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ABSTRACT

ARENDT AND MARX ON THE RELATION BETWEEN LABOR AND
FREEDOM

Ugur, Mesude
M.A., Department of Philosophy
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Barig Parkan

December 2014, 78 pages

The aim of this study is to examine the relation between labor and freedom in the
philosophy of Arendt which is in contrast to the relation between labor and
freedom in the philosophy of Marx. My first motivation for comparing the relation
between labor and freedom in the philosophies of Arendt and Marx is to understand
whether labor is a form of slavery or freedom. And secondly, | try to understand
whether Arendt’s conception of freedom which opposes freedom to labor, thereby
excluding the relation between freedom and labor, and reduces freedom to “acting

politically in the public sphere” is sufficient to understand freedom.

In doing so, | question and critically assess the rigid ontological distinctions that
Arendt makes between labor, work, and action as well as between the private and
political spheres. As my exposition of Arendt’s book The Human Condition in my
thesis will make clear, Arendt’s understanding of freedom puts it in strict
opposition to necessity and thus labor. Focusing on Arendt’s criticism of Marx’s
understanding of labor, | argue that labor and work cannot be so clearly separated.
Further, Arendt sees action as the mode of human experience in which freedom is

exercised, and action is dependent on work since it is work creates a world wherein
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action is possible. If we consider that work and action are related and that labor and
work cannot be so strictly separated, we see that Arendt’s strict opposition between

labor and freedom does not work.

Keywords: Arendt, Marx, labor, work, freedom.



0z

ARENDT VE MARX’TA EMEK VE OZGURLUK ILISKISI

Ugur, Mesude
Yiiksek Lisans, Felsefe Bolimu

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Baris Parkan

Aralik 2014, 78 sayfa

Bu ¢alismanin amaci Marx’in felsefesindeki emek ve 6zgiirliik iliskisine tezat olan
Arendt’in felsefesindeki emek ve Ozgiirlik iligkisini incelemektir. Arendt ve
Marx’in felsefelerindeki emek ve Ozgiirliikk iliskisini kiyaslamaktaki temel
motivasyonum emegin bir kolelik mi yoksa 6zgiirliik bigimi mi oldugunu anlamak.
Ve ikincil olarak, Arendt’in 6zgiirliigii emegin karsina koyan, dolayisiyla 6zgiirliik
ve emek arasindaki iliskiyi diglayan ve 6zgiirligli “kamusal alanda politik olarak
eylemeye” indirgeyen Ozgiirliik kavramiin 6zgiirliigii anlamak igin yeterli olup

olmadigini anlamaya ¢aligtyorum.

Bunu yaparken, Arendt’in 6zel ve kamusal alan arasinda yaptig1 ayrimin yani sira
emek, i ve eylem arasinda yaptigi kat1 ontolojik ayrimi sorgulayip elestirel bir
sekilde degerlendiriyorum. Arendt’in I/nsanltk Durumu kitabin1 yorumlamamin
tezimde acikliga kavusturacagi gibi, Arendt’in oOzgiirlik anlayis1 Ozgiirligi
zorunlulukla dolayisiyla da emekle kati bir karsitlik i¢inde konumlandirir.
Arendt’in Marx’in emek anlayisina yaptigi elestiriye odaklanarak emek ve isin bu
kadar keskin bi¢imde ayrigtirllamayacagin1 savunuyorum. Ayrica, Arendt eylemi
Ozgiirliigiin icra edildigi insan deneyimi bi¢imi olarak goriir ve eylem ise baghdir,

¢inkii eylemin miimkiin oldugu bir diinyay1 yaratan istir. Eger is ve eylemin
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birbirleriyle iliskili oldugunu ve emek ve isin bu kadar keskin bi¢imde
ayristirilamayacagini g6z oniinde bulundurursak, Arendt’in emek ve o6zgiirliik

arasinda kurdugu kat1 karsitligin islemedigini goriiriiz.

Anahtar kelimeler: Arendt, Marx, emek, is, 6zgiirliik.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Hannah Arendt is a philosopher of the twentieth century, whose philosophy is
always at the center of discussion and criticism. What makes Arendt’s philosophy
controversial is her claim that the three activities of human being corresponding to
certain modes of existence, at the same time correspond to certain forms of politics.
For Arendt, labor corresponds to slavery, work corresponds to technocracy, and
action corresponds to politics of plurality and freedom. The problematic side of her
theory is that the activity of labor and action (freedom) belong to different realms,
thus precluding each other. However, it is not clear how zoon politikon could
provide for his/her needs without labor.

Arendt is also one of the prominent critics of modernity, so much so that her entire
philosophy can be read as a critique of modernity. It would be a fairly accurate
portrayal of Arendt’s approach to modernity to call her “an archeologist of political
philosophy”. Arendt, while trying to diagnose the modern era and write a
prescription to its endemic diseases, excavates Antiquity, in particular ancient
Greek society. She constitutes her theory of freedom in reference to the philosophy
of Aristotle and his conception of citizenship. Arendt interprets Aristotle in a
prescriptive way, in the sense that she overlooks the negative aspects of Aristotle’s
political philosophy while using his conceptions. To illustrate, she ignores that
Aristotle’s conception of labor corresponds to the affairs of slaves and women or
that Aristotle considers slavery as natural. Arendt can also be described as an
important critic of modernity, institutions of modernity and politics of modernity
which render the “individual” helpless. She focuses on the dark side of modernity
that is claimed to be an era of free, rational and equal individuals in her philosophy
to understand its devastating effects on humanity. This motivation is the reason that
she objects to being called a ‘philosopher’ and wants to be known as a political
theorist who dwells on the facts which humanity faces in the modern era, rather
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than focusing on the problems which the atomistic individual is exposed to.
However, what Arendt does in her studies cannot be considered as only political
theory; it is obvious that to conceptualize and discuss the issues of humanity or the
individual deeply instead of studying them as empirical facts makes Arendt’s
studies part of political philosophy.

The name of her major work “The Human Condition” is a cue for us to notice her
motive to grasp the picture of humanity in the modern era. Further, Arendt’s
motivation to locate humanity at the center of her philosophy is also what grounds
her aim to construct a communitarian approach to politics instead of an
individualistic one. But although Arendt tries to construct her theory of freedom on
a communitarian ground, she does not take the individual out of her theories
completely. What she tries to justify is not an absolute communitarian theory of
politics, but a political theory that establishes the public realm for equal individuals
whereby they can manifest their uniqueness by acting politically. In other words,
Arendt’s philosophy is an account of plurality which does not put aside the

individual.

Marx is one of the main philosophers whom Arendt targets when criticizing the
problems of contemporary society. She accuses him of associating freedom with
labor. For Arendt, Marx’s mistake lies in his failure to differentiate between work
and labor. However, what Marx clearly says about labor is that labor forms
consciousness. This does not necessarily mean that labor is the constitutive element
of freedom under all conditions. But, it is the constitutive element of consciousness
regarding of conditions, whether it be free consciousness or alienated
consciousness. This suggests that labor constitutes free consciousness while being
performed freely and alienated labor constitutes alienated consciousness. From
Arendt’s criticism of Marx it can be inferred that Arendt reads Marx’s conception
of labor in terms of her own conception of labor. She considers labor in the

Marxian sense as merely the expenditure of biological energy to survive.

This study aims to focus on Arendt’s remedial view of freedom in

contradistinction to Marx. Arendt constructs her theory of freedom in relation to
2



action and in opposition to labor, because she considers labor as slavery. In
contrast, Marx, who is at the center of her critique, considers labor as a constitutive
element of consciousness, and thus freedom, but it must be stated that what Marx
considers as freedom is labor performed freely. In this sense, throughout my thesis
I will try to answer the question “Is labor a form of slavery or freedom?” by
examining Arendt’s theory of freedom in contrast with that of Marx. Secondly, |
intend to analyze Marx’s idea of freedom which can be defined as self-actualization
through labor. My motivation for understanding freedom in the philosophies of
Arendt and Marx is that they tackle the concept of freedom in the practical realm
and in the communal sense, although their perspectives oppose each other when it

comes to how they make sense of free activity in the practical realm.

In the second chapter of my thesis, | will examine one of the significant
conceptions of Arendt, vita activa in detail. While analyzing this conception, | try
to understand what Arendt means by labor, work and action which she puts in a
hierarchical order. Additionally, I will examine the role of the conception of vita
activa in Arendt’s critique of modernity, the modern individual and modern
society. The types of human activity which constitute vita activa, for Arendt, at
the same time, inform us about the relation between human being and nature and
this situation is related to slavery or freedom, therefore it is worth examining the
relation between human being and nature in any condition of human being that

Arendt mentioned in her book, The Human Condition.

Firstly, in chapter two, | analyze labor and its relation with freedom in the
Arendtian sense. | think it is also significant to analyze labor in order to understand
Arendt’s critique of modernity through her analysis of phenomena such as jobs and
consumption. Moreover, it is necessary to point out whether Arendt’s
comprehension of animal laborans corresponds a group of people or human beings
in the condition of labor to understand both her critique of Marx and the criticisms
directed at her. In the second part of Chapter Two, | will try to interpret the second
type of human activity, work which represents the instrumental life of the human

being. Subsequently, the other concept, homo faber which means human being who
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creates a permanent world by instruments, will be analyzed. Understanding
Arendt’s notion of work, I think, enables us to evaluate Arendt’s central critique of
Marx that he does not differentiate between labor and work. The last part of the
chapter Two includes an examination of action which gives an account of freedom
in the context of natality, speech and deed. While analyzing action, I will try to
manifest the distinction that Arendt makes between whoness and whatness. It
should be emphasized that whoness establishes uniqueness which is a crucial
characteristic of the individual who speaks and acts. I also tackle Arendt’s view of
equality and uniqueness, because her approach to them denotes that Arendt’s

conceptualization of freedom embodies a plural society of unique individuals.

In Chapter three, I will examine Arendt’s differentiation between the private and
public realms since this distinction is the second criterion for freedom, according to
Arendt. For Arendt, the annihilation of the distinction between these two realms is
the annihilation of freedom. If the activities of the private realm spread to the
public realm, then the border between the private and public realms disappears. The
public realm becomes occupied by necessities and policies concerning these
necessities. Arendt calls the annihilation of the distinction between the private and
public realms “the rise of the social”. The social realm is the realm of mass society
where unpredictable human deeds are replaced with predictable conformist
behaviors; thus the rise of the social signifies the end of freedom. One can
understand that the existence of the social realm is overtaking of political activities
by economic ones because economic activities contain a certain regularity and

therefore they are predictable, according to Arendt.

In chapter four, | will try to evaluate critically Arendt’s critique of Marx. In the
first part of this chapter I will examine Marx’s conceptions of labor and freedom in
the framework of the question of how Marx relates freedom to labor. While trying
to answer this question, first of all, I will discuss Marx’s conception of human
nature, because Marx thinks that to labor consciously is an inherent characteristic
of human being as a species being. | will try to understand Marx’s perspective that

bases human nature upon objective powers and labor because these two phenomena
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serve to explain the process of transformation of human nature. While satisfying
his/her needs through his/her labor, the human being changes both his/her inner

nature and the society which s/he lives in.

Further, 1 think it is crucial to clarify the prevailing idea in the works of Marx that
“the base structure determines the superstructure” to assess Arendt’s critique of
Marx that he relates freedom to deterministic activities of human being which are
about necessities. Marx claims that the issue of how the human beings meet their
needs is simultaneously the issue of how they understand reality. In other words,
how human beings produce for their needs determines their consciousness since, as

| have mentioned above, labor is conscious production.

Secondly, I will examine Marx’s notion of freedom. Marx defines freedom as
objective life of human species; that is to say, freedom is the objectification of
one’s subjective reality through conscious activity of species being, namely labor.?
It is this view of freedom held in Marx that Arendt criticizes. However, in Marx’s
view, labor does not necessarily enable freedom. Labor itself should first be free in
order to enable freedom. In contrast, oppressed labor is a kind of bondage rather
than freedom. This distinction indicates another kind of labor -alienated labor-
which results in domination. As labor is a tool of constituting social relations,
alienated labor constitutes alienated and distorted social relations. To evaluate
Arendt’s critique of Marx’s notion of freedom based on labor, I think it is
important to note this distinction between (free) labor and alienated labor that Marx

makes.

The last section of the fourth chapter is about Arendt’s critique to Marx’s
conception of freedom. Arendt’s main objection to Marx is that he does not
differentiate labor and work and he claims that labor creates a world of permanent

things. Secondly, Arendt rejects Marx’s project of freedom which relates freedom

"Marx, K. Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy Retrieved from
http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1850/pol-econ/preface.htm.

2 Marx, K. Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844. Retrieved from
http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1844/manuscripts/preface.htm

5



with economic power for the laborers. Arendt opposes Marx’s idea that laborers
should gain economic power to gain political power. Her opposition can be
interpreted in the sense that Marx annihilates the distinction between the private
and public realm by glorifying the proletarian characteristics of human beings.
Arendt strictly differentiates the realm of economic affairs from the realm of
political affairs and she associates freedom with political affairs. According to
Arendt, human beings as laborers (as animal laborans) cannot emancipate
themselves; they merely create policies regarding production and consumption.
Labor is the activity of needs of consumption, thus it is not possible to create a
permanent world a truly political world through labor as Marx claims.

To sum up, I think contrasting Arendt’s philosophy of freedom which excludes
labor with that of Marx’s which puts labor at the heart of theoretical discussion

guides us on the road to freedom.



CHAPTER I

ARENDT’S CONCEPTION OF VITA ACTIVA

2.1. Vita Activa

Arendt establishes her political philosophy by combining two techniques. First, she
refers to the past, particularly antiquity, and secondly she engages in conceptual
analysis by making distinctions between certain fundamental conceptions. It is
undeniable that all of Arendt’s conceptions directly or indirectly refer to Antiquity.
For the sake of example, Arendt’s basic conceptions such as action and freedom
stem from the idea of citizenship in ancient Greece. Likewise, Arendt’s notions of
the public realm and the private realm are rooted in two terms of Antiquity,
respectively the polis and the household. A further point is that examining any of
Arendt’s conceptions necessitates having knowledge of other conceptions and
Arendt’s distinction between these concepts. For the sake of clarity, it will be
helpful to give the example that it is not possible to understand the idea of freedom
without understanding the distinction between the concepts of labor and action, and
secondly, it is not possible to understand the distinction between these concepts
without understanding the distinction between the public realm and the private

realm.

To understand the concept of freedom in Arendt’s philosophy, first of all, Arendt’s
conception of vita activa should be examined since this conception offers two
explanations of what freedom is and what freedom is not. To deal with the problem
of freedom, Arendt centers her estimation of freedom on an investigation of
whether the acts of human beings are political or not. When presenting her account
of vita activa, Arendt contrasts two conceptions of freedom. The first, which she
opposes, is the dialectical conception that is associated with Marx and Hegel and
which sees freedom as emerging from a dialectical unity with acts related to
essential necessities and economic interests. The second is a reformulation of the

7



theory of freedom which underlines the possibilities of freedom in contrast to the
idea which looks for these possibilities within ending interaction with material

necessities—i.e, labor.

In her book The Human Condition, Arendt differentiates between vita
contemplativa and vita activa and she uses the term ‘vita activa’ to denote the
active side of human experience. Referring to this differentiation, the very nature of
the human condition is such that the contemplative side of life is always dependent
on the active side.® The comptemplative side is dependent on labor, which refers to
the production of necessities to maintain biological life; it is dependent on work
which refers to the creation of an artificial world which human being lives in; and
it is dependent on action, which refers to the political organization of human beings
through which they live together.* However, according to Arendt, when vita activa
loses its original political meaning after the collapse of the polis, contemplation
remains as the unique way of free life. Arendt claims that after the collapse of the
polis, philosophers begin to conceive of freedom as freedom from political action

in contrast to ancient definition of freedom as freedom from the necessities of life.

The basic theoretical premise behind Arendt’s notion of vita activa is that it is
crucial to differentiate three main activities of human being in order to decide
whether they are political activities or nonpolitical ones because, being political or
not is a criterion of classifying human activities in relation to freedom. In her
article “Freedom and Wordliness in the Thought of Hannah Arendt”, Kateb underlines
the importance of this relationship as follows: “Freedom exists only when men

engage in political action.”

The notion of vita activa also plays an important role in Arendt’s account of

totalitarianism as it is developed to shed light on which activity transforms human

*Baehr, P (ed.), The Portable Hannah Arendt, p. 167
*Ibid, p. 167
*Kateb, G. “Freedom and Wordliness in the Thought of Hannah Arendt”, p. 142
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being into a mass man and society into mass society. In Hannah Arendt: A
Reinterpretation of Her Political Thought, Margaret Canovan regards these
premises as the basis of Arendt’s criticism of Marx in the general sense that he
does not make a differentiation between the activities of human being and
subsequently he bases his theory of freedom upon the economic activities of human

being which lead to a totalitarian society dominated by slavery to essential needs.

Briefly, Arendt’s differentiation of activities of human being aims to construct the
groundwork of her theory of freedom. She makes hierarchical distinctions between
three types of activity within the experiences of human being. These experiences of

human being are labor, work and action.
2.1.1. Labor, Work and Action

Arendt’s conception of vita activa, mentioned above, is at the same time a
hierarchical framework of stages characterizing the animalistic condition and the
humanistic one. Arendt identifies the animalistic condition as being dependent on
nature and the humanistic one as being independent of and free from nature. In this
regard, the three types of human activity -labor, work and action- are characterized

as animalistic and humanistic.

Each of these three experiences of human being corresponds to one of the human
conditions: labor to biological life, work to worldliness, and action to plurality
(Arendt, 1998. 7).

2.1.1.1. Labor

In this section the discussion will point out the notion of labor and Arendt’s
analysis of the notion of labor.

Labor is a prominent conception discussed in social and political philosophy
because it is a phenomenon that has an effect on almost all social and political
facts. On the surface, it can be said that all struggles, in particular the struggle for
freedom, are ultimately grounded on the struggle circulating around labor, for this

reason, most political philosophers tackle the phenomenon of freedom in relation to

9



labor. Although the relation between labor and freedom is pivotal in social and
political thought, philosophers have two sharply opposed approaches regarding
whether labor is a form of freedom or slavery. Although many philosophers write
about labor, here I will focus on the philosophers whose writings about labor

constitute a ground for Arendt’s theory of labor.

The discussion of labor in philosophy began within ancient philosophy and this
discussion about labor in ancient philosophy basically focused on division of labor®
in parallel to the structure of ancient Greek society where a crude division of labor
can be seen. In ancient Greek society, there was a sharp distinction between the
activities of the household and those of the polis and between the members of the
household and the polis. Noticeably, those were a member of the household and at
the bottom of the hierarchical organization of society, namely women and slaves,
were not allowed to concern themselves with acts of the polis and those who were
admitted as members of the polis did not subject themselves to the acts of the
household.

One of the ancient philosophers writing about labor that | want to pay attention to
is Plato, because Plato’s approach to labor has influenced Arendt’s criticism of
labor. Plato, in his book titled The Republic, which is about the ideal society/state,
addresses labor in association with need and sees division of labor as necessary to
live together in an ideal society. In the context of the correlation between labor and
needs Plato states that “The origin of a city lies, I think, in the fact that we are not,

any of us, self-sufficient; we have all sorts of needs.””

And Plato defines the city on the framework of division of labor as follows:

Different individuals, then, forms associations with one person to meet one
need, and with another person to meet a different need. With this variety of

®Although the term division of labor is used for industrialized society and it means professional
specialization of tasks of cooperating workers, | used this term for antique society where a division
of roles was seen and can be interpreted as a primitive division of labor.

" Plato, The Republic, p. 51
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wants they may collect a number partners and allies into one place of
habitation, and to this joint we give the name city’ don’t we?®

Plato constructs his ideal society/state in which citizens meet all their needs based
on a division of labor, locates everybody in a deterministic position to construct an
ideal state. Located in a certain position, everybody supplies for clearly defined
necessities of society. Arendt rejects such kind of a deterministic political
organization and action. For Arendt, such strictly determined activities contradict

freedom which includes the characteristic of unpredictability.

The second philosopher whom Arendt refers to in her theory of labor is Aristotle.
Arendt traces Aristotle’s differentiation of three ways of life and his notion of
freedom while she is making her differentiation between three experiences of
human being and building her theory of freedom. Aristotle differentiated human
activities as political and nonpolitical. Political activities were performed in the
polis while nonpolitical, namely economic activities were performed in the
household. He considered political activities as the activities of free citizens and
nonpolitical ones as the activities of the members of the household who would not
be citizens. Arendt, similar to Aristotle, thinks that free human being is wo/man
who liberates himself/herself from the activities related to needs and acts

politically.

Aristotle, in his book Politics, makes a differentiation between the household and

the state and also between the members of household as slaves and free men:

The parts of household management correspond to the persons who
compose the household, and a complete household consists of slaves and
freemen. Now we should begin by examining everything in its fewest
possible elements; and the first and fewest possible parts of a family are
master and slave, husband and wife, father and children.’

And he defines the state as follows:

® Ibid.
® Aristotle, The Politics, Book |
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...since the nature of a state is to be plurality, and in tending to greater
unity, from being a state, it becomes a family, and from being a family, an
individual; for the family may be said to be more one than the state, and the
individual than the family.™

And he adds that “Again, a state is not made up only of so many men, but of

different kinds of men; for similars do not constitute a state.” (p.31)

It is worth noting that Arendt borrows the conception of the household and that of
plurality in the context of politics from Aristotle. Labor, for Arendt, is one of the
necessary conditions of humanity as other conditions of the tripartite of human
being’s activity. However, Arendt locates labor at the bottom in her hierarchical

definition of the human condition.

Labor is about the necessities of the biological life of human beings. In other
words, in the activity of labor, human being produces only for his/her primary,
namely vital needs which maintain her/his biological life. Labor is the means of
producing the essential necessities of the body in the life process. According to
Arendt, the life process which is the progress of generation and decay is circular,
similarly the activity of laboring through which biological life is reproduced,
pursues the cycle of life (Arendt, 2000, 170) and the circularity of bodily functions.
Thus the activity of labor is lifelong and repetitive. Furthermore, Arendt relates
labor to toil and trouble™ and this toil only ceases at the end of life because labor is
the activity that endures throughout life. Relating labor to toil, trouble and
necessities, Arendt reduces labor to the condition of the animal. For Arendt, labor
is the burden of life. As a type of activity that is the exact opposite of action which
vindicates the human condition constituting a ground for freedom, labor denies the
above-mentioned human condition. Life in the condition of labor, according to
Arendt, is far removed from humanistic life in the sense that humanity as animal
laborans is the slave of necessities and consumption, however reasonable human

life is constructed on freedom which labor is opposed to. Although labor is related

" Ibid.
1 Baehr, P., (ed.) The Portable Hannah Arendt, p. 171
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to toil and trouble, it can also involve happiness; however this happiness is futile as
labor itself, since it produces nothing permanent but it reproduces the process of
labor. Happiness that arises from labor is the state of resting after toiling, since this
happiness is in the cycle with toiling as well the cycle of labor with consumption. It
does not produce anything but the process of labor itself. In this sense, Arendt
defines the happiness of labor as follows: “The blessing of labor is that effort and
gratification follow each other as closely as producing and consuming, so that

happiness is a concomitant of the process itself.”

Arendt sees the happiness of labor as an outcome of the cycle of toiling rather than
lasting bliss independent of the process of labor. It must be made clear that such a
blessing is related to an animalistic instinct of being alive in the cycle of labor. In
Arendt’s wording, the cycle of labor and consumption makes the activities of

producing routine.

Based on these ideas a connection can be made between Arendt’s notion of labor
and the phenomenon of job in the modern age. Labor is the activity triggered by the
biological necessities imposed by nature as well as the artificial necessities
imposed by social process.*® Within the life of the modern age, Arendt’s ideas
about the function of labor resembles the function of jobs which modern people
hold for earning a living. Human being in the modern age does any job to satisfy
her/his necessities. Although what are considered necessities in the modern age are
more complicated than merely biological necessities, they nevertheless function in
the same way as biological necessities in that they put human beings inside a never
ending cycle of production and consumption until the end of life, namely death.
What Arendt disdains as labor is the activity of producing for consumption. Martin
Levin tries to clarify Arendt’s approach to labor and its relation to the modern age

as follows:

2 |bid, p. 172
3 M. Canovan, Hannah Arendt: A Reinterpretation of Her Political Thought, p. 127
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What Arendt is identifying here is all activities done in bondage to
necessity, i.e., performed under the compulsion of providing the necessities
of life. All such activities Arendt calls laboring. What is unique about the
modern age, according to Arendt, is that mere life has itself been elevated to
the highest good and consequently, laboring which sustains that life has
become dominant activity.'*

And he adds: “What are essentially household or private activities (laboring) in

Arendt’s terminology, have taken over the public realm.” (1979, p.524).

Arendt’s objection to labor is not merely about the laborer; rather it is about all
those having a lifestyle that consists of laboring and consuming. In this respect,
from an Arendtian perspective, in the modern era it is not only the laborers but also
white-collar are in the repetitive cycle of production and consumption. For Arendt,
this is the triumph of labor and the laborer in the modern age. The mentality of the
activity of labor causes even those jobs which are forms of intellectual production
to become cyclical and routine activity to earn money and maintain life. The point
stressed here is that all activities of human being are imprisoned into the cycle of
producing and consuming in the condition of labor. For Arendt, free man should
be independent of the necessities which cause toil and trouble because freedom

means liberating oneself from the burden of life.

The products of labor are consumption oriented products. Arendt considers that the
products of labor are means of consumption, they are not durable. About the
products of labor, Arendt says: “Although they are man-made, they come and go,
are produced and consumed, in accordance with the ever-recurrent cyclical
movement of nature.”” Citing Locke’s theory of labor, Arendt states that the
products of labor, namely goods for consumption, are of short duration and if they
are not consumed, they will decay.™® For Arendt, laboring and consuming function

cooperatively to produce biological life. According to Arendt, labor which

 Martin, L. “On Animal Laborans and Homo Politikon in Hannah Arendt: A Note”, p. 524
1> Arendt, H. The Human Condition, p. 96

16 Baehr, P., (ed) The Portable Hannah Arendt, p. 171
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produces merely for biological life is unproductive. In this sense, for Arendt,

productivity means producing something permanent.

Moreover, Arendt sees human beings in the condition of labor as animal laborans.
Human being as a laborer produces merely to survive. With reference to the very
nature of animal laborans, Kateb, quoting from Arendt directly, says that “animal
laborans lives only to die.”*” And he adds “...he turns everything, including what is
meant to last, into the stuff of consumption. He devours the world; time devours
him.”*®

The aim to only survive is animalistic rather than humanistic. Arendt, in parallel
with antiquity, thinks that labor is the situation of enslavement to necessities and
this enslavement is innate in the condition of human life.'® Being enslaved by the
necessities of life, in particular biological life, human being in the condition of
labor, namely animal laborans is not a free wo/man, rather s/he is slave (of

necessities).

Buckler, referring to Arendt, claims that Arendt sees the existence of human being
at the level of labor as worldless and herd- like.?’ The world, according to Arendt,
is different from the earth in sense that the world gains the characteristic of
durability through the products of work, whereas the earth is given environment.
The human being tries to overcome worldlessness through the activity of work. The
world does not only have the characteristic of permanency, it also enables the
human being to strive for immortality by leaving behind something that can outlive
his/her death. By creating a permanent home for human beings, work creates the

world and a space for political activities to be performed. In this context,

" Kateb, G. “Freedom and Wordliness in the Thought of Hannah Arendt”, p. 144
*® Ibid

9 Arendt, H. The Human Condition, p. 83

25, Buckler, Hannah Arendt and Political Theory, p. 87
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worldliness as overcoming wordlessness of labor is a prominent characteristic of

work, which will be further discussed in the next section.

Thus, Arendt’s critique of labor should be read as a critique of modernity in the
sense of the destruction of the human world by the domination of economic
necessities. In the condition of labor, the human being becomes a prisoner of the
act of consumption and subsequently s/he losses the world. Producing the products
which lack of durability, the animal laborans cannot yield something permanent,

consequently s/he lives worldless life. It is the earth that human beings live in.

According to Arendt, labor is a road to mass society and subsequently to
totalitarianism. Although Arendt’s concept of mass society is discussed in the next
chapter, |1 believe that the correlation between labor and mass society should be
mentioned here understand Arendt’s criticism of labor. As a consequence of
economic activity, namely labor, people exhibit a banal behavior with a tendency
of behaving automatically. On the contrary, in the case of political activity people

act instead of behaving.
2.1.1.2. Work

The second kind of human experience (activity) is work. In a basic sense, work is
the activity of fabrication, the fabrication of an artificial world. In other words, the
activity of work is the activity of creating an artificial world consisting of durable
things. According to Arendt, the work of our hands is different from the labor of
our body in the sense that through work the lasting things constituting the world we
live in are produced. The process of work consists of two categories as means and
ends. “Work’ refers to both an end and a means in this process. It is an end because
the process of work aims at and ends with the product. And as a process, work is a

means to produce this end.

The products of work, according to Arendt, are permanent products, since they are
not for consumption but for use. However, this permanent product does not enable
the creation of an artificial world of absolute durability because it is created for use.

In this context, Arendt says: “The durability of human artifice is not absolute; the
16



use we make of it even though we do not consume it, uses it up.”?* Through using
things, the products of work do not perish; but what perishes by use is durability,
therefore the artificial world created is not absolutely durable (Arendt, 1998, p.
137). If the products of work are not used, the will return to the natural process
from which they come (Arendt, 1998, p. 136). Moreover, the products of work give
the world stability and solidity, since they are, in contrast to the products of labor,
permanent things. For Arendt, this durability of the things gives things objectivity,
namely the relative independency from their users for a while. These permanent
things create the material objectivity of the world. Human beings, in accordance
with her/his endless needs, can consume and annihilate all the products of labor,

whereas they cannot consume and annihilate the products of work.

Furthermore, Arendt defines the human being in the condition of work as homo
faber. Arendt, referring to Benjamin Franklin, defines wo/man in the condition of
work, namely homo faber, as a “tool-maker”?. The underlying point is that homo
faber as tool-maker puts a distance between her/himself as s/he creates a world

distinct from the earth.

Human being as homo faber does not produce merely the physical world, s/he also
produces the social and cultural world. In this respect, human being as homo faber
produces something permanent intentionally. Producing intentionally and
producing durable things are significant differentiations between animal laborans
and homo faber, as producing something durable intentionally enables homo faber
to overcome the condition of worldlessness that animal laborans cannot surpass.
This distinction puts the experience of work in a higher rank than the experience of
labor. By the same token, creating an artificial world and overcoming the condition

of worldlessness makes human being free from nature®,

2! Arendt, H. The Human Condition, p. 136.
22 Arendt, H. The Human Condition, p.144

% The state of being free from nature does not mean freedom in Arendtian sense, therefore | prefer
the expression of independent from nature instead of free from nature.
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Although the experience of work makes human being independent from nature, it is
not freedom because it is instrumental. That is to say, in the experience of work,
human being creates because of her/his intentions and goals, therefore the activity
remains instrumental. Determined by her/his intentions and goals, the experience of

work is far from freedom.

Additionally, homo faber destroys nature to create something permanent. To
illustrate, s/he damages a tree to obtain wood and subsequently table. As a result of
the action of destroying nature, homo faber becomes master of nature. The activity
of work is different from the activity of labor, in the sense that in the activity of
labor human being as animal laborans is dependent on nature to supply for her/his
essential necessities and is therefore a servant of nature. In the activity of work, on
the other hand, human being as homo faber is independent of nature, because s/he
uses nature to create an artificial and permanent world where s/he controls the

stability of her/his life and nature, therefore s/he becomes master of nature.

Another reason that Arendt locates work on a higher scale in the hierarchy than
labor is the repetitive character of labor. Although in the process of labor producing
should be repetitive to maintain the life cycle, in the activity of work the process of
producing finishes when the thing is produced, since the thing as product of work is
permanent, not consumable. Once again, this repetitive characterization of labor
makes labor different from work. The activity of work has a definite beginning and
an end, whereas labor as a cyclical process of biological life has neither a
beginning nor an end (Arendt, 1998, 143). It also should be clear that the
characterization of work that has a definite beginning and end is unique among the
activities of human beings. Action, the third and highest activity of human being,
has a definite beginning; however it does not have a definite end because in its very

nature it is unpredictable.

The activity of work is differentiated from the activity of labor in the sense that
work has an objective aspect. Labor, as a cyclical process of biological life, is
about subjective needs and wants of human being, however work as a process of

fabrication of things is about the objective aims of human beings (Arendt, 2000, p.
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175). Through work human being creates an objective material world. In other
words, human being produces consumable products to sustain her/his life in the
activity of labor, but s/he produces the tools, instruments and social institutions to

fabricate an artificial world.

However, it may be argued that the use of tools blurs the sharp distinction that
Arendt tries to maintain the distinction between labor and work because, unlike
other animals, the human being uses tools even when laboring for biological
survival. This is a point that Marx would emphatically draw attention to. Arendt is
aware of this objection, but she nevertheless insists on the distinction claiming that
tools function differently in the activities of labor and work. In the case of labor
tools help reproduce labor and consumption. However, in the case of work the aim
of producing and using tools is creating an artificial world of things through which
the life of the human being is stabilized. In other words, animal laborans uses tools
to facilitate his/her process of reproduction of his/her life rather than to construct a
world. On the other hand, homo faber produces and uses tools to create a durable

world.

The distinction between work and labor becomes even more tenuous with the
introduction of machines in the place of tools, because when work is performed
through machines, the means-end distinction which is the main characteristic of the
activity of homo faber breaks down. Arendt is aware of this problem, but she
addresses it as an opportunity to further her point that, with the rise of the social,
we have become a society of laborers as a whole. She observes that with the
introduction of machines, work processes begin to get performed in the mode of

laboring. She writes as follows:

. all tools of workmanship remain the servant of the hand, whereas
machines indeed demand that the laborer should serve them, adjust the
natural rhythm of his body to their mechanical movement. In other words,
even the most refined tool remains a servant unable to guide or replace the
hand; even the most primitive machine guides and ideally replace the
body’s labor.?*

2 Baehr, P., (ed). The Portable Hannah Arendt, p. 176
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In this passage Arendt analyzes the differentiation between labor and work in
context of the relation between the process and machines. According to Arendt, in
the process of labor the laborer becomes labor as a part of machine. Put differently,
the laborer serves to complete the work of the machine. S/he is servant of machine.
However, in respect to the process of work, the condition is the exact opposite. The
machines are servants of the hands of worker. The machines serve to complete the
work of the workers. As a conclusion, in the process of labor the machine has
supremacy over the laborer, but in the process of work the worker has supremacy

over his/her tools and instruments.
2.1.1.3. Action

Once again, neither biological activity of human beings, the domestic form of
activity, nor mechanical activity of human beings, the social form of activity, does
correspond to the meaning of freedom; it is the political activity of human being,

action, which constitutes a ground for freedom.

Action is the third form of experience of human being. Since it is the experience
that enables freedom, it is the highest form of the human condition. Arendt simply
defines action as “to act, to take an initiative and to begin” (Arendt, 1998, p.177).
Put differently, action is the moment of beginning a new thing; a new thing which

did not occur before.

Arendt has invented her own word, ‘natality’, to refer to this beginning for human
being. That is to say, natality is the inception of action whereby the human being
starts something different from the established things. In the condition of natality
human being is the newcomer who begins something new. From an Arendtian
viewpoint, the birth and death of a human being are not simple events; rather they
are related to a world where individuals appear as unique and unrepeatable
entities.?® Arendt sees natality as the principle of freedom. Natality is the condition
in which a new thing is brought into being that is different from everything that

% Arendt, H., The Human Condition, p. 97
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already exists. In this sense, this new thing is unique. In addition, it is

unpredictable.

Additionally, for Arendt, action does not only have this simple definition; it also
has a comprehensive meaning which includes the terms speech and being with the
other. Without these two terms ‘to act’ does not mean freedom. Speech, similar to
action, is a fundamental way of revealing ourselves. In other words, these two
notions give an answer to the question “who are you?" Here, it is important to note
that “whoness”, which refers to distinctiveness, is different from “whatness”. It is
not possible to explain whoness; it is not explicable even to the human being
himself/herself because of every human being’s uniqueness. Nevertheless, it is
possible to distinguish it from whatness. Whatness is about the characteristics of a
human being constructed in social relations. Whatness is the deterministic side of
human being; it refers to the characteristics that human being shares with others
whereas whoness is a person’s distinctive side. For this reason speech and action
are necessary for revealing whoness. Action and speech are deeds through which
human being surpasses whatness. In “Political Freedom and Political Action”
Grafstein characterizes whatness as “the fulfilling of roles, structured relationships

and genetic codings.”?

Through the answer to the question “who are you?”, human being makes himself
visible, exposes his/her activities, his/her intention under them and in what sense
s/he resembles others or differs from others.

In other words, through speech and action we can confirm ourselves. Word and
deed are two means of exhibiting our identity which is common with others and

distinct from others.

In this sense, both action and speech are related to two aspects of human plurality,
namely equality and distinctiveness. Equality refers to the similarity between

human beings which helps them understand each other; contrarily distinctiveness is

% Grafstein, “Political Freedom and Political Action”, p. 467
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the uniqueness which represents “whoness”. Distinctiveness is also the basis of
storytelling. As each human being is unique, the whoness of each person
constitutes a distinct story. There is a reciprocal relation between storytelling and
distinctiveness, which is an important element of constructing reality—objective

reality for human beings....

According to Arendt, with the help of speech, in addition to action, we can appear
to the human world, since we reveal ourselves (1998, p.176). Frazer, citing Arendt,
claims that speech is what makes man a political being.?” In this context, the
conception of politics, in particular being political is inseparable from that of
speech. What differentiates the human being from the animal, namely, what
changes human being's animalistic nature into a humanistic one is speech.
However, speech is more than the physiological ability to speak. In fact, it is a way
of disclosing one’s distinction among equals. Revealing herself/himself through
speech, the human being exhibits her/his distinctiveness, namely her/his
uniqueness. In this respect, Arendt stresses that speech corresponds to the fact of
distinctness and is the actualization of human condition of plurality, that is, of

living as a distinct and a unique being among equals.”28

In addition, Arendt says that “Speech and action reveal this unique distinctness.

Through them, men distinguish themselves instead of merely being distinct.”*

Although speech and action as bases of freedom are in a mutual relationship, the
significance of these two deeds differ in relation to revelation and beginning. In
other words, speech and action contribute to freedom in different ways. Action
contributes to construct freedom and speech contributes to disclose it. As Arendt

says;

"Frazer E., “Hannah Arendt: The Risks of the Public Realm”, p.205
% Arendt, H., The Human Condition, p. 178
# Ibid, p. 176
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This disclosure is who somebody is implicit in both his words and his deeds;
yet obviously the affinity between speech and revelation is much closer than
that between action and revelation, just as the affinity between action and
beginning is closer than that betwe_en speech and beginning(3 although many,
and even most acts, are performed in the manner of speech.
In the light of this quotation, it is obvious that the role of speech is a more
considerable factor than that of action in establishing freedom, in spite of the fact
that action and speech establish freedom in reciprocal relation. Freedom is both
related to beginning a new thing and revealing, but revealing has a significant role
associated with the subject of action. To that extent, Arendt says that in the absence
of speech, action loses not only its characterization of revealing but also its
subject.> An action without speech is no longer an action because there is no
subject who acts in such an action. Losing its subject, namely its whoness, an
action also loses its meaning. This condition of losing meaning distinguishes action
from work in the sense that without a subject an object of work can still be
perceptible, while action is not. The annihilation of whoness is also the annihilation
of the distinctiveness of the human being. Losing their distinctiveness, human
beings perform merely their social roles. That is to say, they do not act rather they
behave.

Besides speech, another term that illuminates action is “being with the other*?

which refers to plurality and the public sphere. | will explain the conceptions of
plurality and the public sphere in the next chapter; however | believe that I should
point out the notion of “being with the other” in this chapter, which includes action,
because it has a significate role in grounding action. Being with others, in its most
general sense, means living together. However, Arendt speaks of being with others
as a hallmark of her theory of action in the sense that the relation between people

who live together is something more than a mere relation. Instead, it consists of the

* Ibid, p. 178
*IArendt, H., The Human Condition, p. 178
%2 Arendt uses the term “other” instead of being with the other.
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words and deeds of people who live together. The underlying point is that Arendt
tries to differentiate being with others in the condition of action from that of the
condition of labor and that of the condition of work. Although both in the condition
of labor and in the condition of work living together is possible as well as in the
condition of action, in the former two conditions living together rests on,
respectively, necessity and instrumentality. There is no doubt that speech and deed,
which serve to constitute action, namely freedom, are not valuable in the absence
of the others, whereas laboring and working do not gain value in reference to others
in the same way. In the condition of labor, the product of laboring has value
because of necessity and the product of work has value because of instrumentality
rather than the presence of others. Action, on the other hand, is the existential
condition which necessitates the presence of the others. Arendt puts this as follows:
“Action, as distinguished from fabrication, is never possible in isolation; to be
isolated is to be deprived of the capacity to act.”® In this remarkable passage,
Arendt dwells on the political aspect of action, and thus a new light on the political
meaning of freedom. For Arendt, freedom is a matter of publicity rather than

individuality. Publicity is the frame that enables freedom.

Further, human being, in the condition of action, is in direct communication with
“the other”. This direct communication does not have a homogeneous character,
but a heterogeneous one, including both conflicts and intentions besides stories. It
is this heterogeneous characteristic of being with others in the activity of action that
lays the foundation of unpredictability. Unpredictability is the result of making
room for the emergence of a self undefined by the categories of society.
Homogeneous interaction turns human beings into predefined patterns in the fabric
of the society. Conversely, heterogeneous interaction contributes to
unpredictability, thus enabling the expression of the uniqueness of each human
being. In the case of unpredictability, it is the faculty of making promises and

keeping promises that constructs regularity in an unpredictable future.

% Arendt, H., The Human Condition, p. 188
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Further, unpredictability makes it possible for action to generate stories. Stories
generated through action, begin as the life story of a newcomer through
togetherness of deed and speech. Every story influences another story, as every
human being affects and is affected by another in interaction with him/her. Stories
also tell about their subjects. Nevertheless, nobody is either the initiator or the
author of her/his life story since birth, as the beginning of life process, takes place
independently of our will and it constructed under interaction with the other. Story
is the way of revealing of himself/herself for human being, according to Arendt. In
other words, story, in particular storytelling is a tool of constructing objective
reality of the subject through remembering, since without remembrance of others
reality remains subjective. Storytelling records events and actions that contribute to
both the reality and the distinctiveness of human beings by reminding us of the

past.

The process that the activity of action carries out is an irreversible process. The
irreversible character of action poses problems in interactions among people. Put
differently, the negative deeds of a human being in the condition of action are
irreversible; there is no remedy for the outcomes of such deeds. Arendt offers the
deed of forgiveness to overcome negative outcome of action, in particular
irreversible characterization of action. Arendt states that the way to handle
irreversibility of action is “the faculty of forgiving”.** For Arendt, the act of
forgiving helps human being amend the negative outcomes of action. The faculty
of forgiving enables the forgiven human being to stay in the condition of action and

pursue the activity of action

Making promises, keeping promises and the faculty of forgiving are the bases of
the Arendtian sense of the social contract. Without keeping promises and forgiving,
the continuance of the unpredictable and irreversible nature of action is not
possible. The faculty of forgiving helps human being overcome the irreversibility

of actions and promising helps human beings to overcome the unpredictability of

% Brenkert, G. G. “Freedom and Private Property in Marx”, p. 237
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action. Promising founds a basis for the maintenance of interaction. The faculty of

forgiving serves to reanimate the communication between people.

We may conclude this section, the section about action, by a quotation from Robert
Grafstein: “Arendt, in short, identifies action with freedom by identifying it with
natality, a new beginning with an unpredictable identity.”® Grafstein also
emphasizes the association between freedom, namely action and the public realm.

To take place, action requires the public realm.

% R. Grafstein, “Political Freedom and Political Action”, p. 467
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CHAPTER 111

THE PUBLIC AND THE PRIVATE REALMS

In this chapter, | focus on the spatial aspect of freedom, the public sphere and that
of slavery, the private and social sphere and the distinctions between them in
Arendt’s political philosophy. The analysis of the hierarchical activities of vita
activa; labor, work and action, makes it necessary to examine the differentiation
between the private and the public spheres, since every activity of vita activa
corresponds to one of the two spheres, namely the private sphere or the public

sphere.

To understand how Arendt connects freedom to the public sphere, first of all, we
may begin with the ideas of freedom which Arendt does not adopt. Arendt’s major
rejection is about Marx’s idea of freedom which rests on a relation with labor.
Arendt’s criticism of Marx’s theory of freedom is the central discussion of the next
chapter thus in this chapter I try to overview Arendt’s criticism of the ideas which

tackle the phenomenon of freedom in an individualistic view.

In the article titled “What is Freedom” in her book Between Past and Future,
Arendt strictly rejects the idea of inner freedom, for inner freedom is irrelevant to
politics (146). Inner freedom, in its most general sense, means avoiding external
coercion. Put differently, it means doing whatever someone wants to do without
being hindered. It is a passive state of “freedom”.* Arendt’s deepest objection to
the idea of inner freedom is that inner freedom does not require anyone else; rather
it necessitates the absence of other people. For this reason Arendt sees inner
freedom as an estrangement in which inner experiences replace outer worldly
experiences. On the other hand, Arendt’s notion of freedom, political freedom,

requires the presence of other people. Political freedom is based on the interaction

% Arendt’s notion of freedom excludes such kind of freedom namely passive form of freedom,
because for Arendt freedom means being active politically within interaction in the public sphere.
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between equals and through this interaction the equals have an opportunity to
exhibit their distinctiveness. As a matter of fact, for Arendt, freedom and its
opposite cannot be understood without the existence of “the other”. To be with
others, the human being needs an environment and this environment is the public
sphere. Arendt’s notion of freedom requires living together in a political
organization in which human beings have an interactive relationship and manifest
their uniqueness through deeds and words. Closely related to this point, inner
freedom does not have the capacity to manifest itself because it lacks word and

deed, and more importantly, the others to be manifested to.

One of the philosophers who sees freedom in an individualistic view is Kant.
According to Kant, freedom is a matter of will, as he distinguishes between pure
and practical reason, and associates freedom with practical reason, which he
defines as the faculty of will. For Kant, freedom is a capability of constructing a
moral law and acting according to this law®’. In this respect, Kant’s notion of
freedom is about the individual. Kant’s account of freedom ignores communal
characteristic of human being and holds that an isolated atomistic individual can
attain freedom. Kant rejects the idea that freedom is about behavior in the empirical
world. For Kant, rather, it is about acting in noumenal world, namely constructing

moral law.

This analysis of freedom, which is based on publicity and plurality, precludes
Kant’s comprehension of freedom as a fact of individuality. In addition, Arendt’s
formulation of the phenomenon of freedom as “acting politically” challenges

Kant’s interpretation of freedom as being independent of experience.

Further, Arendt identifies freedom in sharp contrast with necessity which can be
redefined as freedom from necessity. Arendt’s free wo/man evades the activities
through which s/he supplies for his/her needs. This view of freedom also poses

Arendt’s criticism to Marx in the sense that Marx links freedom with necessities.

%7 Kant, Critique of Practical Reason
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However, Arendt misunderstands Marx’s theory of freedom because Marx, in

contrast to Arendt’s idea, rejects the domination of necessity in human life.
3.1. The Private and Public Realms

Arendt’s differentiation between the public and private spheres is parallel to her
differentiation between political and nonpolitical activities of human being and
subsequently, the condition of freedom and slavery. Arendt’s distinction between
the private sphere and the public sphere constitutes a significant explanation of the
concept of freedom in the Arendtian sense because Arendt thinks that human being
can be free only in the public sphere. Likewise, this distinction presides an

explanation to the question of why the human being is not free in the private realm.

To begin, we first take a brief look at Arendt’s analyses of Antiquity through which

she develops her theory of the distinction between the private and public realms.
3.1.1. The Antiquity

Arendt makes a differentiation between the private sphere and the public sphere in
reference to the distinction between household and the polis in ancient Greek
society which Aristotle examined in his philosophy elaborately.

Aristotle’s political philosophy aims to investigate the nature of the good life in
parallel to his whole philosophy which is an examination of the nature of the
things. Aristotle constructs political organization by separating the household
including the family and the polis referring to the state in a hierarchical form and

he regarded the state as a way of achieving the good life.

For Aristotle, the household and the polis fulfill opposite functions while
completing each other. The function of producing in the realm of necessity is
performed in the household and participation in politics in the realm of freedom
takes place in the polis. In other words, the household is the realm of economy and
the polis is the realm of politics. Aristotle thinks that the family as a part of the
household, in its nature, has to function to provide for the fundamental needs; and

the state, in its nature, has to enable political activities.
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Aristotle’s conception of the household concerns to the unequal relationships such
as the marital relationship between husband and wife, the parental relationship
between father and child and lastly mastership between master and slave. For
Aristotle, these unequal relationships are natural. By nature, wife is subject to her
husband, the child is subject to his/her father and the slave is subject to his master
for the sake of the sustainability of the family, namely the household. Household,
as a realm of necessity, is a necessary condition for the polis, because the free man
of the polis supplies his necessities from the activities of the household, namely
labor. In this sense, family is the mechanism of not only reproducing essential life
in the household but also producing political life in the polis. Without labor of
family the free man of the polis cannot release himself from necessities of life.
Aristotle’s hierarchical distinction begins with the household and households turn
out to villages and the villages turn out to the state. In this section, I just deal with
the household and the polis because the separation between the household and the
polis has a prominent influence on Arendt’s distinction between the private and

public realms. Now let me overview Aristotle’s conception of the polis.

Aristotle’s book titled The Politics, in particular the first book, as mentioned above,
tries to answer the basic question of Aristotle‘s political and ethical philosophy
which is “How does a man achieve good life or happiness?”® Avristotle begins the
first book of The Politics by a remarkable definition of the city as follows “every
state is an association of persons formed with a view to some good

purpose.”®

In this short quotation Aristotle defines the state as a body of people who desire
and try to attain the good life, namely virtuous life. The polis is the environment
that permits the human being to achieve her/his final goal, the good life.

® Aristotle’s ethical philosophy cannot be separated from his political philosophy although they
seem different to each other. His ethical philosophy examines happy life and his political
philosophy examines good life. In fact, Aristotle connects happy life to the good life. For Aristotle,
to achieve happy life is to achieve good life and good life is about being virtuous. A wo/man cannot
have good life without virtue and without good life s/he cannot be happy.

*Aristotle, Politics, p. 25
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Aristotle constructs his theory of the polis with reference to his definition of man as
zoon politikon, in other words political man. For Aristotle, the polis is the
community of political men who rule the city together with a consensus resulting

from communicative deliberation.

Although the polis is composed of the households, it also is opposed to the
household. This establishes a vital problem for us in terms of the relation and
distinction between the polis and the household, which is the question of how an
organization can be opposed to its constituent parts. In other words, how can the
polis be the domain of freedom although it consists of the households which are the
domain of domination? We can establish the problem as: How can the man, the
master of the household, at the same time, be a free man of the polis? To deal with
this problem, Aristotle resorts to essentialism. He thinks that the unequal
relationships of the household are natural and subsequently slavery and property
are also natural. For Aristotle, free man of the polis should have slave and property
in order to have leisure time which is necessary to act freely. Slaves provide for the

needs of the free man of the polis through their labor.

The polis is the instrument of citizenship. Aristotle sees the citizen as a free man of
the state, namely the polis. Aristotle calls the free man of the polis as zoon
politikon. For Aristotle, zoon politikon means “man is a political animal by
nature.”® Man can be free merely as a citizen of the state by acting politically.
Aristotle defines the polis as a way of achieving good life.

Arendt analyzes antiquity in reference to Aristotle. According to Arendt, life in the
ancient world was separated into two realms, namely the private realm and the
public realm. The private realm correlates to life in the household which is related
to basic production of needs of life. In contrast to the private sphere, the public
sphere correlates to the political life of the ancient world which excluded the
activities of the household. The master of the household who did not have to

produce to meet the biological needs of life could participate in the political

“Aristotle, Politics, p. 28
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activities of the polis. However, other members of the household apart from the
master, i.e., slaves and women could not participate in political life. In the ancient
world, according to Arendt, what was related to economic life, in other words, to
producing and consuming for the needs of life was not political, rather it was
economic. The distinctive characteristic of household was that in the household
people lived together under the control of needs, this was a necessary condition of
life, since the maintenance of the species and maintenance of life of the human
beings necessitated togetherness with one another. However, in the public realm
togetherness of people was not related to necessities. On the contrary, it was a
togetherness of free equal individuals. The life in the polis was the realm of
freedom. Political activities were part of the realm of the polis which enabled
people to speak and make decisions about the polis freely. Necessaries were part of
the household which forced people to reproduce essential life in the ancient world,

according to Arendt.

The polis was different from the household in the sense that in the realm of the
polis merely equal people were recognized. In other words, only people who could
participate in the political life of the polis were considered to be equal citizens of
the polis. Contrary to the polis, the household was the center of inequalities. Being
free meant not being under the domination of both other ones and the necessities of
life. Freedom also meant not to dominate anyone else. These two conditions of
freedom explain why there was no freedom in the realm of the household, because
the master of the household dominated over other members of the household and
he was not free; other members of the household, slaves and women, were
dominated by the master of the household therefore they were not free either. The
master of the household became free when he left the household in which there was

no freedom and participated in the political realm in which everybody was free.*!

After this brief overview of Arendt’s analysis of antiquity, | would like to turn to

Arendt’s analysis of the private and public spheres, since an understanding of the

* See Arendt, H., The Human Condition, chapter 2
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differentiations between them is crucial to an understanding of freedom and its

relation to publicity.
3.1.2. The Private Realm and the Public Realm
3.1.2.1. The Private Realm

The private realm, first of all, is the realm of privacy. Life in the private realm in
contrast to that of the public realm, which automatically means plurality, means
isolation from others. This isolation is not necessarily physical although physical
isolation is possible in the realm of privacy. Arendt does not reject the reality that
to live together is a necessary condition for human being as a social being in human
conditions. However, living together which is the necessary outcome of being
social does not differentiate human being from an animal. Arendt, referring to
Aristotle’s conception of zoon politikon, sees human being as a political entity
rather than only a social one. Living together does not necessarily include
interaction. In this respect, the isolation that Arendt points out is political which
means being out of the sight of the public. Meanwhile the human being is not in
sight of the public what s/he does cannot be seen and what s/he speaks cannot be
heard by other members of the public. What s/he does and speaks concerns only
himself/herself (Arendt, 1998, p. 180)

The crucial difference that separates the private realm from the public realm is that

the former deprives the human being from the reality of others. Arendt states that:

To live an entirely private life means, above all, to be deprived of things
essential to a truly human life: to be deprived of the reality that comes from
being seen and heard by others, to be deprived of an “objective” relationship
with them that comes from being related to and separated from them through
the intermediary of a common world of things, to be deprived of the
possibility of achieving something more permanent than life itself.*?

As seen in this quotation, Arendt, noting certain distinctions between the private

realm and the public realm, says that without an objective relation with others

“2 Arendt, H., The Human Condition, p. 58
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which the private realm lacks we cannot attain objective reality. As a matter of fact,
human being has a sense of reality even in the isolation of privacy; however this
reality is subjective, in other words this reality comes from just himself/herself, and
it lacks verification by others. Such subjective reality is an inadequate reality. The
human being as a political entity needs verification of his/her reality through

interactive relationship with others.

The second characteristic of the private realm is that it is the realm of necessity.
Arendt defines the affair of the private realm, labor as biological activity of the
body. It is the activity that is finished after labor and it does not leave a new
product behind. The thing produced in the process of labor is consumed to survive.
The products of the process are annihilated at the end of the labor process. The aim
of the activities in this process is related to necessity. To illustrate, human beings
need to speak or do things for the sake of necessity. Put differently, people speak to
each other and act to satisfy their necessities. In this context, it can be said that, the
basic humanistic characteristics of human being, namely speech and deed, become

instrumental in the process of labor.

The private realm is the arena of the domestic affairs and property. To that extent,
Arendt sees the family as a representative form of the private realm (p. 59). Family
is the first kind of circular life. The aim of life of the family is merely to preserve
and reproduce the biological existence of the members of the family. The
mechanism of family performs its function of reproduction and preservation of its
members in two ways. It fulfills its function of reproduction by procreation and that
of preservation by labor. While analyzing the functions of the family, in the general
household, Arendt, in contrast to Aristotle, who also dwells on the function of
procreation, underestimates this function. She gives weight to its second function,
the function of preservation. The household maintains the presence of its members
through supplying their essential biological needs by laboring. The domestic affairs
of the family provide for the daily needs of the members which sustain essentiality

of family. The mechanism of family does not only supply its members’ biological
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needs but also safety for them. The human being feels secure and safe from the

strangers outside of the family.

The third prominent characteristic of the private is that it is a realm of domination.
Domination in the private realm does not necessarily mean direct domination, but it
can also be indirect domination. It is slavery of necessity. The private realm is the
realm of inequalities, economic affairs, property, and economic interests. In the
realm of economic necessities, interests and affairs; relationships between the
rulers and ruled are reinforced through oppressive social mechanism, including, as

we shall see in section 3.2, conformity.

I may conclude this section as that the key point about Arendt’s conception of the
private realm is that she sees this realm as the realm of subjectivity. For Arendt,
what belongs to the private realm is embraced by subjectivity. In this sense, basic
phenomena of the private realm such as labor, property, consumption are related to

subjectivity.
3.1.2.2. The Public Realm

The public realm, in its basic meaning, refers to being seen and heard by other
people in the publicity (Arendt, 1998, p.50). By this simple definition of the public

realm, Arendt means a space of discursive interaction.

The public realm is the domain of political activities. The man in the private realm
who is the slave of economic affairs and essential necessities turns into a free
citizen of the public realm through action. The people in the public realm are free
and equal citizens. The public realm is the place of citizens who are independent of
economic affairs, in other words, who are not subject to essential needs. The people
in the public realm transcend the relations of submission and domination.
Accordingly, the public realm does not enable merely a social body of people;
rather it creates an arena for political interactive participation. The social

organization of people without interaction of people is not a public realm.
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The public realm is the realm of recognition. Arendt points out the significance of
“the other” in the public realm without which we lack reality. The presence of
others who see what we see and hear what we hear assures us of the reality of the
world and ourselves.*® Arendt argues that being aware of our own reality and of the
reality of the world with the help of others makes the public realm more important
than the private realm, because the private realm is the realm of isolation. However
“the other” is insufficient for freedom in the public realm, since in order to be
recognized by someone else, we should communicate with others, accept or reject
the ideas of others and act with others. In this respect, recognition necessitates
togetherness which means acting, discussing with each other rather than mere
presence of the other. It is clear that, by “the other” Arendt means being in

interaction with the other.

The most prominent characteristic of the public sphere is that it is the realm of
plurality. Plurality is possible in this realm in two manners; first through interaction
and secondly through disclosure of distinctiveness. Through interaction the
wo/men communicate with each other. This communication enables the wo/man to
disclose her/his uniqueness. In this sense, this communication in the public realm is
different from communication in the activities of the private realm. The activities
of labor and work do not necessitate communication. Even if they include
communication, it is an instrumental communication. In these activities the human
beings communicate to provide essential needs, rather than for disclosure of their
distinctiveness. However, in the public realm communication is not an instrument,
the human beings communicate for the sake of interaction and disclosure. Through
disclosure the human being can exhibit his/her “who”ness. The revelation of
whoness is the main characteristic of action in the public realm. About the
interwovenness of plurality and uniqueness Kauner says: “The condition of action
is plurality, and plurality is unique to man. Plurality, as Arendt conceives it,

combines the sameness of the species and the diversity of individuals.”* With the

*% Arendt, H., The Human Condition, p. 50

“ J. Kauner, “Motive and Goal in Hannah Arendt’s Concept of Political Action”, p. 724
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help of acting and speaking, individuals in the public sphere overcome sameness

and show his/her distinctiveness which results in plurality.

The public realm is the common world in which the human being not only liberates
himself/herself from the isolation of the private realm but also escapes from

conformity.

Understanding freedom in relation with action, Arendt locates it in the public
realm. Likewise, Arendt locates labor in the private realm. The location of work is
more complicated since the activity of work does not take place in the public realm,
but its products do. Work makes possible the creation of a public realm which is

necessary for action, but work is in the private realm.*

Characterizing the private realm as a realm of necessity and the public realm as a
realm of freedom, Arendt regards the distinction between these two realms as an

important prerequisite of freedom.

Arendt defines the social realm as the annihilation of the separation between these
two realms which seriously threatens our freedom and humanity, and sees this
annihilation as a crucial defect of modernity. This point will be further elaborated

on at the end of the following section.
3.2. The Rise of the Social

The transition of the activities of the household, namely the private sphere, into the
public sphere results in what Arendt calls “the rise of the social.” The rise of the
social destroys both the private realm, where human being provides her/his
biological needs through labor, and the public realm, where human being achieves

freedom through action and speech.

The rise of the social ruins the realm of intimacy, the private realm as well as the
public realm. The private realm acquires considerable reputation through the rise of

social; however, its nature, being the realm of meeting the essential biological

“® Benhabib, S., The Reluctant Modernism of Hannah Arendt, p. 124
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needs of life, does not change. The social is the realm where dependency on merely
biological life comes into prominence and the activities related to survival are

allowed to appear in the public realm (Arendt, 1998, p.46).

After the transition of labor into the public sphere, the characteristic of the public
sphere alters in accordance with the characteristic of labor. The public sphere, by
means of the increase of the consumption that is the outcome of the increase of
productivity of labor, loses its political characteristic. According to Arendt, while
human labor is more productive in the public realm, their capacity for action and
speech degenerate because the rise of the social realm expels the expression of
individuality (which is what action and speech are about) from the public realm to
the private realm (1998, p.49). As a result of this, human being begins to behave
rather than act. In other words, human being performs social roles which are
determined instead of fulfilling of unpredictable action. Since behaviors are
constructed and manipulated through a calculation of what are defined as human
beings’ interests and social roles, human deeds lose their characteristics of
unpredictability. In modern societies, unpredictable and free human actions are
ignored as abnormalities that deviate from the norm instead of being perceived as

an expression of individuality or whoness.

Not surprisingly, the destruction of the public realm results in destruction of
plurality, as the prominent characteristic of the public realm is plurality. As
mentioned above, the rise of social causes people to behave. The main
characteristic of human beings’ existence is formed by behavior instead of action
and this change also alters the human condition which is related to action, namely
plurality. As a result of behaving, the human beings lose their distinctiveness in
conformity. The life of the human beings turns out to the fabrication of monotype
behaviors. The plurality of the publicity turns into homogeneity. The question
“who are you” becomes a trivial question instead, consumption becomes a way of
representing oneself. D’Entreves, who reads Arendt’s political philosophy as a

criticism of modernism, referring to Arendt, defines the modern age as follows:
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It is the age where history as a natural process has replaced history as a
fabric of actions and events, where homogeneity and conformity have
replaced plurality and freedom, and organized loneliness has replaced all
spontaneous forms of human living together.*

Thus the main outcome of the rise of the social is mass society. According to
Arendt, mass society and its political organization replace the political action of the
public realm, and politics operates in a way that is fully compatible with the
conformity of mass society. The rise of mass society, the social realm, equates all
the members of the society and embraces all these “equal” individuals. This brings
about indirect domination over individuals. The individuals of mass society

internalize the submissive relations and obey hegemonic order voluntarily.

As indicated before, the rise of social namely, the annihilation of the border
between the private and the public realms is a pavement to authoritarianism and
totalitarianism. The rise of the social which brings about the conformity creates a
society of people who just conform and this society of conformist people is ruled
by one-man or one reason, namely authoritarianism or totalitarianism. For Arendt,
totalitarianism is a threat to the political society of human beings. It dissolves the
political characteristic of not only the public sphere but also the political wo/man.
It transforms political society into mass society and political subject into mass

individual.

Although I pointed out Arendt’s characterization of the private realm as the realm
of necessity above, the private realm has another prominent characteristic for
Arendt. The explanation of this characteristic is that it creates a realm for privacy to
be hidden from the visual field of others.*”” This hidden realm provides a safe area
against the outer world. The evaporating of the border between these two realms

abolishes privacy.

“® D’Entreves, M. P., The Political Philosophy of Hannah Arendt, p. 29
*" Arendt, H., The Human Condition, p. 59
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This is another important point on which Arendt highly critical of Marx and his
communistic vision. Communism calls for the abolishment of private property,
whereas for Arendt, the preservation of the private sphere is crucial for the
possibility of freedom. At this point, it is important to note that Arendt’s
conception of privacy concerns something much more important than what is
commonly understood by the concept of “private property”. Arendt points out that
capitalism also threatens to destroy privacy in this sense. In this respect she does
not see a significant difference between capitalism and communism since the
private/public distinction is abolished in both systems as economic (i.e., household)
concerns dominate the political. For Arendt, the importance of private property is
not about the accumulation of wealth; it is about protecting human beings against
what she calls “worldlessness”. Depriving human beings of a place of their own or
a private sphere leads to totalitarianism as it turns them into a mass animal, leaving

them no place to hide.

Totalitarianism distorts the plurality of political society because of the invasion of
the public realm by the activities of the private realm. It also demolishes the
boundary between the public and private realms which coexist with strict borders.
The individual who pursues economic interest substitutes the free citizen of the
public realm as a result of the rise of social.

While Arendt’s distinction between the private and public realms provides unique
society into contemporary mass society, this distinction also seems problematic.
Thinking Arendt’s separation between the private and the public realm (also the
social realm), it is questionable whether it is possible to construct a pure public
sphere which enables human being to act freely. Frazer, in her article called
“Hannah Arendt: The Risks of the Public Realm ”, constructs the problem in the
following terms: “The domains such as domesticity, intimacy, economy,
fabrication, reproduction are not just modes of human conduct, but they coexist

with political action and interaction...”*

*® Frazer E., “Hannah Arendt: The Risks of the Public Realm”, p. 210
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CHAPTER IV

ARENDT’S CRITIQUE OF MARX’S VIEW OF LABOR

In the last chapter of my thesis, I critically evaluate Arendt’s critique of Marx’s
theory of labor as regards the relation of freedom to labor. In the first part of this
chapter [ will analyze Marx’s theory of labor and freedom. In the second part I will

try to consider the problematic points of Arendt’s critique of Marx.

Arendt’s attempt to construct the idea of freedom is grounded on a critique of
modernity, in particular those ideas of modernity which consider economic and
social activities of human beings, instead of political ones, as a touchstone of
freedom. Arendt’s critique of modernity with its stress of the loss of the public
realm, the rise of the social and the victory of animal laborans, as | have mentioned
before, accounts for social forms of life arising on economic activities, the road to

mass society and subsequently totalitarianism.

Arendt, in her theory of freedom that tackles freedom in the context of action and
the public sphere offers two explanations for freedom; one concerns what freedom
is and the other concerns what freedom is not. In this respect, the concept of action
can be the answer to the question of what freedom is, and the concepts of labor and
work can be the answer for the question what freedom is not. To understand
Arendt’s critique of Marx, I think the question of what freedom is not should be
answered first. Before turning to Arendt’s answer to this question, I think it is
important to elaborate the main points of Arendt’s critique of Marx. Arendt’s
criticism of Marx can be examined in two aspects. First, Arendt criticizes Marx’s
approach to labor as a form of emancipation which enables the human being to
reach his/her highest capacity. The second point, related to the first one, is that
Arendt objects to Marx’s project of revolution in the sense that the laboring class
will attain political power to have economic power, namely the collective

ownership of the means of production through revolution. Arendt rejects Marx’s
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idea that the proletarians’ acquisition of economic power is a means of social

change from slavery to freedom.

Although Arendt criticizes Marx’s conception of freedom which is related to labor,
her idea of freedom has some common ground with Marx’s idea of freedom. Let
me note certain affinities between these two approaches to freedom. First of all,
both Arendt and Marx tackle the phenomenon of freedom in the practical realm.
Arendt centers her theory of freedom on (political) action. For Arendt, the free
human being represents an individual who acts politically in the public realm. On
the other hand, Marx stresses the role of laboring in constructing freedom. For
Marx, labor as a kind of creativity, inherently includes freedom; through labor, the
human being creates his/her objective reality. Neither Arendt nor Marx adopts a

theoretical view of freedom.

Secondly, Arendt, like Marx, rejects an individual form of freedom. As | have
detailed in the second chapter, Arendt sees individual freedom as a kind of
estrangement, because an isolated individual cannot realize his/her objective
powers. For Arendt, freedom requires the political organization of people.
Likewise, Marx thinks that wo/man cannot gain freedom without gaining the
freedom of his/her species. First of all, Marx, by the most prominent notion of his
systematic philosophy, species being, claims that the human being is a social entity
rather than individual; thus the freedom of the human being is a social issue.*® For
Marx, laborers as members of a social class can emancipate humanity from the

inhumane conditions of capitalism.

After these similarities between these two approaches to freedom, | want to return

to Marx’s notions of labor and freedom and the relation between these two notions

“*Arendt uses the term political rather than social to denote the communal characteristic of freedom.
She underrates the social characteristic of freedom, since she thinks that it is irrelevant to political
activities, however her conception of political freedom is similar to Marx’s emphasis on the social
nature of freedom. Both Arendt and Marx refer to the communal characteristic of freedom. A
second point that should be clarified is that what Marx in his book On The Jewish Question
criticizes as political emancipation does not correspond Arendt’s notion of political freedom.
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which poses a considerable distinction between the theories of freedom in the
philosophies of Marx and Arendt.

4.1. Marx’s Theory of Labor and Freedom

Marx is one of the major philosophers of the nineteenth century who tries to give
an account of freedom. In his philosophy, Marx tries to trace freedom in social life
in two ways. Firstly, Marx analyses the capitalist form of society through
dominated labor to understand why people, especially laborers are not free.
Secondly, Marx tries to construct another form of society, namely socialist society
where people are free through labor. In this sense, labor is the key conception of
not only Marx’s criticism of the capitalist mode of production and society but also
of his theory of the historical transformation of society from the capitalist form to
the socialist one. Moreover, Marx’s philosophy of freedom does not only analyze
the theoretical background of freedom; he also tries to illuminate the road to

freedom in practical life clearly.

The main task in Marx’s philosophy is to harmonize freedom with labor. In other
words, his conception of freedom is inseparable from that of labor. Marx explains
the relation between labor and freedom in his book titled The Grundrisse where he
defines freedom as the “self-realization and objectification of the subject, whose
activity is labor.” (p. 124). The philosophy of Marx examines freedom in its
relation with labor, wherein his focus on the questions of “when labor constitutes
freedom” and “when labor causes slavery” also points to a distinction between the

realm of freedom and the realm of necessity.
4.1.1. Marx’s Theory of Labor

Marx’s analysis of labor is rooted in his focus on the notion of human nature. The
conception of human nature takes an important place in the philosophy of Marx,
because it also makes an explanation for other important conceptions such as

species being, objective activity, and alienation.
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The conception of human nature evokes the notion of a human being who has a
rigid unchangeable inner structure. However, human nature, for Marx, is not
something which has a strict form, rather it is something shaped through social
relations and the material world in any historical time. It is also changeable in
parallel to the change in the structure of society. It is obvious that Marx’s
understanding of human nature refers to the construction of consciousness in
accordance with the alterations in the social structure. More importantly, the
alteration of human nature and the changes in social structure have a reciprocal
effect on each other. Human being, concurrently, makes alteration in his/her human

nature while s/he changes the structure of society.

Additionally, human nature includes needs as well as powers to provide for these
needs in all historical epochs. The powers of human beings develop and become
sophisticated in parallel with the changing needs of human beings from primitive to
complicated ones. Needs of the human being and powers to satisfy these needs are
pivotal instruments to change and remake society and history. Marx claims that
(wo)man, first of all, should be able live to make history and to live, (s)he must
meet (her)his needs and lastly (s)he does have to means of production to supply
(her)his needs.*® Put differently, the basis of life, according to Marx, is needs and
the problem of how to obtain these needs. Approaching human nature in the sense
of needs and means to satisfy these needs, Marx concludes that economic life
determines other aspects of life such as political, legal and religious life. In other
words, Marx defines economic life as the base structure of society and political,
legal, religious and philosophical life as the superstructure of a society. He claims
that “base structure of a society determines superstructure of the society”>, because
for Marx, labor has a societal characteristic, namely it is about the social relations

of production, a tool of reproducing social relations, and an element of economic

%0 pjerson, C. (ed.)The German Ideology in The Marx Reader, p. 99-100

*! Marx, K. Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy Retrieved from
http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1850/pol-econ/preface.htm. (Accessed 1% November
2014)

44



life. The mode of production determines the self, namely consciousness of the

producer. This determination is the result of the social characteristic of labor.

Marx’s position about human nature leads to the accusation that he is deterministic
about the human being and freedom. Arendt is one of his accusers who claim that
Marx locates freedom in a deterministic realm, namely the economic realm. If we
examine Marx’s systematic philosophy in detail, we can see that an approach to
human nature that sees human nature as shaped and changed by needs and the
method of supplying for these needs through social relations includes an answer to
the debatable question about Marx’s project of human emancipation—whether he
is deterministic about human being or not. I will evaluate Arendt’s critique in detail
in the second part of this chapter; thus now | would like to turn to the relation

between human nature and labor.

The basic activity of the human being to supply for his/her needs is labor. Labor is
the activity of creating something new from materials given in nature. When
human being creates something new from nature, s/he becomes aware of
herself/himself and aware of the changes s/he makes on nature. In other words,
satisfying his/her needs through labor enables him/her to realize himself/herself,
because labor is a conscious activity. The human being, unlike animals, plans
his/her object of production in his/her mind before producing it in the outside
world. In other words, human beings produce with an intention and not merely
instinctively. Therefore, labor is a process that involves not only physical but also
mental endeavor. In this respect, according to Marx, production is not only a way
of surviving for a human being, but also a way of creating oneself, one’s
environment and one’s world. It can be deduced from such an explanation of labor
that the fact of how the producer produces the products is also the fact of how the
producers understand the world and life. In his book Alienation, Bertell Ollman
conceptualizes Marx’s characterization of labor as “an interactive with nature by

means of body and mind.”® In this context, labor is an action through which

%2 Ollman, B. Alienation, p. 97
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human being begins to have a dialectical and reciprocal relation with nature. From
this relation it is comprehensible that, in the activity of labor, human being not only
changes nature but also himself/herself. And the change through labor is objective
change, because in labor the human being objectifies his/her subjectivity. Human
being who labors can externalize his/her inner needs, and further, s/he actualizes
her/his potential powers to satisfy her/his needs.™

In the activity of labor, the human being becomes master of nature. However this
does not mean that s/he can do anything s/he wants to nature. Wo/man cannot
distort nature, because nature is the source of her/his needs. Human being is aware
of the fact that s/he cannot survive without nature, and s/he reaches this

consciousness through labor.

According to Marx, labor is an activity of self- production which makes human
being a species being. In other words, the human being creates himself/herself as a
species being and the world s/he lives in through her/his labor. By the notion of
‘species being’, Marx refers to the distinctive characteristics of human life activity.
Referring to species (wo)man, Marx asserts that “free, conscious activity is man’s
species character”.> Thus, the term ‘species being’ refers to consciously producing
a livable world. In other words, the species character of human being’s life
emphasizes the purposive and conscious nature of the activity of wo/man as a
species being. Labor is a way of creating humans’ inner nature, namely the species

life of human being.

When viewed in this light, we can see that for Marx, labor is the positive
constitutive element of human nature. But while this analysis of labor reveals the
emancipatory potential of labor for human being as a species being, Marx does not

simplistically assume that labor is always emancipatory. Marx is also aware that

%% Andrew, E. “Work and Freedom in Marcuse and Marx”, p. 244
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labor can turn into a form of slavery depending on the mode of production and
social relations at a given historical period. In Capital, such an analysis of labor as

unfree activity takes place through his analysis of the commodity form.

According to Marx, the commaodity gains the characteristics of labor through which
it is produced. So the examination of the basic characteristics of the commodity

which is produced through labor is simultaneously the examination of labor.

Marx analyzes labor in Capital through analyzing two considerable characteristics
of the commodity form as use value and exchange value. Examining the features of
commodity as use value and exchange value helps us understand how labor

constructs human consciousness in both a positive and negative manner.

Marx defines the useful labor as follows “The labor, whose utility is thus
represented by the value in use of its products, or which manifests itself by making

its product a use value, we call useful labor.”™

From Marx’s definition of useful labor one can understand that the materials turn
into use objects by the help of labor and they, as objects, gain use value. Use value
is an essential characteristic of a commodity. Objects of labor as use-values are
produced “to satisfy human wants of some sort or another.”*® Any product of labor,
first of all, should fulfill some need or want of human beings in order to gain a use
value. Marx thinks that each commodity has a use value because of productive
activity of a definite kind and the definite aim of labor®’. In other words, the use
value of each commodity is different. Thus, human beings should exchange their
products to satisfy their necessities because they cannot produce objects for all of

their wants

In addition to use value, a second essential characteristic of commodities is that

they also have an exchange value. In contrast to use value, exchange value occurs

% Tucker, R, C. The Marx Engels Readers, p. 308
*® |bid, p. 303
*" Ibid, p. 309
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in its relation to other commodities. Exchange value is the quantitative

% More

characteristic of a commodity whereas use value is about quality.
accurately, exchange value expresses a relation among commodities. In Capital
Marx examines how objects produced for use can attain an exchange value in
relation to each other while both the products and the processes of labor producing
them are qualitatively different. He answers this question by identifying socially
necessary labor time as what all commodities exchanged in the capitalist market
have in common. Thus exchange value of a commodity expresses (while also

concealing) the abstract labor embodied in a commodity.

The exchange value influences all social relations of human being, according to
Marx. Further, this abstract labor (or exchange value) is the basic mechanism of
capitalism for the accumulation of surplus value, particularly the accumulation of
capital. In capitalism, the capitalist is purchases not only all means of production
but also the labor power of the laborer. In other words, labor-power appears as a
commodity in the market, and like all commodities, it also has a use-value and an
exchange value. This is a process of commodification which results in the waged
labor and waged laborers. The capitalist pay a wage to the laborer, which is
supposed to represent the exchange-value of his/her labor-power. This exchange-
value, like other exchange-values, is determined by the amount of socially
necessary labor time required for its production (in other words, it is equivalent to
the exchange-value of the commodities required for the maintenance of the
laborer’s life.) The use-value of labor-power, on the other hand, is labor itself,
which is capable of producing more value than it needs to consume to maintain its
existence (and which is what the capitalist pays the laborer). As we will see below,
this distinction that Marx makes between labor-power and “labor in use” is an

important one which Arendt ignores when developing her criticism of Marx.

The process of commodification of the object of labor is at the same time the

process of alienation of the laborer. The process of alienation is the distortion of the

% Ibid, p. 304
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mutual relation between (wo)man and nature whose impacts can be also seen on
the relations between wo(man) and (her)his product, between him/her and the
process of production, between him/her and (her)his species being and lastly
between (s)he and other human beings. Ollman characterizes alienation as “the
capitalist version of human nature.” In the condition of alienation human being
loses his/her objective relation with the product s/he produces. S/he does not
produce according to her/his intention, but s/he produces for a mere aim; to

increase the quantity of commodities, subsequently quantity of capital.

For human being, labor is a means of realization of his/her powers, talents and life
of species being, namely conscious life activity. However, labor fulfills this
function when the laborer labors freely. On the other hand, labor turns a means of

oppression under domination. Marx sees this kind of labor as alienated labor.
4.1.1.1. Alienated Labor

Alienation is a situation in which the potential of the laborer to recreate his/her
nature is stifled, because labor in the situation of alienation is dominated by
someone other than the laborer. The process of production is no longer under the
laborer’s control and intention. Under domination, oppressed labor creates a false
consciousness which distorts the reality of the human being. This reality is also the
reality of the world. Thus, the laborer begins to understand the world s/he lives in
and his/her physical and social environment, with a false consciousness. That is to
say, in the case of alienation the productive activity yields a distorted picture of the
world to the producer, because labor as conscious activity becomes mechanistic
activity. As a result, all social relations of human beings become oppressive, as if

an invisible power represses all of his/her faculties.

The objects which the laborer produces become an alien power against the laborer.
The laborer has to sell his/her labor power in order to survive. Additionally, the
laborer becomes a slave of the products s/he produces. The laborer also loses

% Ollman, B. Alienation, p. 74
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control of the entire labor process and s/he begins to deal with just one stage of the
process as labor is performed according to the intentions of others. Loss of control
over the entire labor process is the result of division of labor and it categorizes
people according to their role in the process of production. This results in
alienation among laborers, because laborers as separated from each other see other

laborers apart from themselves as enemy or at best as rivals.

Although labor is a constitutive element of human essence, alienated labor turns the
laborer into an animal. In the condition of alienation, labor becomes torture from
which human being tries to escape, while the animalistic side of human beings
makes human being feel at home and free. Animalistic needs become prior for
human being while humanistic needs as creativity through labor lose their
importance. Under alienated labor human beings is far removed from his/her

human nature as freedom.

Being the owner of the means of production and buying labor power, the capitalist
controls the process of production and determines how the product is produced.
The worker becomes an automat in the determined process of production. The
distortion of reality that alienation brings about is not only related to economic
realities but it is also related to social realities. The human being feels helpless and
hopeless towards the misery s/he feels and transfers his/her potentials to god or

other metaphysical entities.

Unfree people cannot control the forces and conditions of their life besides the
process of labor. They think that the incidents which they are subjected to are
caused by chance or curse. Brenkert summarizes such a condition as following
“people come to consider the conditions and forces which determine their lives to
be simply natural aspects of their environment, to be manifestation of fate and

chance rather that objects of possible rational directions.”®

% Brenkert, G. G. “Freedom and Private Property in Marx”, p. 126
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This above-quotation is an example of religious estrangement which results in
underestimating and ignoring one’s own powers. The religious estrangement is the
condition that human being feels helpless towards circumstances. As a result s/he

sees her/his potentialities as a strange power against herself/himself.

The obstacle to living in a free society created by the capitalistic mode of
production is not just alienated labor. The more important element of subjection in
capitalist society which is the cause of alienated labor is private property. Now we
should look at this element, private property. The term ‘-property-> in Marx’s
philosophy is about the resources of production such as land and capital. Another
term of Marx related to property is ‘private property’ and it refers to the control
that some individuals have over these resources of production. The fact of private
property is closely related to alienated labor. In the capitalist form of society the
means of production are taken from laborers and owned forcibly by the bourgeois
class. This ownership of means of production brings about the dominated control of
the bourgeois over the process of production. Needless to say private property
constructs the ground of alienated labor and in this way oppression. The laborer
does not plan the object of his/her labor anymore, s/he does not even have any idea
about the whole of labor, since s/he takes place only in one stage of the process of
labor as a result of division of labor. The other detrimental impact of the private
property related to alienation is that the fact of private property separates human
beings as owners and non- owners of means of production and their interest are
strictly opposite. In this case the owners and non —owners see each other as alien
and hostile.®

4.1.2. Marx’s Theory of Freedom

Marx is an important philosopher who devotes not only his systematic philosophy
but also almost his whole life to the issue of freedom. Marx uses historical
materialism as a methodological device in order to construct his theory of freedom.

Although he embraces the Hegelian approach of dialectic through which Hegel

%1 Brenkert, G. G. “Freedom and Private Property in Marx”, p. 125
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tries to understand the progress of consciousness, Marx deviates from this tradition
in the context of idealism. He rejects Hegel’s idealistic approach to dialectic;
afterwards he adopts and develops a materialistic one. Marx’s conception of
historical materialism can be understood as the development of society through the
development of modes of production. In German Ideology, written with Engels,

Marx explains how the mode of production changes historically.

For Marx, freedom is about the life of the human species. Human being will be a
free human being when s/he improves his/her capacities until s/he reach the highest
capacity. Thus, s/he lives the objective life of human species. Put differently,
human being cannot be free unless s/he does act consciously in the life of species
being. This activity of human species is labor. Such activity is also a vehicle of
transformation of the historical circumstances of society. Labor as a form of
freedom is a significant fact that results in historical development in societal
structure, because labor does enable laborers not only to change themselves but
also change the world they live in. In this sense, the notion of freedom in Marx’s

philosophy refers to the emancipation of the human species.

Marx, in the book titled The Holy Family, which is written with Engels, defines
freedom as “the positive power to assert his truly individuality.”®* In this definition,
although Marx identifies freedom in sense of individuality, individuality refers to
(wo)man who uses (her)his powers to reach the capacity of the species being’s life.
As | said before, Marx rejects the individualistic form of freedom and he celebrates
communal characteristic of freedom. For this reason, the term individuality means
integration and manifestation of individual to the society through conscious activity
of species being. Furthermore, the powers to assert one’s individuality truly refer to
the potentialities of human beings to change. Potentiality to change refers to
historical change of (wo)man and society through labor. In this respect, labor is a
necessary condition for freedom. Without labor human being cannot objectify

his/her subjective reality.

82 Marx, K. The Holy Family, Retrieved from
https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1845/holy-family
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For Marx, freedom necessitates “free activity of labor” rather than “just labor”
because the conception of labor in Marx’s theory of freedom has a double meaning

53 in accordance with its circumstances. If it is

as “activity of freedom or bondage
dominated, it will be activity of bondage, but if it is acted freely it will be activity

of freedom.

Additionally, Marx’s prescription of freedom is hidden in his notion of private
property. Marx’s formulation of this prescription is in its simplest meaning as
“abolition of bourgeois property.”® What Marx means by bourgeois property is
private property in the Marxian sense. Abolition of private property emancipates
alienated labor from the conditions of alienation and oppression, thus laborer. It is
obvious that Marx does not want the abolition of labor through the abolition of
private property, instead he intends the abolition of alienated labor by which human
being as laborer becomes a slave of laboring. (Free) labor exists in communist form
of society. What communist society bestows upon the human being is not the
absence of labor, namely the right of slothfulness, rather it is labor emancipated
from oppression through which human being achieves his/her highest capacity of
species being. As | mentioned above, alienation distorts the self -realization and
objectification of human being which s/he gains through labor. Abolition of private
property ensures the abolition of distortion of self-realization. Distortion of self-
realization is a kind of false consciousness that helps the oppressor, because human
being with false consciousness sees oppressing relations as natural and submits to
oppression voluntarily. However freedom means, for Marx, gaining control over
the conditions of one’s own life and improving one’s faculties. In the existence of
private property, the owners of private property decide how, when and where the
laborer works. The decision about work is out of the worker’s will, hence the
control over the process of labor is out of the worker’s will. It is unconscious,
uncontrolled, involuntary and irrational activity. For Marx, the existence of private

property is historical as other social facts, therefore the reality of private property

8 Andrew, E. “Work and Freedom in Marcuse and Marx”, p. 242
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can be changed by human beings. The abolition of private property is only possible
in a communist form of society which is to be reached through a revolution. Marx
summarizes this idea by stating that “The Communist revolution is the most radical
rupture with traditional property relations.”® Abolishing private property enables
the elimination of the oppression over labor. As a result, in the communist form of
society, division of labor, which is a kind of oppression, is cancelled as a

consequence of abolition of private property.

As we conclude this section about the relation between freedom and labor in the
Marxian sense, we can say that Marx criticizes modernity in terms of the capitalist
form of society and its fundamental devastating outcomes upon the human beings.
Labor, as Marx interprets it, can be a tool of not only freedom but also of
oppression. It depends on who has the means of production, whether the worker
class or the bourgeois class. While Marx tries to seek for freedom, firstly, he traces
the condition of the subjection of labor in the capitalist form of society and
subsequently the condition of freedom in the communist form of society.

The phenomenon of freedom in the philosophy of Marx is related to the activity of
labor, the products of labor and social relations constituted as an outcome of labor.
In the capitalist form of society, the social relation between human beings turns
into a relation between commodities. In this sense, it is clear that the relations of
human beings in the condition of alienated labor is similar to the relations that
Arendt defines as animalistic and instrumental relations seen in the conditions of
labor and work. As the worker in capitalism is condemned to work only ensure the
continuance of his/her biological life, his/her condition corresponds to labor in the
Arendtian sense. In addition, the instrumentalization of human labor in the service
of capital parallels Arendt’s discussion of why the condition of the worker is not
completely free. To exacerbate the problem, the capitalistic end to which human
labor is subjected is not the creation of a world in the Arendtian sense but the

accumulation of capital for its own sake since in capitalism commodities are

% Ibid, p. 57
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produced not for their use value but for their exchange value. Capitalism thus
creates a cycle of production and consumption, which is how Arendt characterizes
the condition of labor. Here we see that the phenomenon of the worldlessness that
Arendt criticizes has more to do with the capitalistic mode of production. Then the
rise of the social or the emancipation of labor and its invasion of the political arena.

For Marx, the analysis of the road to alienated labor which becomes an outer power
over laborer and a means of oppression also can be a prescription of freedom for an
oppressed society. Thus, Marx, first of all, endeavors to understand capitalistic
mode of production which subjugates labor greedily, to construct a free society in

his systematic philosophy.
4.2. Arendt’s Critique of Marx

If we return to Arendt’s answer to above-mentioned question, namely what
freedom is not, as | mentioned above, Arendt sees labor and work as slavery
instead of freedom. | think there is a sharp distinction between the approaches of
Arendt and Marx to the notion of labor, since I read Arendt’s whole philosophy as
a rejection of labor and that of Marx as dignifying of labor. This distinction brings
Arendt’s two criticisms to Marx, the labor freedom relation and the projection of

revolution, closer to each other.

4.2.1.Critique of Labor and Freedom

Arendt, in the chapter of The Human Condition called “Labor” criticizes Marx for
not differentiating labor and work which are different according to her, and for
seeing labor, which is the condition of biological life as condition of permanent

things.®® Arendt puts her critique into words as:

The modern age in general and Karl Marx in particular, overwhelmed, as it were,
by the unprecedented actual productivity of Western mankind, had an almost

% Arendt, H., The Human Condition, chapter 3
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irresistible tendency to look upon all labor as work and to speak of the animal
laborans in terms much more fitting for homo faber.’

Arendt’s argument about this critique is that Marx uses the term labor as a
production of worldly life. In other words, for Arendt failing to differentiate
between labor and work, Marx attributes the characteristics of work to labor.
However, Arendt thinks that labor cannot produce worldly life since what is

produced as a result of labor is biological life, namely wordless life.

Secondly, Arendt makes a distinction between labor and work in the sense that
labor has animalistic characteristics. However, this distinction does not seem to
work. For example, even the simplest laboring activity requires the use of tools
which are products of work. In addition, as Marx points out, human labor is
different from animal production in that even in a paradigmatic laboring activity
such as farming human being transforms nature, which means that labor also can
be seen as contributing to the creation of a human world. Use of tools and
transformation of nature through labor are the main reasons why human labor as
distinct from animal labor it has a historical character and cannot be kept strictly

distinct from work.

And secondly Arendt in the section of “Labor” in her book objects that Marx holds
that labor is a form of freedom. She thinks that labor as a condition of essential
needs precludes freedom since in the condition of labor human being is in the realm

of necessities

The main characteristic of labor in the philosophy of Marx, namely conscious
intended activity arises as an answer to Arendt’s critique of Marx. And freedom in
the Marxian sense means conscious alteration in human nature. For Marx, what
makes human being conscious is labor. And what makes change in human nature is
labor. For this reason labor is the constitutive element of freedom. Further, the sort
of labor --whether it be alienated labor or non-alienated labor-- determines

conscious.

®7 Arendt, H., The Human Condition, p. 87
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Although Marx does not make a distinction between work and labor in Arendt’s
sense, he distinguishes labor from alienated labor and relates alienated labor to the
absence of freedom (emancipation) and labor (that is not alienated labor) to

emancipation.®®
Marx says that;

As a result of alienated labor, man (the worker) only feels himself freely active in
his animal functions —eating, drinking, procreating, or at most in his dwelling and
in dressing-up, etc.; and in his human functions he no longer feels himself to be
anything but an animal. What is animal becomes human and what is human
becomes animal.®®

Needless to say, alienated labor, in contrast to non-alienated labor which makes
human being a conscious species being, causes false consciousness. In the alienated
form of labor, according to Marx, the production (commodity) which the laborer
produces becomes independent from himself/herself. As a result, laborer creates
himself/herself as a commodity. Social relations of the alienated human being
become means of supplying products. At this point, being produced consciously is
a significant characteristic of labor in the Marxian sense; the loss of this
characteristic turns conscious activity of labor to unconscious activity of labor. In
this context, labor creates human being as a species being but alienated labor
creates an alienated human being who gives priority to his/her animalistic needs.
Because Arendt considers Marx’s conception of labor in an absolute biological
sense, she sees only one dimension of Marx’s laborer, namely the alienated laborer,
who dedicates herself/himself to her/his biological needs. Marx thinks labor creates
free consciousness when labor itself is free. But the sort of labor which makes the
laborer a slave of biological life is alienated labor which is not free, but rather
under domination. It can be said that Arendt falls into trap of reduction which she
accuses Marx of. She sees only one side of Marx’s phenomenon of labor instead of

the whole. Arendt reduces Marx’s phenomenon of labor which has two dimensions

%8 K.Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844. Retrieved from
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as free labor and alienated labor to a one dimensional namely animalistic one. To
put it another way, what Marx characterizes as labor power and the way it is
utilized in capitalism as abstract labor for the purpose of extraction of surplus value
correspond to Arendt’s characterization of labor. Marx does not make a distinction
between labor and work, but his distinction between labor power and labor
indicates that he is conscious of the type distinction that Arendt has in mind. But
Arendt rigidly separates work and labor whereas for Marx surplus labor can turn
into work or even action under unalienated conditions. Arendt mostly ignores the
possibilities of this fluid transformation; when she does acknowledge it in one
passage in The Human Condition, she categorically denies it, but her arguments on

this point are obscure and not sufficiently supported.”

Consumption, like production, is a vital part of life. Accordingly, consumption and
production mutually influence each other. However, they determine each other
according to the mode of production. In the capitalist mode of production
consumption determines needs (consumption), whereas in the socialist mode of
production needs determines production. In this context, there is no doubt that the
fact of consumption has two opposite aspects as positive and negative. Marx does
not reject the needs of human beings. What Marx rejects is the domination of the
necessity of needs over all aspects of life. Likewise, Arendt also criticizes the
domination of needs over political life. A distinct point between Marx and Arendt’s
approach to the relation between needs and consumption is that Marx rejects the
domination of needs while Arendt tries to sidestep the reality of having to satisfy
these needs and claims that it should not be a concern of politics. However, labor is
also necessary process to reach the public sphere. Without supplying for the

essential needs of life it is not possible to act freely in the public sphere.
4.2.2. Critique of Marx’s Project of Revolution

The second criticism of Arendt to Marx is that Marx relates freedom with labor,

namely he puts freedom in the realm of economy instead of that of politics. Arendt
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claims that Marx, while trying to his projection of revolution, thinks the laborers
cannot gain political power without gaining economic power. Arendt’s second

critique of Marx is closely related to the first one.

In addition, Arendt trivializes labor rigidly. Referring to labor, she points out that
labor does not have the capacity to create a permanent world and when its products
are consumed there remains nothing. However, Arendt’s assumption seems to be
fallacious. What is remaining after labor is the historical alteration of human nature
and structure of society. To illustrate, when we look history of wo/man even the
most primitive epoch of history we can see that the human being of antiquity, who
domesticates the brutal animal of nature and cultivates without any permanent
instrument in the Arendtian sense, progresses in history through changing his/her
nature besides the world s/he lives in and physical nature. This evolution of labor
which makes historical change in societal structure is the ground of Marx’s
projection of revolution. This is a second argument for why we cannot make such a

differentiation between labor and work as Arendt did.

As a conclusion of this chapter, | will argue that labor does not preclude freedom;
rather, it is the activity that constitutes freedom. Labor per se is not the condition of
necessities as Arendt understands it. Arendt’s definition of labor with reference to
our biological needs and animal existence only puts it out of history. It is this
characterization of labor that raises the problem that labor excludes freedom. If we
consider Arendt’s account of labor, I tend to believe that anything related to human
being is historical rather than merely ontological or conceptual, since human being

itself is historical.

59



CHAPTER YV

CONCLUSION

In my thesis, | have tried to trace the phenomenon of freedom in the context of a
basic question of political philosophy: “How does the human being attain freedom
in her/his life?” While trying to answer this question, I eliminated the liberal
individualistic account of freedom and focused on more communal accounts of
freedom, because freedom is a social characteristic of human being. One can object
to this statement in the sense that there are also inner obstacles to be free.
However, | think that these inner obstacles also come from social relations if they
are not about mental functions. The philosophers who are in favor of individualistic
versions of freedom consider freedom to be a matter of free will or adopt an
individualistic ethical approach. Kant is one of the philosophers who tackle
freedom as a matter of will and morality. Kant identifies the phenomenon of
freedom in a basic sense in relation to autonomy and the faculty of decision-
making which grounds morality. Kant’s notion of the good will can be interpreted
as an individualistic account of freedom, because this notion enables human being

to act according to his/her will independently of experience.

Correspondingly, | believe that freedom includes a feeling of responsibility for
others and contact with others; thus the atomistic isolated individual cannot be the
subject of the issue of freedom.

In my endeavor to understand freedom as a communal or political concept, | first
turn to Hannah Arendt’s theory of freedom. Arendt basically identifies freedom as
action in the public sphere. I examined Arendt’s theory of freedom in the first two
chapters of my thesis. In the former, I analyzed Arendt’s differentiation between
different types of human activity —labor, work and action—in detail; and in the
latter, | analyzed her differentiation between the private and public realms. My

analysis circled around certain questions as: “Is it possible to separate labor and
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work as strictly as Arendt did?”, “Is a pure public realm purged from labor and
work possible?” The first question is related to Arendt’s differentiation between
labor, work and action, and the second question is connected with the

differentiation between the private and public realms.

Differentiating the activities of human being as labor, work and action, Arendt
claims that these activities correspond to certain basic human conditions. Labor
corresponds to the circularity of biological life, work to the permanency of the
instrumental life and action to the life of plurality amongst distinguished
individuals. Additionally, Arendt identifies these human activities as political or
nonpolitical activities on the path to freedom; nonpolitical activities put barriers on
the road to freedom and political ones construct the route to freedom. In this sense,
labor and work are nonpolitical activities; it is action as a political activity that
stands for freedom. Arendt deduces the formulation of freedom from her
differentiation between labor, work and action. According to Arendt, there should
be a strict separation between these activities of the human being in order to
preserve and sustain the realm of freedom. However, this prescription poses
problems. Arendt tries to banish politics and lifestyles related to necessity and
economic activities from the realm of freedom. Yet, what Arendt banishes from the
realm of freedom are not only policies or lifestyles associated with necessity but
also necessities themselves. The question that Arendt’s view gives rise to can be
formulated as: How could free wo/man provide for his/her necessities without the
products of labor and work? We may detail this question as: how is s/he fed
without food, sheltered without construction? The second problem is about
Arendt’s definite separation between labor, work and action, in particular between
labor and work. Defining labor as the expenditure of biological energy in order to
survive and work as an end- governed activity engaged in for the purpose of
constructing of a world, Arendt contends that the human being cannot create
permanent things through labor. However, | believe that what is remaining behind
labor (which Arendt overlooks) is the historical evolution of the consciousness of
the human being and social structures. Of course, this evolution is not readily

apparent; it was Marx and Hegel’s dialectical analysis of labor that made it clearly
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visible. Arendt, however, seems to ignore this dialectical analysis when criticizing

Marx.

Further, in Arendt’s view, the phenomenon of freedom has particular
characteristics such as natality, plurality, visibility, disclosure, uniqueness and
equality. If we try to reformulate Arendt’s definition of freedom in context of these
properties, it should be something like the following: A new beginner who acts to
disclose his/her uniqueness in the field of vision of other equal individuals in the
plurality of the public sphere, is free. Such a definition of freedom assumes a
public realm purified from necessities and instrumentalism which is why Arendt
tries to keep labor and work out of the public realm. However, there is no doubt
that it is not possible to extract the activities concerning labor and work out of the
public sphere in modern society where the structure of society has become
complicated as a result of what Arendt called “the rise of social”. If Arendt’s zoon
politicon is not an atomistic individual, which we know it is not, s/he has to have
involvement with both the realm of the private and the realm of the political. Here,
it is important to note that it is not difficult to separate labor and action in ancient
Greek society where the social life is primitive, therefore the border between labor

and action is explicit.

Secondly, I tried to evaluate Arendt’s critique of Marx, because this criticism can
be seen as definitive of freedom for Arendt, in the sense of what freedom is not. To
evaluate Arendt’s critique of Marx’s theory of freedom, I examined Marx’s
theories of freedom and labor, since Marx linked freedom with labor. | tackled
Arendt’s criticisms in terms of two main topics. The first is her criticism of Marx
for not differentiating between labor and work and seeing labor as producing
permanent things. Moreover, Arendt labels labor as animalistic activity and blames
Marx for considering labor in humanistic sense. However, Marx thinks that labor,
even in its primitive mode, is a form of transforming nature and societal structure
through using tools and in this context it is different from animal labor.
Furthermore, Marx differentiates human labor from animal labor in the sense that

while human labor is a conscious activity, animal labor is instinctive activity.
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Another feature that constitutes Marx’s differentiation human labor from animal
production is that animal produces just for needs but the human beings can
continue to produce after they provide for their needs. Most importantly, Marx’s
distinction between labor-power and labor in use, and the way in which the use-
value of labor is exploited in capitalism yields a different kind of insight into the
problems of mass society and consumerism which Arendt does not sufficiently
acknowledge. In short, Arendt ignores the subtleties of Marx’s theory of labor and
tackles Marx’s concept of labor from her own point of view rather than Marx’s

approach.

Arendt’s second criticism is about the relation between labor and freedom that
Marx establishes. According to Arendt, labor is a form of slavery, namely slavery
to essential necessities; thus it cannot be a form of freedom as Marx claims. Arendt
criticizes Marx for locating freedom in the realm of economy in which every
activity of human being is guided by the goals of production and consumption,
instead of the realm of politics. For Arendt, labor is a tool of massification because
labor as motivated by necessities cannot act freely whereas action that is the basis

of freedom is independent of any necessity and instrumentality.

My criticism of Arendt’s conception of labor is that she degrades labor to mere
biological process of survival; therefore she ignores its capacity to transform the
nature of human being. Arendt considers the condition in which labor is performed
as labor itself. She does not regard whether labor is performed under oppression, (I
mean not only direct oppression but also indirect oppression), or in the condition of
freedom. I believe that consumption in modern society which Arendt defines as “to

produce to consume” is an indirect form of oppressed labor.

My own view is that although freedom opposes necessity, it does not necessarily
oppose labor because labor cannot be reduced to mere biological or physiological

power to provide essential necessities as Arendt did.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A

TURKISH SUMMARY

“Emek kolelik midir yoksa 6zgiirliik miidiir?” sorusu gercevesinde yaptigim bu
calismada Arendt’in emegi Ozgiirliikle karsit iligki icinde degerlendiren iddiasinm
Marx’in emegi bir Ozgiirlik bicimi olarak gordiigii iddias1 ile kiyaslayarak
ozgiirliik ile emek arasindaki iligkiyi anlamaya c¢alistim. Bu iki filozofun 6zgiirliik
ve emek arasindaki iliskiye dair iddialarini incelerken sdyle bir yol izledim:
Oncelikle Arendt’in vita activa kavramu ile dile getirdigi insanin ii¢ etkinligi; emek,
is ve eylem; arasindaki hiyerarsik iliskiyi incelerek Arendt’in neden emegi kdlelik
bicimi, eylemi 6zgiirliikk bicimi olarak gordiigiinii anlamaya calistim. Calismamin
ikinci kisminda Arendt’in 6zgiirliiglin ikinci 6lgiitli olarak gordiigii 6zel alan ve
kamusal alan ayrimini degerlendirdim. Ugiincii bdliimde ise Marx’in emek ve
ozgiirliikk olgular arasindaki iliskiye dair savini ele alarak Arendt’in Marx’in emek

anlayisina yaptigi elestiriyi elestirel bir sekilde inceledim.

Arendt siyaset felsefesinde Marx gibi modernite elestirisi yapmakla birlikte,
elestirisine farkli bir noktayr dayanak yapar. Marx, moderniteyi kapitalist liretim
bi¢iminin esir aldig1 emek sonucunda olusan somdirii ve yabancilasma durumlari ile
iligkili olarak elestirir. Arendt, modernite elestirisini iiretim iligkileri lizerinden
yapan Marx’in tersine, modernite elestirisini tilketim (toplumu) {izerinden yapar.
Arendt, tiiketim toplumu iizerinden modernite elestirisi yaparken elestirisinin
hedefine oncelikle Marx’in emek anlayisint koyar. Arendt’in Marx’a yaptig1 temel
elestiri insanin dongiisel yasamini saglayan emek ile siireklilik arz eden bir diinya
yaratan is arasinda bir ayrim yapmayarak is i¢in gegerli olan kalict bir diinya

yaratma Ozelligini emege atfettigidir.

Bu calismada Arendt’in emek ve 6zgiirliige dair tezlerini incelemek icin kendisini

insanmn ii¢ etkinligini detaylariyla analiz ettigi Insanlik Durumu adli eserine
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bagvurdum. Arendt bu eserinde insan etkinligini vita activa ve vita contemplativa
diye ayirir ve insan hayatinin aktif yoniinii vurgulamak i¢in vita activa kavramini
kullanir. Arendt ozgiirliik felsefesini temellendirdigi bu eserinde antik Yunan
toplumunun yapisini referans alan Aristoteles’in politik felsefesini 6rnek alarak
insanin yaptiklarini Aristoteles gibi politik ve apolitik olan diye ayirir. Vita activa
ii¢ temel insan etkinligini icerir; emek, is ve eylem. Bu {i¢ insan etkinligi insanin
yasadig1 zamandan bagimsiz olarak var olan zorunlu etkinliklerdir. Bu ii¢ insan
etkinligi ayn1 zamanda insanin bulundugu durumunun da gdstergesidir. Arendt’in
insan etkinligini emek, is ve eylem diye hiyerarsik bir sekilde ayirmasinin altinda
yatan neden insan etkinliklerini politik ya da apolitik oldugunu belirleyip bu
etkinliklerin 6zgiirliik ile iliski i¢inde tanimlayabilmektir, ¢linkii Arendt’e gore

ozgiirliik politik bir olgudur.

Emek (labor), Arendt’e gore, vita activadaki insan etkinligi hiyerarsisinin en
altinda bulunur. Emek insanin hayatini devam ettirmek i¢in yaptig1 dongiisel bir
etkinliktir. Bu etkinlikte insan sadece hayati ihtiyaglarimi karsilamay: hedefler.
Tiiketim odakl1 bu etkinlikte insan tiiketim {irlinleri iiretir, bu tilketim tiriinlerinin
omrii tiiketim etkinligi ile smrlidir bu nedenle bu etkinlikte kalict higbir sey
tiretilemez. Arendt bu insan etkinligini yerine getiren insant animal laborans olarak
adlandirir. Arendt i¢in animal laborans emek-tiikketim kisir dongiisii i¢inde esirdir,

bu nedenle emek insan1 dzgiirlestirmez hatta kolelestirir.

Emek olgusu, Arendt i¢in, ayn1 zamanda totalitarizme giden yolu acar. Temsili
demokrasi ile yonetilen modern toplumda totaliter rejimin nasil ortaya ¢iktigini,
Ozgiir, rasyonel birey oldugu iddia edilen modern insanin neden bu totaliter
yonetimlere boyun egdiginin yanitin1 emek olgusunda bulmustur Arendt. Arendt’e
gore siirekli tiikketim i¢in iireten insan basmakalip davranislarda bulunarak
konformizmin tuzagmna diiser, insani 6zelligi olan eylemde bulunmayi bir yana
birakir, boylece Arendt i¢in cogulcu olmak anlamina gelen politik toplum kitle
toplumuna, 6zgiir birey ise monotip insana doniisiir. Eylemde bulunmay1 unutan
insan banalleserek totaliter rejimlerin baskisina hem riza gosterir hem de totaliter

rejimlerin sug ortagi olur. Emegin egemen oldugu toplumun kaginilmaz kaderi kitle
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toplumu ve bunun sonucu olarak totaliter yonetimler 6zgiirliik alan1 olan kamusal
alan1 ortadan kaldirir. Herkese acik olan kamusal alanda konusarak ve eylemde
bulunarak o6zgiirlesebilen insan emegin baskin oldugu alanda sadece hayatin
zorunluluklar1 ve bunlari elde etmek i¢in gerekli olan ekonomik iligkilerle ilgilidir,
bundan dolay1 eylemde bulunmak yerine bireysel ¢ikarlarin gerektirdigi davraniglar

sergiler.

Arendt insanlik durumunu anlatan hiyerarsisinde insanin ikinci etkinligi olarak isi
(work) tanimlar. Is, Arendt’in en sade tanimiyla insanin kalic1 bir diinya yaratma
etkinligidir. Is kategorisinde insan emek kategorisindekinin tersine siireklilik arz
eden {rilinler araciligiyla kalic1 bir diinya yaratir kendisi i¢in, ¢iinkii is triinleri
tamamen tiiketilmek yerine kullanilmak icin iiretilir. Is {irinleri siireklilikleriyle
diinyaya degismezlik ve saglamlik kazandirirlar. Arendt is kategorisinde bulunan
insan1 tanimlamak i¢in homo faber ifadesini kullanir. Homo faber Arendt i¢in arag
yapan anlamini tagimaktadir. Homo faber yaptigi araglarla animal laboransin
mahkiim oldugu yeryliziini (earth) diinyaya (world) doniistiirir. Emek
kategorisinde de is kategorisindeki gibi araglar kullanilir, fakat emek kategorisinde
kullanilan araclar emegin yeniden iiretilmesi yani emegin dongiisel karakterinin
devami i¢in ara¢ iken; is kategorisinde kullanilan araclar hem ara¢ hem de
sonugtur. Homo faber, yeryiiziinii diinyaya sadece yaptigi araglarla araciligiyla
dontistiirmez, bunun yani sira kiiltiirel ve toplumsal bir yapi1 yaratarak da bu

dontlistimii saglar.

Is kategorisini emek kategorisinden ayiran ikinci Onemli karakteri ise is
kategorisinde bulunan insanin yani homo faberin belli bir hedef gozeterek
{iretmesidir. Insan, emek kategorisinde hayatta kalmak icin fiiretirken is

kategorisinde ise kurulu bir diizen igin iiretir.

Insanin is kategorisinde belli bir hedef gdzeterek ve kalici materyaller iiretmesi
nedeniyle Arendt is kategorisini ti¢lii insanlik durumu hiyerarsisinde daha {ist bir

basamaga konumlandirmistir.
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Emek kategorisinde dogaya bagimli olarak yasamini siirdiiren insan is
kategorisinde iirettigi kalic1 aletlerle dogaya karsi bagimsizligim1 kazanir fakat

insan henliz 6zgiirlesememistir, ¢ilinkii is aragsal bir etkinliktir.

Sonug olarak Arendt, emek ve is arasinda mutlak bir ayrim yapmak gerektigine
inanir, ¢iinkii yukarida da belirttigim gibi, emek kategorisinde insan sadece
yasamak i¢in kisa omiirlii yasamsal materyaller liretirken is kategorisinde yasadigi
diinyanin kaliciligr i¢in stireklilik arz eden materyaller iretir. Emek ve is
kategorilerinde ara¢ ve makinelerin kullanilmast Arendt’in bu iki kategori arasinda
yaptig1 kat1 ayrimi miiphem hale getirir. Araglarin kullanimi Arendt’in hayvani
diye adlandirdigi emek konusunda yanildigini gosterir, ¢linkii insanlar en basit
ihtiyaglarim1  karsilamak icin bile diger hayvanlardan farkli olarak araglar
kullanirlar. Baska bir deyisle, insanlar biyolojik ihtiyaglar1 igin de araglar
kullanirlar. Fakat ara¢ kullaniminin emek ve is kategorilerinde farkli amaclarla
yapilmast Arendt’in bu iki kategori arasinda yaptig1 keskin ayrimda 1srar etmesine
neden olmustur. Emek kategorisinde araclar emegin kendisini ve tiiketimi yeniden
iretmek icin kullanilirken is kategorisinde araclar siireklilik arz eden bir diinya
yaratmak ic¢in kullanilir. Yine de bu iki insan etkinlifinde yani emek ve is
kategorilerinde ara¢ yerine makinelerin kullanilmasi Arendt’in bu iki etkinlik
arasinda yaptig1 ayrimin temelinin Arendt’in bahsettigi kadar saglam olmadigini
gosterir. Is etkinliginde arag yerine makine kullanilmasiyla Arendt’in ise atfettigi
ve emek ile ig arasindaki ayrim i¢in en 6nemli Olciit olarak gordiigii arag-amacg
olma durumunu ortadan kalkar. Is etkinliginde makinelerin kullanilmastyla da is
etkinliginin ara¢-amag¢ olma karakterinin ortadan kalkmasiyla is etkinligi emek
etkinligi gibi uygulanir. Bu durum Arendt’in toplumsalligin yilikselmesiyle artik
herkesin emek tarzinda calistigi savimi dogrulasa da Arendt’in bu iki etkinlik
arasinda yaptigr keskin ayrimi, yukarida da sodyledigim gibi, miiphemlestirir.
Arendt’in emek ve 1is etkinlikleri arasinda yaptigi ayrimi son bir kez
degerlendirmek istersek su sonuca varabiliriz: Arendt, is etkinliinde siireklilik arz
eden araglar sayesinde kalici bir diinya yaratmay1 ve belli hedef gozeterek iiretmeyi
referans alarak is etkinliginin emek etkinliginden {istiin oldugunu diisiiniir. Bu

Ustiinliglin de keskin bir ayrim ile belirtilmesi gerektigini diislintir. Emek
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etkinligini diislinlirsek insanlarin en basit ihtiyaglarin1 karsilarken bile alet
kullanmak zorunda kaldiklarin1 gorebiliriz boylece emek ve is etkinlikleri arasinda

boyle keskin bir ayrim yapilamaz.

Arendt’in vita activa Ugliisinde hiyerarsinin en {ist basamagma yerlestirdigi
etkinlik eylemdir ¢linkii eylem Ozgiirliige varolus zemini saglayan etkinliktir.
Arendt eylemi kisaca “yeni bir seye baslama, eyleme” olarak tanimlamaktadir.
“Yeni bir sey”’den Arendt’in kastettigi ise daha dnce olmayan, daha 6ce bir eylem
olarak uygulanmayandir. Arendt Insan igin yeni bir baslangi¢ olarak dogumu
varsayar, ¢linkii dogumda kendinde 6ncekilerden ve var olan herkesten farkli yeni
bir insan dogar. Bu nedenle dogum yeni bir baslangica olanak verdigi i¢in sadece
eylem etkinliginin degil aynt zamanda eylem etkinliginde viicut bulan
ozgirliigiinde temelidir. Eylem dogumla olusan yeni baslangicin karakteristik

0zelligi olan biricik olma ve dngdriilememe 6zelliklerini tasir.

Eylem etkinligi Arendt icin ayn1 zamanda konugsma (speech) 6tekiyle olma (being
with others) ve etkilesim i¢inde olma (interaction) anlamina gelmektedir.
Otekinden izole edilmis ve konusmadan armmis eylem insan1 6zgiirlestirebilecek

bir eylem degildir, hatta boyle bir faaliyet Arendtci anlamda eylem bile sayilamaz.

Konusmanin ve 6tekiyle etkilesimin eylemde ve dolayisiyla 6zgiirliik olgusunun
olusumundaki roliine deginmek gerekirse; konusma eylemle birlikte insanin
kendisini agiZa ¢ikarmasina yardimci olur. “Kimsin” sorusunun cevabini eylem ve

konusma araciliiyla verir insan.

“Kim”lik (whoness) olgusu “ne”lik (whatness) olgusundan farklidir. “Kim”lik
insanin kendisine bile acgiklanabilir degil c¢iinkii “kim”lik insanin bireye 6zgii,
bireyi essiz yapan seydir fakat yine de eylem ve konusma araciligiyla insanin

“ne”liginden ayirt edilebilir.

“Ne”lik insanlarin ortak karakterlerini dile getiren kavramdir. Bagka bir deyisle,
insanlarin toplumsal iligkiler sonucu kazandiklar1 karakterlerdir, belirleyici ve
tahmin edilebilirdir. Ozetle, “kim”lik bireye karsilik gelirken “ne”lik insana

karsilik gelmektedir, yani “kim”lik insanin 6zgiin bir birey olarak diger insanlardan
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farkliligin1 kurabilmesiyken; “ne”lik bu bireyin diger insanlarla ortak ozelliklerine
referans verir. Eylem ve konusma sayesinde insanlar “ne”ligi asip kendi

“kim”liklerini gosterebilirler.

Konusma ve eylem ayrica ¢ogulculugu (plurality) insa eden esitlik (equality) ve
farklilikla (distinctiveness) da yakindan iligkilidir. Esitlik insanlarin birbirlerini
anlamayi kolaylastiran benzerligi ifade eder. Ote yandan farklilik “kim”ligi temsil

eden “yegane”ligi (uniqueness) isaret etmektedir.

Farklilik ayn1 zamanda hikaye anlaticiliginin (storytelling) da altin1 ¢izer. Her insan
birey olarak yegane oldugu i¢in kimligi araciligiyla olusturulmus kendine has bir
(hayat) hikayesi vardir. Bu kendine has hayat hikayesi insanin oliimsiizlesme
aracidir ayn1 zamanda. Emek kategorisinde yasamsal ihtiyaclarin kolesi olan insan
is kategorisinde kalic1 bir diinya yaratir fakat yine de bu iki kategoride “ne”’ligi asip
“kim”ligini gosteremez, boylece oldiiglinde geriye kendisine ait hicbir sey kalmaz.
Ancak insanlik durumunun ii¢iinciisiine tekabiil eden eylem kategorisine gectiginde
eylem ve soz ile yaratilan kendine has yasam Oykiisiiyle “ne”ligi asip

oliimsiizlesebilir.

Eylem ve s6z her ne kadar birlikte 6zgiirligii temellendirseler de bu iki olgunun
ozglrliigiin ingasina katkilar1 farklidir. Eylem 6zgiirliigli insa ederken sz bireyin
kendisinin ifsasiyla 6zgiirliige katkida bulunur. Fakat 6zgiir insan sozii yitirirse
Ozgiirligiinii de yitirmis olur, ¢linkii s6z yitimi ayn1 zamanda eylemin 6znesinin de
yitimi demektir. Oznenin olmadigi durumda &zgiirliikten bahsetmek miimkiin

degildir.

Ozgiirliigii insa etmek igin s6z ve eylem yeterli degildir, dzgiirliik icin insanin
thtiyag¢ duydugu diger sey baskalaridir. Arendt’e gore oOzgiirliik bagkalar ile
etkilesim halinde politik eylemle 6zgiirliigliniin 6ntlindeki engelleri asip 6zgiirliige
ulasabilir. Ozetle, 6zgiirlik Arendt icin ¢ogulcu bir sekilde politik eylemde

bulunmaktir.

Tezimin birinci boliimiinde Arendt’in vita activa kavramimi detayli bir sekilde

inceledikten sonra, ikinci boliimiinde Arendt’in 6zgiirliigiin Slgiitii olarak kabul
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ettigi 6zel alan ve kamusal alan ayrimimi inceledim. Arendt {i¢ temel insan
etkinligini hiyerarsik bir zeminde betimlerken bunlarin her birinin belli bir alanda
konumlandirir. Insanin ekonomik kaygilarina tekabiil eden emek etkinligini 6zel
alanla, politik varolusuna denk gelen eylemi ise kamusal alanla iliskilendirir. Is
etkinliginin kendisi 6zel alanla iliskiliyken is driinleri kamusal alanin zemin

bulabilecegi kalic1 diinya yarattiklar1 kamusal alanla iligkilidir.

Arendt politik eylem diye adlandirdig1 6zgiirliik iddiasinin temelinin diger ayagini
olusturan 6zel alan ve kamusal alan ayrimini antik Yunan toplumunu, daha dogrusu
antik Yunan toplumunun yapisini felsefesinde irdeleyen Aristoteles’in felsefi
kavramlarini referans alarak yapmistir. Aristoteles’in insanlarin  giindelik
etkinliklerini politik olan ve politik olmayan (ekonomik olan) diye ayirdig1 ve bu
etkinlikleri konumlandirdig1 hane ve polis ayrimini incelemek Arendt’in 6zel alan

ve kamusal alan ayrimin1 anlamamiza olanak saglayacaktir.

Aristoteles mutlu/etik yasamin 6ziinii irdeledigi politik felsefesinde toplumsal
orgilitlenmeyi hane ve polis seklinde ayirarak tanimlar. Hane yasamin devamini
saglayan ihtiyaglar1 saglamayr kapsayan ekonomik etkinliklerle iliskiliyken polis
Ozgiir yurttaglarin politik etkinlikleriyle ilgilidir, Aristoteles’e gore. Hanenin dogal
bilesenleri olan kadinlar, g¢ocuklar ve koleler politik etkinliklerin yiirtitildiigi
polise girme hakkindan yoksundurlar. Ote yandan, dzgiir yurttas sayilan yetiskin
erkekler hane yasaminin gerektirdigi gereksinimleri karsilama etkinliklerinden
azade olup yurttash@in geregi olan politik karar verme siireglerinde s6z hakkina

sahiptirler.

Aristoteles’in bu ayrimini analiz ettikten sonra yeniden Arendt’in 6zel alan ve
kamusal alan ayrimini neden yaptigini1 sorusuna donecek olursak bu soruyu en iyi
sekilde yanitlamak i¢in 6ncelikle Arendt’in 6zel alan ve kamusal alan ile ne demek

istedigini anlamamiz gerekir.

Ozel alan, Arendt igin, 6znelligin alanidir. Bu ifadeyi biraz daha agmak gerekirse;
insanlarin kendi 6znel gercekliligini baskalarinin tasdikiyle nesnel bir gerceklilige

doniistirmeden yoksun kalmaktir 6zel alanda olmak. Ozel alanin temel
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karakteristigi zorunlulugun, gizliligin ve baskinin var olma zemini buldugu alan
olmasidir. Ozel alan gereksinimin saglandig1 alan olmas1 nedeniyle zorunlulugun
alanidir. Daha 6nce de belirttigim gibi Arendt kolelik bigimi olarak gordiigii emek
etkinligini 6zel alanla iliskilendirir. Son olarak 6zel alanin diger ayirt edici 6zelligi
baskinin var oldugu bir alan olmasidir. Ozel alanda var olan baski dolaysiz bir
baskidan ziyade gereksinimlerin saglanmasi i¢in gereken zorunlu emegin verdigi
eziyet ve bu emek sonucu olusan esitsizlik araciligiyla olusan dolayli bir baskidir.
Dahasi, 6zel alan, insanin ve ailenin disinda kalanlara kapali olmasi nedeniyle
mahremiyetin ve gizliligin alanidir. Ozel alana mahkiim olan birey kendi
gercekligini teyit edecek olan baskalarindan izole oldugu i¢in ayni zamanda

0znellige de mahkiimdur.

Arendt’e gore kamusal alan Ozgiirliglin eylem araciligiyla zuhur ettigi alandir.
Kamusal alanin temel karakteristigi goriiniirliik, etkilesimin ve taninma alam
olmasidir. Kamusal alan her seyden 6nce bireylerin baskalar1 tarafindan goriildiigii
ve duyuldugu bir alandir. Baskalar1 tarafindan goriilmek ve duyulmak insanlara
kendi 6znel gercekliklerini ve i¢inde yasadiklar1 diinyaya dair gergekligi otekilerin
dogrulamas1 olanagini verir. Boylece 6znel gerceklikleri nesnel bir gergeklige
doniislir. Dahasi, kamusal alan bireyin diger insanlarla esitlik zemininde kurdugu
iletisimle hem kendi farkliligin1 gosterebildigi hem de otekilerle olan benzerligi
sayesinde Otekini anlayarak etkilesim ig¢inde oldugu bir zemindir. Kamusal alanda
insanlar arasindaki etkilesim politik eylemler sayesinde viicut bulur. Ozel alanda
emek ve is etkinlikleri nedeniyle sadece biyolojik ihtiyaglari ve ekonomik ¢ikarlari
i¢in kurulan iletisime mahkiim olan insan kamusal alanda bu tarz iletisimi asarak
diger insanlarla birlikte esit bir katilimla etkilesimde ¢ogulcu bir politik eylemde
bulunur. Bdylece insan baski ve itaati asip 0zgiirliige ulasir. Kamusal alanin zuhur
etmesine olanak verdigi “bir arada”lik (togetherness) sadece insanlarin sosyal
varliklar olarak bir araya gelmesi degildir, tam tersine esit bir katilima ve
etkilesime olanak veren “bir arada”liktir. Ozgiir bireylerin politik bir aradaligina
tekabiil eden kamusal alan ¢ogulcu bir siyaset alan1 anlamina da gelmektedir. Bu
baglamda, Arendt’in 6zel ve kamusal alan ayrimi demokrasi tartigsmalar1 temelinde

yapilmaktadir. Arendt’in dile getirdigi ¢ogulcu politik eylem araciligiyla insanlarin
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ozglirlesmesine olanak saglayan kamusal alan temsili demokrasiyi reddedip bunun

yerine katilimei bir demokrasi anlayisini savunmaktadir.

Ozetle, Arendt 6zel alanda 6teki insanlardan izole bir sekilde yasayip mahkim
oldugu 6znellikten birey ancak kamusal alanda otekilerle birlikte cogulcu ve esit
bir sekilde katildig1 politik eylem araciligiyla kendini kabul ettirerek kurtulabilir.
Bu nedenle, Arendt’e gore Ozel alan ve kamusal alan arasinda bir ayrim
yapilmalidir, aksi takdirde bu iki alan arasindaki sinir ortadan kalkar ve bdylece

ozgiirliik de ortadan kalkar.

Arendt kamusal alan ve 0Ozel alan arasindaki simirin ortadan kalkmasinin
toplumsalin yiikselmesinin (rise of the social) sonucu oldugunu sodyler. Arendt
toplumsalin yiikselisi diye adlandirdigi durumu kisaca 6zel alana ait etkinliklerin

kamusal alani iggal etmesi olarak tanimlar.

Toplumsalin yiikselisi hem mahremiyet alanin1 yani 6zel alan1 hem de 6zgiirliigiin
alan1 olan kamusal alani deforme eder. Toplumsalin yiikselisi, Arendt’in 6zel ve
kamusal alan ayrimi géz oniinden bulundurursak, ti¢iincii bir alan yani toplumsal
alan olarak yorumlanmalidir. Ozel alana iliskin etkinliklerin yani emegin ve &zel
alana iliskin orgilitlenme bi¢imlerinin kamusal alanda ortaya g¢ikmasiyla birlikte
kamusal alanin karakteri emegin karakterine benzeyerek degisir. Boylece kamusal
alan, emegin tiiretkenliginin kamusal alanda artmasi sonucu tiikketimin de kamusal
alanin Oncelikli etkinligi haline gelmesiyle birlikte ¢ogulcu ve politik olma
ozelligini yitirir. Kamusal alan eylemde bulunan 6zgiir yurttaglarin arzi endam
ettikleri bir alan olmaktan ¢ikip sadece tiiketim kiiltliriiniin yarattig1 belli davranig
kaliplarina mahk(im olan insanlarin boy gosterdikleri bir alan olur. Eylemek yerine
belli davraniglar gosteren insan konformizm ic¢inde kaybolarak kendi “kim”ligini
yitirir.

Toplumsalin yiikselisinin diger bir sonucu da tiiketimin yarattig1 kitle toplumudur.
Kitle toplumu kamusal alani isgal ederek politik alanin katilimer yurttaglarini

baskiya riza gosteren itaatkar bireylere doniistiiriir.
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Arendt’in 6zel alan ve kamusal alan ayrimini inceledikten sonra tezimin tiglincii
kisminda Arendt’in Marx’in emegi 6zgiirlesme araci olarak gordiigii tezine yaptigi
elestiriyi elestirel bir sekilde ele aldim. Arendt’in Marx’a yaptig1 elestiriyi
irdelemeden once Marx’in emek ve Ozgiirliige dair savlarin1 gozden gegirilmesi
gerektigi inanarak tezimin {i¢lincii boliimiine Marx’1n emek ve 6zgiirliik teorilerini

inceleyerek basladim.

Marx’in emek teorisi Feuerbach’tan aldigi insan dogasi kavrami ile yakindan
iligkilidir. Marx emegin insan dogasina i¢kin bir sey oldugunu dile getirmektedir.
Marx’a goére insan dogasi gereksinimler ve bu gereksinimleri saglayacak olan
yetilerden olusmaktadir. insanin gereksinimleri ve bu gereksinimleri karsilamaya
yarayan yetileri toplumsal degisimin temel tasiyicilaridirlar. insanin bu yetileri
zamanla degisen gereksinimlerine paralel olarak degisip gelismektedir. Insanin
ihtiyaclarimi karsiladigi etkinligi emektir. Emek, Marx icin, insanin dogada verili
olandan bilingli bir sekilde yeni bir sey yaratmasidir. insan emegiyle dogada verili
olandan yeni bir sey yaratirken, bu yarattig1 liriinde kendisini gergeklestirerek
kendisini ve bilincini de yeniden yaratir. Bu baglamda, Marx emegi insanin
yaratici, bilingli bir etkinligi olarak goriir. Dahasi, Marx insanin nasil trettigi
sorunsalin1 ayni zamanda diinyaya nasil baktig1 sorunsali olarak goriir, bu nedenle
Marx’in emek teorisi Ozgiirlestiren emegin yani sira yabancilagsmis emegi de
kapsamaktadir. Yabancilasmis emek insanin irettigi {riine, liretme siirecine,
kendisine ve diger insanlara yabancilagsmasimi ifade eder. Emekci iirettigi {iriin
tizerinde hékimiyetini yitirir, kendisi {irlin tarafindan kontrol edilmeye baslar.
Emegin baski altina alindig1 yabancilagsmis emekte insan diinyay1 yaratilan yanlis

biling (false consciousness) ile anlamaya calisir.

Marx’in 6zgiirlik anlayisi insanin emek etkinliginde kendi yetilerini kullanarak
tirsel varhigmin (species being) gerektirdigi kapasiteye ulagsmasi anlamina
gelmektedir. Bu baglamda Marx’in perspektifinde emegin 6zgiirliigli insa etmesi
oncelikle emegin kendisinin 6zgiir olmast gerektigi anlamina gelmektedir. Baski
altina alinmis, is boliimiiyle emekg¢inin kontroliinden ¢ikmis emek etkinligi insani

ozgiirlestirmekten ziyade bir kéle, yani iicretli isci haline getirir. Ozetle, Marx
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emegi sermaye ile iliskisi i¢inde analiz ettigi felsefesinde ancak 6zgiir emegin
insan1 Ozgiirlestirebilecegini, bunun i¢in de dncelikle sermayenin 6zel miilkiyetle
baski altina aldigr emegin sermayenin baskisi altinda kurtarilmasini gerektigini

savunmaktadir.

Arendt’in Marx elestirisine donecek olursak; Arendt, Marx’1t emek ve is
kategorileri arasinda bir ayrim yapmayarak is kategorisine iliskin olan kalic1 seyler
iiretme Ozelligini emege atfetmekle elestirir. Arendt emek etkinliginde iiretilenin
hicbir kaliciligi olmayan tiiketim tirlinleri oldugunu dile getirir. Fakat Marx’in da
dedigi gibi insan emegini hayvanlarin yaptig1 liretimden ayiran sey; insan {iretirken
bilin¢li bir sekilde icinde yasadigi toplumu ve dogayr degistirir. Belki bu hala
Arendt i¢in kalicilik igeren bir sey degildir ama ger¢ek su ki tarihsellik iginde
hicbir sey kat1 bir degismezlik i¢inde kalamaz. Tarihe, hatta tarihin en ilkel
donemine, baktigimizda dogada yami basindaki hayvani evcillestiren ya da
herhangi, Arendt’in deyisiyle, kalic1 bir alet kullanmadan tarim yapan ilk ¢ag
insanin da kendi dogasi ile birlikte i¢inde yasadig1 toplumu ve dogayr degistirerek
tarthte ilerledigini goriiriiz. Bundan anlasilmalidir ki insanin emeginden, hatta
hi¢bir aracin kullanilmadigi en ilkel emekten geriye kalan yine de tarihsel olarak

gelisen toplumsal yapidir.

Sonug olarak Arendt’in Marx’in emek kavramina elestirisi Arendt’in emegi sadece
biyolojik ihtiyaglari karsilayan bir olgu olarak ele almasindan kaynaklandigini
diistinliyorum. Emegi sadece yasamsal ihtiyaglarin saglandig: etkinlik olarak géren
Arendt emegin insan dogasini doniistiiren bir slire¢ oldugunu goz ardi ediyor.
Dahasi, Arendt Marx’in insanlar1 insani dogasindan kopararak sadece hayvani
ihtiyaglarim1 saglamaya mahkiim eden yabancilasmis emek kavramini gz ardi
ederek Marx’mn emek kavramini bir biitiin olarak ele almak yerine tek bir boyutuyla
ele almistir. Biitiin bunlara ek olarak, 6zgiirliikk zorunluluk karsitlik i¢inde olabilir

ama bu durum 6zgiirliigiin emegi dislayacagi anlamina gelmez.
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APPENDIX B

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii -

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiist

Deniz Bilimleri Enstittsi I:I

YAZARIN

Soyadi : Ugur

Ad1 : Mesude

Bolimi : Felsefe

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce): ARENDT AND MARX ON THE RELATION
BETWEEN LABOR AND FREEDOM

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans - Doktora I:I

. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir. -

. Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi aliabilir.

. Tezimden bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARIHI:
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