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ABSTRACT

I thi thesis, | argue that the politica theories of Karl Marx and Hannah Arendt can be

h

possible in the face of Humean scepticism, concluded that freedom was only possible

outside of the phenomenal world. 1 argue that they share a foundation in that their

Kant, both of
precedence given by Kant and the majority of the thinkers throughout the history of
philosophy 1o the abstract properties of reason and thought in humanity, and instcad

ontologizing the practical. From this ontological shift, Marx and Arendt ultimately

ded

scepticism about freedom with respect to necessify may be correct, freedom is, a base, a
practical question with respect to consiraint, and it s only by considering it in hislight

that frecdom can be adequately brought back’ (0 the ‘phenomenal’ world
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that which others have made of us.

—Jean-Paul Sartre

To look for my happiness in the happiness of others, for my own
worth i the worth of all those around me, o be free in the freedom of

others —that is my whole fuih,the aspiration of my whoe lfe.

— Mikhail Bakunin



INTRODUCTION

tume, Kant, and the Problem of Freedom

The socio-political notion of freedom—its characterization and the subsequent

conceptions of how best o achieve it—has been a major topic of philosophical inguiry.

dealt with by i i f the carliest and
having been given by Plato and summarized in his cave allegory in The Republic. Yet
although there may be different schools of thought (conservatism, liberalism,

dialectiism) within which theorists generally agree, it s f

10 say that a universally

accepted conception of freedom s very far away, if it could be conceived of at al

M i i

how any conception of socio-politcal freedom could be establshed and defended based
on a definite and generally agreed upon scientific method, as could, for example, the
structure of DNA or the escape velocity of the Earth's gravitational feld. Hence,

establishing and defending a theoretcal treatment of freedom and/or attacking such a

‘Aum Sy M ey Wi tado by o o rcily
- s s though.

of logi

on 0, it becomes mlvﬂn”ncdnmuluuppulll:nlnm

I won of » sqre e (Homnh v, Wt s Freom™ i The ool

Hannah Avent, . with a nroduton by Pee Bachr [New York: Penuin, 200)
39)




based on concepts),then there must also be for this philosophy a system of pure

rational conceps, independent of any condition of intution, in other words, a

metaphysic. It may be asked whether metaphysi required also for
i ill g

ths requirement...*

o begins Kant's prefuce to his 1780 piece The Metaphysical Elements of Ethcs. OF

course, by ' &

long tradition largely starting with Plato’s Republic and evolving over the course of

nearly 2500 years. It should thus be important that the metaphysical elements of politics

ot The central idea

of my thes i
human ontology (a concept that will be defined below) —and substantiate it importance
1o politcal freedom within the politcal theories of Karl Mars and Hannah Arendt. Yet

thisis not the whole sory, nor, indeed, can the ‘story” yet depart from Kant,

When “the remembrance of David Hume was the very thing that many years ago

first interrupted slumber and gave a compl

his) researches in the field of speculative philosophy,” what Kant immediately had in

“tmmanuel Kant, The Metaphysical Elements of Ethcs,tr. Thomas Kingsmill
Abbott, (Arc Manor: Rockville, 2008), 7.

mmanuel Kant, Prolegomena o Any Future Mo That Will Be Able to
T Wil e Able

1. and.




mind was the manner in which Hume's Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding

“proves’ that the concept of cause and effect

s really nothing but a bastard of the
imagination, which, impregnatcd by experience, and having brought certain

representations under the law of association, passes off the resulting subjective necessity

(ic., habi) for an obi * What

of !
{his “Humean proble, but rather the repercusionsthat Kant's analysis has i desling
with the semingly moral low tha Home's analysis in the Engury dels to “te long
dispued queston concerning liberty and necessity .. which] has been so much
canvassed on all hands, and has led phikosophers into such a labyrith of obscure

sophisty.” Hume contends,

we may give to liberty, 10 observe two.
requisite circumstances; frs, that it be consistent with plain matter of fact;
secondly,that it be consisent with tscf. If we observe these circumstances, and

one opinion with regard to (] ... liberty, when opposed o necessity, not 1o
saint, i 3

existence

“The manner in which Kant “saved freedom from this twofold assault upon it [the

causality of ion on the one hand and of the causal principh

outer world on the other] by distinguishing between a ‘pure” theoretcal reason and a

v . 2004), 2601
“Iid, 7 (258)

wid Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding (Kitchener:
Baoch Books 2000, 56

Ibid., 66.




“practcal reason’ whose center s free will"” has had a major influence on philosophy
since, especially with regard to it immediate effect on the period of German idealism

that ensued.

critiques of Schelling, Hegel, et al.

for the present thesis, namely the manner in which Kant's many suceessors, beginning

with Fiche, attempted to “reconcile freedom with necessity, or, more specifcally, to

o ly willing,
part of a world of causally conditioned material objects in space and time.™ I argue that
the political theories of both Marx and Arendt can be understood as an attempt (0 solve
this Kantian problem of *practical, worldly" (specifically socio-political) frecdom, and

thod that I will refer to 35

Iwill etum t0 this eharacterization subscquently

1t *Ontology” and *Freedom’

Inits purest” form, it s

question “wh Ay, d

7" or, considered from  sightly different point of view, “what

properties do all existent things/objectsbeings, ct. share?” Since 1 am interested in

“Arendt, “What is Freedom?" 439.

an Breazeale, *Johann Gotileb Fichie®, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Phllﬂmahv ol 2009 Edition), cd. Eoward N Zala, available from
i

Kant's solution’ is summarized in note 30, Chaper Il




ontology within  socio-political context, the type of ontology that | am concerned with

here i, of course, human ontology (I will refer o it simply as “ontology” from this point

on: that
specific to human existence. That s, it should deal with questions such as “what,
preciscly, docs it mean for something (o exist as a human being?” o “what properties
define one 10 be a human being?” 1 s, of course, possible to appeal to a scientific
eharactrization of human beings,for example gencticaly in terms of DNA structure or
morphologically in terms of skeletal structure, but such characterizations are largely
useless o philosophy, since they are a philosophical dead end: they provide few., if any,
clues as to what such a *bag of DNA” or *bag of bones” should be capable of doing or
how it should act”

“The other concept that is central to my thesis i “freedom’, wherein I am, of

rned with for example, more
metaphysical notions of freedom, such as “freedom of wil'). Thus, I wish to consider the
question of how one defines the freedom of a human (a5 opposed 1o, .8, another animal)
in terms of the dynamic beween individual and sociery andior polis. As 1 have already

“Since the te i be used as singular or plural —a “human’ ontology
could et o ologen s o individual human orthe specics of humans

the ontological qualtis of the individual, thus my use of “human’ is singular. This may
be seen as paradoxical, since the nature of the theories of both Marx and Arendt arc.
" Koidhe/nmary of ol

development f s robust ntoloy of h individual wil ndamentlydepnd on the
exiting soial context. Morever, i shold e poiied out that 2 social ol

. e, ne coneeing iy en mase i ependenton i social
oo ety losterias Lo Al ey ooty oper ey
Thus, without he aiive paicipation of individal, 4 socal \mlnlngy is equally




mentioned sbove, it s di

cult o conceive of precisely wht such a notion of freedom

il freedom ina very g

liberal” definition, i a stae of being wherein the actions of an individual maintain a

o > "

. To briefly

s sy b iy his s el enions s ch e bsed
on individuation would not be in kecping witheither Mar or Arends. For example:

frene ‘movement o the clua nd il lements whic fors e et o is
lie. bered fom lgo: e v o ey, g
e o rogen e vscived e Sy v prop. i wes oo o
o th ol of sies; b civedte Lery o chgege in businen” (Kl M

. 45),or indeed:

e e i 3, A 4 o Yot PP ot

rality” (Hannah Arends, The [Chicago:
Toss. 9801, 230,

T conol may e diret o it For e)\umpl:. It o imprisone, e
possible acts that I can physically carry out are cted. On the other har
even if L am not imprisoned the rhreat of being m\pmnrwd ‘e consenc of st

One sch ctgorzaion of o of resdom i hat of Isiah Bey, who
conceived offrecdom as being divided ino categories of positive’ and ‘negative” I
32 T o o eyl ses offesdom o bty ... which

i bt — & prson o group of prons ut\rmmwhelell 10.d0 or be
e B o e s ot 5 ml]
A o’ s, s volved i e aever i1 question “What,of who, I h s
of cor or be, this
e i ot AR 4 a8 SIS 1o By
aia Berin, “Two Concets of ety in Libery: Icorporting Four Esys
Liberty’, ed. Henry Hardy [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002], 169). Gould's
:)unl:lznalmn 0{ Macc's theoryof fivdom s ched o th e of Clepr |5, 40
ates or concret freedom as [Marx] cals it consists in
o o ot v g 1A B, M’ el
‘Ontology: Individuality and Community in Marx's Theory of Social Reality [MIT Press




bring ontology into context with political freedom in an entrely general sense, one may.
‘consider freedom as describing a possible felos (. a ‘goal’) that we, as humans, may.
feelinclined to pursue (or,if we consider ourselves to already be free, it may be seen as

something o uphold). Since one may assume that hum

ity i not content to remain in @

society th 2 110 some its

capabiliies. Yet the very observaton that human beings arc “progressive animals.”is
itself an ontological claim, and i one agrees with tis assessment, and agrees that
freedom s a desiable elcologca gol,one would thenbe nclined (0 inuire a 0 what
such  “fecdom’ should consist of

“The idea that humans are “animals’ and had, at one stage, lived largely
independent of one anothr a some point n time befor coming together in strctured
Social environmentsis  tempting sturting point for the inerpretaton and anaysis of

human ontology. If one begins with such a conception, an appeal can conceivably be.

“natural’ state if one s

“primitive" ontology. Of course, most (if ot all) theorists would consider such a
prospect as inconceivable, and those that do begin by considering such an ‘animalistc”
conception of humanity will expectedly repudiate i, and appeal 1o the necessity of an

alterative (.. socio-political) stae of affirs.” A few notable examples of critiques of

Cambridge, Mass], 110)
With regard 0 eent,on who bas o' actions conrlled onpletely by an

lawlessness i, arguably. also undesirable

11 chuscl Bl plcl ehlotopher] sapposed tht (zedon]
‘could not,as things it




“freedom as human savagery' aise in Hobbes," Rousseau, and Hegel, and lead them to

ty sate Hobbes'

idea of apolitcal h conra

against al) provides the grounds for his demanding the existence of a political state and

its sovereign, he

poliical structure 1o this pre-political anarchic state.” Rousseau's Discourse on the

al other Kind of ‘natural” freedom

the liherties of
Liberty.” 170).

- strong” (Berlin,

“Hobbes" contribution to modern philosophy and political theory cannot be
sndrstimted, .. Aread declares “onc of te easons for Hobbes' bk wih
d followed Aristotle in

sk

of pi \Imnpﬁy, it was Hobbes' contention tha, on the conirary,the task of philosophy was
305 o Sk ol ¢ R oy X action” (Arendt,

of Hisory” in The Porable Humnah Arend, 300). The resment of
(P pilaopy s S 1 ompite S i St 1 Sl § sl
\eology of acion”  of wiost imporane o he theores of both Mar and Aradi 4
will become clea.

11t canno b dnied b that sl e f men before they cnre it
st wat o e e, il st gy, i v o ol gt
(Hobbes, De Cive or The Citi i nrdcton by Sering P. Lampeeei [New
York: AppltonCentry Crfs, 4Dl 25, s A s o compiig of
macy wills 1 th shme cod doih o ufice 1 prserv peace,an o make  lsing
defence, it s requisite that, in those nesessary matters which concen peace and sclf-
defence ... every man wil 50 subject his will o some other one, 10 Wi, either man or
council” (Tbid., 66).




if man did begin in

twould ikely
a state"” His notion of freedom akes ito account the necessity of this socio-politcal

context, eventually def

& freedom in The Social Contract in terms of an agreement of

the majority being reflctive of the “general will

‘which tends to the preservation and
welfare of the whole and every part, and is the source of the laws, constitues for all
members of the Stat, n their elations o one another and 10 it the rule of what s justor
unjust™* Finally, in Reason in.History, Hegel maintains that images of the ‘noble
savage’ exist only if we consider “freedom’ abstractly, i.c. in association with
preconceived notions of wht the concept of freedom engenders in our personal belief

system. i which itis on

course towards ts elos, which in Hegel's case amounts 10 the self-realzation of Spirit

ways, 1 have nothing to determine my choice but conjectures: but such conjectures.
e ason when they e he o bl it canbedrnfom the st of
things, and the only me covering the truth” (Jean-Jacques Rousseau, A
e on'e e Eropoed by deadeny o Difon Wha o the oiin of
incualty among mn amd i it athrcd by sl low? i The Soca
s ot o 3. Bty ko . il Do Yo s
Library, 1913; 1978, 7).

™ abolished... Thi

advel - As for men like me, whose pusions have desoyed tei ergin

Smplcy, who caa 20 louge s i o scors.. e will ndeavur to

i i oo o sty o el o e e by
Tove their fellow with all

their might” Ibid., 113).

. P 120.




through the development of the State.” Indeed, if one were to conceive of an ontology

0 the ‘noble savage”, one would be painting man as nothing more than a pre-historical

animal. It is this idea, namely that ‘abstract freedom’ is theoreticaly insuffiient to.

establsh andlor jusify the merits of a political theory, that gives added credence to the
‘contention that the *metaphysical element’ of ontology should play  crucial role in

puttng poitical theory on a firm footing.

I Summary of Contents

“The approach that I take in my thesis is to consider the political theories of Karl Marx

and Hannah Arendt as theories that derive their respective notions of freedom in

. yetthe
manner in their ontologies s of pri sportance. If one looks.
lbove, those of Hobbes, R W Hegel, they are, in essence,

based on an abstractly conceived underlying metaphysic that is grounded in reason,

rther th tical consi the

and its worldly context. In contrast t thi, as mentioned above, the politcal theories of

Marx and . By this

I mean " the probl with Kant's

"See. for example . 26,

“Mars's connection o Kant s, of course, predominantly scen through Hege
inlcnce Even 30 3 very ary e is (b providesevience that Mare's ik o



condemning of freedom to ‘otherworldliness” by conceiving of human ontology not with

regard (0 what may be inductively assumed—a summarization of human attibutes

centred around abstract thought and reason” —but instead with respect 1o What is
observable and actual, . the capabiltis of humanity with respect to how it bservably
d. . of L world

ice. material for Marx, politcal for Arends) and humanit's relation o the world and to.

cach other At frst gance it may seem that Mars and Arendt are odd bedfellows o put

Kant s cven mere diet “From he delism whic by te way, | ad compued nd
nourished with the idealism of Kant and Fichte, 1 arived at the point of seeking the idea.
1 velity e, IF prviouly the pods had dwlt abov the carh now thy became 1
centre” (Marx, “Discovering Hegel, -

lectures.
blished as Kant's Poliical Philosophy, “To talk about
4 inqi o Kan' oliel philsopy ha 3 ifiuis, Unlike s many aher
hers ... he never wrote 4 political philosophy” (Atendi, Lectures on Kant's

Boled Prisopi. <6 il el e, by Rone B [Cnicaps
992],7)

: ", 1 simply
existence of the reasoning ability of others except through induction on ones own

This spproach may be deems unphiosphicr. For cxample o may

ot s e & e e o, e ety hich Al
oot contome, b has sy of il gt wherehy i i deloe the
exent o whichthe indiidul is entild 1o lierty ot o which the e o g
ssible

vy it shotd v any” Hery George, T Sclece of Pl Economy a
uction of ts principles in clear and systematic form, (New York: Schalkenbach
Foudadon, 1980, 1951 195, (15 mresn 1o o, howener, it n Progress and
Povety. George st Hoevesan may bave ot ol e koow of b i 2

ry George,

conse of il depressions and of nocase. of ot with ncrease of v
remedy, [New York: Schalkenbach Foundation, 1985; 2008], 476). I i likely o
charge of being ‘unphilosophical® would have had lte effcct on either thinker, since.



side-by-side within such a project. Yet a closer examination within the context of the
project that 1 have undertaken evinces that they are, on the contrary, well-suted o it

“The effect that Marx's political theories have had on the shaping of the poitical

ed ’s consideration
o the fundamental role that Mary's deas played in (at the very least ustfing”) the
events that culminated in the Russian Revolution of 1917 and the eventual formation of
the Union of Sovie Socialist Republics in 1922, the shadow that Marx hs cust over the
past cntury is arguably unparaleled in modern political thought. The formation of the
Sovit Urion aone spawned the rapid industialization and modernization of Russia and
Easter Europe, which i turn led to dramatic confrontations between the United States
and Russi that have perssted even to this day™: highlighis include the Space Race, the

(Cold War, and the rise of MeCarthyism in the United States. Yet, the rapid evolution of

neither openly purported to being “philosophers” in the classical sense, often openly.
criiizing philosophy as oo abstract and limiting.

Plndeed, the tension between the Russian aristocracy and the peasans may have
I omesns ncesittd s ot of ooy phavl, b Mar'shcries i
the direction in e the

R Revenion i h ubscqently e Sovie Ui,

L 0 Marc of

Paul Sarre, the FLN libeation movement in Algeria,ctc.

Arendt writcs, for example: “Surely no one now doubs tha, a the logical
outcame of s s ol et in e form o omic b, i i

ardly e innybing bt he i of e o, W r sy so
e el of ol var ht wecansarely imagine . beten Russis and Amcrica
i which e AT Cons 1o e duenkRusan egie woud v dtea®
(Arendt “Introduction nto Politcs.” in The Promise of Polis,ed. Jerome Kohn, [Ne
York Schocken Bocks, 3009, 159). he adtor ntes that "hen Arndt wroe s
threat e (1id),




Russia politcally and economically has also come at a price: the tension between ‘the

West" and ‘the Eastern Bloc has been fucled in part by politcal exchanges arising from

Western governments eriicizing the Eastern bloc for being “undeomeratic’ and/or
“Magrantly violating human rights”

On the other hand, Marx's theories themselves are open (o an array of
interpretations that have resulted in an equally vast array of Marxist schools—e.g.
Leninism, Trotskyism, Maoism, Neo-Marsism, Post-Marxism, etc. —that emphasize
different fundamental points and/or apply Mars's ideas in slightly different ways. One.
merely needs to look at the manner in which recent theorist such as Antonio Negri in
Mars Beyond Marx and Carol Gould in Mars’s Social Ontology have tmed to Marx's
Grundrisse to paint a more *social” picture of Marxist theory that is different from the.
“classical theories of Marxism that s the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, Das.
Kapital, and The Communist Manifesto as being of primary importance. In the

‘concluding remarks to his critical essay **The Continued Relevance of Marxis
Question”, for example, Kenneth Surin argues:

‘Marsism has als0 0 be recastat a more purely theoretcal level. In partcular, it s
now evident that the dialctic is 0o simple and clumsy an instrumen 10 account

| in s bk s Eaope in he Toenieth Cntry and fer, o exmpe
auces oned

a
o :slnhllshmg an c\:cm( oaiing sy sn complx tat cvery iy i e ad
subfct 1 periodic smd I sty coasiam burvellenie
oeni e b et s Bk ot o ki 10D
how the communist party is looking ou for them, comades. Woulda't the miners 20 out
104 i ol ey could st s the paty ke ety what et wives
e dingeverysage o They wouk,comrde, bt we casot kst car
Sysem today. The wester press mght sccue u of beng & polie stie™ (R, J
Crampion Eunern Europe in the Twenith Cotury and Afe [Now Yor Routedge
19970, 24



ot K o oo wic prvl n conepory oo, s e
vork of N very sigiian i s

"

o copiatm?

Hence, although my focus s on  textual analysis of Marx from an ontological point of
View, and thus s not concened with contextualizin it in terms of, .g. ‘contemporary
capitalism' it is evident that the breadth and depth of Manx's influence can hardly be
questioned.

‘et the main reason that it is natural o beg

Tmay say, a

justfication for the extent of the reverbera

s his ideas have had throughout the

political world—is that Marx may be scen as a (o, indeed, perhaps rhe) founder of

the pracical”. political 3

it

A quick glance will provide ustification for this claim: Plat’s timocracy and the rule of
the philosopher-kings was based on their superior faculty of reason: in The Polircs,
Avistotle makes his intent known almost immediately,claiming: “For he that can by his
intellgence foresee things needed is by nature ruler and master, while he whose bodily
strength enables him to perform them is by nature a slave”™ those thearies that have
conceived of politics within 4 theistic context starting with Augustine are clearly
‘otherworldly" and hence must give primacy to ‘thought’, ‘fath’, etc; and even those.
such as can be found in Machiavelli, Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau, tc., that maintained

TeethSuin~ Th ontned Reevan of Marss' s 8 Questo: Some

Proposions” n Marsiom Beyond Marson, . 5. Mok Casarino, and R. K:
(New York: Routledge, 1996), 20

Arisotle, The Poliics (Baltimore: Penguin Books Inc., 1962), 26,



something of 4 ‘scparation of church and state” within their politcs lrgely give primary
credence and precedence of social rank (0 those with superior facultis of reason. In

contrast to this tradition (as will be scen in the chapter on Mary), reason/thinking

“uscul for Marx only insofse as it can be extermalzabe inprcice.

Avends provides  mre than adequtefil o Mars forthe present projct. Outside
of the contxt of the presen thess, her polical though,although fa mare recent than
Marx's, has had a lstng effect on Western democraic theory, notably through her
riiques of “undemocatc egimes. She s one of the fis 0 atemp 0 draw similaiis

between the Sovict and Nazi regimes in her first major work, The Origins of

a Second World War.

In addition, she is well known for her coverage of the 1961 trial of the Nazi Adolf

. Her id i
her conception of ‘political action’ (derived from Aristotclian praxis) have influcnced a
host of modem politial theorists, including Charles Taylor, Giorgio Agamben, Seyla
Benhabib, and Jirgen Habermas ™ With regard (o the present thesis, Atendt was also.
wrting in part in response to Mars —underlining his importance to political theory and

defending him i the face of growing scrutiny, yet ultimately criticizing his materialist

"o an adress delivered at the New Schoo for Socal Resarch n 1080,

Habe  particularly
to The eman Conon vas Areas, he i, who bad nvlved the forgoien
A distinction between and “poesis,’ threl more

nd:qunl: vadesnding of polical action than those olewite avallale” (Murgare
Can trted Communication: A Note on Habermas and Arendt”
ottt Theory 11 (Feooay 19851 100,



‘approach®—thus there exiss a dynamic between Marx and Arendt that provides ready-
made comparisons and_ contrasts that further help (o emphasize the  primary

h

diverse ideals of human freedom.

The with how ontology within

the theories of Marx and Arendt.In the first chapter, I follow Man’s thought from ts
most important roots—in Hegel’s dialecticism and its materiaistc interpretation of
Hegel's self-other elationship’” on the one hand, and is critique of capitalism and the

theories of found in Ad: i, and, Iater, Lassalle and Proudhon on

the other—to justify the ontological precedence that he gives to nofions of labour and
production within the human species, and how his ideas of freedom are concemed with
liberating humans from ontological impoverishment via the alienation of labour. In the

second chapter, | primarily analyze Atendt’s major work The Human Condition,

“For example “ll three [lohn Locke, Adam Smith, and Mars], though Mar with
st e oyt ot o bt v
bulding capocityof man, e abous el s e st il st
s et oo s po e -, o sl
i of cenai genineconcadicions” (wrend, T Fnan Conditio, 101,

OF course, this self-other rlationship was first conceived of by Fichte i his
attempts 1o solve these same dificulies in Kant's metaphysics. One editor describes
thus “the Wissenschafisichre. allows Fichte to unify and 1o integrate into &
o Sisanio syt lpoects el (iapli 60 s drfents 0
i K

bl of theoretcal
S e .. i e, i sl Tk TR0 oS . B

slf-hood . The System of
Ethic: according 1o the prinipes of the Wissenschafsifre, ed. and tans. by Daniel
Breazeale and Giinter Zaller [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), xi). This

in rlation to another, see . 25



beginning with her presentation of the vita activa and her division of human activities

into “labour’, ‘work', and “action’, and her justifications for treating ‘action’ as

e From ber of

the precedence she gives to action i tha it is chaacterized by a freedom for action
within apublc sphere

Tt shouldbe noted tha rather than simply give anin-depth ‘summary” of the ey
poins of both theoie, my presenttion in both chapers is much more novel.Each i
prescnted s a critical monologue from th point o view of cach of Marx and Arendt a5

response to an individual in today's “liberal” society a

the question ‘why am I not

free?”

one interprets oneself and one’s primary ontological characteristics. The “liberal’
definition of freedom quoted above, wherein an individual enjoys a certain amount of
freedom and autonoms from the control of others, is itself bascd on a certain idea of

ontology that neither Marx nor Arendt would agree with.* Because of this approach, |

a liberal socity i lacking spe

tothei for M: lated

\abour found incapitalim, whie for Arendt
opportuityfor the individua t cagage i genuine politcal action. Of coure, both of
these theories are dependent on a larger social context: Marx's materialit theory
msintains that individuals s the result of the socal reltions in which they find

themselves; for Arendt, poitical action requires discourse within a larger social miliu.

See note 9 above.



However, from a crtical point of view, materialism must hold that social relatons occur

in any society, Marxist or not; while discourse between individuals must occur in

Arendt’s noton of
Hence the question “why am 1 not free?” cannot be answered adequately by simply

presenting and appealing to a broader social ontology: it must begin with  critical

assessment of the individual's onfological needs according to each theorist, before.
developing these ontological considerations within a broader social context. Only after
this framework is in place and there is a complete characterization of the individual’s
needs and place within the social sphere will it be possible (o adequately address this
question of personal freedom (and, tranitivly, socio-political freedom in its entirety).
Thus,in a sense 1 am not only offering an interpretation of freedom within Marx and
Arendt as being intimately connected o a practcal ontology in response to Kant, 1 am
attempting to present it with a cerain level of intimacy that might be lacking in a general

presentation in order to make it more plausibl to consider the viability of actually

addiion to the sbove have included an appendix wherein | atempt
et somt ot o anmluhcx i arse n the matral ofthe s vo capir.

o 1ot st sy € M o (R g 1 o 147

indoedthe same). 1 e it e apprent dscrepancic (and the subseqent

criicsms tha are grounded in her asessment of Marx's ntion of “labour’) can be

i her thought,

.m o ....km.m his st material in which,arguably, e was forced to abandon
pparent conclusions tha he had conceived of in his carlier works.




CHAPTER

MARX: LABOUR, ONTOLOGY, FREEDOM

In Mar's

Social Ontology, Carol Gould wites: “The reconstruction of the ontological
foundarions of Marx's socialtheory allows us 0 approach n & new way  fundamental
aueston of his work,namely, the eltion ofthe individua to the community.” Gould’s
primary text s the Grundrisse, presenting Marxs work as “a systematic philosophical
theory of the nature of socil reality.” Indecd, the most natural place 10 begin &
presentation of Mar’sthough s by giving an n-depth analyss o his materalist social
ontoogy: cxplining the mamner in which individusls aris from ther socil reatons
which evolve mauraly through  dislctial procession within istory. However, s
explaned in the ntroducton, 1 have presented the materal i thi chaptr (and the next)
in such a way 2 to (hopefully) appeal more dircely to the reader. That i, 1 begin by
considering the ontoogicalneeds of the ndividual, ¢ the mannet in which Marx holds

i which it alienates the individual. It is only then that I discuss the broader “social

reality” that contentulizs the individual and justifes the manner in which freedom

‘Gould, Marx's Social Ontology. xi

id, .
ine istorial macrilisn ke he suoner cim, e il in
isoltionis 4 vacuous concept, eltions defie the individualas much s they




arises within 4 Marxian society. Hence the “ontological reconstruction’ that I present

differs markedly from Gould's, yet the importance of such a reconstruction is also a

thesis
The starting point for understanding Marx's ontological foundations lies in
worldly practice. This approach is in contrast to the primacy of the ontological

m of d, s was discussed in the

introduction,this presents a very radical shift with respeet to the canon of political theory
before him, especially if one considers Hegel, and, transitively, the fundamental role

Hegel's

alism plays inthe foundations of Marx's theores By “worldy', I do not
mean that all practce ofimportance for Maris physical .. done withthe hands), and it
ill become evident from th present chapter tht mentalnelectal about has a very
fundamental role to play for Marx, especially with respect t his notions of frecdom.
Rather, my intention i to say that such labour s motivated by—and judged sccording

- isrepercussions inthe material world?

ane it defnd by the sl inerctions of e idividul e p. 1D, 10 consder

e ndividoa Beore compderng he broudr social comiext ay sidered

problematic. Yet even Gould, who underlines a social oniology, is wikng o s
Marx

Aisiorlanclment” (see noe 7,

To Hege,the I proces of he human i, i, e rocessof inkin,
which, under the name. he cven transforms info an inependent e
ok e 0, e demmlgax of the real world, and the real world s only the.
el phenormend form of e Jdea." With me,onth contury, eal s noing el

thought” (Marx, “Capital, Volume One.”in The Marx-Engels Reader, 301).

*Social life is essentially practical. All mysteries which mislead theory into
i 1 b tice and this




“The most fundamental form of practice, for Mars, is termed “labour'* Yet a

s concept

argue the Marx labo

fficult o find an explicit definition of Iabour and what preciscly it encompasses
though this understanding i presupposed in several of his works.” Capital,for example,

begins odities and as i the

first place, an object outide us,  thing tha by its properies satisfies human wants of
Some sort or another ...t is an asemblage of many propertes and therefore may be of
use in various ways.™ Labour then enters within the context of commoites: “use-
value] of  commaity i independent of the amount of abour required to approprite ts
useful qualites™ From a “classical economic point of view (e.£. Locke, Smith, Ricardo,

etc), this may be scen as sufficient: labour is what goes into providing *a commodity’

practice” (Marx, Theses on Feuerbach, in The Marx-Engels Reader, 145).

8 present Arend’s idea o “labour hre merely for comparative purposes: “Labor
s the acivty which corresponds 0 the biologial proces of the human body, whose
Sromancous o, esboln,nd cventl decay e o e vl e

wiueed e lfe proces by labor” (Arent, The Hunan Condion, 7).
oveh At g ht b oo o about s conived n e i acv .
g i B { R A8 1 Ao it i i s b dbions

JB: the Economic and Pilosopic Manuscrps simply begins: “We
proceeded from the premises of political cconomy. We have accepted it la gulge-nd\(s
laws. We presupposed labour, capital
ages, pro of cpil s et o and—keviecvion o sbour,compeiion, e

gt of xchan ke, 2" Mare's i of et ‘prebse” of cpli,

039,
*Mars, “Capital, Volume One,” 303,

“id.



with ‘useful properties” that “satisfy human wants'. However, from an ontological point
of view, this characterization provides no insight with respect to the fundamental
impartance of bour within the context of cconomics.

Two passages

characterization of labour': “Labour s, in the first place, a process in which both man

‘which man of Jates, and controls

the material re-actions between himself and Nature.... By thus acting on the external
world and changing it, he a the same time changes his own nature,”® and: “By labour-

power or capacity for labour is 1o be understood the aggregate of those mental and

=

a use-value of any description.™ Labour for Marx i thus an overarching structure that

a change within h . . nature. Yet this isalso

insufficient for the purposes of this thesis. As noted above, classical notions of ‘use-
value are not diretly related to an ontological conception of lsbour and production a5 o
form of personal expression. Tnstead, their worth tends to be reduced to the monetary.

Value andlor usefulness of the fnal product " Thus, Marx's idea of politcal cconomy

i, 344,
"ibid, 336.

“It was an immense step forward for Adam Smith to throw out every limiting
specification of wealth-creating activity —not only manufacturing, or commercial, or
agricultural labour, but one as well as the others, labour in general. With the abstract

as wealth, the product as such or again labour as such, but labour as past objectified



2

contains a much more symbiotic relationship between labour and value, which s in
contrast 10 the political cconomy theories that began with Smith and were late taken up
by (amongst others) David Ricardo.

Adam Smith opens The Wealth of Nations with the declaration: “The annual

. and which tways, ethr a e
immediae produce of tha labour, or what s purchased with that produce from other
nations.” This seems to imply tht in Smiths theory of poltcal cconomy. “labour” is
reated enirly a5 3 means to the sustenance of  given pols; tht s, lbour docs ot
appear 10 have any sor of ntrinsic value 1o it outside of ts valu in terms of cither
exchange or consumption. For Smith (unlike for Marx, where lbour is intimatcly
connected with the creted use-value),the actual crearing or the doing involved in
production i assessd entirly with respect o the manner in which what i created can
eventually be consumed or exchanged and has no el ntinsic value

To a certain extent the above conception, a process by which something is

produced that may be exchanged or consumed, appears o fit

ith Mars's concepion of

labon ho

critcal one, and although affirs,

e does not beieve this i

how it should be. It s evident,for example,that the essence of

his definition, of

labour” (Marx, “The Grundrisse,” in The Marx-Engels Reader, 240).

dam S, An iy ini the Natreand Cases of e Weath of Natios,
0K Suertand (ot Ovford Univesiy s, 199595,



value citer exchanged,
Yes, i that may be consumed. but this

potcatial peoducts of labour s 2 byproduct of
“thinghood of the crested object: the object is mot oaly 3 commodity.
external represeatation of 3 certain capabiliy of the individual or individuals who

isslso

produce it This additional function of the object of labour is tantamount 1o Marx’s

value,

Tt becomes iyinis
form ofsome object ™
Inhis discusson of Hegel in the Econamic and Philosophical Manusrips,for

ple,

Iabour: “He. —as man's

ltsel,” yet i contrast 10 the materialist nature of Marx’s philosophy. Hegel was writing

it that “the mly
i absracrly mental labour ™ It is ere that Marx “turns Hegel on b head, ejecting
Hegel's idealist philosophy snd reimtrpretng it in 3 materalist form® by giving
‘omtological precedence o practical, worldly Isbour, because. 35 wil be cxplained
subscqucatly. for Mar it is xternal, workdly practice that estabishes and confirms the

“Mar. “Capital, Volume One. 316: °A thing can be a use-value without having

value,
soil,natursl meadows, . (Ibid., 307).

Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuseripts, 112.
See note 3.



thinking being. T!

is in contrast o Hegel who—following from Kant's assetion that

necessity rules and precludes freedom within the practical world—maintains that any

e h fel within
the realm of thought .. with respect to Spir).
Briefly, Hegel's idea of the subject-object relationship of self-consciousness,

amel that for one (o exist one must have something to exst in rlation o, orginates in

Fichte: “The ratonal it tself A being
ithout positng itslf as an individual, as one among several rational beings that it
assumes o exist outside itself, just as it takes itself 10 exist™" However, Fichic's
presentation,again, is clearly an ontological claim in the “raditonal” sense, ic. i gves
precedence to the rational being,rathr than the pracical being. Instead of the need for
reciprocity in reason, Marx's ontology makes a fundamental shit to an exiernal,

practical exchange: “He ereates or establishes only objects, because he s estabished by

objects —because at bottom he is nature. In the act of establishing, therefore, this

“pure activity’ the object;

he i abjective pr blishing i

activity s the activity of an objectiv, natural being.”* Consider his critique of the
abstract mature of Hegel's dialectical dealism:

"ohann Goulieb Fichte, Foundations of Natural Right: according 10 the
principles of the Wissenschafislehre, ed. F. Neuhouser, trans. M. Baur (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000)

M o PRI M 15, A e ke s
uhjm ouside el s ot m i s ot itself an object for

d being. sl Spir bbbt
oaaine A wmoacuv ein b iy an i (16



« bcaus the hman e s aken 10 b nly n bsract inking e

Sl consciovsnest1s threloe Gmifabmlulr  Spii—the. m/nmm m
Self menifeting m-a Real man_an

One sees that Hegel's idealism cannot help but imply that it s reason that esiblishes
practice Hegel'stleclogy revlves around the ‘therwordly” Spiet realizing islf via
practic i the abjective world,yet assleady mentioned, this practic is absract and
mental, the external practcal word remains atitheical; ny connection between slf-

best, be world® Marx's

‘notion of abour s not dichotomized as shysical versus non-physical activity, but rather
s external versus internal activity, i practice that develops reason, rather than the
other way around. Fundamentslly for Mars, the products of abour must be exernalized.
5o that they can be acknowledsged and affirmed by the subject. I is this ontological
dynamic between the subject and the physicality of the act of creating that gives rise 10

the individul and “sub i ob

tiviy and suffering, i

and thos their he

y. by virtue of

"Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripes, 121,

But the Spirit whose self i< an sbsolutely discrete unit has its content
ot ko sl It sl ey, b ey b e chimme

prbori s
enion e 1577 299, Thi ‘it cnpin] prescnaion’ .,wmng point




of mar

" As will be scen, the main difference between Marx and the “barack
communism’ theoriesof Prowdhon, Lassll, ct . that h detestd s that sthough these
{heoriesarealo based around “he pracical, procuction remains devoid of ntlogical
content Moreover, it is a testament o the acceptance of *lasical’ cconomic theories
ha critesof Mar (deliberael or ot) often fil o properly grap this orgaic idea of
Iabour (considering it only in terms of its purely extrinsic (capitaistic use- and

exchange-value)is also, arguably, a the basis of 3 whole host of problems tha arise

‘conceptions of Marxism and communism >

et if it s the case that labour, L. production in a worldly manner is an

Jogical fundament of ‘humanness', the " from a Kantian

“Mars, Economic and Philosophic Manusipts, 89,
“Seep. 0.

On cxample of i cldes v

he

v snisanding of Mai Conmmels 1 coit 1o denrecy et

r'llpnahxm Such a belie i clearly flawed, since Marx himsef accepts the value of

Democrcy i the sived ridle of ll comiions. v ot mrely

imrpetnion of Mar's nion of bt

mw»mb M

al e, e il e prom gl e, i el e
Y g vk n appesrs as it is, 4 free " (M
“Contributions to m Ciique of Hegets Pulerty o] Rt e e
Reader,

demastacy (ot i mdmd an polcal systen’) is Something o be chieved as n ‘abolute

e e s i i i . i oo bt b
between the *young Marx’ and the ‘mature Marx” in the Appendi, p. 98). Indeed, there.
are those: b “democracy” with a much greater pl

theory,c.g.

real dermoecy, without depesmaiation 1 o, sonehing s i e wokd
vhich sl men bave pimpecd mchildbood  place 005 hich 1o one has yet
Secn. A th ae of s oreing i oo horland” (G Blo
[New York: Herder and Herder, 1971], 44).

On Karl Marx



point of view, fred
of causality, and yet, according to Mars, it s only through practice that ‘real man’ in the

context of ‘real nature” can flourish. I wil retun to Marx’s conception of freedom laer,

2 Marx's ‘soluton”

g problem of

A problem oflfe,
it conceived of this problem as merely a theoretical one.”™ Marx's theory of historical
materialism i, in a certain sense, an acceptance of Hume’s claim that “libery, when

 since it is founded

upon deterministic notions such as dislecticism and historicism. This is, for example,
exemplified by his discussion in the Manifesto of the Communist Party of the

inevitability of the downfll of capitalism due to its internal contradictions (as will be

scen). Indeed, his notion of freedom is entirely wih respect fo consiraint, namely the
constaints imposed by capitaism on the social and ontological value of labour.

Before 1 twm to the relationship between individual and community,

tis
aecessary o mention two notionsthat are very important with espec t Mar,namely
Histoy and dialctic, For the purposesof the present thsi, history mustbe consdered
most noably because of the maner in which i implicsth intrdependency between the

development of the individual and of society: the social relaions that define the

materialist the ind contribute 10, the

Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripis, 9.

seep




unfolding of history. On the other hand, the manner in which history is not simply a
sequence of events, but rather takes an acrive role in this evolution is through
dialectical process.™ In accordance with the active (and, it must be said, deterministic)

role that

istory takes in the evolution of mankind, historical dialecticism has direct
implications to Marx’s notions of freedom, and thus 4 discussion of both history and

dialecic s requi and it tion to frecdom

within  Marxian framework

Ihave M Hegel .

internal, and this is seen to an even greater extent in the entire last section of the

Manuscripts, “has only found
the abstract, logical, speculative expression for the movement of history: and this

I mancr i which dktiim s el 8 ol prces o
overeamin (i el om 5 oposed o Hege's st o) and e
importance of both in Marx’ thought s cleary cxemplifed by, .¢ Engels: “An exact
riion o h iveas o i veion o h daveloprnsdof i, md of e
reflecion of thi evoltio inthe minds of men,can therfore only be obaind by the

et deathof proreiv and g changes” (idrich Enel, Soialon
Utopian and Scienifc,in The Marx-Engels Reader,

“These two componenisare also a the forefont of the overarching histoical
procesion i which Mans depics, for cample, e downtall of cnpllnlum due o s
fro

oo s gt i s s

Manifesto of the Communist Party, 483. And, indeed, Gould notes that “Marx
stages of i italism, and |

society in terms of the degree 1o which freedom is realized in cach ... these st
mckad by the pogreave oveconiang of naurs] meceshy sod of forme f socal

domination...” (Gould, Marx's Social o,...,:.,,, 119, Akhongh e mplcions of e
dislectcal process are intercstng and, v e M gy




istorial processis notyet the real isory of man.”™ As mentioned calir, Mar akes
the diametrically oppositc approach to Hegel, since “ideal is nothing else than the
mateial world reflcted by the human mind and translated ino forms of thought™
Nowhere is “this mateial world reflected by the human” mr elling than in Marx's
concept of history and the manner wherein “his conception of history depends on our
ability to expound th real pocess of producton .. and o show it nis acton as Stte,

1o explain all the different theoretical products and forms of consciousness, religion,

rem———"

Indeed, in accordance with materialism, it is not only the case that individuals

construct the society in which they live (an clement that arises within most classical
theories): the historical process by which socieies ebb and flow, ise and fall, compleely
defines many of the more important traits found in any individual: society is the

contextualization of the individual within a history of social relaions: "Society does not
‘onsist of individuals, but expresses the sum of interrlations,the rlations within which

these individuals stand.... To be a slave, 1o be a citizen, are social characteristics,

human beings."™ And it is

by hi o jective view of humanity,

there s nothing (o say that one man shall be king and another a slave. Rather, this has

*Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscrips, 108

“Mars, “Cs

ital, Volume One.” 301,
“Marx, The German Ideology, 163

"Marx, “The Grandrisse,” 247,




oeen stalished through hisorical evens:  Kinis such because of his rlation (0 the
subjects whom he ules over, snd royalty and rlership are established histoically
pehap through acs o bravry, diplomacy.leadership, andlor conguest; fmilil and
ancetral csims thn occur through tes thatexist v birhs, marriages, and deaths; and
finlly the queston of which subjects this king has power over i established through

further c. Meanwhil and

influence over hr, perhaps through her being raised, purchased. abucted, or influcnced
in some way or ther. Without these social relations and the historical means by which
they came about,the king and slave arc only two differcnt human beings. Indecd, it is
impossible (o give a proper account of the place of the individual within a Marxian
framework without a thorough treatment of the social aspect of his theory, simply
because so many aspects of the individual are dependent on a larger socio-historical
conext” In fact, even the presentation of the individual with respect to labour is
incomplete withou this scio-historical context”

A mention of diale

im is also importan for an accurate depiction of Mars,

since it i only through an understanding of diaecticism that the maner in which history

mentioned in, ¢ note 3.

"L, SR 1 Y S TR R S

e thi of society? By no means, Assume o

i ot o celapeiot 1 56 B fookg of sk e 93 o1 3

partcular form of commerce and consumption. Assume particular stages of development
jon, ing soci

word, a corresponding civil society” (Mars, “Society and Econom in History,"
N Engls Reade, 136,



takes an active role in the evolution of society (ic. the “historical process’) can be
properly understood.* However, since a large part of dialectiism tends o be scen in
more “large-scale’ events (a main one for Marx being the fall of captalism), I fecl
iustified in being fairly brief in my exposition. 1 have mentioned below that one of
Ludwig Feuerbach's major contributions to Marx’s theory is providing the basis for
Marx’s notion of species-being, yet Feverbach's Essence of Christanity (and its
subsequent reinterpretation i the Theses on Feuerbach), according to Mars, i also the
eriical form of [the abstract,logica, speculatve expression of the movement of history,
which] in Hegel (i) sil {an] uncritcal process” yet “Feucrbach thus conceives of the
negation of the negation only as contradiction of philosophy with itself.”™ This ‘negation
of the negation’ i  dialectical dea: an imperfect historical realty appears in form, a
negative aspect is itself negated (antithesis), producing a new “improved" historical

reality (synthesis) devoid of ths particulas negative aspect; so society evolves. For

example: “If itself because of s ation of the

~0f cours,the mehod of pesntion mut dife in fom rm that f iy,

Thelter b o spprprinc e i n deall, o aralye s difleen fom of

nmmpmm o tsc out hes inee comnexion. Ony ate s done, can the
e ko

i oy e o i it may appear as if we had before us & mere o
prior construction” (Marx, Capial, Vollme O, 301),

“Ibid, 108. The transition tha oceurs in koo o
slant’ is meationed also in The German Ideology, e..: “Certainly Feuerbach ... realzes
ow man 0o i n “obJct f the enss - bt ok s Sensuous aciviybecae e il

remains in the realm of theory ... he never artves at the really existing active men, but
ops 1t the ahtclion ‘man’” (Ma, The German deotogy,n The MarEngls
& ) 1o On Kar Mars, Bt Bloch devoes aa esive chupes anlied

angig e Vot Marcs s o Feoncs presenting and interpreting
s of P on W s .



negation, as the appropriation of the human essence which mediates itself with itself
through the negation of private property—as begin not yet the rue, self-originating

position but rather a position originating from private property, [...]" Of course,

istoieal dislecticism aises in Hegel, and the fundamental problem for Mars, as
mentioned above, is that Hegel's treatment is entirly “specultive’, rather than
considering the“eal history of man’, and this s wherethe main break between Hegel and
Mars actually orginates (hough there s clea corrlation between this and Hegel’s
“abstact reatment of labour mentioned eale). Hegel’s primary focus s on the slf-
ealizaton of Spirt, an absract form of human relity e, the pefecton of man les in
the slf-sealization of Spirit; Spiri hs not realized el ye, hence there must be some
nogative aspeet 10 the present soco-historical state of affis, an aspect which must be
negated i order for the desired outcome to be ealized. Yet his i not & real stte of

affairs; it rests entirely one’s ability to speculate on an altemnate reality that canno be

ity e, S’ o oGl 5, e
Vg e Ml o e
sy st s 3y g e o e
o B ey s 2 e s e i
e et e b b e v SRl e
.

e s e et

t the right-har

e comer o e age is o ot endings of the last six lnes remain,
makin estoatons of h texs Impossbe

Ibid).



Bowever, i for him 3 known history fic.. man is conscious of it, s opposed t0, for

cxampl, animals], and heace as an act of coming-to-be it is 2 conscious self-

History s y of man ™ It s n0
‘wonder, then, that he, in accondance with Hegel (accondance, tha i. in form, not in

substance) was able 1 conceive of am ead of history

Feverbach's The Essence of Christinity. In sccordance with Fichtc sad Hegel, sad
picked up on by Marx, Fenerbach alio underlines the fundamental importance of
consciousness as distinguishing man from animal® However, for Feverbach,

. " i o

thought. The brutc is indeed conscious of himself as an individusl—and he has

species.”™ Mar, i turm, underlines this notion of the human as a ‘species-being’ living a

"Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuseripts, 116.

Bt vha omcs the et e butvon s e b The
ot il prne, end soe e st popeer s o ths quion b
asmes” (Ladvig Feesbach, The Essece f Chistondy, e, Ocoge Bt

by H. Richard Nicbuhr, and introduction by Karl Barth [New York
i & w1711y

"Ihid. Of
respect 0 an _u.“.m...hu 0 ke 3. Homever, Mur’scsion e 8
lction of individuals',
mmnn-—ug—-ﬂmmn-ﬁﬂ
¢ (sce mote T1).




“species-ife” with ‘species-consciousness': “What is o be avoided sbove ll is the re-

establishing of *Society" as an abstractian vis-d-vi the individual. The individual is the

Socil being. His lf, even f i may notsppear i th dirctform of  commanal Tife
caried out together with olers—is heefor an expression and confirmaton of social
™ Adding this noion of “species-consciousness 0 he fndamenial importance of
consciousncs as begoten by the extersalization of o’ own powers through labour

(discussed )

the collective substantiation of human capabilites through communal acts of labour.

‘What s of importance s the realizatior of the capabilites of the species through this

:“The labour, however, that value,is
homogencous human labour, expenditure of one uniform labour-power.™ It is evident
that if one characterizes the realization of species-consciousness as ontologically
fundamentl,then capitalism, which ams for the profi o th individual s contrdictory
o 5uch an aim.

Indeed, one of the major critiisms of capitalism in Marx is its method of

division of labour' . the manner in which labour tasks are secn a5 ‘specialized” and

M., Economic and Phiosophic Manuscripi, 6.

“Marx, “Capital, Volume One.” 306. Again one can see choes of Hegel, since

for him as well, the teleological *success" of self-rcalization of Spiri s depender
goocral policohitockal evoltion of o human specis rtbs than tht of isrte

il tice of wing 3 common il

‘adopting uni i, ko o e vt g il we
Vo oo Wi P Tegel,Reaun e Hinor, . i trdocion by

Harman, [New York Libea A rss, 1951, 0. O coune, the expesion
of this “common will is, according to Hegel, only important within an abstract
theoretical milicu



 bec o
a great multtude of such forces could find no application at all within his system.™
Since capitalism favours profit sbove all s, it i i reality  form of explotation of the

‘market of “living labour'. Those who are abl o do one task constantly and repetively.

who i proficient in a malttude of tasks. Therefore, thse “one-sided” individuals are
Tooked upon more favourably by capitalists, whose aim is to il niches in their
production scheme i suc  way tht outpu s a arge as possible The laws of suppy-
and-demand then caus individuls to stesmline the malttode of talens that thy may

possess down 1o one o two specialized tasks in order 1o compete for jobs in the

marketplace. Yet i

of it

skils become completely obsolete; the appeal of a “well-rounded" development i thus.
stymied, and, moreover, the manner in which one may choose to develop one’s talents is

severely restricted by such a system. A major poin of contention for Marx thus les in

presupposed as
necessary in theories of political philosophy: “The polircal revoluion dissolves civil
“Mars, The German ldeology, 185,
sThe gt the abou iy armong whom abour i ivided,the more ggtic

ale on which machinery is introd 8l e
ey decrease, the more Tt B o, e e s

on the greatest possible scale” (Marx, “Wage Labour and Capital.”in The Mars-Engels
Reader, 212)



subjecting
them to critcism. This revolution regards civil society, the sphere of human needs,

labon il

precondiion, and thus as ts narural basis™ e subjccts the liberal theories of poitical

conoms, especially their presupposition of private property, compettion, etc., and its

Tinks to capitalism, 0 a similar ritique,” since the “liberation’ that is supposed to be

engendered illusion: the division of
by the desire forincreased profits forces individuals ino a ‘one-sided” approach in order

1o compete in the marketplace, severely limiting their ability to choose the manner in

y por

‘Within the theoretical realm of political economy, it is also practice rather than

primary H target of Mar's critique of the political

‘cconomy of Smith, Ricardo, et al. shifs (o the manner in which this practical labour
manifess tself within the capitalisti milieu, which encourages competition rather than
cooperation, and, most importantly, alenates the worker through the medium of wage

Iabour. The whole ition of wage labour is that the bourgeois owner should legitimately

abour in profi, and

“Marx, On the Jewish Question, in The Mars-Engels Reader, 46.

““Political economy proceeds from the fact o private property, but it does
oxpin klo ... When, rm coampe i defines the iansip of wags o pro
e th ineress of the capitalsts {0 be the ulimate cause .t takes for granted it

o

exens cireumsunces. AY o how o thse oxtera and appaenly foons
. e s o 3 sy e o deveopmer, ol
70).




i exchange, the labourer who works to produce it i given a wage. Yet the wage i not

labou s i object, hence

“loss of reality” since
of the objects most necessary not only for his life but for his work.™ What was once an

expression of the powers of the individual (and therefore of the species) becomes

the objects that she creates (which are then immediately taken from her), the more her

poi hich
the crux of the validation of humanness, actualy forms th individual's undoing. She is
Tosing her objects and henc inherenily losing a fundamental part of herself to an alien
World of egoistc individual: “[Labour's] alen character emerges clearly n th fact that

~of

course, Mar docs not expect that everything that an individual produces will be.
‘consumed by her, and hence it appears that she must resign herself o *losing’ part of
erself no mater what cconomic stae of affars s realized in a given society. Yet this

itique presupposes capitalism, individuation, and egoism, which, in turn, precludes o

proper
context, the object does not go from a group of working individuals to an external
“Ibid, 72
“Ibid., 74. , according to Mars, the individual can only be undone
s oemeat’ nd hs cete oty Iough dacors whbln e human secen

o of abour docs no beloag 0 th worke, I confoes ieh 4 o alen power,
this can only be because it belongs (o some orher man than the worker. If the worker's

ot nature, butonly man himself can be this alien power over man” (Ib



through “one uniform labour-power” gives it value, and, true to materialism it is the

modi

ion of the social relarions within it that provides the means to understand the

“When, theref i ted into common

property, into the property of all members of society, personal property is no thercby
transformed into social property. It i only the social character of the property that has

changed. It osesitsclass character™

ar ™

the individual)

ourscives through the externalization of our powers through the modification of the
exterior context in which humans live, i.¢. nature, the resultant state of affars affims

powers that the "

are required 1o make said modifications. | will twm now to my analysis of Marx's

e socicty where
ok only e allowed (0 express thee powes rely but, morcover, tha thy would be
nspired 100 50, hat it would o longer b th case that bour i ‘shunned lke the
Plague’ u sat ofafairs that s brought sbout, Mar argues, by capitalsm). Morcove,
such a foture social concepion should also convey the highest form of calective
cooperation because of the importance Marx gives 10 the specics and species-

consciousness as a whole. This notion of *species-consciousness' is key to Marx's

“Mar, Manifesto of the Commanist Party, 485,



conception of freedom,for he was one o the strongest ciis of communis s being
‘merely an cgaiarian society based on equal dispesion f esources. The understanding
of these theories of what Marx termed “barack’ or ‘crade’ communism provides
important contrasts to Marx's own thought,especially with egard t0 what i not,for
Mar,consideed “fredon. Ths, I discuss them brcfly below.

“Two primary targets of Marc’s critcisms were the politcal ideologis of the

French socialist Pierre-Joseph Proudh Ferdinand Lassall. In

the Economic and Philosophic Manuseripts he eriticizes Proudhon for secing the

fundamental problem of poliical economy merely as the unequal distrbution of goods

a “even the

by the present-
day worker to his labour into the relationship of all men to labour. Society is then
conccived as an abstract capitalist™ In his Cririque of the Gotha Program, Marx

dismisses Lassalle for, amongst other things, a similar conception of ‘equal right’ and

fur distribution, ™ which he eritcizes because “one man is superior to another

physically or mentally and so supplies more labour n the same time, or can labou for s
Tonger time.... Thus, with an equal performance of labour, and hence an equal share in
“Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscrips, 0.

“Mary deseribes Lassalle’s system of isrbution thus: “The socil working day
i f he sum of e indidal bours of work; e il Lbous e o the
ual i the part of the social working day contributed by him, his share n it He
e S loos: AL b et ko
Tabou, and withthis cetifcate e draws from th social tock of means of consumpion
as much as cost th same amount of abour. The same amount of labour which he has
siven to socety in one form, be rccives back in another” (M, Critque of the Gotha
Programin The Marx-Engels Reader, 53).




the social consumption fund, one will in fact receive more than another, one will be
icher than another, and s0 on.™ 1 have already menioned Marx's other problem with
his oversimplification found in *vulgar communism’ in the first chapter: wages may
semburse the worker for the material labour that he puts ino the project, but they cannot

compensate him for the oniological diminution that occurs from the part of his

foreibly taken from h

In eadis

value, the value of

‘when consdered i the form of & commodity, s divided ito use-vaue and exchange-
value (which comespond 1o consumption and exchiange, respectively. as mentioned
briely above). Yet while use-vaes may take on many forms (.. scissors cut, soves
e, clothesare worn, tc), exchange-values have only one form, samely the exchinge
sl “as use-values, commodite ar above al, of ifferent qualits, but s exchange-
valies they are merely iffereot quatites, and consequently do not contsn an atom of
usc-value™ Morcove, it i diffcult to justify the act of exchangin itself unless it is

eventually done so for it uility .. wse-value. " 50 with respet to commoies, any

nion of value” should conceivably be reducible 10 use-value. Where the importance of

“Ibid, 531

Mars,

apital, Volume One.” 305,

*Notingcan havevalo, without bn, n obiectofwily. I the ing is

useless,so s the

S T OB ST G e Ton St ol ki

‘might have a “utlity’ without & “use-value is if s utlity ies entsely in its ability 10 be

xehang g, stok, Howewer, one st embe ) o bou s g o s
sense listic milicu where

gt 8 o P L




the underlying ontological commitments held by Marx makes itsel known is in the fact

that “if we leave out of consideration the use-

v of commodities, they have only one
common property let, that of being products of abour... Al that these things now tell
s s, that human labour-power has been expended i thei production, that human sbour

i embodied in them.”™ The problem i capitalitic society and in, (amongst others)

Proudhonian conception of socialism, is that this abstract intrinsic valuation is present
solely as something that can be compltely compensated relative to the amount of time

ind materials it took there the ontological ties

the object maintains 1o the producer as the externalzation of consciousness. If this
reduction s justified. then one can equally justify equality of wages as reflecting an
equality of workers,since wages can be universally exchanged o ‘buy back” the time and.

I v have

use time and materials to creat.
Wage-labour appears 10 be, 10 a great extent, deemed an acceptable means of

Jies M

Even the best spokesmen of classcal economy remain more or les i the grip of

world of illusion which ther critcism had dissolved as cannot be otherwise
from  bouagool sttadpoio o On the s hamd, i i ot s smral Fox e
actual agents of production 10 fecl completely at home

irrational forms of capital —infecest, land —rent, labour —wages, since these
precscly the forms of ilusion in which they move about and find thei daily
occupation.”

In particular, bourgeois ‘custom’ has a devastatng effect on the ontological nature of
Ihid.

"Marx, Capital;  critque of poliical economy, vol. 11, ed. Friedrich Engels
(New York: Interational Publishers, 1967), 830,




Iabour, and contribute to the estrangement of labour and its products: “The characters

0 the circulation of commodities, have already acquired the sability of natural, self-
understood forms of social life, before man seeks to decipher, not their historical
character, for in his eyes they are immutable, but their meaning.™ Thus, when we see
shoes, coats, houses, etc. that we wish to attin through exchange, we are slrcady

preconditioned by the existing social bias 0 sccept them uncritcally as already having.

been deciphered and positioned within the hicrarchy of commodities. The bias that
contributes to this oversimplification includes the uncritical acceptance that in most

cases. (a)the product i estranged from its producer(s) (especialy i t i the product of

mechanical routine, like that found in an assembly line); thus the snonymity of the

o ture of that pa

the product; and (b) there exists an extemally pre-determined standardization of the

forthe consumer
rather than the pers ofthe producer

As alluded t0 previously, Kant's conception of frcedom was inspied by the
problem that causlity and necesity posd f the phenomenal word, Ths,approaching
the problem from the otologial vaniage point of easo, he sunmiscd: “al acions of

ratonal beings, insofar as they are appearances (are encountered in some experience or

ther)

“Mar, “Capita, Volume One.” 324



in accordance with bare reason, are free.” Thus

rational subject and is faculty of acti

for Kant, freedom exists and is achievable through reason (the fundamental ontological
qualiy of humans, according to him) alone. Yet the very nature of this solution, being.
that it is completely thearetical, and, morcover, makes the material subordinate 10 the
ideal, is obviously problematic to Marx. According to Mar, it is not a question of

ther,

overcoming the restrictions that the bourgeois control of production poscs: “ths

bou Jations of production are the | form of the social of
production.... This social formation brings, therefore, the prehistory of human society to

a close.™ Free socicty (i.c. emphasizing th social ather than the political”, then, s it

. must

. sther lectual

‘We can tm now 10 the conception of free society in conirast (o the current

capitalist state of affairs:

ol . om Pt/ i b7 iy of ey oty of free
individuals, carrying on ther work common, in
Vhichhe oo pove of sl he ot ndodos s ool appd

“Kant, Prolegomena, 97 [

*(Marx, Politcal E inThe
Mars-Engels Reader, ).

"Marx re free society:
Freed society info

e completly bontint o s, e of e Gt rogram: 557 Howeht,

he does sce the value of “political emancipation’ 35 4 stepping-stone to free society:

“Politcal emancipation certanly represents a great progress. It is not,indeed, the final

fomof beman emncipuion ot e el for of e mancipsion vk the
ork of the prev: " (Marx, On the Jewish Question,




the labour-power of the community. All the characteristics of Robinson’s labour
are here repeated, but with this difference, that they are social, instead of
individual. Everything produced by him was cxclusively the resulf of his own
personel aborr, and hereforesply on abfect o ue for imacl. The ol
productof our commanity s  social product

We have, summarized here, the two most important concepions of Marx’s ontology of

the individual: conscious labour and communal labour. First there is a *Robinsonian’

onception of conscious labou wherein the products of the labou remain in immediate

elation to the producer: the individual cither uses or exchanges it himsell, As was

certin form of

hed on carlie, this products s, in some

il behold tisconsciousness inth form of the produc exchanged for,since th direct
Hink between products s sl mintsined * This i in contrast o capitlsic or “crude’
communistc practices where the producer s estranged from his lsbour and given
something forign (.2, wages or resources from a pooled supply of lahous) that

maintains the anonymity of the producer ® Complementing this conscious labour s its

“Ibid e reference here is (0 the protagonist in Daniel Defoe’s Robinson
cruine, i S gt 1o the ndividual natue of his labo
e s peeded by i

with political cconor
athe n g 1 he Eumpﬂn i ages sheouded i darkncs . what we may ik
of the parts played by the different classs of people themselsesin this sociey, th
el o et Mot OB o s 8
their own personal relations, and are not disguised under the shape of social relaions.
between the products of labour” (Ibid., 325).

and 10 its products, ar in this case perfectly simple and intellgible, and that with regard
ot only o production but also o distribution” (Ibid).

This is not so diffcul o sce if one considers dealized familial concepions of



pect. The banishmert of w©

of promoting the communal consciousness towards realizing its full potental. The
communiy in tum represeats the colletive consciousness of it members, and the
community i sbie o exchange with other commanites based on its ecds and supls,
et with the intntion of developing cach commnty in andem a5 opposed o one
community having power ver the other “The ife process of ociey, which is based on
ihe proces of matrial production, does ot sip off s mystieal vl unil it i reated
producton by reely asociated men, nd s consciously regulated by them n accondance

with a seted plan® 1t

the species-consciousness is developed and realized

exchange in present socety. I one works fo another family member or close fiend.
L e e T e L)

of another. It is only because capitalism and comperition is common (and has hun

“The on
wheels which political cconomy sets it motion are avarice and the war amongst e
avaricious —competition” (Marx, Econonic and Philosophic Manuscripts, T1).

e, ol Volumo One” 321, The ppskion it “he U procesof
Society is b 10 of il procdction” ollows rom s et
e et cmmwn» ofisory s o o prooskion it the procuctionof

the means to support h Aoyt st gpepns
B ey b daie
history, the manner in which wealth s distrbuted and society divided into classes or

L how it s produced, P
exchanged" (Engel, Socialion: Utoplan and Scientie, 700,

Shxiigugianstvmamisonsins s by vade oy sl
Somrecscigh b comet i s ety s soity st o8 s

e i ol s W E e g f ke G
Program, 530).




1 v thus fa chaacterized the emergent communist society and the fecing of
the individual from bourgeois capitalsm, but 1 have et o consider what happens afer
ihis, and 0 what end. The ontologica presupposiion (for Mars) of roducion within
ihe contxt of the potenility of the human species-consciousness through its
extrnalizaton in labour i ecessry forthe esization of buman freedom, but ths or |

have only spoken of the manner in which the species can begin to demonstrate this

et,for Marx, pe bel

acts of necessity where we as a species remain tid to nature. Because the basis of

philosophy is a eritique of theor

s of political cconomy and their relationship to

capitalistic modes of production, Marx says litle about the development of the future

‘communist society once it has been established. However, he gives  glimpse into the
development o this free society near the end of Volume IIl of Capital:
In fuct, the realm of freedom actually begins only where labour which is
determined by secssiy nd mundan conidraions cases: thus i e

mature of things it ies beyond the sphere of actual maerial production. Just as the
sovage must wreste with et sty Hs vt 30 mist ol and

wants; but,

Freedom in
rationally regulating their interchange with Nature, bringing it under common
Ssurel kel beig o by byt B 4 Nt 4
achievi

i e el b el e

itslf, the true realm of freedom, which, however, can blossom forth only
this realm of necessiy asits basis*

“Marx, “Capital, Volume Thice.” in The Mars- Engels Reader, 443



humanity s bound up in @ myriad

of ways with the ontology that has been stressed throughout the section. Human beings

forms of production. so

of a society where humans labour freely and cooperatively,th frce soicty can embrace
the transcendent production capabilties of human beings through the declopment of
increasngly innovative Ibouring practics that seck o optmize the harvesting and e
ofthe matrals ha e reaped fom humanity’s “larder”and “tol house’, Nature, With
rcatercontrol over this ntrchange and es cnrgy spent on the labour tht i equird
merely for perpetusting the “surival o the specis', @ greater proportion of human
encrgy and productivty can b developed ‘s an cnd in el

Producion baio on cichange vlu brsks dove, snd the it el
[ el 20 e o o ponny i Sl (e

mw time 50 25 10 pos

mrpllli 1.m.... ot rather the generalredction of the

Sicnie el dvclopmcat of g Ihc ndividoats in the time 5 fee, and with the
eans ereated, for all of them.

‘Subsequently, the species-consciousness of humans evalves at & greater rate through the

increasing proportion of labour as creative power rather than the proportion that is

“Man is not merely a natural being: he is 3 human natural species-being....
- hemsel

and neither is human sense a it immediatly is—as it is objectvely — human sensibilty.

ither nor i
a form adequate (o the human being™ (Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts,
116)




d ), etc." The evolution of po

only provides humanity with more ime (o devole {0 creaiviy rather than necessty,
thercby increasing consciousness of what it s capable of s a speces, it also alows
humanity to become further conscious ofislf gua the ony secies that s capable of
ranscending nature,

T is with this that one sces the direct relationship between Marx's ontology
srounded in labour (and, subsequently production) and his corresponding notion of
freedom. His dea of freedom sccks both to liberate and empower within the confext of
abour and humanity's rlationship o it. Yet unlike many crticisms of Marxism as

resulting in a dreary collective of mass society, one must also keep in mind that, as

s claim sbout “the artstic, scientifc i
inthe time set free, and with the means created, for all of them,” the individual ot only

il maintan his or her identity, but i a

greater wealth of possibilites: “communism deprives no man of the power (o appropriate
the products of society; al that it does is o deprive him of the power (o subjugate the
abour of others by means of such appropriation [ss bourgeois property and capital]"/*
this “socialty’, and the manner in which there must be a ‘middle ground" between
individuality and conformism within the social individual is summarized by Gramsci:
“An individual is historically original when he gives maximum promincrce to social

extent o which this conception of “freedon” difers from what the ‘young

“The
Mars” originally had
of contention I deal with in the Appendix.

“Mars, Party.”in The 46




being.”™ And, indecd, Gould maintains: “Although an individual cannot become free in
isolation from others, nonetheless, it is only individuals who are free. This emphasis can

be atributed to ... Marx's Aristotelian insistence on the ontological primacy of real

individuals.”™ Gould sums up Mar’s conception of freedom thus:
It s, on the one hand, frecdom from’ in the sense of a process of overcoming.
e imelinens noalybugels con o o, e 32184
specifically, a process of fecing oneself from the external constraints of social
domination nndumnl necessiy by one’s activity. rm:.. isonthe odhe hnd.

“freedom o
To put it mor simpy rcdom for Mars consssno nly in o e

others).™
It very useful to note how this characterization, when put against Kant's notion of

freedom, precisely encompasses Marx's criicisms of philosophy and ts treatment of the

‘Antonio Gramsci, An Antonio Gramsci Reader: Selected Writings, 1916-1935,

. David Forgacs (New York: Schocken Books Inc. 1988), 399. The presuppositon that
‘commanism implis conformism s appropriate, yet not in terms of  group of ‘docile
followers' as naive critcs might envision, but i terms of active social involvement o
achieve common goals. Gramsci maintins:

Itis oo casy to be original by doing the opposite of what everyone else s doing:
this is just mechanical. I s too easy to speak differently from others, o play with
neologisms, whereas it is diffcult o distinguish oneself from others without
d b y people try 4

cheap. Prisons and mental asylums are full of original men with strong
personaliis.

+400),

"o, o' Social Owlog, 108, She develops i Aol misiencs’
carlie, .. "M prioity
inHogelthe il enege gy e € e i Rk
ngviag oty o the sty o el ndividas
I

ug.m" a2

"ibid, 110,




problem of freedom as an entiely theoretical one: Kants ‘solution’ was 0 overcome.
theoretical obstacles through theoretical argumentation. For Kant,the reality regarding
causality within the context with which humans lve i the phenomenal world cannot be.

“changed” which it

s looked at andior approsched,yet making the metaphysca divison between noumenn
and phenomena only provides  heoretical means to assuage fears surrounding the
problem of frcedom with respect 0 ncessiry, whilst the overall metaphysical st of
affins is unchanged. By developing human ontology i terms of pracrice rther than
heory.and (histoical) marerialism and the imporance i plces o the mearingful
(historically cstabished) ocial relations between individual, Ma notonly provides
‘mesningfl alermatve tothis ‘poblem of frccdony’, by appealing o and arging for the
overthrowing of what h sees as “ihumane’ soio-economic and onological consrints
imposcd on lbour by capialism (the manncr in whih the desir for ever-incrasing
profi margins necesitates a divison of labour being a primary exampie). bu also &
means with which o bring about thisfrcdom through huan inervertion, et than
Jeaving humanity a5 an “esoteic predicate’” His cleventh and final “Thesis on

Feuerbach” reflects exacdly this transformation of modus operandi: “The philosophers.

oy o change it

oeep. 26

"Mars, Theses on Feuerbach, 145,



CHAPTER I

ARENDT: ACTION, ONTOLOGY, FREEDOM

Despite Arendo’s praise of the manner in which Kant ‘saved freedom, it s evident that
Kant's inabilty 10 excise freedom from the realm of thought ultimately renders his
‘conception of frecdom inadequate for her. Moreover, she notes tht the influence of his

methodology —whereby freedom is derived from thought throughout the history of

starling because all our theories in these matters are dominated by the notion that
freedom is an attribute of will and thought much rather than of action.” Arendt’s

ontological basis—the vita_ activa—is appealed to in direet contrast o the vita

and this versus a direct and

immediate challenge 10 the traditional ontological satus of eason which, ss explained in

begins with Plto: contemplation ... i not

Chiistan in origin. We find it in Plato’s politcal philosophy, where the whale utopian

polis life i not  the super the philosopher




but has no aim other than (o make possible the philosopher's way of life.” Morcover,

is apparent that Arendt understands (and hence rejects) the manner in which this

be bound up with the political realm since “our philosophical tradition s almost

unanimous in holding tha frcedom begins where men have leftthe realm o politca lfe
inhabited by the many, and that it is not experienced in association with others but in
intercourse with oneself™ Thas i is evident that the manner in which Kant banishes
freedom o the noumenal realm is insufficient for Arendu’s purposes. It is also evident
tha, like Marx, Atendt holds that freedom must be conceived of within a socio-politcal

context; that i, she rejects the notion that the individual can experience freedom in

isolation.”
Yet it is also apparent that Arendt does not wish to completely embrace the
‘manner in which Marx has dealt with this same *problem of freedom’. Marx's philosophy

i conceived of as  critique of poliical economy and capitalism, specifically a response.

1o what may be considered the denigration of labour. In contrast to this, and no doubt
with Mars.in mind, Arendt opens The Human Condition with what can apily be.

considered a critique not only of politcal economy, but of Marx's subsequent crtique.

*Arendt, The Human Conditon, 14,
“Arendt, “What s Freedom?” 449.

ia The Haman Condion, Aren deces “Acon, o dsinguised fom
fabrication, © be isolted ©
sct” (The Human Condiion, um By aciog i oppose o Tricaion’
placing e to “work . e I oppositon 1o Macw. Yot s has
e P out i e s g, i ey s an i Robmonion
conception of fabrication s being devoid of ontological meaning.

s also




She declares: “the modern age has caried with it theoretical glorification of Isbour and

- -

OF course, this critique is not only directed towards what she sees as the apparent
“failures’ of materiafism in the form of various communist regimes —most notably the

Wester

society. It i a critique of lsbour's emerging apolircal nature” during the discord in the
late cightcenth century that culminated in the American and French Revolutions, the

Tabour movs fied “the people” and by

the monarchy. According to Arendt, modem socicty has marginalized politis so that it

merely exists as a bureaucratc and adninistrative necessity for society. In contrast 10

this, Arendt wishes t0 rest “politics” in terms of Aristotelian prasis,’ a dynamic process

ing decd

*Arendt, The Human Condition, 4

“The ol sigicance o e bou movenen s o e same st of
any other pressure groups the time is pist when ... it could represent the peopl
Whcl.. T abous movemeat, squvocal s soete and s Fom th bepinning,

lost this representation and hence its poltical role at once wherever the working class
e gl e of iy, A gl s oo poves o s o o e
developed cconomies of the Wesier worl, or where it “succceded” in transforming the
whole population into 3 labour society & in Russa and as may happen clscwhere even
‘under non-totaltarian conditions” (bid, 219)

* i s, only two were
deemed to be political and to constitute what Arstolle calld the bios poliikos, namely
action (praxis) and speech (lexis), out of which rises the realm of human affars (a fon

i

wseful isstictly excluded” (Ibid., 24).




and spoken word.™ Because of this, and perhaps in some sense as a consequence of the

“glorification’ of labour being touted as the supreme world-building capacity of min,

as i s citicized in The Human Condition, she maintains that politcal action is now

regarded as merely ‘the work of politicians’, becoming denigrated through its
assimilation with other ‘professions as a means (o ‘make a living."" Arendt holds thatat
base poliics must uphold its unique charactristic as that which moulds (or should
mould) the socio-poliiea context within which humans act

It evident that Arendt does notdeny the necessity of ‘lsbour” and “work’ (1 she

defines them": rather, she denes the tha it should have any sort of higher ontological

1t s i nitncs on he lving dosd nd the poken word s the gt
ich b in Aristotle’s

iy, wi
i e et okt et B, ot ot i
meaning in the performance isclf” (bid., 206).

A, T Human Condiin 01 She coniues: e b sl is e
st natural an leat worldly of man’ i d
o eyt e e gl e
i)

en rsidens Kings and e minstrs ik of i offcs in s o o
individuls
e K who Comider whet they e Gtog n trms of ok and 3¢ 1 e ofmaking
living” (bid., 5).

T say tht cton i important sley because i s the means for the genuine
development of onc's political environment i admitedly, an oversimplification of
‘Arndt, 5 will bcome e,

“Public lfe, obviously, was possible only after the much more urgent needs of
life iself were taken care of. The means to fake care of them was labous” (Arendt, The
fuman Conditon.,65).



‘meaning than simply the means by which they sustain human beings physiologicaly,
arguing tht these facets are present in animal lfe as well* Arendt begins by dividing
human practce into the catcgorics of lsbour, work, and action: they are the “three

Fuadimntal " of

of ffe). * She, like Marx, acknowledges historica “divisions of labour’, ., “we find first

the distinction between productive and unproductive labour, then somewhat lter the

. and, inally,

scemingly of more clementary the division of sl activiies

intellctual labour”;” yet she contends that a proper division of human practices should

Comparing Arendt's defniton of labour with Mary's idea of labour, Arendt's
o of ‘Bbcks ead ek . bt o of M e
npass s, Marx maintains what Aren “labour” nd
i bem: unlolngl:.nlly A e e s B, it

s e s i e Bt 4

herself espouss: “The term vita activa is loaded and overloaded with
aduin... T ruiion himinated ey expoinces o w e gt e v
eliviac o Wit pollica pivctes s rocesiod Ul s sl 6 0 ok o
Karl Marx, in a highly selective manner” (Arendk, The Human Condition, 12). Arendt
e ) i v inscad mainains (it \hmugh more

i validation. A more

e e g s o Mot
in Arendt is provided in the Appendis.

“Seep. 60.

Arendt, The Human Condition, .

Ibid., 85. In addition 1o this, Areadt maintains: “Of the thrce, however, only the
distinction between productive and unproductive labour goes (o the heart of the mater,

and it is no accident that the two greatest teorists in the field, Adam Smith and Karl
Marx, based the whole structure of their argument upon it.” Morcover, “the distinction
e i the

more fundamental distinction between work and labour” (Ibid., 87)



ot be based on what type of work is done, but rather on what the practice in itself

accomplishes (snd, uldmately, its ‘permanence’, or, in the case of action, luck thereof)

‘Acconding to Arendt, ‘labour” ertains to whatever i necessary 1o human survival, i
cating, growing food, etc.* whist ‘work" relates (o anything buitthat is ‘unnatural”such
as art, antifacts, infrastructure, etc. Finaly, action encompasses al that is politcal
“Labour assures...the lfe of the species, Work ... bestows  measure of permanence and
durability upon...the flecting charactr of human time. Acton ... creates the condition
for remembrance, tht i, for history.™”

Since “the polis, strictly speaking, is not the citystate in ts physical location;

[rather] it is the organization of the people as it arises out of acting and speaking

ogether.™ politics (which derives itself from the pofs) solely in terms of governance’"
or s the arbiter of claims relaing to ownership of property (which characterizes

traditional theorie of politcal economy”™) is thus rejcted by Arendi. She begins by

A more direct and succinct characterization of Arendt’s notion of labour has
hapter | (note s

provided inthe Appendis.

"Arends, The Human Condition, 8. OF course, this i not a division that Marx
Wwould aceept.

“hid., 198,
""k:vcr s the s f e ot e prvling opinion s b

the duty of the government to d becdom againt el and cxcal
s i e ooy et o b 1)

“The acquisition of valuable and extensive property necessarily requires the
caablishment o il govermen. Whes ther s oo propry or o et none hat
ccds the value of two or three days labour, civil government is not so ncessary
(S, Wealih of Nations, 408 Locke makes » smlor clim in $121 o the Second



noting: of

‘public domain not primarily as the place for political sparring and debate (though this

does occur), but rather for the sharing and recording of interpersonal stories; a

requirement o
isolation, s alluded to carlier), but one that exudes variery and idiosyneracies between

individuals. pluraliry,

[which] has the twofold character of equality and disinction”™ is cear, for “if men were
ot equal, they could neither understand each other .. nor foresee the needs of those who.

will come after them [and) f men were not distine .. they would ned neither specch

‘Whilst Marx's ontology is based on the manner in which we are able 1o externalize

consciousness by recreating and reshaping the natural world, Arendt’s view is that

ique s,

in which individual idiosyncrasies differentiate cach human being from another tha is

reaise o Govermen, declring the Goverament s it Jriiion olyovr

the Lun" ot Locks, T Tretes f Goveraman, with i rocction s

crtcu b Peer Lset,(Cambidge: Canbidge Uniersiy Pres, 1963, 303, Thinis

part of the basis of Man

o modems St o bt 8 comaine n mmugmg the common afi of the wicle
I, Manifesto

bourges
s et hder 479,
“Arendt, The Human Condiion, 0.
hid, 175,

i,



important to Arendt; thus, “the primordial and specificaly human act must at the same

answer (0 the questi “Who are you?" This

Throughout The

key justification for her

the ‘newcomer" i very

intermal workings, 5o at every instance that sories are shared, something new comes to

lght, i giving
data, and thus reflecting what s important 10 us; even if there existed the capacty to.
Know oneself completly, at every moment we evolve as individuals: we behold new

i deas. It i Js also ‘change" and ‘grow’

i

in certain ways over

10 Avendrs philosophy s ‘he hrnan coniion'. A opposed 0 cvery othe obect and

with trns immediately dstence.™ All objects and
perceived by humans as o ‘part of nature’, forming an external ontological component of

humanity which we live in relation to. As an example of this, one can consider that

“history’
or by nature. Humans are the only beings that history is characterized in relation to.

History, morcover, is all that prevents us from being ‘memoryless® beings. Without

“thid, 178,

“bid., .



in question: knowledge would be lmited to what could be immediately demonstrated,

and anything forgotten would be lost until independently rediscovered. I is through

Morcover, it is only through the recording of specch and action throughout history that

‘The manner in which Kant's metaphysics allows for freedom, as has been

mentioned, i to circumvent determinism in the phenomenal world by arguing for a

that determines it completely: “Should ... freedom be a property of certain causes of

then that frecdom bea facal

of starting those vents from iself (sponte),ie. without the causality of the cause itself

having to begin, and without need for any other ground to determine ts beginning.

“This, Kant argucs, is only possible within the noumenal realm characterized by “pure.

i i characterized brillantly in Rousseau's Discourse on the

Orisinof Incquliy: Lt us concude then it man i e of s, wandrng p

industry, without speech, without home ... disregarded

cverything he did no think himsel immeditly concemed to noe, and st
b

Proposed by the
orisin ofinequalty amons mer. and is it ahorized by natural low? i The Social
uract and Discourses, 72).

Kant, Prolegomena, 95 [344]



since “the cause, as 10 its causality would not have (0 be subject o temporal

it sate .. e, would have to

be taken for a thing in tself, and only the effects would have to be taken for
appearances.™ Since ‘pure thought" i a capacity found only within ‘intllgent beings',
there s something of an appeal 3 “human condiion’ (.. tht the external world is
contextualiced through the manner in which humans interact with i) in Kant's
philosophy as well since humans iniiae these spone events from thought” Arendt’s
interest in Kan's “political philosophy” (which, she admits, he “never wrote'™) has
already been mentione i the introduction, yet by and lrge she limits herself o Kant:

Critigue o Judgment, maintaiing a distance from ‘pure reason’. Whether Kant's
conception of freedom occurting in the ‘sponte” nature of human reason can be sed (0
justify the “boundlessness” of Arendt’s conception of action wherein “one decd. and
sometimes one word, suffices to change every consclltion is debuiable: in The

Human Condition, Arendt repestedly cites the importance of natality in action,

i,

i fcly i el eason, and sl 5 we v cousdeing o bein (e

of the senses; rather,th aforesaid property i th proprty o
m...g in tsel; (Knm,Pm/(,fnm:vm,%l 5] Thus, Kant ‘solves’ the Humean problem
fesdrs o nw sy itbout conceionsall o of ol bing, ot
ey e apeaances (e Encounired i some. experinte o anahery. e sbjet {0
il o but the very same actions, with respect only 10 the ratonal subjcta
ol of s in secodance with b eson, s ee” (i 37 (45).

See note 20, Introduction.

"Avendt, The Human Condiion, 190




maintaining, for example, that acting is synonymous with “starting processes of our
‘own."™ This tansitive relationship, from freedom 1o action o starting new processes,

Kant.

‘maintaining that, like Marx, Kant is unable t0 excise his philosophy from man as
“fubricator’. At first, this charge seems odd, since Kant's idea of freedom lies solely in

the realm of pure thought. However,this apparent contradiction becomes clear when one

considers his “inherently paradoical interpreation of man's attude toward the only
“for use, namely works ofar, o

interest.”™ Kant'sidalism thus manif .

“pure thought’ rar

his for Arendt s thatthe pinnacie of humankind in the physical world s thus as creator

of “from po i s much an

end n tself, an its own a

in himself in Kant’s political philosophy. ™"

“Ths, as with Marx, Avendt rejects th idea tht freedom can be conceived of only

“bid, 232
“Ibid., 156.
r Schopenhauer, who rejected Fichte and his eventual followers (most

notably Schchmx ad Hege) i eptesents he other manbranchof G desin,
buids i pilovphy roud he o of comerplatin I t s
provides a n “escape fror

e it bty

e

"Ibid., 157.



i thought and reason, and instead placing freedom within the realm of practice. Where
Arendt primarily differs from Mars s that she rejects the idea that freedom can be

derived from labour as Marx would argue. In fact, Arendt can almost be seen o take a

poliies: whereas Mars acknowledges politcal emancipation a an ‘impertant step’ n he
process of achieving freedom” but ultimately sees the emancipation of labour as
definitive, Atendt maintains: “The emancipation of labor and the concomitant
emancipation of the laboring clases from oppression and explotaton ceranly meant

progress in the direction of non-violence. It s much lss certain that it was also progress

freedom.™ her (@ since “of
i the thee [1abour, work, and action], action has the closest connection with the human

condition o

| of acting™

It should already be apparent that the multiplicity of the human species is an

“See note 59, Chapter L.

Avend, The Human Condiion, 129.

gain,
o physil hamin inrction plays i buan oursting, ot b woud ey cppse
‘Arendts notion of action and the sharing of stores as being the solc type of act that
ety ool mprtaoe, which s i

very clear in maintaining that ‘labour’ and ‘work” ae required for
Do, b tec el S, o s ot o ey e
importance

“Avendt, The Human Conditon, 9.



important underlying theme behind Arendt’s theory of the ontological precedence of
action. Moreover, it should also be clear from the previous discussion that the aspect of
this muliplicty that s important to Arend s somewhat different from Mars, ¢.g.

“Action, as distinguished from fabricaton, is never possible i isolaton; o be isolated is

personal basis do not provide the essence of frecdom that Arendt argues for. Merely
requiring “othermess” (in contrast to solipsism) i, of ourse, insuffcient: plurality is what

allows

Rousseauan human being of the Discourse on Inequality Thus, in accordance with

Arendu’s division of the vita activa, labour” and *work’ alone are insuffcient; “All

b hat “The acivity of labour
does not need the presence of others.... Man working and fabricating and building a
world inhabited only by himself would stll be a fabricator.... Action alone is the
exclusive prerogative of man, neither a beas nor a god is capable of it and only action is
entirely dependent upon the constant prescnce of others.™ It is evident thus that, in a
similar manner to Marx's eharacterization of consciousness, action a5 ontologically
precedent i dependent on the observation that only man s capable of it: “only man can
express this distinction and distinguish himself, and only he can communicate himself

“Arendt, The Human Comtfio, 18 e ekl i acoe i
of *labour" in Marx would be espoused by this statement of “non-isolation’ as well yet,
the mannr in which Marx i Arend s olton s provimatc 10 “rosdon’
fundamentally differen

“See note 28,

“Arendt, The Human Conditon, 22



and not merely something —thirst or hunger, afection or hostlty or fear.™ et action
st be distinguished from “mere alk’ it will be scen that a partcular form of action,

" onception of freedom.

Arendv's characterization of what should be, namely a society of individuals
living the full vita activa by constantly practcing ‘action’ — partcularly pofiical ction
and discourse —in addition (o the necessary practices of abour and work, s the basis for

her critcisms of | human affairs i the world.

is of the highest ontological importance and, given its abstract nature, action cannot be
conceived of properly except within a domain that s explicitly and solely for this
purpose. The importance that Arendt gives to distinguishing the public and private
domains, and her cricism of the impending disappearance of this distinction in the
modern world" lies in what she describes as the unfree nature of the private realm.

Within the houschold there is a general systematiz

that goes on in terms of what is
expected from each family member and for the most part (except in very serious

instances) the personal/familial nature of any “politcal” ideas and grievances that might

e in the houschold are dealt with privatcly. Action is dependent on plurality and

distinctiveness, two qualiies that do not arise o a large extent i the private houschold

“Ihid., 176,

"The anewer o the quetonof e mesning o poiiies i s simpe nd so
concsive st n might i ol e el s e o mswer is: The
Arends,

the gulf that the
b e v o e i S ‘et Tt o plis b . kel
‘moder phenomenon” (Arend, The Hiuman Condition, 33).



where all members have goals that are lasgely held in common and are specific o their

situation, As Arendt explains, “the

inctive rait of the household sphere was that in it
men lived together because they were driven by their wanis and needs.”™ Although all
houscholds have wants and needs, the precise wants and needs of a specific houschold
such as those regarding nourishment, sustenance, procreation, etc., are largely

1, in contras 0 this, the wanis and

needs of the majority of households are common, then the plurality that action depends.

on s torm asunder: the public domain s common by definition, and if the private is

el as well —that s, if all indivi upbringing, hold

similar values, etc.—then the sharing of stories wil be rendered redundant by the fact

hat they will sincethey will be by other

individuals, The existence of & public domain distinct from the private houschold,”

domain where stories can be shared and political discourse can go on (as opposed to
“Ibid. 30

‘Arendt laments ‘the ise of the social, (see below) which, according (0 her,is
“based on the conformism inherent in socity nd possibl only because behavior has
aced " (The a1

She modem 5o i charg o ‘contomiam’ i e pont of stack s M
a1, ot i e could ot —underand s htce e, of
comnunitc soiey wers prsen n the el of s sl houhold... A complee
T o iy VAL s v SO0 it o ot Skt e
outstanding politcal charactrisic i that it i indecd rul nd."
oy nobody” (bid 4) I ety 1o e what Aret s eting 3 m Marx's ool
s i ‘uivrally
8. Manc s aserionof ‘i’ comig om onc i
s tat & poper ndesanding of Marx o S
uestion Arcn's pparen mplicton t the esiaton of Marisn i socey would
manife sl s 8 “deay mss of confornin individaly a5 opposd 1 "apey
tween *sociality” and “originality” as evinced by Gramsei (see note 70,




“mere alk'), i necessary for Arendt's conception of freedom.

Politcal action forms the basis of Arendrs idea of freedom. In contradistinetion
to Marx's political views, Arend maintains that it is the abstract communicative and
complex social aspect of public action tht sts humans apart from snimals.” and, whilst
Marx argues tha only a cooperative and more uniform set of goals will “lift socity's
mystical vel", the manner in which acton engenders human frcedom s precisely through
its ability 1o distinguish cach individual: “Unlike human behaviour .. action can be
judged only by the criterion of greaness because i is inits nature o break through the
‘commonly accepted and reach into the extraordinary, where whatever i true in common
and everyday life no longer applies because cverything that exists is unique and sui
sereris™ 1t has already been mainiained above that Arendt's treatment of politcal
“action’ s not associated with ‘governance’. Rather, in @ manner analogous 0 Marx's
conceptions of labour and material production, action forms the basis of Arendt’s

"

per
Wwho practice it. Whilst Marx maintsined that the material products of our labour
haracteize us by acting us an external representation of QuF consciousness, according (0

Arend i through a

that the individual answers the question “who are you?"™
Hobbes, Rousseau, and Hegel al conceived that o consider freedom ‘abstractly”

rgh throu;
il oty the best o consianly prmvc Lhem\zlve\ e o il e o
immortal fame to mortal things.”

st s i i ety s s e

“Ibid., 205,

“Seep. 26.



as some form of unbounded ability 1o do whatever one wishes —tempiing s it may

beis, a the very least, ontologiclly suspect. Yet this ‘abstract freedom” i commonly

. ing freedom’ withina legistted
vesln: how can one b e’ o pursue ne’s ends fthere are certain means of ends that
one is seemingly not free to pursue since their practce is punishable by law? As
discussed brefly in the introduction, the three aforementioned thinkers gave an
ontlogicaljustifiction t eject the ‘noble savage” by conceiving ofinividals s part

of a larger sovereign body. Yet Arendt must go further than tis if she wishes to justify

iy, unig d above all for

as fundamenal 0 the realization of human frecdom: *If we look upon frecdom with the
eyes ofth tradition, identifying fredom with sovereigny, he simullancous presence of
freedom and non-sovercigty, of being ablc o begin something new and of not being
able 1o control or even foretell its consequences, seems almost to force us (o the
conclusion that human existence is absurd." Indeed, the fundamental eleological
conceptions seen in Hobbes, Rousseau, Hegel, and, (from Arend’s assessment) Marx™

" OAvemds, The Human Condition, 35. This ‘absurdity” does ot aise n radiionsl
thought, Arendt argues, because traditionaly frcedom is apolitical: “According (0 our
traditon of conceptual thought, and it categorie, feedom is equated with frcedom of
the wil, and we understand freedom of the will o be a choice between givens.... Since
the warin yers of classial smiqiy i has b extaordinarily rintored by the

I it
theconrcy. i ossbleonly f man rnounces ton 0t vimws o e =i
§E 13)

‘Marx stresses narality in terms of the creative process that allows for the.
Al ot ol of s e el el e devepst o -
bl il syl gy dop




scem t imply & certin normalization process” amongst almost all individuals within 3
society (save, perhaps for the Sovereign, Legislaor, or world-istorical individuals,

cy 25 3 whole. If Arendt precedence of
this uniformity canse occer: “Action woukd be an anccessary luxary .. if men were

‘endicssly reproducibie repetitions of the same model.... Plurality s the condition of

porR . 3y that mobody s
verthe same as anyone clse wheo ever lved. lives, or willve. ™ Earler in this chapecr,

i particular should mos b considered saely i terms of govermance, 35 wraditional
political theory might fmpe one 10 suppose. Instead, the *sharing of sorics” nd the
question of “Who are you?" imply the importance of plurality amongst individuals. If
individuals were nearly ol icrchangeabie (save for Legislatos, Socreig, tc.. then
the content of

belies, des

producti
B s e o o xwmm i history wnm g e iy
I (Arr

42),and that in the politca theories of Hobbes, Ma, et al. Flwﬂumuluukdmﬁx
realm of the social, B ‘monopoly (Mid.,

3.

inmumerble and variou el of which et “‘mormaliz’ s members. 0 make
 (bid. 40). See:

e A e s s
*Avcads, The Human Condiion, &




According to Arend, this should not be the case; rather, the individual

i

“This in tum,
individual realizes her humanness. Yet, as already mentioned, this dialogue and action

must be discerned from ‘mere tlk':if it were the case tha arbitrary verbal or somatic

between animals. Rather, it within

a public domain and charact

the unique position from which the individual in

q perceived by the world: B by others

derive their significance from the fact that everybody sees and hears from a different

position. Thisis the meaning of publi lfe, compared to which even therichest and most

satstying family life can offer only the prolongation and multplication of one’s own

positon with its attending aspects and perspectives.™ I s only through the
amalgamation, o, a the very lest, consideration of new opinions and perspectives that
ane i presented within  public space that one’s wn bis i called into question, and
his n o paes the way for “the capacity of beining something anew,” whichlcsat
the heart of the precedence given o action. Indecd, i i only through beginning anew

that the human species is abl to transcend the bounds that nature sets for t—or at least

has setfor s at any g

“bia, 57

“Ihi

“beginning anew’ s Arendt's concep of nataliry.

Examples of this phenomenon might include the French o American



In onder to consider the opinions and stories of others, i i, of course, necessary
that they should be available o others through some sort of externalization process (¢ .
conversation, dictation, violence®), and also, as mentioned above, that others are.

these sories. Thi a

‘public realm, where the sharing of information can occur: “Since our fecling for rality
depends utterly upon the sppearance and therefore upon the existence of a public realm

the carkness of is the wi

which illuminates our private and intimate lives is ultimately derived from the much
harsher light of the public realm."* Even practices that are imited to the private realm,
ie..the household, are based (o some extent on publicly conceived practices, from the
Ianguage that we use to the customs deemed socially scceptable. IF this was not 5o,
relations and communication within the private domain would break down, transporting
s back 0 the pre-social human being of Rousseau's Discourse on Inequaliry; herein lies
the fundamental importance of the publc realm.

Thus far, the discussion has secmingly made lile distinction between types of

action; that i, it b Vet the

politcal, as conceived traditionally and as Arend treas i, is that which relates o the

Revolutions, the First or Second World Wars, et historical events that ‘re-shape” the
human race collctively.

iciese I form of extsumlzaon,but for Ateods It i ulimtely not o
become a substitute for it” (Arends, m vamn Condiion, 203 Arend's oton of
“power and it importance is discussed

“bid, 51.



Inth d thus

the importance of the public ealm implies the importance placed on the political. At the

heart of Arendrs cr polites, hird do

which overlaps both the public and the private, namely the social: “the collective of

ly is what we call ‘society,”

and it political form of organization i called *nation’." Thus, the temptation 1o define
“politcs" in tems of ‘govemance” and ‘nation-staes' s, according fo Arends, a elaively

new phenomenon that has arisen in tandem with the rise of the social realm: “The

o

ihe social realm, which i
public, strictly speaking, is a reltively new phenomenon ... which found its political

form in the ation-state. In fact, for Arendi, poliical economy (which mainiains an

ctant position n Manx's
the social: “according to ancient thought ... the vry term “political cconomy” would
have been a contradiction in terms: whatever was ‘economic,”rlatd to the lf of the
individual and the survival of the species, was & non-palitca, household affir by
defnition.™ Politcal cconomy therefor has 1o place in Arendt'sthery sine politcal

action s, by def i within the public o pul

lie.

“Ibid, 29,




Of course it is necessry o understand the public realm as Arende understands it
the precedence that Arend gives t sction implis  public realm that i diffeent from,
for example, asociety of ‘labourers”or “workers It has aleady been mentioed that

Avendt sees “humanness’ in those who prefer immortal fame o morta things, and this is

pos 3 L where
political action can be realized:

The pols was suppose o mulily he occsons 0 vin-“immoral e, that s
p ly show

o who b . s i doncncn T seond oo f e ol
closely connected with the hazards of action as experienced before its

coming into being, was to offe a remedy forthe futiity of action and speech; for

the chances that a decd would not be forgotten, tha i sctualy would become

immortal,” were not very good.

“The first important aspect of the polis alluded to s the manner in which it provides the

possibility for immoraliy that Arendt's ontology appeals to, whilst the sccond is a

there
should not be conceived and judged based on the static appearances of the products of

human labour and their producers, but rather on dynamic processes and those who.

 for is entirely absorbed in

‘and exhausted by the end product, the strength of the action process is never exhausted in

“Bath [th comictions of homo faber and il laborans e, sy
speaking, unpolitcal, nd will m:lmc to denounce actio

b, i e TR s mu ey are rhreprles
vith bl s aliogter, o wlmunl without rusting in
e & s 2 e e s ) o 1

o et ot el o o o war o e A DyOR doun
(bid., 208),

“Ibid, 197,



i -

Itis thus not surprising that the public realmis the realm of freedom for Arendt,
though it provides only the porential fo freedom, whereas the manifestarion of freedom

only exists

storics and th disclosre of the individu, Arendsargues that the trdiioal conecption
of poltics s the govemance of a people by the nation-state is an aspect of the social
ather than the polical realm. The resson fo thi s that,in Arendt’s conception of the
public domnin,“pover i what ks the ubiic e, the potetial spce of sppearance

i in existence.... While strength

perse™ ' critcism of Hobbes,

Hegel, and Marx s that within the social realm, power i secondary o strength, if power
should exist at all: those in a position of strength —whether they be one or more feudal

monarchs or an aristocratc body of philosopher

ings as conceived of by Plato” —desire

politcalacton: i

“Ibid, 233,

“Ibid. 200,

never grow into a reality i
day, and there will be no end (o the troubles of states, or .. of humanity tsel, il
hilsoptesbecome igsin s word o il e we s cal Kings and s ey
 truly become philosophers” (Plato, The Republic, 2. cd. trans. with an introduction
by Desmond Lee [Markham: Penguin Books Canada, Lid., 1974], 263 [Stephanus.
pagition Tie]. Arlt s P’ ol o e phlcplsing v
 he perplniies of action 2 though tey vers slable prbis of
o P e B o o o o,
The Human Conditon, 221



iduals wi

s only by the joining together o the the pols in a solidaity of
power that those who ae i a position of 'strenth', in that thy hold sway over others
can be usurpec ™ Clearly, if those who rue over dhers wish o maintan theie posiion,

i “divide and

conquer’). Morcover, it s evident that a dictatorisl framework flourshes insofar 5 the
nataity and plurality of human beings are symied for just his rcason. The loss of
plurality and nacalty then renders he sharing of sories between individuals redundan,
since thes individuals merely exude “otherness” rather than “plraity and are thus
familiar o cachother on most sccounts aleady. For Arendi, the point of poltcl ction
is to make th disincness of ones decds known and work o ‘immortalze” oneself in

History, yet in  dictatorship this immortalityis reserved only for the few in a position of

p— - lagely uniform
sroup of ctizens. On the other hand, “power, like action, is boundles... s only
Vimitaton s the existence of other people, but this lmitationis not accidental, because
human power coresponds o the coditon of pluralty to begin with .. the iteplay of

powers with their checks and balances is even lable 1o generate more power, so long, at

least, a the interplay is live and has not resulted in a stalemate.”" The interplay that

Having established that the perpetuation of action in the public sphere is
fundamental o Arendt's ontological characterization of human beings and the

Y poy is i
the many” (Arendr, 203)°

"bid, 201



development of her notion of freedom as politca action, one i tempted 10 ask ‘to what

Indecd, Arendt is well aware of the temptation to ask such questions: “The
extraordinarily narrow horizon of experience left open to us for the politics
‘commensurate with the experiences of our century perhaps reveals itelf nowhere more.

clearly than in the fact that we are automatially prepared 10 qestion the meaning of

an end nor a goal ™ It

i cear tha

Arendt’s notion of

freedom. For Arends, 1o ask for an end or finale that politcs should bring us toward is 3
misunderstanding: “The goal s not contained within the action itelf, but, unlike ends,
neither does it le in the future. I it i at all achievable, it must emain constantly in the
presen, and preciscly during times when i is not yet achieved." Morcover, Arendt’s
lamenting of this desire to seek a ‘goal’ also sheds some light on her critcism of

‘modernity, e.g: “The growing meaningless of the moder world is perhaps nowhere.

‘more clearly foreshadowed than in this identification of meaning and end:"™ specifically

Marxism: “What disinguishes Marx’s own theory from all other sin which the notion of

“making history" has found a place s only that he alone realized that if one takes history

10 be the object of processes of ubrication or making, there must come a moment when

" Arends, “Introduction indo Polities” 197.
"Ibid., 198,

*Arendt, “The Concept of History,” 302.



{his object is completed™ and modern poltcs: “Whenever we hear of grandiose aims

i i be guaranteed forever,
or fighting a war to end all wars or to make the whole world safe for democracy, we are
‘moving in the realm of this kind of thinking "™

Hence, on the one hand political action is sirctly the means by which political

it in a society

. for exampl), po realized

through action, that can overcome the strength of the oppressor and make unhindered.

politcal action possible. O the other hand, if there s an ultimate” end to be reached by
politcs other than the freedom that lies thercin, it is the manner by which it allows for

humanity to maintain its own existence through political dialogue and negotiation: “Itis

Jusi But what ends
can justify means that, under certain circumstances, could destroy humanity and organic.
life on carth?” Politcs, for Arends, is implicitly tied not just o freedom, but also to

survival”

i, 303,
i

Seeds ofthis “rjection of ends’ may have becn sown very carly in Arendt’s
el Gl il sl e i of Kol Ty
weh o iributions to poltical theory entitled “What
B itny Pooogny? the ot lﬂxpe s mlm m.. in philosaphy cvery ontology
claiming it can say what Being really i, is a S ey ko th. sbsletining of
Being. The existente would
et such pilosphy ok Man f 8 fodom which canprsist ol o long s Man
ot know what Being really is” (Arend, “What is Existenz Philosophy,” in The




It is apparent that, although there are some basic similarities between Kant's

notion of sponte and.

natality,
‘manner in which action alone, according to Arendt, allows freedom o be realizable

cannot be brought into step with the ontological primacy given to reason and its

Kant. M y which
Kant is abl 1o establish a connecton between these “nouenal” and “phenomenal”
ealms is through the “fabicaion” of objts darr, and it isclar thatthe “leting’” snd
“mon-permanen” nture ofaction, combined with s soco-poliialnature (s opposed 0

the * that

“worldly freedom’ solely as a certain manifestation of the vita contemplativa s

ndt important of
he poiical within a public space whereindividuals puposively itermingle n order t0
share thir personal diosynrases, experiencs,and sorics”requirs,a the very et
an externalizarion of the conceptions begotien by thought and reason in Kant's
“noumenal e

Yet the finaland perhaps most important aspeet of Arendt’ political theory that
soes against a “Kaniian' conceprion o theory and practic i that Kant's resignation o
detcrminism in th phenomenal word and coresponding legation o freedom in the
noumenal world imply a corresponding esigaation of worldly afsrs o whatever is
dicated 10 it To resign onesel to # concepion of “worldly’ fresdom that is solely

defined in terms of its connection (0 this otherworldly noumenal realm (i.c. through

Phenomenology Reader, ed. Dermot Moran and Timothy Mooney [New York:
Rouledge, 2002, 357).



contemplaton, which can be done in isolation) allows for those in positions of *strengih”

o arbitrarily exercise their control over others within the immediate socio-political

framework. In a K: s justify

of freedom, since “control’, whether physicall through others or metaphysically through
determinisan, s -

Given,forcxampl, Arend’s wrtings o oalaiaism and the Eichmana il it would
e iy casy fo assrt that any theory that could imply th exisence of such “wordly
control” must b refeced.Indeed, such 3 theory precdes the impetus o actively come
together ina public space, llowing for ‘srngih, “th natural quality of an individual
scen in isolation™ but precluding the ‘power” that such a coming-together ordains on a
iven popalation. Because ofthe importane of ‘power” and the manne n which Arende

argues for thaps, for survival,

surprising that Arendt should not be satsfied withthe notion of “freedom’ found in Kan.

"This element of “control st th forefront of Hegel’s poliical philosophy
nirely positive, since, according to Hqﬂ , leveying n e

State) i [the citizens')
subsance and eing.” (Hegel, Reason and Hitor. 6. Th Ied M Bekuin o

ry the realization of Hegel's poldcl hltaphy s *an wintep
prei Al expercnces” (Mikhil Bakunin, Saiom and Anarchy .M
Stz [Cambridee: Cambeidge Unvesy Prs, 19901 31

" Arcadt, The Human Condition, 200,




CONCLUSION

A simplisic conception of the distinction between the ideal free” worlds conceived by
Mars and Arend s that for Marx, individuals would tend towards achieving self-

consciousness through the extermalization of their ideas in mateial objects: while for

Avendt, individuals pling
being documented and shared beyond their immediate familial relations. Yet I have
srgued throughout this thesis that the impetus for  practical snd externalizable
conception of freedom is derived from ontologies that reject the tradiional precedence

put on inrernal ontological qual

< of humans, primarily thought and reason. As
delincated in the introduction, th idea of freedom in the phenomensl world is not
without s dificulties. The conclusion tht Hume came 1o inthe Enquiry Concerning
~Human Understanding with regad 0 deteeminism and the manner in which it apprenly
precludes the posibilty of realizing fsedom i the physica world are indeed dsturbing.
and eventually forced Kant o develop his metaphysics whercby, h srgucs, the apparent
“contradictions in Hume could be resolved by a divsion of the metaphysical world ino
noucnal and phenomersl. These conradictions, acconting to Kant, wereonly 5o when
one limited one’s focu t the world of appeararce which had t accord by the laws of
detceminism and hence could ot be a domain containing frecdm, whercas within the

realm of the noumena, this contradiction disappeared, since the noumen realm, by



Kant's “entites” that ble of sponte, e could

be “uncaused” s this provid

Solution to Hume's *problem of freedony’, it is a disconcerting one. To conclude that
freedom s realizable only outside of the physical world is problematic cnough, for it
implies that within the physical realm we must resign ourselves (o this yoke of

determinis

and that stemptin to fee ourselves from it is utimatly fute except,
possibly, via the manner in which the “disintrested pleasure’ of objets d'ar offe a
means t approximate this nowmenal ralmoffecdom

Atempts to improve this “Kantian” soutin, which, amongst othe things o

implies an realms

and hence an inability 0 comprehend how freedom can even begin (0 manifestiself in
the phenomenal realm, were made by a number of his followers, most notably Fichte,

chelling, and the ohe by, th f

break from this Kantian methodology came with the manner in which Marx “turned
Hegel on his bead." concluding that it was ot th realm of thought hat held precedence
over the physical worl, bt adhe that hought was ony & eflction of developments,
requirements and, most importanly social relaions i the physical workl. Beginning
‘with the physical and man's elationship o mature, Mar conceives of  pracicl,social

IS noe 4 Chaper 1 It s ineresing (o o that his i, n vy s

ool s oo of st cmpie v e sl of

rejction of the a priori knowledge that Leibniz's rationalism argued for,

reprraion of Hese which e  liminly b on e peranes ot (et

o prior Kaowkige plays i Ko s miaphyaies Howeve, cmpiiism ks e socal
of Marx's materiaism.



ontological primacy ther than the rarional, non-

conceived of throughout much, ifnot all ofthe history of philosophy. Arendt’ poliical
philosophy roote in the via aciva s also  rejecion ofthis ontology of reason’, an
ontology that, she argues, has manifesied itself throughout philosophy as the
diametsicaly opposit vita contemplariva. Yet although Arende's philosophy is ooted in
the physical “world of appearances', she also rejects the idea that freedom should be
rooted n the physical nature of the world eI, Instad, she maintains tht reedom is

ultimately o orld,

which “can result in an end product only on condition that its own authentic, non-
tangible, and always uterly fragile meaning is destroyed." In other words, the problem
of necessity that led to Hume conclusions and held such importance for Kant and the
idealists s not “solved' in the sense that an improved or alternative means by which

Instead

issue is merely theoretical, and its importance should be usurped by the question of
Jreedom from constraint by establishing human ontology as being primarily a question of
praciice of what can and should be done within the physical world, nd how this physical
world should be interpreted, rather than worrying about metaphysical questions of the
‘mature and ontological facets of hough and reason.

Ultmately, it should not be surprising that the methodological approaches taken

by Marx and Arendt contain similaritis, not least because large parts of The Human

“Arendt, The Human Condition, 196.



‘Condition (e, the chaptr on “labour”) have been writen as a critcalresponse 0 Mars.

pre-socal stae, as
the socal contracttheorists did o fom theistic orhistoriclly bissed chiracterization
o the world bu insiad consider what distingaishes the capabiles of human beings
from those of other animal spcics. In both cases,ther focus s on examining the
iference between the extenalized actvity of humans and that of animals: the

exteralization of human capabilities and in the form of material production and the

o por

Mar whilt Arend gives pr politcsl ips h

and action. Alihough some of the things that humans do are also done by animals—for

example most

er animals build sheltes, and many, from lions to bees and ant, aso

have hierarchical and often highly complex social Mar and Arendt

‘maintains that humans are able to transcend the natural restrictions that limit other

“E.g. the chapter opens: “In the folowing chaptr, Karl Marx will be criicized
o it bomoving fom the great vesth o Marsi s and insghts hove decided t0
become professianal anti-Marxiss” (bid., 79)

“Seep. 8.

‘Mm iz the curentsvaion s Hliory must .. sbwaysbe writen
sandard the el poduction o e seems (0 b primenl
hmm‘ ety o) 1 5 s e e B, s
xiovtemesii, Wil this o elationof man 1 are \icxcludod from history and
Hencethe antite
iy hve comseqenty ol pan s 0 e iyt o s of e
1 Stes, eligious nd ll st ofteoretial sugals o T pankcata et
historical ¢ 1 10 share the llusion of that epoch” (Karl Mars, “The German
ikalogy." m T Mo Engels Reade . Robr ¢ Toeker, 20 ed. INew Yorks WV
& Co, Inc., 1978), 165).




animals. In addition, Marx and Arendt strongly underline the importance of the

‘multipiity of humaniy (.. the fundamental role that the “other” plays) in esiablishing
thei ontologies* OF course, the differnce between the two i clear: Marx gives
prcedence t0 labour, and, ranstvely,to what e trms ‘labour-power” and the soio-
economic rlaions that it implics and, whil noting the impartance of political
emancipation as an “important step.” he criticizes politics as 4 tool for bourgeois
intrests. In conrast, Arends sees that “abour” i imperstie fo surviva, but mintains

that it does not provide any ontological meaning with regard to “humanncss”, She instead

and higher forms of
i animals, should define humans ontologicaly.

Although I have limited my focus to providing, amongst other things, a critcal
‘summary of the role that  pracical ontology plays in the politica theories of Marx and.
Arendt and the manner in which they conceive of freedom, a primary motivation for
choosing the topic in question s to give credence to the critcal obscrvation of Arendt's
mentioned in Chapter 1, namely that “the practical has in many respects bec relegated

<0 may i in i g o e Arnd kot il view of e
ol eliion should play in ntology. .5 Mans notes: “What prevails i the olled

s st 1 1ok b allnaio. Th orly ma whe ot K
oy e o o mon 5 eligous being asocaid with

heaven and with God (Mar, On the Jewish Question, 38); while Arendt observes that
+the unpoiica. on-public charate of the Chrisan community wa ealy defincd in
the der bﬂdy

these
nonpoliicaland ven anipolcal (Arend, The Human Condiion 53 Noe tht M:
atacks religion because of is alienating nature, while Arendt attacks it due 1 its non-
politicalant-politcal ature.

Here, of course, | mean Arendt’s defintion of abour. See, .g. the Appendix




o the categories of *jobs’ andor ‘hobbies’, whilt “poliies” has, at present, been reduced
1o the administraive and bureaucratic practice of governance.* Indeed, even one of the

greatest proponents of Western liberty, John Stuart Mill, decried the lack of individual

People more happily stuated [than those, like royalty, who largely expect
d

not whally unused o be set right when they are wrong, place the same

i s ol i ey ol sl B s b
e Mvunl'nk nce in oy udgent, dosshe nsunlly
s, on th ifalli the world" in general.
v th ol o s nidul, s . o of  with i he
‘comes in contact; his pary, his sect, his church, his class o society.”

Reversing this trend of passiviy is evidently crucial (o upholding the plurality of
humanity that Arendt places so much importance on: if everybody only relies on the

opinions that others share,then there are no different toris, since thee is not one who.

which Alack

of different sories, in turn, means no one is strving for their immortality, and hence,

acconding (o Arends, these individuals are not “ontologically human’ but rather, “content

with yield them, N

Moreover, not only does politcal apathy stifle Arendt’s program of political

Sec ot 1, Chapr . Save Zie, o e Bk et e
12 post o’ I o e o ‘pos ol s progessively
replaced by ex ‘dministraton” (Slave) sk Th Paallas View, Cambride:
N s, 2008, 370,

“John Stuart Mill, On Liberty, eds. David Bromwi eorge Kateb, with
casys b John Bthke i, e Fa, R A e ey b how
n: Yale University Press, 2003),

Sece note 50, Chapter 11



action through a lack of differnt stries and opinions,

is also problematic with regard
o the Marxian project, especally the manner in which Marx calls on the workers of the

world to production by wer the control

of the proletaria. If no one will chllenge the status quo, or, equivalently, if o one will

. 10 such

revolution can take place. Indeed, although Mars dismisses poli

as being biased
towards the interests of bourgeois property owners, one must recal that he very clearly
declares that political emancipation “represents a great progress” since it s “the final

form of human emancipation within the framework of the prevailing social order.” I is

within the existing social order that individuals must act f they are to sow the seeds of
the revolution that wil eventually overthrow the current (bourgeos-ruled, Marx would

argue) socio-political status quo.

reality has litte o do with what 1 have said thus far about the importance of ontology in
poliicaltheory, a lack of political conviction may be, in part, due 10 a lack of practical

ontological convietion: if there is no concrete justifiction for acting, there s lss of an

impetus to act. As was discussed regarding the polii

I theories of Marx and Arendt, a
concrete ontological foundation was imperativ o the development of their respecive
conceptions of frecdom, and, in addition, provided justification s to why such a

conception of freedom should be pursued. Moreover, these ontologies provided a bresk.




ability 10 reason, i rather bound up in our ability to act. A eriticism of modern politics
and a reason wh there is growing apathy towards politieal invalvement may be that it is
more concerned with enacting policies —which ae justified by ambiguous phrases like.

“for the good of the people” or “for freedom’ or*for democracy’ —than

with creating
‘an active socio-political community that genuinely strves toward some form of concrete

vision. Indeed, there is arguably very lite theoretical discussion that goes on in modern

magnitude
of ontological argaments —to justify a given conception of such ideals s “frcedom’ and
“equality; they exist almost as mere buzzwords that ough 10 be tlked about andlor
offeed, but thir precise meaning remains arbiguous.

“There can be ltle doubt that  very srong, form of objection tht can be made

against any poliical theory is that which asks: “why should | take up this cause?” If one

» one’s very human being to do

So, and can provide ample justification for this declaration, it would not be out of the

question to think that more individuals would be willing to become more politically

active by taking up such a cause. Since it is ofien the case that many

isms —especially those of a socio-political nature, given that the realization andior

litical ideology can h how one.

lives one’s life—are wholly negative (i.e. purely deleterious and dismissive rather than

construcive), ©
political apathy andior antipathy: th inability to ground any politcal vision whatsoever

i fundamental ideology that appeals to one’s very nature as a human being may lead



one to dismiss all political policies or theories as merely arbitray. In addition, such

policies may be regarded their primary g«

Hidden uleior motives that are solely i the ineretof a e andior may o aut o be
deimentl o the majoiy:

Ihave focused on the philsophies of M and Arendt precisely because of the
actve o that thei respective onologis ake,and the manner in which they are in
contast 10 the tratments of human ontology throughout much of the history of
philosaphy tha focus on thought and reason; and the manner in which tis “radical
conception of ontology transhate 1o an cqually radical departure from raditionsl
conceptions of polica fecdom. I this sense, within my thesis i also an atempt (0
jusity the impertance of ontology (and thus a “grounding of practical philsophy in
mctaphyscs, as Kantaccords) s 4 means towards developing thoretical rigour within

political thory.
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ARENDT ON LABOUR AND MARX ON FREEDOM

Thevaghoot the two main chapters. | fave scatiered various references 1o Areadt’s

“Iabour” Here 1

and show Bow, ey

improperly handle Marx's oatology of ‘sbour. yet, on the other hand. they imply the
‘s own thought.
I 8 lecture delivered by Arendt in 1964, she declares it is obvious that labor is

an activity which corresponds to the biclogical processes of the body, that it is, s the
young Marx said, the metabolism between man and nature or the hurman mode of this

metabolism i 1 this

of M

then it docs indeed make for a ather pecliar assessment of Marx's notion of

freedom, for Arendyis corrct in cting tht for Mar *the realm of frecdom begins only

W i that Arend's action, though
Iotatd in par by Macc's theory. i conplely adepndemly o . T e i
Arend's views of Marx are incorrect (vhich | argue they are). this should

fromthe merits of her own thoey. Inded, i nsurgencie, Negs.
Marxis", maintains: it is xactly on this poia, the adical fundamentaliy of political
being, that Arendt is strongest. Constituent power, insofar a it constitutes the politcal

room or
resistance; it s not selfish but supreme'y generous; it is not need but desire” (Negri,
Insurgencies: Constituent Power and the Modern State. tr. Mautizia Boscagl
[Minnesots: U of Minaesota Press, 1999).15).

*Asends, “Labor, Work. Action.” i The Portable Hannak Arends, 170.



Where lbor determined through want’ and the immediacy of ‘physical needs”ends,”and
et concludes from his that “this mancipation, s we Know now, 0 the extent that i is
possble at al, occurs not by poliial emancipaton—the cqualiy of al lasses of the
citzenry—but through technology:™ On the surfuce, it scems that the ony plavsible
understanding oftis i tha it eads one t iterret Marxs noion of freedom s merely
emanciparion from .5 primary industy such s frming, tc.,yet she goes even frther

than this,for in “Emancipation from labor,in Marx's

own ty. and this would
from consumption as well, that i, from the metabolism with nature which is the very

life™: avery decd!

“The proble Largs a the nd

her “mistaking’ Nature (Mars) for natur: if one goes back to the presentation of Marx's

notion of labour in the fist chapt diatly, nammel

hata onological proces i misiaken foran entiely hysiological one.” For example if
it true that labour can be characterized through “acting on the external world and
changing " ascited in Chapte 1, Arndt would fead s t the peculir conclusio that
the only manne in which the workd i changed through labour i i negarve manne by

Mhid, 171,

“Avendt, The Human Condion, 131

“One way to bring hisino a metaphysical conext would be (0 ook a it i the
nguage of dialecticism: i one substutes “synhesis for ‘meabolisy’, one could
conexaine abour s wha el e ed by he nsgonistc ey

and ‘mentioned in Chapter 1, Marx notes “Neither nature.
himcirly o e sttty n iy v s orm Sdsqu 1 ths o
P.33).




Ve, according to Mar. “heat the

same time changes his own nature,” and to conclude that humankind moves forward

insofar as nature mutual i

man and nature. Morcover, her idea that Marx's aim s that consumpion be subsumed is

ags y Chapter 1 wherein
itis evident tha the only thing that may be physiological s necessary labour, and that
when this is minimized, labour as a creative and critical process can flourish. This

assessment is upheld by Richard Wolin, who argues for a similar ontological

s conception of | E
o something akin to the ‘dreary collective of mass society" alluded to at the end of
Chapter 1. This includes her claims of a certain *normalization” process through th rise

' claim in The Human

 the realm of the social, which maintains “a kind of ‘colletive housekeeping'; the
collective of families economically organized into the facsimile of one super-human
family is what we call *society,” nd ts political form is the “nation, ™ Richard Wolin

responds:

Mising i i oyl of e sl s Mare's i, youltl desrpionof
activity
D b kg e i Ao ity Whats o e
ontological tradition denies that self-fulfillment through praxis can ever be
achieved by ‘the many," the Hegelian Marxist radition refuses o rest content

See p. 48,

"Richard Wolin, Heidegger's Children: Hannah Arends, Karl Livwith, Hans
.64,




decd, it lea from Woln's view that Arend's isconception hinges o he alare to
fally conceive of Marx' notion oflabou ascreaiv process.

et placing the fault o any “mistkes’ and “misnterprtations” solly at the foot
of Accad i no etirely ustiied. The vry oct that Arends appeals o “the young Marc”

. arguably, the Marc's thought

freedom. “freedom’ differs
from what the *young Marx” originaly had in mind at the time of the Economic and
Philosophic Manuscripts s a point of contention that may contribute to the somewhat

ambiguous treatment of what, recisely,his notion o ‘labour” encompasses, and, futher,

why Arendt i Iabour as an entirely - In The
Philosophical Foundations of Marsism, Louis Dupré begins by echoing Arendt's
“physiological” assessment of abour, then concludes with asimilar criicism, ..+ “In the

decisive stages of man's historical evolution —at the beginning (the mere satsfaction of

exccution depend on a free choice. There cerainly is no place for goals other than the.

social-cconomic necessitis. Freedom s an essential part of Mars’s view of man, but o

atempt

“ Tabor in the Mo Manx

himself calls [economic cooperation] a social form of individualism. To make human




needs as well as individual ones, and this cannot be done on a purely physical basis™

Ho i is entrely that only takes.

“young Marx’ “deterministic”
.8, note 32 of Chapter 1), and also directly contradicts Gould's analysis of Marx’s social

ontology’. In Marx Against Marsism, Loewensicin provides 3 much more robust and

“ freedom]
can inconsistencies be observed, only in the road towards it. In the Economic and
Philosophic Manuscripts b expected the emancipation from social abour itself, then in
the Grundrisse in the free time reacting back upon production, and finally in volame
three of Capital in a sphere of lfe that arises out of and moves away from the sphere of

production.” He elaborates:

of hard economic labour, Marx hesitated to admit that there separate
i o b 0 et Why? i i Gty St 9 owgh
{hat he e ramof fecdor s detached fom the arpaization ofpeoducton
Man was. i

were wrong), or y
secesuy labour. He did he Inte, Ho belleved he coud ovreome i
discrepancy between the two realms by explaining that the realm of frecdom
ol esom forth oty i s e of ey o 1 bt

ring to L his e lluded to by .

namely the emerging "simple and clumsy natur of the dislectic: “I only proves that the

‘Louis Dupeé, The Philosophical Foundations of Marxism (New York: Harcourt,
Brace &World Inc. 1966), 26.

“lulius Loewenstein, Marx Against Marsism, r. Harry Drost (London: Routledge
& Kegan Paul, 1950), 85,

“Seep. 13



material conditions enable the worker 10 change and estabish the realm of frecdom, not
that it compes him to do so. The inexorablity of the diaectical and historcal laws that

“compel mankind applies only t0 the development of the economic bsse and not to the

lopn Marx development is only &
potental™" Indecd, this treatment of history in terms of potensiality rather than
inevitability i rigourously developed only much lter: for example, by Erst Bloch and

“Front ther

than “far in the future’: “For the unfinished world can be brought t0 an end, and the
process pending in it can be brough (o a resul;.. But not by premature hypostases or
fixed determinations of essence which only block the way.... The real or the essence is
that which does not yet exist, which i in quest of itself i the core of hings, and which is
awaiting its genesis of the trend latency of the process. I is in itself the just-founded,
objectively real hope.”™

‘Thus, one can sce why Arendt’s development of the notion of “labour’ and
subsequent critcism of Marx maintains something of a narmow interpretation of labour.
Arguably, Marx himself did to some extent originally espouse this view himself. I is
anly by considering his more mature thought, especaly that which is found in his
Grundrisse (which, likely not by coincidence, is appealed to by many of the more.
‘modern’ Marxist theorists, such ss Carol Gould, and Antonio Negri, whose Marx

Beyond Mars is based almost entirely on the Grundrisse) that these apparent ‘problems”

can be dealt wi ' ‘mistake” s, ultimate
appeals 1o  rather
“bid.

“Bloch, On Karl Marx, 41



merely an “oversight’ or was deliberate in order to maintain her criticisms of Marx is

unimportant. . for the purposes of
reader with a clear explanation of these “anomalies” in the theoretical dynamic between

Manx and Arendt,
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