willing and
judging, neither politics ror freedom are made real. She asserts that without the

- will no proper notion of {reedom can come ..to light. .
In this chapter I wish to suggest that although Arendt opposes
phil'osophical‘ fré__e;‘iom to political freedom, she definitely regards them as
complementary. To achieve thisI shall first demonstrate that in her viw._;ﬁ!olitical

-

freedom is not to be confused with the inward kind of freedom to whiéh man may

-

retreat and still call himself frgé'evcn'- though its outward manifestation is
restricted by external forces. T])m‘l/ ; s:l\;a.ll indi_cate how, contrary to Rousseau,
Arendt finds in political freedom not .the chai_n§ of the will but freedom of action.
Finally, I shall discuss her repudiation of philosophers' efforts to eliminate
altogether .t”he distinction between fr:eedomjand necessity by remolding our concept
arid practice of freedom in the image of necessity. She finds philosophers to be

_very much at home with the ideas of necessity and stability rather than those of

freedom and contingency.

Irfu:rFreedom

Philosophers from St. Augustine through seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries thinkers like Hobbes and Spinoza have claimed that freedom exists
outside the realm of politics. Arendt traces the birth of our prescntr concept of

. freedom to St. Paul and says that this wa.§ given greater elaboration by Augustine.

So for her it is just a Christian concept of freedom and decidedly non-political. It
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had‘ no expression in either Greek or Roman experience. F9r Augustine
philosophical freedom was founded within the individual in which the dialogue was
established between "me and myself" and was, as a result, outside the intercourse

~
A Y

of other men. N\ '
3

In fact, the appearance of the problem of freedom in Augustine's work

was preceded by "the conscious attempt to divorce the notion of freedom from

politics, to arrive at a formulation through which one may be a slave in"the world

‘and still be free".” Arendt claims that the notion of freedom as an inner freedom,

that is, as the property of "man's own self" independer_mt'df _tpe world and other
men, is élready p.res'ent in the philc;sophy of Epictetus, who v:f'as an emancipated
sla;re. The experience underlying theories of inner freedom is the loss of a place or
home in the world. For those who were excluded from the politicg realm, as was
the case with all slaves, frleedom consisted in the ability of the self to do what no
one could stop him from aoing. The sla\;res claimed that they could still experi;nce
an inwafd freedom, 'which is a permanent and real attribute of the self. This line

of thinking has been promoted by modern thinkers like Bonhoeffer, who claim that

one can still retain one's freedom even when in bondage -to the outside world or

under conditions of dictatorship and tyranny. It is also important to note that most

\% .
schools of existentialism articulate an -identical nqtion of freedom to inner

freedom. Sartre and Heidegger are good examples of those who do not regard

freedom as a worldly or political phenomenon. In Arendt's view, however, the inner

freedom is not freedom at all since it lacks entirely any "interrelationship with the

wérld":G unworldly freedom contradicts the very principle and meaning of freedom.

L J

7T
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This transposition of freedovm from its "original fieid, the realm of politics
and human affairs in general, to 2h inward domain, the will, where it would be open
to self-inspection” for‘:'-\rendt is a sheer distortion of the very idea of freedom.
The reason for pi'lilosophy's distortion is likewise clear: the tradition, of political
philosophy "was founded explicitly in opposition to the bg_l_@g and its :c!:?ti‘t"izenshi‘;;"‘.7
As we have seen earlier, fre&dom according to Arendt is “actually-the reason that
men live 'together in, politica.ll organization".? So the iaea that experience of
freedom is an inner one, an elemént of the dialogue between me and myself,
ind-icates the loss of freedom as a worldly reality in the contemporary era. To
Arendt this fosters the growth ‘of worldlessness, which results from the failure to

experience reality and the failure of theoretical consciousness.

On one hand, Arendt séparates thought and action and insists that there is
an unbridgeable dichotomy between the solitariness of thought and the
communality of action. This dichotomy is crucial to her concept of freedom -
) because 'she believes that freedom is to be found only in communal action in tht;
public realm in what she_;;fers to as "the space of appear.énce“; where dialogue is
among equals. It i.s not to be found in a privaté inward domain, where dialogue is
only between "me én;! myself”. On the other hand, she enlists thought in the
confirmation of the free and unique appearaﬁce of person. She also blames
Eichmann's behaviér, that is, failure to act, on his thoughtlessness. Faced with
what she considered to be Eichm-a-nﬂn's ‘unthinking nature, Arendt wonder; whether

there is something in the thinking activity that helps men to refrain from doing

A N
evil.? Is there any connection between Arendt's notion of “thinking" r‘;‘."d action -
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that is essential for freedom? How then does she relate being with oneself to being

with the others?

Thinking

Arendt refers to thinking as "the soundi¥ss dialogue between me and
myself'. She claims that this is Socrates' idea of the essence of thought. Plato
translated this idea into "conceptual language" and formulated the phrase "to

legein pros eauton /2 dialogue between me and mysel/".10 She is not therefore

claiming any originality in describing "thinking" in this way. She indeed'refers to a
passage of the Theaetetus in which Socrates; describes the process of thinking as a
"discourse that the mind carries on with itself about subject it is considering”. For
Socrates, when the mind is thinking, -it is simply tal}cing to itself, asking questions
and answering them, and saying yes or no. Arendt derives the further-idea, that
this type of dialogue is soundless, from the m‘ﬁﬁere the Eleatic says to
Theaetetus: "Thinking and discourse are the same thing, except that wha:_1_: we call

o

thinking is, precisely, the inward dialogue carried on by the mind with itself

without spoken sound."l1

Arendt accordingly infers that the notion of an inner dialogue, the mind's—

discourse with itself, connotes a "difference in oneness", a phenomenon that is
actualized when the thinking self actualizes the dialogue of the self with the self:
"t is this duality of myself aﬁ_d myself that makes thinking a true activity, in which
I am both the one who asks and wt;o answers.*12 Such actualization of a duality

within consciousness is not just self-consciousness ¢r self-awareness. The duality
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— of 'myself with my?;elf allows me to be with myself and to converse with myself as '

in a dialogue.

To show that thinking is the two-in-one, Arendt again cites from one of
Plato's works, Gorgias, where Socrates tells Callicles_ that it is best to be in
harmony with oneself. He asserts:

. It would be better for me that my lyre or a chorus I directed should be out
!

"

#%  of tune and loud with discord, and that the muititude of men should -

disagree with me rather than the I, being one, should be out of harmony
with myself and contradict me. 3 <

-

An individual appears before others as one, but in thinking he is two in that he can
talk, agree or disagree with himself. Should he disagree with himself, then he

becomes an enemy to himself, and that makes it very difficult for him to live with

4

himself. He has to change his point of view in order to be in harmony with himself.

The inner dlalogue is like a discourse In a court of law. The thinker is both the

]udge and the accused He asks questions and gwes ‘the answers. As in every

chalogue, the thmker is not lonely. He may appear solitary, but he is not without

the company of himself. He is still alone, however, because there is no one from

~ outside to help him, during the thinking process, to see straight or decide.

Arendt further claims that the dialogue ome has with oneself is an
indication that "man exists essentially in the plural”. In fact, the dialogue one has
“in" the public realm with Qne'.s'peers is the ééhtinuation of the internal dialogue
because according to Aristotle a friend is "another self". Arencdt asserts:
What Socrates discovered was that we can have intercourse with

ourselves, as well as with others, and that the two kinds of intercourse are
somehow interrelated. Aristotle, speakmg about friendship, remarked:

B
g

-
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"The friend is another self"—meaning: you can carry on the dial‘orgﬁe of
thought with him just as well &s with yourself. This is still in the Socratic
tl‘adltlclll, except that Socrates would have said: The self, too, is a kind of
friend.

-—

. . . — ’ S
While Atendt's intention here was to describe what friendship-is, we can already
see the relationship she notes between the inward diélogue in the private realm ‘and
the dialogue between equals or friends in the public realm. In this way freedom,
which is experienced through the media of language and speech in the public realm,
can be said to originate from the inner dialogue one has with oneself. The very
activity of thinking encourages an awareness of freedom by undermining the giyéns
of the self. It destroys the givens of one's sequestered self and lifts o.r;e from an

« acquiescence to the ongoing flow of life. Thinking prepares the self for the
conditions of human plurality. It aids in the translation of the self into the form of
appearance, which is tpe same as saying that one creates and Eoﬁﬁrms oneself in
such a way that one is acknowledged by one's fellow spectators. _It fosters an
"enlarged mentality", a willingness to examine experience op a shared and

interchangeable basis with other men.15

A;'endt, however, accepts solitude as necessary for thought. She claims

that when "a man in.aulges in sheer thinking, and no matter on what subject, he

lives completely in the singular, that is, m complete solitude, as thcugh not men -

—but man inhabited- the earth".16 She-had-already explained in The Origins of

Totalitarianism that

[/n solitude ... am "by myself", toget¥er with mys-clf and therefore -
two-in-one. Al thinking, strictly speaking, is done*is solitude and it is a
dialogue between me and myself.17
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It is in solitude tha..t the duality of the-thifker is actualized, so whoever wants to
become ac:mé"_in—xhinking should .deliberately choose sblifuds.- But in solitude ma;'n
cannot appear before others., Héz rniss'es the reality df seeing and being seen, and
he escapes from the public realm into the privacy of the self.

We have seen that fellowship . and discburge between men- in the
commurgﬂ_it'y belongs in the public realm where one appears and lives among one's
peers. The ‘public realm is the realm ‘of freec;lom and action; these are never
possible in the private sphere or in solitude .because tﬁey require co-actors. There
is, therefore, a ieparation between action and thinking that can be said to be a '
distinction between singularity and plut:ality. Plurality represents the basic

condition of action, for in action men f{ind themselves in concert with beings who

are quite like them and yet distinguished from them on the very basic point of

bodily appearance. In order to act one needs a public realm where one can be in
company with one's peers, "hence in an existential situation that effectively

brevents thinking".13

Here we find a paradox in Arendt's thought. On the one hand, she insists,
that thinking is a dialogue \Qith tﬁé self, involving plurality of selves. On the other
hand, she asserts that thinking can‘.r;gg be an action since it is the most solitary
occupation. - This is further complicated by her assertion that ﬁquing is an
activity that surpass-es -a.ction and other activities in intensity. Citing Cato she
claims: A

Never is a man more active than when he does nothing, never is he less

alone than when he is by himself (Numgquam se plus agere quam nihil cum
ageret, numquam minus solum esse quam cum solus esset).l?

\__/ .
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For Arendt, thinking is the essence of man: man is a thinking being, and the ability

to think has alwafs been with him.

But then if thinking, which is based on solitariness, is the essence of man,

how can politics, which is public, be the essence or nature of man? How does "man
exist essentially in the plural"?  Arendt is actually very much troubled by the
withdrawal of the thinker from the world of appearance. Despite her claim that
without th.'mkiné one is no;c fuliy alive, Arendt is also aware that one who withdraws

- —

from the world into solitude, as thinking activity requires, is dead to the world.

Somehow, In Arendt's view, thé contemplative life (vita contemplativa) misses
reality and leads beyond the human condition. Since she holds that the world as our

physical tfomc is also the sphere of political action, that is, the realm of freedom,

—

she charai_cteriz&s thinking as worldless and as\)sugh not essential for political
frced_Om.E: 5 ‘ _/

7 Philosophy has been concerned inter alia with the need for thought to
withdraw Erom reality. As we have seen, thinking requires a- re_tir‘ing into the self,
Into an invisible realm beyond the view of other selves. | It interrupts the
intercourse with others and the world; as Arendt says, thir:lking is "out of order" and
requires a cessation of "normal" activities. It has the power to lift the thinker

" from the world of reality or from the context of space and time into the worldless

sphere.  Arendt asserts that the thinking ego withdraws from the world of

- . >
appearances into the land of invisibles, a land gf the distant, the non-present in
which

it is rather as though the invisible had come forward, as though the .
innurnerable entities making up the world of appearances. . . .

e

< T
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We still recall that Arendt suggests that the sense of reality can only be
- achieved by appearance in a world of similarly appearing spectators. But thinking
" does not appear in the world directly. It is worldless and its major contribution is

' -
the refinement of the inner world.

Arendt, however, thinks that thinking, although confine to the private or
inner domain, is related to {reedom and action, which are expcrlchced in the public
realr;m'. She asserts that it transpires in the medium of speech, which prepares it
for communicability and shareability with others who likewise think and speak.
Through speech, thinking creates a metaphorical link between the inner self and

appearance. Arendt asserts:

Though with its accompanying conceptual language, since it occurs in and
is spoken by a being at home in a world of appearances, stands in need of
metaphors ih order to bridge the gap between a world given to sense

experience and a realm where no such immediate apprehension” of
evidence can ever exist.2l

-

By this she insinuates that the metaphorical capacity resident in speech allows one
to convey meaningfully to others “what goes on in one's mind”, to convey one's own

e F——

perspective on reality so that it can be appropriated by others.

For Arendt, speech enables thinking to disclose manifestly what seemed
invisible and unassimileble to the appearing world.” The satisfactory rendering of
this disclosure requires the elements of thinking to be dependent on the realities of

‘appearance, and it also requires the mind to unfreeze the meaning in what she callg

.“

the frozen analogies of language. In 2 wonderful image she portrays Socrates as E

p— g

standing in the wind of thought, an "invisible efement” whose "nature is to undo, to
g . g ‘ :

—
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unfreeze . .. what 'language, the medium of thinking, has f{rozen into

thought. . . .22 . _
. . . ]
7 She tries to' make a connection between an individual's dialogue with
himself and with others in order to show_that thinki;g is ‘occasioned .when a certain
kind of range of otherness is interiorized. She seems sometimes t:o be saying that
lf one dues not make an appropriate response to others, one is riot really thinking.
T.hi's. ass'urr;ption is quite puzzling because at the outset.of her argument, borrowing
from the Gorgias, she sets the dialogue wit.h oneself over agginst the -dia.lggue with
others or "the multitude”. What Arendt is clear about is that®one's thou‘ghts,

feelings, intimations and beliefs can be translated, through speech, into a form by

N :
which all other participants and ctators can use them as clues to decipher the

meaning of one's action in the publi¢ realm. So thinking is as closely related to

action as it is to speech because one's action "becomes relevant only through the . .
spoken word in which he identifies himself as the actor, announcing what he does,

has done, and intends to do".23

Arendt further connects thinking with action by c':la.imihg that "we n‘n‘:st
think whai we are doing". She contends that if Eichmann had thoughf, he would not
have done evil. She argues that what'*perr}litted him to do great evil was "not
stupidityl but thoughtlessness".2% She asks: 3' -

Cou\l?'the activity of thinking as such, the habit of examining whatever
comes to pass or to attract attention regardless of results and specific
content, could thishactivity be--among the conditions that_make men
abstain from evil or evan actually "coridition” them against it?22

Her observéltion of Eichmann's trial convinced her that Eichmann was banal and

that his banélity was revealed in his lack of thinking. This failure to think was

\
\ —————
~ .
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shown through his repetition of trivial and empty truths. He simply refused to

think, that is, to conduct an inner dialogue with himself about the meanin of‘what
¢ g g

he ﬁd- - . — ' s }.—';’ .

- ’ LI =

- T e -
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~

’\?-The effects of refusing to think are farreaching. "Unthinking men are like

-

slet:;:murall%ers".26 In refusing to think for oneself one does not only come to speak\b

)

-

in clichés or merely to parrot \#ords,_one aiso gives up one's potential fo_r revealing
who one is thr.ough action. Faillure to think reduces one to a state of sheer
behaving, that '15, a statelin which one does not perceive and assess the m_ca.ning‘
and significance of what one is doir;é; Eichmann's failure "to think what he was
doing", for example, put him at the mercy of others who judged what was proper
for him-to do. He tooklthe desires and the orders of the party leadership as a
substitute/f_gr his own judgment. In doing so he placed his judgmcnt:"‘in a.n ever
more passive state and thus approximated the lideal bureaucrat.” - Therefore,
fhinking obliterates the secure adherence to abstract rules and authoritarian
pronoun'cements.and liberates the faculty of judgment, which evaluates each new
phenorﬁenon as a reality with an integrity of its own. Thinking is required to _divert

the habit of obedience from thwarting the meaning of the novel and the u:ﬁqt;e.27

‘ Finally, Arendt thinks that the very a‘étivity of thinking is related to
freedom b'ecause this activity opens a space for freedom. Thinking halts the flow
of life in order to allow for a beginning. In her article "Lying in Politics", she
sh.ows in practical instances how thinking is the source of freedom. In order for
action to take place, Argndt says, thinking must first remove or destroy the

physical limiting factors: =
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Such éhange would be impossible if we could not menta.!ly remove -
ourselves from where we physically are located and imagine that thmgs
might as well be different frog)v)!’a‘t\ they actually are. 28
Thinking}ifts one from the inward domain to the realm of objectivity. It liberates: )
the mind from the given, whether it be the gi\_ren c;f experience or social reality.
By examining every reality that appears to it, thinking'breaks down the ‘hold that
the usual and words have over the mind. This is*%v, rend calls "philesophizing”,
and she daims that "philosomizi:g sou}smﬁé\:—emdom-and creates
the space for unconditioned deeds that would invoke transcendence".29 For her,
. thinking obliterates the secure adherence to abstract rules and authontanan
regulations. It also opens the possxbxlmes for sometfung new to happen. Thus,
thinking can be said to enhance the possibility of freedom by 'its liberation of men
ir-o'm the given ;;articulars to the universals. Against the givenness of rea.liiy the
‘thinker discovers his own finitude and limitations .and above all his potentiality to

begin anew and constitute history in a realm of freedom.

A
-

-

Thmkmg dISl'UP‘tS the continuity of the everyday and casts man back upon

hxmseli where he “discov at a smgular point o:E time. Thus, the

ireedom to being anew and to represent the new becon‘)e lmk:d in Arendt's thought
with the abil}ty to take on that form of meaningfulness that can be redeemed from
the ruin:':, of historical e. This interrelation testifies again to the link between
being and plurality, béiﬁg and the spec't_at_érsrdp of fellow human beings, a relation
of primary focus in our first chapter.‘ Again we see that the notion of beginning

* anew depgnds'on the force of one's appearance in the community of one's fellows.

4
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Using Kafka's“parable of the anonymous hero who is depicted as having
tv?é enemies, one pushir_lg him from behind and the other driving him ba;.-k from
ahead, Arendt shows how the space opened for f're_:edom and the "where" of thinking
are actually phenom‘enarlinked to the emergence of temporality. Kafka's presence

seems to encourage and perpetuate the struggle, yet he still dreams of gaining a

perspective from which he could overlook and judge the éntire spectable. < Like

Kafka, the thinking ego pulls together and holds apart what belongs to the public

and private domain. Thinking allows the pﬁvate and the public to come together.
It also links one's life and plurality, that is, the individual self and the specta{tors?ﬁp

o _
of fellow human beings. Through Kafka's parable, Arendt shows how frefedom to

begin anew and to

past.

As ‘we see, although Arendt firmly claims that inner freedom is

"politically irrelevant" since it cuts off human plurality, at the same time she also

links the "inward domain of consciouspegs” to the human plurality. She connects
th’mking with the realm of-freedom and claims that John Stuart Mill's;pr‘csentation
of inward freedom as an escape from plurality and.a fsfffgt"to an inner self where
no other has ac:cess;r \}as just an attempt to divorce freédom from politics. She

maintains that the decline of political philosophy is its withdrawal to the inner

domain of the mind and its retreat from the world in which men alive. She argues

-that

in spite of the great influence the concept of an inner, nonpolitical
‘freedom has exerted upon the. tradition of thought, it seems safe to say
" that man would know nothing of inner freedom if he had nga first
experienced a condition of being free as a worldly tangible rea&ty.

present the new become linked with the ability to rethink the
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to others. It cannot be the foundation of political freedom.

-

.In her essay "What is Freedom?", Arendt claims that action is free as long

as it is under neither the guidance of the intellect nor the dict_atés of the w_ilf. Jdn
this essay she opposes freedom of the will to political freedom, which latter - -

represents for her the most authentic expression of freedom. -But in The Life of

TherMind, she asserts that without the will no pcoper.notion of freedom can come
1o light. What, in Arendt's view, is the relationship between freedom and the will?
We shall answer this question by exploring Arendt-'s notion of the will and her
analysis.of the views of thinkers whoqhave written about it.

The substance of Arendt's position is that the will is not the basis of

political freedom even though it is the exploiter of contingency and the initiator of> *}

spontaneous, unpredictable, cauéally inexplicable actions. She regards the will as
the "spring of action™. .The difficulty of such a position is quite apparent to her, as
George Kateb remarks: o ”

She knows that the very notion of spontaneous actiorlu', of freedom as free

wil.lj is exceptionally problematic. But unless it is true, freedom is a
lie. - :

..

-~

Arendt holds that the discovery of the faculty of will coincided with that

of human “"inwardness" in early Christianity. She asserts that the notion of the will

began with St. Paul. By this she does not deny that there were some HW

‘For her the mind is not a place for political freedom because it is a:’place excludéd o .

2

»r
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the ancient Greek thought, especially in Aristotle’s idea of proairesis, which
contains his account of how men exercise their faculty of choice. But proairesis or

* liberum arbitrium, as the Romans c.&ed it, is not a'faculty indel:iendent of reason,

-

whereas the will is. Prbairesis is the 'p_rocess c?f choosing means to an end; it is 1;10t
the end itself. Therefore, freedom of will as set forth by Paul and }atcr- given
* greater elaboration by St. Augustine had o expression in either Greek or Roman
+ experience. Such a freedom, if it meant a.nythmg to Greeks, could be found in bios

thcoretxkos, or vita oontemplatwa, 1n which man could reason or withdraw from

the world, hence out of the polis where political freedom could be ex'pcnenced. It
wés only after the decay of the-polis, when it was no longer necessary to look to
politics for one's f{reedom, that freedom of the will was discovcrea.
Arendt does not meaﬁ that the mind acquires "new faculties in the course
' of history", but rather that the will was discovered as a result of so.me changes in
the world, like the decline of the Greek pc;litical world.‘I The »:rill was also
discovered because of some new perspectives, for example, the realization that an
individual's freedom doeﬁ\ot depend only on the elimination of external obstacles
but also on inner conflict that prevents him iro.mqf‘ulﬁlling whatever he wants. The

_inner conflict is ‘experienced when one begins "to doubt the coincidence of the

Thou-shalt and the I-can, when the question arises: are the things that concern only

me within my power?"32

Since Arendt claims that the Greek polis is the paradigm of authentic
freedom, the logical conclusion would be that the will has nothing to do wit

freedom. But she insists that without the will neither politics nor freedom are

-

/
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made real. Without the will one could n‘ot say that one could have not done
something; and this is essential for free acts. The further examination of Arendt's

concept of the will should help us realize how she links it with freedom.

As we h2ve seen abox_ve, in the thinking process there is a dialogue within
the self. The Greeks could not conceive that such a dialogue might result in 2
disagreement of self with self, which the willing faculty could resolve. $t. Paul
recognized the inner struggle between the I-will and J-can that arose when he
wanted to fulfill the law but could not. This'is how he expressed this duality in
thought underlying man's will: "I do not what I want, but I do the very thing I
hate."33 For Paul, who did not philosphize about his experiences, tht?’_discrepancy

between the "l-will" and the “I-can or I-cannot" was a simple conflicy between the

-

spirit and the flesh. In trying to fudill God's law, Paul found that’something within -

him prevented him from doing so. Consequently, no matter how much he wished to
_ obey the law, he would always end up in disobeyi‘r{g it unless he.got divine help. But
- for Arendt the struggle Paul décribed was actually the will turned in ulpon itself,
perpetually challenging itself, creating a "nil" or counter-will to every intended

act.34

By its very nature the will gives rise to a counter-will that is not merely a

negative I-will-not but an active nil. The fact that the will can respond by both

willing and nilling shows that the will is free from itself within itself. It is free

because it can choose either alternative ahd does not remain enslaved by its

choice. It neither wills nor nils completely.
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The will's choice is not the same as the Aristotelian proairesis, which is
just 2 choice of means to best realize a given end. The will's choice involves
choosing and creating the end itself.. 'F_'or‘Arendt this idea isl based on St.
Augustine's' contention that man, be;ing ceated in the image of God, is t:adically
free. Like God the creatdf, man is capable of initiating something entirely new.
Arendt relies on this Augustinian initium, which is related to the condition of
_natality, and on the Kantian "power of .spontanedusly beginning series of successive
things or states".35 She discusses the will as the mental faculty corresponding to

LS

spontaneous freedom.

The will is either an organ of free spontaneity that interrupts all causal
chains of motivation that would bind it or it is nothing but an illusion.>6

This is how Arendt regards the faculty of the will as both the "spring of action" and

the principle of individuation, which endows man with the freedom to initiate

without being coerced in any way by outside forces.

\ .
Arendt, following St. Augustine, is very disappointed with Aquinas

because he gives the intellect primacy over-the will:

The Intellect, which, according to Thomas, is "a passive power", is assured
of its primacy over the will not only because it "presents an object to the
appetite,! and hence is prior to it, but also because it survives the Will,
which is extinguished, as it were, when the object has been attained.37

Aquinas opted for the primacy of the intellect over the will not only because it
survives the will, but also because man's ultimate happiness is to know God by

intellect, and this intellect ultimately ends in céntemplation. i

~
. . -

For Arendt it was Duns Scotus whd put a balance on the notion of the will

by admitting its primacy and its limitations. She acknowledges that the will is not
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omnipotent in actual effectiveness. It cannot change the world or human
inclinations as such, but it is free to accept or reject the world.;s it is given. It
can affirm or negate freely what has already come into existence, but it cannot
revokc‘ ‘choice once it has been executed, or undo deeds. So the will's freedom is
just a mental freedom guaranteeing the individual's independence both from other
men and from the world itself. its power lies in the fact that it cannot be coerced

to will.

She corcludes her work on the will with the discussion of Nietzsche,
Heidegger and Jaspers. She feels that none of them places the will at the centre of
the human faculties. For her this demonstrates her contention that thinkers or
philosophers treat the will in biased way. She holds that even German idealism .
after Kant presents the will in an ambiguous role. In German idealism the will is
not considered as the faculty bestowing freedom of choice but is equated with the
innermost secret of being itself. For her this represents a move from human being
to personific%tion, from the faculties of man to the activities_ of personified

concept. The result of this shift is a world of disembodied spirits working behind

men's backs, a world build out of nostalgia for another world.

The only philosopher she admires is St. Augustine, especially his assertions
that man's beginning is a radical creation and that his will, .his freedom and his

being a verit(ible new beginning collectively make it possible for him to create

-himself anew. She also retains considerable admiration for his elaboration of the

will and the foundation of philosophical freedom. Even then, however, she cannot

accept his concept of the free will as the basis of political freedom because of the

»
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dualism set_up_by the will. In Arendt's view the conflict within the will "to will and
not to will at the same time" renders the will incapable of acting.” This conflict;
therefore, is totally unfit for her theory of action and freedom. The fact that the
will can command and-disobey itself, that is, the confrontation between the "I-will"
and the "I-will not", does not create as ;nuch difficuity for action as the "I-will"
and the "I-cannot", which totally paralyzes it. According to St. Augustine
[t/he will commands that there be a will, it commands not something else
but Mself....Were it entire, it would not even command itself .to be
because it would already be....Hence the will is both powerful and

impotent, free and unfree.38

Anthony Kenny, in showing how will effects action, also realizes the dualism set up

by the will. He asserts: ‘ I, N

: | " -

T¥ée will that p may be ifested by bringing it about that p, by no

bringinéit about that ndT=p, by commanding that p, and by forbidding that
not-p.> . |

The will thereby renders the self ‘impotent by presenting the individual with the

desire to act and the inability to jac:'c‘jat the same time. Arendt could not ground

her concept of political freedom in a faculty that lacked a "force” for action by its

constant struggle to act and not to act.

Another reason why Arendt thinks that the will is not the basis of political
freedom is because the will is .closely-related to coercion. But coercion’ and
freedomn are incompatible. The foundation fgr politics cannot be a dialectical

process in which generation of power to act is blunted by an\iﬁe/?'nal‘struggle with

the self. The dialectical internal struggle results in thcl oppression of the self by

the self. Therefore, any attempt to ex?pnd this internal struggle of the will into
the public realm brings into this realm mpc‘alitrical conscqﬁences like the oppression

of the self by others. Arendt argues:

—~
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I can only hint at the fatal consequences for political theory of this
equation of freedomn with the human capacity to. will; it was one of the
causes why even today weé almost automatically equate power with
oppression or, at least, with rule over others.%0-
This oppression can easily take place because the dialogue one has with oneself
becomes, in a plural situation, a dialogue one has with others. Arendt refers to
" historical instances like what'happened during the early days of the French
Revolution when oppression of the self by the self with the oppression of the self
by others. .It is on this point that Arendt rejects Rousseau's "general will" and

N

"absolute sovereignty". _ . : -

* Rousseau is an outstanding defender of the faculty of will in the realm of

politics. For him the "general will" is achieved when each individua! identifies his

. - R

"real self" or "real will" with others' wills. He claimed that "a divided will wouid

be inconceivable". Arendt finds that more often than not the'instrwnent for
achieving this ideal "free will writ large" is viplence because if freedom is being in
accord with ge'neral‘ will, then in order to be free oné may be forced by others to be
free. For Arendt :frcedc;m is incomp;rtible' with violence, force and coercion.
P’ersuasion, discourse ;Zﬂd consen‘sus in politics do not mean forcing others to agree
with one's will. '.While it is possible that in ‘a discourse a consensus might be
reached without anyone oppress:'m_g.d at'hcrs, Arendt finds that Rousseau's "general )
will'* can only be 'achiev.'ed at the expense oft the diversity of opinions inherent in

the very condition of human plurality.

-

-

The notion of a "general will" is contrary to Arendt's whole view of the

palitical realm. It is against the freedom exercised in .discoi.lrse and

s \

communication in the public sphere. For Arendt po'litics is the coming together of

Ty
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divergent opinions that are formed and developed among peers. This does not mean

that she advocates a wuniformity of opinion, which would not be different from
Rousseau's "genera.l wdl" rather, she argues that "no formation of opinion is ever

‘possible where all opinions have become the same". 41

Arendt-tekesthe basic argument of Rousseau's quest after a "general will" -

as a confusion of freedom with soJercignty, "the ideal of a free will, independent

-

from others and eventually prevailing against them",2 and hence politically
dangerous. Thus, she rejects the will as the basis of freedom:
It leads either to a denial of human £ reedom—namely, if it is realized tﬁat
whatever men may be, they are never sovereign--or to the insight that the
freedom of one man, or group, or body politic can be purchased only at .’
the price of the freedom, i.e., the sovereignty, of all others.43

Like the idea of free will, the notion of sovereignty is anti-political. It is opposed

to Arendt's concept of f:oliti@ as the realm of human plura.lity. It denies plurality,

nself Arendt finds that sovereignty is maintained only when a group of people
surrender their freedom and are governed by the "general will" or the rulcr's w:ll
This is why she stresses that "if men wish to be free, it is precisely sovereignty

they must renounce".4%.

Arendt further emphasizes that in linking freedom with the will we leave

the sphere of the genuir(ely political and enter the private realm. Moreover, the'l

power of the will "as a distinet and separate human faculty" is in its ability to
command. This power "is not a matter of freedom but a question of strength or
weakness".#5 As we have seen, strength is a mutely natural, anti-p&litical, singular

unality'of the individual:

Q]
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ey,

. MMt-is the* property inherent in an objéct or person and belongs to its
character, which may prove itself in-relation to other things or persons,
" but is essenna.lly independent of them.%6

Arendt does not, however, minimize the importance of philosophical
‘freedom nor claim that the will- has no relevance to political freedom. She
recognizes that the will helps to make tl;e person.who he is and helps in beginning
sométhing new. The will for her gives an individual a sense of acting in t'hc world.
It helps to fashioﬁ character. Grﬂike thinking, which simply isolat{:s the self from
the world, the will fashions the self, who.is capé‘slie of all particular acts of

volition. The will creates the character; hence it was considered as the principiumn

individuationis. She believes that the will is the source of the self's character, and,
borrowing from Augustine, she claims that it individuates men radically by
~ removing them from the common world of their fellow men. It establishes one's

singular identity and forms his distinctive character.

The will, then, helps one to distinguish oneself as a free individuél, as a
maker of certain actions. It also discloses t§ others "who" an individual is. It is,
however, confined to the i-ndividual and is the realm of the 'philosophica.l freedom
insofar-as it arbitrates between “this or that choice. Itis "rele\fant only to people

who live outside political community, as solitary individuals".47

N
- .

The individuation brought by the will ‘is the source of trouble for thé
notion of freedom. Arendt is a;varc that whenever an individual ‘,asserfs himself
against the "they" and develops his own projects;- for the futﬁre_, the notion of
freedom is put in jeopardy. This is because the political freedom, with its quality
of the I-can rather than of the‘ I-will, only takes place within a ;:ondition of

-
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plurality. In this way Arendt gives credit to the will for helping to make the person

who he is but not for being the essence of freedom.

Furthermore, Arendt regards the will as the "organ of the future” and

maintains that is is then "identical with the power of beginning something new".
Part of fre;dom's essence lies in the future. I*E appears always in becoming and
never in total being. So the will, unlike thinldhg, which is past-orignted, is able to
break thf"'ought" of existencé, the notion that what-was had to be. With its
projec:t; for the future, the will challenges the belief in necessity. Since it cannot
be past- and present-bound, it opens the possibilities for.bringing into existence
sbméthing new. At this point we can see why Arendt as:-'.erts that it is the "spring
of action". Following Duns Scotus’ thought she affirms:

Action insofar as it is determined is guided by a future. aim whose
desirability the intellect hag grasped before the will wills it, whereby the -
intellect calls upon the will"g';y_ce only the will can dictate action. .. .%8
"“'.-"‘:;«
This implies that the will is a prec?ndition for the act, that it first dictates action.

With this notion of the will, it is less surprising that Arendt criticized"

those philosophers who were unwilling to pay the price of the arbitrariness of the

will and do denied its spontaneity. According to her, these philosophers preferred

necessity and universality over contingency and particularity. They denied any

possibility of a new or unprecedented action. Against them, she reaffirms the

contingency of the will and holds that "we are doomed to be free", that is, we are

radically free whether we are pleased with the spontaneity of freedom or detest its

.arbitrariness. Therefore, it is not possible to deal with the willing activity without

touching on the problem of freedom. Freedom for Arendt remains something
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essentially worldlyu_;n—d public, experienced in the tangible world of political action

even though its roots lie in the spontaneity, contingency and autonomy of the will.
The Faculty of Judgment

We have so far seen how Arendt relates two mental faculties, thi.nking and
ﬁ.rilling, to her notion of fréedom. There are, however, still some perplexities and
conflicts presented by her notion of thinldr-ig'_.and willin-g. ‘ 'ﬂ'unkmg is concerned
with generals, which cannot be localized;. willing is concerned with particulars.
Thinking deals with fhe necessary; \;villing, with the contingent. The qt:lestion is

whether something as conﬁﬁéént as the faculty of willing can ever provide a

- i

suitable basis for human freedom. Arendt considers the faculty of judgment as the
solution to the problem of affirming human freedom. "She holds that judgment is .
the culmination of the three mental activities because, as Ronald Beiner sugggests,

it both maintains the contact with "the world of appearances" that is characteristic

of "willing" and fulfills the quest for meaning that animates "t;ﬁnking“.” It also
-links'th.in!dn'g and willing -by "m':;rsteriously combining the particular and the

general".

In Arendt's view, judgment allows one to experience freedom in the
contingcncy“of the particular. It ;:an determine what is right and wrong in a

- particular situation; hence, it is of direct use to action, as we.sha.ll see Judgment
as the “'by-product of thinking" relates thinking to action. Thinking deals with
universals, whereas action is concerned with particulars. Arendt brings‘this up

when she state§ that judgment is the "faculty of thinking the particular; but to
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think is to generalize, hence it is the faculty of combining the particular ‘and the
general".50 This means that judging is an.activity of subsuming particulars under a -

—

universal:
Judgment is the mental process by which one projects oneself into a-
counterfactual situation of "disinterested reflection in order to satisfy

oneself and an imagined community of potential collocutérs that a
particular has been adequately appraised.

A careful reading of Arendt's works discloses two different notions of the
faculty of judgment. In her ‘earlier warl‘;s she links judgment to "representati:re

thinking" and opinion. She claims that it has a role to play in the public reé;lm as a

function of the "representative thinking” and "enlarged mentality" of political N

actors, exchanging opinions in public while engaged in common deliberation and .
action. Beiqer correctly observes that, according to Arendt, "the political actor on

his own cannot secure meaning; the actor needs a.spectator. Hence the necessity

of judgmem:.“52 ‘ : . T

-

Arendt's idea of spe aforship calls attention to the plura.lity- presupposed

in judgment as opposed to the solitary nature of thought. Unlike thinking, which

B S

reqfires that one be together with oneself, and 'will, which requires that one be
identical to oneself, judgment fequires that one be together with one's peers. It'is ) :
an escape from individualism or the 'privaté realm. Since judgment involves
accepting the diversity of men, Arendt finds it to be "one iih not thé most important
activity m which this sharing-the-world-with-others comes to .pass'!.53 She
therefore concludes that judgment is the central operatin‘ principle of the human

‘@te to that

condition. It is also "the most political of man's mental abilities™;

. condition and of any theory of politics, like freedom, that is

one of the

\e

,a_'e_ia
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fundamental abilities of man as ‘a political being", the political faculty pér
excellence.
But, on the other hand, Arendt regards judgment as a sheer mental faculty -
pertaining only to the contemplative life in its retrospective operations. She
Places it exclusively within the bounds of the life of the mind b}; defining it as a

function of the will, that is, as the liberum arbitrium, the “"arbitrating function” of

the will. At other times she regards it as the will itself. *In many places she treats

v,

it as a scnarate mental faculfy, distinct from both intellect and will. She changes -
~ her idea of juagment as "the representative tl_‘xinldng"ro_fr political agents and aligns
it with thinking; Judgh ent conres to be defined as r&flection on ‘the past, no 1on.ger
‘as the deliberation of political actors on future action. Therefore, Arendt :first
considers judging as as a feature of political life, then as an independent mental
activity.

»
[
s

To lace in its proper comte t}us}mcertamty as to where judgment fits,
P P w Jucg

it may be he.!pful to recall that Arendt's reﬂecnon on ]udgm ent developed from her -

Fl

reading Kant. In her view, the faculty of judgment was discovered by Kant,

although he did not hold an exclusive monopoly in this .‘ﬁ_eld. -One commentator alsor

+

affirms that, with the exception of -Kant, judgment received relatively little

consideration in the We_:s'tgm world:

b ¢

Now the faculty of judgment hasr N;cewed relatively little attention in the
Western philosophical tradition. ther in politics nor in morality has it-
been .considered of. paramount irhportance, usually being considered a
minor, subordinate faculty. Aside from Aristotle, Shaftesbury, scme men
of -letters in the Enhghtenment, an occasxonal jurist, and, of course, Kant,
xt has scarcely been noticed.’

L]
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Kant based his moral philosophy on ltaste. As he developed his theory on taste, he
realized that judgment gives better explanation of the "topics he had originally
thought belonged to the taste". For Kant, judgment is not practical reason, as
: —_—
many think. Judgment deals with the beautiful and the -ugly, right and wrong,
whereas practical reason deals with what to do or what not to do. He also
considered judgment as inherently social since our aesthetic judgments make
reference to a common or shared world, to what appears in public to all judging
. subjects, aﬂli thus not m/e‘rely to the prwate preferences of mdwudals In matters
‘of "taste" one never ]udg)gs for oneself alone because the act of judging itself
implies’ a commitment to-communicate one's judgrhen'c. Judgment is, then, as
Habermas asserts, "a first approach to\a-concept of comwcative rationality
which is built into speech -and action itself".55>  One is committed to seek
acknowledgment from one's peers, to get them to acknowledge the reasonableness
_or rationality of. one's judgmgnt and thereby to confirm one's "tastes". In the act of
judgment one tries to satisfy oneself "and an imagined community of  potential

collocutors.

Since for Arendt politics is a matter of judging appearances, she easily
sees an affinity between politics and aesthetics because both concern the world of

* appeatances. It can be said that Kant provided the inspiration for Arendt's notion

judgment. She herself affirms that "in the wo

According to Arendt, judgment, as preparation for how one should appear

in public, enalales man to orient himself in the public realm, in the common world.

-
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It helps us to "confirm the world and ourselves" and 1o "make ourselves at home in
the world".57 This happens because the faculty of ]udgmem: can locate past
events. Its capacity for reflection upqn_the deeds of the past “makes satisfactory
provision for meaning and thereby allows us potentially to affirm our condition™.’8
It is through the use of reflective judgment that one becomes the judging spectator
- or historian, the preserver of human stories: '
. - . only the spectator occupi'e.f. a position that enables him to see the
whole play--as the philosopher is able to see the kosmos as a harmonious
ordered whole. The actor, being part of the whole, must enact his part
. .. he is bound to the particular that finds its ultimate meanin;sand the
justification of its existence solely as a constituent of the whole.
This worldly application of ‘judgment has an influence on Arendt's notion of action
and f reedém,bem.use it brings into the public realm one who presumes to tell the

story of reality and to pass judgment. -

It is'also by reﬂecting on the "miraculousness of human freedom as
inst.antiatgd in a particular tnorneﬁt of the past that we are able to accept the
world and e>dster_1lt§al re;glity, whlch would ot.herwise be without meaning, and still
retain hope for a better world:

" [WJithout the possibility of retrospective judgment, we hiight well be

overcome by a sense of the meaninglessness of the present and succumb
to despair over the future.60

Judgment brings meaning into the world of things and gets our bea;ings in it.
Hence, our feelings of -meaninglessness in the twentieth century have been
accompanied by atrophy of 3udgment. It is judgment that reconciles time and
worldliness. Arendt <laims that lack of ‘judgment has reduced the world we

'presently inhabit to a realm that offers no prospect for genuine action and

thcr\eforc for freedom.
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» Arendt connects judgment with action an;l -asseris that the .source of the
greatest evils of -the present centurjr in the political realm is "the refusal to judge:
lack of imagination, of having present before your eyes and taking into account the
others whom you must re ‘esent".sl Whereas the will represents a drive towards a
singular expression in acﬁon,‘ wﬁich \a.;ould then constitute man as‘a beginning, as a
beginner of new processes, judgmépt shapes that ;:xpression into a fo?rh by w_hi'cﬁ i;c
can move others. Men are only beginners by virtue of their appeal to other humnan :
‘beings. The "I will" is accomplished by an "I can” only in cooperation with others--

judgment accomplishes this mediation and makes possible an appreciation of men

N

N .
as free actors, new beginners.

Arendt extends the mind's ability to judge what shguld or should not
appear in the public realm to deeds as well as to works. She allows .that both
spectator and actor reside in the imagination of every actor, enabling him to
conform his appearance to what can be a'ppreciated by other spcctétors:

[W]ithout this critical, judging faculty the doer or maker would be 5o
isolated that he. would not even be perceived...fand/ the very
originality of the artist (or the very novelty of the actor) depends on
making himself understood by those who are not artists (or actars).62
There must be some conformity to judgment and consequently of action to the
antecedent standards of the public realm. Thus, judgment is central t;:’. the
consti_tutionl of an act as a beginning among men. It enables one to discern the.
" form that one's appearance. should take to move others—to bring a new series of
possibilities into the world- ‘One's appearance as an actor anhd therefore as the

" incipient initiator of a new series of actions only transpires when one's appearance

conforms to and exemplifies these tacit standards of how one should appear.
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Arendt does not, however, claim that judgment informs one exactly how
to act, which actions to engage in, or what to do-in complexities of action; it only
prepares one for an appearance that, properly mediated by the common media of
11néuistic and customary expression, will be “explicable".in the eyes and minds of
other men. This is confirmed by her discussion of the nature of a free act of a new
beginning. The‘ free action is not undertaken or -judged by considerations of

motivation or of inteﬁded goals.

Arendt insists that jﬁdgment participates in thebvita acjiva. She claims
that the evils of thle modern age, the evils of totalitarianism épifomized in
Eichmann, are ;the results of mogorn man's "refusal to judge" and that judgment
"may prevent catastrophes ...in the rare moments when the chips are down“.-63.
She finds fault with the bureaucratic, technocratic and depoliticized structures of
modern life. For her they ;;-.ncourlage indiﬁerence and increasingly render r;ien less
discriminaﬁng,‘less caﬁable of critical thinking, and less inclined to assume
.rcsponsibility. Since }Qople can no longer rely on traditional standards of judgment

and ultimate values, they should be more discrimipating. But unfortunately the

STI'L;CTUI'CS of the modern life do not give them a chance _to judge for ta?msel

Hence the norms of poli_tical and moral-civility have become acutely v;dnerable.
" Without the faculty of judgme-nt people easily surrender to the forces of evil.
Political judgment provi:des men with a sense of hope by which to sustain them in
action when confronted with tragic barriers. It is.in this context that Kant's

analysis of taste provides the inspiration for Arendt's notion of judgment.

-
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It is cléar that although at times Arendt emphasi%es the contemplative
dimension of judgment and places it within the ambit of the life of ?he mind, she
nonetheless integrates it into-the vita activa. She considers it to be the solution to
the problem of -affirming human freedom. It is through’judgment that man is ablé
to engage courageously in action and to seek the fame of- historical remembrance
and freedom as hun’ian possibilities following from the conceptmaring_
predicated on plural.i:ty: "It is also through Arendt's notion of judgment that human
beings are able to take their bearings and plan theirs actions in the confidence tha‘t
they will be properly judged. Bein'g in history entails the active judgment ,o.f,
spectators to whose acknowledgment one's acts are in;e;npiopally directed. -

We have so far. seen how Arendt_. describes bhﬂosoph'ical freedom as

distinct from political freedom yet not irrelevant to it. Even though at times itis

“difficult to connect philosophical freedom with political freedom, she conceives of

political freedom as the summation of the philosophical \:.'ellspring. Since man's
freedom as an individual endowed with the faculties of thinking, wll.lirig and judging
is bound up with the freedom of other people, philosophical freedom is closely
related to political fregdom. Also, through the use of his mental fa.cu..lties ar;
individual reveals'l'ﬁmself,' creates his own reality, and ensure the freedom of

others. Arendt simply rejects philosophers' efforts to eliminate the distinction

between freedom and necessity.
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Freedom and Necessity

— . |

' Arendt finds that philosophers are much more comiortable with the ideas
of necessity, inevitabliiity —eir;t-i stability than with.‘> those of freeaom and -
contingency. Following Hegel, for“ example, history was regarded as that necessary
process in which man found a fortuitous security. Man's freedém was more and
more identified with his insight into necessity. Whenever man challenged his
subordination to the ultimate Being or any surrogate for Being, like necessity, his
expréssion of fr_eedom was identified with mere defiance or rebei'lion. It .lS
precisely . to break ‘the bond between freed;:m and necessity and {6 restore
freedom's capacity to confirm the free and unique appearances of persons that

Arendt sets out to reje& philosophers' effort to remold our concept and practice of

freedom in the image of necessity.

o

It is not. all .pl'lilc_?sopheré, however, who prefer nlecessity over freedom.

Some philosqphers maintain that both- necessity and freedom are true and that any
" appearance of conflict is deceptiirg; This position was advocated, among others, by
Kant in whose work it depends on fiburcation.of the universe into the WOﬂd of
"noumena” and the world of "phenomena". Hegel, Hobbes, Hume and Mill also
attempted to reconcile nec-essity and freedomn. The main idea behi_nd this position

| is that-if by "free" we mean "uncaused", then of course necessity would imply tha;t‘
- nobody is ever a free agent. But since free action does not mean "uncaused"
‘action, one's acti_on may still be free ;évcn tl;ough they are just as much caused as

any unfree action. One's actions are free even—though anybody knowing .one's .
L]
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genera.l disposmon and the state of one's body and mmd at the precedmg moment

could have predicted ‘them without difficulty.

Another group oj philosopﬁérs holds that necessity is nét compatible with
freedom. Certain phdosophers of this group, like Spinoza and Schopenhauer, may

be cned as supporters of necessxty while others, hke Arendt and many modern

A

ex.lstenna.hsts accept freedom and reject necessn:y. We shal now explore Arendt's

rejection of necessity 1mposed by life, nature, the world-and plurality.

In Chapter One we saw how labor serves as Arendt's symbol of "unfree" -

activity because it'is bound to "necessity". It will be helpful to restate Arendt's
. ‘ :. .
delineation of the essence of labor: |

~

Labor is the activity which corresponds to the biological process of the
human body, whoséSpontaneous growth, metabolism, and eventual decay
are bound to the vital necessities produced and fed into the life process by
labor. The human condition of labor is life itself. 64

Imphfzxt in this statement is the premlse that labor and life are necessary. Arendt
means that the labor of the body is a pnmary necessity in that life can not profed
without its metabolism. Labor is given its necessity and its rcpetmvc nature
because it produces materials that can be readily co-t;umed and it enables the

body to return to the arduous process of labor. Regardless of the sophistication of

the human ways of laboring at the task of subsistence, the driving necessity of the

-~

life process remains. Men are not free.

No matter how necessary labor may be for the maintenance of life,
according to Arendt it can and must, to some extent, be mastered or escaped.— —-

. - .
Some men must even go to the extent of doing violence to others in order to escape
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the necessity inherent in labor and thereby to enjoy freedom. One has to liberate

oneself from the necessity of life for the freedom of the world. Arendt also sees
the danger of the social question's entrance into the political realm in terms of the
biological necessity it introduces. She points out that biological activities belc_:r?g
to the private realm as opposed to those fully human activities through which men
make history. The entrance of biological activities into the public realm bring with
them the kind of irresistibility characteristic of all our life processes:
The most powerful necessity of which we are aware in self-introspection
is the life process which permeates our bodies and keeps them in a
constant state of change, whose movements are automatic, independent -
of our own"activities, and irresistible—i.e., of an overwhelming urgency.
The less we are doing ourselves, the less active we are, the more
forcefully will this biological process assert itself, impose its inherent
necessity upon us, and overawe us with the fateful automatism of sheer
happening that underlies all human history.6?
The emergence of necessity into the public realm overshadows all our other
inclinétibns, all our other human possibilities. To Arendt, necessity is the exact
opposite of- the true political freedom of the polis, the true political freedom to

which men can aspire.

Arendt rejects the modern world as a realm of freedom because its view

518 rooted in the realm of need and}'nastery: the modern world is devoted to the

Y

satis_factiorf of necessity and ut'flity, insensitive to the much less concrete and
tangible claims of worldliness. Survival is the ultimate éim, and human exdé{ence
is nothing more than the cyclical recurrence of the species. From this point of
view, labor is primary, not speech, action or freedom.56 Arendt holds that labor
_ excludes speecl:i and action, which.a.re essential for human freedom, because it is
"an activity in which man is neither-together with the world, nor with other people,

but alone with his body, facing the naked necessity to keep himself alive".67 Others
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appear not as others but as multiplied specimens of the same laboring process in

which one is involved. ' -

Arendt insists that smennsts and philosophers prefer "nccess:ty" over:

i

"contingency"- Sheldon Wolin captures Arendt’s thought quite well:

[A]Jnd just as labor once served as her symbol of "unfree" activity because
bound to "necessity," so now she found among scientists and philasophers
an ominous prediction for "necessity" rather than for "contingency" which,
for her, was the presupposition of freedom.68

Marx was the last in a long line of modern thinkers to identify necessity and
humanity in labor. Other philosophers connect necessity with human nature.

-

Arendt is dissatisfied with traditional views of human nature (those of Plato,

Cicero and others) because they identify human nature with general defining ‘

essences. For her, general essences; imply fixity and discount novelty. General

essences restrict individual freedom by implying that each individual should fit

.o

some preconceived model.

Arendt argues against the traditional view of human nature because it is

also premised upon the belief that the conditions of human exisr.encc are fixed.
Like Sartre she says that these conditions are never fixed but rather are constantly
changing. Although she does not emphasize choice as do Sartre and many other
existentialists, she agrees with them that men have no fixed universal nature
because they are constantly re-making thezr nature through choices and actions.
Arendt demonstrates that although people are conditioned beings, thqr conditions
are not fixed for all time but rather are constantly changing; the world that people

confront is constantly conditioning ‘them, and people in turn are constantly

conaﬁoning the world:
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Whatever touches or enters into a sustained relationship with humard life
immediately -assumes the characters of a condition of human existence.
This is why, no matter what they do, are always conditioned beings.
Whatever enters the human world of its own accord'or is drawn into it by
human effort becomes part of the human condition. The impact of-the
world's reality upon human existence is felt and received as a condmomxg_g'
force. The objectivity of the world—its object or thmg—character—and
the human condition supplem’ént each other; because human existence is
conditioned existence, it would be impossible without things, and things
would be a heap of unrelated articles, a non-world, if they were not the
conditioners of human existence.® )

_ N\

Against the passive givennesss of the world (necessity) ‘she poses man's *

-

ability to create a world of his own. The Greeks recognized that one is born into a
world that limits one in the antecedence of its order. Accordingly, the Greek actor
was aware that he was dweﬂing within a clesed univérsé, one in which his very
aspirations to become distinctly human were inexorably tied. The Greek discovery
of the tragic hero illuminates reality not on the basis of its exploration of the

subjective interiority of the tragic soul but on its subordination to the darker and

more peweriul order of the world.

"
-
(B

Much of modlen-1 philosophy ﬁas been concerned with the probl‘em. of
v}hether man isa produ'ct of the world or its creator. Even Marx, who insists "that
man can, indeed must, change the world and that the World and Being are nét
merely given to man but are his product, gravitates into Hegeliani.sm by arguing
that freedom ultimately means an "understanding" of necessity. Along -the same
lines, Arendt claims that”man cannot be free jihe does not know he is subjéct to
necessity".’0  Modemn Qtential philosophy has also- been preoccupied with a
paradoxical tension between the givenness of— the world and‘human freedom. The

solution upon which they settle refrains from any attempt to change the world.

<



(3

PHILOSOPHICAL FREEDOM 3 U

This solution consists of an inner change in consciousness, which creates positive
values to be lived in the realm of inwardness. The world is “how dccepted--as
unaccéptable". It is accepted in lucid awareness of its fe;ults, but accepted inla
s;pirit of negation. Arendt is aware that—for existentialists ‘the world is not 'jthe.
repose of man in general but 2 home of the conquering hero. She refers to
Nietzsche's amor fati, Kierkegaard's "Great Leé.p", Heidegger's "Resoluteness” and
Camus' "Defiance" as attempts to create a condition that "consists in the
homelessness of man in the W;rléi", and amounts to the abandonment to the world
of an archetype. She peoints out that "[t/he hero's gesture has not accidentally

become the pose of philesophy since Nietzsche; it requires heroism to live in the

world as Kant left it."71 : r

1

Arendt agrees that men are conditioned beings.n‘f:i:he entire givenness
and objectivity of the wor.ld serves as the conditioning force because human life
would be impossible .wit];out worldly things. The wof'ld, however, is a world of
existential significances -arnong which men freely dwell. The freedom of this
existential dwelling, according to Arendt, is made possible by reliance upon the
common sense constitution of a stable reality af the rudimentary level of bodily
communion with reaiity. The inhabitation of a human wé;ld signifies that menido
not merely react to an environment or live according to prescribed 'interplay o
insti?ctual demé.nas, the living process, and the environment. The human world i's
overlaid with layers of existential signiﬂcanée, the results of human beliefs,
intentions, acts and discourse that men can freely accept or reject. Human beifrlgs'

are not identified with their world, but they havc a world; and they are able to take
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up and consider or put down and neglect features of this world, just as they ares

- free to do with great human works.

This freedom, this open space of human endeavour and human
signiﬁcan;:es, .depends on the deeper“world-acrﬁevements of the body. Since the-
body is not merely in the w;:,rld like any other object, human beings are free to
hate and inhabit a world. This idea refers back.to Arendt's claim that the body is
conditioned but never wholly conditioned in its experience of -the world. In
Arendt's view, therefore, there is no fixed human condition.

Men partially create their conditions and partially receive them from the
world. The stability and objectivity of the world allow men the freedom to
consider reflectively significant relations within the world and to endow them with.
objectivity by viewing them from different "places" in an already affirmed world.
It is also through the objectivity of the world that men relate to each other and

reveal themselves to each other.

Arendt reacts against a view that since man is essentially a social-animal
he is not free from social demands. According to this view, mankind is cornpre.ssed
into"the oneness'of society, a community organized for the fulfillment of the
necessit;Es of life. This society fostered an equalit)'r‘,\ not of distinctly %E’ﬁ:rwmg
persons, but of conforming interchangeable functionari'es. It nurtured a behavior
' that acquiesced in the ahonymous administration of the community in accordance

with the trends of economic forces and pressures. This compression of society

promoted a levelling of action; preciscly in order to render it translatable into the
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laws and statistics of a behavioristic science. The actual social structures, as well
as the Western tradition, expect from man an automatic conformity to certain
norms. They exclude free, thoughtful and sporitaneous action.”3 They "aim to

greduce man as a whole, in all his act_i\(itia, to the level of a 'condiﬁoned and

behaving animal".74

v

Arendt rereéds the Western tradition in order to .reject the confo‘rmity ~
, that inheres when tﬁe social realm is pfedominaﬁt and to recag;;ture the logic -
underlying the concepﬁon of man as a distinctive actor. She asserts that whoever
stresses only essential uniformities and conformities demanded of man as a sociél
animal ignores the human condition of plur?.lity and tr;us denies the freedom of / c
individuals to be distinct. Speech and action are what enable e'ach individual to -

-

manifest- his uniqueness and resist his absorption into the processes of merely

living. She demonstrates, against the traditional views of human nature that stress !
as essential only what men have in common (Plato, Cicero, Hume and Kant are
representatives), that each individual is essentially unique. Hence, for @rendt, ‘ ‘

each individual has a particular essence, created and manifested through the

individual's speech and action. ' .

For Arendt, ti'uen, man is not only a’social animal but above ali a political
animal. The political existence engenders deeper possibilities than mere social”
association. It is therefore understandablé wh:;r Arendt donsiders the t;aditional‘
views as one-sided, incomplete and 'Bnlylf interested in necessity, not freedom. The -

emergence of necessity and automatism into the political realm tends to

.

h
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overshadow some human inclinations and possibilities. Nécessity is the exact

opposite of the true polifical freedom to which men can aspire- )
: : . \

- is important to note that Arendt does not deny human nature. She |
vances/a view of human nature; or at least she presupposes a view of human

nature. This is brought out in the fact that in prizing speech and action she makes

. . ) . R £ .
a general-value assertion about how people ingeheral ought 1o live, though she does

not in‘any explicit way employ the term "ought" in the prescriptive sense. The only

difference between traditional philosophers and Arendt is that whereas traditional -

-

—-’Ehilosophers seeman as having a fixed nature, Arendt holds that each in'dividt_xai by

virtue of his freedom creates his own distinctive nature through speech and
acﬁom. In Arendt's view, the natural self is’a necessitous, private and "worldless"
creature.’? Necessity is the root of "worldlessness" because it eliminates people's
interest in tangible property, as opposed to We;_l‘th. Politically thé natural self is
aiso a thréat to the wcrl'd é_nd its worldliness because of his indifferenée to the-
space between men. This self treats all peqple -as fellow predators in the battle '
wlith ngceseitly; he has no use for the spa.cg- pf appearance.’ Arendt concludes that -

C3 o . .. i, : .
this natural relationship eliminates the physical and human space between men.

)

-Finally, Arendt rejects the characterization of the historical process as

—

nécessary or irresistible. Affer Hegel history was celebrated as that necessary

process in which hum beings found a .fortuitous_ security only through

acquiescence. This notiop” of history resulted in the identification of ‘man's

o
-

freedom with his insight into .flecessity, or% the cases where this subordination
was challenged, in an identificagon of freedom with mere defiance or rebellion.

Pl
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Action in history was reg'a:l'-ded as "one %upernatural body driven by one superhuman
irresistible 'general will' ".76 This experience of necessity engendered the notion
of a fateful force behind the historical process that_.é\ctioned or authorized

“human actioris insofar as they contributed to the ends of the process.

For Arendt history- does not overcome the contingency of action. It only

reconciles one to reality by fashioning the sequence of hap;ﬁénings into a shape in

which one can accept them as the consequences of human actions subject to the
multivalent powers and deficiencies of human action. History just transforms the
raw material of events into a coherent story, which, while not explaining as in a

causal account, still makes sensible the reality that has transpired. e

s

In conduslc;n, in her®study-of the human condition Arendt i.nterprets the

-

manner in which the media of man's appearance lead his existence to assume
distinct conditions or forms of life. Life, nature, the world and plurality never
condition men absolutely. They are necess;ry for political freedom because no

. > | - '
concept of political freedom can be complete when it ignores the necessity that
—‘ - ‘. '- el -
presses upon us from outside, the,necessity that can be overcome where there is

true political freedom:

The necessity which prevents me from doing what | know and will may
arise from the world, or from my bedy, or from an insufficiency of |
" “talents, gifts, and qualities which are bestowed upon man by birth and
over which he has hardly more power than he has over other
circumstances; all these factors, the psychological ones not excluded,
condition the person from the outside as far as the I-will and the I-know,
that, is, the ego itself, are concerned; the power that meets these
circumnstances, that liberates, as it were, willing and knowing from their-
bondage to necessity, is the I-can. _Only where the I-will and the I-can
coincide does freedom come to pass. '

-
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Men value and cherish-freedom when they constantly win it in the -face of
necessity. The prg:".ence of necessity spells the possibility of freedom as well. For
Arendt, both necessity and-freedom exist as distinct realities. She therefore

rejects any effort to eliminate altogether the distinction between them.

We have so fa'r seen how, in her attempt to distinguish philosophical
freedom frc':l—'n political freedom in order to save the lap:er, Arendt conceptualizes
political freedom as the apex of philosophical freedom. She distinguishes between
the philos;ophi‘c&l-and;pre—philosopl'ﬁcal acﬁBities of thinking, willing and judging in
order to preclude us frgm assum-ing them as philosophical preconditions for
political freedom. Through the use of his mental faculties,r an indivifiuabreveals
who he Is and thus creates his own reality and ensures the fréedofn of others.
Finally, through the notion. of necessity we see "that Arendt;s cdncepts of

philosophical and political freedom are closely related.

We can therefore conclude that Arendt's exposition of freedom reveals

that philosophical freedom and political freedom are not as compar%mentalized as
. .

thg titles suggest. They are interrelated. It is precisely this interdependence of

politics a.nd—,ﬁlosophy in Arendt's thought that seem to contradict what she asserts

An her earlier treatment of freedom. She argues emphatically that one of the

"-major characteristics marking the decline of political freedom is its withdrawal to

the inner domain of the mind and retreat from the world of appearances. But we

“ . L4 —

have just seen that it is with the mental faculties that philosophy and politics meet
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and work out their symbiosis. Arendt's notion of freedom is based on this
symbiosis. In the next chapter we shall estabish whether there is any continuity or

‘reversal in her notion of freedom.
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CHAPTER VI
CONTINUITY IN ARENDT'S THOUGHT

In the previous chapfers we observed how freedom is the concept that

“-unites Arendt's works. In her concept of freedom the political and philosophical

elements of her work are joined. Each of her works rovea!_ her concern with man's
capacity for action and freedom. S'he'firmly holds that man can realize himself as

a free being only in the public sphere, where he appears before others.

Since the posthumous publication of Arendt's 'l:he Life of the Mind, the

question of its relevance to her political theory has inevitably become a pressing

ol -'_does. The Life of the Mind enhance in any significant and important way the

theme of political freedom found in her earlier works? Does it elaborate on the

same theme of political theory? Or, alternately, does it necessitate a serious re-

evaluation of her political theory? The aim of this chapte-r is to answer these |

questions firstly by demonstrating that because of the gpparent transition from the

[3

emphasis on the vita activa to the vita contemplativa, some scholars' answer to

these qustions is negative:— they regard The Life of the Mind as unequivocally

magical and irrelevant to her polimm found in her earlier works. Secondly, .
I will show that through the "tengfons", "t ning operations" or "oontrachct:ons" in

- her political theory her notion of freedorn as the phenomenon of pohncs remains
unchanged throughout her works. Although throughout she is directing us towards a
sense of political freedom different from our usual one, she does not reverse her

claims about political freedom and inward philosophical freedom.
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Apparent Shift in Arendt's Thought

. —

Arendt asserts that the life of practice, the vita activa, is not the same as

and is neither superior nor inferior to the life of the mind, the vita coritemplativa.

She begins by emphasizing the role and importance of the vita activa and later

emphaszzes that the vita contemplativa is essential for the full enjoyment of the

vita activa, This is why she claims that she las no preference between thc life of

the mind and the life of practice. Martin Jay, however, observed: _
»
~ [A]lthough she claimed that she had no preference between the life of the
mind, the vita contemplativa, and the life of practice, the vita activa,

Hannah Arendt significantly devoted virtually all of her intellectual gifts
to an exploration of the latter realm.! :

From her biography of Rahel Varnhagen, in which she described the harmiul effects
of being deprived of freedom, to the collection of essays constituting Crisis of the

Republic, .Arendt defined vita activa as a realm of freedom. Political freedom

remained the princii:al motif of her thinking.

Although Arendt never Qaimed that philosophical freedom- was irrelevant
to political freedom, the sharp distinction she made%etwecn the vita activa and

the vita contemplativa is a chief source for the view-that in her last work she

changed her mind about the relationship ~between political freedom and
philosophical freedom. It is because.of this distinction that her efforts to link both’

vita activa and vita contemplativa in her latér writings appear to contradict her

earlier assertions. But her attempt to show the intcrdependence‘ of political and
philosophical freedom marks her theory of freedom as both logically coherent and

incomparable. - , -
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The distinction between the life of the mind and the life of practice

already existed in Plato and Aristotle. For them vita contemplativa was definitely
the superior way of life. Vita activa was not only subordinate to vita

contemplativa, it was regarded as meaningless. It received some meaning and

Prestricted dignity" only when it served the needs and wants of vita

contemplativa.Z Arendt maintains that vita contemplativa is separate and distinct

from vita activa. She complains that the primacy of the vita contemplativa, either

" urider Plato or in modern times, undermines the realm of politics and subverts the

prindiple of freedom at the heart of the vita activa. But she attempts to reverse

the situation of the assumed priority of the life of the mind over that of action

because of her conviction that vita activa represents the most authentic expression

of freedom. For her vita contemplativa, because of its pursuit of truth and the.

associated capacities of reason and thought, tends to be concerned only with the

domain of necessity.

Moreover, contemplation is a retreat to an inner self where no other
person has access, whereas action presupposes human interaction.’ The realm of
action or freedom is constituted by the plurality of men and their relation;hlps.
The solitary life of the mind cuts off human plurality and is inadequate in the
political life. Arendt remains faithful to this position throughout her works. She

does not deny the connection bg'twecn thinking and acting; she always holds that

there is a link between politics and morality, thinking and evil, conscience and -

goodness. " But this connection does not make the faculties of mind part of the
political domain. For Arendt the human faculties of thinking and willing

presuppese withdrawal from the public realm, from the presence of other men.

227
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Thinking and willing are private mental capacities eierciscd in solitude. While
thinking prepares for action and Qilling is the "spring of action", action, once
begun, has very little use for either of them': Thus, Arendt maintains a contrast
between philosophy, the sphere of theory or contemplation, and politics, the sphere
of practice or action. She emphasizes that she wants to regard politics "with cyés

unclouded by philosophy™.

-

&
In The Life of the Mind, however, Arendt seems to ignore her convictio_n

that the vita activa and the vita contemplativa represent different and distinct

patterns of human life. While in her earlier writings she regarded vita activa as

the only sphere of freedom, in The Life of the Mind political ireedom seems to

depend' "uypon the prior activities of willing ego".? In her article "What is
Freedom?", she opposed "the notion _of the freedom of the will to political
freedom" and argued that politics represented the most authentic expression of

" freedom; in The Life of the Mind, on the contrary, she states that. "freedom of

spontaneity is part and parcel of the human condition. Its mental organ is the

will.,”

Some scholars agree that Arendt turned away from vita activa towards

vita contemplativa. They accuse her c;f f-'t;rsakin-g her emphasis on life in the wotld,
vita activa, and favouring instead the life of the minf:{. " They regard this change as
a most paradoxical development in her thought. Even those who support her
: turﬁing awa}; from the life of the world in favour of the life of .the mind as "an
appropriate preparation for returning to the world'~ with a viable politics” do not

deny that as we go from the earlier to the later writings of Arendt there is an
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apparent change or transition from the vita activa towards the vita

contemplativa. 4

The mest negative answer to the question whether Arendt's last work
enhances in any significant and important manner our understanding of her notion
as exposéd in her earlier works is that it is irrelevant to her earlier notion of
freedom. This view holds tl;nat Aren&t does not just change her position in the last
‘work but. writes on a totally different issué. "Even the theme of freedorﬁ, which

now and then appears in The Life of the Mind, has no "significant bearing on her

politicat—theory".5 It is treated as something outside the pi:b'lic political realm,
that is, as a purely philosophical concept. But this is definitely contrary to
Arendt's notion of freedom because it suggests that her last work,-unlike her
eériicr, writings, which are primarily concerned with politics, is essentially
philesophical. Tt is;'?herefore taken to be different both in scope and content from
Arendt's previous w:'itings.

Some scholars claim that even Arendt's ﬁotion of judgment, which as we
have seen Iin%cs_z:&;eﬁdt‘s earlier (political) works and later (philosophical) works, ‘
fails to establi‘shh“sﬁth a link. Arendt described judgment as "the most political of

"men's mental activities". In her earlier ‘writings she regarded it. as a part of the
vita -activa, whereas in the last work she placed it exclusively Qithin the life of the
mind. There is indeed a tension; as Ronald ‘Beiner also points out, between her’
early and late views concerning the relatio:j between judgment and politics, or
betwéen the life of the mind and the worid of appearances:

On the one hand, she is tempted to integrate j.udgmerit into the vita

activa, seeing it as a function of the representative thinking and enlarged

~
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mentality of political actors, exchanging opinions in public while engaged <
in common deliberation. On the other hand, she wants to emphasize the
contemplative and disinterested dimension of judgment which operates
retrospectively, like acsthcnc judgment.6 :

Certain commentators further assert that Arendt's views on )udgmg and
\

judgment cannot be regarded as political becausc itis the spectator, not the actor,

who judges after the act has taken place. One of them observes:
Judging also entails detachment and distance from the scene of acnon -
The person who judges cannot simultaneously be a participant. This

expectation serves to deny the political actor the capacity to judge in the
. process of action, thus removing the faculty of judgment from the realm

of politics.” - >
We have seen 'in ther previous chaiip r that Arendt's notion of judgment is not
irrelevant to her political theory. Even though she has two distinct cbnccpti'pns of
judgment, one political aﬁd the other contemplative, and is more inclined to the
latter in her last writings, she abolished this tensior.l by asserting that the exercise
of judgment becomes practlcaily efficacious in "times of crisis or emergency”. Shs .
does.not totally exciude any reference to the vita activa'.witl'ﬁn the revised éoncept
of judgment. For the moment its suffices to point out'w-hy itis gene;ally ggreed
that as we go from the earlier to the later writings of Arendt, there is appargnt-

change on her notion of freedom. It now remains to show that her notion of .

freedom, as the phenomenon of politics, is unchanged thrbughout her works.

Continuity in Arendt’s Notion of Freedom

o}

)
-
" -

,-w-J’ﬁ_e'\a'pefrent. transition from the emphasis on the vita activa to the vita

contemplativa does not signify that Arendt changes her notion of freedom as a -

poliﬁczl-actioﬁ.h It only shows that t{h% is a link between these two forms of life
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" and that political action is not mindless. Vita activa cannot be totally divorced

from vita contemplativa as traditional philosophy held. Arendt's'lated insistence on

the importance of the life of the mind is a reaction™against the modern tradition,

which tries to subordinate it to vita activa. This was the opposite mistake to that

committed by traditidnal philosophy, which subordinated vita activa to vita~

ntemplativa {irst

~ contemplativa. Arendt claims that the repudiation of

became evident in the thought of Hobbes who "denounted all past philosophy as -
nonsense".83 Hegel and Marx continued this trend by lgcating truth not in any

transcendental realm but in the midst of human affairs. Inshort, Arendt claims

that the general interest of modern thinkers was “the force the life process\

itself, to which all men and all human activities were equally submitted and whose

.onty aim, if it had an aim at all, was the survival of the animal species man".?

- +

e— "

In Arendt's view, this attitude towards vita contemplativa not only.

reduced ‘the vita contemplativa to an "altogether meaningle&ss" activity .but also
marred the vita activa and blurred the distindtion between man and animal.
Arendt . stresses the impbrtance of both forms of life in order to rectify the
situatic;n. She also insists on the existence of the link between the two, since one
makes sense only in terms of the other.l0 To Arendt this lfnk is quite .important
since, as one commentator points out, "to sever theclink between the two is to
gﬁspénse with transcendental claims in the realms of Zlh morality ana pblitics.’ To
do so is to rob human existence of its meaning, which is exactly what happenea in

the modern tradition.”11

P
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i

Arendt sometimes stresses vita activa and at other times. vita

ntemplatwa but_such shifts just show, as we shall now sec, that for her freedom

depends on the distinction and interplay between the vita activa and the vita

contemplativa. o :

f
Arendt blames the loss of freedom in the modern world on "the much
more tangible loss of a prwa‘tely owned share in the modern world" 12 By this she
does not mean the loss oi private property but the lack of a space for persona.l
thinking and thought in politics. Thus, the importance of the pub}ic realm does not
depend on the absence of the private life. "A life spent entirely in public, in the °

pr&senc_ér'q;_pthers, becomes, as we would say, shallow."l13 For Arendt, both

private and public spheres are essential for politicai freedom. The problem arises

~ when one-of these spheres is allowed to impose its principles and characteristic

-~

concerns upon the other. ' Aas

,"’

Arendt regards the point of liberation and enjoyment in private life as

being to allow the individual to enjoy authentic freedom among others. She

expresses this view in both her earlier and later writings. The inner freedom that
she so much talks about in her last work is an elaboration and extension of her
earlier analysis o.f freedom. The inner freedom creates‘.the berson, the character,
the "w-he'#ap individual is. 'I'h.:ls individual enjoys political freedom when he appears

before others in the publit':‘;ealm.
’ v
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~ Appearing before others

For Aristotle, on whoniﬁrendt so frequently draw'ﬁ‘ administration of
justice was the reason ‘people appe‘a‘:;ed before their peers in the public realm and
were."rr;ore or less willing to share in the burden . . . of public affairs".14 People

-came togctl:aer. in the polis in order to pdomote the common interest. They came
toge*‘ther to deliberate about right and wrong, morality and virtue, and also about

economic pri‘vilege and social power. °
, L

Fdr Arendt, on the contrary, citizéns al:;pear before their peers in the.
'pubhc realm just to disclose themselves andg disungmsh themselves constantly by
proving that they are the best of a.ll 15 People . appear before others in the public
realm becaljxse of their 'I\pasmon for distinction .. .a desirg to be seen, heard,
talked of, approved and fe; pected", a passion whose "virtue" is the "desire to excel
another", and whose .'viEe is "ambition", aiming "at power as a means of
distinction".1é The polis, the sphere of a;ipéaranceé, Arendt says, "had a twofold
iun-ctién“ for the Greeks: it was “supposed to rnultlply the occasions to win
'immortél fame,' that is, to multiply the chances for everybody to distinguish
himself"; and, second, it was supposed to Moffer a remedy for the iunhty of action
and speech, to make it more hkely that greamess ‘would be permanently
remembered."l7  Therefore, Arendt's notion of "appearing before others", is
characterized by the citizens' anxlety and egmstxca.l striving. "Appear;,gxg before :

others" bcoomes trivial vanity.
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Of course, Arendt's main concern was to protect the public realm and -
political freedom from the economic and social conditions in which they have
something at stake. She wanted to depict the public realm as a sphere that is

valuable in itself, not degraded into a mere means to some lesser end. Arendt

L]

relied on de Tocqueville's idea that "who asks of freedom anything beyond itself is

born to be a slave". Nevertheless, her way of trying to protect and revive the
public realm succeeds only in making its real value incomprehensible to us who are
used to rega{ding the. political realm as the sphere in which, among other things,
justice and fair distribution of economic wealth are established.

Arend‘T, also insists, contrary to our observation that people usualy reveal

themselves in the privacy of their families or in the intimacy of their friends, that

N~

" only the public realm is reserved for disdoqing‘who one is. For her, any self-

disclosure before the restricted audience of family and friends can ;;rov'ide only "a

" limited reality" becaus; .

appearance—something that is being seen and heard by others as well as
by ourselves—constitutes reality. Compared with the reality which cerres
from being seen. and heard, even the greatest forces of intimate life. ..
lead ah uncertain, shadowy kind of existence.

The public realm offers plurality of perspectives and a permanence of
remembrance unavailable in pri.vacy.

‘

For, Arendt, the main condiﬁon for freedom is the prcsencé of the "space
o? appearance”, the space of public 'interaqtion. " Freedom exists only where
persons, by action and speech, participate in this realm of appearance. Just as this
space is constituted by the parﬁdpaﬁng persons and disappears without them,

freedom flourishes where this space is préserved. . ~
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Arendt's notion of freedom means that one .participates in the public.

sphere of life. Itis 1mportant fo realize that this type of parnc:panon implies the

) e:ustence of both inner and polmcal freedom. Her idea of freedom as parnmpanon

discloses how both inner and public freedom compliment one another. r'-\rendt

believes that full development of the person requires participation in both public

.- and private activities.’ This development involves the passions and the intellect of

the individual person and his public concerns.

The self chsdosure of the "who" is accomphshed by the ec?bnomy of the
rrund as articulated in Arendt's notions of thinking, willing and ]udgmg
Parnc:xpatxon in the publ;c realm means that an individual, endowed with the
mental ca'bacities of thinking, willing and judg_iﬁg, decides that it is the best thing

to appear befare others by expressing his opinions and demonstrating his actions so

-that they in turn can judge what kind of a' man he is and"‘also allow him to develop

his capacities" and needs as he wishes. I would like to cite at length Erving‘

Goffman's view on this issue:

I have said that when an individual appears before others ...sometimes .
the individual will act in a-thoroughly calculating manner, expressing
himself in a given way solely in order to give the kind of impression to
others that is likely to evoke from them a “specific response he. is
concerned to obtain. Sometimes the individual will be calculating in his
activity but be relative unaware that this is the case. Sometimes he will
intentionally and consciously express himself in a particular way, but
chiefly because the traditions of his group or social status require this
kind of expression and not because of any particular response (other than
vague acceptance or approval) that is likely to be evoked from those
impressed by the expression. Sometimes the traditions of an individual's
role will lead him-to give a well-designed impression of a particular kind
and yet he may be neither consciously nor unconsciously disposed to
create such an impression. The others, in their tum, may be-suitably
impressed by the individual's effort.to convey something, or may
misunderstand the situatjon and come to conclusxons that are warranted
neither by the mdwxdua.l intent nor by the facts. .

' = ' —
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Goffman is well aware that in practical everyday life people sometimes. do not
appear in the public as the} are but in the way they choose to app‘ear..:.\ This fneans
that the giv;an elements with which one is endowed dt birth and 1nonc's existence
are usually moderated by what one thinks is fit to be seen ;r not seen. This choice
of what s'hould be seen determines which words, deeds, and public situations will
receive on.e-'s attention for partidpation. By this capacity to indicate how they

- wish to be seen, individuals can project an identity that is unique and individual.

Arendt als% tells us why a participaint cannot ju.st'ﬁppear before others as

he is-and why it is important that the mind transforms the inchoate self into a
. ‘personality prepared for entry into the world. For all practical purposes we knm;el
that it is bett‘er for an individual to be prepared for appearance in the public realm.
Let us explore a bit hdw, according to Arendt, thé "economy of the mind" serves to
prepare men for théir appearance in the public réalm, which is necessary for
freedom. Why does Arendt think that freedom is lodged in the relation to others of
the individual and his mental faculties? ﬁ
/

(ii) The connection between the role of intellect and the role of public

The intellect enables an individual to decide what kind of individual he is

to be in the public \yo‘rld:

When I make a decision I am not merely reacting to whatever quality may
be.given to me; I am making an act of deliberate choice among the
various potentialities of conduct with which the world has prcsp%cd me.
Out of such acts-arises what we call character or personality. ... .

Arendt's analysis of thinking, willing and-judging sets forth the structure of how the

intellect transforms and prepares one for entry into a space of appearance.

]
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E.arher, when dealing with "thinking", we ‘realized that the thinking ego is

hot a passive receiver of experiences of realn:y The thinker reflects on the
"givens," questions them,.recohstructs them in the imagination, and endows them
with coherence and objectivity by linguistic and metaphorical means. Inthis way
he liberates himself from mere acquiescence in the experiences and conventions of
the everyday. Thus, the thinker is free to explore the ﬁving expexl'iences that help
make sense of the world. Ih‘ short, thinking liberates the pofson from a generality
of expression and allows him to live his life as he sees fit. In this waywe can s‘ay
that thmkmg pr‘epares the way for actions. It also reflects upon the act and the

situation. Through the act of thinking the thmker not only relates to himself in a )

dialogue between him and ,hxmself, he also relates to others.

Furthermore, even though Arendt simply asserts freedom of wul without
arguing for it, she finds that it actually structur‘es the self in its Eredxsposmons to
.appear. We have said that for Arendt the will is a prmcnple contributing to the
mdlwduauon of men. But what really links the-will to that which appears is the'
fact that men do thmgs they could have left undone. This means that then-
freedom of action is connected with their wish to do'whatever they want.. The will
dcs1gns new projects that will appea: in the world in the future and also determines
what shapc men's personal appearance will take. The will dr;aws the"who' 12to the
world of ap?earance. Arendt emphasizes this fact when she says:

-

Volition is the inner capacity by whi‘ch men decide about "whom" they are
going to be, in what shape they wish to show themselves in the world of
appearance.

—
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Arendt links the will and freedom not just because the will prepares an

individual for appearance in 'tl'{e ‘public realrnl but alsc because freedom is a

phenomenon of the public world — an openness towards new acts, like deliberately
joining the revolution — and the will has a capacitjr to discem those actnﬁat
would initiate a new series’i'n the world that would encourage the participation of

others. Furthermore, the will renders the actor a personal author — one who

freely acts without being determined by his acts.

1f ghé person ac:ts freely, for Arent it is also the case that he acts
willfully, which rr;eans that his acts are empowered by the personal source of his
existence. A person acts willfully when his acts receive the blessing of his will.
But Arendt is also Vawag‘e‘ like Paul that a person may will wh'at' i;e does not do. One
may will to act and yet not be able to bring the full support of his person to begin

the act. Therefore, according to Arendt, a person is not only evaluated on the

basis of what he accomplished but also on wh{fher he really meant or willed what |

he did with "all his heart and soul and mind".
Q
It is essential also to'realize that this notion of the will is_réfé:ccd to the,
question of personal freedom. Aga.in without giving any argument for freedom but
ju.f;t restating her assumption of it{ Arendt claims that evaluation of one'’s person
and one's meaning 1n'. accordance with whether one really meant or willed what he

did makes sénse only if one's person is conceived as having the freedom to act anew

— to act in ways undetermined by one's past and present. In the same way, one's

existence as a freely and willfully acting pérson demands that one's existence itself

be considered a radically new beginning. Therefore, one's "who'" is not revealed
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merely by what one does or begins or enacts in the puBIic.realm; it depends, rather,

on whether a person's acts are willfully and freely undertaken.

Arendt then introduces judgment as the arbiter of what should or should
not appear in the public realm. For her, judgment fits one into a community.
Without this faculty, human appearance in the public realm resembles an insanity,
a stubborn fixation on what is one's own even to the point of its loss of reality.22

The actor's appearance must be gﬁided by the understanding of the premise of the

public realm ‘— the realm is that which can be understood by its spectators.

Through the use of judgment an actor conforms his appearance to what can be

. appreciated by other participants:

[WJithout this critical, judging faculty the doer. or-maker would be so
isolated that he would not even be perceived — the very originality of the
artist (or the very novelty of the actor} depends on makmg himself
understood by those who are not artists (or actors). 2

According to Arendt it is not possible to understand the private "who" if he is not

manifest in some communicable fashion. It is one's judgment that aids one to

- appear as one should. For Arendt one's judgment bears on the possibility of one's

appearance. We shall later see why Arendt seems here to be suggesting, contrary

to what she said earlier, that the public self may reveal the private self.

——— . -

What we h_ave s?en so far is how each of these mental étc:'ci\ri_'c:ies3 as
portrayed by Arendt, prepares the ‘s.elf. for what she calls presentation in
appearance. Each prepares the person for an exchange of the inner for the outer,
the private for the public. Thinking also “prepaz"es L:vs.ever anew to meet whatever
wel.m.ust meet in our daily lives".2% The econohy of the mind prepares one’ for an

appearance in the public realm where political freedom can be enjoyed. Freedom
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reqmres appearance as the necessary precondmon of its existence. By its very

nature freedorn otcurs inter homines and requires publicity and appearance. Any

philosophical tradition that is deeply suspicious of the world of appearance “and

reduces human pluralrty to smgulanty, as traditional political philosophy dxd
cannot appreciate Arendtfs notion of freedom. Wherever there is no realm of

appearance, there is no ireedom. Arendt's later works support th%arlier ones in

showmg that appearance is essential for freedom, since freedom cannot Iully -

manifest itself where the space of appearance is absent or where men are excluded

from it. While in her earlier writing she demonstrates how a public arena open to

participation provides for the disclosure of the self, in her later writings she is

concerned with how the disclosure of self can be achieved through the use of

mental ca cities.- Both public and private spheres are vehicles for man's.self-
pa oth publi p ph o's seli-/

expression, which is essential for one's freedom.

Arendt also.}belie-ves, like Cato, that political actions or "great deeds are
not done by strength or speed or physique, they are the products of thought and
character and judgment" .25 So for Arendt one has to be both mentally and
physically prepared to enter the pubic realm and to enjoy political { reedom This

idea is in keepmg with plea that we should "think what we are doing". 26 The need

to think is a uniquely human need to reﬂect on what one has done or wlll do. It is

important to bring before one's mind and critically assess all that one does or

contemplates doing. For both ‘Arendt and Socrates, who gave an account of the
importance of living an examined life, thinking does-not produce the maxims; it
merely advises. One is still free to choose to follow the advice. In conformity

with this idea, Arendt claims that "the principle by which we act and the criteria

i
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by which we judge and conduct our lives depend ultimately on the life of the

I
mind".27 :

- On the other hand, Arendt rejeéts the idea of thinking as a total
withdrawal from the realm of appearances. When thinking is regarded.\{an
activity that has o connection wit.h acting, as is the case in the modern world,
Arendt points out that ';‘;here is 6ot clearer or more radical opposition than that
" between -thiriking and doing". She separates the activities of thinking, willing and
judging £ rom'acting only wﬁen their autonomy is in danger of being overlooked. In
that -si'tuation‘she attemnpts to show that mental activities are essentially private in
nature and that, at least inwardly, they remove the person from lHe in the world.
Rather fhan Eiising them too highly and thus "jeopardize her entire enterprise of
restoring the idea of freedom and worldliness", as Kateb phrases it,23 she
demonstrates that there is an unbridgable dichotomy between the solidariness of
thought and the communality of action. Arer.\dt regards this dichotomy, the one
. between the individuality of the will and lthe freedom in a commurity, and the one
between the detachment of judging and the involvement of participation as
emphasizing that‘freedorﬁ is to be found in communal action in "the spac.e of
appearances". .The failure to recognize this fact leads to the uncoordinated pursuit
of private and selfish ipterests. Such pursuit turns away from the community
within which both political action and political freedom are found.

When Arendt later goes on to explore the relevance of the mental
faculties for political action, it is not with the Inte;ztion of destroying their

+ ) .
autonomy or what she said about them earlier. Her reflections on these faculties is
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part of the large effort she makes to' demonstrate the primacy of political freedom

over the autonomy of the mental faculties. She neither denies the existence of

philosophical freedom nor minimizes the role of the mental faculties in bridging '

the gap between radical reflection and the communality of human action. She

recognizes that while the mind is no place for political freedom since it is by

definition a private realm, it is nonetheless essential for without it; or because of -

. |
its importance, neither politics nor freedom are made real. What she rejects is the

idea that freedom can be fully enjoyed outside the realm of politics. She thinks
that seventeenth and eighteenth century thinkers who regarded freedom as-an
exclusive feature of “the interior world of the self and not the relation of the self

with others, who situated freedom outside politics and not within it, were

mistaken. .—
(iif) Seventeenth and eighteenth century view of freedom as pre-political

Arendt finds that the attentien to the seventeenth and eigt:teenth century
political philosophers, especia.lly the French thinkers, was captured by socio-
ecoﬁomic. problems of their time and that as a result they were interested in civil
liberties, which like free speech and association are‘ pre-cond{tions for freedom as
participation. She bla:pes them for situating freedom outside politics and not

within it.

Arendt is specifically critical of Rousseau and the French revolutionists
because they promoted the intrusion of poverty and necessity into the political

sphere, the ascendancy of the general will as the arbiter of political existence, and
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the emergence of viclence as its executor. According to Arendt all these factors
led to a deni‘al of political freeﬁom or to a claim that freedom of one group
deiacnds upon the oppréssion of anothér.‘ These were attempts to divorce the notion
of freedom from poiitics and the destruction of authentic freedom. Accordingly,
Arendt rejects Rouss.e_aGS notion of "general will," ar_guing that "the ideal of a free
will,' indcpéndént from others and eventt.'xéily prevailing against 'Ehem", results from
the miskate of idenfiiyiﬁg the "wjll;' with freedom. The idea of general will leads
either tc; a denial of political freedb-r;; or to a claim that the freedom of one group
de pends upon the oppression of another. This is a destruction of authentic

b

freedom.

- —

Arendt was also highly critical’ of the French Rewvolution because it
manifested the eruption of the life process of society into politics. That is, it

became the movement of the poor and needy masses, who"ﬁi'ged the economic

alleviation of their poverty and the satisfaction of their biological necessities. The
“motivation of this revolution resided in a human desire for a stable political world

in which one could act freely and be acknowledged in one's distinction. Hoyéver,

the appearance of the masses and the necessities of the life process inspired
Arendt to interpret both the French Revolution and modern revolutions as based on
the inner bodily sensations of life's necessary demands:

The most powerful necessity of which we are aware in self-introspection
is the life process which permeates our bodies and keeps them in a
&onstant state of a change whose movements are automatic, independent -
of our own activities, and irresistible — i.e., of an overwhelming urgency.
The less we are doing ourselves, the less active we are, the more forceful
will this biological process assert itself, impose its inherent necessity
upon us, and overawe us with the fateful automatism of sheer happening
that underlies all human history.2?
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The FrﬁRevoluﬁon was not a birth of a realm of publié freedom. . It.
was just a participation of individuals into an overwhelming movement of history,
which would proceed with or witgout‘one's action. It was a mere force behind .the
. historical process, sa.nctic;:ing" or authorizing human actions insofar as they
contributed to the x;.nds. of the process. The intrusion of-the‘liie process into the
: poli:tiezal realm not only introduced the masses and the previously invisible Vrria.hy
‘into light; it entirely transformed the conception of the political realm.

e R % ‘
< In t{\'le same manner that Arendt rejects Rousseau's "general will" she

] A
rejects the 'irpplicaﬁon of the French Revolution and modern revolutions that a

v
general will drives the course of revolution.  This implication abrogates_; the -
foundation and preser Yati'on of revolution in a stable common human world. Durin;g.*
the French Revolution participation in the political realm was ptlemised bn'
solidarity with this general will _;af the masses and their aspiraﬁons. In this
subordination of the natural laws of the masses and their bio!bgical-r;ecessitig, thé
revolution neglected its primary commitment to establish -zi political realm to

perserve distinctly human action.

PR

" In Arendt's view, the natural goodness of. people and the identification of
all particular wills with self-interest mean that the political realm shoud be
constituted by the totality of the people's will. She explains:

The shift from the republic to the people meant that the enduring unity of
the future political body was guaranteed not in the worldly institutions

which this Beople had in common, but. im the will of the people
themselves.3

’ ’ . :
Arendt asserts that admittance into this will is predicated on a selfless

subordination of the self to the dictates of the general will of the people. ‘
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~revolutionaries - influenced - by the French was that compassion constituted a

_ What “united Rousseau,. the French.._:cvolutionariesi and all ~later .
prir-acii:de in which sensitivity for the sufferings of others exﬁrpated t;me experience
%ot pﬁe'_s soul. By this internal gratification one could acquiesce in the selfless
magic of compassion that _"qpened the hea.r.t ...ty the sufferings of others
whereby it establ'ishe‘d- and confirmed the 'ng.zgra.l‘ bond Detween men which only ‘
the rich had lost".31 “Arendt believes that politics should be purged of compassi;n } -
. _bécause_ it fails to found & long-lasting constitution for freedc;m'; in fact, it leadf”

- . .
inexorably, to the end of the brief life of freedom, of the councils. Compassion and

conformity to the genc;'al will as principles of the political realm inspired
. instability and tl}e.bqunaless self-consumption of the revolution, which prefigured
the more extreme logic of totalitarian terror.

-

— -~

.Fina‘.lly, accomp;nying compassion as the- political principle, violence

became an in;:rinsic element‘ciz_f_ the political realm. From the init;'al intimations

that a new order, a new beginning, was imminent, the revolutioraries had imagined.'

this new foundation as a tearing, down and b'qilding up of the world. Although

Machiavelli first intuited‘the. necessity of violence in this building, t.he'homo faber

mentality reinforced his insight that a replacement of thé natural world ordelr
. 'ﬁ.fould .fequire the instrtution of a realm fabricaieq by man.32 As; activity, -
.iabricaﬁén itself depends upon a vidlent reshaping of its material; however, the
premiief_ of this violent underi;'l;anding of fabrication .eally took hold: \;fﬁen the
'. ";ctivity of homo faber was no '-lon.ger ‘subordinated to the dictate;s -of .tt;ne

contemplative order but the cleansing process of the general will. -

-
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The seventeenth and eighteenth century thinkers' image of political man
Is, in short, of man acting 11;1 compas'sion with the masses by means of Qiolence,
_s_tjbordinated to the general will and the necessities of life. Little remains of'thir;
\portrait in Arendt's belief that the seventeenth and eighteenth century notion of
politics oaiginated in a desire for an articulated polit;cal .spacc of freedom in which
men could dct and gain immortal fame. |

General Problems with Arendt's Analysis

P

o Arendt's analysis of political man raises a few problems. Firstly, Arendt
claims that it is tﬁe mind that transforms and prepares one for entry into the
"space of appearance". But what is this mind that is there before the self? Is
there any self behind the self? g?c?ndly, on one hand Arendt suggests that the
pubhc self may not reveal the private self, while on the other hand she clalms that

it isnot possxble to understand fthe private "who" if he is not manifested in some
communicable fashion. Since the private self seems to be first formed and then
projected into the public realm, does Arendt's anaiysis make the {:rivath -s;:lf
primary?, I-:inally, in politics, whiere does play-acting end and genuineness begin?
Dc;es it? | |

bt
Arendt _knoévs that thf distiﬁction b;:tween. the inner and outer reaé}itic,s.of _
man is not a new p'henornenc;r:i“; Our tradition of philosophy originated in r}rcciscly'

: that: the dlsnnctmﬁ"by‘tween body and soul. Plato remains the supreme example
of the phxlosophers who dxsnngmshed the mind from thc body He divided the soul

— "4
into three "parts: the ranonai "part", the spirited.or courageous "part", and the

“ ! —

o
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t

,

. . o
appetitive "part". These parts are analogous to a charioteer with ty0 harses

part of the

L
soul, which tends upward toward heaven, the other as the appetitive part, which

pulling in oppoéite‘directiéns; one—horse is‘represented as the spirit

—

tends downward. The charioteer, the c00rdir;ator of the two horses, is represented
as the rational p.art of the soul, keeping control over the bad horse. .Of the threé
parts, Plato obviously holds the rational to be the noblest, for it is what gives order
to the drives of appetite and spirit and it can guidé an motivate action. Moreover,
the rational part has the power to grasp the ideas, including the idea of the goc‘ud,
along with other mo.ra.l ideas. From this follows the conception of man as a
rational animal. i In this view the relation of mind to body is designated by the
relation between the rational "part" and the appetitive "part”. The mind is related
to the body as a hand in a glove. |
L -

The important thing is that in all the views on the union of mind and body,
the relation of one's soul to one's body is unlike one's relation to any other wordly
object. ‘i‘he physical appeafahce'of one's body is not a mefely adventit.ious access
to the world, which is significant in that it makes possible the initiation ‘of'new
processes. Qne‘rs body is never merely a means to physi¢al appearance. For
example, the confirmation accorded to my body in my articulate uptaking of "I"
© signifies my acceptance and accreditation of my body as.the' source of all my
- meaningful action and utterance. My soul's relation to my body is of an uncommon,
unworldly character; it is constituted by my soul's unshareable dwelling within it._
Accordingly. whereas to the world my appearancé occurs in a body, for me my

‘appearance and the appearance of the world comes to be with my body. Therefore,

-~

-

my bodily appearance' constitutes a radical act of ‘beglnning and is implicitly.
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—

confirmed as such by my use of "I" as a personal act forthwith, not as a physical
act that later leads to a persbna.l presentation in the world. So, body and soul are
united in 6ne substance, the "self". 'l:his is why Arendt urEes that _eachingijvfé}al is
essentially unique. Henée, each ’individual is to act in diverse and spontancc;us

ways to manifest this uniqueness.

It is therefore understandable why Arendt ‘con:;,iders any view that
identifies the personal with only the inner realm of subjectivity as one-sided and
incomplete. Modern man'was driven to this inner realm by the collapse of the
given world anc.! 'his body's stable place within it through .the di%ies and
techniques of modern science. Unfortunately, this retreat to an inner realm did
not suffice to protect the int§grity of the person. Empiricism explained away the
presence of any unique personal reality resident in the unworldly--conﬁns. of
consciousness or a soul, and the political movements of the West effaced the image
of man as a distinct actor. Arendt herself examined fhe inner realm of subjectlvify

an

and found it devoid of the reliability and stability requisite for the assertion of a

- unique perng here that each person does indeed have
a ";t_:bj ective interior self” with whom he is in more intimate contact and which can
be givén a r\eflec;ing objecti\}e expression "outside" in the world. Rather, she is
contending that the public reality of the per‘s/onis self-achievement both rr{itigates '

. the intangibility and elusiveness of the "who" and yet simultaneously preserves the

sense that.. éach "who" is a unique and inexchange;.hle person. In this way there.is

no inner self before the duter self; but both the inner and the outer self jointly |

work for the pr&sep\tation of the self before others. This personal appearance
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occurs in the performance of the action, where who one is st_ands forth in one's full

presence.

Indeed, the transfiéuration of human appearance  into the self-
presentation of the "who" is accomplished by the ?cohc.:ifny of the mind, as
articulated in Arendt's later works on thinking, willing and- judging. Arendt
intimates that it is judgment that achieves this.n'ansformation, and as we have
already seen, judgment is intrinsically ‘linked to the common sense of the public
realm. But when Arendt says that the economy of the mind and judgment serves to
, prcpare men for an appearance in the public realm, she does not imply that the
mind- is there before the self. The mind as a Wwhole only enables the person to
introduce an element of deliberate choice into the shape his appearancer will
| assume in the public world. The given elements with which on;.- is endowed at birth

and in one's formative private existence can be moderated by what one thinks is fit

to be seen. The mind is simply one's capiacity to indicate how one wishes to be’

-

seen. Arendt holds that this capacity for deliberation enabI&s‘ each persoh to assess
his identity as a givenness transﬁ-guréd‘ py' choice. By the time the mind
deliberates how one should appear before others, the self is pretty much formed.
Arendt does not .go overboard with the Kantian/Sartrean capacity (freedom) of one
tS &eatc oneself and one's world.- The mind only liberates the already formed self
from a mere :acquiescence in the experiences and conventions of the everyday.

So Arendt's analysis does not rnake the private self primary. In her eyes,

the undlsputed pnonty of the private, psychologocial self in modern thought is only

the obverse of modernity’'s hostzhty to politics and the world. The modern age
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marks the fall of public ma.ﬁ and the rise of the péychoiogi,ca.l self tc.> the position of
honor in the public mind. Arendt argues that philosophical abstractions of the
experience of the psychological self contributed to the predbn;tina;wce of the inner
realm over appearing and -th;& definition of man in terms of his cognitive
theoreﬁéal capacities. In the modern age, the psychological gelf has assurx;\ed the
character of Being with the con's:eqi.:er_uce that the w;)i'ld and all reality are reduced
to the ;nterior proceses.of consciousness. In short, the philosophy of the modern
age, despite the manifest enlargeinent of man's powers of acting, is founded on the.
premise that the world appears as an object for a lucid, self-conscious subjei:t.
Arendt attacks the theoretical and egocentric bases of this tradmon by claiming
that the reality of the world is experienced only by parnmpanon in a common
world with other appearing actors and spectators. The primary experience of the
world is not theoretical, not in the classical sense of contemplation nor the
Cartesian sense of %-e-ssive inirosp_ective reduction. Human experience need not
be afflicted by philosophical world-alienation, for. both thinking and cognitive
inquiry presuppose the intuitions of reality disoovered‘in %e‘ﬁ acting experience in
the common world of appeariﬁg. In the same way, the primary experience of the
world is not egocentric. The reality of oneself and the world emerges only with the
affirmation and common acknowledgment of other human actors and spectators.

‘The -reality of objectivity of the world cannot be accredited by a theoretical
examination of the transcendent structures of the inner being or the thinki;mg €go;
 this reality is already given in the common sense bcque-athed to oﬁe by an embodied
- participation in a communal reality. Arendt's rejection of the dairﬁs of the inner .
self thus prepares the way for a broader survey of the human condition and its

a
construction of reality in its acting capacities.

-
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The twist she gives to the classical polarity of the active and the
contemplative life, of the practic;al and the theoretical, supports her emphasis that
political jreedom is prior t_o'the inwardly philosbphi.cal freedom with which it has
so often been confused. She consistently argues égainst the tradition that
éstablishea the primacy—“;f the philosophical freedom and its stress on the
withdrawal to the inner domain of the mind over that of the political freedoms She

.-

stresses that, . —

in spite of the great influence the concept of an inner, non-political
freedom has exerted upon the tradition of thought, it seems safe to say
that. man would know nothing of inner dreedom if he had not first
experienced a condition of being free as a worldly tangible reality. 33

Arendt's talk of the importance of the contemplative life for practical affairs and
- return to the vie\»;S' of Aristotle, such as an appreciation of various mental
phenomena and as awareness of the difference between thinking and acting, does
not assert the primacy of the mental freedom over that of political freedom. It
only shows that for Arendt the human mind is not an escape from freedom but its
articulator, while ;;olitfics is its field of expression. Freedém depends on hum-an
thought, as Allen alﬁo observes;:
For'Arendt, thought is the primum mobile, it. is the prime mover, not only
for political action, but for the very activity which elevates man from the

primal needs of necessity to the arena of the b:os politikos. For man is
not merely man, he is thinking of man.

Thus, $or Arendt, both the inner domain of the mind and the world of appearance
are essential for the individual's full enjoyment of freedom. Arendt insists on this
apparent fact, in order to remove freedom from the exclusive province of Kant's

"professional thinkers". She is reacting against a tradition that only stressed the

inner freedom and excluded any form of freedom in the space of appearance. For
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her, freedom is found where the vita contemplativa joins the vita activa and where

)

the political realm transcends the private realm.

Her viewpoint is plausible in 2 world where theorizing is held to be in
total control over action. In such a situation every activity is taken to be the end-
product-of a theory, and those who have no theoretical knowledge of politics are
usually excluded from the public realm. Arendt tries to fight against a wor'ld in
which "Absolute Mind reign's supreme”. Her solution is rot txle politics of
mindlessness but of reflection“grounded in experience, participation, sharing and
deliberation. Theorizing must be kept strictly separated from action, and at the .

same time their compatibility must be maintained.

Finally, since~a'p;>litica1 actor appears before others as he wishes to-be
seen and remembered, we can ask whether there is genuinenas 11:1 the p.olit'rcal
realm. Arendt presents political actors as a posturing-group' of men clamoring for
attgntion_ and- wanting to be reassured that 'they are valuable, even ’rea.l, and that
they will ever ber remembered after they have vanished from the scené. She also
admits that the modes of appearaﬁ:e possible in this changing world are 's-teepcd in

semblance and illusion.

Althougii Arendt admits that all appe#afénce transpires in the medium of
seeming, she nonetheless differentiates between inauthentic semblances that can

be corrected and authentic semblances that are inherent in the earthly conditions

for appearance:

Semblance is inherent in a world ruled by the twofold law of appearing to
a plurality of sensitive creatupes, each equipped with the faculties of
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perception. Nothing that appears manifests itself to a single viewer
capable of perceiving it under all its inherent aspects. The world appears

in the mode of it-seems-to-me, depending on particular perspectives
determined by location in the world as well as by particular organs of
perception. This mode not only produces error which I can correct ...it

" also gives birth to true semblances ... to deceptive appearance, which I
cannot correct like ‘an error since they are caused by my permanent
location on the earth and femain bound up with my own existence as one
of the earth's appearances.

_ What Arendt means is that even authentic agpearance of self-display is performed

in the iﬁteguments of semblance. No self-display renders either a perfectly ludd
or a transparcr_i—t_ vision of the s‘e!f, anc! no self can create the conditions for such a
disclosure. Authentic: self-display brings into being a disguise, in terms of which
spectators acknowledge one as a discrete reality in the world. So the earthly

conditions of semblance demand an-authentic self-display.

Science ftries. to_understand -reality and man's place in reality by
abstracting from the.phy'siognomy of appearance and discerning the laws pf the
microcosm and the macrocodm behind the features of appearance. The aim of this
effort is to read the secrets of Being beyond sense perception, common sense, aﬁd
the categories of language. Science proceeds on the assumption that it can compel
responses from the deeper structures of Being, bﬁt it cannot say or describe in
normal language the constitution of this real world.36 Arendt discerns some

relation to reality in the basic systems of science.

Arendt also borrowed some ideas of appearance from Kaht. Kant was
interested to offer clues of what is real. He explicitly stated the separation of
Being and Appearance in t_y‘s doctrine_-of noumenal ancf phenomenal realities.

Arendt proposes that the model for this relation between Being and Appearance



CONTINUITY IN ARENDT'S THOUGHT 254

must be found in human exprience itself. She discerns the inspiration for Kant's

model in the elusive experience of the thinking ego itself — "in the consciousness

of myself in the sheer thinking activity ...l am the thir'\g itself . . aIthougr
- nothing of myself is therefore given for thought".37 We have seen that thinking

and the process of consciouspess insinuate but never disclose their subject. The

thinking ego is not even the source of our intuition of reality. Arendt searches this
source in the irreducible nexus of the appearance of the world and the global bodily

presence. She suggests that

[r]eality in a world of appearances is first of all characterized by
"standing still and remaining” the same long enouéh to become an object
for acknowledgement and recognition by a subject.>8

How do subject and object reciprocally enlist each other in creating the "standing

still and remaining" of the real?

~

Arendt regards the mark of the real to be its "standing still and

remaining” because she excoriates the modern fascination with introspection and’

states of consciousness as the loci of human reality. It is also because she turns to
one sense in particular as endowing a stable aspect to the appearing world:

It is characteristic of all theories that argue against the world giving
capacities of the sense that they remove vision from its position.as the
highest-and most noble of the senses and substitute touch or taste, which
are indeed the most private senses ... those in which the body primarily
senses itself while perceiving an object.3?

' For her, sight can engender an objective attitude towards the réal, freeing the

subject both from the transient appearances of the object and from the immediacy

of one's bodily experience. -
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- . Although admitting that all’ appearance must assume an aspect of
"seemning" because they appear to every individual in his own subjectivit).(, Arendt
discerns three factors th;t contribute to the sensation of "realness™ (1) the
identity of lan object for fhe five diﬁering senses; (2) the identity of context for
eachrr‘ncmber of 2 species; and (3) the identification of each object from the
particular perspéctivc of each individual.40 Without getting into episte‘r,nological
justification of these- points, Arendt proceeds to show how the real self can be
identified. O©f course, her full ela—boration of "this claim is in her delineation of

personal action.

e o

Arendt does not attribute "objective reality” only to tangible, stable,

‘phﬁical entities; rather, objectivity is obtained by' the mutual confirmation of

~ _ ' . .
different fellows whose illuminations of different aspects endow the object, which
might be the other self, with a depth and thickness that confirm it as real:

[T]hg reality of the public realm relies on the simultaneous presence of
innumerable perspectives and aspects in which the common world presents
itself and for which no common measurement or denominator can ever be
devised. . . .Being seen and being heard by others derive their significance
from the fact that everybody sees and hears from a different position. . . .
Only where things can be seen by many in a variety of aspects without
changing their identity, so that those who are gathered around them -know
they see sameness in utter diversity, can wordly reality fully and reliably
appear.*l | '

In the way that physical durability ;f wéc&'ﬁly objects represents the paradigmatic
case of public existence because ‘they "stand still” long enough to .be'conﬁrmed,
actions acknowledged by a community of spectators can reveal -the real self.
Personal action can reveal the true self because it can only be achieved by a being
who lives within the cycle of life as impellefby the labor of his body and society,

and within the world as -t_:onstructed and upheld by his fellow men. In personal
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;acﬁon Arendt finds the expression of an articulated appearance rich enough in
publié features to be acc&ssibie to the judgment of other men and their combined
perpetuation' of the distinct indices of the person. The logic of personal action
culmin.ates 'in an objective appearance evalué.ted on its own terms, rather than in

the light of the given nature of the individual or the immediacy' of his

* consciousness or intentions. On the notion of this logic of personal action Arendt

" bases her assertion that in this world being and appearing coincide and that men

find their personal identities only in the world of fellow men. ‘

We have seen that even works of art testify not only to the stability of a

physical entity but also to the stability of the expressions of human hands and the |

human spirit. They reveal the artisan and the artist. Action, although it fashions

no external tangible mat_tér, calls attention to the entry of a human person-who

shapes‘fﬁs rather intangible identity by his chosen words and deeds. Since one's

- deeds can be clarified by one's words, one may pretend to be who he is not in the

public realm; but this cannot last long because the freely chosen and enacted deeds
are basic and inéxchaﬁgeable data to the story that one is obliged to accept as
one's own, to preserve, and to be able to retell.

‘Therefore, genuineness in the politicil realm is based on the public

appearapce, despite its flaws. It is the public appearancc,_tr{rough speech and

action, that offers the possibility of a validation of the r'ealig of theﬂpcrson, a

reality endowed with a fullness and depth by the a.élmowledgment of other persons.
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Conclusion

The earlier works of Hannah Arendt contain a sharp distinction between

vita contempIaUVa and vxta activa. They manifest her view that these were\\

separate and dxstmct ways of hfe enjoined to different prmaples a.nd impulses.
Arendt tries to reverse the assumed priority of the life of the mind over that of
action in all her works. She maintains that the human condition is constituted by

the plurality of men and their relationships. The solitary life of the mind is not

totally "out of order" in this condition, because there is a need to stop and thmk

what we are doing inl the pubhc realm.

The life of the mind does not necessarily subvert the seminal impulse and
the principle of freedom at the heart of the vita activa. Despite Arendt's sporadic
lack of coherence and proper argument, the result of her tendency to link
apparently disparate tl'iemes, the notion of vita activa and the theme of freedom

are manifestly coherent in her works. 1 think her conviction that vita activa and
. — A ——

vita contemplativa represent different and distinct patterns of human life ( also

affirmed by the relationship she later recasts between mmd and politics th\nough
her use of the notion of judgment. She does not re'c‘éist this relationship necessarily
in favour of thg;}nmd and agamst ireedom, action and politics. She does not assert
the primacy of the mind over the realm of politics because that would uadermine
the latter as effectively as our philosophical tradition since Plato has done. What
Arendt successfully does is to restore pohtlcs to.its nghtful duty in a world sﬁe

believes has forgotten how to practice it.

—
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CONCLUSION . — '

-

I have tried to reformulate Arendt's nction of freedom. It should be

obvious nowﬁy' freedom is a central concept of her political theory. She has

developed her concepts of public and privaté freedom into -a symbiosis through.

which freedom is no longer ‘what destroys_ polmcs but what gives 1t meamng

throu..gh time. I have also tried to eluc.ldate the cohesmn in her work by examining

the interrelataagghip of the vita contem\ianva and the vxta actwa in Arendt's
analysis as well as her unique th_eorencal for}%uanons. Ccntrary to the view that

there is no unity in Arendt's thought because her earlier works focus on public
. *» C '

‘freedom and are historically bound to the 'ear!y-Greeks while her IateN\'orks, _

emphasizing private freedom, are based on the darkest period of the twentieth
century, | believe that Arendt's unusual notion of freedom acts %s a hexus between
her earfier and later works. .

What Arendt does is to restore the primacy of political freedom over that

of philosophical freedom without repudiating the latter. Her project originates in

~and endeavours to be faithful to the language and experience of common human

discourse. She is convinced that the primary. organization of human reality has

been recapitulated under the abstruse metabhysica.l claims of the philosophers and

can be recaptur::’?, by d111gent reflecnon, hence her understandmg of therl

fundamentgﬂ\ task of human reason a.nd thmkxng as "to thmk what we are doing".

Thxs "thmkmg,what we are domg" wh:ch occupxed Arendt's thOught throughout all

\\
h@r works, is central to her theory of polmcs. It mvolves drawing clear-'/

distinctions and categories to ;lluminaté the fundamental concept of polmcal

—_—

}
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freedom. The first one, of course, is the category of the vita activa, which she

developed from the class of animal Taborans, homo faber and men of acﬁon._ The

second one is that of the vita contemplativa, which she de?elopéd from the notions

of tﬁinking, willing and bios theorétikos. 'I'he real conjuncuon between these
categories was for her located in the faculty of judgment, |
/ . ‘

 We saw, H'owever, that the use of these categories sometimes tends 1o
becloud an understanding of polmca.l freedom not Iﬂgcause she is vague in_
presentanon .but because the categons themselves "hardly- ever correspond to
waternght compartments" In"the same manner, Arendt has -tned to clarify
-concepts central to polmcs and to brmg new meanmg to them’ by d1st1ngmshmg
among them. These concepts are even less watertight than the .categones of the

vita actwa and vita contemplatwa, not because she has bee\less masterful at

%

deahng wn:h them but because they are concepts that, h;stoncally, have caused _

great confusion and d;sagreement.. Arendt did not presume to offer new solutions

or to repair singlehandedly the shattered -tradition of Western thought. Neither

Is

was her rearticulation based upon a novel metaphysics or a novel ‘conception of
hurnan nature. She was preoccupxed,ia/her, with dxscovermg e original spmt
that lurks thl'un the conceptions shé uses and. the vita activa articulated

throughout the Western tradition. - : . - .

Furthermore, Arepdt t.hou'g_ht that the loss of distinction may coincide

with the loss of freedom. As a co.n‘:‘»equenc:'e, she makes distinc.;tion;' and further

more subtle and cross-cutting distinctions in order to explain her notion of political
freedom. She makes a distinction between "labor", activities that are tied to the

[,

- . - . ) ."7_._ \
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meeting of bidlogical needs and hence to necessity, and "work®, the;t is, activities

| that produce enduring objects and an e-nduring world,' in order to show that, unlike
action, these acﬁvities dlo not reveal one‘sidniquengss in the public realm. She also

distinguishes acfioﬁ from behavior, which she 'sees as habitual and non-governed

and as characteristic of the society. Qf laborers. Where;s action expresses

individual disﬁnctivepeiss, behavior supresses" the distinctive aspects of the

individual.

Arendt makes these distinctions in ordér to sﬁow,that freedom is rooted in
the condition of plurality. The ac;or, in contrast ‘to the Iaboref, worker and_'
behaviorist, enjoys the ﬁighst sort of freedom pxl'ecisely because action is rooted in
the cond.iﬁon of plurﬁlity. It is within the plural space of appearance that man's
.capacity to act, thét is, his faculty of ireedom,-c_an be exercised. It is an action .

that combines hérmoniously, as it did for the Greeks, the vita activa and the vita

contemplativa. This means that even though vita contemplativa as contemplation

has no Bearing on the public realm and is sometimes even déstructive of the
political réalrn‘, it nevertheless haé a claim on the vita activa génerally because
‘pblitical action is not mindless and therefore cannot be enti.rely devoid -of thought
or mental capacxty The acnon to ‘be polmca.l must, at least to a dcgree,. be

~

selfless and born of phﬂosop]‘ucal thought. L | : -‘,

In her last work, Arendt spells out the nature and limits of the claims-of
* the mind on politicsh."-‘ Her return jo the life of the mind contains clues and '

strategis' to ‘guide us towards the world and political freedom proper. She makes

another distinction between thinking and willing and other Mes of

' /
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the mind in order to Show us that although these faculties presuppose withdrawal

from the world and are therefore not the f)reconditions for political freedom, they

are neverthelelss in’iportant in propel]ihg action. 'i'hey are the preliminary springs

of all action. T‘unkmg diverts the hab1t of obedience from thwarting the meaning .

of the novel. It opens the space in wl'uch human 'bemgs can begm anew and
constitute a realm ‘of freedom. It also encourages an awareness of freedom by
prepanng the self fqr the conditions of human plurahty It fosters an "enlarged

>menta.hty" a wzllmgness to examine experience on a shared and mterchangeable

basis with other men. Willing is even much closer to action. The will is the spring

of action, and as such, Arendg maintains, it is not political but pre-political;

because of its importance, neither politics ﬁor freedom would be real without it.

- . B ) }

—~
But it is with the faculty of jt:ldgment, "the most political of men's mental
- abilities", thatl- ~philosoi:>hy ";nd .politics mec.at ,and wor'k-out- their téntative and
uneasy %ymbio:;is. For' Arendt the public faculty of .judgi‘ng, in which sharing-the-
véo‘rid-with—others comes to pés,‘ bridges the chasm between thinking and acting
without-endangering the realm of freedom. Judgment a.lsq bridges the gap between

vita activa and vita contemplatwa because in- her earher wrmngs Arendt regards it

as part of the vita activa, seeing itas a :Euncnon of the reRresentat:ve thinking and
enlarged menta.hty of political actors, exch_angmg opinions in public while engaged

in commoyeliberation. In her last work she is able to place it exclusively within

. . . . . - - . ‘ s
the vita dontemplativa. This does not mean that Arendt contradicts herself but®

7

only shows that her ‘stressing the vita activa at one tir:ne and the vitr

‘ contemplativa at the other is an appropriate way of analyﬁng the-world of politics.

An apparent change or .traﬁsiﬁbn from the vita activa toward the vita

Ly

-ke
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contemplativa that we find as we move from her earlier to her later writings is

only one way of returning to the world with a viable politics. -

The point that Arendt is making should now be obvious: that in the final

analysis the vita activa, politics and the public realm have access to the vita

contemplativa. Political theory has to avail itself of the vita contemplativa

because it is’ obviously a species of ti‘xought and thinking. As Such, vita

‘ contemplativa, understood as thought and reason, never ceases to be binding upon
P gat ar g upo

the activity of political theorizing. Thus, Arendt intends neither to subordinate the

vith activa to the vita contemplativa, as it was in Plato mwd_A.:'ts{oﬂe where it

received its meaning and "restricted dignity” fram the vita contemplativa because
- it merely served the needs and wants of contef'nplaﬁon; nor does she intend to

“® eliminate the vi'%ontemplativa éntirely from the range of ordinary political

" experience as in the modern tradition, where it is not just subordinated fo the vita

activa but is also consigned to the unscientific dustbin of the past.

i ' - : - : .
. According to the modern tradition, not only does the vita®contemplativa
: , -
;' become an "altogether -meaningless” activity, the vita-activa itself also suffers

/%Qaﬂy because the traditionally lower activities of labor and work emerge as

higher than action. Labor is now regarded as the most important activity, the one

that serves both biblogical rieéds and human .aspi;'ations. Arepcit vehemently’

rejects'the modern thinkers' idea, esp.,e‘cially Ma.rx's, that labor's productivity is the
consumm{t_ion and _fhe raison d'dtre 6f human life. ?or her, labor and work neithc'r .
loosen /Jhe rigidity of life by generating & climate in which action becomes a daily

occurrence nor create spacés within '{vhich freedom finds a worldlj home. Only
3
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those who have been liberated from the demands of ‘wor?: and labor can Xreely

participate in politics.

~ From thc" preceding remarks it is clear that -Argr.wdt's thought xs unusual
and original. Poli'tics as she unde‘rstand's it certainly departs from the re-currm?
activity of. classxcal and modern thought. Her/pohncs have no business — at le

not directly — with the needs of the body Socio-economic issues lie outside the
provm;e of politics proper. Soao—economxc factors, which have beoome the ideal
realm for political life in our an ti:ﬂes, an;: regarded by Arendt as essentiéﬂy pre-
politica.l They spriﬂg from impulses antithetical to politics and are neither the
cause, nor ‘the effect, nor the purpose of polmcs This means that the meanmg of

politics is not fixed or determined by socio.

Smic issues: rather, Tt is bound

with the principle manifested in poliﬁcs itself. This principle is freedom.

-

> ZArendt wants to remind the modern world that the essence of politics is
. : : . p

" the foundation rof freedom and not the.settlement of socio—écdﬁomic problems.
Although she is aware that today it 1s difficult to i'maginé econbmic transactions
witHout . government i tervention at-one level or another or ﬂnd"aJ government
3 A »
uninvolved in both economic and social matters, she believes the strictness of this
" division can help us understand the rationale behind the primacy of .politics' and
;aieguard its autonomy. She demonstrates. how pc.alitics as performing arf can be
' corrupted by thfse extraneous considerations. |
-

Of course; the thorough destruction of politics reaches fruition in the

. . . .0 . . M . .
movements of totalitarian regimes. Arenait's effort to reformulate the concept of
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freedom \:;ras ignited b); the reality of totalitarianism. Relying on the Greek polis,
the Rome iouﬁoation, the American-Re'rolution and some modern councils, ‘Arendt
creates spaces in which men can find freedom. It is only through individu.xl action

. and the effort to c';'a-é) the public realm that man can stabhsh the W
hurnan reckomng that can militate agamst the "thoughtlessness" that is the force -
behind totalitarianism. Totahtanan reglrn&s require the suspension of rcilcctnre
judgment by their mpnbers. Totalitarianism also assaults the pubhc structure of

-

"normal reality” and the persohal structures of individuality and freedom.

In her effort to find room for the indi\;idual, whose actions alone
determine reality, Arendt returns to the tradition and situations in which the public
‘realm was maintained. It is in the public realm that the speech of one becomes; a
discourse with others and where the action of one becomes participation with one's
equals. Arendt's notion of participation, however, is different from the one to
which we are accustomed: We have become used to seeing our modes of access to
pu\;lit life restricted by ever-increasing groups who claim to speak for us. We have
modes of access available to us through representatwe government and the party

—

o : system, with its never-endmg series of mtez;st/g'rm\l:or Arendt, only the

pa.rticipation of the self, the'revelation oi one:s thoughts throug action and speech

. in concert with others, is what constitutes the public realm. Fre » which is tho

- ’ reason for politics, can only be enjoyed by. the individua!l in the company of men

who act and speak mgether: The comxng.together of freemeh creates.a realm of

opinions and discussion. This free play'of oratory that r'esult.s in decisions. (and
'promxse—keepmg) cannot be transferred or enntled to anyone else. Thereforc, |

repr&sentanon of polmcal actlon is really not p0551b1e. Parncxpanon has to do

Ll
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. . o
‘with the freedom of the individual to act, to speak-and to maintain the political

realm — the s'glf-direaed arena of freedom. For an individual to bé'rebrqsented

by someone else in this freedom-recurring activity would mean an abdication of the
self, an Lﬂﬁmate_;_t_:nunciation of who one is. Through the notion of freedom as
participation, Arendt dis¢loses how both inner and public spheres of life

complement one another.
e
1
-

t

1

Arendt's later works we}g,_‘;bp_refore_, focuse.d on how, througt"l. tr;e use of
his mental faculties, an individual reyeals who he is and thus creates his own
reality and ensures; his f-reedom and that of' others. Thinking prepares the self for
deliberate self-appearance and establishes the orQer of history as the worldly
appropfiation of the meaning of the free action { individués. In her effort to
enlist thinking in the confirmation .of the iéa—rj:nique appearances of persons,

Arendt concludes that thIFﬂdng‘\-gJ_d/ﬁ/e life of the mind can resolve the

contradiction of the public world and the social structures that preclude the

-

The urgency of Arendt's reflections on the relationship between mental

faculties and action stem from her two convictions: firstly, that a chronic

, t.houghtlessness figured greatly in the decline of freedom in the modern ‘age; ‘and

secondly, that the social conditions that had lent plausibility to the ideological
claims and cunning of totalitarianism still persist. In -the first case, her

controversial analysis of Adolf Eichmann and the totalitarian mentality rests on

-

- tHe thesis that’evil human actions thrive not 'fupon__demonic a‘ttribu_tés of man but"

rather upon his complacent lapse into thoughtlessness. Thus, alth‘ough thinking and

- . o
- , - '
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‘the life of the mind were tocussed -upon by Arendt “only late in her public
réflectionﬁ, they ;hronologicauy precede her articulation of the vita activa. It is
~ easier now to see why her notion oi? thinking and its import for the world of
appearing human actor is logically connected with her articulation’ of human
action. She recognizes the need to recast the relationship between mind and

politi'cs and hence to connect her later writings to her eartier ones.

In‘the second case, Arendt insists that in the modern age mankind is
compressed into the oneness of society, a community organized for the ft_.llﬁllrnent
of the ne‘cessitieé of life. The modern society fosters an equa.ht);r,'n%t of distinctly
thinking persons, but of conforming, interchangeable functionaries. It nurtures a
behavior that acquu:sces in the anonymous adrmmstranon of the community in
accordance w_ith the trends of economic, forces and pressures. .Of course, this
_means that the modern social’ structures thwart the conception of ‘rnan as actor
whose Sdistinctive -appearance originates in thinking and the process of
consciousness. (For Arendt, }ru-nking and the process of consciousness insinuate but
never disclose who-the actor is.) /

Arendt's concern is to recapture the logic underlying the conception of

man” as a distinctive but not isolated actor. She overcomes the seeming

subjectivi:ty of all appearing by integraﬂng it in a worldly context. The model of

this structure of objective appearance evokes the imagé of an illuminated space in

the middle of which stands a clearly d‘e'filned ‘obigst being observed by surrounding

spectators. The actor must conform his actions and disclosures tg-the ¢
. ) e ' - vl .

of judgment, which enable one to be recognized. One's appearance must

- . . ) Lo
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adequately "objective” expression in word and dee@ which can be understood asd
. \ -

/
affirmed by fellow actors and spectators. The reali@r:\obiecti’vity of oneself and

. N
the world emerges only with the affirmation and common ‘a&lq_]g)ul‘edément of other

-

human actors and spectators. Here Arendt again implicates the- mind because

thinking has to comprehend and round out the action in a form of preservation and
the actor must also conform his actions and disclosures to the conventions of

judgment that enable one 10 be recognized.

— " ' .

T

Through a redress of the balance between thinking and appearing reality,

Arendt restores to each~rea.1m the integrity that is lost in the modern age. Since,
" for her, philosophers succumbed to the prejudice that reality :;only a constituent
of the will or the inteﬁor—ity of conscioﬁsness or the laws of the mind itself, Arendt
proposes to ascertain the mind's relation to appearani:;”a-s well as its possible
.contribution to human freedom. The full significance of these recon‘ciliations. of

public appeafance to the canons of the mind is elucidated in her work on vita

activa. \/? -
' "

It is clear that Arendt's work, over against any other analysis of political

freedom, is wnique. It is for ihe most part consistent and extrcmely'

comprehensive, though at the same time quite obscure. "She gets to her notion of

politicé.l freedom in a most indirect and complex manner. This concept is based-on

the Greek @lis, has its foundation also in European exist\e;Ttmim\,and is set
against a backdrap of events and forces whose impact is still felt> Arendt's

analysis of the notion of 'pblitica.l ifeedom establishes an intimate connection’

between all her writings. This is one of the major results of this dissertion.

-~
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S

In order to judge the greatness of Arendt's ,thought,' we still have to delve

" further into the German existential ' omenology and ontology associated with

~

Husserl, Heidegger and Jaspers. There is muc m for further exploration to

reveal how she moved out of the _tradit.ion that sha her mind and came to rest

. . . . o . -
upon Jaspers' communicative existential system in order to create her own ori inal,
po pe mu orig

——

independent .position. ) ! . )
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