What I1s Politics?

An Answer by means of a Review

of Hannah Arendt’s Critique

of the Ideas on Politics of Karl Marx

Master Thesis Political Philosophy

Lambert Pasterkamp



Student:

Student number:

Supervisor:
Co-reader:
Study:
Department:
University:
Date:

Word count:

FINAL VERSION

Master Thesis

Lambert Pasterkamp

S0809101

Dr. P. Nieuwenburg

Dr. M.A. de Geus

Political Science (track Political Phibsophy)
Institute of Political Science

Leiden University

10 June 2013

19.959 words (including notes)



Table of Contents

TabIE Of CONTENTS ... ettt e e e e e e e e e e e eeeane e e e 2
110 o [ o {{o] o IR PPPPP PR 4

1. The HUMAN CONAITION......uttiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiti e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeees 6
O 1ol V4] g o I i = o 11 o] o TP UPPPPPTPTT 7
VT8 BCTIVA ...t ettt e 8
The WeSTErn tradition .........oouuuiei e cmmn ettt e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e eerenean s 9
The fall Of POITICS .....cooeiiiii e 12

. Arendt’s interpretation Of MarX ..........ccoouiiiiiiiiii e 14
MAIX  TEVEISA ... e e e e et 14
ANIMAL TADOTANS ... et e e e e e e eeeees 17
Revaluation Of POILICS ... .ccoeviii e e 19

. Arendt’s CritiqUE OF IMBIX .....cuuuuuiiiei it e e e e e e e e e e eeaenees 21
THE 1IS€ OF IADOU.....ciiiiiiiiiiii it 21
The rise of the SOCIAL.........cooiiiie e 23
Marx and the SOCIal SPREIE..........coiii e e 26
WITNEING AWAY ...t e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e eeenes 27

. Arendt’s concept Of POIILICS ... .ccovuueeii e e 29
HUMAN fTEEAOM ...ttt e e e mn e e e e e e eeennnnans 29
Greatness and INAIVIAUAIILY............cooiiioii e e 30
Perspective and ODJECHIVILY .........ouuuiii i 30
The WOrld @S NOME ... e 31
PRIONESIS ... et ettt 33

. Philosophical backgrounds...........c.ouuiiiiiiii e 35
The problem of POIILICS........o.uuui e 35
MOdErn WOIIA EXPEIEINCES. ... .covuiii e ceee et e e e e e e e e e e et e e e anneeeeaaaeaaaes 36



The character of politics

.............................................................................................. 37
(1 (== g o I == T o PSP 38
[ (=T =To (o] o £ [PPSR PPTT PP 40
MEANING OF [IT@ ...t e et e et e e e e e en e e e e e e eeennees 40
6. DISCUSSION ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaeeeeeeteteeeeeeeeeneneannnenannnes 42
WHOSE frEEUOM? ...ttt e ettt e e e e ettt et e e e e e e tt e e e e aeeees 42
POIICS AN JUSTICE ...ttt ceee et e e e e e e et e e e eaa e e e e aaaaes 43
MOT@I TEAIITY ... ettt e e et e e e e e e e ne e e e e e 44
ANSWEIING BBING ...ttt e et e e e e e b eeeaeeees 45
(©70] 0T (1] o] o S PP PPPPPTPTR 47
(2] 0] oTe | =1 o] 0 ) V28RO 50



Introduction

Originally, I was curious about continental polichinking because of the fact that it
receives little or no attention at my disciplinelif@al Philosophy. Most theories considered
were of Anglo-Saxon origin. | knew some contineialosophers who really challenged me,
but those were not political thinkers. | wonderetiat would continental political philosophy
be like? My attention was drawn to Hannah Arentirt®ig to read her works, | discovered
that she examines a question that also intrigueshow can it be that economy seems to
dominate our modern lives and even our politicsWhdoes that domination of economics
come from? Moreover, is it possible to practiceitfps that does not have economy as its
primary focus? These questions make the readiitaohah Arendt very interesting.

In particular, it is fascinating because Arendt slowt fit into standard categories of
contemporary political philosophy. It could not $ed that she is a liberal, nor a Marxist, nor
a communitarian. For the close reader of Arendtéwmn, this is not what matters. Reading
the theories of Arendt feels like going beyond #eve mentioned categories. Something is
mentioned here which precedes being a liberal leeretise. The works of Arendt are about
politics itself.

In this thesis the necessity of reconsidering feslittself will become apparent. With that,
Arendt tries to defend politics because she wamtdefend humankind. Politics becomes a
fundamental issue for Arendt because the humanitbomdself is threatened. That is also the
core of Arendt's critique of Karl Marx. In his thgg which in a way is archetypal for
modernity according to Arendt, some fundamentaltakiss are made; some mistakes that
threaten our human being. Arendt reconsiders thasdecriticizes them and this will be the
subject examined in this thesis. It will be the Adagan critique moreover, that finally leads
back to the just mentioned questions.

The following question will guide this thesigvhat is Hannah Arendt's philosophy of
politics as revealed by means of the examinatioheofinterpretation and critique of Karl
Marx on this subjectThis question will be answered by means of sev&aurhtthemes. The
first chapter will outline Arendt’'s conception ofolgics as a problem, especially with
attention to her bookhe Human ConditianThis chapters shows how Arendt, faced with
urgent historical conditions, does trace these tsvieack to Marx and even further beyond, to
the Western tradition of political philosophy.

The second chapter will consider Arendt’s interptien of Karl Marx. This thesis will



not deal with Marx’ thoughts itself, but it dealdsthvthe Arendtian interpretation of Marx.
This is relevant, because Arendt has an idiosymcratderstanding of Marx, one that is
embedded in her conceptual framework. After the, third chapter presents the Arendtian
critique of Marx.

Once this critique is clear, the concept of pditaf Arendt herself can be considered.
This will be done in chapter four. For the ideaspaofitics, Arendt refers back to the ancient
Greeks. Politics for Arendt means a realm of hufneedom. In chapter five this concept will
be deepened by looking to the philosophical baakgis of it. It will turn out that Arendt
with her ideas on politics takes position towalts idea of politics as means to an end on the
one hand and politics as a problem in itself onater hand.

In chapter six Arendt’s ideas on politics will bésaussed. A critical review of the
Arendtian kind of freedom will be given. Also it Wbe stated that Arendt starts from an
assumption that quite a lot contemporary philosophke not share.

The thesis will be ended with a conclusion thatwars the before mentioned research
guestion. The subject of this thesis was choserausec it provides the possibility to
fundamentally reconsider politics itself. What islifics? To answer this question, Arendt
criticizes Marx from a concept of politics derivei)dm an era that pre-dates ours. Back to the
basics and beyond even those, that is the chasdtesf Arendt's work. More than just
reconsidering politics, this provides the abilioyfundamentally reconsidering our own time

and being, which actually is exactly what philospjs) in its true form.



1. The Human Condition

Sometimes great historical events demand recoradider of inherited structures or
traditions. In these cases, such events force umpeach things, which until then, were
familiar to us. Are the things we considered goedlly that good? Such a striking ‘event’
occurred for political theorist Hannah Arendt witie appearance of totalitarianism during
and before World War Il. Arendt asked herself wimight have caused totalitarianism. She
undertook a huge study into this subject in herdasnbookThe Origins of Totalitarianism
(1951). However, after publishing this work sheiced a ‘serious gap’, which was the lack of
an adequate analysis of Bolshevik ideology (Koh@0Z%2 xi). Arendt noticed that this
ideology has connections with Karl Marx and thetmall theory of Marxism. This was quite
interesting because Marxism is not a peripheralnphenon in the tradition of Western
political philosophy; it provides a contributionitdhat cannot be overlooked.

In a proposal to the John Simon Guggenheim Foumdatrendt explained that new
philosophical research after h@rigins book would provide ‘the missing link’ between
commonly accepted categories of political thoughtl @he present uncommon political
situation of the Western world (Kohn, 2005: xiih&refore, Arendt began to read the works
of Karl Marx. The more she read, the more she begauiticize his work. This resulted in
another famous booklhe Human Conditiorf1958). In preparation for this work, Arendt
held some lectures around the subjects of Marxsolitics, Western political tradition, et
cetera. These have recently been bundled by Jefoime in the booklhe Promise of Politics
(2005Y. A final book of importance for this topic is Am#'s bookBetween Past and Future
(1954Y. This work discusses political and philosophicaéstions like ‘what is freedom?’ or
‘what is authority?’.

It is not accidental that Arendt explores precigblyse questions. In her work it becomes
clear that while there might not be a direct lirddvbeen Bolshevik totalitarianism and Marx,
Marx’ work could have formed a negative condition the emergence of Bolshevism (Kohn,
2005: xiv). It could be said that Marx ended a itrad, that he broke the authority of the
tradition. This ‘end of the tradition’ (and theredothe lack of traditional boundaries)
culminated in the cruelties of totalitarianism. TWeestern tradition had ended. Therefore its

ideas had no longer authority for the present. Thathy Hannah Arendt had to ask herself

L In the following text referred to as ‘HC'.
2 In the following text referred to as ‘PP".
% In the following text referred to as ‘PF’.



the fundamental questions like ‘what is freedonualty?’ again.

Moreover, Arendt had to reconsider the human bamdyhis condition. The tradition had
ended and some essential insights had certainlyfHes authority. Nevertheless, did not the
tradition itself already lack some necessary insighWhy else could the tradition lead to
‘Marx’'? To reconsider this and give rise to refredhthinking abouthe human conditign
Arendt wrote her book with that same name. What m@as the human being? What is
politics? What is freedom? These questions resutiedirendt in an extensive critique of

Marxism as expounded in the above named books.

Criticizing tradition

Beyond a criticism of Marxism, Arendt dealt alsottwphilosophical concepts of the
Western tradition itself. This is clear from thdet striking events that got her philosophical
attention. Questions about our political and phufgiscal tradition are raised not only by
horrifying totalitarian regimes, but also by evemmtsnodern science. Arendt starts her book
The Human Conditioby mentioning the launch of the first satellite eStalls this launch of
an ‘earth-born object made by man’, an event ‘sédannmportance to no other’ (HC: 1). She
demonstrates that people link this event with massape from the earth. This idea is
striking for Arendt, because it is totally new. PEoin history possibly might have spoken of
the body as a prison for the soul, but ‘nobodyhim history of mankind has ever conceived of
the earth as a prison for men’s bodies’ (HC: 2)erit asks: why do men want to flee the
earth?

Modern science has huge implications for our diéfiéy Moreover, ‘the situation created
by the sciences is of great political significansays Arendt (HC: 3), and this proposition is
especially true if the human conditigtself is subject to change. According to Arendt the
‘earth is the very quintessence of the human cmmdifHC: 2). But what if modern sciences
are focused on trying to flee the earth? This maylmlize a fundamental defect of the
inherited thinking and of our philosophical traditi Again, a fundamental reconsideration of
the human condition is needed. Why could thereiplysbe men wanting to flee the earth?
What actuallyare we as human beings?

This consideration of our condition results in gigque, not only of Marxism, but also of
the inherited tradition that brought us our actoahdition. Arendt starts criticizing our
complete Western tradition of philosophical andtmal thought on some central features, in
particular the thinking about the human conditidvhat Arendt intends in héfhe Human

Conditionis not an answer on the given events of totatitasim and the launch of the first
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satellite. Rather, she is planning to considerghestion ‘what we are doing?’ (HC: 5). To
answer this question she has to reconsider thesr@f our tradition, which she traces back

to Socrates and Plato, as well as its further dgwveént.

Vita activa

Considering the question ‘what are we doing?’ in i@k The Human ConditioArendt
unfolds a range of humaarctivities which she calls theita activa This life of activities is
distinguished from the life afontemplationthevita contemplativaLater on, that distinction
will take on importance. How does Arendt concepagathisvita active? Arendt posits three
distinct forms of human activity, three ‘fundamdnt@man activities’ (HC: 7), which are
labour, work and action. Each of these activitteRindamental, according to Arendt, because
they correspond to ‘one of the basic conditionseunghich life on earth has been given to
man’ (HC: 7). The condition corresponding to labisulife itself, the condition corresponding
to work is worldliness and the condition corresgogdio action is that of the plurality of
men.

The given activities form a hierarchical order ading to Arendt. Labour is the lowest
form of human activity, while action is the higheJtis hierarchy is based on human
freedom. Arendt defines labour as the kind of agtithat is most subject to necessity.
Labouring activities correspond to ‘the biologigabcess of the human body’ (HC: 7) and
that is the reason the condition of life itselfresponds with this activity. Labour is needed to
sustain life, to sustain the body. Therefore, Aterath conclude that labour is an activity only
worthy for its inherent benefit. It isecessanand therefore, the man who is labouring is not
free. The Latin term Arendt uses for the labouriman isanimal laborans

As Arendt often does, she gives the example ofatiment Greek polis. For the ancient
Greeks, labour belonged to the realm of the houdefithe household was understood as the
private sphere in which the works of neceshiyl to be done. It might be unimaginable for
us, but for the Greeks the sphere of economy addonged to this realm. Economy is the
sphere of earning money and sustaining life with thoney. In other words, it is subject to
necessity. Labour was not public, it was private.

A higher kind of activity that Arendt distinguishes the activity of work. Besides
labouring for keeping oneself alive (being abldite in houses, being able to eat bread, etc.),
there could be human activities which add somethinthis world. Arendt talks about the
creation of an ‘artificial’ world, different fromhe natural world as it is given to us. In the

activity of work, men create something, which ig ntade for the reason of sustaining life
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itself. Work is the kind of activity that ‘bestoy[a measure of permanence and durability
upon the futility of mortal life and the fleetindharacter of human time’ (HC: 8). When, for

example a beautiful concert hall is built, or some@reates a beautiful chair crafted from
wood, something ‘extra’ is added to the world.

Beside the given condition of life and the eardelit man makes this artificial world.
(Note the Arendtian vocabulary. ‘Earth’ is the giv&@tuation, part of our fundamental human
condition, while ‘world’ is something made ‘in bezen’ humans. Men themselves shape the
world as the ‘in between’ in which they live andt.aEarth therefore corresponds to the
activity of labour. Of course work and action acengway bound to that same earth, but not
entirely. The activities of work and action in pewtar are bound to a ‘world’.) The Latin
term corresponding to men doing the activity of kvi@homo fabermen using tools). The
homo faberjnstead of thenimal laboranscan add a relative durability to the product isf h
work. In the activity of work, something can beated that will last for a time, maybe even
longer than the creator’s life itself will enduf&his is crucial for Arendt, because by adding
durability to his life, men can flee the futility the human mortal life.

Not even work is the highest kind of human activitlyis highest position belongs to
action according to Arendt. Within action, our humaature and our human identity realise
their full advantage. Action is a distinct humamhege, namely the sphere of speech and deed.
Men disclose their identities in the words they;sayhow they deal with human plurality in
their speech. And they disclose themselves in dexlsd they do, the actions they undertake.
The activity of action is the one in which men cotogether and live together. Action is the
sphere of dealing with human plurality; dealinghwibe fact ‘that men, not Man, live in the
earth and inhabit the world’ (HC: 7). While all asps of the human condition are somehow
related to politics, Arendt states that plurality specificallythe condition(...) of all political
life’ (HC: 7). Action is entirely necessary becauge are all different. The only way, in which
we are all the same, Arendt says, is the fact riibabdy is the same as anybody else. The
realm of action will turn out to be essential whiems considered how Arendt understands

politics.

The Western tradition

It is relevant to mention another distinction hérat Arendt makes. She distinguishes
between thenodern ageand themodern world The modern age began in the seventeenth
century and came to an end in the twentieth centii#jolitically the modern world, in which

we live today’, Arendt states, ‘was born with tlrstfatomic explosions’ (HC: 6). And it is in
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this world that men speak about fleeing the worlew a satellite is launched, something that
Arendt calls ‘world alienationThe world is no longer our hom#élhy is that?

According to Arendt, this world alienation has eiking to do with thevita activa.More
precisely, this is the result of a particular urstieending of thevita activaand its counterpart,
the vita contemplativa Our termvita activa ‘is loaded and overloaded with tradition’,
according to Arendt: ‘It is as old as (but not altean) our tradition of political thought’ (HC:
12). This tradition ‘eliminated many experiencesaafearlier past that were irrelevant to its
immediate political purposes and proceeded urtdileitd, in the work of Karl Marx, in a
highly selective manner’ (HC: 12). Arendt traces thstorical roots of theita activaback to
the ancient Greek, as she does with all her phploisal concerns. According to Arendt, our
philosophical and political tradition began withcBates, Plato and Aristotle. For reflection on
our tradition therefore, it can be very productteecompare ourselves with a pre-Socratic
world, as do other philosophers like Nietzsche ldeitlegger.

According to Arendt our understanding of th&a activagrew out of a specific historical
constellation. This constellation is the ‘trial &ocrates and the conflict between the
philosopher and the polis’ (HC: 12). Before thhg termvita activameant a life ‘devoted to
public-political matters’ (HC: 12). However, duettee conflict between the philosopher and
the polis, the connotation of this term changed. Arendtestéhat there were three ways of
living a free life in the ancient Greek city-statéEhese are a life enjoying bodily pleasures; a
life devoted to matters of the polis; and a lifevated to contemplation. The second one
represents thdios politikos (vita activa)in the ancient Greek thought, while the third
represents thkios thedretikos (vita contemplativa)

In her bookThe Promise of PolitigsArendt frames this as a conflict between phildgop
and politics. As already stated, the origins o$ ttonflict lay in the condemnation of Socrates
by the city council of Athens. This condemnationSafcrates namely made Plato doubt the
validity of persuasion After all, persuasion — the persuasion of Sostapedges who
condemned him to death — was ‘responsible’ forchidy death of Plato’s tutor. Persuasion is
however, quite a weak translation of the Grpeithein which meant a specific political form
of speech in which political cases could be handhgthout the use of violence or
compulsion. In addition, Plato became very suspgiabout the Greetoxa. The notion of

doxais quite significant in this thesis. Arendt expkihis concept as follows:

“ Purposely | speak about a free life. A life undecessity, like that of a slave, or a live devdteleeping one-
self alive, was seen as not fully human. Moreoaso one of the three forms of freedom was not seefully
human.
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‘To Socrates, as to his fellow citizergxawas the formulation in speech of wittkei moithat

is, “of what appears to me.” (...) It was not (subjective fantasy and arbitrariness, but was also
not something absolute and valid for all. The aggtion was that the world opens up differently to
every man according to his position in it; and ttiet “sameness” of the world, its commonness
(...) or “objectivity” (...), resides in the fadbdt the same world opens up to everyone and that
despite all differences between men and their jpositin the world — and consequently thaxai

(opinions) — “both you and | are human.” (PP: 14).
Beside that, Arendt explains thédxadid not only mean opinion, but also had a conmmtat
of splendour and fame. In this way it was relatedhe realm of politics. This realm of
politics was the public sphere in which everyone@wlas able to (keep in mind that only the
free men were), could give hitoxg and therefore show himself and obtain splendowar a
fame. Arendt explains: ‘To assert one’s own opini@onged to being able to show oneself,
to be seen and heard by others’ (PP: 14).

The conclusion might be drawn, following Arendt,athhaving seeing Socrates
condemned via a majority outvoting him, Plato betmatook for ‘absolute standards’ in his
philosophy. Plato wanted to introduce these absoftindards into the realm of human
affairs; into politics. Plato created an oppositariruth and opinion and brought this into the
realm of human affairs. It is exactly this movettivade the realm of philosophy — the realm
of envisioning eternal truths and the absolutedseds — and the realm of politics — the realm
of peitheinanddoxa— clash. For in the polis everything was decidedgech and deed, by
doxa andpeithein which stood in manifest opposition towards thatdfic ‘eternal truths’.
This meant a clash between thta contemplativand thevita activa

What was the result of this conflict? AccordingAcendt in her bookThe Promise of
Politics this conflict ended in a defeat of philosophy. Thatans: the outcome of the clash
meant that philosophy was put back into its owrdmed#&hilosophy not allowed to rule over
politics. Therefore, theita contemplativabecame a strict separate domain, besidevitiae
activa ‘[O]nly through the famouspolitia, the indifference and contempt for the world of
the city (...) could the philosopher protect himsgjainst the suspicions and hostilities of the
world around him’, says Arendt (PP: 26).

However, paradoxically this attitude @folitia historically coincided — probably not
coincidentally according to Arendt — with the deaafythe Athenian polis life. With the
disappearance of the city-state, the understanolingta activaas a life of politicalaction
disappeared too, as Arendt states. Consequendyclésh did not only result in a defeat of
philosophy. In the end, politics as a separatarewds ‘defeated’ as well. In the tradition this

resulted in the understanding of thita contemplativas superior to theita activa
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The defeat of politics as a separate realm howevarcontroversial statement. Think for
example of Machiavelli The Princgé and his time in which politics was quite a vital,
independent realm of action. The intrinsic worthpofitics for Machiavelli seems to get and
to keep power. To him, politics is not an activiixst being subject to necessity; it is more

something like a game, worth playing in itself.

The fall of politics

The remaining question is: how could thi#a contemplativabecome superior? The
superiority of contemplation in our tradition istre® much Christian in origin, according to
Arendt, it can already be found in Plato’s politiphilosophy. Arendt clearly states that ‘the
whole utopian reorganization of polis life [accamglito Plato’s eternal truth] is not only
directed by the superior insight of the philosopietr has no aim other than to make possible
the philosopher’s way of life’ (HC: 14).

It has to be said that this is quite a strong staté again. Arendt does not prove that
Plato was the only, let alone the first, initiatdrthis. It can be said she undertakes quite a
selective reading of the pre-Socratic philosoplsywall as of Plato and Aristotle, and there is
doubt about whether Plato on his own can be hdadgaesible for the distinct position of
philosophy. The further question is whether thelgsuphers view indeed became so
important in the Western tradition. Remind Machilwegain, or Thomas Hobbes. Was the
vita contemplativandeed that influential, or was this actually otitg case for academics and
monks?

However, with the downfall of the polis and theerisf Christianity across Europe, the
changed understanding of tivita activa inspired by Plato, still was consolidated. This
happened according to Arendt by the Christian dehwiraquietlife (which indeed is a life
of contemplation) and its orientation towards tHeeréife. Within Christianity, through
leading authors like Augustine and Aquinas, thignol@nce of thevita contemplativa
survived into the modern age. This implied alsd thavita activabecame defined more and
more from thevita contemplativa.The vita activa completely lost its particulapolitical
understanding. Action downgraded to the realm ofssity.The only sphere left for freedom
was the vita contemplativa contemplation; a life besides activities. The sslaal
understanding of politics, that of the Greek pohgth its strict separation of a private and

public sphere, disappeared and made place for @anaihe that Arendt will heavily criticize

® See Machiavelli (1532Jhe Prince.
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in the works of Karl Marx.

Resuming, it can be stated that Arendt definedraiition, which begun in the works of
Plato, as follows: There exists a strict separatibthevita activaand thevita contemplativa
Moreover, because of the hierarchy of tita contemplativaver thevita activg the latter, in
our tradition, always was conceptualized from tlemfer. This resulted in the lack of
distinctionwithin the vita activa Rather than thinking of théta activain terms of political
action, it is seen as the complete collection oh&an activities, all done under necessity. It is
this tradition that came to an end in the work&/airx, according to Arendt. Marx turned the
tradition ‘upside down’: he changed the hierarchaaler of thevita contemplativeand the
vita activa Moreover, in the reading of Arendt, Marx expligielevated one of the kinds of

activity within thevita activa Unfortunately, it was the lowest one.
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2. Arendt’s interpretation of Marx

The previous chapter outlined how Arendt reconsidee human condition after facing
‘the end of the tradition’. This chapter focusesAmendt’s interpretation of Marx, in whose
works Arendt situates the end of the tradition. éNtiat this chapter thus principally deals
with aninterpretation,and not withcritique, which will be the subject of chapter three. This
is necessary, because it will turn out to be thsectnat Arendt has a very particular,
idiosyncratic understanding of Marx. This underdiag is shaped by her particular concepts
and philosophical framework.

It will reveal that Arendt situates the end of tMestern political tradition in two major
‘changes’ Marx made in his works. First of all, Mauarns the traditional hierarchy between
the vita contemplativaand thevita activaupside down. Second but no less important, in the
reading of Arendt, Marx reduces the entwda activa — and maybe even theita
contemplativa to labour. Marx thereby changes the traditionalriiédn of man asanimal
rationale into that ofanimal laborans This implies the end of the Western tradition of

political philosophy, according to Arendt.

Marx’ reversal

Marx was influenced by the philosophy of Hegel. Eleggphilosophy of history is thus
relevant to understand here. According to HegeéWald spirit’ leads the path of history.
This Spirit makes history move forward in a dialeat way. Dialectic, in particular in
Hegel's case, is a term that needs explanation.cbhénuance of history is understood by
Hegel as a constant three step-process of thesighesis and synthesis. A simplified
explanation goes as follows: a certain stage itohigthesis) always gives rise to its antipode
(antithesis), out of which a higher stage will cofeeward (synthesis). This process is
understood by Hegel as the self-fulfilment of tiggirit. So, according to Hegel there is
constant improvement in history. This improvemesitthie Spirit of history, which is a
transcendent subject. This Spirit is an autononomes fulfilling itself through history.

Marx was influenced by the Hegelian dialectic, sobn he became one of Hegel's most
critical students. In the text ‘Zur Kritik der Hdgehen Rechtsphilosophie’ of the young Marx
(1843), he criticizes Hegel on his dialectic, amdpwses his own version of a dialectic.
Arendt interprets this text and states that Marjected to Hegel that ‘[t]he dialectic of the

world spirit does not move cunningly behind men&lks (...) but is instead the style and
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method of human action’ (PP: 70-71). What lies bdhhis, is the often mentioned ‘turning
upside down’ of the philosophy of Hegel by Marxe tieversal of the Hegelian dialectic. This

114

reversal means, in the words of Arendt, that M&irKs that rather than that the “absolute”
revealed itself (...) we can realize the absol(®#: 71). This is possible if at least we know
the laws of that dialectic. In other words: Marxdaahe dialectic of Hegel ‘into a method’

(PP: 74). In the ideas of Marx, peoptn realize history by themselves

Marx indeed describes his departure from Hegehas\gersion, a ‘turning everything on
its head’ (Arendt, PP: 71). What is even more urgeihis case is that this Marxian reversal
implies a reversal of the traditional categorieshef Western tradition of political philosophy.
The life of the mind, the realm of the spirit (qoi), lost its hierarchical position in favour
of the life of activities. The Spirit of history bemes a spirit, and it is no longer located in a
transcendent, mental world, but in the world of mnpeople and his activities. Marx makes
men the makers of history, situating the ‘spirithistory in his Marxian ‘baseBasi9, which
influences the ‘superstructureéferbay).® Marx turns the hierarchy of the tradition upside
down.

This means, according to Arendt, that traditioreto#s authority, which is the beginning
of the end of the tradition. She says: ‘What hasuoed in modern thought, via Marx on the
one hand and Nietzsche on the other, is the adoptidche framework of tradition with a
concurrent rejection of its authority’ (PP: 73). Madopts the framework — he takes over the
concepts - of the Western tradition, but discatsl®ider and part of its content. This means,
he fills in the framework of tradition rather aritily; according to his own ‘favours’. The

strict hierarchical oppositions are no longer ‘hdéty Marx. Therefore, Arendt states:
‘Tradition, authority, and religion are conceptsosh origins lie in pre-Christian and Christian
Rome; they belong together (...). The past, toekient that it is passed on as tradition, has
authority; authority, to the extent that it preseitself as history, becomes tradition; and if
authority does not proclaim, in the spirit of Platioat “God [and not man] is the measure of all
things,” it is arbitrary tyranny rather than autitgr(PP: 73).
When man himself becomes ‘the measure of all thingsher than God or Platonic,
transcendent concepts, this tradition — which restsauthority and religion (both things

external, transcendento men) — comes to an end. And when the authofittraalition is

6 See, among others, the teXur Kritik der Politischen Okonomie’ (Marx, 1859) Marx believed that the
‘higher’ domains of humanity, such as politicsigeln, philosophy and art, are shaped as a re$utieoforces
and the relations of production in each specifia. dde thus believed that the ‘bas®agig determines the
‘superstructure’ Qberbay) (both Marxian concepts). This theory is known philosophy as historical
materialism. Marx thus believed that whatever cleaimgthe superstructure was necessary, it hadrte doom

the base. He therefore thought a proletarian réiesiya revolution in the base) was necessary amgé the
system.

15



broken while it continues as an empty shell, itdmes tyrannical, states Arendt. This brings
the argumentation back at the beginning of the iptesv chapter and the subject of
totalitarianism. How could our tradition bring foawd totalitarianism, in particular
Bolshevism? That is explained because the endedir#idition in the works of Marx formed a
negative condition, a vacuum, for the appearandgrahnical regimes (PP: 74).

Marx broke the authority of tradition, after whidls framework survived as an empty
shell. And this could give way to the ‘arbitraryapny’ of Bolshevism. This is what Arendt
states when she says that ‘[b]y turning dialeatio ia method’, - Marx made the dialectical
fulfilment of history of Hegel into a task for mani - ‘Marx liberated it from those contents
that held it within limits and bound it to substahtreality’ (PP: 74). Neither traditional
wisdom, nor religion, binds political theory anyntger. Consequently Arendt therefore states
that this Marxian thinking ‘opens a path onto tridgological thinking’ (PP: 74). However,
Arendt has to defend Marx here against an all-aatical attack. She says in favour of Marx,
that these consequences were still unknown to Manself. Rather it was Marxism which
ran off with Marx’ ideas.

With his reversal, Marx also changed the ‘workarga’ of truth. Arendt states: ‘Marx
rejects the idea that action in and of itself, afi$ent the cunning of Providence, cannot
reveal truth, or indeed produce it'" (PP: 76). Tbatcourse was the idea in the Western
tradition of political philosophy. In the traditiprpolitics was merely understood as the
regulating sphere of human activities in order kenpossible and even ‘safeguard’ (Arendt)
the contemplative life of the philosophers or tbatemplative life of Christians towards God.
Action itself had nothing to do with truth: the nméagfulness of truth strictly belongs to the
sphere of theita contemplativa

Marx thus rejects this idea that action cannot aeweuth. He makes action, or rather
labour, as will turn out later, the engine of hun@evelopment as well as the engine of
reality. No longer has Divinity to fulfil historyral humankind, but men have to do this by
themselves. Men have @weatehistory; moreover, men have to cretttemselve® This also
implies a particular task for the philosopher, adogy to Marx, thereby retaking the task of
the philosopher that Plato once wanted. The philbep can think of the world, he can

interpret it, but rather than only thinkingita contemplativa he has to change it. The

" Arendt says the following about Marxism: ‘What wall Marxism in a specifically political sense swely
does justice to Marx's extraordinary influence twe thrumanities. That influence has nothing to ddite
method of vulgar Marxism — never employed by Maimgelf — which explains all political and cultural
phenomena from the material circumstances of tbhdymtion process’ (PP: 72).

% See ‘Zur Kritik der Hegelschen Rechtsphilosopliarx, 1843).
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philosopher’s thinking must have practical implioas (thus in theita activg. This becomes
particularly clear in Marx ‘Theses on Feuerbachbich the eleventh sounds: ‘Philosophers
have hitherto only interpreted the world in variomays; the point is to change it’ (Marx,
1845).

Animal laborans

A second relevant point that Arendt reads in Mav&rk is that about the status of labour.
In Arendt’s understanding, Marx — following the neod approach- fails to see the distinction
of labour, work and actiowithin the vita activaand thereby he completely reduces it to the
activity of labour. How could this be?

As is known,according to Marx, history is a process driven lss interests. Arendt
considers this as following: ‘What makes historyngwehensible is the clash of interests;
what makes it meaningful is the assumption thatitkerest of the laboring class is identical
with the interest of humankind (...)" (PP: 78). Wisentirely new in the philosophy of Marx
is that this interest — something material in therdg of Arendt — is linked to the essential
humanity of man. Above that, it is decisive thatrkléinks interest ‘not so much to the
laboring class’ but that he links this to ‘labaelf as the preeminent human activity’ (PP: 79).

For Marx, according to Arendt, labour itself thus the interest of humankind. This
means, as Arendt understands Marx, a new definitfonan. The essence of man is not seen,
by Marx, in his rationality gnimal rationale as man was understood in the tradition), nor in
his ability to produce objecttigmo fabe), nor in his being a creature in the likeness otlG
(creature De); Marx situates the essence of man in his labBuactly in labour, ‘which
tradition’, writes Arendt, ‘had unanimously rejedtas incompatible with a full and free
human existence’ (PP: 79). Marx makes exactly $patre to the core of humanity, of which
the tradition believed no free and full human exise is possible within it. According to
Arendt, in doing so Marx defined the human beingmanimal laboransa labouring animal.
Again, this is a quite strong Arendtian conclusibtarx himself defined the human being as a
productive being (Wolff, 2010: § 4.1), not as a labouring lgeiThe human being must
produce his substantial needs in order to liveedy his life.

But how could Arendt then state that Marx reduces o ananimal laboran® The key
to that conclusion lies in that term ‘productivet fArendt. According to Arendit was Marx
who was the first clearly articulating that labmgriactivity itself possesses ‘productivity’.
‘This productivity’, Arendt writes, ‘does not lieiany of labor’s products but in the human

“power,” whose strength is not exhausted when & paoduced the means of its own
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subsistence and survival but is capable of produ@n“surplus,” that is, more than is
necessary for its own “reproduction” (HC: 88). Setimng more than strictly necessary for
surviving is produced — this is the human surpliee human labour poweArbeitskraf) can
produce extra products. The extra products nedasetoonsumed. This cycle of production
and consumption — thus a constant reproduction wetier, is nothing more than the
production of life itself.

Arendt states so, when she says that the humamnrligimwer is only ‘measured and
gauged against the requirements of the life profmests own reproduction’. The productivity
‘resides in the potential surplus inherent in huniabour power, not in the quality or
character of the things it produces’ (HC: 93). fmductivity by Marx is nothing more than
adding extra things to the cycle of life, accorditogArendt. This entire human surplus
becomes incorporated in the cycle of life, the eyof production and consumption. Seen
from this viewpoint all labouring done is “produadl’, because it all ‘produces’ life.

For a right understanding it is good to know tharkthought that in his utopia people
would do all kind of labouring activities voluntbyi just to fulfil their being. Arendt brings
forward Marx’ famous example of Milton producifgradise Losfor the same reason a silk
worm produces silk (HC: 100, note 36). For MarX, laiman activities then will come
forward by, and a passage of Arendt is quoted Haman’s metabolism with nature” in
whose process “nature’s material [is] adapted lehange of form to the wants of man,” so
that “labour has incorporated itself with its sudje(HC: 98-99).

Considering this, Arendt draws the conclusion ttaior and consumption are but two
stages of the ever-recurring cycle of biologictd’liWhatever is ‘produced’ by this kind of
labour activity is ‘meant to be fed into the huniiéa process almost immediately’ (HC: 99);
it is immediately incorporated and consumed. In Wadeal world, according to Arendt,
nothing more is done than the activity of mas the life-process itselthis is the ever-
returning cycle of labour and consumption. No macévities are undertaken than those that
life itself provides and that sustain life.

This is quite abstract, but what is the case adogridb Arendt, is that Marx made
‘productivity’ (labour that results in certain pnacts as things that can be consumed) and in
particular labour productivity, to the core of hihilosophy. This human labour power
produces nothing more than. It produces meitslpwn reproductionstates Arendt. In other
words, nothing is added to the world in the serfseark and action, as defined by Arendt.
Everything has become part of Life itself, and schis activities man is never freed from

‘repeating it all over again’ and he therefore ramapermanently captured in an “eternal
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necessity imposed by nature” (HC: 102-103). In ¢hd, this means that the process of life
and the activity of labour will become one and #wme, because within the frame of
reference of labour power ‘all things become olgj@ttconsumption’.

In this context Marx’ ideal of socialist societysi@ be kept in mind. Arendt explains that
this ideal society of Marx indeed is a state oh&ff in which all human activities derive
naturally from human nature ‘as the secretion ok Wwg bees for making the honeycomb’.
This means that ‘life will no longer “begin for ghaborer] where [the activity of laboring]
ceases” (HC: 89, note 21). The Arendtian conclugtten however is, th&eing and Living
will have become one and the sariben, man is indeed nothing more than a metabolism
with nature.

Now it becomes clear that this movement — in tloeds of Arendt a transformation of
mankind into man aanimal laborans- stands in direct opposition towards the worldhaf
ancient Greeks. In the world of the ancient Gremks was understood as fully human and
fully free when he was free from necessity, whiokamt free from labour and work and able
to act For Arendt that means adding something to trosldy However, when productivity
becomes the new fulfilment of humanity, ‘[w]e aedtlwith the rather distressing alternative
between productive slavery and unproductive freédaocording to Arendt (HC: 105).

Some critical notes can be made here. For Marx pattiuction and freedom accompany
in his socialist ideal. The producimyan thenis a free man. Once labour has become just a
natural part of human active live, man is no longgrject to necessity because labour lost its
coercive character. The alternative Arendt presemtht be too rigid. Rather Marx and

Arendt have different concepts of freedom.

Revaluation of politics

What does all this mean for Marx’ concept of pofitiwhich is — by the interpretation of
Hannah Arendt — looked after? The Western traditimuerstood politics as inferior to
contemplation. And there were more ‘red lines’ tigb the thinking on politics during the
tradition, according to Arendt. One of these isiking of politics as a matter of ruling and
being ruled. The major Marxian ‘shifts’ however eddhe tradition, including that concept of
ruling and being ruled. In the works of Marx, asAdt states, ‘[n]ot only does the concept of
law recede into the background (...); it is altbgeteliminated, because all positive legal
systems, according to Marx, are ideologies, pretéxt the exercise of rule of one class over
another’ (PP: 87). Just because politics can bastrument to realize class oppression, Marx

eliminates it all together. He opposes class dmsiin society and has in mind a socialist
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ideal of everybody being equal. The only law Marnted to recognize is the law of history,
which is a law of progress and fulfilment, affortabrough revolution.

What Marx did, concludes Arendt, is ‘reinterpretithe tradition of political thought and
bringing it to its end’. He thereby did not challen‘philosophy but its alleged impracticality’
(PP: 91). Marx drew the consequences from Hegdtidogophy ‘that action ompraxis
contrary to the whole tradition, was so far froningethe opposite of thought, that it was the
true and real vehicle of thought, and that poljties from being infinitely beneath the dignity
of philosophy, was the only activity that was irgvaty philosophical’ (PP: 91-92). Instead of
going back to an ideal of the Greek polis — sonmgtirendt would have liked to see — the
ideas of Marx mean a revaluation of politics. WHags this revaluation of politics imply,
according to Arendt?

Marx wants to achieve a communist ideal, whichaiglassless society. Within this
society, rule and domination disappear. In the camist utopia, there is a strict equality of
all people, no distinct classes, no oppressionraler or domination. Marx thereby states, in
the words of Arendt, that ‘meradministration in contrast togovernmentis the adequate
form of men living together under the conditionraflical and universal equality’ (PP: 77;
italics mine). This is a decisive distinction between theughts of Arendt and Marx.
According to Marx, politics can be understood aseraministration in his ideal society. For
Arendt, this means a deathblow to politics itsadfto freedom and the essence of humanity.

In the next chapter it will be explained why exgddarx’ understanding of politics is a
deathblow to politics, according to Arendt. The Adggan critique of Marx will thus be

considered.
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3. Arendt’s critique of Marx

The previous chapter outlined the particular Areardtunderstanding of Karl Marx.
Subsequently, this chapter will consider Arendtisique of Marx. As noted in the previous
chapter, the point that worries Arendt the mosMiarx’ work is the dominant position that
labour gets in theita activa According to Arendt, Karl Marx — and with him neoleading
thinkers in the Western tradition - fails to see phomise of politicswhich is the promise of
human freedom.

The critique of Arendt can be summed up in thremtpoeach one deriving from the
previous one. First, Arendt criticizes Marx for igig labour such a dominant position within
the vita activa In doing so, and this is the second point, Maiss so to speak, along the
waves of his time. Modernity namely brings a spadt rise of what Arendt calls the social
sphere. This social sphere is responsible for teatgurgency of labour in modern times.
However, rather than to observe the danger ofnithis philosophy Marx stimulates the
growth of this social sphere. The danger of doiogssthat it will exclude human freedom,
according to Arendt. Marx even goes so far (and ihithe third stage of Arendt’s critique)
that he states that the social sphere can finalgrrale the private as well as the public
sphere, resulting in a withering away of the st&ecourse, this final stage is the complete
antipode of Arendt’s thinking.

The rise of labour

As said in chapter two, some questions remain @eut the ‘new definition’ of man,
that of man aanimal laboransHow could Marx arrive at the idea that labour hasdme so
important, while thereby opposing the complete \&@stradition? Arendt situates the roots
of Marx’ idea in the modern age. In the modern agmething arose, which Arendt calls a
‘spectacular rise of labor from the lowest, mosspised position to the highest rank’ (HC:
101).

This rise of labour was not an exploration of Mdrxnself. That is showed by the
following phrase of Arendt: ‘[T]he seemingly blagghous notion of Marx that labor (and not
God) created man or that labor (and not reasotipdisshed man from the other animals was
only the most radical and consistent formulatiosafething upon which the whole modern
age was agreed’ (HC: 86). Arendt takes Marx as @iany for the modern age. Because

Marx is the most radical and consistent of all, sSeems for Arendt the right one to pile
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criticism on.

The question then is, what made possible the ‘apatir rise’ of labour in the modern
age and thus its dominant place in the works ofx¥¥arhis spectacular rise began ‘when
Locke discovered that labor is the source of alpprty’, says Arendt (HC: 101). This was
followed by Adam Smith, who declared labour assbarce of all wealth and its final stage
was found in Marx’s system, in which ‘labor becathe source of all productivity and the
expression of the very humanity of man’ (HC: 10&hy did those concepts of property,
wealth and productivity become so significant? Altesays that from the seventeenth century
onwards there was an unprecedented process oftguadvgroperty, activities, et cetera. The
concept of growing and process ‘became the verytkey of the new age as well as the
sciences (...) developed by it' (HC: 105).

The concept of process became fundamental in tkherstanding of life. Arendt then
points to the fact that of all human activitiestitiguished by her,only labour is unending,
progressing automaticallyn accordance with life itself and outside the mamgf wilful
decisions or humanly meaningful purposes’ (HC: 106:italics mine). Above this, and as
mentioned in chapter two, Arendt shows that for Mabour is the reproduction of life and
that begetting is the production of foreign lifehid respectively assures the life of the
individual and the life of the species. With thédeas, Marx’ thoughts are in line with many
other theorists who all think of life as giving thir That is because this is the theory of the
modern age, says Arendt.

However, only in Marx’ work there is an equatioriveeen productivity and fertility, ‘so
that the famous development of mankind’s “produeforces” into a society of an abundance
of “good things” actually obeys no other law andsigject to no other necessity than the
aboriginal command, “Be ye fruitful and multiplyi which it is as though the voice of
nature herself speaks to us’ (HC: 106). In this N&ar theory life, fertility and labour become
one and the same, exactly as the earlier citatontaMilton and the silk worm implies. Life-
activity becomes labour-activity, and thereforediabbecomeshe dominant activity within
thevita activa Moreover, in this Marxian theory, labour becoraéso theblessingof life, as
Arendt shows. The labouring life thus becomes tiy¢ghm in which the human being ‘enjoys’

his activity. Arendt explains this intrinsic contiea between labour and joy as follows:
‘The blessing of labor is that effort and gratifioa follow each other as closely as producing and
consuming the means of subsistence, so that haggpisea concomitant of the process itself, just
as pleasure is a concomitant of the functioning diealthy body. The “happiness of the greatest

number,” into which we have generalized and vulgatithe felicity with which earthly life has
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always been blessed, conceptualized into an “idéla# fundamental reality of a laboring
humanity’ (HC: 107-108).
Marx, as archetype of the modern age, makes arl afetne labouring life. Even more
strongly, hereduces(the essence of) humdifie to the mere activity of labour. He literary
does so, according to Arendt, when he speaks dpmductive forces of society”, aiming at
the living human organism (HC: 108).

According to Arendt, this means a generalizationvalt as a vulgarization of the human
species. Almost no place is left for exactly thbeenan activities (work and action) that make
the human being honourable and that lift him abdoei@g merely part of a biological process.
According to Arendt, Marx strictly focuses on fhi®cessof creating a surplus, but not on the
quality or characteof that surplus. For Marx ‘the question of a sefmexistence of worldly
things, whose durability will survive and withstattte devouring process of life, does not
occur (...) at all', says Arendt (HC: 108).

The rise of the social

Before Marx could describe humansasmal laboranshowever, still another historical
development was necessary. This is the rise of @alssphere. Arendt describes this
development as inherent to the modern age. Andewhiis not obvious inThe Human
Condition,a major critique of Marx is that he fails to ske problematic side of this rise. Or,
even more strongly, that he wants to extend theeldpment of a social sphere until its
apotheosis in a communist utopia in which bothatevand public realms are absorbed by this
social sphere. Also the emphasis Marx put on prisdticcannot be fully understand without
the rise of the social sphere.

In the previous section, it was said that Arendt sacertain development in the thinking
about labour, responsible for its rise within tiga activa This was the development of
property to wealth, and from wealth to productivityarx’” works formed the final stage in
this, in which labour was declared as the sourcallgfroductivity and the expression of the
very humanity of man. With the shift from propettywealth, a crucial step was taken that
made Marx’ works possible. Note that there is alaimental difference between property and
wealth. Property is person-bound, while wealth as. it is not without reason that Arendt
states that Locke’s concepts ‘were still essentitiibse of the premodern tradition’ (HC:
115). Property for Locke was still an “enclosurenirthe common”, so that a private sphere
was needed (HC: 115). Rather, this becomes altegdifierent when the ‘leading interest’ is

moved from property towards the growth of wealthisTgrowth of wealth is not related to
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individual persons, but towards a group as a whole.

Arendt says: ‘Only if the life of society as a whaplinstead of the limited lives of
individual men, is considered to be a gigantic sabpf the accumulation process can this
process go on in full freedom and at full speed’ (HC: 116). Thus, it seems to be a
functional requirement of history, of modern tim#gt men do no longer act as individuals,
only concerned with private survival, but as “membgthe species”, aGattungsweseras
Arendt quotes Marx (HC: 116). The individual liveecome absorbed into a collective life
(“socialized mankind”), and then this collectivéelican follow its own “necessity’, which is
‘its automatic course of fertility in the twofoldesse of multiplication of lives and the
increasing abundance of goods needed by them’ (H46).

The rise of the social is a functional requiremaiimodern age, but in Arendt’s work it
remains unclear what exactly made the social sphsedf rise. In any case, this rise is
typically modern, as Arendt states that the ‘disappnce of the gulf that the ancients had to
cross daily to transcend the narrow realm of thesbbold and “rise” into the realm of politics
is an essentially modern phenomenon’ (HC: 33). ynreading of Arendt, she starts from the
presumption that the social sphere rose as a amadtrequirement of modern labour. Arendt
states that ‘emancipation of labour’ preceded tmareipation of the working class, rather
than being a consequence of it (HC: 47). The risaadern labour as well as the ‘constantly
growing social realm’ might be linked with what Awdt calls the ‘constantly accelerated
increase in the productivity of labor’ (HC: 47).

There are some reasons for this, first of all theswn of labour, which preceded the
industrial revolution. A second reason can be seéne mechanization of the labour process.
But in the end, both these processes have theidftion in modernity. Arendt gives a
number of causes for the rise of modernity, sumopedy Passerin d’Entreves (2006: Ch. 3).
These include: the waves of expropriation starigihd the Reformation, the invention of the
telescope challenging the adequacy of the sensesjge of modern sciences (Bacon) and
philosophy (Descartes) and subsequently the riseamfnception of man as part of a process
of Nature and History.

These developments changed the way labour is seerlbas the activity of labour itself.
This resulted in the end in a ‘constantly accetstancrease’ in the productivity of labour
(which of course was also a result of the prockssg«dng). For this increasing productivity it
was necessary that the boundaries of public andteriwere broken in favour of a social
realm. This social realm could serve the wantshefihcreasing labour productivity better,

and thus a social realm came about. Once ‘bormjght be clear that this social system does

24



sustain itself as Arendt states that ‘labor andsomption are but two stages of the same
process’ (HC: 126).

The social sphere according to Arendt is a mod@pearance that overrules the old-
known dichotomy between the private and the palitsphere. It means that the activities that
were understood as private in the ancient worldhsoactivities of the household, rise i@to
common sphere. Of course, this resulted in a bigraf the old distinction between private
and public/political. The household and so itsitasbns like the economy and labour,
becomes common in the modern age, resulting isap@earance of the public sphere.

Arendt characterizes the social sphere as ‘modqualigy’, one that is ‘based on the
conformism’, which is only possible ‘because bebavihas replaced action as the foremost
mode of human relationship’ (HC: 47). The sociahese is an equalizing force, bringing
everyone under the same functions, laws and rageinés. In addition, so was the case with
labour, as became clear previously. The sociahreaight be a function, or a functional
requirement for modern labour. At the other sidedern labour is also a function of the
social realm. Life in the modern age becomes ‘fiomet’. Life becomes equalized with a
‘function’ in the system, the social realm, a fuaotthat can be fulfilled by labour.

Of course, live as a function leaves less spacevfwking activities and even less for
human action. ‘It is decisive’, says Arendt, ‘thsdciety, on all its levels, excludes the
possibility of action, which formerly was excludé@m the household’ (HC: 40). Society
namely asks of each of its members ‘normalized Wiehd, that is accountable, controllable
and predictable behaviour. This is done by the simgp of all kinds of rules, according to
Arendt. In this way, this requested behaviour edetispontaneous activities or men who
want to make great achievements on their own.

The described ‘normalized behavior’ of courstands in direct contradiction with
Arendt’s conception of the human condition. Follogithe ancient Greeks, she states that
exactly action is the most determining of humanvdis. That is the activity in which
human freedom is situated. Labour is the actiMitgttis subject to necessity; tlamimal
laborans is not free! Next to this, the human plurality aserruled by the enormous
overweight of the social sphere of modernity.

It might be good to step aside for a moment. BaR&sserin d’Entreves said that Arendt
fails to see the good things that modernity broughbut. Again, to me Arendt is too
pessimistic about modernity. Society might ask radired behaviour of its members, but we
still live in a society which is probably more pdlist than ever before. Further, modernity

brought us the emancipation of quite a lot of mies or disadvantaged groups that
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previously were not able to act at all. What Areisdtointing at is thaaction, as meant in her

idiosyncratic connotation, is threatened in modémes. Arendt does make some good
critical points, but this is point is exaggeratédition, also in the Arendtian sense is still
possible and does still happen. Also modernity had its famous political moments of
action: think of Churchill, Martin Luther King, D&aulle and several other politicians and

political events that forever will remain part bkthistory, the world we live in.

Marx and the social sphere

In the continuation of the Arendtian analysis, &eotstriking point appears. What is even
worse namely, that when men are equalized and ‘alired’ into a big social sphere, indeed
the way that could lead to ‘Marx’ and totalitariami is clear. In the end it was Marx who
could give rise to totalitarian ideas in which tt@mplete human condition was changed, and
many people had not been treated with dignity. Harewhere exactly is that link with
Marx? What is the position of Marx and Marxism todsthe social sphere?

Arendt criticizes Marx heavily on this theme. Aré¢rgltuates human freedom in the
possibility of action, in the political life. But Bx, also striving for human freedom, situates
it in an ideal-type of the social sphere. He thgretakes it unto a vehicle of his philosophy
and tries to make it into a complete life-coversygtem. For the precise link of the social
sphere and Marx’ philosophy, his idea of human leilqgmower, as described in chapter two,
has to be mentioned again. With this notion, Magsatibes his idea that within labour the
human species creates or gives birth to Life its&féndt literally says so, when she states
that ‘Marx stressed (...), and especially in hisity that the chief function of labor was the
“production of life”’, and that he ‘therefore sawhlor together with procreation’ (HC: 88,
note 20Y

Having said this, Arendt goes further by statingttbuch a frame of reference creates a
“socialized mankind” — a Marxian term — whose oglyal is the entertaining of the life
process itself. And this, says Arendt, is ‘the ufpately quite unutopian ideal that guides
Marx’s theories’ (HC: 89). According to Arendt, Mauses terms likevergesellschafteter
Menschor gesellschaftliche Menschhed describe this goal of socialism. She pointshis
context, among others, towards the tenth thesi§arerbach of Marx, which states: ‘The
standpoint of the old materialism is civil societlye standpoint of the new is human society

or social humanity’ (Marx, 1845)Arendt understands this as an elimination of thp ga

° Arendt does refer here to Marx’ teX@gutsche Ideologjep. 19 and ‘Wage, Labour and Capital’, p. 77.
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between the individual and the social existencenah, ‘so that man’ and again she quotes
Marx, “in his most individual being would be at theame time a social being [a
Gemeinwesdti (HC: 89, note 21).

Withering away

Subsequently, Arendt’s critique of Marx’ ideas abpolitics needs to get attention here.
Marx’ enthusiastic ‘use’ of the social sphere daémost result in a disappearance of the
public realm and thus of politics. For Marx theerisf the social is ideal if it makes possible a
situation where the oppressive character of lalbloas fade in favour of a situation in which
labour could be done like a hobby. To realize thigroletarian revolution is needed. When
this is realized, indeed, the public realm, thaestand thus politics will “wither away”,
according to Marx? This is at odds with Arendt’s ideas that exactyitics is the greatest
human expression of thata activa With the disappearance of politics, human grestne
moreover human freedom will disappear too.

What is even more striking: modernity with its sdcgphere and modern developments
already bring this classless and stateless soicsetly. The social sphere namely, since its rise
in modernity, indeed does equalize people. Thaoise by bringing everyone into one social
body whose existence is dependent of the contireuaiclabour on the one side and
consumption on the other. Next to this, modern bgrents more and more ‘replace
government by that “administration of things” whiabcording to Engels [Marx’ compeer]
was to be the hallmark of socialist society’ (H@11note 82). To a socialized humankind,
which is the result of the rise of the social sghenly politics as administration is helpful.

The only thing that politics has as its final goakuch a system is the sustaining of the
system itself. And this could be done by mere adstration. Politics too becomes a vehicle
of sustaining Life itself; it becomes a vehicletbé sustaining of the social system in such a
way that it can endure and constantly bring thetgi®t happiness to the greatest number of
people. Politics does not any longeredto be an arena in which men can show their great
speech and deeds (like the polis). This, in thet ptace, is because within a socialized system
the focus is no longer the individual but the eathge of the system as a whole. And in the
second place because politics has also become didinof the life cycle itself. An
understanding of politics as enclosing the own fitieris not functional at all, and so this
disappears. This all means for Arendt a flagraducéon of the human condition and the

10 5ee HC: 45 and PP: 89.
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human identity. That is because man’s highest ¢agmtay enclosed in the realm of politics,
according to her. In order to see why, in the radepter Arendt's concept of politics will be

considered.
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4. Arendt’s concept of politics

Arendt criticizes Marx, and with this criticismme fundaments of the Western tradition
of political philosophy. She reconsiders the commnderstanding of politics in the tradition,
thereby specifically attacking the withering awdytloe complete realm of politics in the
works of Marx. However, somehow this withering awafythe complete realm of politics
stands as a symbol for the complete Western teadidf political thought since Plato. As
noted in previous chapter, what is left of the fpcdi thinking of our tradition in Marx is the
understanding of politics as ‘merely administratiorhis also meant the end of the tradition
according to Arendt. The question then is: whatcegh of politics does Arendt proposes?
Against the bankruptcy of the tradition, a new hon needed to be sketched. Arendt thus
comes up with her own concept of politics, inspibgdhe ancient Greeks.

Human freedom

The first and most important characteristic of ides concept of politics is that politics
provides freedom. It might even be said that pmlitis thepractice of human freedom.
Regarding her ideal-type of politics, the GreekigoRrendt states that ‘[b]eing free and
living (...) were, in a certain sense, one andstmae’ (PP: 116). According to Arendt, humans
have the ability to undertake action, to undertakeew beginning’. In this ability, human
freedom is situated by Arendt. She says: ‘Actionngjue in that it sets in motion processes
that in their automatism look very much like natymacesses, and action also marks the start
of something, begins something’ (PP: 113).

Added to this, Arendt explains that the Greek notid politics was associated with a
two-fold definition of freedom. First, those peofitat were able to come together in the polis
had to be ‘liberated from domination by life’s nesiies’ — a reason why slavery, force,
ruling and oppression played serious roles as pritions for the existence of the polis (PP:
117). And second, the men in the polis wiee men who acted ‘as equals among equals,
commanding and obeying one another only in emeigene that is, in times of war — but
otherwise managing all their affairs by speakinthveind persuading one another’ (PP: 117).
The inherent link of politics and freedom by Aremdtl be mentioned later, but first a closer
look has to be taken to some other features, ofAteadtian concept of politics. These four

features are, as will become clear, closely linkefilteedom too.
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Greatness and individuality

To understand Arendt’s concept of politics regsiise understanding of her vocabulary,
as well as her references to the ancient Greeks. @rthese references is the meaning of
politics as a secured place for human greatness.ig the first feature that is mentioned. The
undertaking of action namely, the start of new gBinis a principal feature of Arendt’s
philosophy. Arendt explains another time with a&rehce towards the polis: ‘The polis had to
be founded to secure for the grandeur of humansdaed speech an abode more secure than
the commemoration that the poet had recorded amebpmted in his poem’ (PP: 124).

In politics, human greatness can find its expresskolitics is important because the
human species can express its greatest abilitieagh it. Politics in the Arendtian sense is a
realm of action, in which men transcend Life anddme greater than only their metabolism
with nature (remind how Marx understands man adongrtb Arendt). By politics, avorld
can be made on this earth, in which the human beargcends animals. Accordingly, man
can give his being a meaning higher than just bpargof Life or nature.

This point is related to a second feature, nantedy politics is characterised by Arendt as
‘a space of appearance’. Arendt calls the polis &pace of appearance in the widest sense of
the word, namely the space where | appear to otdserthers appear to me, where men exist
not merely like other living or inanimate thingstbuake their appearance explicitly’ (HC:
198-199). In politics, men can show their true ittgn ‘In acting and speaking’, Arendt
writes, ‘men show who they are, reveal activelyrthaique personal identities and thus make
their appearance in the human world’ (HC: 179). €kample of the Greek polis also teaches
us that politics demands each man to be the bemt@ims fellows; politics stimulates man to
excel.

But why should we like to have such a space of apee? What can we expect from
this, further than an abstract notion of humandoee? To these questions two answers can
be given, which reveal another two features ofArendtian concept of politics. One is about

the notion of truth, the other about the unpredidits of the world we live in.

Perspective and objectivity

It is significant to consider why we would like tmve a space for human speech and
deed. One reason for this, refers back to the gingions ofdoxaandpeitheinin chapter one.
‘The point is’, says Arendt, ‘that we know from exjence that no one can adequately grasp
the objective world in its full reality all on hiswn, because the world always shows and

reveals itself to him from only one perspective,ichhcorresponds to his standpoint in the
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world and is determinate by it' (PP: 128)oxa was the Greek notion for everyone’s
particular perspective of the world, whipeitheinwas the dialogue and persuash®iween
men abouttheir perspectives. Arendt states: ‘Only in theefiom of our speaking with one
another does the world, as that about which wekspaerge in its objectivity and visibility
from all sides’ (PP: 128-129).

A third feature of Arendtian politics thus impli#sat politics is the sphere of dealing with
each one’s individual perspective and the idearlbabdy on his own can grasp the world in
its objectivity. The world appears to each one, tmabe appearances are different. Politics
implies the recognition of the fact that there esgingle, objective insight in the world, but
that there is difference idoxa It implies that power and rule always need tcabmatter of
plurality: of men rather than man. Applied to pioktthis means that not one man can bring
the ‘truth’ to all others and thereby rule overrthe

Maybe that is not what Plato and Aristotle aimed, fout if Arendt is right they
disrespected exactly thural character of politics in their dayNo one can state to have the
complete truth, which implies that despotism, e autocracy of the philosopher-king, is a
form of politics. This brings us to the conclusithrat Arendt brings this concept of politics
into contention against totalitarianism, especiallyere it has its origins in Marxism. Politics
for Arendt is always a matter of humaturality, somethingin betweemman, so that it can
never be the adoption of a historical law or thgeenance of the (enlightened) ideas of one

man. Totalitarian regimes therefore are by debnitnot political.

The world as home

Another reason why the space of appearance igargiés the possibility to deal with the
uncertainty of the world we live in. Although labrdobecame so dominant in the modern age
and although the ‘instrumentalization of actionréAdt), action itself never completely was
and could be eliminated from this world. There Isvays some action, and this has
consequences. A principal characteristic of humaiom, according to Arendt, needs to be
stated here. Human action always has certain iagpdics which could not be foreseen and
that maybe even were not wanted.

In particular in the modern age, with its ‘enormardargement of human capabilities’
(HC: 232) action has huge implications. In actipnotesses are started whose outcome is
unpredictable, so that uncertainty rather thartfrecomes the decisive character of human
affairs’ (HC: 232). It might be good to keep in miexamples such as atomic bombs or the

launch of a satellite. Especially the example ef shtellite brings us back to the beginning of
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this thesis. In the first chapter, it was mentionkdt Arendt analysed the example of the
launch of the first human satellite @t the world maybe is no longer our harReople feel
alienated from the place they inhabit.

Politics can be the exact realm in which men deigh the uncertainty of the world,
according to Arendt. Politics can provide uk@ne.This is the fourth mentioned feature of
Arendtian politics. Being a ‘remedy against theswersibility and unpredictability of the
process started by acting’ is, as Arendt statese @ the potentialities of action itself’ (HC:
236-237). That is made possible because by actidrspeech man expresses his interest. The
expression of these interests creates a web of muelationships. ‘These interests’, writes
Arendt, ‘constitute, in the word’s most literal sificance, something whicimter-est which
lies between people and therefore can relate aritbem together’ (HC: 182). This inter-est
thus shapes a common middle within a group of meaplised and maintained by a web of
human relationships which is built by speech aretide

Some critical questions need to be asked herexdhiseems to suppose that interests bind
together and even that there is a common inteksivever, this is quite a controversial
statement. And if people have different intereats,assumption on which modern political
life is based, can these different interests inde®dide human relationships? Arendt does
make the step from interest to relationship tocckijuSomething that is inter-est, can also
divide people for example. Something more than amigrest is needed to create a political
community. For example an order of meaning or ammomwill to work together as well as to
accept each political individual. That ‘cement’ #opolitical community lacks in the works of
Arendt.

In any case, the web of relationships is imporfantArendt. This namely, can also be
told as a story. ‘Although everybody started His by inserting himself into the human world
through action and speech, nobody is the authqgoroducer of his own life story’, says
Arendt. In other words: ‘[T]he stories, the resuwfsaction and speech, reveal an agent, but
this agent is not an author or producer (HC: 18Ajthin the big story of the web of
relationships, people can tell the little storytieéir life. Against the background of the greater
story, the disclosure of the individual being obtameaning. This greater story is the world in
between us, shaped by politics. Politics can createsafe sphere in a world that is
unpredictable and uncertain to us.

However, politics therefore needs to be unders@a®a distinct activity corresponding
with a distinct realm in the human condition, rattiean as just an activity subject to necessity

(pre-modern understanding) or a function of thead@phere (modern understanding). As this
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does not happen Arendt states, - as the modermstadding of living together indeed gets an
intellectual monopoly - the desert will remain. tlre epilogue ofThe Promise of Politics
Arendt states the following remarkable words: ‘Tinedern growth of worldlessness, the
withering away of everythingetweerus, can also be described as the spread of thet'dese
(PP: 201). This is what is announcing itself iratibhrian movements or in some bare, clinical

modern scientific developments: the world is najenour home; the desert spreads.

Phronesis

In the beginning of this chapter the inherent laikpolitics and freedom was mentioned.
Freedom exists in (political) action, for Arendtow is this freedom conceptualized? How
exactly can speech and action be related to fre@dims link goes via the Greek concepts of
peitheinanddoxaas explained earlier, and the concepplmfonesis The concept gbhronesis
has a connotation of insight, but actually — asteof other Greek idioms — it has no good
equivalent in our modern languages. Arendt givehet meaning of insight of the political
man. This insight into a political issue ‘means hmog other than the greatest possible
overview of all the possible standpoints and viemisfrom which an issue can be seen and
judged’ (PP: 168).

This phronesisgives the link to freedonPhronesismakes it possible for a man to have
many insights. It enables him to consider many dyaimts and therefore know the world
better than he could know by himself alone. Thignidtself a kind of freedom contends
Arendt: insight in the world enables one to consalestandpoints and therefore provide him
freedom of (mental) movement. In addition, at taens time, these insights enable him to
excel. Arendt writes: ‘In the case of the polise tholitical man, given the characteristic
excellence that distinguished him, was at the séime the freest man: for thanks to the
insight that enabled him to consider all standmitite enjoyed the greatest freedom of
movement’ (PP: 169). Great action and speech awe thade possible by the political
‘insight’ of man Phronesighus seems to enclose two kinds of freedom: aflecteal one,
as well as a practical one.

It is crucial to recognize that this freedom isyomiade possible by the existencenwdn
amanon his owncannot be free according to Arendt: ‘The individinahis isolation is never
free; he can become free only when he steps ooittir@ polis and takes action there’ (PP:
169-170). Politics is needed as a realm in whicmdms have the possibility to be free.
Therefore, politics is literally of vital importaeat Whether such a sphere exists or not, has

huge consequences for the human being. ‘[HJumangsein the true sense of the term can
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exist only where there is a world’, states AreRP(176). And the existence of a true world
is only possible by true plurality of the humaneaecured in a realm of action and politics.

It is not by chance that Arendt argues in favauprecisely the polis-concept of politics,
as sketched in this chapter. With this, she respomdhe historical conditions she lives in. In
the next chapter it will be examined why exactlyeAdt brings forward her concept of

politics. Also its underlying philosophical conceptill be explained.
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5. Philosophical backgrounds

In most of her theorizing, Arendt deviates fromr-ewen criticizes the Western tradition
of thought. She does so with her particular conoéftte human condition; with the colouring
of the concept of politics; and with the distinctderstanding of theita contemplativaand
the vita activa What brings Arendt to such a distinct conceptpofitics? What are the
underlying philosophical positions of Arendt’s thlybits? In this chapter, these questions will
be considered, and this will be done by answenvig hain questions. First, the background
of Arendt’s writing will be unfolded. She writes the 1950’s about these subjects. Why does
she respond to Marx, who wrote some hundred yemt®e® Second, it will be asked what

philosophical concepts underlie Arendt’s thinking.

The problem of politics

In chapter one, it was stated that Arendt startsbbbek The Human Conditiomvith the
launch of a satellite into the universe. More bigpad number of scientific developments got
her attention and made her reflect on what is #dgthappening in our world. In particular,
the first atomic explosion was one of these stglkdevelopments. With this explosion, a new
era began, which Arendt calls the modern worldldInot discuss this modern world, against
whose background this book was written’, says Ataeaidhe beginning of hefhe Human
Condition(HC: 6).

What then is the purpose of her book? Arendt dessrit as the following: ‘[A]n analysis
of those general human capacities which grow oth@®human condition and are permanent,
that is, which cannot be irretrievably lost so loag the human condition itself is not
changed.’” Further, Arendt want to investigate wla¢ calls ‘world alienation’ in order to
‘arrive at an understanding of the nature of sgcstit had developed and presented itself at
the very moment when it was overcome by the ade€at new and yet unknown age’ (HC:
6).

This shows that the modern world is a yet unknovenfer Arendt. She cannot explain or
oversee it. Rather she wants to make clear whatlgx@haracterized the timeeforethe rise
of the modern world. In doing so, she also examthesconditions of the vacuum that arose
after the end of the tradition. This will possiljive some ideas about the condition of our
being, as well as the fundaments of our era. Ehigslevant because in the first chapter it was

concluded that the modern age could be charactedagea time in which people do not feel
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any longerat homein this world. Earlier it was stated that Arendwsaolitics as the
possibility to shape a home in this world. Whenpgealo not any longer feel at home, this
reveals a fundamental problem of politics. The mime@non of people that feel no longer at
home in this world is golitical problem. So it is in (the conception of) politidzat the

analysis of the problem has to be made, possibdyder to restore the ‘world’ as home.

Modern world experiences

Arendt analyses some events that reveal this proldé politics. Certain experiences
make it quite hard for modern people to feel at @ama world, shaped by modern politics.
These are the experiences of oppression and boute.fThe experiences of totalitarian
governments on the one side, and ‘the monstrousld@went of modern means of
destruction’ on the other, make us doubt the mepoirpolitics at all, says Arendt (PP: 109).
Is it really possible to attain freedom by or evarpolitics, as is the meaning of politics
according to Arendt? Are freedom and politics radher opposites of each other? The named
experiences, totalitarianism and (atomic) destouctiare the fundamental experiences of our
age’, says Arendt, ‘and if we ignore them, it isifage never lived in the world that is our
world’ (PP: 109-110).

We have to consider these experiences seriously. ABendt opposes the common
conclusions drawn from these experiences as itigplhas no meaning any more. That is
because Arendt suggests another concept of potitias the one that was usual in our
tradition. Since antiquity, no one has believed ieaning of politics to be freedom. But
Arendt does, and with this she gives counterweighthe aforementioned doubts about the
meaning of politics. Before Arendt's philosophiaatderstanding of politics itself can be
considered however, the origins of the politicallpem have to be described.

As pointed out earlier, Arendt marks the fact thrmtmodern times the state becomes
merely a function of the social sphere, of the angtg of Life itself. In ‘Introduction into
Politics’ (a text inThe Promise of PolitigsArendt states that the ‘monstrous growth of the
means of force and destruction’ (the possibilityatdbmic weapons and wars, in which the
modern world was born) was possible ‘not only beeanf technological inventions, but also
because political, public space had itself becomarana of force (...)" (PP: 147).

That politics had become an arena of force itsaff be viewed as a consequence of the
modern age. ‘The question of the meaning of palitieday’, says Arendt, ‘concerns the
appropriateness or inappropriateness of the puméans of force used for such ends’ (PP:
146). With ‘such ends’ Arendt refers back to the e protecting the social sphere, which is
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Life itself, and the end of protecting human freed@rendt speaks about this as the ‘the soill
of modernity’ out of which our world has grown (PRt6). The state became the “processor
of force”, to protect Life itself. Today the possiies of force however — and this
characterizes the modern world — are grown outeigiespan of control. Brute force ‘has
become so monstrously powerful that it threaterionty freedom but life as well’ (PP: 146-
147).

This draws a picture of the modern world as welitegproblematic political conditions.
We live in a modern worldwhich is characterized by the possibilities to tmee that has
grown outside our span of control. This moderld grew out of the ‘soil of modernity’ of
the moderrage This brought us the understanding of politiceaseans to protect the social
sphere and Life itself. This urgent situation gabtes the political question — ‘What is

politics?’, the question this thesis concernstejscally quite relevant today.

The character of politics

What is the character of politics? Or more elalmrathat is politics itself? That is a key
guestion of political philosophy. During our tradit, since Plato, politics was understood in a
way, or in ways, that Arendt opposes. Arendt stdtas‘[b]oth the mistrust of politics and the
guestion as to the meaning of politics are very, @d old as the tradition of political
philosophy’ (PP: 114).

Equally as old as these questions are the givemaarts it, and Arendt notes that ‘almost
all the definitions in our tradition are essentigilstifications’ And to put it even more clear:
‘[AJll these justifications or definitions end upharacterizing politics as a means to some
higher end’ (PP: 114-11%alics mine). Even modern kinds of politics that have di@®a as a
goal are captured in this structure of means and Arendt opposes this, because she thinks
about politics as a realof freedom. She thereby opposes the complete Westatditian of
political philosophy, from Plafd until Marx, which thinks of politics as means.

However, in the works of Marx and in the modern idiothere is still even more decline
in the thinking on politics in the eyes of Arendi. the works of Marx namely, politics
becomes entirely mistrusted. For Marx, politicaigehicle of class division and oppression.
He therefore wants to eliminate politics, next tdiet Marx thinks that the state
automatically will wither away in a communist systeWith this philosophy Marx ends the
Western tradition resulting in what can be mentibas a ‘vacuum’. In this vacuum, the

" plato is called ‘the father of political philosagpim the West' by Arendt (see PP: 130).
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modern world emerges, and in this modern worldudginds about politics as means, as well as
thoughts about politics as a problem itself, compeagain. Both considered conceptions of

politics start from the wrong axioms, accordinghtendt (PP: 152):

‘In our current crisis, the prejudices that standhe way of a theoretical understanding of what
politics is really about involve nearly all the jigial categories in which we are accustomed to
think, but above all they pertain to the means/estedgory that regards politics in terms of an end
purpose lying outside of politics, as well as te tiotion that the substance of politics is brute

force and, finally, to the conviction that domiratiis the central concept of all political theory’

This makes clear that Arendt has a debate onigmbn two fronts. In her analysis of the
modern world, as well as with her own concept dftigs, Arendt in the first place opposes
Marx. This is her first ‘front’, and in this she ppses an understanding of politics as the
problem itself and thus the opinion that it is beto get rid of politics and live without it. On
the second place, she also criticizes the tradiboWWestern political philosophy that could
lead to the thinking of Marx. The traditional unstanding of politics as a means to an end is
the second front that Arendt opposes with her coinagpolitics?

Now the first theme of this chapter, the backgrowidArendt’'s writing, has been
considered, the second can be closely examinedt arkathe philosophical fundaments of
Arendt’s concept of politics? What fundaments dibesst on? To answer this question some
basic philosophical concepts underlying Arendt’'saapt of politics will be examined. Four
fundamental concepts will be discussed: that ok Land Being, Freedom, and that of

Meaning. To me, these concepts form the fundanfen&rendt’s thought

Life and Being

One of the fundamental points of critique of Aretalvards Marx previously unfold was
that Marx reduces man to mere part of the bioldgracess of Life. Man is, as Arendt
understands Marx, nothing more than metabolism nétfure; he is nothing more than part of
the biological life-process, which means that h& jabours and consumes. In the eyes of
Arendt, this is a flagrant reduction of man in tising. According to Arendt, man can
transcend his state of merely being part of lifenmyk and above all by action. Bikhu Parekh
summarizes the thoughts of Arendt, when he stditas labour assimilates man to nature,
while work and action distinguishes him from it (€leh, 1979: 68-69).

2 Note that both understandings of politics that lteopposes are alive in the modern world. Peopke s
politics as the execution of force and violence trettefore see it as a problem itself. In thigwadi, it could be
said, ‘Marx’ is still alive. Others just see pdiii as a means to protect life or the social spfEaradoxically
with help of brute force but also to protect peomdminst brute force). They thus understand psldis a means
to an end.
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What lies behind this, is the Arendtian idea thatmor actuallymen are in fundament
not just being part of nature or of Life. Arendtkea a distinction between Life and Being!
She criticizes Marx for considering this as the saW.A. Suchting (1962) states this point in
an article on Marx and Arendt. From Arendt’s viewpishe states that Marx ‘[lJike Bergson
and Nietzsche’ is ‘a glorifier of “life” as the dgmic creator of all values; he identifies Life
and Being’ (Suchting, 1962: 49). These are word®\@ndt herself, where she states that
Marx, Nietzsche and Bergson are the ‘greatest septatives of modern life philosophy’
inasmuch as ‘all three equate Life and Being’ (F13, note 76). Arendt states that this
equation is the result of the dominance of intretipa of these philosophers. By looking to
the inwardness, life indeed will appear as Evenghi

However, with this, all these philosophers fail 4ee the possibilities of aorld,
something outside man. They fail to see action distinct category, says Arendt. Therefore,
they fail to see that Life and Being are not neaelys equated. The ‘ultimate point of
reference’ for those philosophers ‘is not work avatldliness any more than action; it is life
and life’s fertility’, says Arendt (HC: 313, noteb){ Those philosophers do not see the
possibilities thamen,rather thammanhave; they fail to sethe promise of politics

This distinction correlates with another charadeArendt’s thinking about the human
being. In the Arendtian distinction labour and wogkactivities are inherently linked to the
human body and do belong to the private spheres Vieiv deviates from that of Marx, who
considers the body and its activities as publicndyaSchwartz (1979) does point to this
difference. She points at Marx' concepts, who spexkhe human body as part of nature,
which means a “socialized” or “humanized” natureNtarx (Schwartz, 1979: 260). For Marx
the private sphere ideally fades away; it ceasesxist. For Arendt however, only then the
human being becomes part of a public world wherehiers the realm of politics. Only
action/politics is a public matter. Work and lab@ue private matters concerning activities
correlated with Life. Action transcends Life; itnsore than just ‘biology’. Politics and Life
cannot be equalized, according to Arendt.

A final matter concerning the distinction betwekife and Being, is the distinction
Arendt makes betweesarth andworld. Earth is one of the given conditions for humdae. li
Man inhabits the earth. However, according to Atandn (not man) have the ability to build
a world, ann-betweerthat transcends the mere earthly Life. Duringrtizelern age however,
the sphere of world disappeared more and morevioufaof that of earth. Thdurability of
the place we live in suffers under the modern #geworld as a home disappears in favour of

a space of an endlessly repeating kind of activitgt of being part of the life cycle. Without
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the sphere of aorld however, there can be no meaning or value. Szanekz(2003: 2012)
points at this, and says that ‘the most fundamemtablem of consumer capitalism is not
simply that it threatens the ‘earth’ through reseuuse, pollution and habitat loss, but that it
threatens the ‘world’, without which there can lemeaning or value’ (Szernszynski, 2003:
212). Life and Being are not the same, accordingrendt. The providence of meaning in
this life is a matter of Being. When Life and Beiage equalized, the meaning of life
disappears.

Freedom

Another fundamental concept, one that is reladhe notion of Being, is that of
freedom. Freedom even is the most important conicebte political philosophy of Hannah
Arendt. But what does she mean when she speaks ibedom? Meanwhile, it might have
become clear that Arendt has another concept efdéne than was usual in the Western
tradition of thought. Arendt characterizes freedas, explained previously, as the human
ability to act, to start something new from itself on. ‘The mieaof freedom’, Arendt says, ‘is
inherent in this ability to make a beginning, whiitkelf is inherent in the fact that every
human being, simply by being born into a world thais there before him and will be there
after him, is himself a new beginning’ (PP: 113).

The idea of freedom as identical with beginningstignge to us, Arendt explains. That is
because ‘according to our tradition of conceptidught and its categories, freedom is
equated with freedom of the will, and we underst&ne@dom of the will to be a choice
between givens or, to put it crudely, between gad evil’ (PP: 113).

In the traditional understanding, freedom therefoes not situated in action or politics,
but solely in the renouncing of action and a ‘witd from the world’ (Arendt) into the self,
avoiding action and politics altogether. Freedons wauated in theita contemplativaand
not in thevita activa Arendt states that the basic error of this idesems to lie in that
identification of sovereignty with freedom which shalways been taken for granted by
political as well as philosophic thought’ (HC: 234) was Marx being the first modern
thinker who seriously situated freedom in thia activa However, he did so with disastrous

consequences, according to Arendt.

Meaning of life
Previously the concept of Being was considerediamas promised to get back on this

point. Now the concepts of Being and Freedom haenlronsidered separately. However,
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they are connected together as well for Arendt. bksame clear, the sphere of action

transcends Life and it has to do with Being. In apmion, Being can be understood, quite

abstractly, as the essence of everything. The esssnhighest or truest form of existence.

And for humans this is certainly not Life accorditig Arendt. The essence of the human

being is something different than given in the-fif@cess. In essence, the human being is
more than life This surplus is the promise of politics, the pirsgrof action.

This could be further explained by another diffee@rendt makes, that between being a
whatand being avha Everything is avhat corresponding to his being part of Life. But the
true essence of human being lies enclosed in lmg lBavha ‘In acting and speaking’, Arendt
states, ‘men show who they are, reveal activeliy tih@que personal identities and thus make
their appearance in the human world, while theiyspdal identities appear without any
activity of their own in the unique shape of thedpand sound of the voice’ (HC: 179).
Parekh summarizes this, as that action is the egfme of an agent’s unigqueness or
individuality (Parekh, 1979: 69).

In my opinion, Arendt's idea of the disclosure 6ivho’, touches to her concept of Being.
The human essence is not situated in being pariité-process or in being part of nature, but
in his being a who; one being able to act and &akpWith this, the meaning of life is given
too for Arendt. However, this is controversial,véll be explained in the next chapter.

This difference of Life and Being comes up agairthie debate on humanity between
Marx and Arendt. Parekh states this as that Maderstands the human beings together as if
they have one interest, while Arendt starts frolrmlamental human plurality (Parekh, 1979:
75). This implies that for Marx the human essefes in his species being; in being part of
humanity. Arendt takes a totally different startipgint when she takes the individual in his
unigueness as fundamental.

Jennifer Ring (1989) summarizes this oppositionAoéndt to Marx from Arendt's
viewpoint as follows: ‘To acquiesce to cyclicalapd impermanence is to capitulate to nature
and biology’. For Arendt this ‘involves the loss sfmething distinctively human’, she says
(Ring, 1989: 433). According to her, not his bepayt of a species, but his being a unique
individual, being avho,does define the Being of a human. Action is thusldmental for the
human being, and when this is threatened, as didx,M&ie human being himself is

threatened.
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6. Discussion

In this chapter Arendt’s concept of politics anghessally its fundamental assumptions
will be discussed. The question of this thesiswhdt is politics?’ and Arendt provides an
answer that is quite honourable. This chapter hewewill reveal that some of its fundaments
are controversial. First the concept of freedonfi@ndt will be discussed. Arendt seems to
have an understanding of freedom in which freedaist® only for the few and moreover,
only by grace of the lack of freedom of the manyrtker, the assumption of the moral

character of our world on which Arendt’s conceppofitics is based, will be attacked.

Whose freedom?

Freedom is of fundamental importance for Arendtwigeer, it seems characteristic of her
concept of freedom, that it is not possible forrgeee. InThe Human ConditionArendt
states that in the Greek polis the price for alisdieedom from necessity, in a sense, was life
itself (HC: 119-120). In order to be free as poétiman, the heads of the Greek households
had to enslave people to do the works of necessitthem. Numbers of people had to be
forcedto labour. These people therefore were not fredl an order to make possible the free
life of the fewpolitical animals.Only they were enabled to do other things: acttamk, and
in a sense, beconm@mortal

However, it might thus be said that the Greek fomedvas only possible by theon-
freedomof the many. Arendt nowhere attacks or denies; ttather she agrees with it.
Notwithstanding the fact that she calls this eliation of the burdens of life by enslaving
people into pain and necessity ‘darkness’, sheidersit as ‘natural’ and ‘inherent in the
human condition’ (HC: 119). Does Arendt indeed i that true freedom is only possible
for the ‘happy few'? Does she show here a Nietzashmoncept of considering the goal of
humanity in its highest instances?

Earlier it became clear that freedom is part oiBdbr Arendt. If not everyone is able to
be free, not everyone is able to have a relatiah tis Being, rather than only with Life.
How could the feeling with the realm of Being thée a fundamental character of
humankind? Arendt seems to do exactly that thirg @iticizes Marx for, namely reducing
(part of) the human species to nothing more thatufdaor Life. Arendt indeed does prove
this; she draws the distinction whether onéridy humanwithin the human species itself.

About the ancient Greek notion of humanity, Aresays: ‘The distinction between man and
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animal runs right through the human species itsatfly the best (...) and who “prefer
immortal fame to mortal things,” are really humahg others, content with whatever
pleasures nature will yield them, live and die l&t@mals’ (HC: 19).

This is highly controversial and it may be doubtéuether not the complete concept of
politics that Arendt proposes falls down if oneussfs to accept this controversial assumption
about freedom. Arendt’s concept of politics is lthea a controversial notion of freedom, and
it can thus be doubted whether the Arendtian canaigpolitics can be supported consistently

together with modern Enlightened values like equaind inalienable human rights.

Politics and justice

Another controversial matter is the lack of concfer justice in the work of Arendt. Also
Passerin d’Entreves (2006) states so, and saysAfleaidt is even unable to account for
justice. This is striking, because in the modernsi# tradition of political philosophy
justice is one of the most important issues. Jusiktabout the leading work Theory of
Justice by John Rawls (1971), which states that justite the first virtue of social
institutions’ (1971: 3). Quite a lot influential fcal philosophers think about justice. With
his book, Rawls opposes authors with, as he cglliseleological thinking (like that of
Aristotle and of utilitarianism), but these authatso owe themselves to justice. Significant
debates in contemporary political philosophy coasjdstice, for example a debate during the
80's between Rawls and communitarians like Michaahdel. However, in the mentioned
works of Arendt justice is almost never named golied as a relevant notion in politics.

Rather than being a political issue itself, jusseems to be a pre-political condition for
Arendt. The core issue of politics is freedom, @s\nentioned. lintroduction intoPolitics
(PP) Arendt says that this freedom ‘does not reqair egalitarian democracy in the modern
sense, but rather a quite narrowly limited oliggrar aristocracy’. This limited political
space is ‘an arena in which at least a few or #st ban interact with one another as equals
among equals’. But this equality, says Arendt, ,lisourse, nothing to do with justice’ (PP:
118). Within the realm of politics, men already astequals among each other. No debate
about justice is necessary to arrange this reatmjsjustice a necessary issue to debate in
politics.

There are several reasons why justice is not palitar Arendt. First of all, the character
of politics in the theory of Arendt plays a rolerweFor Arendt, politics is not a means to an
end, but a goal in itself. To bring or establisstice is already a goal and the danger of seeing

politics as a means to that end appears immedia®ealltics is not about justice or about
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anything else in particular. Rather it is a reafnaction that has intrinsic worth.

Second, this has everything to do with Arendt'sersion to the ancient Greeks. As
known, after ‘the end of the tradition’ and afteqperiences with totalitarian regimes in the
twentieth century, Arendt tries to reconsider wiatare actually doing. Therefore, she refers
back to a worldbeforeour tradition, in order to answer these questimmgheorigins. This
implies that she goes back to a situation that méglenprecedejustice. Justice is a concept
that is heavily coloured by our tradition. It gds imoral charge from our tradition of
Platonism, Christianity, Augustine, Aquinas, Kamdathe Enlightenment. In particular
Christian influences polished this concept intoaldview of good and evil. Arendt however,
gets back to a world before this tradition and thusorld before that one that gave such a
crucial place to justice.

A third reason can be stated here, correlating With second, which reveals again a
Nietzschean preoccupation of Arendt. Both philogwph Nietzsche and Arendt, orient
themselves on a world that predates ours. Bothatsitthemselves at the end, or even after the
Western tradition. Nietzsche thereby destructsntiweal categories of this tradition, which
according to him are shaped by Christianity and latoRic perception of the worfd.
Nietzsche then, refers back to the ancient Greeakdvemd exchanges the absolute categories
of good and evil for the relative categories of doand bad. This brings the final
measurement of everything from something absolfat¢nic ideas, God) to something
relative (the human world). This also changes thnotation of justice.

Arendt, like Nietzsche, cannot join the modern debain (contemporary) political
philosophy that are still set up in the traditionahcepts, carried by a morality that has ended.
Justice, to Arendt, is a term too much influencgdekactly that tradition that has ended.
Rather, she orients on a tradition that precedes, @ which justice is not that important in

politics.

Moral reality

The previous discussion about justice brings fodwan even more fundamental level of
Arendt’s philosophy. On the basis of the positietisat of Arendt, Nietzsche and the ancient
Greeks on the one hand, as well as that of auihotBe Western tradition - lay different
claims about our reality. For Nietzsche and thdearidGreeks the world itself isot morally

charged This is showed in Nietzsche’s distinction betwgend and evil on the one hand and

13 See his ‘On the Genealogy of Morality’ (Nietzsch8g7).
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good and bad on the other, of which he choosesdhend. And it is also pointed at when
Nietzsche states that God is dead. We no longex dbsolute moral standards and categories;
we are thrown back on ourselves.

Arendt too seems not to start from the assumpti@roorally charged world. The metier
of politics for Arendt is freedom, but this is rfeeedom to choose between good and bad — in
other words, to makenoral choices — but freedoras action This action seems not to be
bound to a rule in order to be free (such as thegoaical imperative of Kant, which makes
acting, freedom and morality linked), but Arenduates the freedom in the possibility of
acting itself.

Moreover, not one of the features of politics tiwvate mentioned in chapter four refers to
any moral notion. Human greatness, disclosure eftitly, perspective on the world and
creating a home: none of these suggests that qmigi a kind of morally charged action

within a reality defined by good and evil.

Answering Being

The previously mentioned assumption about the moraracter of this world is a
foundation of Arendt’'s thought that is disputab@pposing to Arendt, | and many others
think that good and evil are inherently part ofsthvorld; they are genuine forces in our
reality. Subsequently that would mean that all ifmall) action is always morally charged.
Everything done by political action therefore isanmgful. Against the background of the
big story of good and evil, the human being indieasl toact, has to live his little life story in
the responsibility of his Being. This responsilildbtains meaning because it is situated to
the background of good and evil. The human lifestttums an answer to the given conditions
of Being.

From such a viewpoint, it can be doubt whethertigslifor Arendt can be meaningful
when she is not a moral absolutist. To what medningackground the human action can
obtain meaning when there is no absolute moraity@aCertainly for Arendt the answer to
this question is related to her concept of Beinge fuestion then is what exactly Being is.
Arendt seems to give her final answer to that qoesit the end ofThe Human Conditian
Here she opposes the immortality that Christiagdye individuals to that immortality that
ancient Greek politics gave individuals: human lifenortality versus worldly immortality.
About the victory of the first, Arendt says:

‘Historically, it is more than probable that thectary of the Christian faith in the ancient world

was largely due to this reversal, which broughtendp those who knew that their world was
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doomed, indeed a hope beyond hope, since the nesage promised an immortality they never
had dared to hope for’ (HC: 314).

Here lies the fundamental abyss between the anGisreks and Arendt on the one hand and
Christianity on the other: hope for the few or hémethe many.

Life seems to suggest that only the latter is rigit as Arendt also stated, Being is more
than Life; what matters is Being. For Arendt, Besgems to be the possibility to become
immortal in this world by action. The deepest leskthe human being is that he can disclose
himself as an individual by action in a world tlgtconstantly (re)shaped by that action and
its (unforeseen) consequences. This means thatardrecome one who has helped to build
or influenced the world, influenced History.

However, does Arendt not go along here with Maevarsal of the Hegelian dialectic?
She herself seems to pass something like Providasaeell. But in light of the just given
objections, that endangers the answer-charactdreofiuman life. Can the human being still
answer to Being when in the end he himself is threasuare of all things? This question
remains an open question, but these objections ntdkghly dubious whether Arendt can
account for an adequate concept of freedom and essence.

That does not alter the point that it can be cafexduthat politics is in essence an answer
to Being. Politics is the sphere of human actiord with this the human being transcends
Life and relates himself to the sphere of Beingafy case, this answering character of the

human being shows that politics is a matter of resse
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Conclusion

The question that guided the process of this thesis: what is Hannah Arendt's
philosophy of politics as revealed by means of éixamination of her interpretation and
critique of Karl Marx on this subject? The thesiarted with an introduction to Arendt’s
thinking, as well as background against which Henking was developed. Arendt asks
herself the fundamental question, as other philesmpdo, what is happening in her time.
How can totalitarian regimes like Bolshevism apfedow can it be that some people think
aloud of the possibility of fleeing the earth? Téngsiestions bring Arendt to a reconsideration
of our time. And our time, she concludes, is chmdmed by the end of a tradition. That
tradition ended in the works of Marx, Arendt dises: Marx generated some major changes
in the tradition, but he drew the wrong conclusifnasn it. This results in a huge critique of
Marx by Arendt.

What were the changes Marx made, and on what pdidtdrendt criticized him? It was
explained that Arendt characterizes the Westewitioa of thought since Plato as that of a
superiority of thevita contemplativaabove thevita activa. This means that thinking,
philosophy and contemplation (religion for examaleg seen as superior to acting. Moreover,
it means that human freedom was strictly locatethiwithe vita contemplativawhile the
completevita activawas seen as being subject to necessity.

Conceptualizing the completata activaas activities of necessity is mistaken, according
to Arendt. She distinguishes three kinds of adgsitvithin the vita activa,in hierarchical
order: action, work and labour. In particular thedt activity does hold the option of freedom
according to Arendt. With the appearance of the enogge, however, things became even
worse. The completeita activawas reduced to the activity of labour, as Arentiiarstands
it. And the man responsible for the philosophicddstantiation is Karl Marx.

This responsibility exists in two lacks of insighft Marx. On the one hand Marx fails to
see thdiberticidal character of the rise of the social, and on theroliand he fails to see the
promise of politics Marx completely abolishes the realm of action kicl is the realm of
human freedom according to Arendt — thereby depgivhan part of his essence or being on
the one hand, and creating a path for extremitikesworld-alienation and totalitarianism on
the other hand. According to Arendt, Marx reducesiio ananimal laboransand therefore
deprives him of freedom.

A pressing conclusion of this thesis however, & threndt not only criticized Marx, but
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the tradition that he ended as well. This is théitron, that begun with ‘the father of political
philosophy in the West’, Plato, and which is ch&gdzed by an abyss between philosophy
and politics, with a domination of the first. Thasulted in a distrusting attitude towards
politics, because of which fundamental characiesstof it were overlooked. These
characteristics are given by Arendt in her conoafppolitics. This concept, first of all,
provides us some points of critique towards ouditian. Second, it enables us to critically
review our own time and state of politics, in whitte ideas that Arendt opposed are still
alive. Third, it helps us to reconsider the ‘crisfsour time’, as the modern world might be
characterized, in a fundamental way, and it mayigdeothe possibility to overcome this.

Arendt’s concept of politics is characterized bgeflom. Furthermore, politics can be the
expression of human greatness (which Marx thuslisties’) and it creates a space of
appearance to reveal man’s unique identity. Peliticthe space of Being, rather than the
space of Life, which appears in the activity ofdabh Moreover, Arendt considers two more
characteristics of her concept of politics. In Bges, politics is linked to ‘insight’: persuasion
with others enables one to have a better viewisfworld and therefore be a man with more
practical knowledge. Finally, politics is a waydeal with the fundamental uncertainty of this
world; it creates a home for humans on this earth.

With her concept of politics Arendt attacks twarsnon understandings of politics. The
first one sees politics as means to an end. This the dominant or the almost sole
understanding of politics during the Western tiiadit The second understanding that Arendt
attacks, which is present in Marxism, is the onéctvisees politics as a problem itself.

In this thesis, Arendt was criticized on some pmiler concept of freedom appeared as
too narrow, as if the ‘answer to Being'’ is possildeonly the few. That is because freedom is
bound to the political for Arendt, rather than teate remains the ability to human freedom
open to other activities or even thiga contemplativaas well. Related to this point is how
Arendt thinks of the character of our reality ahds how she considers the value of justice.
For Arendt our reality is not morally charged. Téfere politics is not moral action and so
justice does play almost no role in it. That mattes Arendt gives a particular ‘answer’ to
Being, one that is debatable in my opinion.

And what can be concluded about politics itselfigi all the previous bring us to the
Arendtian conclusion that the history of the Wésgivgs a constant decline on the thinking of
politics? This can be defended. First, ‘historyokoa wrong turn when Plato wanted
philosophy to rule politics, resulting in a tot&lyas between the two. Then the ‘philosophers-

way-of-life’ became dominant and politics was urstieod as ‘merely’ subject to necessity;
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politics downgraded in reputation.

It became even worse in the modern age with the afsthe social, which blurred the
distinction of separate realms of life: the privatel the public. Marx did form the anticlimax
by equalizing productivity and the human identitiiereby reducing man to asnimal
laborans This anticlimax however, meant the end of thaitran and it brought us the
modern world, which is still worse in this mattéris characterized by alienation and brute
(political) force. Politics still takes the blame.

This indeed can be given as a summary of the Aiamdanalysis of the history of
political philosophy. However, this pessimistic wieof Arendt is not prescriptive for the
future. It is not without reason that Arendt reverts to Hreient Greeks. She does revert
because something really important is considere@, h®omething that Arendt wants to
rescue. What is mentioned here is human freedom¢hwts worth fighting for. This
Arendtian struggle is promising and it gives coumtEght to a pessimistic view as just
unfold. Because, to end with a quote of Arendt ioaclusion of a lecture “The History of
Political Theory” (PP: 201), it is ‘precisely becguwe suffer under desert conditions we are
still human and still intact; the danger lies incbming true inhabitants of the desert and

feeling at home in it.’
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