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      I first began researching the contents of this book in 2004. In its original form
         as my doctoral dissertation, it was successfully defended at the end of 2008. By now
         it is 2014, a decade has passed, and in this time much has changed in the shared world
         as well as in my own personal life. Let me tell my own story and the story of this
         work by interweaving them into the changing political context within which they took
         place.
      

      
      Born into a nonpracticing Jewish family of Eastern European descent, my world was
         one of survivors and refugees. The former the generation of my grandparents, the latter
         the generation of my parents, who were forced to leave Poland in March 1968 during
         a less known history of Jewish persecution behind the Iron Curtain. Questions of identity,
         inclusion and exclusion, anti-Semitism and prejudice were never foreign to my thinking,
         even though as a resident of Canada, they were foreign to my lived experience. All
         this changed when I moved to Europe to study philosophy. Having lived in many parts
         of the globe, I never expected culture shock to manifest itself so strongly in the
         continent my parents had never ceased to speak about as our home, in terms of beings
         both Jews and Poles.
      

      
      In post-9/11, 7/7, and 11-M Europe, and most evidently in the decade in which this
         work has been written, there has been a resurgence of support for politicians, and
         their ideas, that I would define in Levinasian terms as espousing the ‘same hatred
         of the other man’, a form of racism often connected to religion, race or economics.
         While Europeans, and certainly those caught up in the project of the European Union,
         talk a great deal about having founded a Europe that will never repeat the wars and
         genocide that disgrace the history of the twentieth century, what I have observed
         greatly concerns me. The gap between rhetoric and reality is immense. I have seen
         Muslim women violently disrobed and shamed much like Jews were in the 1930s. I have
         seen mosques burning. These images differ only from those I have seen of synagogues
         burning in the 1930s because they are in colour, digital and often taken by cameras
         on cell phones of observers. Worst of all, I have seen too many bystanders keep walking
         and remain silent.
      

      
      While there are undoubtedly many differences between the histories of Jews and Muslims
         in Europe, the inspiration for my dissertation and my further research is motivated
         by a need to signal the alarm bells. In this vein, I see a politics of relationality
         as a contribution towards an alternative model of politics in which plurality and
         inclusion are prioritized over economics, control and unity. Arendt and Levinas are,
         in my esteem, the best guides for this endeavour, having both survived the Shoah and
         reflected upon its relation to European philosophy. While this research has never
         been purely theoretical, its importance grew beyond what I could have previously imagined
         as my family grew. In 2006 I had my first child, who was exposed to philosophy at
         the wee age of one month when I dragged him (sleeping) to a conference on Levinas.
         It was during his first few years of life that I realized how much I wanted him, and
         all other children, to grow up in a world without this ‘hatred of the other man’.
         My second son, born three weeks after I defended my PhD, inspired me to transform
         my academic endeavour into a book to be shared beyond the ivory tower. As anyone who
         has engaged in such an academic endeavour knows, this is a slow and difficult process.
         In my case, finding a means to juggle further research and a growing family significantly
         decelerated this process.
      

      
      When my daughter Hannah was born in 2011 the book was almost complete. When she died
         tragically and unexpectedly, I fell apart. While I had felt that we were all living
         in politically dark times for quite some time, I had never personally experienced
         such despair and loneliness. A changed person, it took a long time for me to come
         back to this project and to the world. This agonizing journey has been my own, but
         would have not been possible without the immense support of my family, my friends,
         my faith and my profession. The life of an academic, for all its barriers, is a treasure
         for those who love to think and talk, listen and learn.[1] 
      

      
      Note

      
      
         
            1. In this regard, I am very grateful for the opportunity to teach a seminar on this
                  book as it was being prepared for press. I would especially like to acknowledge students
                  of mine who took the time to read parts of the unpublished manuscript and offer me
                  their honest feedback: Teus de Koning, Thijs Van Reekum, Anna Pylypchuk and Henk Ophoff.
                  I would also like to thank Michael Deckard for his support, keen editor’s eye and
                  philosophical spirit.
               

            

         

      

   
      Key Abbreviations for Works 
by Hannah Arendt and 
Emmanuel Levinas
      

      
         
         
         
      

      
      See “Works Cited” for complete bibliographical information.

      
      Works by Hannah Arendt

      
      
         
            
         
         
            
         
         
            
            
               	
                  
                  BPF

                  
               
               
               	
                  Between Past and Future: Six Exercises in Political Thought

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  CR

                  
               
               
               	
                  Crises of the Republic: Lying in Politics; Civil Disobedience; On Violence; Thoughts
                        on Politics and Revolution

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  EJ

                  
               
               
               	
                  Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of Evil

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  EU

                  
               
               
               	
                  Essays in Understanding, 1930–1954: Formation, Exile, and Totalitarianism

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  HC

                  
               
               
               	
                  The Human Condition

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  JW

                  
               
               
               	
                  The Jewish Writings

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  KL

                  
               
               
               	
                  Lectures on Kant’s Political Philosophy

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  LM

                  
               
               
               	
                  The Life of the Mind

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  MDT

                  
               
               
               	
                  Men in Dark Times

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  OR

                  
               
               
               	
                  On Revolution

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  OT

                  
               
               
               	
                  The Origins of Totalitarianism

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  PhP

                  
               
               
               	
                  ‘Philosophy and Politics’

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  PP

                  
               
               
               	
                  The Promise of Politics

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  RJ

                  
               
               
               	
                  Responsibility and Judgment

                  
               
               
            

            
         
         
      

      

      
      Works by Emmanuel Levinas

      
      
         
            
         
         
            
         
         
            
            
               	
                  
                  AT

                  
               
               
               	
                  Alterity and Transcendence

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  BPW

                  
               
               
               	
                  Basic Philosophical Writings

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  BV

                  
               
               
               	
                  Beyond the Verse: Talmudic Readings and Lectures 
                  

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  DF

                  
               
               
               	
                  Difficult Freedom: Essays on Judaism

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  EI

                  
               
               
               	
                  Ethics and Infinity: Conversations with Philippe Nemo

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  HO

                  
               
               
               	
                  Humanism of the Other

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  NTR

                  
               
               
               	
                  Nine Talmudic Readings

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  OB

                  
               
               
               	
                  Otherwise Than Being: Or Beyond Essence

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  OS

                  
               
               
               	
                  Outside the Subject

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  TI

                  
               
               
               	
                  Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriority

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  TN

                  
               
               
               	
                  In the Time of the Nations

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  TO

                  
               
               
               	
                  Time and the Other

                  
               
               
            

            
            
               	
                  
                  UH

                  
               
               
               	
                  Unforeseen History

                  
               
               
            

            
         
         
      

      

      
      
   
      Introduction

      
         
         
         In Search of a Politics of Relationality

         
         
      

      
      Why are seemingly so few people interested in politics? Why don’t people believe that
         politics can improve our shared world? Why have so many forgotten how quickly a democratic
         political system can turn into a totalitarian nightmare? These questions have preoccupied
         me from the day I first heard about the Shoah.[1] Some answers are to be found in public opinion polls and confirmed by informal conversations.
         People aren’t interested in politics because they feel that their voice makes no difference
         or that politics is disconnected from their actual lives. In addition, there is a
         widespread view that politics, and more specifically politicians, cannot be trusted
         and have no ethics. My search for a politics of relationality arose in response to
         this contemporary reality, to this lack of interest and general disdain for politics
         among citizens in ‘democratic’ nations, especially among those of my generation. While
         I recognize and often share these pessimistic views, I also firmly believe that only
         by means of an active collective public commitment is there any hope of creating a
         shared world in which the words ‘never again’[2] might have meaning.
      

      
      This hope led me to search for an approach to the political that was inspirational
         enough to awaken societies from their political slumber by empowering agency, participation
         and responsibility, as well as an approach to the political that related to ‘others’
         as gifts rather than threats. As I will argue by turning to their respective oeuvres,
         I found the former in the thought of Hannah Arendt and the latter in the thought of
         Emmanuel Levinas. Next I was faced with a much more difficult task: Could the two
         intersect? While there are certain evident connections, such as their respective Heideggerian-inspired
         phenomenological approaches, their shared need to understand and respond to the horrors
         of the Shoah and their shared Jewish roots, there were also many seemingly serious
         obstacles to such a project. Arendt was a political thinker who seemingly belittled
         ethics, and Levinas, the foremost ethical thinker of the post-Shoah generation, disdained
         politics.
      

      
      The search for a politics of relationality is the attempt to stage a discussion between
         these two thinkers, a discussion that unfortunately never took place while they were
         alive. As a substitute, after first developing their respective projects in relation
         to both politics and ethics, I confront their central claims in order to consider
         the political promise of this fictitious encounter. The product of this search is
         the politics of relationality presented in the final chapters. After engaging with
         both thinkers separately, with a particular focus on Arendt’s notion of plurality
         as the condition of the political and Levinas’s notion of alterity as the basis of
         ethics, the potential for a rapprochement of their respective projects no longer seemed
         imprudent; on the contrary, it struck me as absolutely essential given our current
         political climate. For this reason, I was surprised that the writings of Hannah Arendt
         and Emmanuel Levinas had never been brought into conversation. Without trying to gloss
         over the differences, my interest is in considering what each can add to the other’s
         thinking. This is my main motivation in staging a dialogue between them. What I have
         discovered in this speculative encounter is what I define as relationality. While
         this term has appeared in several different academic contexts in the past decade,[3] in my usage it refers specifically to a model developed from Arendt’s notion of plurality
         and Levinas’s ethics of alterity. The notions of plurality and alterity, as I will
         demonstrate in what follows, both inhabit an ambiguous space between the self and
         other and have the potential to inhabit the space of alterity within the self. While
         Arendt and Levinas often speak of intersubjectivity with its phenomenological connotations, each revises this concept in her or his respective
         projects. When using the term relationality in the final chapters, I move beyond intersubjectivity, which still gives ontological
         and epistemological priority to the subject.
      

      
      Validation of my bold claim that a politics of relationality has the capacity to oppose
         the current growing political malaise will be bracketed until the conclusion; nonetheless,
         I now offer a few signs of the path I am pursuing. While the market of ideas is flooded
         by political models, the vast majority of these models—whether liberal, republican
         or communitarian—approach the political in terms of either individuals or collectives;
         the actual relationship between individuals that form collectives has often been overlooked.
         Approaches often labelled as liberal start from distinct subjects, frequently assumed
         to be ‘at home’ in the private sphere, and move towards the public in order to understand
         the ‘we’. Unfortunately the ‘we’ is commonly seen as subordinate and certainly not
         constitutive of the ‘I’. Other approaches, those commonly presented as either republican
         or communitarian, move from a particular kind of ‘we’ towards the individual ‘I’;
         the problem often encountered by these approaches is that it is difficult to respect
         the distinction and dignity of individual subjects. Relationality avoids these pitfalls
         by refusing to choose between an ‘I’ or a ‘we’. Instead relationality takes the alterity
         that constitutes the self and the plurality of the human world as its starting point.
         ‘If being oneself is simultaneously belonging, with others, to a community, the analysis
         of this simultaneity might reveal some truth[s] about the unity of individuality and
         community’.[4] Relationality thus offers a new starting point from which to understand and appreciate
         the political that speaks directly to a paradoxical need to belong to a community
         while also knowing that our voice is unique.
      

      
      Although an apt definition of relationality can only properly be developed after a
         thorough analysis of the Arendtian notion of plurality and the Levinasian notion of
         alterity, let us consider the following as a ‘working definition’: relationality is
         a form of post-foundational politics rooted in plurality, within which an immanent
         nonabsolute ethics of alterity is performed. In this vein relationality is a type
         of political ethics, an ethics that arises from within the polis rather than being given to the polis in the form of a law or categorical imperative. Relationality seeks to (1) strengthen
         the political by prioritizing alterity—the cornerstone of plurality—and in so doing
         acts as an extra precaution against nondemocratic political alternatives; (2) creates
         an ethos of openness and ‘equality’ (without denying that power dynamics are inherent
         to all human interactions) necessary for a basic trust to develop between people;
         and (3) redefines politics such that each person—in her individuality and distinction—has
         something vital to contribute to the collective, making each voice significant. It
         is by building this conceptual bridge between plurality and alterity that I develop
         the claim that a politics of relationality can revitalize trust, participation and
         interest in politics.
      

      
      I begin in part I by highlighting intersections between the biographical and philosophical
         stories of Hannah Arendt and Emmanuel Levinas. After narrating their respective biographies,
         which intersect at a few peculiar moments, I explore four significant philosophical
         parallels: the shock of the Shoah, the importance of the phenomenological tradition,
         Heidegger’s influence, and the significance of their Jewish heritage for Arendt’s
         and Levinas’s thought. While there are undoubtedly other parallels, I devote significant
         time to these, as they support the rapprochement I seek to develop between alterity
         and plurality in relation to my own politics of relationality.
      

      
      Second, in chapter 2 I consider the intellectual obstacles that might prevent the
         fruitful staging of their encounter. I briefly consider some of the differences in
         their respective projects that I do not attend to further in this book. Again, as
         a systematic and comprehensive list of such differences would call for a separate
         volume, I try to focus on those that are most problematic in terms of my imagined
         dialogue, which are also those I return to when sketching a politics of relationality.
         After considering some of these differences, I focus on the most significant obstacle:
         the disciplinary division between ethics and the political. What I show is that while
         one cannot ignore this disciplinary divide, one must also be careful not to apply
         it too quickly to the work of either Arendt or Levinas, both of whom were not conventional
         thinkers in any sense of the term. In this vein, I provide a first definition of the
         political, according to Arendt, and of ethics, according to Levinas, which already
         sets the stage for their rapprochement and the basis of an alternative political ethics.
      

      
      If, as I contend, Hannah Arendt and Emmanuel Levinas were reacting to the same thinkers
         and events and their answers were not in entirely different registers (as one might
         originally assume), it is precisely because the answer—for Arendt—is to be found in
         the notion of plurality as a new principle for the political. The goal of part II
         is thus to explore the notion of plurality, in all its dimensions. But this is not
         the only goal. In reaction to the depoliticization of the world, it has been of central
         importance to my endeavour to seek an approach to the political that challenges the
         view that politics is for the elite, the wealthy, or the 1 percent, that is, who see
         democracy as a hierarchical project of managing citizens. Hannah Arendt, who describes
         her own approach as political in opposition to the philosophical,[5] introduces a bottom-up empowering approach to the political by focusing on its meaning
         and the experience of political action and agency. It is my intention to make clear
         why it is important that we consider what Arendt can bring to our current depoliticized
         democracies. In a letter to Jaspers, dated 6 August 1955, she wrote:
      

      
         I would like to bring the wide world to you this time. I’ve begun so late, really
            only in recent years, to truly love the world, that I shall be able to do that now.
            Out of gratitude, I want to call my book on political theories ‘Amor Mundi’ [this was the original title of The Human Condition].[6] 
         

      

      Plurality, the principle of the political, is the key to her approach to the public
         realm, a space of debate, difference, particularity and participation. The principle
         of plurality is, as Arendt herself recognizes, marked by a paradox. ‘Human plurality
         is the paradoxical plurality of unique beings’ (HC 176). It is thus my goal in part
         II to develop Arendt’s original approach to the political as rooted in plurality.
      

      
      In parts II and III, I recreate the imagined conversation between Arendt and Levinas
         that unfolded as I read their work. I begin with Hannah Arendt because of her explicitly
         political aim. While I disagree with readings of Arendt that define her work as opposed
         to ethics, it is clear that her concern—certainly before the Eichmann trial—is primarily
         political. I focus on what I take to be central and most valuable to Arendt’s conception
         of the political and how it developed in response to her analysis of totalitarianism.
         Throughout my reading of Arendt, I include both explicit and tangential (the latter
         usually by means of endnotes) discussions with Levinas. One of the first arguments
         I make is that her writings need to be read as a narrative, as having an implicit
         red thread. Many of her readers do not explicitly connect her analysis of totalitarianism
         to her political project on the human condition and later to her work on Kant. Next
         I re-read her account of totalitarianism, focusing on what I see as its most original
         and important aspect for today, her phenomenological reading of loneliness. She acutely
         appreciates how the loss of the political is equally a loss of a sense of belonging,
         of being part of a community and at home in the world. Without such a web-of-relations,
         it is almost impossible to be empowered or inspired to participate in the political
         realm. It is my contention that our current neo-liberal regime, much like totalitarianism
         in Arendt’s times, intentionally produces ‘lonely’ subjects, as they are easier to
         manage or control. Her response to such dark times is plurality, which I argue is
         the principle of the political Arendt sought in Origins. It is for this reason that I focus on plurality in her work and as central to a
         politics of relationality.
      

      
      In the second chapter on Arendt, I turn to the question of ethics: Is her politics
         hospitable to an ethics, and if so, what kind of ethics? Along the lines of Canovan’s
         reading, I demonstrate that there is an implicit ethics in the notion of plurality
         and yet, I do not think it is sufficient for a post-foundational politics.[7] While Arendt rejects all foundational ethics, taking Kant’s moral philosophy as exemplary
         of such an ethics, she by no means fails to appreciate the importance of ethics for
         the human condition. In this vein, I argue that Arendt seeks a type of post-foundational
         ethics. It is my contention that such an ethics is developed in the writings of Levinas.
         To help pave the path for this claim, I include an analysis of the often-overlooked
         notion of alterity in Arendt’s work in this chapter.
      

      
      In part III, I turn to the thought of Emmanuel Levinas. Chapter 5 offers a reading
         of the development of Levinas’s ethics, from a critique of ontology and Heidegger
         to ethics as first philosophy and the notion of alterity. While there are several
         dozen excellent books that offer such a reading of Levinas’s turn away from ontology
         towards ethics, many fail to consider the so-called Jewish writings. It is my contention
         that limiting oneself to the so-called philosophical texts leads to an incomplete
         understanding of Levinas’s motivation for this turn as well as many of the questions
         that appear in his later writings. In addition, by reading both the so-called Jewish
         and philosophical writings in dialogue, the imagined conversation with Arendt is greatly
         enhanced. This enables me, throughout the chapter, to draw connections to Arendt’s
         project. One important resonance explored here is the notion of responsibility that
         highlights the intersection of Heidegger, the Shoah, and Judaism in their respective
         analyses.
      

      
      In analogy to chapter 4, in which I explore Arendt’s ethics, chapter 6 is the exploration
         of Levinas’s politics. Once again, partially due to the neglect of Levinas’s so-called
         nonphilosophical writings, he has been classified as an ethical thinker who either
         opposed politics or was not interested in politics. For this reason, I once again
         consider the entirety of his opus in my analysis of his politics. Inasmuch as knowledge
         of Levinas’s ethics enabled me to appreciate Arendt’s pursuit of a nonfoundational
         ethics, Arendt’s notion of plurality helps one to understand Levinas’s critique of
         and difficulty with conventional politics. In this chapter I show how Arendt shares
         Levinas’s aversion to hierarchical politics, although she expresses it in terms of
         a rejection of political philosophy rooted in singularity. I also try to combat the
         view that Levinas never dealt with the nitty-gritty of politics by looking at pieces
         that speak directly to political events of his time. To do so, I focus on his discussion
         of justice, ‘the third’ (this is how Levinas refers to additional persons who interrupt
         the self-other relation) and human rights. While it is clear that Levinas both addresses
         political topics and has a politics, he is greatly limited by his assumption that
         ethics and politics ought to be compatible—most evident in his notion of justice.
         This view leads to readings of Levinas that are very Kantian, which is problematic
         for any model of post-foundational politics. For this reason, I conclude this section
         on Levinas with a critique of his politics.
      

      
      Part IV aims to highlight the most important elements of the staged dialogue between
         Arendt and Levinas while at the same time serving as an introduction to a politics
         of relationality. I begin by returning to the philosophical parallels (Shoah, phenomenology,
         Heidegger, and the Judaic) to show how they contribute to the notion of relationality.
         Second, I develop an often-depreciated resonance, the Judaic contribution, in order
         to show its role in the notion of relationality. This contribution is distinct from
         the less controversial and common claim, an indisputable fact, that both Arendt and
         Levinas were Jewish, which makes no claims about the influence of this heritage on
         their respective projects. In terms of the Judaic I consider three points: the philosophical
         anthropology of hope, the importance of responsibility and the relational approach.
         In the third section I connect Arendt’s notion of plurality and Levinas’s notion of
         alterity and show how relationality positions itself in terms of the notion of a self
         and post-foundationalism.
      

      
      In the final chapter I try to bring together all the different aspects of relationality
         in order to show both its promise and its pitfalls. I also consider the importance
         of the notion of relationality for today and its application in terms of a model of
         politics. While this does not, to be sure, amount to a comprehensive political doctrine,
         it points towards a new empowering and life-affirming perspective on the political
         in light of a relational understanding of the human condition with regard to our responsibility
         for others and the shared world. It is the latter perspective that has the potential
         to speak to the lack of interest and engagement in contemporary democratic politics.
      

      
      Notes
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      Take a moment to consider these accounts of the twentieth century.

      
         Two world wars in one generation, separated by an uninterrupted chain of local wars
            and revolutions, followed by no peace treaty for the vanquished and no respite for
            the victor, have ended in the anticipation of a third World War between the two remaining
            world powers. This moment of anticipation is like the calm that settles after all
            hopes have died. Under the most diverse conditions and disparate circumstances, we
            watch the development of the same phenomena—homelessness on an unprecedented scale,
            rootlessness to an unprecedented depth. Never has our future been more unpredictable,
            never have we depended so much on political forces that cannot be trusted. (OT vii)
         

      

      
         That history of a peace, a freedom and well-being promised on the basis of a light
            that a universal knowledge projected on the world and human society—even unto the
            religious messages that sought justification for themselves in the truths of knowledge—that
            history is not recognizable in its millennia of fratricidal struggles, political or
            bloody, of imperialism, scorn, exploitation of the human being, down to our century
            of world wars, the genocides of the Holocaust and terrorism; unemployment and continual
            desperate poverty of the Third World; ruthless doctrines and cruelty of fascism and
            national socialism, right down to the supreme paradox of the defence of man and his
            rights being perverted into Stalinism. (AT 32)
         

      

      These accounts were not written by the same person; the first was written by Hannah
         Arendt (1906–1975) and the second by Emmanuel Levinas (1906–1995). Both are highly
         personal, political and philosophical accounts of the horrors that marked their lives
         and the world in the twentieth century. One might wonder how they would have described
         our current reality; are we no longer dealing with the problems of homelessness, rootlessness,
         imperialism, exploitation or genocide? Are we not still constantly bombarded by such
         accounts, but respond by donning an emotionally resistant raincoat in order to simply
         ‘make it through the day’? If we allowed the weight of their words or our reality
         to have its full impact, would we be able to wake up every morning, to do our jobs,
         or to enjoy life? Is it not our responsibility, as citizens of the world, to divest
         ourselves of this emotional resistance if only for a brief, albeit unbearable, moment?
         Both Arendt and Levinas appealed to their readers not to retreat from reality and
         from the world but rather to take up our difficult freedom and weighty responsibility
         in order to ensure that the future never again repeats the horrors of the past.
      

      
      With this in mind, take a moment to re-read their accounts of the reality in which
         they lived. What strikes me is how meaningless life must have seemed after such an
         experience, how little hope they must have had. Yet neither of these thinkers succumbed
         to these emotions, neither wallowed in depression nor was overcome by hate. This fact
         alone is striking. They could have decided that life after Auschwitz was simply too
         much to bear. Many did. They could have declared that humanity could never recover
         its ‘soul’ in the aftermath of the Nazi genocide. But they didn’t. It is this inspirational
         choice to believe in humanity’s potential—against all odds—that motivated their writings
         and guides this project. The question I ask of both thinkers is what we can do to
         bring us a step closer, even if it is only a small one, to fulfilling the promise
         ‘never again’[1] made by many of those who survived.
      

      
      Never Again. These two words convey the shared inspiration of Arendt’s and Levinas’s thought. While
         their ethical and political contributions cannot and should not be reduced to responses
         to the Shoah, the significance of this event changed their lives to such a degree
         that neither could continue the intellectual pursuits she or he had commenced prior
         to the war. While for Levinas this meant going beyond being towards ethics and the Talmud,[2] for Arendt it meant leaving theology and the singularity of philosophy (by redefining
         the meaning of the political[3]) towards the plurality created between human beings in the polis. While their thought takes divergent, and often conflicting, paths, Arendt and Levinas
         are connected by their fundamental commitment to this promise and in their shared
         hope in humanity’s ability to fulfil it. In addition, as I will argue, the fact that
         both situate their projects as a critique of Western philosophy’s prioritization of
         singularity, or the same, and seek a new ‘foundation’ in alterity and plurality—that
         is, in the between of intersubjectivity—is not happenstance. Yet before I begin to
         explore the respective philosophical paths each took in response to this promise,
         let us take a closer look at their life stories, which helps to situate their respective
         responses to the thinkers, philosophical methodologies and events of their times.
      

      
      Life Stories

      
      Born in 1906, Levinas on January 12 in Kaunas (Lithuania) and Arendt on  October 14
         in Hannover (Germany), their early years were marked by the religious, cultural and
         political heritage of the Pale of the Settlement where so many Jews had settled, most
         often as a result of war and displacement (as was the case for much of European Jewry
         after 1492 or any one of the many other pogroms in Western Europe between the sixteenth
         and eighteenth centuries). The Pale was the limited geographic region of Imperial
         Russia where Jews were legally permitted to reside (it included Lithuania, Poland,
         Ukraine, Prussia and parts of the Austro-Hungarian Empire). Levinas’s family fled
         their home in 1914, in the wake of the First World War, finding temporary refuge in
         Ukraine, only to return to Lithuania six years later. What is interesting about Levinas’s
         two childhood homes is that each was a centre of an opposing school of Orthodox Judaism
         (although Levinas was not properly acquainted with either tradition until after the
         war, when he studied under the tutelage of Monsieur Chouchani). Lithuania was renowned
         for its hospitality to the thought of the Vilna Gaon, the founder of the Mitnagdim, a Jewish tradition that sought answers through study and thus required a high level
         of literacy. By contrast, Ukraine was the centre of the Hasidic movement, founded
         by the Baal Shem Tov, who argued that Judaism’s wisdom was nonintellectual and arose from spirituality
         sought through song and dance. Given the poverty and violence of life in the Pale
         of the Settlement, and the lack of educational opportunities, it is no surprise that
         the latter was much more popular.
      

      
      Hasidism’s popularity was certainly not strong in Königsberg (East Prussia, presently
         Kaliningrad, Russia), where Arendt’s family moved in 1909. Although many of the rabbis
         in her city would deny this non-Jewish influence, it is clear that Kant and German
         idealism had had a great impact on many young Jewish thinkers at the start of the
         twentieth century. Having studied in Marburg (Germany), Arendt was very familiar with
         the thought of Herman Cohen (neo-Kantian) as well as that of Moses Mendelssohn (whom
         she cites in her book on Rahel Varnhagen), both of whose writings were instrumental
         in the formation of Reform Judaism (a response to the dominant Orthodox Judaism of
         much of the Pale of the Settlement). It is rather difficult to put into words the
         role Judaism played for her family; suffice it to say that they considered themselves
         first and foremost Prussian (or German) and yet were all too often reminded, by others,
         that they were, and would always be, first and foremost Jews. The language and culture
         of these families was that of the country they lived in, yet their laws and literature
         were often other than that of their land of residence. While according to Arendt’s
         diary she was exposed to very little blatant anti-Semitism, it was somehow always
         present within the ethos of these Western European cities. It was the latter subtler
         differences that played an important role in Arendt’s upbringing. She often described
         her childhood feelings by claiming, ‘I was different but it is difficult to determine
         the difference’.[4] By contrast Levinas was much more at home with his Jewish identity, which he described
         felt ‘as natural as having eyes and ears’. Nonetheless, he was no stranger to the
         feeling of being different than the majority population, a feeling of being both the
         same and different that many young Jews shared and sought to understand both prior
         to, and more consciously after, the Shoah.
      

      
      In 1924 both Arendt and Levinas made a major decision to travel ‘West’—literally and
         figuratively, to pursue an atypical academic career for Jews. This choice to go to
         Berlin (and then Marburg and Heidelberg) and Strasbourg respectively was the first
         step that eventually led both to develop an interest in philosophy. While Levinas
         considered studying in Germany, he seemed to have thought that France was more ‘European’
         and thus a better place to study the classics (as well as psychology and sociology).
         Likewise, Arendt chose first to follow courses in the classics and Christian theology
         at the University of Berlin. Their decision to study classics may not strike one as
         out of the ordinary, yet it was quite exceptional for Jews at the time. Within a few
         years both developed an enthusiasm for the new phenomenological tradition, an enthusiasm
         fortified by their time studying in Marburg with Husserl and Heidegger. Arendt left
         Marburg for Heidelberg in 1926, two years before Levinas arrived as an exchange student
         in 1928. She completed her dissertation, entitled ‘Der Liebesbegriff bei Augustin’,[5] under the guidance of Karl Jaspers, an existential or humanist phenomenologist, in
         1929. Both of them were drawn more to Heidegger’s existential or ontological phenomenology
         than to Husserl’s more scientific phenomenology. For Levinas, who ‘went to Freiburg
         because of Husserl, but discovered Heidegger’, his time in Germany—a country which
         he refused to ever step foot in after the war—and his early infatuation with Heidegger—evidenced
         by his performance in a satirical soirée at Davos—seem to have been a later source
         of shame. While Arendt’s infatuation with Heidegger took another form, it is clear
         from her writings, especially in her final book The Life of the Mind, that she viewed Heidegger as one of the greatest thinkers of his time. While there
         is a great deal written about each of their personal relationships to Heidegger, what
         is significant is the fact that both Levinas and Arendt were trained in the phenomenological
         tradition as championed by Heidegger. In the following section, this point will be
         expanded upon in terms of the second and third philosophical parallels between Arendt
         and Levinas.
      

      
      In addition, it relates directly to that parallel—the rise of totalitarianism and
         the Shoah. Neither was prepared for Heidegger’s public support of Nazism in the early
         1930s or the events that followed. It is due to these events, and specifically Heidegger’s
         speeches and writings from this period, that led both to question their own personal,
         philosophical and political presuppositions. For Arendt, Heidegger’s rectoral address
         was a symbolic betrayal of their shared love for thinking. Furthermore, it was also
         representative of the growing anti-Semitism of many of the leading thinkers of the
         academy. Levinas also defended his thesis in 1929 on Husserl’s phenomenology and thereafter
         accepted a position at the Alliance Israélite Universelle in Paris.[6] He continued to study philosophy and translated many of Husserl’s works into French,
         notably the section of Cartesian Mediations dealing with intersubjectivity. Interspersed with his writings on Husserl, he began
         to write about Heidegger and the ontological tradition,[7] which he gave up in 1933 after Heidegger delivered his rectoral address. This event
         was certainly the turning point for Arendt and Levinas as well as many others of Heidegger’s
         Jewish students.[8] 
      

      
      Unlike Arendt, who seemingly forgave Heidegger publicly, at his eightieth birthday
         celebrations, Levinas chose never to do so. What is interesting about this difference
         is that both prioritize forgiveness in their writings and associate it with ethics.
         Levinas, a practicing Jew, was much more aware of the meaning of forgiveness in a
         Judaic context (teshuvah). In line with teshuvah, Heidegger could not be forgiven because he had never asked to be (which would require
         that he first admit his error). Arendt was also familiar with this Judaic concept
         (JW 42), yet she clearly did not feel that it was necessary for Heidegger to make
         a public apology for what she chose to interpret as a private affair. While Heidegger’s
         political failure had an immense impact on Arendt and Levinas, neither abandoned the
         phenomenological method. Nonetheless there is a marked change in their writings on
         Heidegger after this period.[9] For Levinas, this change is both a clear distanciation from Heidegger’s ontological
         project and an intellectual turn towards the Judaic. Levinas, with the help of his
         mysterious teacher, Monsieur Chouchani, dedicated himself to studying Judaism—and
         specifically the Talmudic tradition, in the years directly after World War II. While
         Arendt also began to study and write about Judaism, and specifically Israel, with
         the help of her close friend Walter Benjamin, he did not live to complete her education.
         Nonetheless, ‘Arendt was abruptly estranged from this tradition [of German idealism
         as taught by Heidegger, Jaspers and Husserl] by the rise of Nazism. She first became
         politicized by Zionism and by the quest for Jewish national identity’,[10] quickly coming to appreciate that ‘if one is attacked as a Jew, one must defend oneself
         as a Jew. Not as a German, not as a world-citizen, not as an upholder of the Rights
         of Man’ (EU 11–12).[11] Thus for Arendt, who was forced to flee Germany in 1933, the political path her writings
         took was very much a response to the events of her life that brought her Judaism and
         the political reality she was confronted by into conflict, a conflict that was made
         much more personal and painful by Heidegger’s actions.
      

      
      Both thinkers thus found themselves in Paris in the 1930s, surrounded by many other
         Jewish intellectuals from across Europe. As odd as it was that they did not meet in
         Germany while studying phenomenology, the fact that they never met in Paris, where
         both mingled within similar Jewish and intellectual circles, is rather surprising.
         The reality of the rising anti-Semitism across Europe, but most severely in Germany,
         and the impending tensions that preceded the onset of World War II led both Arendt
         and Levinas to consider what, if any, philosophical connection needed to be drawn
         between Heidegger’s ontological project and the legal and political exclusion of Jews
         in Nazi Germany. After his studies in Germany, Levinas had made his home in Paris,
         marrying Raïssa Levin in 1930, and implicitly explores this connection in his 1934
         essay, ‘Reflections on the Philosophy of Hitlerism’,[12] an essay that eerily foreshadows the Shoah, and in his 1935 essay ‘On Escape,’ in
         which he first expresses his critique of Heidegger’s ontology.
      

      
      In 1930, while still in Germany, Arendt was wed to Günter Stern, a Jewish thinker.
         In response to the rise in anti-Semitism, she began to participate in political discussions
         in Berlin. After ending up in jail for acting politically—a fact she was very proud
         of—she was forced to flee, which is how she ended up in Paris, where she began to
         work for both Zionist and other Jewish organizations. As with Levinas, she was known
         to travel in several academic circles and to participate in several soirées attended
         by other Jewish thinkers such as Walter Benjamin and Raymond Aron. Arendt’s publications
         from this period (to which we will return in part II), published in 2007 as The Jewish Writings, all revolve around the question of Palestine, Jewish identity, politics and philosophy.
         Although both Arendt and Levinas were certainly far from naïve and understood that
         this increase in anti-Semitism was not simply a phase that would pass over Europe,
         neither was properly prepared for what would happen when the war broke out in 1939.
         Humanity, as Arendt often said, had not yet realized that anything really is possible,
         a reality that would perhaps have been better left undiscovered. By then a French
         citizen, Levinas was drafted into the army, serving as an interpreter, and spent the
         majority of the war as a Jewish POW in a labour camp in Germany. While all of his
         Lithuanian relatives, to whom he dedicated Otherwise Than Being, perished, his wife and daughter Simone, born in 1935, survived the war thanks to
         their many friends and to the Catholic nuns who hid them for most of the war.
      

      
      In 1940 Arendt also spent time in a Nazi camp, a detention and transfer camp for ‘enemy
         aliens’ in Gurs, France (with her mother, who had managed to escape Germany just prior
         to the Anschluss—the annexation of Austria). As control of France was taken over by
         the pro-Nazi Vichy government, Arendt, along with her second husband, Heinrich Blücher,
         a Marxist, and her mother managed to flee Europe via Lisbon. They arrived in America
         in 1941 along with other fortunate refugees, fully aware of those, such as Walter
         Benjamin, who had not been so fortunate. Once in New York, Arendt found work writing
         for Aufbau, a German-language paper, where she continued advocating a Jewish army, support for
         the Zionist movement and for the need for Jews to respond politically to the Nazis.
         In addition, it was during this period that she began to reflect on totalitarianism.
         As soon as the war was over, she took a job with the Commission on European Jewish
         Cultural Reconstruction, which had as its mission to recover, gather and catalogue
         millions of artefacts and volumes of Judaica, most of which she could neither read
         nor properly appreciate. Levinas went back to work as soon as the war was over, and
         like Arendt he found it important to work for a Jewish organization, the Ecole Normale
         Israélite Orientale (ENIO), which allowed him to reinvigorate Jewish life, via education,
         after the war. In 1947 Arendt’s and Levinas’s intellectual paths intersected with
         the assistance of Jean Wahl’s journal Deucalion (1947, no. 2), in which both published articles, at his request, outlining their
         critiques of Heidegger’s notion of the self. While there is no evidence that Levinas
         read Arendt’s article, entitled ‘La philosophie de l’existence’, she includes a comment
         about his article, ‘L’Autre dans Proust’, in a footnote to Origins: ‘Compare the interesting remarks on this subject by E. Levinas’ (OT 80). It is thus
         clear that at least Arendt was aware of the direction Levinas’s thought was heading
         in the years after the war. While Arendt was busy travelling to Germany on behalf
         of Jewish organizations and gathering information for her book, Levinas made his critique
         of Heidegger public in the lectures now published as Time and the Other and in his 1947 Existence and Existents.
      

      
      It was in the 1950s, a time when the world was desperately trying to make sense of
         the past decade, that both Levinas and Arendt were most prolific. In 1951, both Levinas
         and Arendt published works that established them as prominent scholars in the post-Shoah
         period. For Levinas, it was in the essay ‘Is Ontology Fundamental?’[13] (analysed in chapter 4) that he formulated his response to Heidegger and to the Shoah
         in ethical terms. This essay, which forms the base of Totality and Infinity, was written while Levinas was founding the Colloque des intellectuels juifs de langue française, a temporal overlap that has consequences for both his Talmudic lectures (part of
         his so-called Jewish writings) and his philosophical essays. Arendt’s response to
         this estrangement came in 1950 with the first draft of Origins, a draft that kept her editors occupied for over a year in order to ‘Englishsize’
         it, and then several years later, in 1958 with her phenomenological analysis of labour,
         work and action in The Human Condition. It was also in 1951 that Arendt became an American citizen, ending eighteen years
         of statelessness, a condition she examined in Origins.
      

      
      The 1960s, a controversial decade for the new state of Israel, was a period during
         which both Levinas and Arendt reflected on ‘The Jewish Question’. In 1961 Arendt travelled
         to Jerusalem on behalf of the New Yorker to report on Eichmann’s trial, a report that led her to be attacked by the Jewish
         community in America as well as the wider academic community of the New School for
         Social Research in New York, where she had recently been appointed as a professor.
         It is in response to her surprise both during the trial, and specifically Eichmann’s
         references to Kant’s categorical imperative, and to the harsh public reaction to her
         analysis, that Arendt dedicated the last decade of her life to questions of ethics
         and more philosophical pursuits, such as the life of the mind. Directly following
         the trial her book On Revolution (1963) was published, and then closely thereafter Men in Dark Times (1968), Crisis of the Republic (1972) and the first two parts of The Life of the Mind. It was also in the late 1960s that she lectured frequently on ethical topics and
         taught extensively on Kant and the faculty of judgement. Levinas also published many
         major writings, the most important of which were Totality and Infinity (1961) and Difficult Freedom (1963). The latter, along with his Four Talmudic Readings (1968), were published with a different publisher than his so-called philosophical
         writings.[14] In addition, he began to write on explicitly political topics such as the State of
         Israel and human rights.
      

      
      It is also at the end of this decade, in 1970, after the Eichmann controversy, that
         Emmanuel Levinas and Hannah Arendt finally met. Both were awarded honorary doctorates
         by a Jesuit institute (Loyola University in Chicago), a school known for its synthesis
         of Catholicism and philosophy. Only in America did their lives cross paths. According
         to Simon Critchley, Levinas was taken aback by the enthusiasm with which Arendt sang
         the national anthem, an enthusiasm he may have interpreted to be overly political
         and thus, in his terms, unethical.[15] It is likely, had Levinas been more familiar with her writings in the last few years
         of her life, that he would have understood that Arendt’s appreciation for the United
         States of America arose from the same experiences as his in France, which he often
         spoke of, an appreciation at having found a home in which to live, without constant
         threat, as both a Jew and a human being. It is also perhaps due to the fact that Arendt
         had made her home in New York and had written predominantly in English, and only rarely
         in German, that Levinas was unfamiliar with her ideas, which were not, at that time,
         translated in France. Likewise, Arendt never referred to Levinas, with the exception
         of the footnote in Origins, perhaps for the same reason or possibly due to her general unease with his religious
         ethics.
      

      
      While Levinas would continue living and writing for another twenty-five years, by
         which time most of his books had been translated and were being discussed on both
         sides of the Atlantic, the same cannot be said for Arendt. After her husband’s death
         in 1970, Arendt’s own health rapidly deteriorated. In 1974, while delivering a series
         of Gifford Lectures, she suffered a near fatal heart attack. Yet rather than resting
         and recuperating, she quickly returned to teaching and writing, determined to finish
         The Life of the Mind. It thus came as no surprise that on Thursday, 4 December 1975, Hannah Arendt had
         a fatal heart attack in her living room where, sitting in her typewriter, was the
         title page of her ‘Judging’ manuscript. At the same time, Levinas was enjoying the
         wide success of his Otherwise Than Being (1974), and went on to publish On Maurice Blanchot (1975), Proper Names (1976), From the Sacred to the Holy (1977), Beyond the Verse (1982), Of God Who Comes to Mind (1982), Outside the Subject (1987), In the Time of the Nations (1988), Entre Nous (1991), Unforeseen History (1994), and Alterity and Transcendence (1995), to name but some of the most well known. What is also noteworthy is the number
         of interviews Levinas gave in these years, interviews that bring a great deal of clarity
         to his intensely complex essays. Levinas also received many honours in these last
         two decades, some of which were from German universities, to which he sent others
         to accept, never able to fully come to terms with the past. In the 1990s, struggling
         with illness, Levinas presented a few final Talmudic readings but for the most part
         was less prolific and passed away on Christmas Eve of 1995 in Paris.
      

      
      Philosophical Parallels 

      
      What I aimed to illustrate by means of Arendt’s and Levinas’s life stories is that
         while they took divergent paths, several  methodologies and concerns emerge that played
         a prominent role in both of their lives and, as I will demonstrate, in their writings.
         While there are many intriguing and interesting points of interaction to be explored
         in the dialogue between Arendt and Levinas, to do so systematically would be impossible
         in a single volume.[16] For this reason, I intend to focus only on the four aspects of their respective projects
         that are fundamental to the dialogue between alterity and plurality I seek to construct.
         First is the event that radically altered both of their lives and thinking—the Shoah.
         Their respective philosophical contributions are responses to the plethora of questions
         raised by the horrors of totalitarianism: how it happened, why it happened, how can
         it be prevented, and so forth. Second is their commitment to the phenomenological
         approach, albeit with different interpretations and importations from Husserl and
         Heidegger, respectively. Third, and closely related to the latter, both sought to
         understand what role the Western philosophical tradition—and especially the existential
         ontology of their teacher Martin Heidegger—played in preparing the ground for totalitarian
         thinking and government. And last, the most ambiguous of parallels, is their shared
         Judaic horizon. While the latter will only be developed in the final chapters, suffice
         it to say that the Judaic horizon is one that draws on a philosophical anthropology
         of hope, a relational approach and responsibility.
      

      
      Reacting to the Shock of the Shoah

      
      The Shoah is undoubtedly ‘ground zero’ for Arendt and Levinas, as well as many other
         thinkers, both Jewish and non-Jewish. As Adorno expressed it, art, the world and thought
         itself, seem barbaric after Auschwitz.[17] The reality in which they found themselves in 1945 raised so many questions for both
         Arendt and Levinas, there was so much to understand, or at least to try to make sense
         of. The Shoah, broadly construed, is the most important philosophical parallel. Both
         thinkers sought a means to reconcile the world with the horrors of the Shoah and,
         unlike so many others, refused to give up hope in humanity. Levinas stated that his
         life story was ‘dominated by the presentiment and the memory of the Nazi horror’ (DF
         291). Arendt’s response was The Origins of Totalitarianism, in which
      

      
         [s]he chose to study and understand the crucial political and moral issues of this
            age in the traditional manner of a theorist confronted with a deranged world. The
            Holocaust is one such significant event which occupied her erudite and probing attention.
            From this statement emerged a fundamental statement about man and politics.[18] 
         

      

      One of the main tasks of this book is to analyse the differences in their reactions
         to the Shoah. While both refuse purely theoretical responses, turning instead to the
         importance of praxis after Auschwitz, and specifically to the activity of human interactions,
         each understood these relations differently. Reconciliation, and change, was needed—and
         for this both found inspiration in existential phenomenology with its emphasis on
         concrete lived experience.
      

      
      Given the importance the Shoah had in their lives, magnified by the fact of being
         born a Jew, regardless of whether one was a practicing Jew, crystallized the connection
         among their critiques of Heidegger, their phenomenological training and their commitment
         to tikkum olam (repairing the destroyed world). I am not suggesting that being Jewish meant the
         same thing to Levinas and Arendt, or that it defines their philosophy; nonetheless,
         the constellation of history and their identities as Jews (albeit as determined by
         the Nazis) has had a tangible impact on their respective oeuvres. As this parallel
         will continue to be discussed, it is not necessary to develop this further here, although
         it must not be underestimated. Arendt and Levinas, in their own ways, spent their
         lives trying to make sense, to understand and to prevent (another) ‘Shoah’. This motivation
         was a means as well as an end, in that neither could be at home in a world where such
         horrors were possible.
      

      
      What I hope to consider in my reading of Levinas and Arendt is first how, in light
         of Heidegger’s betrayal and the Shoah, a Judaic horizon of meaning came to the fore
         that might otherwise not have arisen. While it is well known that Arendt first expressed
         an interest in the Judaic while living in exile in Paris among a Jewish intellectual
         community and had begun to learn about the Judaic from Benjamin prior to his suicide,
         it is less known that her library—in New York—was filled with annotated volumes on
         Judaism, and specifically on the difference between Jewish and Greek thought. Likewise,
         if one considers her writings between 1933 and 1945, now collected in The Jewish Writings, it is impossible to deny how historical events directed her research interests.
         The same is true for Levinas. While he was raised in a practicing Jewish household,
         he chose—prior to the war—to study philosophy and theology and thus not to engage
         in the Judaic. It was only in the postwar period, from 1945 to 1955, that he began
         to study—for days without rest. The Judaic world was opened up to him by his mysterious
         Talmudic master Chouchani.[19] 
      

      
      The Shoah also plays a role in their respective philosophical anthropologies, implicitly,
         and more explicitly, in respective pursuits of ethical and political responses. For
         both the Shoah was a painful reminder of the fragility of the human realm that was
         utterly shattered under totalitarianism. Yet both also realized that this fragility
         is part of the dignity of the human condition and that any attempt to reject this
         fragility affronts human dignity itself. In response to this they sought to rethink
         the world—without trying to refound it (which is a form of denying the fundamental
         fragility and contingency of human interactions), in a manner distinct from the traditional
         philosophical approach to thought, an approach both spent a great deal of time criticizing
         and connecting to the logic of totality and totalitarianism. This choice led both
         to embrace a new form of social or relational ontology (alterity and plurality respectively,
         neither of which is rooted in singularity or oneness) that is prior to epistemology.
         This priority expresses itself in Arendt’s preference for doxa, or opinions, over truth, and in Levinas’s ethics as first philosophy (thereby displacing
         both ontology and epistemology as first philosophy). As Taminiaux states: ‘[W]ithout
         their justifications being the same—plurality is not the face-to-face—Arendt and Levinas
         both denounce the pretension that bios, from the Greeks to Heidegger, can attain or accomplish, in solitude, an ultimate
         view of a totalising knowledge in the light beyond any exchange of words’.[20] 
      

      
      The Phenomenological Tradition

      
      Given the emphasis in the Western philosophical tradition on the difference between
         ethics and politics, it is sometimes difficult to imagine a fruitful dialogue between
         thinkers such as Arendt and Levinas. Nonetheless, when read in light of their shared
         phenomenological roots and approaches, this dialogue is made possible and proves to
         be very fertile. The same can be said about attempting to think, or do philosophy,
         after the Shoah. ‘The reality [of the Shoah] is more difficult to grasp; to do so,
         one needs to adopt a phenomenological approach that avoids the one sided standpoints
         of either the supposedly neutral outside observer or the participant in the process
         itself’.[21] What distinguishes phenomenology from traditional philosophy, implied in this quote,
         is its refusal to assume or engage with unobservable phenomena—as is the case with
         psychoanalysis, which was immensely popular at the turn of the twentieth century,
         choosing instead to focus on what is experienced by a subject—clearly drawing its
         inspiration from Kant’s transcendental philosophy. ‘Phenomenology investigates the
         intelligibility, significance, and appearance of the world. To engage in a reflective
         exploration of the structures and conditions of worldly significance and appearance
         differs from any direct metaphysical investigation of the real world’.[22] In this sense, ‘phenomenology is a distinctively German response to the “crisis of
         metaphysics”.’[23] After providing a brief and simplified definition of the phenomenological tradition,
         I will consider how Arendt and Levinas, in their own manners, engage with the phenomenological
         tradition, setting aside their specific engagement with Heidegger’s ontological project
         for the next section.
      

      
      Arendt and Levinas are both third-generation phenomenologists (circa 1950s), who according
         to Thompson and Embree’s taxonomy address questions of ethics and politics, which
         were seen as lacking in the work of first- (Husserl, circa 1900) and second- (Heidegger,
         circa 1930) generation phenomenologists.[24] What distinguishes these two previous generations from each other, a distinction
         Levinas explores extensively in his pre-1950s writings, is that Husserl’s approach,
         often called realistic or constitutive phenomenology, is focused in cognition, whereas
         Heidegger’s focus is on lived experience (erlebnis), existential phenomenology or ontology, as it arises from Dasein’s existence (being-with). Husserl, whose approach was defined by both Arendt and Levinas as too
         intellectual, sought to trace experience back to its intentional or constitutive roots
         in the subject, which led them to criticize the founder of phenomenology for failing
         to realize the other cannot be a product of the self’s intentional consciousness,
         or what Levinas refers to in his dissertation as ‘theoretical contemplation’ (which
         comes very close to Arendt’s criticism of the vita contemplativa in The Human Condition). Levinas’s reading of Husserl is very much affected by Heidegger, who takes his
         leave from this purely cognitive approach, specifically in Being and Time (1927), by way of his project of fundamental ontology, in which he seeks to provide
         an account of human existence (Dasein’s existence) as it appears or is disclosed in the context of the world. ‘The Heideggerian
         inspiration of Levinas’ hermeneutic is obvious. . . . Husserl’s preference for the
         object (Gegenstand), representation (Vorstellung), perception, evidence, adequacy, and theory expresses a specific orientation and
         a certain way of being . . . and which presupposes a genesis, a specific history,
         and a particular way of being in the world’.[25] However, even with Heidegger’s focus on history and being in the world, according
         to Arendt and Levinas, he fails to recognize that the other cannot be understood or
         reduced to an object or product of Dasein’s existence. Both thinkers felt strongly that after the horrors of the Shoah, it
         was absolutely imperative that philosophy be rethought in such a manner that the other
         was not reduced to another self or object, to be instrumentalised by a system. ‘The
         impetus behind this [third-generation] development was, of course, the necessity for
         those involved of responding to the challenge of Marxism and the emergence of the
         novel form of terror unleashed in the totalitarian regimes of Nazi Germany and Stalinist
         Russia’.[26] These events very much directed the focus of their phenomenological investigations
         towards the realm of politics, ethics and other social interactions, structures of
         oppression and exclusion, institutions, and in particular the question of intersubjectivity—first
         introduced to phenomenology by Husserl.
      

      
      In this vein, Arendt and Levinas can both be read as third-generation existential
         phenomenologists focused on the question of intersubjectivity—specifically their respective
         foci on relational conceptions of alterity and plurality. Both thinkers are methodologically
         closer to Heidegger’s existential approach, however thematically they reject his ontological
         project, and are thematically closer to Husserl’s late analysis of intersubjectivity.[27] Levinas began his career, at the age of twenty-six, by translating Husserl’s writings
         on intersubjectivity (into French), but only begins his own radical rethinking of
         the relationship between self and other in the 1940s. Arendt, who was also very much
         influenced by Karl Jasper’s existentialism, provides a definition of the political
         created between people, in a space constituted by self-other relations, which she calls plurality.
         According to Arendt and Levinas, the phenomenological method has the ability to avoid
         the reduction of the other to the self, a reduction they see as fundamental to the
         philosophical tradition and Heidegger’s ontological project. This is a view shared
         by other third-generation phenomenologists, ‘the concrete transcendental subject grasps
         itself as Other in that it is “an other” for the Other, and introduces an absolutely
         original element into the problematic of this subject: the social. Here again phenomenology
         was led inevitably, by the very fact that it is not a metaphysics but a philosophy
         of the concrete’.[28] 
      

      
      However, while Arendt and Levinas are focused on rethinking intersubjectivity phenomenologically,
         the tradition of philosophy categorizes their approaches in terms of ethics and politics,
         respectively, a categorization that fails to appreciate their shared methods and thematic
         concerns. When viewed as phenomenological investigations of intersubjectivity that
         are reacting to the tradition of Western philosophy and Heidegger’s ontological project,
         there is a clear rapprochement between Arendt’s political and Levinas’s ethical projects.
         From the perspective of postmodern philosophy, which takes the loss of metaphysical
         foundations as its starting point, both Levinas and Arendt explore ‘“the political”,
         that is, the realm of human coexistence’.[29] Phenomenology is thus a fitting methodology with which to understand the self-other
         relation and avoid the reduction of the other to the self, a relation that constitutes
         the ground for Arendt’s politics and Levinas’s ethics.
      

      
      Responding to Heidegger

      
      Undoubtedly the most distinct parallel—biographical and intellectual—is  the inspiration
         and education they received from Martin Heidegger (pre-1930) as well as the shock
         and disappointment at his behaviour that followed closely thereafter (post-1930).
         While there is a great deal of resonance in their writings with regard to the former,
         the latter is a major point of divergence. To forgive or not to forgive was the question
         that so many of Heidegger’s disciples, and specifically his Jewish students, were
         forced to ask themselves in light of the horrors of the Shoah after the infamous rectoral
         address and his further links to Nazism. On a more personal level, both struggled
         throughout their lives with the question of how such a philosophical genius could
         have been so ethically and politically irresponsible. However important his lessons
         had been prior to 1930, the shock of his associating with Nazism led both to rethink
         the entire philosophical tradition and specifically Heidegger’s ontological project.
         In an interview with François Poirié, Levinas said:
      

      
         went to see Husserl and I found Heidegger. Of course, I will never forget Heidegger’s
            relation to Hitler. Even if this relation was only of a very short duration, it will
            be forever. But the works of Heidegger, the way in which he practiced phenomenology
            in Being and Time—I knew immediately that this was one of the greatest philosophers in history.[30]

      

      In this vein, it is impossible to disentangle the Heideggerian parallel from that
         of the Shoah. This connection is quite explicit in the first major book each thinker
         published after the Shoah. For Arendt, in the Origins of Totalitarianism, the ontological project and its reduction of the other is related to totalitarianism’s
         destruction of plurality and the dignity of the other. For Levinas, in Totality and Infinity, ‘ontology is a totalizing enterprise. It is a philosophy of power characterized
         by a relentless movement of absorption and reduction’;[31] it is the totality that prevents the ethical face-to-face relation. While Arendt
         later moderates her critique of Heidegger, it is evident that after the Shoah both
         felt it absolutely necessary to explicitly criticize and distance themselves from
         his ontological project. Had history and Heidegger been other than they were, Levinas
         might not have sought to establish that ethics precedes ontology, and Arendt might
         not have tried to assert plurality’s priority over singularity for the sake of the
         political.
      

      
      A concrete expression of Levinas’s intellectual response is how he ‘develops his ontology
         in deliberate contrast to the ontology of Heidegger’.[32] Cohen demonstrates this in ‘Levinas: thinking least about death—contra Heidegger’,[33] in which he demonstrates how Levinas rejects Heidegger’s egocentric focus on the
         death of the self and turns instead to alterity and life by means of phenomenological
         analyses of fecundity and eros. Similarly, as developed by Jung, Arendt ‘opposes Heidegger
         whose Dasein is characterized by death or mortality, [whereas] Arendt defines the initium of action, which is the foundation of human capacity to create new realities, in terms
         of the facticity of birth or natality’.[34] The original reading of Augustine she presents in most of her writings, which focuses
         on hope, the new and natality, is an explicit response to Heidegger’s understanding
         of Dasein as being-towards-death (zum-Tode-sein).[35] This shared rejection of the ontological focus on Dasein’s death as the origin of one’s horizon is also the basis for their move away from
         the priority of the self, or Dasein, towards the other and intersubjectivity. In Heidegger’s work the latter is addressed
         in terms of mitsein (being-with), and yet it is still understood as a possibility that arises from within
         the horizon of the self, of Dasein. Arendt’s focus on natality, like Levinas’s interest in fecundity, family and the
         feminine, is an expression of their prioritization of the other, a reworking of Heidegger’s
         mitsein. ‘Against a thought led by schemes of power and slavery [how Levinas defined Heideggerian
         ontology in 1949], Levinas looks for a way out . . . and points to the themes of createdness
         and sexuality’.[36] Unlike death, birth and sexuality are impossible without the other.
      

      
      In contrast to their explicit rejection of the importance of death in Heidegger’s
         ontology, Arendt and Levinas both maintain the importance of other Heideggerian concepts
         such as that of the world, and specifically of being-in-the-world (in-der-welt-sein). The latter, for Heidegger, replaces the Husserlian subject-object frame that is
         so central to the tradition after Descartes in order to emphasize Dasein’s (entanglement) in the world. Accordingly Dasein is always already in the world, not by conscious or intentional choice, but by being
         thrown or projected (geworfen) into it and defined by its limitations and possibilities (such as death). For Heidegger
         the world is thus not only an ontical term but also an ontological realm of possibilities.
         However, what is most important about the Heideggerian notion of the world for Arendt
         and Levinas is worldhood (weltheit), which is an existential and ontological notion, that can be best understood as
         the background or horizon upon which all things appear, and world disclosure (erschlossenheit), which is how things (including the other for Heidegger) become meaningful or appear
         to Dasein. Arendt relies heavily on the concept of world, worldliness and worldlessness in
         The Human Condition (explored in chapter 3). When she describes the modern world as worldless, this is
         not a factual claim about the nature of reality but an existential judgement from
         the perspective of experience, as the world that is lost refers to the reality created
         between people in the public realm. In his early work ‘Levinas describes three levels
         of worldliness, finding beneath praxis and theory the more originary level of the
         self-sensing of embodied sensibility which he describes in terms of “enjoyment”.’[37] While in his later work, the world is that which is outside the totality of the ego,
         in the space of externality, and in this sense is an openness to infinity.
      

      
      Another shared Heideggerian concept is the focus on someone’s (ontological) ‘whoness’
         or personhood as opposed to someone’s (ontic) ‘whatness’ (quidditas). For Heidegger the correct question to pose of Dasein is ‘who’ are you, rather than ‘what’ is Dasein. ‘The “who” question “discloses” (to use Heidegger’s term) the difference between
         Dasein and other beings’.[38] This emphasis on the who over the what of a person, which is focused on Dasein for Heidegger, on the self and other for Arendt, and on the other for Levinas, relates
         to the question central to this work concerning the constitution of the self. What
         is clear is that both Arendt and Levinas agree with Heidegger that the who has precedence
         over the what, but where both disagree is his focus on the who of the self at the
         cost of the who of the other. Both Arendt and Levinas explicitly react to the Heideggerian
         claim that ‘being-with-others (Miteinandersein) is founded in a comprehension of Being in general and as such and that an authentic
         relationship with others presupposes a “letting be” (Seinlassen)’.[39] According to Arendt, the self can only answer the question ‘who am I’ by interacting
         with the other. Likewise, for Levinas, in his analysis of substitution or hineni,[40]  the other constitutes the self’s whoness. For both thinkers the ‘who’ is fundamentally
         a relational disclosure, as it is the other who singularizes the self as unique, irreplaceable
         and responsible.
      

      
      Perhaps the most obvious, and thus most forgotten, inheritance from Heidegger—rooted
         in the phenomenological method—is the importance of space and time, or temporality.
         Space and time are so present in Arendt’s and Levinas’s writings and analyses of the
         self-other relation that it is impossible to do more than provide a few examples here
         (which will be followed by much more support in parts II and III). For Heidegger,
         space and time are ‘existentials’—categories that make up the structure of Dasein’s existence. Other such existentials are care (zorg), anxiety, falleness, and so forth. ‘This existential sense of space will be crucial
         to Arendt since, in contrast to physical space, our “being in” the human world depends to a great extent on the maintenance of human institutions such as publicness. . . . [Likewise] in human time the “present” is
         merely an incomplete, artificially detached slice of a whole movement that actually
         begins in the future’,[41] an idea Arendt echoes in her essays collected in Between Past and Future. For Levinas time remains a fundamental existential, and yet he criticizes Heidegger’s
         overcorrection of nonphenomenological notions of time, which puts too much emphasis
         on the temporalizing of history (Geschichtlichkeit). ‘Levinas’ solution is breathtaking in its originality: the irreducible alterity
         of time’s dimensions is sustained precisely as the alterity of the face-to-face proximity’.[42] While this will be explained at length in chapter 5, briefly, Levinas explains that
         the past that gives meaning to the present (via history and memory) is never really
         present; it is only encountered when face-to-face with the other.
      

      
      In addition to these shared Heideggerian heirlooms, there are many concepts and claims
         exclusively inherited by Arendt or Levinas. Many of these will be explored extensively
         in the chapters to come, but for now it is worth mentioning a few of the most significant.
         ‘The stamp of Heideggerian thinking is especially noticeable in three elements of
         Arendt’s work: the status of her elaborate system of distinctions and concepts, her
         approach to language, and her interpretation of action as self-revelation’.[43] The distinctions that structure The Human Condition are labour, work, action, the vita activa and vita contemplativa; and those that structure her investigation of The Life of the Mind are thinking, willing and judging. We will also be considering the importance of
         speech in relation to self-disclosure for Arendt’s notion of the political, which
         has parallels to Levinas’s position in Totality and Infinity with regard to language as a means to encounter the other without reducing the other
         to the same. Another critical Arendtian concept that was greatly inspired by Heidegger
         is her exploration of the phenomenon of loneliness. Loneliness is not a category for
         scientific analysis; it is an existential that arises when a human being is no longer
         ‘in the world’ because of a lack of relationality (or for now, self-other relations)
         and does not have a space in which to appear and be seen (to be glorified, in Heideggerian
         terms). The danger of course is that lonely denizens escape this painful experience
         of loneliness by joining the masses—or Heidegger’s ‘the they’—rather than turning
         to the political realm of plurality. For Arendt, it is by means of action—the concept
         central to her entire opus—that the self discloses itself and appears to others. In
         other words action brings together Heidegger’s analysis of self-disclosure and Arendt’s
         phenomenological commitment to the realm of appearances.[44]

      
      Levinas, until the 1950s, remains much closer (than Arendt) in his approach and terminology
         to both Husserl and Heidegger; his project takes a much more radical divergence from
         that of Heidegger after the 1950s. For Heidegger the Other (autrui) does not disclose herself but is to be understood (or comprehended) against the
         horizon of Being, what Levinas will call the reduction of the other to the same or
         more polemically ‘the murder of the other’. Nonetheless, Levinas remains much truer
         to the phenomenological method, which he claims is ‘precisely the method by which
         we are going back to concrete man’;[45] this is most evident from his analyses of dwelling, at-homeness, paternity, and so
         forth.
      

      
      As we will see throughout this book, Arendt and Levinas retain certain of Heidegger’s
         fundamental concepts as well as his phenomenological approach, yet nonetheless both
         reject the project of fundamental ontology (as is clear from their view on being-towards-death)
         by questioning the primacy he gives to Dasein. Furthermore, given that Heidegger saw his project as being a radical departure from
         the history of philosophy, which has its focus on ontical being (the factual being
         of positive science) and not on ontology (the phenomenal existence of Being as such),
         this questioning of Heidegger’s project led them both to rethink its connection to
         the entire Western philosophical tradition. However, the aspects of the tradition
         they remain loyal to, for example to Kant, are remarkably similar;[46] this is most likely due to the fact that both criticize the tradition, and specifically
         ethics and politics, from the perspective of the phenomenological method. Well versed
         in the tradition—Arendt having studied at Berlin, Marburg, Freiburg and Heidelberg,
         Levinas at Strasbourg and Freiburg—both exhibited their creative licence with regard
         to their interpretation of the philosophical canon that grounds the tradition. Nonetheless,
         their originality comes at a price. They have—rightly so—been accused of intentionally
         misinterpreting the tradition, leading to controversial, polarizing, and hyperbolic
         oversimplifications. While I do not intend to apologize ad nauseam for this tendency,
         it would be remiss not to provide a few examples.
      

      
      Let us begin by considering Arendt’s reading of the tradition. First there is her
         problematic use of the term philosophy. With this term she categorizes all thinkers—rarely citing exceptions—from Parmenides
         to Heidegger as seeking singularity (whether in terms of the self, the same, the individual,
         Dasein) and as being averse to plurality. A second example of Arendt’s lack of scholasticism
         is in her reading of Socrates and Plato—and specifically in The Human Condition. Seemingly Socrates can do no wrong, whereas Plato can do no right in her eyes. Arendt
         rarely even notes the fact that all we know of the former comes from the latter. Plato
         is depicted as a philosopher king whose obsession with singularity transforms him
         into a truth tyrant, which makes him solely responsible for turning the activity of
         the political into a contemplative activity—political philosophy. Nonetheless there
         are advantages to Arendt’s peculiar reading of the tradition—take for example her
         highly original reading of Kant’s third critique in relation to politics, which has
         been so influential for thinkers such as Ranciere and Butler. In this vein, it is
         perhaps possible to understand those sympathetic to Arendt—including myself—who acknowledge
         and then move beyond her lack of scholastic or historical subtlety.
      

      
      This is equally true of those sympathetic to Levinas’s highly reductive and critical
         reading of the Western philosophical tradition, which nonetheless provides an invaluable
         contribution, or alternative, to the tradition in terms of an ethics of alterity.
         He, like Arendt, all too often equates all of Western philosophy, with its roots in
         Athens, with ontology. What’s more, he also seems to deem, although inconsistently,
         certain concepts as ‘malicious’—such as totality, universality, and politics, and
         others as ‘noble’—such as alterity, ethics, and responsibility. However, this does
         not prevent him from discovering potential in philosophers such as Plato, in terms
         of the Good, and Descartes’s idea of infinity (both to be discussed in the section
         on Totality and Infinity). A question that has always puzzled me is why Levinas felt the term ethics could be rescued from the tradition, but politics could not? Likewise, until after the Eichmann trial, why could Arendt rescue the
         political but not ethics?
      

      
      This perplexity is further reinforced by explicit parallels in their respective treatments
         of certain thinkers, such as their similar criticisms of the singularity or egocentric
         approach of Hobbes, which is the starting point for the tradition of political liberalism
         based on a vertical contract with a sovereign in response to a fear of other human
         subjects. While both thinkers are highly critical of the liberal state that takes
         for granted certain of Hobbes’s views on autonomy, contracts, and so forth, they do
         not wish to do away with it because of its more recent philosophical emphasis on human
         dignity, liberty and equality. This philosophical liberalism is for both a potential
         springboard to a richer form of community rooted in heteronomy, responsibility and
         respect (as opposed to fear) for the other. They see the political as having more
         to offer than the rather minimalistic definition given to it by Hobbesian inspired
         liberalism. The liberal state is thus presupposed to be an absolute ‘minimum’, necessary
         but far from sufficient. As Muhlmann writes, ‘Arendt insists upon that which goes
         beyond liberalism, but exactly that, beyond but not without liberalism as its basis’.[47] 
      

      
      Having acquired substantial backgrounds in classical philosophy, both Arendt and Levinas
         made the choice to follow Heidegger and adopt the language and method of phenomenology
         (to greater and lesser degrees) as well as several key Heideggerian concepts. Their
         shared methodological roots allow for the possibility of a dialogue between their
         distinct projects if approached from the perspective of phenomenology. It is too simple
         to assume that because Levinas, read superficially, opposes ethics to politics, and
         Arendt, read equally superficially, opposes politics to morality, that the two are
         quite obviously speaking incompatible languages. The language of both is that of phenomenology
         reinterpreted in light of Heidegger’s actions prior to and during the Shoah. By taking
         a phenomenological approach, both are responding to the lacunae of Heideggerian phenomenology
         and focusing on the experiences of human beings in their alterity and plurality. In
         addition, both reject the basis of ontology in singularity by focusing on an intersubjective
         approach and asserting their continued faith in humanity in the aftermath of the Shoah.
         These similarities point to a rapprochement between Levinas’s and Arendt’s thought
         that while challenging is certainly worth considering.
      

      
      A Judaic Inspiration

      
      In order to avoid potential assumptions and misunderstandings, which are par for the
         course when one uses a term associated with religion in the context of a philosophical
         or political project, it is necessary to define the neologism Judaic. In using this term, I draw an analytically useful albeit artificial distinction
         between the Judaic and Judaism, a religion (as classified in the seventeenth century),[48] and being Jewish or Jewish(ness), a cultural heritage. While this distinction can
         only be theoretically or formally maintained, it is nonetheless an important one.
         The Judaic is the contemporary voice of an ancient tradition (oral and written) that
         inhabits the intellectually rich space between thinking and acting. As such, it is
         necessary to situate this tradition, which has always sought to relate what is particular
         to Judaism and being a Jew to the thoughts and activities of the rest of the world
         (which has given the geographic location of the diaspora, been predominantly influenced
         by Christianity, the Greeks, and their confluence in Rome). While inspired by the
         Torah or Hebrew Bible, it took on a life of its own only after the destruction of
         the Temple (approx. 135 CE). It is this tragic event that gave birth to a critical
         and hermeneutical Judaic tradition as guided by rabbis. While this rabbinic tradition
         is as rich as medieval philosophy, I believe that modernity, which occurred for the
         Jews somewhat later than for the rest of Europe,[49] brought with it yet another twist. This twist, which arose in the nineteenth century
         with emancipation, is evident from the fact that one can be Jewish without practicing
         Judaism. The term Jewish, that is, the experience of being Jewish, is the product
         of the modern possibility to no longer practice Judaism and yet still to be considered
         by others, as well as by oneself, to be a Jew.[50] 
      

      
      Given that Arendt found herself in this exact situation, which she explored in many
         of the essays collected by Feldman and Kohn (JW),[51] a situation that neither she nor her readers could properly understand,[52] it is important to understand that the ‘theological’ aspects of Judaism (a Christian
         term that does not properly apply here) took on a different form for the great majority
         of modern Jews of which both Arendt and Levinas are part. It is for this reason that
         a third term arises with modernity, which most often begins with Spinoza but must
         wait for Mendelssohn to find a warmer welcome. It is this tradition that can be traced
         via thinkers such as Hermann Cohen, as a representative of neo-Kantianism, and Franz
         Rosenzweig, a student of Hegel, which are important ‘theological’ and philosophical
         sources for thinkers writing after the Shoah. It is a tradition that is constantly
         struggling to find recognition in both the universities, as the centre of academic
         life, and the synagogues, as the centre of the Jewish community whether secular or
         not.
      

      
      Although it would be useful if the Judaic could simply be categorized as theological
         or philosophical, it cannot. It is this refusal that serves as a reminder that the
         Judaic cannot simply be translated into the terms of contemporary—Christian or secular
         (post-Christian)—thought. As Bettina Bergo writes, ‘It is precisely in these tensions,
         between the Jewish religious and philosophical traditions [read Judaic], and his phenomenological-existential thought, that Levinas’ originality lies’.[53] Levinas—respected by both many prominent Jewish thinkers and Western philosophers—has
         made his home in the space between faith and philosophy. In his first-ever public
         remark at the Colloque des intellectuels juifs, Levinas, in his own terms, expressed
         this particular and peculiar aspect of the Judaic: ‘Judaism [read Judaic] is not a
         religion. The word does not exist in Hebrew. It is much more than that. It is a way to understand
         [the human] being’.[54] It is in this nontheological and noncultural sense that I claim that both Arendt
         and Levinas are inspired by the Judaic and on this basis explore the Judaic in terms
         of a shared resonance in their writings.
      

      
      To conclude, it is the intersection of the phenomenological approach, with its emphasis
         on meaning, experiences, and action and the need to respond to the Shoah, that I take
         as a basis for the engagement of Arendt and Levinas. It is my claim that because of
         Arendt’s unique approach to the political from the perspective of plurality, her thought
         resonates remarkably well with the criteria of Levinas’s ethics. Arendt’s notion of
         the political is equally opposed to the reduction of the other that Levinas is reacting
         against and one that thinks of the political from the perspective of relationality
         as Levinas does the ethical. Furthermore, as I will show in my reading of Arendt,
         her notion of the political is based on an appreciation for the alterity that characterizes
         plurality as opposed to multiplicity: copies of the same. I conceive of a possible
         dialogue between the political and ethics because of how they are conceived by Arendt
         and Levinas. Furthermore, I claim that this dialogue takes places from within a common
         background, such as their shared phenomenological methodology as taught to them by
         Heidegger and their need to rethink the tradition, in light of the Shoah and as inspired
         by the Judaic.
      

      
      Notes
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      Chapter 2

      Divided by Disciplinary Confines?

      
         
         
         
      

      
      Undoubtedly my claim that a dialogue is possible between the political and ethics
         by way of a post-Shoah Heideggerian-inspired phenomenological method will strike some
         as decidedly problematic. This is undoubtedly the case if I was aiming at a fusion
         or coherent reconciliation of their positions that would require the imposition of
         consensus where it does not exist. The irony of such an undertaking is that it would
         be precisely what Arendt and Levinas are reacting to, the reduction of difference
         to the same. Fortuitously, my claim is that it is the differences in their respective
         approaches that makes this confrontational dialogue promising. Nonetheless, I think
         it is necessary to consider why some (primarily non-Rawlsian political thinkers) consider
         any attempt to connect ethics with the political problematic. Is this presupposition
         based on an assumption about divisions between the academic disciplines of ethics
         and politics that arises from within the same philosophical tradition challenged by
         phenomenology, and in particular by Arendt and Levinas? As I will argue, Arendt’s
         notion of the political cannot be understood from within the framework of political
         philosophy. Likewise, Levinas’s ethics is also radically innovative. Having said all
         this, it important to acknowledge that there are some significant and insurmountable
         tensions between Arendt’s and Levinas’s thinking that cannot and need not be resolved
         for this dialogue to be possible. After briefly considering what I take to be the
         four most significant tensions, I turn to the question of disciplinary divisions and
         terminology to better understand how each thinker used these terms and how I will
         be using them in this volume.
      

      
      Insurmountable Tensions?

      
      Undoubtedly the greatest challenge posed by this project is a linguistic one. Arendt
         and Levinas both develop highly idiosyncratic terminology, coin neologisms and engage
         in etymological exercises in order to recuperate terms hidden by the philosophical
         tradition. This project requires bringing two such vocabularies into dialogue. There
         is clearly a very good chance that something gets lost in translation. While purely
         semantically there is a great deal shared between Arendt and Levinas, most of which
         has its roots in German thought, phenomenology or Heidegger, the actual terms both
         thinkers use to refer to these concepts are not often shared. The most obvious example
         is the terminology that is most critical to this project. Arendt sees her contribution
         as political (although not philosophical) and often disparages ethics. Levinas, on
         the other hand, presents ethics as first philosophy and sees politics as nothing more
         than rhetorical swindling. There is, however, hope to be found in the fact that most
         of Arendt’s and Levinas’s readers recognize the idiosyncrasy of their respective lexicons.
         ‘The Arendtian terminology appropriated to deal with ethics no longer fits into the
         usual way of addressing ethics, namely, in terms of what principles, universal or
         particular, define the good man, although the question of what values should guide
         our actions can hardly be avoided’.[1] 
      

      
      A similar shortcoming is visible with regard to Levinas. ‘Thus, what Levinas calls
         politics refers to the traditional conception of ethics found in modernity. And in
         his view, the political—obscures the ethical as he describes it. Moreover, the ethical
         as he understands it makes the political possible’.[2] What Levinas is attacking when he refers to politics is not what Arendt means by
         politics. Arendtian politics is horizontal, plural and explicitly nonviolent. It has
         no connection to war or ontology. When Arendt criticizes political philosophy, from
         Plato to today, she means exactly what Levinas does when he attacks politics, a vertical,
         violent means of reducing and controlling people. This claim will of course need to
         be proven with a closer reading of both of their positions in the following chapters.
         Given the idiosyncrasies of their respective terminology, it will be fundamental to
         clearly define and distinguish certain shared referents (only in appellation).
      

      
      From this point onward, I will have to ask my readers for patience and understanding
         with regard to the following distinctions. First, in order to facilitate a semantic
         dialogue and avoid a Babylonian perplexity, I will differentiate between morality, a term Arendt uses often in her engagement with Kant, and ethics, which we will use to refer to Levinas’s project. I use the term ethics to refer
         to an ethics of alterity and in opposition to morality that arises from within singularity
         (as in Kant’s Second Critique as argued by Arendt). In addition, I will use the term
         political to refer to a horizontal space and interaction, which arises from plurality, and
         in opposition to politics, which refers to conventional political philosophy rooted in ontology and the same.
         Last but not least, I will use the terms religion and religious, in full recognition of the fact that these terms are created with Christianity in
         mind (and as such pertain to faith, theological convictions and dogma, etc.),[3] in a manner that is inclusive of the Judaic. This accommodation is made in order
         to respect Levinas’s position that ‘Judaism is not a religion. The word does not exist in Hebrew. It is much more than that. It is a way to understand
         [the human] being’.[4] Without using the terms religion and religious, it would be very difficult to explore
         the relationship between the Judaic, ethics and the political. I hope that these distinctions
         will be of service to my readers. These terminological difficulties are, however,
         only the tip of the iceberg with regard to the greater issue of the relationship between
         ethics and the political, an iceberg that will be chipped away at in the next few
         chapters.
      

      
      A second obstacle in the dialogue between Levinas and Arendt arises with regard to
         the metaphysics of presence and the notion of appearing (or appearance), a term clearly connected to the phenomenological approach and its rejection of
         the noumenal (that which cannot be experienced by the senses), the ‘crisis of metaphysics’
         and Heidegger’s notion of disclosure. For Arendt, it is by appearing in the public
         realm that one acts politically. Appearing, even if one is not seen but only heard,
         is central to her understanding of the political; it is the means by which we disclose
         ourselves and interact with others who are disclosing themselves. Nonetheless Arendt
         does not reduce human beings and their interactions to mere appearances. As she writes
         in The Life of the Mind (in relation to thinking), ‘in contrast to the inorganic thereness of lifeless matter,
         living beings are not mere appearances. To be alive means to be possessed by an urge
         toward self-display which answers the fact of one’s own appearingness. Living things
         make their appearance like actors on a stage set for them’ (LF 21). The role of appearance
         is much more difficult to account for in Levinas’s opus, especially given the shift
         that takes place after Totality and Infinity in response to Derrida’s essay ‘Violence and Metaphysics’. While on the one hand
         appearance has an important role in his ethics, in that the other appears like a revelation
         to the self (DF 17), making the face-to-face relation possible, on the other hand
         Levinas is very clear that the other cannot be understood in terms of her appearance,
         as the other expresses an exteriority and is infinite and cannot be reduced to comprehension
         or my consciousness. The face of the other breaks through its form; the form that
         demarcates a subject cannot contain it. In this vein, the other is not reducible to
         an appearance or a mere phenomenon—a position Arendt shares. In other words both thinkers
         hold ambiguous positions with regard to the metaphysics of presence. According to
         Derrida, who coins this term, the entire history of philosophy has prioritized the
         realm of appearance by developing a metaphysics that privileges presence. In his interpretation
         of Levinas, the emphasis placed on language as a means to escape the totality of ontology
         does not allow Levinas to evade this metaphysics of presence. The same could be said
         of Arendt, who stresses appearance in the form of speech—communication. Nonetheless,
         one could argue that their appreciation of the importance of the ‘who’ rather than
         the ‘what’, and the irreducibility of other, are expressions of their desire to critique
         this metaphysics of presence. In any case, this tension remains present in both of
         their writings.
      

      
      A third tension is related to the question of ontology. How did Arendt and Levinas
         choose to deal with the ontological inheritance they received from their teacher and
         the philosophical tradition? Levinas explicitly seeks to go beyond ontology (although
         many challenge his success in this endeavour), and in his later writings clearly decentres
         the subject by claiming that the other constitutes the self. While he does not deconstruct
         or challenge the notion of the self or subject, he does destabilize it and recentre
         it, and in so doing clearly differentiates his own project from that of ontology.
         It is much harder to identify how Arendt navigates her own thinking in relation to
         the ontological project. While she begins, like Levinas, by distancing herself from
         philosophy by turning to the political (which she saw as opposed to philosophy), even
         in her more ‘philosophical’ writings (e.g., The Human Condition, The Life of the Mind), she relies heavily on many phenomenological and Heideggerian categories. In this
         vein, she more reworks the ontological project rather than rejecting it outright.
         Take for example her revision of Heidegger’s prioritization of Dasein (being-there) over mitsein (being-with). Arendt rethinks mitsein in terms of plurality and privileges it over singularity. A similar revision rather
         than explicit rejection is to be found in her notion of the ‘who’ as an actor or agent
         in a web-of-relations rather than as an author. Whereas the former has a relational
         role to play, she is by no means in control or ‘master’ of her own story. There is
         no doubt that Arendt and Levinas are not ‘on the same page’ when it comes to the question
         of ontology and the subject. There are, however, certain parallels even within this
         difference. Both criticize Heidegger’s Dasein and seek a form of intersubjectivity, but Levinas goes much further than Arendt in
         this regard. Rather than attempt to ‘resolve’ this difference, I will introduce my
         own frame, in the final chapter, in terms of post-foundational notion of relationality.
         Thus while Levinas and Arendt both use the language of intersubjectivity, I replace
         intersubjectivity with the term relationality in order to make clear that any subject is no longer central or complete.
      

      
      With this brief list in mind, I maintain that notwithstanding these points (and other
         points of incongruity), it is worth engaging Arendt’s political project rooted in
         plurality with Levinas’s ethical project rooted in alterity. This engagement expresses
         a profound amour mundi and a desire to reconcile the world we inhabit, for better or worse, with the potential
         we, collectively, possess: tikkun olam.[5] Arendt’s love of the world, her faith in humanity, her confidence in plurality, her
         hope in the political are limitless. Likewise, Levinas’s commitment to the other in
         the form of responsibility or to the shared world in the form of justice is infinite.
         This is even more impressive given what they experienced during the Shoah. Yet as
         both thinkers were well aware, the world is extremely fragile. It is this fragility
         that makes the political realm as well as morality so vulnerable to domination, totality
         or terror. Her response to this fragility is, simply put, problematic. While she does
         call for its strengthening by means of promises, forgiveness, thinking without banisters,
         judgements and personal responsibility—all of which are valuable to her project—she
         seems blind to another potential, and as I will argue compatible, source of strength—one
         that is not found in the between of the polis but in the between of the self: the other. This is how Levinas’s ethics of alterity
         can challenge and strengthen Arendt’s political project.
      

      
      What Is the Political?

      
      The notion of the political I espouse is inspired by Arendt, who defines the political
         in phenomenological terms and as an explicit rejection of what Levinas refers to as
         politics and what she refers to as the tradition of political philosophy, which starts
         with Plato. In order to understand what she means by the political, it is first necessary
         to understand how a historically invested phenomenological notion of the political
         differs from other approaches. Furthermore, as Arendt develops her notion of the political
         in response to totalitarianism, the new political regime developed by the Nazis, the
         answer provided here to the question ‘what is the political’ is incomplete. It is
         also worth noting that one of the main reasons her account of totalitarianism has
         been so influential is its blending of historical and phenomenological approaches:
      

      
      
         Arendt’s phenomenological method is a source of some of her valuable insights; it
            is also responsible for some of her weaknesses. . . . Thanks to it she focuses her
            attention on structures rather than formal features and analyses activities and experiences
            as integral wholes. Further, she pays close attention to the differences between activities
            and appreciates their distinctive character, thereby avoiding positivist reductionism.
            Again she does not analyse concepts in the abstract but locates them in their experiential
            contexts and uncovers the structures of underlying experiences.[6] 
         

         
      

      Arendt presents a significant part of humanity’s story in the twentieth century from
         a human perspective rather than simply focusing on dates, numbers and places—although
         these ‘facts’ are of course not neglected. Thus while Arendt’s reflection was motivated
         by concrete events which she sought to understand, such as totalitarianism, Eichmann’s
         trial in Jerusalem and segregation in the United States, her reflection is certainly
         not limited to the facts of these events. Dick Howard also helps to clarify this distinction
         when he writes, ‘the framework of meaning defined by the political is not itself the
         object of everyday politics’.[7] Her phenomenological account of totalitarianism focuses on the lived experience of
         people under a totalitarian regime. In the same manner her notion of the political
         is an expression of the lived experience of a political agent. Hwa Yol Jung, a phenomenologist
         interested in the political, captures this approach as follows:
      

      
      
         However attractive and precious the terms self-reliance, rights, autonomy, and independence may be, they are disconnected with affiliation, association and interdependence.
            Interdependence, that is, interdependence cum difference, cannot and must not be anathema
            to the human . . . condition of plurality.[8] 
         

         
      

      In his account he indicates the condition, or existential, that connects her account
         of totalitarianism to her notion of the political: plurality. The Nazis managed to
         almost completely destroy the human condition of plurality; it is thus necessary—if
         we wish to spare the world from such horror—to preserve plurality, which according
         to Arendt is only possible by means of the political. The political is thus a human
         activity, that has plurality as its condition, in which actors interact to create,
         shape and change the shared world (understood phenomenologically to be reality as
         we experience or live it). While this preliminary definition still needs to be developed,
         what is most important is to recognize phenomenological quality and its originality.
      

      
      Less than a year after Arendt’s death, Maurice Cranston described her as a political
         thinker ‘altogether hors catégorie’[9] or as Shiraz Dossa explains, ‘Hannah Arendt stands out among contemporary “classical”
         thinkers as one whose thinking constitutes political philosophy in the proper sense
         of the term’,[10] a view shared and defended by Margaret Canovan. Yet it is precisely because of this
         unorthodox approach that Arendt’s writings are famously difficult to classify or to
         compare with those of other thinkers. Given her critique of liberalism and her comments
         regarding the need for Jews to react politically, one might be tempted to label her
         as a communitarian. This being said, Arendt might feel most at home in classical republican
         theory, and yet even this categorization is problematic given her views on the separation
         of the political from any one conception of the good.[11] I thus approach her notion of the political as phenomenological, which also facilitates
         the dialogue with Levinas. This is also the approach taken by contemporary political
         philosophers who seek to rethink the political without the limitations imposed by
         the more hierarchical tradition of political philosophy.[12] 
      

      
      In order to further clarify Arendt’s notion of the political, let us consider how
         she distinguishes it explicitly from the tradition of political philosophy. As Arendt
         is clearly following Heidegger in his attempt to destruct the metaphysical base that
         has dominated thought since Plato, it is important to appreciate that she is not trying
         to develop a systematic theory of politics or of providing a normative account of
         politics.[13] While certain principles for action and judgement arise from within the political,
         as developed in chapter 3, these are not to be understood as rules or universal norms.
         Her ‘approach challenges models of the political based on ideal situations, thought
         experiments, or abstract theoretical approaches that are not prepared for the reality
         and non-theoretical nature of a crisis such as totalitarianism, models that are much
         more common in the Anglo-American tradition’.[14] While this approach makes it possible to interpret her project as both descriptive
         and prescriptive, leading some authors to read Arendt as a normative theorist and
         yet others to suggest that she is writing a meta-politics, I prefer to avoid forcing
         her into categories created by others. This choice is also an acknowledgement of her
         own rejection of such labels, as is the case with her refusal to identify herself
         as a philosopher. In this regard I find David Ingram’s account of contemporary political
         philosophy to be of service in describing what Arendt understands to be central to
         the political:
      

      
      
         ‘Political philosophy’ is roughly cognate with thinking hard about the presuppositions
            underlying political order. These presuppositions include: the nature and justification
            of political rights and duties; the meaning and role of power—as distinct from violence—in
            maintaining political order; the metaphysical reality of political groups and their
            political relationships; the constitution of political identity and community; and
            the relationship of the political to the non-political, i.e., economic, social, cultural,
            and purely personal, aspects of human existence.[15] 
         

         
      

      While Arendt addresses, directly or indirectly, most of these presuppositions, her
         focus is clearly on the nature of political judgement and responsibility, the meaning
         and constitution of power, the relationship between identity and plurality revealed
         in action and between the political and the private.[16] This last point raises one of the greatest weaknesses, and sources of criticism,
         with regard to Arendt’s notion of the political: its reliance on a separation between
         the private and public (discussed in the following chapter). In addition, Arendt’s
         approach to the political focuses almost exclusively on the experience of acting politically
         rather than the institutions necessary to enable this type of action. While the two
         are without a doubt related, Arendt focuses on the horizontal relations between people
         in the public and their role for society at large, as this is what she believes was
         completely destroyed under totalitarianism. Institutional politics, according to Arendt,
         continued under the Nazis, although with a nonpolitical principle as its core. For
         this reason she focuses on the principles of the political rather than the institutions.
         This being said, her phenomenological approach to the political, developed in response
         to her analysis of totalitarianism, is still essential for an understanding of the
         political in nontotalitarian regimes (or non-explicit-totalitarian regimes). In this
         vein, her ‘critique of totalitarianism can serve as an introduction to modern political
         philosophy insofar as the immanent critique points beyond itself toward an understanding
         of the political problems confronting a democratic society that cannot take for granted
         its own foundations’.[17] In other words, by understanding what happened during the Nazi regime, we gain invaluable
         insight into contemporary democratic politics. It is for this reason that I begin
         the following chapter with her analysis of totalitarianism.
      

      
      What Is Ethics?

      
      Like Arendt’s notion of the political, Levinas’s ethics is ‘altogether hors catégorie’. It cannot be explained according to any of the categories normally applied to the
         field commonly referred to as ethics or moral philosophy. It is neither normative
         nor descriptive; it is neither applied ethics nor meta-ethics; and it does not fit
         the mould of any of the three traditional ethical theories: virtue ethics, consequentialism
         or deontology. As with Arendt, the best means to understand Levinas’s unique notion
         of ethics is to connect it to the phenomenological tradition:
      

      
      
         Levinas’s philosophy has been called ethics. If ethics means self-legislation and
            freedom (deontology), the calculation of happiness (utilitarianism), or the calculation
            of virtues (virtue ethics), then Levinas’s philosophy is not an ethics. . . . It is
            an interpretative, phenomenological description of the rise and repetition of the
            face-to-face encounter, or of the intersubjective relation at its precognitive core.[18] 
         

         
      

      This quote, like Levinas’s ethics, might at times seems deceptively simplistic—this
         could not be further from the truth. While I will here provide a preliminary ‘working’
         definition of ethics, each of the claims calls for further attention—which occurs
         in chapter 5.
      

      
      Levinas’s ethics is an encounter with an other that occurs on a precognitive level.
         More often than not Levinas speaks of the ethical relation, which is an intersubjective
         relation between the self and other in which the other is not reduced to the self
         or the same. In light of the Shoah, Levinas tragically recognized that most human
         encounters are structured by such subject-object reductions, which he describes as
         violence and at times as murder. His ethics is an appeal to another type of human
         encounter that obeys the command ‘thou shall not kill’, and in which the other person
         is encountered as other and as such cannot be reduced to an object. When encountered
         as other, the self is overwhelmed and cannot totalize, interpret or comprehend the
         other. The self is transformed by this encounter—the self, or ego, is put into question.
         This ethical encounter, the focus of chapter 5, drives the self to open itself to
         another realm in which the other can be welcomed, responded to and elevated to its
         height. Reality, which for Levinas is the realm of the meaningful as the political
         is for Arendt, is made possible by the welcoming of the other. The self discovers
         itself as unique and irreplaceable in the ethical relation and is made responsible
         by this encounter. This ‘process’ is described by Levinas as an optics—a metaphor
         that will need to be investigated, as it appears repeatedly in both the so-called
         Jewish and so-called philosophical writings in the 1950s.
      

      
      In his earlier writings he describes this ethical encounter by way of phenomenological
         analyses of different self-other relations in which the experience of the encounter
         in the form of the face-to-face is central. For Levinas, the face expresses an ethical
         demand, to which the self must respond. In his 1952 essay ‘Ethics and Spirit’ he writes:
         ‘[T]he fact that the vision of the face is not an experience, but a moving out of oneself, a contact with another being and not simply a sensation
         of self, is attested to by the “purely moral” character of this impossibility [of
         killing which is not real but moral]’ (DF 10). As with the phrase ‘ethics is an optics’,
         the face (or face-to-face) is essential to both the so-called Jewish and so-called
         philosophical writings and is developed differently in each context. In Totality and Infinity, the face is first signification; it allows for the possibility of language in which
         the self and other can encounter each other without violence. In this vein, ethics
         founds language (at least in the early Levinas), a medium that is nonviolent.
      

      
      Much like Arendt’s phenomenological notion of plurality, Levinas sought to understand
         what totalitarianism, which he analysed philosophically in terms of totality, had
         destroyed—alterity[19]—and then set out to prevent its destruction by making ethics first philosophy. In
         this way his ethics can be, and often is, read as a powerful and inspiring reminder
         of how we should act in relation to the other, of our absolute responsibility for
         the other. There are moments in our lives when we heed the call of such an absolute
         ethics, such as when caring for our newborns. Their very lives depend completely and
         totally on our care and responsibility. Parents are often willing to do this for as
         long as possible, but at some point the weight of the responsibility is exhausting,
         physically and mentally. We are forced to care for ourselves and therefore devote
         a little less time and energy to the other. Levinas’s ethics does not allow us to
         do so, as the call from the other is to take absolute responsibility for the other,
         an infinite responsibility. As I establish in chapter 5, this demand is too great
         for society and creates another form of violence. I argue that to save Levinas’s inspiration,
         his ethics must be limited, a limit I create by means of a political framework.
      

      
      A Political Ethics

      
      Is there a model of the political that allows for such an ethics? Such a model is
         certainly not easy to find, given that the schools of contemporary political theory
         tend to be divided into camps according to their defence of individuals (liberals),
         groups or multiplicities (communitarians) or citizens (republicans), and thus each
         potentially misses the locus of Levinas’s intersubjective ethics. While this schematic
         depiction of political theory is clearly oversimplified, it helps to appreciate the
         reason why the political realm is rarely reflected upon from the position of relationality.
         This claim has been well argued by Fred Dallmayr, who has attempted to rethink the
         political on the basis of Heidegger’s ontological project, with a particular emphasis
         on mitsein, in order to bring to light the often neglected intersubjective relations.[20]  In order for Levinas’s ethical appeal not to be violated by the political, we must
         seek an approach that also places alterity and intersubjectivity in the spotlight.
         What I seek to demonstrate in my analysis of Hannah Arendt’s opus is that this is
         precisely what she does. For this reason, I claim that her notion of the political
         is a potential framework for a Levinasian ethics. In other words, while most political
         philosophers would argue that all forms of politics are antithetical and violently
         inhospitable to Levinas’s ethics, I—inspired by Arendt—respectfully disagree.
      

      
      While Levinas does move from ethics to the political, I do not follow his move to
         the realm of the third and justice. My interest lies in his project of developing
         an ethics as first philosophy. By moving from ethics to the political, Levinas is
         sketching an ethical politics—a politics limited by ethics—which I take to be quite
         different from my own project of a political ethics—an ethics limited by the political.
         An ethical politics fails to appreciate the fact that one cannot simply deduce a politics
         from an ethics—this is a failure to appreciate the importance of the political for
         human lives. However, it is worth noting that the distinction I draw between an ethical
         politics and a political ethics is an artificial one. What Drichel takes to be an
         ethical politics is in fact what I refer to as a political ethics. ‘An ethical politics is therefore a politics without guarantees. While this might appear a very
         questionable “foundation” for any politics, it seems to me . . . this is the only
         politics worth having’.[21] When Drichel refers to a political space without guarantees as the only type worth
         having, he is expressing a fundamental aspect of post-foundationalism, its contingency,
         which is central to relationality as it will be developed in part IV.
      

      
      The choice to develop a political ethics is also a means to differentiate my project
         from Levinas’s. While I share his aim of realizing the promise Never Again, I do not share his method. Totalitarianism, a political regime that made the Shoah
         possible, arose from the destruction of the political. Arendt understood this, and
         she also understood that the political was not a sphere devoid of ethics. As Hans
         Jonas so correctly characterizes in his eulogy for her, ‘thinking was her passion,
         and thinking with her was a moral activity. She was intensely moral, but completely
         unmoralistic’.[22] In other words, while Arendt did not offer her readers a set of moral rules (she
         saw this as the task of preachers), it would be absurd to deny that she was deeply
         concerned with ethics. Her readers have noted this same paradox: ‘Arendt frequently
         laments the “monstrous immorality” of totalitarian domination because she sees the
         human condition in some ultimate sense as being distinctively moral in texture. Ironically,
         however, she refuses to see politics as primarily moral in intention or purpose’.[23] 
      

      
      While not all political models are hospitable to ethics, much less a Levinasian ethics,
         I am convinced an Arendtian-inspired political framework would be hospitable and strengthened
         by a Levinasian ethics. I do realize that by ‘staging’ this encounter, I reinterpret
         Levinas’s project, from his perspective, within a different notion of the political
         than the one he operates within. Likewise, I appear to be doing Arendt injustice by
         blurring the distinction between the political and ethics. Yet as I will show in my
         reading of Arendt, she argues for this separation based on a notion of ethics captured
         by her claim that it is ‘morality [as it] concerns the individual in his singularity’
         (RJ 97), which is equally anathema to Levinas. In my project, I will do Levinas injustice
         (although I argue that it is in fact just) by bringing him into an Arendtian political
         framework. Nonetheless, I am convinced, by Arendt, that what is in fact necessary
         is first and foremost to be found in the political. Yet in disagreement with Arendt,
         who had a very limited, philosophically defined understanding of ethics, I believe
         the political realm needs a more robust ethics to support its fragility and contingency.
      

      
      Notes
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      II

      On Hannah Arendt

      
         
         
      

      
      The next two chapters are dedicated to the work of Hannah Arendt; chapter 3 aims to
         elaborate her notion of the political, whereas chapter 4 is focused on her less-well-known
         position on ethics. Potential engagements with Levinas’s thought will appear in these
         chapters as endnotes and tangents, as a proper dialogue first requires that we provide
         the same close attention to Levinas’s opus (part III). In the following chapter I
         chronicle Arendt’s early intellectual journey in order to better appreciate how she
         came to her unique notion of the political and specifically the significance of plurality
         for the political. This begins with her analysis of the phenomenon of totalitarianism,
         which she establishes as a new type of political regime that destroys human plurality.
         I also explore the connections she draws between the horrors of the Shoah and her
         notion of amor mundi rooted in classical, phenomenological and theological studies. An example of this
         is the Heideggerian and phenomenological term ‘world’, which first appears in her
         thesis on Augustine,[1] then reappears in The Origins of Totalitarianism, and which she reinvests with political meaning in The Human Condition. I will not focus on the basic but highly problematic distinction between the private
         and public realm, on the one hand, and labour, work and action, on the other hand,
         as neither is essential to understanding the meaning of plurality for Arendt. Instead,
         I focus on her description of the political as the realm in which particularity and
         plurality paradoxically meet in a space of interaction—a meeting Arendt refers to
         as action. ‘Action, the only activity that goes on directly between men without the intermediary
         of things or matter, corresponds to the human condition of plurality, to the fact
         that men, not Man, live on the earth and inhabit the world’ (HC 7). With this quotation as a guide,
         I engage in a three-part analysis of the political. First, I consider the political
         in terms of action in a public space of equality and distinction; second, I turn to
         its worldly character to be found in freedom; and third, I consider her notion of
         power, one that challenges and redefines the vast majority of contemporary uses of
         power. In addition to considering this encounter in the form of action, I look at
         her reflection on the life of the mind, often considered as a solitary endeavour but
         to which ‘Arendt ultimately ascribes a communal and pluralistic dimension’.[2] 
      

      
      In the fourth chapter I turn to a more contested aspect of Arendt’s work. I argue
         that an unsystematized non-normative political ethics of plurality can be discerned
         from her writings, a position that runs contrary to the common assumption that Arendt
         was averse to all ethics. While I do not find her ‘ethics’ to be adequately developed,
         her clear attempt to engage with ethics after the Eichmann trial is evidence that
         there is space for a particular kind of ethics within the political. We can thus use
         her discussions of morality and ethics to determine what precisely Arendt is averse
         to with regard to morality, and why (and to argue that this is precisely the type
         of morality that Levinas is averse to). In addition, I consider two types of actions
         that are ethical for Arendt but which are also politically essential, both of which
         also have an important place in Levinas’s opus: promises and forgiveness. According
         to her analysis, without these two human faculties, human beings would not dare act.
         Promises and forgiveness allow for judgement within the fragile and precarious human
         realm. Second, I consider the vita contemplativa and specifically the faculties of thinking and judging, both of which Arendt re-grounds
         in plurality. I also argue that the vita contemplativa remains incomplete without responsibility, which I argue is a bridge to the vita activa in her work. It is my contention that by considering her rethinking of the vita contemplativa, specifically in terms of thinking and judging, in relation to a political responsibility
         characterized by particularity and plurality, the basis of Arendt’s unwritten praxis
         of political ethics can be outlined. In the final pages of that chapter, after having
         shown where and how Arendt does make space for ethics in the polis, I consider why Arendt’s minimal political ethics is unsatisfactory with regard to
         today’s political landscape.
      

      
      Notes
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      Chapter 3

      On the Political

      
         
         
         From Ashes to Hope

         
         
      

      
      While history provides no ‘solutions’ for present-day problems, it can  provide contemporary
         thinkers with a better understanding of the connections between totalitarianism and
         the political. In this vein, we can perhaps glean some insight from the dark times
         of Arendt’s analyses to brighten our current dark days, demarcated—if media headlines
         are any indication of reality—by economic, political and ethical crises. Perhaps the
         most arresting parallels between the problems of the 1930s and the first decade of
         the twenty-first century, many of which Arendt predicted would only continue to trouble
         humanity, are first, the dominance of technocrats, and specifically economists, in
         political affairs; second, the increasing number of refugees in Europe and the extension
         of the refugee crisis—which is both ethical and political—beyond the borders of Europe;
         and third, the mounting alienation from the public sphere and its relation to the
         rising rates of loneliness, often expressed as lack of interest in all things political.
         According to Arendt, the trace of totalitarianism is still present in our modern democracies—primarily
         in the rise of the social (which she sees as the private and intimate realms taking
         over the public realm), an aspect of her work well developed by Claude Lefort, who
         writes, ‘the project of totalitarianism . . . helps to shed light on democracy and
         urges us to investigate anew the religious and the political’.[1] 
      

      
      For this reason, among others listed in the introductory pages, I turn to the writings
         of Hannah Arendt, who dedicated herself to rescuing the political from the hands of
         bureaucrats and bankers and returning it to the people by understanding (and preventing)
         totalitarianism. ‘Understanding, while it cannot be expected to provide results which
         are specifically helpful or inspiring in the fight against totalitarianism, must accompany
         this fight if it is to be more than a mere fight for survival’ (EU 310). For her,
         this ‘more than survival’ is what is possible in the experience of the political that
         we share with others. By focusing on political action and agency, freedom and power—all
         of which were eliminated under the Nazi regime—Arendt tries to keep alive what she
         believes makes the human condition meaningful: human interaction. In order to fully
         grasp the connection between totalitarianism and the political, and specifically the
         originality and importance of Arendt’s notion of plurality as a new principle for
         the political, we must begin with her book The Origins of Totalitarianism. For this reason, the structure of this chapter moves from a concrete consideration
         of Arendt’s analysis of totalitarianism to her development of the meaning of the political
         in terms of plurality.
      

      
      Totalitarianism: The Loss of the Human World

      
      Totalitarianism has ‘exploded our traditional categories of political thought (totalitarian
         domination is unlike all forms of tyranny and despotism we know of) and the standards
         of our moral judgement’ (EU 405). While totalitarianism—a term coined by Mussolini
         in 1926—has been studied by many authors, Arendt’s Origins is considered to set the standard, as it defines what demarcates this new political
         regime from all others and specifically from tyrannical regimes, such as dictatorships
         or authoritarian regimes. Albeit oversimplified, totalitarianism is unique in that
         it not only dominates the public sphere; it also rules the private sphere, that is,
         the family, the house, and other such spaces of privacy and intimacy. It does so by
         means of organized violence and terror according to ideological laws. Furthermore,
         Arendt does not try to understand totalitarianism as a political anomaly but tries
         to understand it both experientially and in relation to other forms of politics. Seeking
         to understand totalitarianism and to revitalize the political is much more than an
         academic endeavour for Arendt, it is a personal search for the meaning of human existence.
         ‘If we want to be at home on this earth, even at the price of being at home in this
         century, we must try to take part in the interminable dialogue with the essence of
         totalitarianism’ (EU 323). Her account of the Shoah, a central part of the Nazi totalitarian
         regime, ‘contains, inter linea, Hannah Arendt’s political story’[2] and the story of the loss of the shared world.
      

      
      Driven by an uneasy need to grapple with the horrors of the Shoah, which she does
         in part three of her 1951 analysis of totalitarianism, she develops a notion of the
         political in which human beings, by way of the activity of action, can discover and
         create meaning. It is important to maintain the distinction Arendt develops between
         the human condition and human nature or essence. In this vein she writes: ‘[T]o avoid
         misunderstanding: the human condition is not the same as human nature, and the sum
         total of human activities and capabilities which correspond to the human condition
         does not constitute anything like human nature . . . if we have a nature or essence,
         then surely only a god could know and define it, and the first prerequisite would
         be that he be able to speak about a “who” as though it were a “what”’ (HC 10).[3] While Arendt constantly revised and sharpened her understanding of the political,
         her approach always remained rooted in the phenomenological tradition (which is partially
         why it is so original). The political is the disclosure of the world that lies between
         us; it exists intersubjectively. ‘Only when men and women are equally free to interact
         with each other can an intersubjective reality be constituted from the plurality of
         perspectives that each individual brings to bear on the world that they share in common’.[4] For Arendt, the political is intersubjective both in its constitution of subjective
         interactions and its standard of judgement. In this vein, the political is a realm
         that brings together human agents and helps create bonds between them. In the final
         chapters, I will take this intersubjective orientation to the political in Arendt
         and reframe it in terms of relationality, in which there is a no clear subject-object
         structure, and as such it escapes the dangers of Heideggerian ontology.
      

      
      While Hannah Arendt’s The Origins of Totalitarianism merits a prolonged analysis,[5] even more so half a century after its publication, when public opinion imagines it
         is a thing of the past that can, and will, never repeat itself,[6] I focus on how the experience of totalitarianism, which in phenomenological terms
         is equivalent to the loss of the world, influences her conception of the political
         as an activity that can (re)-found and preserve the fragile human world, a fragility
         exposed by the Nazi regime. The basis of this fragility is its ‘dependence’ on the
         intersubjective bond between people, a bond that is fundamentally political for Arendt
         (and thus cannot be substituted for by a social or a theological bond).[7] In this vein, this bond is central to my reading of her analysis of totalitarianism.
         Additionally, I focus on the principles she uncovers (rather than the historical aspects
         of totalitarianism) by focusing on the final chapter of Origins, which serves as its conclusion with regard to the philosophical and political aspects
         of her inquiry. Connected to this inquiry is her political reference to the world,[8] a term that remains central to her project from her study of action to the life of
         the mind and helps shed light on her phenomenological exposition of worldlessness
         or world-alienation, and loneliness.
      

      
      Totalitarianism: From Common Sense to Ideology

      
      While the adage ‘to wear one’s heart on one’s sleeve’ generally refers to clothing,
         it is fundamentally true with regard to the sleeve of Arendt’s Origins of Totalitarianism. For all its flaws, which are primarily historical (much of the information we now
         have about the Nazi regime was not accessible in 1945–1948), this book is one of the
         earliest and remains one of the most important attempts to understand the nature and
         essence of totalitarianism. It intertwines an analysis of nineteenth-century anti-Semitism
         (as distinct from pre-nineteenth-century anti-Judaism), European imperialism, the
         rise of totalitarianism, and the destruction of the Jewish people (as well as many
         other groups deemed racially inferior). Inter linea it also offers a phenomenological account of these different experiences of dehumanization,
         which is what makes it unique. Given that Arendt seeks to understand the relationship
         among anti-Semitism, imperialism and totalitarianism, many of the conclusions she
         draws are presented in the final part. Nonetheless, a brief introduction to each part
         is necessary, not only to understand her conclusions, but more important, to shed
         light on the topics that shape her future political project.
      

      
      While Arendt is clear that anti-Semitism and imperialism are not the ‘causes’ (a term
         to be reserved for nonhuman interactions that abide by scientific laws) of totalitarianism,
         she explores both in order to better understand its origins, elements, sources or
         precedents:
      

      
         The book, therefore, does not really deal with the ‘origins’ of totalitarianism—as
            its title unfortunately claims—but gives a historical account of the elements which
            crystallized into totalitarianism; this account is followed by an analysis of the
            elemental structure of totalitarian movement and domination itself. (EU 403)
         

      

      The first chapter, aptly titled ‘Antisemitism as an Outrage to Common Sense’, has
         a twofold purpose. Factually, or historically, it seeks to describe the process, which
         began with the emancipation by Napoleon of Europe’s Jewish population and eventually
         led to the rise of anti-Semitism in the nineteenth century. Second, by focusing on
         common sense—a philosophical term often used by thinkers such as Kant—she tries to
         understand how through society’s rejection of ‘the Jews’ common sense itself began
         to degenerate. For Arendt, the history of anti-Semitism is also the history of the
         failed attempt to embrace the plurality that demarcates humanity. In part two of Origins, this same failure to embrace the other and plurality extends beyond the border of
         any particular nation in the economically driven practise of imperialism. In part
         three of Origins, Arendt tries to understand totalitarianism—both as a new political regime and as
         a form of governance that disregards common sense, ethics and most tragically the
         fundamental dignity of every individual. Through her analysis of the Nazis’ (and secondarily
         Stalin’s[9]) institutions, organizations, ‘laws of movement’ and their use of force, fear, terror
         and propaganda to transform distinct classes of people into isolated, alienated and
         lonely masses (all the while maintaining some control over them), Arendt seeks to
         understand how totalitarianism creates an alternative ‘reality’ in which all previous
         laws, ethics and common sense itself are seemingly meaningless. By analysing how human
         beings destroyed reality and the world, Arendt also understood that the world and
         reality can also be (re)created by human beings, even after the horrors of the Shoah.
         To be able to begin to be at home in the world again, it was therefore necessary to
         engage in political action, the only real means to create a space for humanity to
         appear together and to keep loneliness at bay.
      

      
      Turning to the final chapter of Origins, ‘A Novel Form of Government’, Arendt identifies two fundamental aspects of totalitarianism:
         ideology and terror. ‘Only in the hands of the new type of totalitarian governments
         do ideologies become the driving motor of political action’ (EU 349). In other words,
         while ideology has always played a fundamental role in politics, totalitarianism is
         distinct in that it is driven by ideology at the cost of all other factors, such as
         economic, military, efficiency and so forth. Under totalitarianism, ideology replaces
         the law. However, unlike positive law, which introduces stability to the political,
         totalitarian, ideologically based laws of movement intentionally destabilize the political
         realm by introducing more uncertainty, fear and unpredictability. ‘In these ideologies,
         the term “law” itself changed its meaning: from expressing the framework of stability
         within which human actions and motions can take place, it became the expression of
         the motion itself’ (OT 464). Arendt likened an ideology to the scripting of a story
         (or performance) for humanity to enact. Ideologies turned individuals into a means
         to the ends predefined by a scripted story. She identified an analogous danger with
         regard to political philosophy that approached the political from the perspective
         of an epistemic theory rather than based on experience and praxis:[10] 
      

      
         An ideology differs from a simple opinion in that it claims to possess either the
            key to history, or the solution for all the ‘riddles of the universe,’ or the intimate
            knowledge of the hidden universal laws which are suppose to rule nature or man. Few
            ideologies have won enough prominence to survive . . . only two have come out on top
            and essentially defeated all others: the ideology which interprets history as an economic
            struggle of classes [Stalinism], and the other that interprets history as a natural
            fight of races [Nazism]. (OT 159)
         

      

      In the case of the Nazis, the ideology that inspired its law of movement was a racial
         one, the ‘Law of Nature’. The distortion of Darwinism by the Nazis led to the creation
         of death camps, whose sole purpose was to cleanse the earth of those deemed unfit
         for survival and who prevented the flourishing of the superior Aryan race. The script
         thus required the elimination of Jews as well as any other individuals or groups that
         prevented this Aryan flourishing. In the case of Stalinism, the ideology that underpinned
         its particular law of movement, the ‘Law of History’, was loosely based on Marxism
         and called for the creation of a workers’ class by eliminating all other forms of
         social difference. ‘Totalitarian rule is “lawless” insofar as it defies positive law;
         yet it is not arbitrary insofar as it obeys with strict logic and executes with precise
         compulsion the laws of History or Nature’ (EU 339–340).
      

      
      By way of propaganda and terror, these ideologies silenced all other opinions or perspectives.
         Neither could tolerate any form of alterity or plurality. They were so successful
         that many people believed in the absolute truth claims of their respective ideologies,
         to such an extent that even those falsely arrested or persecuted seemed to accept
         their guilt. Just as the commonsense-based distinction between innocence and guilt
         seemed to evaporate, so did any sense of a shared ‘reality’ that supports this distinction.
         The latter, for Arendt, was a phenomenological claim, in that ‘reality’ is created
         between people and plays a critical role in stabilizing the public realm within which
         political acts appear. According to Halberstam, Arendt’s ‘approach to the idea of
         totalitarianism takes a phenomenological perspective by placing at the centre of its
         concern the way in which the person stands in a meaningful relation to the world as
         it appears to him or her in everyday experience’.[11] 
      

      
      Totalitarianism: The Total Manipulation of Reality

      
      In her study of totalitarianism, Arendt investigated how the law plays a fundamental
         role in stabilizing and maintaining political spaces. Totalitarian regimes intentionally
         set out to destroy all forms of positive law, upon which the legitimacy of the political
         is established. ‘It is the monstrous, yet seemingly unanswerable claim of totalitarian
         rule that, far from being ‘lawless’, it goes straight to the sources of authority
         from which all positive laws—based on “natural law”, or on customs and tradition,
         or on the historical event of divine revelation—receive their ultimate legitimation’
         (EU 340). Her realization led to the following paradoxical conclusion regarding the
         role of the law in relation to the political (developed in the Human Condition). While the law is absolutely necessary for the support and stabilization of the
         polis, it is not political in itself (HC 194). ‘The laws protect and make possible its
         political existence, are of such great importance to the stability of human affairs
         precisely because no such limiting and protecting principles rise out of the activities
         going on in the realm of human affairs itself’ (HC 191). Thus, while laws are fundamental
         supporting structures, they are not per se political. This is also the ground for
         her claim (echoed by Levinas) that liberalism, a form of government based on the law,
         is not a sufficient guarantee for a thriving polis.[12] This is tragically the lesson she draws from totalitarianism: the positive laws,
         mores and traditions were not able to withstand the ideologically based ‘laws of movement’.
         The elimination of all forms of positive law was, according to Arendt’s phenomenological
         account of totalitarianism, the first step in the destruction of the political.
      

      
      The second step, brought about through the use of fear, leads to the destruction of the shared bonds
         between isolated individuals: 
      

      
         Fear is always connected with isolation—which can be either its result or its origin—and
            the concomitant experiences of impotence and helplessness. . . . Fear is the principle
            of human movements in this desert of neighborlessness and loneliness; as such, however,
            it is still a principle which guides the action of individual men, who therefore retain
            a minimal, fearful contact with other men. The desert in which these individual, fearfully
            atomized men move retains an image, though a distorted one, of that space which human
            freedom needs. (EU 344)
         

      

      By breaking the bonds between people, totalitarianism succeeded in destroying the
         sense of solidarity that is the basis of the social bond. For Arendt, totalitarianism
         ‘proved’ what Nietzsche claimed: morality is neither universal nor absolute; there
         is no objective truth upon which to create standards or rules, such as Kant’s appeal
         to Reason in the categorical imperative. The goal of this second step of totalitarianism
         was precisely to destroy this horizontal bond. Without a shared space to come together and experience the ‘reality check’ offered
         by others, people were overwhelmed by fear and terror. What increased these latter
         feelings was that individuals, having lost touch with other individuals, had no ability
         to verify what was real and what was the product of propaganda. In this manner, totalitarian
         regimes manage to reduce the plurality of society to isolated and fearful individuals.
         Furthermore, by denying the difference between reality and ideology, these solitary
         persons lose their ability to make judgements of any sort. ‘Given the chaotic quality
         of life for members of the mass who enjoy no worldly ties with one another, totalitarian
         propaganda thrives on the escape it provides from reality into fiction, from coincidence
         into consistency’.[13] For Arendt the destruction of the shared bond that exists between people is most
         evident in the concentration camps, where one was forced to murder another human being
         in order to save oneself. Thus, in addition to eliminating the legal difference between
         innocence and guilt, totalitarianism managed to erase the horizontal ‘moral’ bonds
         that exist between individuals.
      

      
      The third and final step taken by totalitarian regimes was the destruction of individuality, leading to what
         was referred to by fellow inmates in the camps as the Muselmann—a lifeless yet living corpse.[14] Once the space between people that is created by legal and moral bonds was abolished,
         the Nazis were able to do what was previously deemed the impossible—destroy the human
         person. ‘The killing of man’s individuality, of the uniqueness . . . creates a horror
         that vastly overshadows the outrage of the juridical-political person and the despair
         of the moral person’ (OT 454). Already isolated from other human beings, every person—fearing
         for her bare biological survival—is driven to do whatever it takes to save herself.
         ‘Totalitarian terror achieved its most terrible triumph when it succeeded in cutting
         the moral person off from the individualist escape and in making the decisions of
         conscience absolutely questionable and equivocal . . . the alternative is no longer
         between good and evil but between murder and murder’ (OT 452). Human life, at this
         last stage, is reduced to an animalistic desire to live. ‘The experience of the concentration
         camps does show that human beings can be transformed into specimens of the human animal’
         (OT 455). Levinas also notes how Jews were not seen as humans by the guards of the
         POW camp (in which he was a prisoner) and that, oddly enough, it was actually their
         dogs who were ‘the last Kantians in Nazi Germany’, as they still recognized his humanity
         (DF 151–153). Both Levinas and Arendt understood there was no longer a sense of reality,
         of community or of individuality, and as a result, people no longer felt or acted
         like human beings.
      

      
      The totalitarian regimes forced ‘the fictitious enemy’ it had created to prove their
         ideological claim that Jews were not human. This transformation also served propaganda
         purposes, in that the Nazis had claimed that Jews were not humans but closer to animals
         or insects. By destroying legal and moral bonds and any sense of self, the Nazis proved
         that their claims were ‘real’. This ideological claim and the ‘onion’ organization
         of totalitarian societies allowed the murderers to commit atrocities without a sense
         of responsibility. ‘The onion structure makes the system organisationally shock-proof
         against the factuality of the real world’ (BPF 100). As those in each layer of the
         onion acted according to the leader’s will, they negated their own identity and identified
         with that of the centre:
      

      
         Nazi propaganda was ingenious enough to transform antisemitism into a principle of
            self-definition, and thus to eliminate it from the fluctuations of mere opinion. This
            gave the masses of atomised, undefinable, unstable and futile individuals a means
            of self-definition and identification which not only restored some of the self-respect
            they had formerly derived from their function in society, but also created a kind
            of spurious stability which made them better candidates for an organisation. (OT 356)
         

      

      Overwhelmed by terror and propaganda, the individual chose to become superfluous rather
         than risk death, which was precisely what the Nazis intended. ‘The triumph of the
         SS demands that the tortured victim allow himself to be led to the noose without protesting,
         that he renounce and abandon himself to the point of ceasing to affirm his identity’
         (OT 455). The destruction of one’s identity, the particularity of each and every human
         being, is the final step in the totalitarian transformation of reality. By destroying
         the bonds between people, not only in the public spaces but also within private homes,
         the Nazis made even having an opinion life threatening. The flipside, with regard
         to the political, is that speaking, expressing one’s thoughts, is clearly a form of
         political action that—particularly in dark times—carries with it consequences. Even
         in the private sphere, dissent—in any form—is unacceptable. While in our current political
         climate the private sphere still seems ‘safe’, public dissent is increasingly becoming
         punishable, whether by the mass arrest of nonviolent protesters or in the more racial
         case if others identify one as a Muslim.[15] 
      

      
      Loneliness: Totalitarianism’s Contemporary Trace

      
      That Arendt’s analysis of totalitarianism is still germane in contemporary ‘democratic’
         societies is due to a great extent, due to her phenomenological analysis of the human
         experience of loneliness (OT 474–478). In her assessment, ‘the distinctive experience
         of modern mass societies is loneliness, and that modern totalitarian parties could
         only recruit so many members in a society of lonely people’.[16] While totalitarianism and the power of political parties are waning, modern democratic
         governments (often driven by economic priorities and technocrats) have also grasped
         that ruling large-scale populations, such as those organized into states, is much
         ‘easier’ when society is composed of ‘lonely’, atomized individuals. Tragically for
         true believers in democracy and providentially for those who wish to rule without
         opposition, the experiences of world and self-alienation, superfluousness and rootlessness
         are sadly not limited to the totalitarian times Arendt analysed. ‘Radical alienation
         from the world and radical alienation from oneself go hand in hand’,[17] and both are discernible in today’s highly individualized, neo-liberal societies,
         as was expressed by those who defined themselves as the 99 percent in the recent Occupy
         movement protests.[18] 
      

      
      While Arendt’s analysis focuses on marginalized groups in which loneliness is widespread
         because their members have been excluded from the shared world, the effects of loneliness
         are not limited to the marginal; all of society suffers. With reference to Socrates
         she wrote that ‘as citizens, we must prevent wrong doing because the world in which
         we all live, wrong doer, wrong-sufferer, and spectator, is at stake; the City has
         been wronged’ (LM 182). Arendt clearly understood that the suffering of the marginalized
         was politically significant. The horrors of the Shoah, the tragedies inflicted on
         Jews, Romas, homosexuals and so many other persecuted groups, damaged the world and
         not just the victims. According to Arendt, only when the most persecuted and alienated
         among people, humanity’s ‘weakest link’, is included, accepted and respected—and experiences
         this feeling—is the world suitable for humanity to inhabit. (Levinas also repeatedly
         makes this claim by identifying the Jews as the trope of the oppressed, which has
         an essentialist ring to it. This is clearly not the case for Arendt, who was able
         to see that in 1948 when the State of Israel was created it was not the Jews but Arabs
         who were being excluded and made into refugees.) It is worth emphasizing that a phenomenon
         such as loneliness is not measurable or objective enough to be of interest to most
         social scientists; one cannot quantify or poll loneliness. Only a phenomenological
         account of the political can understand the political meaning of loneliness. Loneliness
         is produced by the loss of bonds—legal, moral, and so forth—with other human beings
         as well as with the world of work, which provides some stability. ‘Many denizens of
         mass society undoubtedly lack the learning or personal experience to compare their
         current state with any previous one that would have been unqualifiedly different.
         Hence they would not describe their own situation as lonely’.[19] By analysing totalitarianism in phenomenological terms, Arendt offers us a tool with
         which to better understand similar phenomena today, phenomena that manifest themselves
         in terms of a democratic deficit, the rise of extreme right parties (who offer false
         substitutes for these lost bonds to other human beings) and the persecution of minorities
         such as Muslims living in Europe (OT 476 and LM 19).
      

      
      While the first two steps (political-legal and moral) of totalitarianism’s destruction
         of reality are taken to create isolated and atomized individuals within a public space,
         loneliness is the goal of the third and final step. ‘The collapse of the groundwork
         of the world at the same time as the radical attack on the human bond that accompanies
         it, the withdrawal of other human beings beyond the reach of human communication,
         lead to the individual’s inner collapse’.[20] This reduction of all bonds created within the public realm, through terror and propaganda,
         is not yet distinctive of totalitarianism, as it repeats the age-old strategy of tyrannical
         leaders: divide et impera. It is the next step that is unique to totalitarianism: the bonds between people
         that exist in the private realm are destroyed. ‘What we call isolation in the political
         sphere, is called loneliness in the sphere of social intercourse’ (OT 474). Tyrannical
         governments that still wish to be profitable do not attempt to destroy these spaces,
         which are necessary for work. The desire to reduce the individual to a state of loneliness,
         ‘to the experience of not belonging to the world at all, which is among the most radical
         and desperate experiences of man’ (OT 475), is essential for totalitarianism, because
         it is only in this latter state that human beings can be totally dominated, controlled
         and eliminated. Sadly, now that the world—and especially those who desire to rule
         rather than share the world—realize that it is possible to radically dehumanize and
         destroy the human person, this possibility can never be fully erased. In this vein,
         there will always be leaders and groups who desire such domination and are willing
         to do anything to have it.
      

      
      The result of these three steps is the loss of the world, spatially and experientially.
         The Nazis succeeded in creating ‘a system in which men are superfluous’ (OT 457).
         They succeeded in doing the impossible, making the human inhuman, by means of total
         domination. ‘Total power can be achieved and safeguarded only in a world of conditioned
         reflexes, of marionettes without the slightest traces of spontaneity. Precisely because
         man’s resources are so great, he can be fully dominated only when he becomes a specimen
         of the animal-species man’ (OT 457). According to Arendt’s analysis, the pace with
         which the Nazis achieved this would not have been possible had it not been for the
         dehumanization that had already occurred by way of anti-Semitism and imperialism.
         The term anti-Semitism is now specifically used to refer to the racial hatred of Jews,
         yet in the nineteenth century it was used with reference to those defined as Semitic
         people (Jews and Arabs/Muslims),[21] yet it is debatable whether Islamophobia is the return of this original nineteenth-century
         anti-Semitism.[22] While there is a great deal of literature on who the current victims are of political
         exclusion, such as the Romas in Europe or African Americans in the United States,
         there is no doubt that what Arendt describes as racism and Levinas refers to as ‘the
         same hatred of the other man’ is still present in our ‘democratic’ societies. He also
         emphasized that what ended in Auschwitz began much earlier, in a seemingly unproblematic
         allergic reaction to alterity:
      

      
         The crime of extermination begins before murders take place, that oppression and economic
            uprooting already indicate its beginnings, that the laws of Nuremberg already contain
            the seeds of the horrors of the extermination camps and the ‘final solution’. (NTR
            27)
         

      

      Likewise, while imperialism as Arendt analyses it is a specific historical phenomenon
         of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, today’s global economic crisis
         and the rise of neo-liberalism should provide evidence that the drive for economic
         profit—at any cost—is not a phenomenon limited to imperialism. Anti-Semitism and imperialism
         set the stage for massive experiences of uprootedness and superfluousness, both phenomena
         Arendt identified as fundamental to loneliness. ‘To be uprooted means to have no place
         in the world, recognized and guaranteed by others; to be superfluous means not to
         belong to the world at all’ (OT 475). Both Arendt and Levinas focus on the phenomenological
         experience of uprootedness, of being torn from the world and from one’s relations
         to the other—it is this uprootedness that must continue to be combated today. The
         lesson we must draw from Origins is that its protean origins—the hatred of the same man and an unchecked drive for
         economic profit—are still present in our democratic regimes (as are loneliness, ideologies,
         refugees and propaganda).
      

      
      While roots are often visualized as vertical, connecting a tree or flower to the soil,
         a metaphor that Heidegger often used, Arendt’s analysis of the increasing experience
         of uprootedness leads her to search for another type of root or bond that is an (intersubjective)
         bond between people, which forms what she refers to as the web-of-relations. In this
         vein, she helps us rethink roots in horizontal rather than vertical terms. She concludes
         that once people have been uprooted, the only bonds connecting them to reality are
         these horizontal roots to others. As such, totalitarianism sought to destroy these
         as well in its pursuit of total domination. ‘Not only are uprooted people who have
         lost a stable human world easy victims for terror, but loss of the world also damages
         people’s hold on reality’.[23] According to Arendt, it is thus through the total loss of reality that the world
         created and shared between people disappears and with it the possibility of appearing
         to others as unique human beings.[24] ‘Loss of the world that gathers and separates us, although not necessarily permanent,
         represents at least a temporary loss of the capacity to be specifically human’.[25] Writing from within the phenomenological tradition, which rejects the notion of an
         essence, which can never appear, Arendt does not believe there is either a nature
         or essence to being human. Analysing loneliness in terms of a dehumanizing experience
         is an existential rather than scientific or factual assessment. ‘Total domination,
         which strives to organize the infinite plurality and differentiation of human beings
         as if all of humanity were just one individual, is possible only if each and every
         person can be reduced to a never-changing identity of reactions, so that each of these
         bundles of reactions can be exchanged at random for any other’ (OT 438). Totalitarian
         loneliness is inhuman in a twofold sense. First, it denies the fact of plurality,
         and second, it aims to reduce human being to a ‘bundle of reactions’, thereby denying
         any form of human subjectivity.
      

      
      Totalitarianism purposefully seeks to create the conditions in which loneliness flourishes;
         it aims to create individuals engulfed by loneliness:
      

      
         Luther (whose experiences in the phenomena of solitude and loneliness probably were
            second to no one’s and who dared to say that ‘there must be a God because man needs
            one being whom he can trust’) in a little-known remark on the Bible text ‘it is not
            good that man should be alone’: A lonely man, says Luther, ‘always deduces one thing
            from the other and thinks everything to the worst’. (OT 477)
         

      

      While totalitarianism achieves total control by making loneliness prevalent, the possibility
         to speak and share with others has been destroyed by means of terror. As such the
         only hope of repairing the world has also been destroyed. A lonely person has lost
         the ability to turn to the other for help, which is necessary in order to reconnect
         to the world—this is the destruction of plurality. This experience leads people to
         cling to movements and to ideological logicality as a substitute for the loss of the
         world and reality:
      

      
         It is only because we have common sense, that is only because not man, but men in
            the plural inhabit the earth that we can trust our immediate sensual experience [differentiate
            between reality and ideology]. Yet, we only have to remind ourselves that one day
            we shall have to leave this common world which will go on as before and for whose
            continuity we are superfluous in order to realise loneliness. (OT 476)
         

      

      Loneliness is the experience of being disconnected from ourselves, others and the
         world. And yet such reflective loneliness differs from the loneliness created by totalitarianism,
         in that the former is not externally imposed through terror, nor does it occur simultaneously
         with the loneliness of everyone else. Nontotalitarian loneliness is intensely difficult
         to bear (as anyone who has ever suffered from loss or depression can attest to) partially
         because one feels that no one else can possibly understand the pain one feels. While
         this might in fact be true, this does not mean that connecting to others, sharing
         and speaking, won’t help—most likely it is the only thing that will help, by enabling
         one to reconnect to the world. Stories of individual suicide, often referred to as
         a means to escape reality or the world, are evidence of this suffering. By contrast,
         stories of mass suicide are sometimes construed as inspiring or heroic, such as during
         the siege of Masada[26] or during the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising, as they are communal actions in which people
         refuse to succumb to loneliness by acting collectively.
      

      
      Although Arendt wrote The Origins of Totalitarianism after the war, she had already come to this conclusion in January 1943 after learning
         of the truth of the existence of the death camps:
      

      
         we should start telling the truth that we are nothing but Jews, it would mean that
            we expose ourselves to the fate of the human beings who, unprotected by any specific
            law or political convention, are nothing but human beings. I can hardly imagine an
            attitude more dangerous, since we actually live in a world in which human beings as
            such have ceased to exist. (JW 273)
         

      

      Nonetheless, it was only when she concluded Origins that she came to see the connection between totalitarianism and the shared world
         in which we can act politically—a connection most visible in her writings on loneliness.
         ‘Totalitarianism is rooted in and reinforces two critical developments: the attack
         on plurality and the increasing pervasiveness of atomism and loneliness’.[27] By destroying individuality, and as such the possibility of plurality, totalitarianism
         destroys the world.
      

      
      In her account of uprootedness, superfluousness and loneliness, Arendt describes the
         experience of being in the world and feeling replaceable, unnecessary, a number or
         ‘what’ rather than a ‘who’.[28] When the shared world is destroyed, so is the possibility of being a ‘who’, which
         only further amplifies the feeling of being uprooted and superfluous. This is what
         Arendt referred to as worldlessness or world-alienation. She declared ‘world alienation,
         and not self-alienation, as Marx thought, [is] the hallmark of the modern age’ (HC
         254). ‘For Arendt totalitarianism was the ultimate, though never inevitable, outcome
         of the modern phenomena of worldlessness’.[29] 
      

      
      Every subsequent attack on individuality and plurality, whether under the cloak of
         totalitarianism or in a free ‘democratic’ society, contributes to loneliness, uprootedness
         and superfluousness, thereby further weakening the world. This is the fragility of
         the world Arendt was confronted by in her analysis of totalitarianism. ‘To be able
         to appear and act in our human plurality we need the frame, the limits and the setting
         provided by the human world of civilization, and that world is very fragile’.[30] This is precisely what totalitarianism, in its eradication of human plurality, proved.
         This also led her to better appreciate the importance of plurality. That it was possible
         to destroy the world by eliminating plurality provides hope that it is possible to
         recover the world through plurality. This is the most important conclusion Arendt
         drew from her analysis of totalitarianism with regard to the political: totalitarianism
         is the loss of the political, the loss of the shared world, by means of the destruction
         of plurality. It is for this reason that Arendt’s concept of the political takes plurality
         as its principle.
      

      
      The Political: Creating a World Together

      
      In order to combat the phenomena of loneliness and worldlessness, it is clear that
         the political realm must speak to those struggling with rootlessness and uprootedness.
         Arendt’s phenomenological reconceptualization of the political centres on the space
         in which humans interact. These empowering and agonistic interactions make it possible
         for actors, or agents, to take responsibility for the shared world, which enables
         one to better understand the world as well as the collective power to change the world,
         for better or worse:
      

      
         Only when we come to feel ourselves part and parcel of a world in which we, like everybody
            else . . . only when we recognise the human background against which recent events
            have taken place, knowing that what was done was done by men and therefore can and
            must be prevented by men—only then will we be able to rid the world of its nightmarish
            quality. (JW 384–385)
         

      

      The final paragraphs of ‘On the Nature of Totalitarianism’, published in 1954, could
         have been the first pages of The Human Condition. Both texts focus on the political importance of remaining connected to others. It is her claim that intersubjectivity
         and human relations are fundamental to an understanding of the political that is unusual
         in comparison to other political thinkers. The experience of reality, of the ‘given
         world depends, in the last analysis, upon the fact that not one man but men in the
         plural inhabit the earth’ (EU 360/HC 9). In this vein she refuses to categorize her
         writings as philosophical, as she does not begin from the individual in her singularity,
         but instead takes the world that arises from plurality as her starting point for describing
         the political. According to her, most philosophers overlook the ‘primary relationships
         between men and the realm they constitute, springing simply from the fact of human
         plurality’ (EU 360). She concludes that in order to recover the world, we must think
         from the perspective of plurality, a perspective she sees as depreciated by the philosophical
         canon, and specifically by political philosophers. ‘The only answer to the contemporary
         predicament lay, in her view, in affirming and putting our faith in the aspect of
         the human condition that totalitarianism had denied: human plurality’,[31] which is exactly what she does in The Human Condition.
      

      
      One of the most astonishing aspects of Arendt’s academic career is that she managed
         to publish not one but two masterpieces within a decade—both in her third language
         (German and French being her first and second languages, respectively).[32] While traces of her insights into the vita activa, where plurality takes central stage, are already present in Origins of Totalitarianism (as well as other essays from the 1950s), it was not until the 1958 publication of
         The Human Condition that Arendt’s focus turned to the meaning of the political. As was her previous publication,
         it was received with great praise, although, as was the case for Origins, it was often misunderstood because of her phenomenological approach. In what follows
         I intend to address these oversights by focusing on the productive tension between
         plurality and particularity at the basis of her notion of the political. She begins
         the chapter on action in The Human Condition with the following: ‘Human plurality, the basic condition of both action and speech,
         has the twofold character of equality and distinction’ (HC 175). In this vein, the
         question ‘who am I’, while seemingly singular, and thus by Arendt’s definition antipolitical,
         is in fact the political question par excellence of the vita activa. This paradoxical position makes clear the significance of the particular for Arendt’s
         principle of plurality. With this paradox as a guide, I engage in a three-part analysis
         of the political. First, I consider the political in terms of action in a public space
         of equality and distinction; second, I turn to its worldly character to be found in
         freedom; and third, I consider her notion of power, one that challenges and redefines
         the vast majority of contemporary uses of power.
      

      
      Action: Between Equality and Distinction

      
      ‘The political realm rises directly out of acting together, the “sharing of words
         and deeds”. Thus action not only has the most intimate relationship to the public
         part of the world common to us all, but is the one activity which constitutes it’
         (HC 198). Action, unlike the activity of labour, which is rooted in necessity or that
         of work, which is structured by way of a means-ends relationship, cannot be performed
         in isolation (HC 188).[33] While she distinguishes action from both labour and work, it is not the case that
         she does not appreciate these activities as essential to the human condition. In her
         analysis, labour guarantees the survival (of the biological self and species), whereas
         work guarantees a physical permanence to the world. She is also explicitly critical
         of Marx for failing to properly appreciate the difference between labour and work
         and most important for failing to recognize the danger of defining the political in
         terms of fabrication. Given her conclusion in Origins that it is only by means of the preservation of plurality that there is promise for
         the human world, her focus lies on action that creates a space for human interaction
         and flourishing. Words and deeds, which together constitute action, can only be actualized
         in the presence of others; action thus requires plurality and cannot occur either
         in the private ream or in isolation from others. It is, as it were, a second birth
         into the world where beings become unique, irreplaceable human beings. ‘With word
         and deed we insert ourselves into the human world, and this insertion is like a second
         birth. . . . This insertion is not forced upon us by necessity, like labour, and it
         is not prompted by utility, like work’ (HC 176).[34] While our biological birth introduces us to a world of necessity defined by biology
         and production, and work preserves the physical world into which we are born, our
         second birth—into the human realm of interaction—is rooted in freedom and plurality
         (HC 9). ‘If action as beginning corresponds to the fact of birth, if it is the actualization
         of the human condition of natality, then speech corresponds to the fact of distinctness
         and is the actualization of the human condition of plurality, that is, of living as
         a distinct and unique being among equals’ (HC 178).
      

      
      While Arendt stresses the need for distinction in the political, distinction entails
         the institution of an artificial political equality. The plurality of the political
         is a principle that opposes any conception of inherent or ‘natural’ equality. To presuppose
         equality is to deny our differences, which is the basis of the plurality fundamental
         to the shared world. This rejection of an essential equality by no means implies that
         one should be treated as lesser or without respect. On the contrary, one of the ‘requirements’
         of engaging with others in the public sphere is that one treats all others, and not
         just those with whom one agrees, as equals, although in reality, and beyond the polis, there is no such equality.[35] ‘The equality attending the public realm is necessarily an equality of unequals who
         stand in need of being “equalized” in certain respects and for specific purposes.
         As such the equalizing factor arises not from human “nature” but from outside’ (HC
         215).
      

      
      Much like her focus on the two types of birth in her discussion of natality and Augustine,[36] Arendt opposes the political to the experience of death with regard to equality,
         an implicit critique of Heidegger (also repeated in HC 9):
      

      
         Political equality, therefore, is the very opposite of our equality before death,
            which as the common fate of all men arise out of the human condition, or of equality
            before God, at least in the Christian interpretation. . . . In these instances, no
            equalizer is needed because sameness prevails anyhow; by the same token, however,
            the actual experience of this sameness, the experience of life and death, occurs not
            only in isolation but in utter loneliness. (HC 215)
         

      

      In political terms, there is no sameness, only difference. As this question of difference
         clearly touches on the notion of alterity, central to Levinas’s ethics, I will return
         to it both in the following section on freedom and in part III. While birth and death
         are experiences that all human beings undergo, they do not make us equals. Arendt
         is quite clear that we must recognize our inequality and celebrate our differences—hence
         her foundation of politics on plurality—and institute an artificial equality in the
         political realm for the sake of the world. The space in which we co-create the shared
         world is a realm of difference and distinction, and as a result it requires an artificial
         equalization. This is necessary to create a place and space where we appear to each
         other as a ‘who’ and not as a ‘what’. What we are and do is relevant for the activities
         of labour and work, whereas the who can shine by acting with others:
      

      
         This disclosure of ‘who’ in contradistinction to ‘what’ somebody is—his qualities,
            gifts, talents, and shortcomings, which he may display or hide—is implicit in everything
            he says and does. . . . It is more likely that the ‘who,’ which appears so clearly
            and unmistakably to others, remains hidden from the person himself. (HC 179)
         

      

      For Arendt the political is about the disclosure of the ‘who’. This ‘who’ is an actor
         or agent and is utterly unique and irreplaceable. The who is however not to be understood
         as an author, as the latter implies control over the end product. Those who interpret
         Arendt’s work to be in line with Habermas assume that she is a thinker of consensus,
         or that ‘acting in concert’ is conflict-free and congruous and thereby fail to appreciate
         the agonism that arises from her focus on the ‘who’. Action requires stepping outside
         of the comfortable and sheltered space of the private realm in which one’s ideas and
         opinions are not confronted and challenged. She stresses that action requires courage,
         as the political realm is full of disagreement, debate and strife. ‘The public realm
         itself, the polis was permeated by a fiercely agonal spirit, where everybody had constantly to distinguish
         himself from others . . . the public realm was, in other words, reserved for individuality;
         it was the only place where men could show who they really and inexchangeably were’
         (HC 41).
      

      
      Arendt’s emphasis on distinction arises from her analysis of totalitarianism. It is
         only by means of agonism, which forces one to distinguish oneself and one’s opinions,
         that action counteracts the dangers of superfluousness and loneliness. If we were
         all the same or had all the same opinions and perspectives, we might indeed be redundant.
         In an allusion to the Bible she writes: ‘Nobody is ever the same as anyone else who
         ever lived, lives or will live’ (HC 8). Political agonism confronts anonymity and
         is thus fundamental to the political. Action requires initiative in that people must
         choose to appear and disclose ‘who they are’ under the scrutiny of others. For Arendt,
         the political experience of action offers each person the chance to appear as a particular
         individual in a shared public space and to distinguish herself through word and deed.
         Appearing is about expressing who one is to others; it is not enough to simply be
         physically present. ‘It is the function of the public realm to throw light on the
         affairs of men by providing a space of appearances in which they can show in deed
         or word, for better and worse, who they are and what they can do’ (MDT viii).
      

      
      In addition to the prominence of word and deeds for action, Arendt also introduces
         a spatial and temporal dimension, part and parcel of her phenomenological approach.
         The spatial and temporal (between past and future) dimensions of political action
         are related to the analysis of the law in Origins. Arendt reinterprets the polis in terms of a space that is created between individuals, a space bounded and supported
         by the law, which is symbolized by the walls of the city. While laws are fundamental
         to the city, Arendt is adamant that they are not political, as they have the fundamentally
         nonpolitical role of acting as stabilizers (to counterbalance the unpredictability
         and spontaneity of life in the polis). In a lecture she stated: ‘laws gave stability to a community composed of mortals,
         and therefore continually endangered in its continuity by new men born into it. The
         stability of the laws corresponds to the constant motion of all human affairs.’[37] This space is a common space open to those prepared to participate. What is common
         is the space and not the contents of this space, which is one of dissensus. It is
         here, by means of communication, that reality is affirmed by means of manifold distinct
         and diverse perspectives from which people (as opposed to things) can be seen and
         heard by others.
      

      
      The meaning of this space is also related to the idea of the world, rooted in Heidegger’s
         phenomenology, so prominent in Origins. Arendt seeks to restore the political in response to the world-alienating experiences
         of modernity. She, as well as so many other members of excluded groups, understood
         what it meant to be deprived of the right to appear, to count for something (as opposed
         to being counted), and to discover ‘who one is’. While she was excluded because she
         was Jewish, her claim is not limited to Jews but rather is a demand that all people
         excluded from the polis be allowed to appear. In this sense she has a very Judaic notion of justice, as does
         Levinas, rooted in a longing for the inclusion of all those who are excluded, oppressed
         and marginalized. But for Arendt, justice is both political and phenomenological.
         ‘The existential significance that she granted to the space of appearance was such
         that, “to be deprived of it means to be deprived of reality, which, humanly and politically
         speaking, is the same as appearance”.’[38] As developed in the first chapter, her concept of the world, of a nonphysical space
         created by political action, is a phenomenological one based on her reinterpretation
         of Husserl’s natural standpoint and Heidegger’s world, albeit in political terms.[39] For Arendt, the world is relationally constituted. It is on this basis that she prioritizes
         Heidegger’s mitsein over Heidegger’s primacy of Dasein, a strategy Levinas also follows by prioritizing an ethics of alterity over ontology.
         It is thus in terms of their shared priority for human relationships that are world
         creating that their thought beckons to be brought into dialogue.
      

      
      Freedom—External and Worldly

      
      In order to further explore Arendt’s conception of political action, I will now consider
         its raison d’être, freedom. Arendt’s particular and unorthodox understanding of freedom
         challenges both philosophical and Christian notions of freedom. According to her analysis,
         something fundamental to the political realm is lost when freedom and free will, a
         Christian-inspired notion of freedom, are used interchangeably. In On Revolution she reflects on the terror that followed the declaration of the French Republic,
         describing it as the process by which freedom—an external and worldly ‘possession’—became
         internalized, in line with philosophical and theological freedom, thereby losing its
         political significance. Arendt’s notion of freedom, which she suggests has been buried
         by the history of philosophy, must be distinguished from a notion of freedom connected
         to the will. Once this distinction is made, it is possible to grasp Arendt’s positive
         alternative: political freedom rooted in plurality. In her well-known essay ‘What
         is Freedom?’ (BPF 1963), Arendt concentrates on the tension between political freedom
         and the Christian notion of the will (which she further develops in the second part
         of The Life of the Mind from 1978). Arendt mulls over the meaning of freedom and the faculty of the will
         throughout the history of philosophy (rather than thematically, as she does with regard
         to thinking and judging). She is searching for the stage at which the Greek notion
         of political freedom was internalized by way of the free will, paving the path for
         a re-interstation of freedom as rooted in singularity.
      

      
      According to Arendt, who is by no means a fair reader of Plato, the tale of political
         freedom’s fall from grace begins with Plato’s desire to right the wrong of the Athenians’
         condemnation of Socrates. Plato refuses to accept the fact that doxa, the opinions of the hoi polloi that form the demos, trumped what he defined as the good (even when Socrates disagreed). He concluded that the people could not be trusted
         to rule themselves and needed to be controlled; as such politics came to be defined
         in terms of the relationship between the ruler and the ruled, a deeply hierarchical
         institution. Plato’s rejection of plurality led to the association of the political
         realm with security and certainty, both of which oppose the spontaneity and unpredictability
         of the realm of human affairs (LM 198). Arendt thus concludes that while Plato may
         have planted these seeds, they found truly fertile soil in Christianity by way of
         Augustine.
      

      
      Having written her dissertation on Augustine, it is no surprise that Arendt returns
         to his thought in her examination of freedom. As one of the first Christian philosophers,
         writing at a time when slavery was commonplace, he found it essential to reconsider
         the meaning of freedom in order to make it more inclusive and universal. However,
         rather than protesting the lucrative institution of slavery, he redefined freedom
         in order to prevent slaves from protesting by making free will of higher importance
         than an external freedom. Mirroring Plato’s prioritization of freedom as necessary
         in order to pursue the vita contemplativa, the good life, Christianity reinterpreted this inner freedom in the form of the
         will. One was always free to choose good over evil, to turn towards God even when
         bounded by chains and prevented from engaging with others. Such inner security provided
         a sense of peace to those whose lives were rarely under their own control. Victory
         over the infidels was the domain of the ruler. The people were taught to seek victory
         over their inner, sinful, fallen selves, the ‘conflict within myself, the inner strife
         between what I would and what I do, whose murderous dialectics disclosed first to
         Paul and then to Augustine the equivocalities and impotence of the human heart’ (BPF
         157). The theological journey of freedom, from Plato to Augustine via Paul, is the
         locus of freedom’s transformation from an external, worldly, plural action to an internal
         and personal struggle, the singularizing principle of the Will, the principium individuationis (LM 121).[40] 
      

      
      Unwittingly engaging with Levinas, Arendt explores the will in the Life of the Mind in terms of the history of philosophy in order to demonstrate its apolitical nature
         (LM 195–216). She makes a sharp distinction between plurality and alterity, which
         would seemingly deny space for Levinasian ethics in the political (HC 176). And yet
         upon closer examination, the contrary is evident. Plurality for Arendt is rooted in
         a relationship to other, different selves. By contrast, she uses alterity according
         to its medieval formulation alteritas to refer to a relationship rooted in sameness (rather than difference). This medieval
         definition of alterity clearly opposes Levinas’s notion of alterity (to be explored
         in depth in chapter 5). Thus while Arendt claims plurality is opposed to alteritas, this term does not mean what it does for Levinas. Her definition of plurality is
         closer to Levinas’s notion of alterity, as both are based in a relation to another
         external to the self in which difference is essential.
      

      
      Sadly, according to Arendt, the end of the ‘Dark Ages’ in which Christian theology
         ruled supreme did not bring about the end of this reduced sense of freedom. ‘Even
         Montesquieu, though he had not only a different but a much higher opinion of the essence
         of politics than Hobbes or Spinoza, could still occasionally equate political freedom
         with security’ (BPF 150). Hobbes wished to reduce politics to a contract in order
         to ensure that society could be controlled rather than promote spontaneity and freedom.[41] While Montesquieu at times fell into this trap, he was certainly less interested
         in approaching the political in terms of the model of the sciences. He was ‘the greatest
         representative of this political secularism [which arose from the separation of church
         and state] . . . deeply aware of the inadequacy of the Christian and the philosopher’s
         concept of freedom for political purposes. In order to get rid of it, he expressly
         distinguished between philosophical and political freedom’ (BPF 161). Montesquieu
      

      
         maintained that power and freedom belonged together; that conceptually speaking, political
            freedom did not reside in the I-will but in the I-can, and that therefore the political
            realm must be construed and constituted in a way in which power and freedom would
            be combined. . . . [L]iberty was ‘a natural Power of doing or not doing whatever we
            have a Mind’. (OR 150)
         

      

      Yet Montesquieu’s notion of political freedom lacked a connection to publicity. It
         is Machiavelli who, according to Arendt, is to be credited for reinvigorating this
         aspect of freedom in his concept of virtue.[42] He reminds us of the performative and public aspects of politics, of freedom as virtuosity
         (LM 200). It is only in this public and performative manner that action can be transformed
         into stories, to be shared with others in the future. In sharp contrast to Machiavelli,
         the apolitical freedom of the philosophers promoted by Jean-Jacques Rousseau, ‘the
         most consistent representative of the theory of sovereignty, which he derived directly
         from the will’ (BPF 163), reduces plurality to that of a singular undivided will.
         It is this identification of freedom with the will, and finally with absolute sovereignty,
         that Arendt sees as Plato’s final victory over the polis.
      

      
      What concerns Arendt most is that the critical link between freedom and judgement
         is lost during this transformation. By emphasizing believing over doing, intentions
         over actions, the only possible judge is God. Other people, with whom we speak and
         interact in the public sphere, can no longer judge. Without judgement, political action,
         which is always collective, becomes impossible, in her view. The priority of the will
         for freedom means that singularity, and personal decisions, take priority over collective
         debate, putting plurality itself in jeopardy. Willing is a solitary endeavour. Freedom
         rooted in action, by contrast, requires plurality. ‘We first become aware of freedom
         or its opposite in our intercourse with others, not in our intercourse with ourselves’
         (BPF 148). Arendt thus sets out to rescue freedom from the confines of the will and
         Christian theology. In order to rediscover the political meaning of freedom, ‘Arendt
         emphasizes the difficulty we have in thinking of freedom as a worldly phenomenon,
         one manifest in plural action. The problem (to oversimplify) is that our tradition
         extends and perpetuates the Greek philosophical and early Christian prejudices against
         such freedom.’[43] 
      

      
      Compelled by the horrors of totalitarianism, Arendt endeavours to rescue political
         freedom and to re-establish its fundamental connection to action, plurality and the
         world. She does so by arguing for freedom as (1) intersubjective, (2) contrary to
         domination and (3) world-oriented. Freedom does not exist in the singular, I am not
         free, only we are free; freedom is an intersubjective phenomenon. Freedom is experienced
         in the domain of plurality and is not the handmaiden of autonomy; it is its antithesis
         (HC 234). Both Arendt and Levinas reject the claim that the subject is, or ought to
         be, autonomous. Political freedom thus finds its meaning in human relations and not
         in the self (HC 254). An individual is not free, as freedom does not belong to a subject,
         to a singular self. Political freedom is intersubjective and worldly. This radical
         position is only fully developed in The Life of the Mind. ‘Freedom is conceived not as an inner human disposition but as a character of human
         existence in the world’ (LM 3, 135–141). Freedom’s ‘place of origin is never inside
         man, whatever that inside may be, nor is it in his will, or thinking, or his feelings;
         it is rather in the space between human beings’ (PP 170). Plurality, which is the
         condition for the creation of a human world, is thus an essential prerequisite for
         the space within which freedom can be experienced; without the participation of other
         human beings interaction is not possible, as there is neither a between, an ‘inter’,
         nor a stage for actors.
      

      
      A second fundamental aspect of freedom is that to be free to enter the public realms,
         in addition to being free from necessity, one must also be free from domination—neither
         giving nor taking orders from another. Neither the slave nor the slave-owner can enter
         the political space of freedom, as inequality is antithetical to freedom. ‘Politics
         is therefore centred around freedom, whereby freedom is understood negatively as not
         being ruled or ruling, and positively as a space which can be created only by men
         and in which each man moves among his peers. Without those who are my equals, there
         is no freedom’ (PP 117). Arendt’s claim is not an attempt to rewrite the history of
         the political, or to argue for the validity of universal equality. According to Arendt,
         this latter concept ‘within the tradition of political thought means nothing other
         than no man is free’ (PP 78). Freedom requires distinction, which is only visible
         upon a background of equality; thus any attempt to deny our differences is a denial
         of freedom. ‘Politics deals with the coexistence and association of different men’ (PP 93). For Arendt, while we are all equally human beings, it is only by acting—through word and deed—that we manifest this (e)quality.
         There is no innate natural equality between individuals; it is only by entering the
         public realm that we can ‘level the playing ground’. This artificial equality is the
         basis from which we can distinguish ourselves so that we can turn to others and ask
         ‘who am I?’ Equality is thus the price of entry into the public realm, and alterity,
         in a Levinasian sense, its currency.
      

      
      In addition to freedom from necessity and oppression, Arendt designates a third condition,
         freedom as world-oriented. This is the reason that liberation is not to be equated
         with freedom; it is but the first step towards political freedom.[44] ‘This freedom [of the ancients] clearly was preceded by liberation: in order to be
         free, man must have liberated himself from the necessities of life. But the status
         of freedom did not follow automatically upon the act of liberation’ (BPF 148). In
         addition to being free from oppression, freedom needs a direction—that of the world.
         It is for this reason that Arendt states: ‘Courage is indispensable because in politics
         not life but the world is at stake’ (BPF 156). While Arendt does not classify her
         own understanding of freedom as positive, her critique of negative freedom as well
         as her affirmation of the worldly orientation of political freedom certainly shows
         certain affinities to this position.[45]  Her criticism of the ‘liberal credo, “the less politics the more freedom”’ (BPF
         149), exemplifies this. Likewise, she refuses the reduction of the political to either
         law or governance. ‘It has become almost axiomatic even in political theory to understand
         by political freedom not a political phenomenon, but on the contrary, the more or
         less free range of non-political activities which a given body politic will permit
         and guarantee to those who constitute it’ (OR 30). Another reason that freedom is
         world-oriented is that ‘unlike the spaces which are the work of our hands, [freedom]
         does not survive the actuality of the movements that brought it into being . . . wherever
         people gather together, it is potentially there, but only potentially, not necessarily
         and not forever’ (HC 199). Freedom has no permanence; it is not a product of work.
         Freedom, like action, is a worldly phenomenon that is as fragile as all human experiences
         rooted in plurality. Freedom relies on intersubjective interactions, on the potential
         for people to appear and act, on the promise of the political to transform the world.[46] 
      

      
      Reconceptualizing Power in Terms of Empowerment

      
      But what does freedom, worldly and external, create? What comes from interacting in
         a space of equality and distinction? It is power, albeit reconceptualized phenomenologically
         as empowerment, that completes Arendt’s political trinity. She reconfigures canonical
         notions of power, which tend to be vertical concepts relating ruler and ruled, by
         focusing on how power changes those who experience it as well as how it has the potential
         to transform the shared world. Not surprisingly, her distinct interpretation of power
         makes engagement with other political theorists quite complex, as is often misunderstood.
         The advantage it offers is a completely different analytic lens from which to examine
         the political. ‘For we all in some sense take politics to be about power, domination,
         pursuit of interests, and the struggle to prevail over others. The purpose of this
         inquiry [Arendt’s] is to suggest a very different basis for delimiting the bounds
         of the political’.[47] In addition, her notion of power is ideal for the bottom-up horizontal political
         movements that have appeared across the globe in the past few years (e.g., the Occupy
         movement, Indigniados, Tahir Square, Gezi Park, 2013 Brazil bus protests), as it challenges
         the verticality and singularity of politics today.[48] 
      

      
      Let us begin with the clearest definition Arendt offers of power: 

      
         Power corresponds to the human ability not just to act but to act in concert. Power is
            never the property of an individual; it belongs to a group and remains in existence
            only so long as the group keep together. When we say of somebody that he is ‘in power’
            we actually refer to his being empowered by a certain number of people to act in their
            name. The moment the group, from which the power originated to begin with (potestas in populo, without a people or group there is no power), disappears; ‘his power’ also vanishes.
            (CR 143)
         

      

      Power in an Arendtian sense is directly opposed to the type of ‘power’ that totalitarianism
         sought. She refers to the latter in terms of strength, force and violence. Strength,
         for Arendt, is always connected to singularity, as an individual can possess it. By
         contrast, force, often confused with violence, is a physical descriptor and can be
         applied to nature. Violence is unique for Arendt because of its specifically instrumental
         character. ‘Phenomenologically, it is close to strength, since the implements of violence,
         like all other tools, are designed and used for the purpose of multiplying natural
         strength until, in the last stage of their development, they can substitute for it’
         (CR 145).[49] Domination, which she radically disconnects from power, comes at a great cost—‘the
         eradication of human plurality’[50]—and relies on strength, violence and terror. Arendt’s position is that there is no
         greater power than that created by means of collective actions. While there is no
         doubt that the destruction created by means of violence, strength and terror is immense,
         Arendt defends the position that even at its zenith, Nazi totalitarianism was unable
         to completely annihilate all plurality. As such, the potential power of plurality,
         which is at the source of revolutions and social movements such as those led by Gandhi,
         Solidarnosc, the civil rights movement in the United States, the student movements
         in 1968 and so forth can never be fully extinguished. Moreover, the power of plurality
         has much greater permanence in the world—it brings about lasting change by transforming
         both people and the world. This is in stark contrast to totalitarianism, which is
         always a threat to itself. While Arendt does not doubt that new forms of totalitarianism
         will arise after the demise of Nazism and Stalinism, these too will certainly be self-destructive
         and cannot last for too long (although she does not underestimate the harm they can
         do in a short time span) because of their reliance on violence and terror and the
         need to constantly stay in motion.
      

      
      Power is a collective endeavour that creates and sustains the world. ‘Power is what
         keeps the human realm, the potential space of appearance, between acting and speaking
         men, in existence . . . power springs up between men’ (HC 200). Empowerment is what
         we experience by means of action. This experience is an end in itself. Nonetheless,
         there are other potential ‘by-products’ such as a transformation of the political
         or a contingent and temporary empowering ‘we’ formation. Nonetheless, the political
         must remain a noninstrumental realm to preserve its principle of plurality. This principle
         is exemplified by its unpredictability and spontaneity, both of which are rooted in
         its intersubjective nature. Power experienced from within the political is, like the
         political, an intersubjective phenomenon that arises from within plurality. No individual
         alone has power. It ‘springs up between people’; power thus has a form of horizontal
         transcendence, rooted in plurality, from within the political.
      

      
      While power is rooted in plurality, it does not exist without particularity; every
         actor is a distinct and irreplaceable human being. By participating in the polis, one discovers—by learning from the other—who one is and—at the same time—helping
         to create a shared world. In this manner, Arendt broadens the ‘definition’ of political
         action beyond its often-impoverished association with elections and the ballot box.
         Her approach is refreshing and empowering, as it reminds us that governments have
         no real political power. Power, as most political thinkers use it, is entirely vertical.
         Arendt’s notion of political power is horizontal and spontaneously infectious—its
         spreads itself without resorting to violence or terror. ‘Human power corresponds to
         the condition of plurality . . . for the same reason, power can be divided without
         decreasing it, and the interplay of powers with their checks and balances is even
         liable to generate more power’ (HC 201). Power increases with participation; it flourishes
         in plurality, thereby always acting as a challenge to totalitarianism. Her notion
         of power inspires political critique, disobedience, resistance and revolution. Power
         is what has been the driving source of all great political changes and revolutions,
         a view shared by many anarchist political thinkers. While this may not be what any
         government, democratic or not, would seek, as it is potentially destabilizing and
         certainly unpredictable, Arendt is much more interested in the political as it speaks
         to people, and less in the institutions that attempt to control and regulate people.
         While she is aware that her notion of power is potentially destabilizing and keeps
         a door open to forms of government such as totalitarianism, it is the same door that
         must be kept open to remind both the people and their representatives not to forget
         who holds the power, and equally, who is responsible for the world—this is the fundamental
         risk of the political realm.
      

      
      In addition to power’s self-sustaining capacity and ability to bring about change
         in reality, power also plays a fundamental role in providing the political with a
         sense of security that it lacks, especially when contrasted with the cyclical continuity
         of labour or the physical products of work. ‘What keeps people together after the
         fleeting moment of action has passed (what we today call “organization”) and what,
         at the same time, they keep alive through remaining together is power’ (HC 201). It
         is my contention, to be developed in the following chapter, that power stabilizes
         and humanizes the world, and in this vein it is an implicit political ethics.[51]  With regard to power’s implicit ethics, Arendt makes clear that one’s actions cannot
         be violent, nor can one’s words have the intent to be harmful. Rather, one’s words
         and deeds must be oriented towards understanding and repairing the shared world. While
         this by no means implies that political action is not painful or confronting, it is
         important that this agonism be oriented towards the world and not intended to simply
         harm an individual. ‘Power is actualized only where word and deed have not parted
         company, where words are not empty and deeds not brutal, where words are not used
         to veil intentions but to disclose realities, and deeds are not used to violate and
         destroy but to establish relations and create new realities’ (HC 200).
      

      
      Plurality: A New Principle for the Political

      
      In the preface to Origins, Arendt writes: ‘Human dignity needs a new guarantee which can be found only in a
         new political principle, in a new law on earth, whose validity this time must comprehend
         the whole of humanity’ (OT ix). While she uses the terms principle and law interchangeably, the former does have a rather specific and distinct meaning in her
         writings. In her 1953 lecture, ‘The Great Tradition’, Arendt provides the following
         definition of a principle. Principles ‘are not the same as psychological motives.
         They are rather the criteria according to which all public actions are judged and
         which articulate the whole of political life’.[52] A principle is the criteria by which the political actions can be judged and which
         help us to understand what is political. Laws, she reminds us in this same lecture,
         are not political, because a lawmaker is not necessarily a member of the community;
         she can be called in from the outside, as in the case of Rousseau’s lawgiver.[53] Arendt takes this rather particular notion of principle from Montesquieu, who associated
         a particular principle with each distinct type of government (e.g., republican, monarchic).[54] According to Montesquieu, a principle is that which leads to action, what brings
         about or motivates the political in Arendtian terms.
      

      
      So what would it mean for plurality to be this principle, and how can a principle
         also ‘function’ as a guarantee in a realm in which there are no certainties? It is
         my contention that Arendt does not define plurality as a principle in the way of classical
         foundationalism. Plurality is a post-foundational ground, a contingent but temporarily
         necessary foundation, a term that will be developed in the following chapter.[55] However, we have now prepared the ground to answer the first of these questions:
         What is plurality? Plurality, Arendt repeatedly states, is a paradox. It is the paradox
         of equality and distinction that characterizes the public sphere and the human condition.
         The activity of speech makes this clear in that we would not need to communicate with
         others if were all identical, we are in this sense all distinct; likewise, speech
         would not help us if we were not in some manner able to communicate, and in at least
         this sense equals. It is the paradoxical double-sidedness of speech that makes it
         so central to her notion of the political. Without speech and the possibility of (mis)communication,
         we are also much more exposed to the dangers of world-alienation and feeling as if
         we do not belong in the world and are in some sense superfluous. By way of speech
         and interactions we form a community; we become part of a polity and make ourselves
         at home in the world.
      

      
      Having discussed Arendt’s notion of political equality above, let us now consider
         her notion of particularity, or uniqueness, a notion that brings her into dialogue
         with Levinas. ‘Human distinctness is not the same as otherness—the curious quality
         of alteritas possessed by everything that is and therefore, in medieval philosophy, one of the
         four basic, universal characteristics of Being, transcending every particular quality’
         (HC 176). Arendt differentiates between distinctness and otherness (and repeats this
         position in her final publication; LM 200–211). Distinction is what she takes to be
         fundamental to plurality and the political. Let us first clarify the meaning of otherness
         in order to better grasp what distinctness is. Otherness, which Arendt connects to
         the medieval notion of alteritas, is possessed by everything; it is a universal characteristic of Being and in this
         sense is shared by all beings. In other words, when Arendt uses the terms otherness
         or alteritas, she is not speaking phenomenologically but more criticizing the medieval position
         that there is some essence shared by all human beings.
      

      
      As we will examine in chapter 5, this is precisely the opposite of Levinas’s meaning
         of the term alterity. Levinas does not use this medieval notion of alterity, but rather
         as he acknowledges, he explicitly adapts the Platonic notion of alteritas by making its contents that of the other person. Alterity, in Levinas’s sense, is
         thus much closer to what Arendt means by distinctness, which is fundamental to plurality.
         Levinas also uses the term unicity as a synonym for alterity, by which he means the
         irreducibility of the human being to any totality. The term unicity comes very close
         to Arendt’s notion of distinctness:
      

      
         Only man can express this distinction and distinguish himself, and only he can communicate
            himself and not merely something—thirst or hunger, affection or hostility or fear.
            In man, otherness, which he shares with everything alive, becomes uniqueness, and
            human plurality is the paradoxical plurality of unique beings. (HC 176)
         

      

      All things living can express something, their quidittas, but only human beings can express their particularity (what Levinas refers to as
         haecceity), their ‘who’-ness, uniqueness or distinctness. The fact that we are all unique is
         what we share—is paradoxically our alteritas or otherness—with all other beings. No other beings are absolutely distinct and unique
         the way human beings are, or in Levinasian terms absolutely other. Arendt here states
         that alterity (in Levinas’s sense) is the paradox of plurality. This singular otherness,
         when interacting with others, is our uniqueness. In other words, plurality can be
         defined as the paradox of equality, that is otherness or alteritas, and particularity, that is distinction or alterity in Levinas’s sense. Plurality,
         the principle of the political, is paradoxical in that it reaffirms the basic fact
         that we are all distinct humans and yet at the same time we are all beings—part of
         the ‘same species’. Arendt, in order to escape the biologism of the latter phrase,
         often refers to the latter in terms of ‘sheer human togetherness’. ‘The revelatory
         quality of speech and action comes to the fore where people are with others and neither for nor against them—that is, sheer human togetherness’ (HC 180).[56] However, this sheer human togetherness should not be confused with the notion of
         multiplicity, which for Arendt is the total erasure of plurality and particularity
         that totalitarianism strives to enforce. Togetherness is a phenomenological term that
         expresses what is created by the reality of dialogue, exchanging opinions and opposing
         perspectives. It arises by the sharing of interests, interests being defined by Arendt
         as ‘inter-est, which lies between people and therefore can relate and bind them together’ (HC 182).
      

      
      In contrast to this sheer human togetherness is Levinas’s alterity or absolute otherness.
         While for Levinas the face-to-face encounter is an encounter with alterity, according
         to Arendt, it is by means of action that we become aware of this distinctness. Action
         reveals our particularity to ourselves and to others (without whom it would not be
         possible), as does its pre-political prefiguration, our first birth in the form of
         natality. Arendt notes ‘the curious fact that both the Greek and the Latin language
         possess two verbs to designate what we uniformly call “to act”’ (BPF 165); the first
         (in both languages) means to begin, initiate, to lead or rule, whereas the second
         implies the continuation of this process, carrying it through and supporting. Searching
         for the trace of these distinct notions of action in the history of philosophy, Arendt
         notes that Augustine—in his only political treatise, De Civitate Dei—refers to freedom as beginning in the guise of the miracle of natality. Not only
         does Arendt embrace this aspect of Augustine’s theory, she cites it in every one of
         her major works. ‘In the birth of each man this initial beginning is reaffirmed, because
         in each instance something new comes into an already existing world. . . . Because
         he is a beginning, man can begin; to be human and to be free are one and the same. God created
         man in order to introduce into the world the faculty of beginning: freedom’ (BPF 167).
         While in the Human Condition Arendt differentiates birth or natality from action, as two distinct beginnings,
         the former ontological and the latter political, she continues to refer not only to
         Augustine but also to God and the miraculous nature of natality and action. ‘Our whole
         existence rests, after all, on a chain of miracles’ (BPF 169). Every human being is
         unique, is a miracle, as is every political action. This is also the reason spontaneity
         and uncertainty are a reality in the political.
      

      
      Arendt’s understanding of particularity in terms of miracles can also be understood
         by putting it back into the context of her response to totalitarianism. By emphasizing
         particularity, she challenges the superfluousness central to self- and world-alienation.
         This emphasis is also what puts her notion of the political into tension with conventional
         politics. ‘Philosophers have been uncomfortable with the sheer contingency involved
         in the activity of the will [not in the sense of the principium individuationis], finding a belief in necessity much more congenial. Once again, thinking and doing,
         philosophy and politics seem to be at odds’.[57] Arendt, it should now be clear, chose the political over the philosophical, recognizing
         philosophy’s tendency to reduce thinking to singularity, a reduction reproduced in
         reality by way of the terror and ideology of the Nazis. Her response is thus to redefine
         the political in terms of plurality, the paradox of equality and distinction, a redefinition
         that should by no means be underestimated in terms of its originality or importance,
         both then and now.
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      Chapter 4

      An Ethics from Within the Political

      
         
         
         
      

      
      In 1961 Arendt was hired by the New Yorker to write a series of articles on Adolf Eichmann’s trial, which was of great interest
         to their significant Jewish readership. Her report, subtitled ‘A Report on the Banality
         of Evil’, was to become, and remains, the most controversial work she published.[1] In addition, Arendt found herself in intellectual commotion—she could not come to
         terms with Eichmann’s usage of Kant to justify his crimes. It was both the trial and
         the controversy her articles caused that led to a shift in her intellectual interests.
         In her lecture ‘Thinking and Moral Considerations’, she states:
      

      
         Some years ago, reporting the trial of Eichmann in Jerusalem, I spoke of ‘the banality
            of evil’ and meant with this no theory or doctrine but something quite factual, the
            phenomenon of evil deeds, committed on a gigantic scale, which could not be traced
            to any particularity of wickedness, pathology, or ideological conviction in the doer.
            . . . However monstrous the deeds were, the doer was neither monstrous nor demonic,
            and the only specific characteristic one could detect in his past as well as in his
            behaviour during the trial and the preceding police examination was something entirely
            negative: it was not stupidity but a curious, quite authentic inability to think.
            (RJ 159)[2] 
         

      

      Eventually she concluded: ‘Morally and politically speaking, this indifference though
         common enough, is the greatest danger. . . . Therein lies the horror and, at the same
         time, the banality of evil’ (RJ 146). In other words, Arendt began to understand how
         loneliness and worldlessness, dangers under democratic as well as totalitarian regimes,
         can lead to indifference, which is both ethically and politically perilous. Until
         Eichmann’s trial she had focused on the latter; it was now time to start to consider
         the former. Is it the case that there is simply no space for ethics in Arendt’s account
         of the political? Or rather, as I will argue, did Arendt begin to rethink the relationship
         between the political and ethics after the Eichmann trial? What does Arendt mean by
         the term morally here? What role does such an ethics play in her notion of the political?
         After considering these questions, I turn to Arendt’s account of promises and forgiveness,
         which she refers to as ethically necessary aspects of the political, and in which
         there are clear parallels to Levinas. I then move beyond promises and forgiveness
         in order to develop an Arendtian-inspired political ethics. It is my contention that
         by considering her rethinking of the vita comtemplativa in relation to a political responsibility, the basis of Arendt’s unwritten praxis
         of political ethics can be outlined. The question I must then consider is whether
         this reconstruction of an Arendtian-inspired political ethics is sufficient. Is there
         a need to go beyond Arendt to strengthen the ethical voice that arises from between
         the walls of the polis? While there is clearly an ethical preoccupation in Arendt’s thought,[3] I conclude that Arendt’s political ethics is lacking—a lack that I suspect (but cannot
         prove) might have been addressed in her unfinished volume on judgement.
      

      
      The Criterion for an Arendtian Ethics

      
      The following quote expresses a widely accepted position:

      
         One of the most difficult aspects of Arendt’s political theory is her insistence that
            the ethical be removed from the political. Perhaps George Kateb best expresses the
            difficulty when he asks, ‘How could the author of the Origins of Totalitarianism seek in her later writings to purge politics of love, goodness, conscience, compassion
            and pity?’[4] 
         

      

      Is Kateb, a prominent scholar, justified in his assessment of Arendt’s later writings?
         Is Peg Birmingham, who has written the standard work on Arendt and human rights, right
         to conclude that she removes ethics from the political? And if so, is this inescapably
         problematic: What do both of these scholars believe ethics offers the political what
         it cannot discover within itself? In order to answer these questions, let us first
         consider Arendt’s position on morality. She is highly critical of all attempts by
         political philosophers, following Plato’s lead, to reduce politics to a controlling
         relationship between ruler and ruled; is the same true with regard to how the canon
         defines morality? While she does not spend sufficient time considering the contributions
         of canonical thinkers such as Aristotle, Aquinas, Mill and Hume, she argues that they
         commit the same basic fundamental error that Plato, Kant and Heidegger made—an error
         that makes clear why she wants to remove morality from the political.
      

      
      Given her explicit distress over Eichmann’s reference to the categorical imperative,
         it is not surprising that she returns to Kant. According to Arendt, ‘the inhumanity
         of Kant’s moral philosophy is undeniable’ (MDT 27); Kant’s second critique, which
         for many is the pinnacle of the philosophic tradition from Plato to Heidegger, has
         rarely been described with such disdain (Nietzsche seems to be the only notable exception).
         While we must examine Arendt’s justification for this claim, we can already conclude
         that if Arendt deems Kant’s morality inhumane, it is comprehensible that she would
         want to completely distance morality from the political. So what, according to Arendt,
         makes Kant’s morality inhumane? What point is Arendt trying to make with such an outrageously
         strong claim about one of the most important moral philosopher in the Western canon?
      

      
      The above claim arises in her essay on Lessing in the 1968 collection of essays Men in Dark Times, written after the Eichmann trial. In it she states that Kant’s morality ‘introduces
         [an absoluteness] in to the interhuman realm—which by its nature consists of relationships—something
         that runs counter to its fundamental relativity’ (MDT 27). For Arendt, as argued in
         the Human Condition, the interhuman realm is one rooted in relationships in which no absoluteness or
         absolute truth is possible or desirable. Her key insight into the fundamental interdependence
         of human interactions and its absolute incompatibility with this type of totalizing
         logic or truth clearly echoes the conclusions she draws from Origins. She reaffirms the danger of such absoluteness in the interhuman or public realm
         in this essay and goes further by rejecting all forms of foundationalism. Arendt reiterates
         that absolute guarantees, such as those promised by ideologies, and total certainty
         are not possible in the realm of human interactions without destroying these spaces.
         It is this rejection of absolutes that justifies my classification of her project
         as post-foundational.[5] Foundationalism is an appeal to truth as absoluteness that refuses to be undermined
         and that aims to silence doxa, thereby preventing the plurality of the human realm from emerging and it has no
         place in the political realm for Arendt. ‘The most interesting aspect of Arendt’s
         reinterpretation of contingency [the basis of the post-foundational], however, is
         the elucidation of contingency as condition of the phenomenon of the new, elaborated
         in relation to human existence, to history, and to freedom’.[6] Freedom, as presented in The Human Condition, is world-oriented and arises in the interhuman realm, and as she makes clear it
         is opposed to necessity; ‘everything that appears to human eyes, everything that occurs
         to the human mind, everything that happens to mortal for better or worse is “contingent”,
         including their own existence’ (LM 60).
      

      
      Arendt’s advocacy of contingency, and rejection of absoluteness, in the political
         realm is both what makes her a post-foundational thinker and justifies her harsh criticism
         of Kant’s moral philosophy. By justifying absoluteness (by way of the categorical
         imperative) in the realm of human interactions and relationships, Kant’s morality
         is inhuman. It denies the fundamental plurality, contingency and freedom of human
         interactions and as such is unwelcome in the polis. In other words, Arendt interprets Kant’s practical philosophy, an interpretation
         that many Kant scholars would indisputably challenge, as a form of Truth or ‘expertise’,
         neither of which promotes plurality. She makes an analogous claim in her 1967 essay
         ‘Truth and Politics’ (originally published in the New Yorker), which is highly relevant in today’s technocracy-led democracies, as exemplified
         by the EU or the nondemocratic Monti government in Italy. She argues that truth, most
         often as presented by scientists or economists, enters the public realm by way of
         experts who justify ignoring the people’s voice, which they claim is ignorant and
         incapable of making political judgements. According to Arendt this is precisely Plato’s
         justification, one repeated by many canonical philosophers and one that reappears
         in Kant’s Second Critique. This new form of governance or rule by technocrats is precisely
         what Arendt defines as antipolitical and undemocratic and which she rejects as inhuman
         and potentially totalitarian. In this vein, Arendt regards Kant’s moral philosophy
         as yet another attempt to control or regulate the human realm by introducing certainty,
         laws and universality. While Arendt agrees with the tradition from Plato to Heidegger
         that the human realm is characterized by its fragility, she—like Levinas—does not
         follow the tradition in its response to this fragility. She does not try to escape
         it but embraces it as human. This however does not mean that Arendt, or Levinas, rejects
         stabilizing elements which might be supportive, but only if they do not come at the
         cost of what makes the human realm human—its freedom. It is the sacrifice of freedom in the name of certainty that makes morality,
         whether Platonic or Kantian, problematic and essentially inhuman for Arendt. It is
         also for this reason that she seeks to separate morality from the political.
      

      
      While we can conclude, with Birmingham, that Arendt insists that morality, such as
         that espoused by Plato and Kant, be removed from the political, it is still not clear
         that Kateb’s conclusion is justified or that all ethics, such as Levinas’s, are equally
         rejected. Did Arendt ever take the time to properly assess different ethical approaches?
         In all likelihood, Arendt had a very limited appreciation of alternative types of
         ethics. While she was at least superficially familiar with Levinas’s opus (given that
         she refers to him in a footnote in Origins), she does not seem to appreciate how radically he transformed the realm of ethics.
         On the contrary, she rather thoughtlessly accepts what she takes to be the standard
         philosophical definition of morality, that ‘first, there is a distinction between
         right and wrong, and that it is, an absolute distinction . . . ; and that, second,
         every sane human being is able to make this distinction’ (RJ 75). While it is clear
         from her criticism of Plato, Kant and Heidegger that Arendt has no interest in such
         foundational moral claims, she fails to recognize that not all forms of ethics accept
         the above definition.
      

      
      In this same lecture, ‘Some Questions of Moral Philosophy’, given just after the Eichmann
         trial, Arendt also accuses the tradition of moral philosophy of the same violation
         as the tradition of political philosophy and, most problematically, Heideggerian ontology,
         which is that it sets as its ‘standard the Self and hence the intercourse of man with
         himself’ (RJ 76). In her interpretation, morality is rooted in singularity rather
         than in plurality, as it should be, given that it is based on human relationships
         and interactions. As we have clearly seen in the previous chapter, the political is
         a space of plurality and not of singularity. Any ethics that could be hospitable to
         (or hosted by) the political in Arendtian terms would need to embrace this plurality
         rather than seek to reduce it to singularity. Thus, it is now clear that the reason
         that morality is antipolitical for Arendt is that for her ‘morality concerns the individual
         in his singularity’ (RJ 97), a singularity that is hostile to plurality, the principle
         of the political.
      

      
      While Arendt certainly closes the door to morality within the polis, I argue that she does not do the same for an ethics that is nonsingular and nonfoundational.
         Arendt does fail to realize that not all forms of ethics are by definition rooted
         in singularity and absoluteness. Thus while she does not sufficiently consider the
         possibility of such an ethics, she does not close the door to ethics in the polis. On the contrary, there is evidence, in the Human Condition, of ethical faculties that are not hostile to the political, but on the contrary,
         are fundamental to it. Rather than view these examples as exceptions (which enables
         one to maintain a consistent reading of Arendt as rejecting all ethics in the political),
         I see them as an invitation to think—with and beyond Arendt—about the need for an
         ethics of the polis.
      

      
      Arendt’s Ethical Faculties: Forgiveness and Promising

      
      Forgiveness and promising are introduced as two human ‘faculties’ rooted in plurality
         that support and strengthen the political. ‘Since these faculties [forgiving and promising]
         correspond so closely to the human condition of plurality, their role in politics
         establishes a diametrically different set of guiding principles from the “moral” standards
         inherent in the Platonic notion of rule’ (HC 237). They are presented as having a
         political role and yet not explicitly described as political. In addition, Arendt
         feels it necessary to immediately clarify that they are not rooted in a Platonic standard.
         It is worth noting that she puts ‘moral’ in quotes, thereby acknowledging that there
         might be an alternative to such morality. It is this alternative that we seek to uncover
         by way of her account of these two faculties. Let us first consider what promising
         and forgiveness are before trying to understand the nature of their contribution to
         the political. What we can gather from her negative reference to Plato is that forgiveness
         and promising are not guided by the ‘moral’ standard inherent in Plato’s notion of
         rule. Based on her analysis of Plato in The Human Condition, rulership is vertically imposed (possibly by fear) and has absolute control as its
         goal, which can only be guaranteed by doing violence to plurality, most often by reducing
         it to singularity (producing multiplicity or conformity). So what non-‘moral’ standard
         or principle guides promising and forgiveness and in so doing preserves plurality?
         What non-‘moral’ political role do these two faculties play, and how?
      

      
      In On Revolution, published five years after The Human Condition, Arendt elaborates on the faculty of promising:
      

      
         Binding and promising, combining and covenanting are the means by which power is kept
            in existence; where and when men succeed in keeping intact the power which sprang
            up between them . . . they are already in the process of foundation, of constituting.
            The grammar of action: that action is the only human faculty that demands a plurality
            of men; and the syntax of power: that power is the only human attribute which applies
            solely to the worldly in-between space by which men are mutually related, combine
            in the act of foundation by virtue of the making and the keeping of promises, which
            in the realm of politics, may well be the highest human faculty. (OR 175)
         

      

      Promising is here described as a means of introducing some stability, albeit without
         any absolute guarantees, to the political realm. It helps to keep power ‘alive’, to
         sustain a space of action, for longer than a moment. The faculty of promising enables
         the change that arises during revolutionary moments (which are always temporary and
         transitory) to develop into a foundational or constitutional mode—potentially creating
         a bridge to the legal realm that also stabilizes and enables the space of the political.
         Action and power mutually reinforce each other by way of promising. In this manner,
         the human ability to make promises helps to support the unpredictability of plurality
         by strengthening the fragile web-of-relations that characterizes the human realm.
         Arendt surprisingly, especially for those who deny the importance of her Jewish heritage
         for her political project, tells the following midrashic story in order to exemplify the power of promises:
      

      
         Abraham, the man from Ur, whose whole story, as the Bible tells it, shows such a passionate
            drive toward making covenants that it is as though he departed from his country for
            no other reason than to try out the power of mutual promise in the wilderness of the
            world, until eventually God himself agreed to make a Covenant with him. (HC 243)
         

      

      As this midrash illustrates, mutual promises can, in the form of covenants, also act as public expressions
         of trust in each other, thereby strengthening the fragile web-of-relations that sustains
         the political realm.
      

      
      Through agreements, covenants and compacts (as opposed to contracts), humans make
         public promises to each other to offer trust to those in the public realm. Explicitly
         referencing Hobbes, Arendt criticizes the model of contracts with regard to the political
         as yet another Platonic, vertically structured, control-oriented mode of politics
         that destroys the plurality that is the condition of the political. According to Arendt,
         Hobbes’s philosophical anthropology, upon which he justifies his political philosophy,
         is inhuman. ‘A being without reason, without the capacity for truth, and without free
         will—that is, without the capacity for responsibility—man is essentially a function
         of . . . his price . . . for the use of his power [in a non-Arendtian sense]’ (OT
         139). Hobbes’s solitary, isolated, fearful and private subject is, according to Arendt,
         incapable of forming the types of relationships necessary for political action. It
         is this philosophical anthropology that both Arendt and Levinas explicitly reject,
         claiming that Hobbes has introduced it into the liberal tradition. For this reason,
         she critiques popular notions of sovereignty (as does Strauss, another Jewish political
         thinker[7]), which she interprets as forced agreements rather than promises, based on singularity
         rather than plurality, and hence as nonpolitical. This is the essential distinction
         she identifies between contracts and covenants, and her reason for preferring the
         latter is that they allow for a horizontal form of promising that sustains rather
         than destroys plurality. Hobbes’s social contract ‘gives birth to a state that asks
         for absolute obedience, depriving all his subjects of political, or (for Arendt) participation
         rights. This leads to Arendt’s understanding of sovereignty as domination. According
         to Arendt, Hobbes’s Leviathan not only gives rise to power politics, but also to totalitarianism’.[8] In this vein, contracts are rooted in domination and have no place in the polis, whereas covenants and compacts (which Arendt discusses at length in On Revolution) are rooted directly in intersubjective relations. The preference for compacts and
         covenants is also affirmed by Levinas.[9] 
      

      
      Covenants and promising both also offer an element of publicity that is critical for
         the political, in that it helps establish reality for all those present in the public
         realm, whether as actors or spectators. One only has to recall Arendt’s account of
         totalitarianism to appreciate how in dark times it is difficult to know what is ‘real’.
         Even in better times, due to the nature of action, whose ends are unknowable, the
         world can often appear extremely unstable and intimidating. Promises, which are a
         response to the unpredictability of action, provide the world with stability and hope.
         Their ability to introduce some stability is clearly connected, for Arendt, to temporality,
         as promises help to support the world by giving hope for the future. To summarize,
         promises, which can take the form of covenants, symbolically extend political action
         and power, which can only appear in the present, into the future.
      

      
      Forgiveness, in terms of temporality, complements promising in that it connects the
         present to the past. In this manner, promising and forgiveness frame action that occurs
         between past and future. Forgiveness allows for the actor’s actions, which are irreversible,
         to be transcended—it allows for action to continue in the future even after the world
         has been harmed by a past wrongdoing. Arendt reminds us that ‘trespassing is an everyday
         occurrence which is in the very nature of action’s constant establishment of new relationships
         within a web of relations, and it needs forgiving . . . releasing men from what they
         have done unknowingly’ (HC 240). In relation to totalitarianism, where the ‘trespassing’
         was more horrific than anything human beings had previously conceived was possible,
         forgiveness (which does not mean forgetting, hence the phrase Never Again) allowed for steps to be taken towards reconciling ourselves to a world in which
         such horrors took place by engaging in action and thus beginning once again to mend
         the world. What is clear from Arendt’s definition of forgiveness is that it is not
         ‘easy’ or ‘cheap’ forgiveness; it requires that an actor take responsibility. In this
         vein, forgiveness is not something simply granted or guaranteed; it must be earned
         by means of action in the form of a response from the wrongdoer(s). This aspect of
         Arendtian forgiveness comes very close to both Levinas and the Judaic tradition of
         teshuvah (which she explicitly refers to in JW 42 and which will be developed in part III).
      

      
      Given that no one would take the risk of acting if there were no space to be forgiven
         for failed actions, forgiveness is absolutely indispensable in a world that is constantly
         changing and needs actors who are willing to make mistakes. Only through forgiveness
         can this world marked by uncertainty be made a little more human. ‘But the fact that
         the same who, revealed in action and speech, remains also the subject of forgiving is the deepest
         reason why nobody can forgive himself; here, as in action and speech generally, we
         are dependant upon others, to whom we appear in a distinctness which we ourselves
         are unable to perceive’ (HC 243). By forgiving others, we remind ourselves of the
         shared world and the value we place on this fragile web in which we all depend upon
         each other. In this vein, forgiveness and promises are nonpolitical faculties that
         support plurality and the political by strengthening the fragility of the web-of-relations
         that constitutes the world. Much like Kant’s ‘absoluteness’, they ‘stabilize’ human
         interactions, yet unlike Kant’s moral philosophy, they do not sacrifice plurality
         and freedom but rather support it. These faculties ‘arise directly out of the will
         to live together with others in the mode of acting and speaking, and thus . . . they
         are like control mechanisms built into the very faculty to start new and unending
         processes’ (HC 246). While they are non-‘moral’, these faculties have a political
         role similar to that of Kantian morality. For this reason I take the liberty of defining
         them as examples of Arendtian ethics that demonstrate her openness to an alternative
         ethics rooted in plurality. In this way, we can conclude that an ethics that arises
         directly from plurality is not opposed to the political, as it strengthens, rather
         than destroys, the fragile human realm by bridging the present political space with
         a past, which cannot be overcome without forgiveness for its mistakes, and a future,
         which is filled with promises that promote trust and inspire hope.
      

      
      Based on this conclusion, I claim that we must begin to correct the common misrepresentation
         of the political, as defined by Arendt, as hostile to ethics. Her hostility is limited
         to traditional morality that is absolute, foundationalist and rooted in singularity.
         This definition by no means covers the entire spectrum of ethics. Furthermore, as
         is evident from her account of promises and forgiveness, Arendt believed that such
         faculties were politically significant, as they help fortify the fragility of the
         political realm. While it is unfortunate that she did not further explore these examples,
         or provide others, this by no means prevents us from using the above analysis to establish
         the threefold criterion for an ethics compatible with Arendt’s vision of the political.
         First, such an ethics must embrace a post-foundational and intersubjective approach.
         Second, such an ethics must be rooted in, and strengthen, plurality. Third, it must
         serve to reinforce, from within (rather than threaten) the political by bolstering
         the public realm as well as the bonds of political solidarity created by power. Examining
         her opus with this criterion in mind, I would now like to consider what I take to
         be her attempt to develop a political ethics in terms of the vita contemplativa, a project she never completed due to her untimely death.
      

      
      Rethinking the Vita Contemplativa in 
Political and Ethical Terms
      

      
      In the period following Eichmann’s trial, Arendt not only began to re-read Kant, she
         also returned to a topic first developed in the Human Condition vis-à-vis the relationship between the vita activa and the vita contemplativa. One of the problematic aspects of Arendt’s work, most apparent in her early writings,
         is her overly polemical account of the conflict between politics and philosophy, which
         stems from an overly simplistic reduction of the vita contemplativa. She writes as if all philosophers blindly follow Plato in his fear and disdain of
         action, an activity characterized by doxa in which the hoi polloi are empowered. Aristotle, whom at times she praises for his emphasis on praxis,[10] is also seen as ‘being clearly guided by the ideal of contemplation (theoria)’ (HC 14) and maintaining the ‘old argument against the sophoi, wise men, which recurs in Aristotle as well as Plato, that they do not know what
         is good for themselves’ (PhP 75) and of reducing the political to the logic of work
         with its means-ends instrumental relationship.[11] By ignoring important differences between canonical figures such as Plato and Aristotle,
         Arendt concludes that the vita contemplativa is a form of intellectual abstraction sanctioned by the ideal of life in the ivory
         tower and in this sense permits philosophers to withdraw both physically and intellectually
         from all earthly activities in order to contemplate theoria in isolation. While she is clearly biased, Heidegger’s failure to act further justifies her suspicion
         that philosophical contemplation can serve as an excuse to avoid thinking or taking
         responsibility for the common world. It is this antipolitical aspect of certain canonical
         figures in philosophy that led Arendt to draw an overly divisive opposition between
         the vita activa (which includes the activities of labour, work and action) and the vita contemplativa. It was only after the Eichmann controversy, when she began to consider the banality
         of evil in terms of unintentional evil or thoughtlessness, that she began to question
         her own hasty assessment of the vita contemplativa. Primarily in the unfinished Life of the Mind, she discovers a new politically significant appreciation for the activities of thinking,
         willing and judging. In essence, Arendt sought to rethink these faculties, conventionally
         considered by philosophy to be rooted in singularity, in terms of plurality. It is
         my contention that in so doing, Arendt aimed to overcome what she had previously deemed
         to be a conflict between philosophy and the political and to create a space for ethics
         in the political.
      

      
      The Socratic Inspired Model of Thinking

      
      Following upon conclusions drawn in Eichmann in Jerusalem, the starting point of The Life of the Mind begins with the claim ‘it was not stupidity but thoughtlessness’ (4). This tripartite exploration of the vita contemplativa is the beginning of Arendt’s venture into political thinking. In this vein it is neither a turn away from the vita activa nor a further rejection of the vita contemplativa. Inspired by Socrates and Kant’s Third Critique, Arendt sought to understand thinking’s
         political role, an investigation that forced her to confront many of the ethical questions
         she had avoided prior to Eichmann’s trial. Hearing him justify his horrific actions,
         Arendt asked herself: ‘Is evil-doing, not just the sins of omission but the sins of
         commission, possible in the absence of not merely “base motives” (as the law calls
         it) but of any motives at all?’ (RJ 160). It was this question of action, related
         to thinking and motivation (and thus to the will), that led her to write The Life of the Mind. Sadly, the third volume, on judging, was never completed, leaving the fundamental
         question, ‘Is our ability to judge, to tell right from wrong, beautiful or ugly, dependent
         upon our faculty of thought?’ (RJ 160) unanswered (with the exception of the Kant
         lectures she taught on this topic).
      

      
      A remarkable example of Arendt’s rethinking of the vita contemplativa is her return, twenty-five years after writing Origins, to the phenomenological analysis of loneliness, in which she reconsiders its relationship
         to thinking (and by way of plurality, to the political):
      

      
         The mind can be said to have a life [the sign of living is being in the company of
            men] of its own only to the extent that it actualises this intercourse in which, existentially
            speaking, plurality is reduced to the duality already implied in the fact and word
            ‘consciousness’. . . . I call this existential state in which I keep myself company
            ‘solitude’ to distinguish it from ‘loneliness’, where I am also alone but now deserted
            not only by human company but also by the possible company of myself. . . . Mental
            activities themselves all testify by their reflexive nature to a duality inherent in consciousness. (LM 74)
         

      

      Thinking is a process done in solitude, a term she differentiates from loneliness
         as it retains a fundamental aspect of plurality—the duality of consciousness. In this
         vein of thinking, an internal discourse (or intercourse), is the faculty by which
         the self ‘internalizes’ the plurality of the political realm—albeit in the reduced
         form of a duality. It is thus distinguished from contemplation, which is connected
         neither to the world nor to plurality and occurs in the ivory tower. From singularity
         and abstraction to duality and reflexivity, in the company of other humans, Arendt’s
         model of thinking does not lose touch with the plurality of the human realm. In this
         vein, political thinking, like acting, is a difficult and dangerous activity that
         calls for courage. ‘The quest for meaning, which relentlessly dissolves and examines
         anew all accepted doctrines and rules, can at any moment turn against itself. . .
         . [Thus] there are no dangerous thoughts; thinking itself is dangerous’ (LM 176).
         Thinking is fundamentally anti-dogmatic, challenging all foundational claims, whether
         theological, moral or about politics, and as such it provides no certainties. However,
         since the rise of totalitarianism, the alternative is even less promising:
      

      
         Non-thinking, which seems so recommendable a state for political and moral affairs,
            also has its perils. By shielding people from the dangers of examination, it teaches
            them to hold fast to whatever the prescribed rules of conduct may be at a given time
            in a given society. (LM 177)
         

      

      Holding fast to prescribed rules, precisely what Arendt claims Eichmann did, can lead
         to horrors such as the Shoah and thus must be avoided. ‘This century has offered us
         some experience in such matters: How easy it was for the totalitarian rulers to reverse
         the basic commandments of Western morality—“Thou shall not kill” in the case of Hitler’s
         Germany’ (RJ 178/LM 177). Levinas also was disturbed by how easily so many European,
         often highly educated, citizens seemingly overnight denied what had always been a
         moral commandment, ‘thou shall not kill’, and takes this reversal as a starting point
         for thinking about ethics after the Shoah. Given that such prescriptive norms and
         values, repeated in cliché-like form by Eichmann throughout his trial, failed to prevent
         genocide, Arendt begins to question what political value they possibly have.
      

      
      The same uncertainty and contingency Arendt emphasized in her early works concerning
         the vita activa now applies to her political reading of the vita contemplativa. It is precisely for this reason that Arendt seeks a new type of thinking, one that
         is fundamental for the political, a ‘thinking without banisters’. This type of thinking
         embraces the post-foundational. It is contingently grounded in a form of horizontal
         intersubjectivity. In addition, it is—like action—a process that is never complete.
         ‘The business of thinking is like the veil of Penelope: it undoes every morning what
         it had finished the night before’ (RJ 166). Arendt therefore calls for a thinking
         without banisters, the banisters being prescribed rules, norms and mores. It does
         not provide any political guarantees, but does provide hope that people will not simply
         blindly follow others, entirely ignoring their own consciousness or the conversations
         they have had with others in the polis. What is essential, and assumed by Arendt, is that this consciousness has been nourished
         by conversations characterized by agonism and plurality. This in our modern democracies
         is by no means a given. Today’s polis may not tolerate a Socrates-like denizen who helps enrich the minds of others.
      

      
      Like forgiveness and promising, ‘thinking without banisters’ is politically significant
         and yet not political itself, as it happens outside the space of action. In this vein,
         thinking without banisters is a type of Arendtian ethics inspired by Socrates, an
         alternative to philosophical abstraction. As such we must ask who, according to Arendt,
         Socrates was?
      

      
         He knows how to arouse the citizens who, without him, will ‘sleep on undisturbed for
            the rest of their lives.’ . . . And what does he arouse them to? To thinking, to examining
            matter, an activity without which life, according to him, was not only not worth much
            but was not fully alive. . . . Socrates is a midwife . . . he purged people of . .
            . those unexamined prejudgments which prevent thinking. (RJ 174)
         

      

      Socrates’s unsolicited conduct towards his fellow citizens forced them to question
         themselves, to form considered opinions rather than accept un-reflected-upon prejudices.
         In so doing he empowered them to come together and create a space of worldly freedom,
         within and around themselves, for thinking and judgement. He constantly sought to
         help them discover themselves and their full potential, as well as their world and
         its potential to be inspiring and meaningful. While this agonistic disruption was
         often unappreciated, and eventually led to his death, Socrates was convinced that
         a life without thinking was not worth living.
      

      
      It is for this reason that, according to Arendt, Socrates played such a fundamental
         role in the Athenian polis. His questions, while pestering, pushed others to ask themselves questions, which
         allowed them to learn to ‘think without banisters’. For Arendt, Socrates is exemplary
         not because of the content of his political claims but because of his conviction,
         which he acted upon, that within each one of us there is a citizen of the world waiting
         to be born. Socrates’s ideal, like Arendt’s, was ‘to work himself out of a job’,[12] as this would have signified that people had learned to think (necessary if they
         are to judge and/or act) for themselves. It is precisely for this reason that Arendt
         refers to Socrates as a midwife:
      

      
         He wanted to help others give birth to what they themselves thought anyhow. . . .
            Every man has his own doxa, his own opening to the world. . . . Socrates did not want to educate the citizens
            so much as he wanted to improve their doxai, which constituted the political life in which he took part. To Socrates, maieutics
            was a political activity, a give-and-take, fundamentally on a basis of strict equality.
            (PP 15)
         

      

      Arendt shares Socrates’s vision that by engaging others, often agonistically and provocatively,
         one’s consciousness or inner dialogue is awoken. In this vein, the parallel to childbirth,
         and to the notion of natality, can be further developed. This awakening is miraculous,
         but it is also painful, messy, dangerous and risky. There is no guarantee with regard
         to what types of thoughts are awakened; they are just as likely to be racist as inclusive.
         In other words, thinking is not the same as learning—there is no predetermined educational
         agenda—it is simply a process of shaking people to such an extent that they can no
         longer cling to dogma and hoping that they might begin to engage with a plurality
         of agonistic views before making judgements. Trusting in this process therefore requires
         an immense trust in the potential of human beings (in the plural). Arendt, even after
         the Shoah, continues to believe that all human beings, if shaken by others, are capable
         of thinking without banisters:
      

      
         Thinking in its noncognitive, nonspecialized sense as a natural need of human life,
            the actualization of the difference given in consciousness, is not a prerogative of
            the few but an ever-present faculty of everybody; by the same token, inability to
            think is not the ‘prerogative’ of those many who lack brain power but the ever-present
            possibility for everybody. (RJ 187)
         

      

      It is the latter danger that everyone shares with Eichmann, the possibility to choose
         not to think—to exclude the plurality of the world from one’s mind. While every individual
         has the ability to think, the choice to think without banisters is not always an easy
         one to make. It is sometimes easier to silence or stifle the voice of the other, of
         plurality, within the mind. Nonetheless, one always remains—at some level—aware that
         one has silenced a part of oneself. ‘A life without thinking is quite possible; it
         then fails to develop its own essence—it is not merely meaningless; it is never fully
         alive. Unthinking men are like sleepwalkers’ (LM 191). A sleepwalker cannot know that
         she is asleep unless she has experienced being awake, an experience that Socrates
         and Arendt are convinced she will always want to repeat.
      

      
      Significantly, Arendt’s notion of thinking without banisters contains an ethical imperative,
         one that I will, in the following chapter, also show is present in Levinas’s thought
         when he demands that the ego constantly be challenged and put into question (DF 17).
         Political thinking requires one to recognize the significance of plurality within
         the world and within oneself. While plurality cannot be actualized in one’s mind,
         it can be ‘represented’. Thinking has political potential if oriented by plurality
         and the world. This is in fact a reversal of the paradox of the political. Rather
         than being particularity within plurality, thinking is plurality within the particularity
         of the self. It is also in this sense relational. Thinking can have the plurality
         of the public represented within the mind and thereby connects the self to the world within the life of the
         mind. ‘All thinking, strictly speaking, is done in solitude and is a dialogue between
         me and myself; but this dialogue of the two-in-one does not lose contact with the
         world of my fellow-men because they are represented in the self with whom I lead the
         dialogue of thought’ (OT 476). Inherent in the reduced plurality of thinking’s duality
         is a representative plurality.
      

      
      This two-in-one, which she associates with Socrates and develops in The Life of the Mind, is the means by which plurality—albeit in a limited form—is part of the vita contemplativa. To be clear, the represented plurality of thinking is no substitute for the plurality
         of action; it lacks the spontaneity and unpredictability that characterizes the polis. Yet ‘when the plurality of human beings is no longer represented in the dialogue of thought, dialogue ceases’,[13] which makes represented plurality essential for the political. The difference between ‘thinking without banisters’
         and what Eichmann did is to be found in the role plurality plays. It is in this sense
         that representing plurality by way of two-in-one is an ethical principle. Eichmann
         was not stupid but simply thoughtless; he refused to consider a plurality of perspectives.
         It is such thoughtlessness that Arendt associates with the dangers of political indifference
         and which continues to confront contemporary democracies, a thoughtlessness greatly
         assisted by the reductive spectrum of reality we are permitted to know by way of the
         media. To combat this we must seek both in our action and in our thinking to create
         a space for plurality. It is the mental creation of such a space and the continuous
         dismissal of dogma from it that makes thinking more ‘ethical’ by embracing the post-foundational,
         refusing singularity and helping to strengthen the political.
      

      
      In addition to the political importance of such ethical thinking, Arendt also finds
         inspiration in Socrates’s statement in the Gorgias that ‘“it is better to be wronged than to do wrong”’ (RJ 181/LM 181). This is a rare
         moment when Arendt explicitly endorses an ethical position. In addition, it is one
         central to Levinas’s ethics of alterity. Levinas, as we will see, consistently emphasizes
         that what an ethics of alterity commands is that the other has priority over the self,
         and a concrete manifestation of this ethics is that it is better to allow oneself
         to be harmed than to harm or murder another (UH 117). Arendt justifies this claim
         in political terms by reminding us that the political realm is world-oriented and
         that any wrong done in the public realm, including harm done to another human being
         with whom we share this world, harms the world. This harm, regardless of who has committed
         it, destroys the shared world, which is what the political seeks to maintain. She
         calls all people, actors and spectators, to actively prevent any wrongdoings for the
         sake of the shared world (LM 182). By taking on a perspective rooted in the plurality
         of the shared world rather than an individual perspective, the claim ‘it is better
         to be wronged than to do wrong’ is political rather than moral, as it arises from
         within the polis, that is, from plurality. Arendt recognizes this explicitly when she writes, ‘a purely
         moral proposition actually arose out of the thinking experience as such’ (LM 183),
         but is quick to warn us that we must be careful not to instrumentalize thinking (or
         the political). Ethics is, and must remain, a by-product of thinking. If one were to try to ‘use’ thinking in order to found ethics, it would
         require the instrumentalization of the plurality that inspires it: 
      

      
         This, then, is the problem: our ability and need to think make it possible for us
            to prepare for moral action and yet give us no positive guidance on what to do. But
            that does not mean that thinking changes nothing. It actualises and develops certain
            basic human abilities—it has, not results-as-products, but effects. What, then, are
            the effects of thinking? From the perspective of the person, the particular ‘who’
            that thinks, the ‘who’ that lies at the heart off all human being, the effect is far
            from negative. Thinking opens us to the unmediated experience of the subject. And
            that, the experience of being human in the essential mystery of the unknowable subject-self,
            is in itself moral.[14] 
         

      

      Thinking without banisters, by requiring the presence of plurality, helps to strengthen
         plurality in one’s mind—it is a virtuous circle. Equally virtuous is the fact that
         this represented plurality prevents the petrification of dogma, or banisters, which
         lead to thoughtlessness and political indifference. Thinking, ideally, takes us out
         of ourselves and into dialogue with others, who not only make us question ourselves
         but who force us to question each other. This, however, requires that we confront
         ourselves with others who have different perspectives, with real plurality rather
         than an empty multiplicity (which is sadly what tends to happen in our contemporary
         democracies).
      

      
      The Kantian-Inspired Model of Judgement

      
      There is little doubt among Arendt scholars that her analysis of the faculty of judgement
         would have been the apex of her political thought. What I would add is that this also
         would have bridged her political and ethical writings and thus makes her political
         ethics explicit. What Arendt indicates in her incomplete writings on judgements is
         that they make the world more hospitable by enabling people to be at home in the world,
         thereby combating superfluousness and indifference. The importance of judging was
         already clear from her writings on totalitarianism. In 1954 she wrote, ‘the originality
         of totalitarianism is horrible, not because some new “idea” came into the world, but
         because its very actions constitute a break with all our traditions; they have clearly
         exploded our categories of political thought and our standards for moral judgement’
         (EU 309–310). Judgements promote particularity without denying the importance of community.
         While actions can never be reversed, which is why forgiveness is so essential to the
         political, judgements allow people to determine the meaning of both affirming and
         damaging actions, thereby deciding an event’s meaning in humanity’s story. Judgements
         are a means to balance the fact that ‘the political does not encompass the whole of
         man’s and the world’s existence. It is limited by those things which men cannot change
         at will’ (BPF 263–264). Without denying the agonism of the political realm or the
         courage it takes to appear and act politically, it is important to acknowledge that
         action is also what humanizes the world. It is never easy to accept that we are powerless
         to change reality, which is why the political is so vital to humanity—it provides
         us with a realm in which we can create reality together and more important, reconcile
         ourselves to what we cannot change by way of a story. This is what the faculty of
         judgement enables. Thus, although ‘it is not possible to be reconciled to Auschwitz.
         In judging it, however, making it exemplarily valid for what should never have happened,
         it is possible to be reconciled to the world in which it did happen’.[15] Judgement helps us to be at home in a world that is increasingly inhospitable. In
         order to better understand this process, let us return to the courtrooms of Jerusalem,
         in which Arendt began to reflect upon the political importance of judging.
      

      
      Arendt was intrigued by the fact that the court’s legal judgement did not (and could
         not) offer Eichmann’s victims what they sought—a sense of peace and reconciliation
         with regard to the horrors of the Shoah. Although symbolically Eichmann was on trial
         for his part in the suffering of European Jewry, she was adamant that the law can
         only judge particular deeds and present its judgement regarding the breach of a particular
         set of laws. While Arendt was impressed by the judges’ continual clarification of
         this fact, she nevertheless understood the needs of the audience, most of whom were
         survivors, to feel at home in the world after their experiences. What was apparent
         was that the law, while the appropriate framework to try a particular individual such
         as Eichmann for particular crimes, could not replace the need for some form of public
         judgement. A legal trial could only offer the world a chance to hear the facts, their
         manifold and contradictory interpretations (EJ 12), most of which were communicated
         by means of victim’s stories that could not be endured in private (EJ 8).[16] 
      

      
      The trial led Arendt to rethink the meaning of the political in terms of the orientation
         of one’s thinking and actions. While the law could only judge a particular individual
         for a particular crime, what needed to be addressed and judged concerned humanity
         itself; it thus called for a worldly perspective. She came to this conclusion when
         considering the hotly debated question regarding Eichmann: Was he an inhuman monster
         or was he human, and if so how could he have committed such atrocities? Many of Arendt’s
         readers refused to understand her conclusion that while Eichmann’s crimes were horrific
         his intentions were banal; he was no monster or psychopath, he simply refused to think
         or judge:
      

      
         Those few who were still able to tell right from wrong went really only by their own
            judgments, and did so freely; there were no rules to be abided by, under which the
            particular cases with which they were confronted could be subsumed. They had to decide
            each instance as it arose, because no rules existed for the unprecedented. (EJ 295)
         

      

      While Arendt’s reference here to ‘the unprecedented’ clearly refers to the Shoah,
         it is important to clarify that all political action—for better or worse—is unprecedented
         and as such her conclusion is by no means limited to this event.
      

      
      In her writings on Eichmann, Arendt has no qualms about the fact that the question
         of judgement, which she later defines as the political faculty par excellence, is
         central to ethics. This claim comes in the final pages of Eichmann in Jerusalem, where Arendt explores the significance of his crimes, as exemplary of crimes against
         humanity. Accordingly she states that this is ‘the central moral questions of all
         time, namely upon the nature and function of judgement’ (EJ 294). In addition, she
         clarifies that justice, a term central to Levinas that is much less prominent in Arendt’s
         opus, is a matter of judgement (EJ 296) and that it must always be distinguished from
         mercy.[17] While I cannot assume that Arendt was familiar with Hebrew, although there is evidence
         of her interest in the language based on her personal library, it is worth noting
         that in Hebrew the terms justice and judgement are closely related and sharply distinguished
         from mercy. What Arendt does say explicitly is that she is concerned that public opinion,
         greatly influenced by Christianity, often substitutes judgement for mercy, with reference
         to Luke 6:37, which tells followers not to judge another for fear of being judged.
         This is yet another means by which Arendt supports her claim that Christianity brought
         about the depoliticization of the world, a claim that arose previously in her discussion
         of the will and political freedom. While she does not contrast Christianity to the
         Judaic, her concern is specifically Christian in that the process of Judaic forgiveness,
         teshuvah, requires both judgement and taking responsibility.
      

      
      In order to reflect upon the nature of judging, Arendt turns to the same thinker Eichmann
         has the audacity to cite in his defence—Immanuel Kant. However, she does not find
         answers in his moral philosophy. ‘Since Kant did not write his political philosophy
         [according to Arendt’s definition of the political], the best way to find out what
         he thought about this matter is to turn to his “Critique of Aesthetic Judgement”’
         (KL 61). In contrast to Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason and Critique of Practical Reason, aesthetics is a realm in which heteronomy and particularity (KL 26) are present,
         and as such ‘the validity of these judgments never has the validity of cognitive or
         scientific propositions’ (KL 72), which is destructive of plurality. The point she
         is making by focusing on the Third Critique is that the political realm, like the
         realm of aesthetics, requires a unique standard for judging. In this vein, she identifies
         reflective judgements (used to judge beauty in Kant) as political because they ‘“derive”
         the rule from the particular [rather than] subsume the particular under a general
         rule’ (KL 83). Reflective judgements create a bridge from the particular to the general,
         which is politically significant given that actions, and judgements, are always unique
         events. ‘A reflective judgement is made when a jury pronounces what is just in a case
         though no juror knows what justice itself is. Justice develops through cases as taste
         develops through a study of exemplary models’.[18] 
      

      
      What Arendt intended to do was to rethink judgement, the third faculty of the life
         of the mind (as she had done with thinking and willing), in terms of plurality. Based
         on her lectures on Kant, judging was a two-step process. The first step is a preparatory
         imaginative one and is followed by a reflective one. By way of these steps Arendt
         claims that plurality is introduced into the act of judging. Through the use of our
         faculty of imagination one can enlarge one’s mentality, thereby including others in
         our reflection, an inclusion that creates bonds between people and also provides our
         judgements with validity beyond the singularity of our own mental activity. The use
         of one’s imagination also allows for the standard of judgement to move from purely
         subjective towards a more intersubjective perspective. We have the ability to make
         present to our imagination what is absent by creating a mental place for plurality
         within the self (which is a duality or two-in-one). This confers judgement with both
         political and ethical validity (KL 66). Without these distinct perspectives, which
         the faculty of imagination represents to us after they are no longer present, our
         world-orientation is reduced to a self-orientation:
      

      
         the individual has lost his specific place and become totally ‘coordinated’ to all
            others, he has lost his unique perspective on the whole [and] with the loss of these
            specific and unique and multiple perspectives, the world that arises among them, the
            world we share in common, disappears.[19] 
         

      

      It is also by means of these representations that the condition of impartiality that
         strengthens the validity of judgements is fulfilled (KL 66). While there is no objective
         perspective, the differences between subjective perspectives, like that between different
         opinions, are exposed to publicity and external challenges and those shielded from
         the world. The former, intersubjective perspectives, allow for agonism, which opens
         up the purely subjective view of the self to the views of others (the second step
         of judgement). In this way, reflective judgements require that we train our imaginations
         to go visiting, to be open to other interpretations, to be open to plurality. Moreover,
         Arendt emphasizes that the more we go visiting, ideally to places that are strikingly
         different than our place of origin, the more ‘world’ validity our judgements have.
         Whether or not this imaginative journey alters our opinion is secondary to the fact
         that this process strengthens the validity of our judgements, moving from the singular
         towards the general. In addition, the more we are confronted with opposing views,
         the better our ability to personally and publicly defend our perspective and judgement.
         In this vein, Arendt seems to consider the importance of Levinasian alterity with
         regard to judging, because ‘in judging these affects we can scarcely help raising
         the question of selflessness, or rather the question of openness to others, which
         in fact is the precondition for “humanity” in every sense of that word’ (MDT 15).
      

      
      The implications of this worldly perspective, inspired by Kant’s ‘enlarged mentality’,
         are that the validity of judgements is determined intersubjectively and does not strive
         towards universality. Rather than invalidate these judgements for their lack of universality,
         Arendt reminds us that our plurality and humanity is in fact our greatest strength,
         as it, unlike universality, comes into existence between people. It has a horizontal
         transcendence, which arises from the web-of-relations created in the interhuman realm.
         The validity of judgements is also strengthened by means of publicity, by appearing
         in the public realm. Given that publicity requires plurality and that spectators only
         exist in the plural (KL 63), the ‘making public’ of these mental faculties takes them
         from the realm of singularity and brings them into the world of the citizens, exposing
         our judgements to the questioning, examination and challenges of others, which only
         strengthens them and the shared world. In line with her distinction between truth
         and opinion, Arendt believes that the latter is best formed in the company of others
         who challenge our views by requiring that we provide a justification. While critical
         thinking can be done in isolation, its depth and validity increase exponentially with
         every critique. The criterion of publicity for the reflective process within political
         judgements compels, without forcing, the individual to give an account for her position
         and thereby take responsibility for it. As are actors, spectators—or world participants—are
         responsible for their judgements. Thus, one enters the public realm—either by acting
         or judging—and in both cases one becomes part of humanity’s (hi)story (KL 41) in that
         ‘[the spectators] reaction to the event proves ‘the moral character’ of mankind’ (KL
         46).
      

      
      In disagreement with Kant, Arendt claims that judgements between right and wrong,
         ethical judgements, are ‘grounded’, I would add post-foundationally, in a shared interhuman
         sixth sense (KL 65). It is important to note that Arendt does not call this sense
         ‘objective’, but ‘non-subjective’, meaning it is not unique to a particular subject.
         Her terminology implies that the sixth sense arises and exists only between people
         (like power):
      

      
         Judgment . . . always reflects upon others and . . . takes their possible judgments
            into account. This is necessary because I am human and cannot live outside the company
            of men. I judge as a member of this community and not as a member of a supersensible
            world. (KL 67)
         

      

      It is thus neither completely objective nor entirely subjective—it has a status of
         intersubjective or relational validity—the standard Arendt argues is most appropriate
         for the political realm. All individuals share reality and this sixth sense, as both
         require plurality and publicity as their conditions. This latter condition, that of
         publicity, is significant for yet another reason: it is what allows us to distinguish
         ourselves as human beings, our ability to speak and communicate. Through ‘words and
         deeds’ we persuade and convince others in order to help each other understand our
         perspective; ‘similarly, one can never compel anyone to agree with one’s judgments
         . . . one can only “woo” or “court” agreement of everyone else’ (KL 72). Unlike under
         totalitarian rule, we cannot claim authority based on the Truth or the Law; all ‘authority’
         is intersubjective and arises from within the between. It is also for this reason
         that our authority is not absolute or universal but particular and limited, that is,
         in Marchart’s terminology, post-foundational.[20] By exercising our ability to publicly communicate, we appeal to others and in so
         doing reaffirm bonds that manifest the solidarity that defines both the vita activa and contemplativa.
      

      
      Arendt’s analysis of judging, although incomplete, does provide enough insight to
         make clear that judgement, like thinking, is fundamental to the political. Judgement,
         in addition to arising from and sustaining plurality, embraces the post-foundational
         ground of an intersubjective standard. In so doing judgement has an ethical role,
         as it strengthens the polis by helping to make the world more hospitable, creates a space for plurality in the
         mind by means of the imagination and demands the publicity and agonism provided by
         plurality. Arendt herself, in her posthumously published writings, recognizes this
         very ethical aspect of judging:
      

      
         The loss of standards, which does indeed define the modern world in its facticity
            and cannot be reversed by any sort of return to the good old days or by some arbitrary
            promulgation of new standards and values, is therefore a catastrophe in the moral
            world only if one assumes that people are actually incapable of judging things per
            se, that their faculty of judgement is inadequate for making original judgements.
            (PP 104)
         

      

      Responsibility: Bridging the Vita Activa 
and Vita Contemplativa

      
      While Arendt does not confer  a specific structural role on responsibility in her
         rethinking of the human condition, it is my contention that, when understood as more
         than a mental state, responsibility bridges the vita activa (labour, work and action) and the vita contemplativa. Reinterpreting thinking, willing (externalized in freedom) and judging in terms
         of plurality develops the political significance of the vita contemplativa, by making their standard an intersubjective one. Responsibility connects the vita activa, and specifically the human condition of action, the space of actualized plurality,
         to the vita contemplativa, the space of imagined or represented plurality. Responsibility therefore has the
         potential to bridge the gap between thought and action. While there are no guarantees
         that one’s thinking or judgements will lead one to act, or that if one acts one will
         not harm the world, nonetheless both are preconditions for world-oriented political
         action. However, responsibility is by no means an unequivocal signifier, and certainly
         as with all terms Arendt uses, she gives it her own unique meaning.[21] As such, we must consider what Arendt meant by responsibility, and specifically what
         she meant by political responsibility (which she distinguishes from personal responsibility,
         and is most often defined as moral responsibility). As with all interhuman activities,
         Arendt’s notion of responsibility must seek a political guarantee that is post-foundational
         and intersubjective. However, what makes responsibility different is that it calls
         for a response, in the form of action. Furthermore, what characterizes political responsibility
         is its worldly orientation. Responsibility for the world not only arises from an orientation
         rooted in plurality, it is also motivated by the principle of plurality.
      

      
      Her first essay focused on responsibility, written in 1945, is ‘Organised Guilt and
         Universal Responsibility’. In it she contemplates how the vast majority of German
         citizens were made to feel responsible for the Shoah by the Allies’ post-victory de-Nazification
         ‘re-education’ campaign. While clearly many people were responsible, Arendt was very
         uncomfortable with such forms of blanket responsibility. According to her such attempts
         at universalizing responsibility[22] make it meaningless, because they erase plurality and particularity, both in terms
         of thinking and acting, reducing them to the same or a form of multiplicity (which
         is precisely what Levinas claims ontology does to both the other and the third). She
         draws a parallel to the Nazis’ denial of any distinction between innocence and guilt,
         the first step in the destruction of plurality. By making all Germans responsible,
         the Allies denied this fundamental plurality (EU 121). Much like thinking and judging,
         in which two people can both have the same thought or judgement, two people can both
         be responsible, but this does not mean that their responsibility is equivalent or
         additive. This logic of equivalence leads to multiplicity (otherness or alteritas rather than alterity in Levinas’s sense), many identical copies of the same rather
         than plurality. Plurality requires that particularity and differences be recognized
         and respected. Judgements and responsibility cannot be conceived of in terms of multiplicity,
         as they arise from distinct unique and noninterchangeable persons. This position,
         first mentioned in the 1950s, becomes more explicit in her Kant Lectures, in that she reinterprets it in terms of Kant’s distinction between universal and
         general (allegmeine) judgements.[23] In other later writings, she uses the term collective responsibility as a synonym for political or plurality. The term collective is political
         in that it only applies to groups, organizations, institutions, government and nations
         and so forth. Yet one cannot forget that for Arendt a collective is always a plurality
         of particulars—in other words, every individual in a collective is distinct.
      

      
      A further distinction Arendt draws is between political and legal responsibility.
         The latter is only relevant to crimes previously circumscribed by the juridical system
         (RJ 21). Legal responsibility is neither personal nor political responsibility. While
         legal judgements are public and as such can be politicized, it is important to recognize
         that the courtroom is public but not political; a legal judgement is not equivalent
         to a political judgement; its standard is the law, which may be influenced by plurality
         but does not arise from plurality.[24] What interested Arendt most with regard to legal judgements was how Eichmann’s judges
         referred to the notion of conscience that lies within an individual and ‘ought’ to
         guide his, and others’, actions even in dark times. In Arendt’s view, those who acted
         responsibly during the Shoah did not accept the laws and mores of the Nazis but rather,
         they thought, judged and acted from the position of people responsible for the world
         (often supported by their religious convictions) (RJ 45). She was greatly bothered
         by the fact that the Shoah was proof of how few people heard the voice of their conscience
         or simply silenced it. That this was, and remains, possible is precisely why she argues
         for the political realm being reconceptualized in terms of a space of appearance in
         which we subject our conscience to the public and political test of plurality. Arendt
         also felt that legal responsibility was limited in a way that political responsibility
         was not, in that it cannot judge an individual for a sin of omission (RJ 21). While
         this is both its strength and its weakness, it is clearly not the case for the public
         realm, in which both types of crimes must be judged to make the shared world more
         hospitable.
      

      
      The question of responsibility when there is no political realm, as is the case under
         a totalitarian regime, is of particular interest today as our public spaces are greatly
         under threat (especially if one aims to express dissent).[25] According to Arendt, in dark times, ‘only those who withdrew from public life altogether,
         who refused political responsibility [to support the government] of any sort, could
         avoid becoming implicated in crimes, that is could avoid legal and moral responsibility’
         (RJ 34). What this means is that in a situation in which the public realm has completely
         disappeared, the only way to be political is by refusing to participate—which under
         these conditions requires great courage. Arendt does provide a historical example
         of this in the 1955 German edition of Origins:
      

      
         The gas chambers of the Third Reich and the concentration camps in the Soviet Union
            have disrupted the continuity of occidental history because in reality nobody can
            assume responsibility for them. At the same time they pose a threat to the solidarity
            among people which is a prerequisite for our taking the risk to access and judge the
            actions of others.[26] 
         

      

      The enormity of the crimes is such that no one can assume responsibility, which makes
         any form of political responsibility impossible. Under such conditions, when collective
         political responsibility is no longer possible, personal responsibility can become
         political, as individuals can take responsibility for the shared world by refusing
         to participate in its destruction. While this form of personal responsibility under
         dictatorships is to be applauded, it remains fundamentally problematic for Arendt
         because personal responsibility, unlike political responsibility, does not strengthen
         the polis by creating ‘solidarity’. In this sense, political responsibility is comparable to
         promises and forgiveness, as it helps strengthen the fragile bonds that support the
         human realm.
      

      
      In the essay ‘Truth and Politics’, Arendt provides an interesting example of the intersection
         between judgement and responsibility. In her analysis of propaganda, or political
         lies, she states that lying can destroy the fabric or reality by eroding the sensus communis (257). In these situations, simply countering these lies is a form of action that
         helps to strengthen the human realm. By judging propaganda to be factually untrue
         and by publicly pronouncing one’s judgement, one is both an actor and a spectator.
         In this way we are each, individually, responsible for contributing to the creation
         of the shared world, and by denying this responsibility we deny the world. Through
         our judgements we become participants in the public world, helping to affirm—whether
         by agreeing or disagreeing with—the plurality of perspectives presented by the community.
         In this way we both teach and learn from others, thereby recognizing our connection
         to others, the basis of our humanity.
      

      
      According to Arendt, ‘what is finally left of our sense of international solidarity
         [after the Shoah]; and it has not yet found an adequate political expression’ (EU
         131), is an elemental shame.[27] What is striking about this claim is that shame is interpreted here as being potentially
         political significant. Shame is symbolic of this lost solidarity and thus, if it appears
         in public, it is a reminder of what was destroyed. Shame, in its personal manifestation,
         is a residual feeling rooted in responsibility for others, and in this sense is directed
         towards others, towards the world. Shame is an affective trace of a sense of collective
         or political responsibility, of our ‘solidarity’ with others, of our shared humanity.
         More importantly, it further demonstrates that responsibility cannot be founded on
         the same basis as a philosophy of rights—that of the singular subject.[28] While a philosophy of rights remains valid when there is but a single soul on the
         planet, responsibility (and shame) is inconceivable without others, without plurality.
         For this reason it can be conceived of in terms of a world without plurality that
         both Arendt and Levinas are highly critical of rights discourse:[29] 
      

      
         The hands of God are closed. The rationality of nature, the self-evidence of reason
            and the progress of history have given way to the death camps and holes of oblivion,
            leaving us facing nothing but ourselves. For Arendt, humanity itself must guarantee
            the right to have rights, or the right of every individual to belong to humanity.
            . . . Arendt refuses simply to abandon the idea of humanity. Indeed, she argues that
            such abandonment is impossible insofar as the idea of humanity ‘which for all preceding
            generations was no more than a concept to an ideal, has become something of an urgent
            reality’.[30] 
         

      

      Fundamental to Arendt’s notion of political responsibility is the emphasis on inclusion,
         ‘excluding no people’—this is what she means when she refers to the term humanity.
         ‘In political terms the idea of humanity, excluding no people and assigning a monopoly
         of guilt to no one, is the only guarantee [that one group will not try to exterminate
         another]’ (EU 131).
      

      
      By introducing plurality into the vita contemplativa, Arendt makes an appeal to the idea of humanity and as such to the inclusion of all
         others, coming very close to ideas that are central to Levinas’s ethics:
      

      
         For our purposes, however, it is important that humanity manifests itself in such
            brotherhood most frequently in ‘dark times’. This kind of humanity actually becomes
            inevitable when the times become so extremely dark for certain groups of people that
            it is no longer up to them, their insight or choice, to withdraw from the world. (MDT
            13)
         

      

      Arendt’s desire to recover the political is precisely to prevent situations—such as
         during the Shoah—when a group of people are forced, because of what (not who) they
         are, out of the shared world. This exclusion of ‘others’ leads to their radical worldlessness
         and destroys the shared world for all people:
      

      
         Humanity in the form of fraternity invariably appears historically among persecuted
            people and enslaved groups. . . . This kind of humanity is the great privilege of
            pariah peoples; it is the advantage that the pariahs of this world always and in all
            circumstances can have over others. The privilege is dearly bought; it is often accompanied
            by so radical a loss of the world, so fearful an atrophy of all organs with which
            we respond to it—starting with the common sense with which we orient ourselves in
            a world common to ourselves and others. (MDT 13)
         

      

      What Arendt comes to understand in her later writings is that the worldlessness, first
         analysed in Origins, can only be combatted when the vita activa is not disconnected from the vita contemplativa, a connection made by responsibility. ‘We humanize what is going on in the world and in ourselves only by speaking of it,
         and in the course of speaking of it we learn to be human’ (MDT 25). To take responsibility
         for the world, to engage with the world is what Arendt defines as humanizing ourselves
         and the world. This taking of responsibility is something we do as individuals, and
         yet as it affects the shared world it is political. Recognizing that we each have
         a unique contribution to offer the world and allowing this to inspire action is to
         take responsibility.
      

      
      However, inasmuch as political responsibility is collective, it is  ‘everybody’s business’
         (RJ 35), that is every individual body’s responsibility. One cannot simply assume
         that someone else will take responsibility; each one of us is called to act upon our
         judgements. While not everyone can be a saint or hero, this does not make everyone
         any less responsible, as everything we do (or don’t do) affects the shared world.[31] If one considers the implications, heavy as they are, of this claim, it becomes clear
         that Arendt’s notion of responsibility is almost as demanding as that of Levinas (to
         be explored in the following chapter). Arendt—like Levinas—acknowledges that we are
         never ‘free’ from responsibility. While Arendt limits political responsibility to
         the public realm, it nonetheless remains a heavy burden, in that we are responsible
         for repairing the world even if we were not part of it when the harm was done.
      

      
      Another interesting similarity between Arendt and Levinas with regard to responsibility
         is how it is often to be found in small acts of kindness that every one of us can
         choose to perform every day. Based on the experience of the Shoah, in which so many
         denied taking any responsibility, Arendt and Levinas try to conceive of responsibility
         in such a way that the common excuse, ‘it’s just too much for one person to make a
         difference’, is not an acceptable response. According to Arendt, each and every act
         of responsibility strengthens the fragile web-of-relations that supports the world
         and is thus important. Every little deed counts. This makes responsibility much more
         difficult to evade. They reject the justification for denying responsibility because
         it is too great a burden. This makes sense, as neither views life as easy, or made
         only for one’s enjoyment; life—especially in terms of the interhuman realm—is demanding
         (or difficult, for Levinas). Even those expelled from the shared world, as Jews were
         during the Shoah, are not excused from acting responsibly. Refusing to take responsibility
         is also a means to deny one’s agency. She makes this point with reference to the Judernat’s responsibility in the ghettos (EJ 117) and in the essay ‘On Humanity in Dark Times’,
         when she asks: ‘To what extent do we remain obligated to a world even when we have
         been expelled from it or have withdrawn from it?’ (MDT 22). Her answer is clear: there
         is no outside of the world. As such there is no way to refuse taking responsibility
         for the world.[32] 
      

      
      Nonetheless, Arendt is painfully aware that the space for responsibility in a totalitarian
         regime is almost nonexistent. However, as her account of the two-in-one and of ‘men
         in dark times’ (like Lessing) shows, there is always space for humanity within one’s
         mind. ‘When men are deprived of the public space—which is constituted by acting together
         and then fills of its own accord with the events and stories that develop into history—they
         retreat into their freedom of thought’ (MDT 9). What is striking about Arendt’s reflection
         on Lessing is that she shows, through his exemplarity, that it is possible to remain
         political, to think and judge from the perspective of plurality and humanity, even
         when the public realm disappears, by representing it in one’s mind and continuing
         to think, judge and act upon this basis (MDT 9, 26–27). In this vein, the vita contemplativa is politicized, as plurality has been introduced as one of its conditions.
      

      
      Assessing Arendt’s Political Ethics

      
      Having focused on the notion of plurality in Arendt’s opus—the principle of the political
         she proposes to counter the destruction of the shared world under totalitarianism,
         a destructive tendency still present in contemporary democracies—it is now time to
         do some reflective bookkeeping. Contrary to a common reading of Arendt as hostile
         to all forms of morality in the political, we identified her appreciation for a particular
         type of ethics, one that arises from within the polis and strengthens its inherent fragility. In her personal correspondence, Arendt confirms
         that this was indeed her goal: ‘It really is important to me to “create the foundations
         of a new political morality” although out of modesty I never did say so explicitly’.[33] It is now time to judge Arendt’s attempts to create a new foundation for political
         ethics by considering their strengths and weaknesses. The first question to answer
         is why Arendt believes that the ‘resolution’ must be first and foremost a political
         one (as opposed to ethical, for example, as Levinas believes). Second, we can consider
         what kind of ethics can arise from within her vision of the political. Third, the
         question is whether her political ethics is enough given the state of contemporary
         democratic societies.

      
      On what basis does Arendt justify her position that the destruction of the shared
         world, systematically undertaken by totalitarian regimes, is a political problem?
         If we can understand the answer to this question, we can appreciate why she claims
         it requires a political response. Let us recall what the term political, in its most
         condensed form, means for Arendt. First, ‘plurality is specifically the condition—not only the condition since qua non, but the condition per quam—of all political life’ (HC 7) and ‘action . . . corresponds to the human condition
         of plurality’ (HC 7). In other words something is political if its activity arises
         from the interaction of people. While Arendt refines this account of the political
         by introducing notions of publicity, temporality, space and so forth, its fundamental
         meaning is unaffected. In this vein, one can define an Arendtian political problem
         as a problem that is shared by those living together and inhabiting the world. It
         is for this reason that Arendt saw both totalitarianism and the Shoah as political
         problems that required political responses. A public and worldly reply is needed to
         a public and worldly problem. While the ‘victims’, a term that should by no means
         be understood as a denial of anyone’s political agency, were particular people or
         groups, all of whom were singled out because they were different (such as the Jews,
         Romas, the disabled and homosexuals among other persecuted groups and individuals),
         their exclusion from the shared world and eventual elimination from the earth concerned
         all peoples. This idea is well articulated by rabbis in the Talmud: ‘Whoever destroys
         even a single life . . . scripture regards him as if he had destroyed an entire world’.[34] While suffering is subjective and cannot (and should not) be compared, it is important
         to recall that everyone suffers when the world is harmed:
      

      
         The possibility that extermination of whole ethnic groups—the Jews, or the Poles,
            or the Gypsies [sic]—might be more than a crime against the Jewish or the Polish or the Gypsy people,
            that the international order, and mankind in its entirety, might have been grievously
            hurt and endangered. (EJ 275–276)
         

      

      Arendt, rare among her ‘co-religionists’ (who were very critical of her on this point),
         claimed that being attacked as a Jew called for a political rather than an ethical
         response. In her opinion, one of the greatest problems of Jews, throughout history,
         is that their factual, often legally justified, exclusion from the polis (e.g., as established by church law as of the Fourth Lateran Council in 1215) led
         Jews to see the world in moral terms at the cost of the political. While she does
         not deny that the Shoah can be described as an ethical failure on the part of humanity,
         and would not disagree with Levinas, who views anti-Semitism as an expression of an
         allergic reaction to alterity, she was acutely aware that ethics was often misunderstood
         to be a private or purely moral affair, which neither the Shoah nor totalitarianism
         was. It is only within the political, which of course includes ethics, which is also
         an interhuman event rooted in plurality, that the public expression of this world-destruction
         can be challenged.
      

      
      While in one sense taking the political as our explicit starting point, as Arendt
         does, means rejecting approaches, such as Levinas’s, that view the political from
         the lens of alterity (rather than plurality), taking the political as our starting
         point is by no means a rejection of ethics tout court. What I hope to have demonstrated in this chapter is that Arendt rejects morality,
         that is, absolutism and foundationalism, which she defines as external threats to
         plurality imposed from beyond the polis. By contrast, she esteems an ethics that arises from within the polis and embraces its plurality—a post-foundational ethics. But ethics means more than
         post-foundationality for Arendt; it means valuing the gift plurality brings to the
         shared world—a gift Levinas recognizes in terms of alterity. Prioritizing the political
         over morality is also a way for Arendt to recognize and appreciate the fact and gift
         of plurality as well as its paradoxical nature as rooted in both equality and distinction.
         Defining the political in terms of plurality means viewing difference, and alterity,
         as a fact, and ideally as an enriching one rather than a stumbling block. Practically,
         this means questioning our attempts to seek consensus and unity, often by force, and
         looking for similarities in our interactions with others in the public realm.
      

      
      While difference can certainly be disorienting, according to Arendt (and Levinas,
         as we will explore in the next chapter), this difference arises from within the unity
         I project to others in the public realm. There is a difference inserted into my oneness,
         which is what makes the two-in-one both possible and desirable (LM 183). Being one,
         or having an identity in Arendt’s account, means that the ‘I’, or self, is not reducible
         to the ‘me’, or myself (LM 184). In this vein the ‘I’ does not in fact need plurality
         to create difference; it carries the difference that is plurality within itself. The
         two-in-one can keep itself company, even in dark times, as long as it does not seek
         to silence its own difference. The discomfort we might experience in the public realm
         when interacting with others, who are always different than the self, is a discomfort
         we must also address in isolation from others. There is no escape from either. While
         there is no doubt that differences can be difficult to deal with, this may be due
         to the fact that we assume that this difference is a problem rather than a blessing.
         Arendt’s amor mundi, her prioritization of the political, is an expression of gratitude for the plurality
         of the shared world. However, her gratitude should by no means be understood as naiveté.
         Arendt understood how much courage and risk it took to engage with and in the world.
         It is because of the intense fragility of the interhuman realm and the courage required
         to act that Arendt appreciated all attempts to strengthen the political realm—as long
         as these attempts do not threaten its fundamental plurality.
      

      
      Ethics, as long as it arises from within the political and thus shares its condition
         of plurality, is necessary for the political. In this chapter we have seen how Arendt
         identifies several forms of political ethics. Forgiveness allows for human errors
         to be overcome, allowing us to connect the lived and experienced in the present to
         the past. Promises connect present actions to the future and in so doing give us hope
         and inspire us to take responsibility for those to come. Thinking, rooted in a represented
         plurality, is a space for others in one’s mind. It is fundamentally ethical, as it
         continuously tills the soil, preventing banisters from being planted, banisters that
         lead to the thoughtless that is so dangerous to the world. Judgement, closely connected
         to the temporality of promises and forgiveness, allows us to reconcile ourselves to
         the past and to imagine an alternative future. Furthermore, it helps us to be at home
         in a world that is increasingly becoming inhospitable. Responsibility is the means
         by which we are each asked to step into the polis and to act with others in order to create a shared world in which all forms of difference
         can feel at home. All of these activities are means to strengthen the unpredictability
         of Arendt’s new post-foundational political principle of plurality and thereby help
         to make the world more inclusive and hospitable.
      

      
      However, this Arendtian political ethics rooted in plurality will by no means be an
         easy balance to achieve. Too much stability and the political disappears, too little
         stability and it is taken over by those who refuse to recognize plurality as the heart
         of the human condition. This fundamental instability is a constant reminder of vigilance
         needed when it comes to human interactions. However, the interhuman realm’s fragility
         and contingency is also part of its potency and appeal. Because of its unpredictability,
         anything is possible, reality can be changed for better or worse, the world can be
         transformed and as such each one of us can be transformed. In this sense maybe what
         Arendt writes when describing thinking, which is equally contingent, can be applied
         to the political. ‘The business of thinking is like the veil of Penelope: it undoes
         every morning what it had finished the night before’ (RJ 166). Perhaps the best means
         to safeguard the plurality of the political is to recognize that we must never allow
         ourselves to get too comfortable and to assume that the world does not need to be
         (re)-repaired. As such, it is up to each of us to find a difficult balance between
         our desires for stability and for change. Between the way the world is and the way
         we want (or hope) it to be.
      

      
      While I believe there is enough evidence in Arendt’s writings to justify the claim
         that she has such an implicit political ethics, it would be incorrect to claim that
         she ever made this explicit or completed this project. As such, it is important to
         acknowledge that what I have characterized as Arendt’s political ethics is in need
         of further elaboration. While she implicitly recognized that alterity is fundamental
         to plurality, she never considers what is central to Levinas’s approach, his ethics
         of alterity. While she refers to alteritas, by which she does not mean alterity in Levinas’s sense, her only attempt at theorizing
         alterity is in her rather vague discussions of difference and otherness with regard
         to the two-in-one or the difference in the self. We can only imagine that if she had
         lived longer and completed her writings on judgement, she might have filled this lacuna.
         Perhaps Arendt allowed a banister to prevent her from thinking about the ethics of
         plurality; she repeatedly limited morality to a Kantian framework rooted in singularity
         and autonomy.
      

      
      Inspired by Arendt’s political project and the importance of thinking without banisters,
         I take this opportunity and responsibility to think about the possibility of an ethics
         of plurality. I do so, as discussed in the introduction, by turning to Levinas’s ethics
         of alterity. While there are certainly many fundamental differences between their
         projects, which is why we cannot simply reduce alterity to plurality, I believe that
         Levinas’s ethics as first philosophy, like Arendt’s rethinking of the political, seeks
         a new post-foundational guarantee of human dignity rooted in difference. In other
         words, I argue that Arendt and Levinas are inspired by the same principle, a principle
         that arises from their shared background in terms of phenomenology, Heidegger, the
         experience of the Shoah and the Judaic. As intimated above, this principle has echoes
         in the Talmudic adage ‘whoever destroys even a single life . . . scripture regards
         him as if he had destroyed an entire world. And whoever saves a single soul in Israel
         [which means all people and not the State], Scripture regards him as if he preserved
         the entire world’.[35] While for Levinas the starting point, and focus, is the avoidance of the destruction
         of the single life, for Arendt, her starting point and focus is preserving the world.
         Both agree on the principle but not from which perspective to approach it, a truly
         phenomenological quarrel. Given Arendt’s claim that ‘our decisions about right and
         wrong depend upon our choice of company’ (RJ 145–146), I feel that my choice to turn
         to Levinas, and to bring their respective thinking together by way of a staged dialogue,
         is clearly justified, as my own ambition is develop a political ethics of relationality
         that embraces both of their perspectives.
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      III

      On Emmanuel Levinas

      
         
         
      

      
      Before plunging into Levinas’s project, a clarificatory caveat is called for. Contrary
         to most philosophical approaches to Levinas’s thought, I do not follow a strict separation
         between his ‘so-called’ philosophical and ‘so-called confessional’ writings.[1]  Levinas expressed himself, certainly in his more mature works, in a language particular
         to his thought, a language that allows for a dialogue between Jewish thought and Greek
         philosophy and that challenges the symbolic boundaries between Athens and Jerusalem.
         
      

      
      
         In contrast to many modern exponents of Judaism, and potentially to his credit, Levinas
            did not understand the Talmud and modernity in mutually exclusive terms; and his attempt
            to reinterpret the Talmud, rather than reject it, in his reinvention of Judaism for
            modern times has to be seen as an act of exceptional daring.[2]

      

      
      I thus see the term Judaic as expressing the unique interaction of two modes of wisdom
         both of which are vital for Levinas’s thought. It is more than a simple translation
         of ‘Greek’ to ‘Hebrew’ (or vice-versa); it is more than a case of two parallel languages,
         one for Jews, the other for philosophers. For this reason I affirm Ephraim Meir’s
         position that ‘there is a clear relation between the two types of writing practiced
         by Levinas. They are inseparable’[3] What this means is that one cannot fully understand Levinas’s unless one is willing
         to consider how he brings together ideas from Jewish thought and Greek philosophy.
         Practically, this requires that one read—and take seriously—both his so-called confessional and philosophical writings. Levinas uses the terms confessional
         and philosophical because of the increasingly secularised ethos within which he wrote
         as well as the expectations of his different audiences.[4]  His later writings openly intertwine literary, philosophical and Judaic sources,
         a style which was less evident in the earlier works that were published at a time
         when religion and philosophy were seen to be at odds with each other.[5]  The fact that he refers to these as so-called (dits in French) indicates that it was an artificial separation that played only a secondary
         role in his thought. For this reason, I move freely between all of LevinasMeir’s essays.
      

      
      Caveat completed, let us now consider the structure of part 3 dedicated to the work
         of Levinas. Parallel to part 2 on Hannah Arendt, part 3 is composed of two chapters
         dedicated to Levinas’s ethics and the notion of alterity. It is specifically his notion
         of alterity that I seek to engage in dialogue with Arendt’s notion of plurality as
         a means to strengthen the political from within. In chapter 4, I consider how Levinas
         develops his own answer, in terms of ethics, to the same question that inspired Arendt
         to turn to the political. In this vein, I trace the genealogy of his response to Heidegger
         from a critique of ontology to his claim that ethics is first philosophy. Levinas
         persuasively demonstrates in his early writings that our common sense approach to
         ethics need to be questioned and is thus equally critical of what Arendt defines as
         a morality rooted in singularity. With this critical resonance as a basis for dialogue,
         I consider the meaning of responsibility in Levinas as a bridge to Arendt’s thought.
         In chapter 5, I focus on Levinas’s notion of the political, a topic often overshadowed
         by his discussion of ethics. While we do not deny the many difficulties related to
         Levinas’s politics, it is equally necessary to consider that his politics is by no
         means a tangential reflection, especially if one considers the discussions in so-called
         Judaic writings. The goal of this chapter is to see how Levinas himself transforms
         the notion of alterity when it is introduced into the political, and secondly to consider
         whether it has a place in Arendt’s polis. 
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      Chapter 5

      Levinas’s Ethics

      
         
         
         
         From Ontology to Alterity

         
      

      
      In this chapter I trace the genealogy of Levinas’s ethics from a critique of the ontological
         tradition defended by Heidegger to his claim that ethics is first philosophy (and
         precedes ontology). While this was a gradual process, there are certain decisive moments
         to investigate. As with Arendt, Levinas was fascinated by Heidegger’s variation of
         the phenomenological tradition and began his career by introducing French intellectuals
         to the work of Husserl and Heidegger. Precipitated by historical events, which Levinas
         seems to have grasped very early on (see his 1934 essay on Hitlerism), he felt it
         necessary to challenge and question Heidegger’s ontological project, without rejecting
         the phenomenological methodology. In light of the rise of anti-Semitism and Heidegger’s
         rectoral address, both Arendt and Levinas felt called to question what they had learned
         from Heidegger and the philosophical tradition upon which his thought had been developed.
         Arendt chose to reinterpret the tradition from within by means of innovative readings
         of figures such as Socrates and Kant, whereas Levinas, having taken this approach
         in his initial post-Shoah writings, later chose to both complement and challenge the
         ‘Athenian’ tradition from the perspective of ‘Jerusalem’ (whether Jewish thought is
         part of the Western tradition or its ‘other’ is a much larger discussion[1]). Levinas was familiar with Judaism (the religious practice) from childhood, but
         only discovered its full riches—in terms of the Talmudic tradition—after the war.
         While it is possible to separate his notion of alterity from this latter Judaic source,
         it would be unfaithful to the genealogy of Levinas’s notion of ethics and lead to
         an impoverished understanding of his distinctly Judaic ethical-phenomenological approach.
      

      
      From Ontology to Ethics

      
      The importance of Levinas’s debt to Heidegger, Husserl and the phenomenological tradition
         is evident from some of his earliest published essays which include the 1929 ‘Sur
         les “Ideen” de M. E. Husserl’[2] and the 1932 ‘Martin Heidegger et l’ontologie’.[3] This inheritance is still very much present in several of his earliest works written
         prior to the 1950s, such as Théorie de l’intuition dans la phénoménologie de Husserl (1930), De l’évasion (1935), De l’existence à l’existent (1947), Le Temps et l’Autre (1948), and En Découvrant l’existence avec Husserl et Heidegger (1949).[4] In these early writings, Levinas defines ontology as ‘the science of the being of a being. . . . It is the study of man which is going to reveal to us the horizon within which
         the problem of being arises, for it is here that the understanding of being comes about’.[5] Although Levinas does distance himself from Heidegger’s ontological project, it is
         important not to lose sight of the fact that his intellectual debt to Heidegger is
         inestimable. Both Levinas and Arendt were inspired by Heidegger to challenge the abstract
         and theoretical approaches, which were prevalent in the tradition they had studied
         prior to their interaction with Husserl and Heidegger.[6] While Levinas and Arendt eventually redirect the phenomenological method to subjects
         in relation (in terms of the face-to-face or plurality[7]) rather than to Dasein, certain fundamental Heideggerian presuppositions (see chapter 1) continue to play
         a pivotal role in their thinking. Take for example Levinas’s claim that ‘the analysis
         of the World thus becomes the central component of the Analytic of Dasein, for it allows us to rejoin subjectivity to finitude, the theory of knowledge to
         ontology, and truth to being’.[8] 
      

      
      In some ways Arendt and Levinas did precisely what they understood Heidegger to be
         doing by studying what it means to be a human being; where they disagreed with Heidegger
         was with regard to the fact that human beings could be understood in their singularity.
         Rather than presenting their early writings as a rejection of Heidegger’s project,
         they can be understood as an alternative approach, in which forms of mitsein, are prioritized over Dasein. The trace of mitsein fades, but its trace certainly remains in their respective notions of plurality and
         alterity, which eventually take priority over ontology, the study of Dasein. Levinas first announces this change in the introduction to Existence and Existents: ‘If at the beginning our reflections are in large measure inspired by the philosophy
         of Martin Heidegger . . . they are also governed by a profound need to leave the climate
         of that philosophy’.[9] In the 1979 English reprinting of the 1935 On Escape, Levinas claims he took his first steps away from Heidegger by presenting his position
         as an enhancement of Heidegger’s ontology. This development continues in Time and the Other in Levinas’s threefold approach to subjectivity, the ‘third’ part that clearly goes
         beyond Heidegger, although there is not yet an explicit relation to a phenomenology
         of alterity. ‘The mastery of the Ego over being’s anonymous there is (il y a), forthwith the reversal of the Self over the Ego. . . . Next there is what is said
         of the world . . . knowledge . . . enjoyment . . . absorbing every other. . . . Finally, there is what is said of the relationship with the Other, the feminine,
         the child, of the fecundity of the Ego’.[10] While this threefold account of subjectivity is never denied in Levinas’s later writings,
         it is rarely reiterated. Instead, the relationship with the Other and its role in
         constituting the self takes centre stage.
      

      
      Additional evidence of Levinas’s taking distance from both Husserl and Heidegger is
         evident in his account of knowledge in the 1940s. His criticism of both thinkers is
         based on his conclusion that their philosophy gives priority to knowledge over alterity.
         Studying and knowledge are now characterized as part of the absorption of the other.
         ‘It must be understood that morality comes not as a secondary layer, above an abstract
         reflection on the totality and its dangers; morality has an independent and preliminary
         range. First philosophy is an ethics’ (EI 77). Levinas’s bold claim that ethics precedes
         ontology is first declared, and later fully articulated, in the essays published just
         prior to his doctoral dissertation Totality and Infinity, although its full meaning and connection to the Shoah only becomes explicit in his
         later writings. This does not mean that references to the Shoah are not already present
         in this period. Evidence of this is his notion of the il y a, an aspect of his earlier account of subjectivity that fades into the background,
         was written during the war. The il y a is associated with darkness, turmoil, nausea and insomnia and clearly tied to Levinas’s
         horrifying war experiences.[11] In this vein, understanding Levinas’s early writings, like those of Hannah Arendt
         from the 1950s, one must consider them as responding to both Heidegger’s ontological
         project and the horrors of World War II.
      

      
      Levinas’s 1951 publication, ‘Is Ontology Fundamental?’ (BPW), not only explicitly
         criticizes the ontological tradition; it also presents the central argument of Totality and Infinity. Although he realized that it was ‘reckless to question the primacy of ontology’
         (BPW 2), Levinas felt compelled to do so. It is thus our task to consider why Levinas
         felt it was necessary to challenge the ontological tradition. Undoubtedly, the main
         problem with Heidegger’s ontology was its equating of being, the horizon from which
         all beings are understood, with a concept. The consequence of this equation is that
         all beings, including every particular human being, the self as well as other, are
         reduced to the status of a concept, an object of knowledge:
      

      
         Existence is interpreted as comprehension. From now on the transitive character of
            the verb to know (connaître) is attached to the verb to exist. . . . It turns out that the analysis of existence and of what is called its haecceity (Da) is only the description of the essence of truth, of the condition of the very understanding
            of being. (BPW 4–5)
         

      

      Levinas declares this reduction of the other to an object or concept to be ethically unacceptable. Yet what the term ethics means for Levinas is not yet clear from this
         essay. What he does develop is an analytic that does not begin with Dasein but with a transformation of mitsein, a self-other relation that he asserts is prior to knowledge. Levinas claims to be
         criticizing Heidegger for the same failure that Heidegger criticized in Husserl—the
         blurring of the distinction between knowing and existing. Knowledge takes a secondary
         role to the relation to the existing other to whom we are in relation and whom we
         must first welcome. He presents this relation and welcoming in terms of responsibility,
         a notion that later becomes central to his thinking (BPW 3). Yet Levinas’s challenge
         to Heidegger and the ontological tradition has much broader repercussions, as it also
         applies to many of the same canonical figures of the philosophical tradition that
         Arendt criticizes (i.e., Plato, Aristotle, Mill, Hobbes, etc.). While Arendt argues
         that they fail to think about the interhuman realm from the perspective of plurality,
         Levinas frames his far-reaching criticism in terms of a reduction of the human being,
         and especially the other, to an object (of knowledge).
      

      
      He structures this initial challenge to the primacy of ontology by questioning the
         Heideggerian link between language and reason. In reply to Heidegger’s claim that
         universal reason is necessary for the understanding of the particularity of language,
         Levinas argues that language is always first a response to a particular other. Speech
         is always addressed to another person; it is thus prior to both reason and universality.
         Language thus interrupts the universality of reason and ontology, an interruption
         that allows the other to appear (phenomenologically  not literally). While Heidegger
         writes about letting the other be (gelassenheit), for both Arendt and Levinas the other appears—it has its own centre and activity
         and is not a passive object. By challenging the priority of reason and the universal
         on behalf of the other, Levinas is also contesting the priority of the ontological
         difference, which views a being through the lens of Being. Reason, knowledge and ontology have all allowed
         for such a reduction, and according to Levinas, language can challenge this. While
         Arendt does not present language as a means to go beyond reason, speech, as we saw
         in chapter 3, is indispensable for political action. For both thinkers speech takes
         priority over appearances, as the former is the basis for our relation to the other.[12] While both distance themselves from the importance of language, Levinas after Totality and Infinity, Arendt in her post-Eichmann writings, this connection is both an important shared
         critique of Heidegger and a basis for thinking about their respective projects in
         terms of a dialogue.
      

      
      Levinas further develops the importance of language in terms of its ability to express
         an appeal made by an interlocutor; the other thus invokes me without naming me. Language
         expresses the uniqueness of this relation. ‘The relation with the other (autrui) is not therefore ontology. This tie to the other (autrui), which does not reduce itself to the representation of the Other (autrui) but rather to his invocation, where invocation is not preceded by comprehension,
         we call religion’ (BPW 7). With reference to this calling, Levinas attempts to name this unique relation,
         struggling between the terms religion and the ethical. To avoid misunderstanding Levinas’s project as a theological one, it is worth noting
         that the root of the term religion means, on the one hand, relation, which for Levinas
         is a link to the ethical relation, and on the other hand to bind oneself (to gather
         together, to create bonds between or to place a shared obligation upon), pointing
         towards the notion of responsibility in Levinas’s project. Thus rather than conceiving
         of the term religion theologically (which is specifically a Christian science), the
         term religion should be read in light of the Judaic as well as in relation to its
         etymological roots, religare. Another sense in which Levinas uses the term religion (and prayer, which also entails
         ‘imploring’ in French) is with reference to Comte’s definition in Politique Positive, which he explicitly qualifies as neither theological nor mystical (BPF 8). What
         is noteworthy about his justification of the term religious in the final paragraphs
         of ‘Is Ontology Fundamental?’ is that he simultaneously uses the term ‘religion’ as
         the ethical relation in his so-called confessional writings.[13] 
      

      
      Levinas problematizes the term theology for its reduction of God to human logic, a
         reduction he implicitly connects to the reduction of the other to an object. For this
         reason he prefers the term religion, which he assumes (incorrectly) to be free from
         such Christian logic. For Levinas theology is the ‘act of naming the other’ in which
         one, intentionally or otherwise, falls prey to a form of ethical violence. In the
         act of naming, one negates the call of the other and thus instrumentalizes the other—much
         like the relation of work does in Arendt’s Human Condition. In his own terminology, Levinas calls this negation of the particularity of the
         other ‘murder’. Given the foresight of his more mature thought, we know that he is
         here referring to the biblical commandment ‘thou shall not kill’—a commandment that
         is central to what Levinas refers to as the ethical or the religious. Naming is thus
         a negation of the particularity of the other, whom Levinas claims needs no universal
         light or reason to speak. To approach this relation through the lens of universality
         is to deny the particularity of this relation. It is for this reason that ‘from this
         first contestation of the primacy of ontology’ (BPW 10), Levinas calls for a return
         to the ethical as the ground for a relation to the other. Arendt makes a similar argument
         with regard to the political realm. Rather than seek unity or universality, the political
         is a relational realm in which the distinctness of every unique being must have priority.
         Singularity is problematic for Arendt, as it fails to appreciate the paradox of plurality
         and particularity that characterizes the interhuman realm. Arendt would thus agree
         with Levinas that mitsein cannot be reduced to Dasein, yet she would certainly not agree with his absolute prioritization of the other.
         For Arendt, the public realm is one that responds to all forms of inequality by imposing
         an artificial equality. While Levinas recognizes this as necessary in terms of justice,
         this is not the case for the ethical relation, which is the main focus of his early
         writings. What this comparison helps to establish is how Levinas’s thought has a depth
         in terms of the self-other relation, a depth that Arendt’s thought lacks because of
         its attention to plurality.
      

      
      Ethics as First Philosophy

      
      Totality and Infinity, Levinas’s Doctorat d’État published in 1961, defends the bold thesis that ethics, and not ontology or epistemology,
         is first philosophy. Moreover, the content of his ethics is equally audacious; it
         is ‘radically different . . . [and] appears to be in contrast to the ethical discourse
         dominant in contemporary philosophy . . . [he] does not seem to speak of generally
         binding norms and ethical foundations’.[14] While this certainly leaves his thought open to the criticism that it fails to provide
         a normative theory or to be applicable, neither claim denies the strength of his challenge
         to the philosophical tradition. Bernasconi, who appreciates both this radicalism and
         its shortcomings, described Levinas’s ethics as ‘an ethics against ethics’,[15] or in our terms, an ethics against morality. This is precisely what Arendt seeks
         to strengthen the political. In order to properly understand what ethics means for
         Levinas, it is necessary to consider his critique of traditional morality. The fundamental
         claim of his critique of morality, already present in his writings from the 1950s,
         is that it justifies the reduction of the other to the same for the sake of knowledge.
         Rather than understand individuals as their own individual and unique origin of meaning,
         an epistemological system or totalizing framework, much like the role of an ideology
         in totalitarianism according to Arendt, is imposed, destroying and reducing all differences,
         all alterity—in Arendtian terms reducing plurality to multiplicity, many copies of
         the same. Levinas, like Arendt, accuses Kant of this same quantifiable reduction:
      

      
         In the kingdom of ends, where persons are indeed defined as wills, but where the will
            is defined as what permits itself to be affected by the universal—where the will wishes
            to be reason, be it practical reason—multiplicity rests in fact only on the hope of
            happiness . . . [the] identification of will and reason, which is the ultimate invention
            of idealism, is opposed by the entire pathetic experience of humanity. (TI 217)
         

      

      Yet as was the case with Arendt, Levinas is both greatly indebted to and highly critical
         of Kant. The first criticism regards Kant’s reliance on universal categories, which
         Levinas views as a failure to account for the particularity of every human being.
         The horrors of the camps leave Levinas with a heightened sensitivity to the potential
         for the universal to be totalizing. However, in tension with this criticism, Levinas—like
         Arendt—applauds Kant’s emphatic claim that human beings are never to be means for
         another end—a rejection of the instrumentalization that Levinas identified as violence
         during the Shoah. Second, Levinas faults Kant for his prioritization of reason’s universality
         over the importance of human affectivity, such as need and desire, which are particularizing.
         A third criticism, which he often claims applies to the vast majority of the Western
         tradition of moral philosophy, is the fact that the ethical relation to the other
         is secondary in importance to, for example, that of ipseity or autonomy with respect to practical reason. It is this last reason that is certainly
         the most significant for Levinas, in that any philosophical approach that denies the
         absolute priority of the ethical relation is at risk of denying alterity. This is
         precisely why Levinas claims that ethics precedes ontology.
      

      
      So while Levinas’s ethics is to be understood as opposing morality in the Kantian
         sense—a good indication of the possibility for dialogue with the political in Arendt—it
         is still far from clear what exactly such an ethics as first philosophy could be.
         Levinas answers this question in relation to subjectivity in Totality and Infinity. His ethics is an ethics of subjectivity; a subjectivity of a subject subject to the other. In Levinas’s own words, Totality and Infinity is ‘a defence of subjectivity, but it will apprehend the subjectivity not at the
         level of its purely egoist protestation . . . but as founded in the idea of infinity’
         (TI 26). This is also what Bettina Bergo captures in her claim that his ethics is
         not ‘an exploration of conditions of possibility of any interest in good actions of
         lives. [But] exploring the meaning of intersubjectivity and lived immediacy’.[16] As I hope to have shown in part II, Arendt also engages in such an exploration of
         intersubjectivity and lived immediacy, but in terms of plurality. Both thinkers began
         to explore the importance of intersubjectivity and lived immediacy against the horizon
         of totalitarianism and the Shoah. For Arendt this exploration focuses on the political
         phenomenon of totalitarianism; for Levinas the focus lies in understanding what, if
         any, connections there between the Shoah and totality as a philosophical concept in
         the ontological tradition.
      

      
      Ethics as a Response to Totalitarianism

      
      Levinas—who is not interested in understanding the historical horrors of the mid-twentieth
         century politically—uses the terms tyranny and totalitarian interchangeably, often referring to both as forms of totality (whereas Arendt argues
         for a political distinction between these on the grounds that in the former regime
         there is still space for private freedom). In this way, Levinas’s ethics can be understood
         as a response to the hegemony of totality in the ontological tradition and exemplified
         by totalitarianism. In this vein, Arendt and Levinas both trace the origins of the
         totalizing impulse, taken to its extreme in the Nazi regime, to the Western philosophical
         tradition. As we saw in chapter 3, Arendt critiques the tradition of political philosophy
         that begins with Plato for seeking to destroy that which prevents totality—spontaneity,
         unpredictability—by trying to control it. Levinas makes a similar claim in terms of
         ethics. ‘Western philosophy has most often been an ontology; a reduction of the other
         to the same’ (TI 43). This reduction is, for Levinas, a form of totalization—a refusal
         of exteriority, that which is outside my knowledge or understanding because of its
         fundamental difference or alterity (TI 290). ‘Respect for exteriority delineates another
         structure essential for metaphysics. In its comprehension of being (or ontology) it
         is concerned with critique. It . . . calls into question the freedom of the exercise
         of ontology’ (TI 43). His ethics, in the form of a critique of ontology, prioritizes
         this alterity. The aspect of critique is fundamental to Levinas’s ethics. Ethics is
         the calling into question of the prioritization of the same, including the self that
         aims to reduce the other to the same. Critique here is more than simply being critical;
         it is a complete calling into question of the ‘logic of the same’, a logic that Levinas
         associates with the total domination of the Nazi regime. Ethics is the resistance
         to the reduction of the other to the same and the prevention of the totalization of
         being (TI 44). Concretely, by resisting the temptation to approach the other as an
         object or concept, by entering into relation with the other as other, my interiority
         or identity is interrupted by exteriority.
      

      
      According to Levinas this encounter with the other is a form of self-awakening, a
         breaking open of my identity, which calls me to challenge myself and the logic of
         the same (that grounds ontology). Interiority is ‘the same gathered up in ipseity
         as an “I”, as a particular existent unique and autochthonous in itself’ (TI 39). Essentially
         bound to the first person (TI 57), interiority is within the realm of the same, thereby
         allowing for personal enjoyment, happiness, egoism and an experience of independence.
         It is considering oneself, one’s freedom, one’s pleasure; it is an ‘I’ that is independent
         of all others and quite content in itself. Yet this interiority is also absolutely
         essential for the possibility of an ethical relation to the other, in that it allows
         for a separation necessary for exteriority. In this vein Levinas claims that the ethical
         relation to the other in which the other is not reduced to the same is fundamentally
         constitutive of the self. Not only does this aspect of Levinas’s critique signify
         a direct challenge to Heidegger, it also makes clear the shared grounds with Arendt.
         Both prioritized the relation to the other over the notion of a nonrelational self, or of a self in which interhuman
         relations are seen as secondary. Both Arendt and Levinas do so phenomenologically,
         which allows for an account of the experience of this relation. As Levinas expresses
         this:
      

      
         To affirm the priority of Being over existents is to already decide the essence of philosophy; it is to subordinate the relation
            with someone, who is an existent, (the ethical relation) to a relation with the Being of existents, which, is impersonal, permits the apprehension, the domination of existents (a relationship
            of knowing), subordinates justice to freedom. (TI 45)
         

      

      Framed in terminology heavily influenced by Heidegger and the phenomenological tradition,
         the above critique can also be found in Arendt’s Origins. Freedom, as Levinas uses this term, is freedom rooted in singularity (it is not
         the worldly, shared and plurality-based freedom Arendt seeks to reclaim from the tradition).[17] Arendt also seeks to rid the political of the vertical element of domination and
         control that Levinas here calls the priority of Being. It is for this reason that
         she repeats that the political is the realm of people, in the plural, and not persons,
         in the singular. Her notion of plurality is the affirmation of the priority of this
         ethical relation over against Being, singularity and freedom (the latter in Levinas’s
         sense of the term).[18] The importance of plurality and particularity in Arendt is expressed by Levinas in
         his critique of the notion of pluralism, which he takes to be a synonym for multiplicity.
         ‘Pluralism appears in Western philosophy only as a plurality of subjects that exist.
         . . . The plural, exterior to the existence of beings, is given as a number; to a
         subject that counts it is already subordinated to the synthesis of the “I think”.
         Unity alone is ontologically privileged’ (TI 274). For Levinas, pluralism is the reduction
         of particularity in the name of unity. This is what Arendt identifies as the modus
         operandi of totalitarianism—the destruction of plurality for the sake of unity. Levinas
         does not see the possibility of plurality serving as a principle for the political
         (as Arendt does), but rather he sees how the Western tradition reduces it to the sum
         of the same, to a multiplicity. The traumatic image that captures this reduction of
         individuals to numbers is concretized by means of the tattoos in Auschwitz, the reduction
         of human particularity to a number, a multiple:
      

      
         Levinas is actively working against a notion of politics in which the name of the
            individual is subsumed—and in the case of the Final Solution, erased, by the name
            of the universal, where the ‘we’ of nation, or community, or race eliminates that
            which resists naming.[19] 
         

      

      Similarly, bureaucratic regimes often fall prey to the tendency to see all individuals
         as numbers, a tendency that remains tangible in today’s liberal democracies. ‘The
         pathos of liberalism, which we rejoin on one side, lies in the promotion of a person
         inasmuch as he represents nothing further, that is, is precisely a self. The individuals
         would appear as participants in the totality: the Other would amount to a second copy
         of the I’ (TI 120–121). Liberalism, in Levinas’s estimation, refuses to allow for
         alterity because it threatens totality, the same threat Arendt empowers and celebrates
         in the political. It thus comes as no surprise that Arendt equally decries liberalism’s
         substitution of plurality for multiplicity. Levinas, like Arendt, seeks to prevent
         such predetermined scripts in which human beings are pawns. ‘They play the role of
         moments in a system, and not that of origin. Political society appears as a plurality that expresses the multiplicity of the
         articulations of a system’ (TI 216–217). Thus while Levinas and Arendt do not agree
         upon terminology, they do agree that first, the Western philosophical tradition cannot
         be easily disentangled from the phenomenon of totalitarianism, in that both seek to
         totalize or control human beings by means of a reduction to singularity; and second,
         in order to respond to this danger, what must be prioritized is the human relation and the haecceity, particularity or unicity, of every human being.
      

      
      Alterity and the Face of the Other

      
      In his attempt to understand and describe the ethical relation of self to other, Levinas
         struggles with how to do so phenomenologically rather than cognitively, that is, without
         doing violence to the other. A secondary difficulty is how to describe or express
         this unique relation, a relation that both requires language but is also limited by
         language. As developed in Totality and Infinity, the answer is to be found in experience of the face-to-face, in the encounter with
         alterity:
      

      
         The effort of this book is directed toward apperceiving in discourse a non-allergic
            reaction with alterity, toward apperceiving Desire—where power, by essence murderous
            of the other, becomes faced with the other and ‘against all good sense’, the impossibility
            of murder, the consideration of the other. (TI 47)
         

      

      What does Levinas mean by the peculiar phrase ‘to apperceive in discourse a non-allergic
         reaction with alterity’? To apperceive in discourse means to hear the call (voice)
         of the other. The other asks me to respond, a response that is the first step towards
         taking responsibility for the other. For Levinas discourse begins with the experience
         of being, of the self, being interrupted by the face of the other (TI 66). This experience
         of the face-to-face is the encounter or non-allergic reaction to alterity. According
         to Levinas, this encounter affects me, making it impossible for me to murder the other
         even if this contradicts the ego. Levinas’s phenomenological descriptions, in Totality and Infinity, of the many ways in which the self encounters alterity each seek to demonstrate
         that the primary response to the other is not an allergic one (a reaction against
         or rejection of) but rather an ethical one.
      

      
      It is worth noting that prior to the attempts to describe the face-to-face in Totality and Infinity, the face first appeared in Levinas’s 1952 essay ‘Ethics and Spirit’, published in
         Difficult Freedom, which was intended for a primarily Jewish audience.[20] This audience had a clear advantage, as the term for face in Hebrew, panim, is a linguistic key to understanding Levinas’s notion of ethics. The Hebrew term
         panim is quite exceptional in that it does not exist in the singular (the suffix ‘im’ in Hebrew signifies the plural). Levinas, as well as his audience, was certainly
         aware of this fact, both because it is a basic aspect of Hebrew grammar but also because
         of its importance in the Torah, in many Talmudic discussions, and from Maimonides’s
         lengthy commentary on its different meanings (presence of a person, the hearing of
         a voice, care for the other) in the Guide to the Perplexed.[21] Thus panim, unlike its English translation as ‘the face’, already carries with it a great deal
         of the ethics Levinas wishes to make first philosophy. Panim is always already in the plural; the face is always in relation. In the face-to-face,
         it is always making an appeal, interrupting, always heteronomous. It is also a ‘concept’
         that cannot be detached from God, whose panim can never be seen but only heard. Panim also calls to mind the importance of externality, as it can never be ‘seen’ from within.
         This latter association with externality is enriched by the root of panim, panah, which means to turn towards someone, to respond to the call of the other. Levinas
         discusses this at length in several of his Talmudic readings on Yom Kippur, the Day
         of Atonement and judgement, and teshuvah (forgiveness). The Judaic notion of forgiveness, which is very demanding and similar
         to Arendt’s politically significant ethic of forgiveness, linguistically means to
         return but also literally asks that the one explicitly asking for forgiveness must
         ‘turn’ or change her ways. Arendt does also explicitly discuss the Judaic notion of
         teshuvah, demonstrating her knowledge of how it differs from the Christian notion of forgiveness
         (JW 42). With this in mind, it is understandable why Levinas said: ‘One can forgive
         many Germans, but there are some Germans it is difficult to forgive. It is difficult
         to forgive Heidegger’ (NTR 25), as Heidegger never asked to be forgiven, nor did he
         change his ways (according to Levinas). 
      

      
      The entirety of the third section of Totality and Infinity is dedicated to a phenomenological analysis of the face, an analysis that touches
         upon all the meanings of panim. Given the lack of a singular form of panim, it is clear that the face can never be possessed; it is not a singularity that can
         be grasped and reduced like other concepts, it is a relation (or a between in Arendt’s
         terminology) that forces me to (re)turn (panah) and to respond. In addition, according to Levinas it has command over me and possesses
         me. Panim, which is perhaps best translated as the face-to-face (given its nonsingularity),
         already points towards an asymmetrical relation that challenges my freedom by confronting
         me with my own egoism. In an interview, Levinas stated, ‘the face is a fundamental
         event’;[22] it is not an appearance or representation, it is an event in which I am transformed
         by the experience of encountering alterity.
      

      
      Levinas’s also seeks to describe this non-allergic relation, experienced in the face-to-face,
         by turning to the classroom.[23] ‘The establishing of this primacy of the ethical, that is, of the relationship of
         man to man—signification, teaching, and justice—a primacy of an irreducible structure
         upon which all the other structures rest . . . is one of the objectives of the present
         work’ (TI 79). The other is my teacher, and I am her student—an asymmetrical relation
         (unlike in Buber’s I and Thou). ‘To have meaning is to teach or to be taught, to speak or to be able to be stated’
         (TI 97). The meaning of the other does not come from me; I do not know the other—to
         have such knowledge of another is already to reduce the other to the same. Furthermore,
         the other is my teacher both in relation to alterity but also with regard to the self.
         For Levinas, who only began to study the Talmud in 1947, the experience of learning
         from his teacher, Monsieur Chouchani, and with his study partner, Dr. Nerson, was
         such a transformational experience.[24] It is from the signification the other gives to my world that I can learn and discern
         meaning. The other for both Arendt and Levinas, unlike a thing, is its own source
         of meaning (signification). This is a unique form of signification in that the face
         does not require a context; it breaks through all form (TI 23). Unlike objects or
         things that cannot be encountered without a horizon, which provides them with meaning,
         the face requires no external source of meaning. To accept this in one’s encounter
         with the other is to appreciate the other’s alterity; a non-allergic reaction is the
         refusal to reduce the other—to force the face into a form. ‘The face, still a thing
         among things, breaks through the form that nevertheless delimits it. This means concretely:
         the face speaks to me and thereby invites me to a relation incommensurate with a power
         exercised, be it enjoyment or knowledge’ (TI 198). This encounter, much like learning,
         is not a painless one. On the contrary—it is a violent interruption; the ego’s safety
         blanket is being ripped away. According to Levinas, ethics ‘begins when freedom [rooted
         in singularity and the self], instead of being justified by itself, feels itself to
         be arbitrary and violent’ (TI 84). In other words, ethics is born from the experience
         of being questioned by alterity. Arendt also doesn’t minimize the agonism and courage
         needed to interact with others. While we may ‘act in concert’ with others in the polis, one should not presume that this concert is harmonious or congenial. For both thinkers
         this experience of encountering the other is both the most fulfilling and challenging
         for the self.
      

      
      The ethical relation is one in which the other teaches me and through discourse creates
         a network of meaning. ‘Speech is thus the origin of all signification—of tools and
         all human works—for through it the referential system from which every signification
         arises receives the very principle of its function’ (TI 98). Conversation creates
         a world; the ethical relation between two individuals initiates a shared world filled
         with meaning. By means of the Heideggerian notion of the world, it is clear that Arendt
         and Levinas are both engaged in a similar project of grounding the world in intersubjective
         discourse, discourse that creates meaning. This is precisely the role Arendt defines
         for the political realm in which actors speak to each other and in so doing create
         a shared world and shape reality by confirming each others’ perspectives. For Arendt
         action—in the form of speech—creates a horizontal transcendence that forms a web-of-relations,
         a web that is the ‘ground’ of meaning. Yet Arendt fails to engage in further reflection
         on the meaning of speech, this web or the meaning it creates. I would claim that Levinas’s
         understanding of speech (which does change after Totality and Infinity) brings him directly into conversation with Arendt. Like Levinas, she puts a great
         deal of emphasis on speech as the ‘ground’ for a network of relations that have the
         potential, although not the purpose, to share meaning. Levinas clearly suggests the
         other is the source of this signification, whereas Arendt claims that meaning arises
         both from ‘in the between’ as well as from the storytellers who observe these interactions.
         In this way it could be said that the ethical relation created by discourse in Levinas
         is the relation that constitutes the interactions fundamental to Arendt’s polis. However, Levinas’s conclusion goes further and potentially adds depth to the role
         of language in Arendt’s analysis of speech in the political realm. For Levinas, through
         speech ‘the other remains transcendent to the same’ (TI 39). Language prevents the
         formation of a totality, as the signified is never completely present, maintaining
         an asymmetry that allows alterity to be respected. The interactions between people
         in the polis can never be totalized; each relation—according to Levinas—is an infinite form of
         horizontal transcendence. This insight into the ethical relation between self and
         other, absent in Arendt’s analysis, is certainly one that strengthens the claim she
         makes about the political being uncontrollable and unpredictable. By considering how
         speech challenges totality, Levinas supports Arendt’s claim that action can prevent
         totalitarianism, as it is constituted by a non-allergic response to alterity that
         strengthens the fundamental plurality of the polis. 
      

      
      The Constraints of Philosophical Language

      
      Soon after the publication of Totality and Infinity, which was received with great applause, Jacques Derrida’s ‘Violence and Metaphysics’[25] confronted Levinas with a serious problem. He realized that language, the language
         he claimed the other spoke with, was contaminated by the ontological desire for totality.
         As Michael Bernard-Donals writes: ‘To obey the obligation to speak and act, both ethically
         and politically, one may have to find another language. Lyotard and Blanchot suggest
         something similar, that after Auschwitz, the disaster which has ruined everything,
         the language of history and politics may not do justice to the future’.[26] Levinas recognized and appreciated Derrida’s criticism and spent the following decade
         in search of a new language for the ethical relation. This search is apparent in his
         1972 collection of essays Humanism of the Other. In the interview ‘Bible and Philosophy’ with Philippe Nemo he expressed his initial
         conclusion that ‘at no moment did the Western philosophical tradition in my eyes lose
         its right to the last word; everything must, indeed, be expressed in its tongue; but
         perhaps it is not the place of the first meaning of beings, the place where meaning
         begins’ (EI 25). It is thus ‘the first word’, the source or origin of meaning, and
         the words to express this meaning that Levinas seeks in this collection. Levinas’s
         struggle for the proper means to express his ethics without recourse to the language
         of ontology parallels Arendt’s frustration with the limitations of the language of
         political philosophy. Her solution, which makes comparisons with other thinkers much
         more difficult, was to introduce distinctions as well as to redefine the traditional
         terms of political philosophy (e.g., by redefining power in terms of plurality and
         horizontality and as opposed to violence, strength and force).
      

      
      Levinas takes this linguistic limitation as an opening to slowly introduce terms with
         roots in the Judaic into his so-called philosophical writings. He begins by using
         terms such as hostage, election, trace and responsibility (terms which are central
         in his 1974 Otherwise Than Being). Part and parcel of this new language is the use of expressions that have been shunned
         in recent philosophical discourse because of their religious significance, such as
         that of being infinitely responsible. While Levinas makes recourse to explicitly religious
         orientation, he does not want it to be alien to an atheistic Greek paradigm. An example
         of this is his reference to ‘entering the Promised Land’ in the same paragraph in
         which he asks us to bracket God, if only temporarily (HO 27–28).[27] This atheistic-religious tension in Levinas’s thought, most visible in these transitional
         essays, is worth noting because of the issues surrounding the philosophical significance
         of the so-called confessional writings. What this tension makes evident is that for
         Levinas, while philosophy may have ‘the last word’, it is perhaps incapable of expressing
         ‘the first word’. Nonetheless this does not mean that the first word is theological
         and relies on either dogma or belief in God; neither dogma nor belief is part of the
         Judaic. According to Levinas, the Judaic is actually closer to secularism than to
         Christian theology and is thus a space in which there is a spirit of atheism (UH 117).[28] 
      

      
      Another marked shift in Levinas’s thinking in this period is the focus on the relation
         between the same and the other rather than on the meaning of the other for the self,
         as was the case in Totality and Infinity. In this vein, Levinas seems to follow Arendt’s step into the between, into the space
         of intersubjectivity. The essay ‘Signification and Meaning’ (also referred to as ‘Sense
         and Meaning’) is the first glimpse of the shift toward the relation itself as central.
         Meaning is discovered in the relation itself, in the movement, which originates from
         the other’s appeal. ‘Does not sense, as orientation, indicate a thrust, an outside
         of self toward the other than self’ (HO 25). Levinas here suggests that the ‘ground’ for meaning is not in objects,
         or the self (consciousness), but is the relation to the other. Thus according to Levinas
         without the other, neither judgement nor ethics would be possible, as meaning is the
         ground for both. This claim has strong Arendtian echoes, especially as it concerns
         intersubjectivity as the post-foundational standard for judgement. Like Arendt’s embracing
         of contingency, Levinas’s ‘grounding’ of meaning in the relation offers no guarantees
         or stability; it does provide hope and promise, which are both vital in a world marked
         by contingency. In other words, rather than resort to universality, reason or the
         self, Levinas’s approach embraces the contingency that defines the post-foundational
         by ‘grounding’ ethics as first philosophy in the relation to the other.
      

      
      This text, ‘Signification and Meaning’, foreshadowing Other Than Being, emphasizes the notions of responsibility and substitution in the ethical relation.
         Again this reveals a shift from the self to the ethical relation itself. ‘Consciousness
         loses its first place’ (HO 32); however, the self is not forgotten in her encounter
         with the other (a conclusion that some of Levinas’s readers have come to). On the
         contrary, the self becomes unique and un-exchangeable in this relation. ‘The uniqueness
         of the Ego is the fact that no one can answer in my stead’ (HO 33). Not only does
         this speak to the critique that Levinas denies the self, it also addresses Arendt’s
         concern expressed in The Origins of Totalitarianism (as well as her later writings) about the danger of making individuals superfluous.
         This paradoxical situation, in which I am absolutely irreplaceable because of my relation
         to the other, is central to the development of Levinas’s thought in this period. It
         is also the source of a tension that Levinas is never able to resolve. It is impossible
         to find a just ‘balance’ between the self and the other without denying the value of either, and
         it is often in the search for such ‘justice’ that justice is lost. It is partially
         because of this irresolvability that I argue that we must limit Levinas’s ethics within
         a notion of the political as conceived by Arendt, creating a virtuous circle between
         alterity and plurality. Without such a frame, the notions of substitution and responsibility
         are in danger of playing a foundational role and coming at the cost of justice for
         others and plurality.
      

      
      Another new linguistic development that occurs in this period is the notion of the
         trace, which is both an example of the opening to the Judaic and a step into the between.
         According to Adriaan Peperzaak, Levinas’s 1963 essay ‘The Trace of The Other’ is his
         ‘first attempt to answer a fundamental question left open in that book [T&I]: how
         is it possible that the alterity of “the Other” (l’Autre) is understood as alterity
         of the human Other (Autrui) and as alterity of the Most High (du Très Haut)’ (BPW
         34). The trace does not appear; it is not a phenomenon and yet it signifies a past
         presence—it thus has an aspect of temporality that is phenomenologically significant.
         The trace can only be known from the perspective of presence because of its lack of
         presence, its interruption of presence as it were. Yet how it comes to signify without
         appearing differs from its signification, which is that of an order that is part of
         an inaccessible past that is beyond being. Levinas also coins the neologism illeity to refer to the trace of God that is experienced in the relation to the other. Yet
         God is not a theological notion or dogma for Levinas; God is the condition for responsibility.[29] Levinas’s search for ‘the first word’, for the origin, thereby leads him to connect
         the trace to an order beyond being from which responsibility arises.
      

      
      Levinas also begins to refer to ‘the Third’ as an indirect relation to God; the question
         this raises is how or if this reference to ‘the Third’ connects to his later political usage of this term
         in relation to justice (to be discussed in the next chapter). In the ethical relation,
         the trace of illeity left by the past presence of ‘the Third’ is experienced. By way of the trace of illeity, experienced in the face-to-face encounter with the other, ‘the Third’ invests me
         with responsibility for an other. In this way Levinas distinguishes between the alterity
         of the other and the alterity of ‘the Third’. What is most significant is that the
         latter is only experienced through the former. This is a claim that Levinas has already
         repeatedly made in his so-called confessional writings, stating that the relation
         to God is never outside of the relation to the other person (UH 117). Levinas concludes
         the essay by explicitly naming the revealed God of monotheism, who is present in his
         absence through the trace of illeity. This trace is the source of the face that speaks enabling ‘being [to have] . . .
         sense’ (HO 44). This marks a turning point in Levinas’s thought. With the introduction
         of the notion of the trace, Levinas makes explicit the Judaic source of his ethics
         as first philosophy while at the same time justifying the more religious terminology
         that begins to appear in his so-called philosophical essays.
      

      
      In an essay from the same period, entitled ‘Humanism and An-Archy’, Levinas begins
         with a reference to the Shoah, explicitly reaffirming its connection to his ethics:
      

      
         The unburied dead of wars and death camps accredit the idea of death with no future,
            making tragicomic the care for one’s self and illusory the pretensions of the rational animal to a privileged place in the cosmos, capable of dominating and integrating the totality
            of being in a consciousness of self. (HO 45)
         

      

      Before considering the meaning of this citation within the context of this essay,
         it is worth once again noting the presence of an engagement with Heidegger and an
         implicit connection between the ontological tradition and the horrors committed by
         totalitarian regimes. Although Levinas does not equate the death of the camps with
         the centrality of Dasein, and the meaning of his death, he is certainly trying to lead his readers to consider
         precisely such an association (a similar method is used by Arendt with reference to
         Plato’s need to control the polis). The camps as well as the hundreds of unmarked graves scattered throughout Europe
         are an inexpressible reminder of the danger of privileging the self. The dead, who
         have no name, remind us of our failed responsibility to care for the other. By criticizing
         Heidegger’s focus on death, Levinas is reminding us of ontology’s failure to prioritize
         the other and ethics. This is a critique shared by Arendt, who focuses on life beyond
         survival, and natality.
      

      
      Moreover, a new term Levinas introduces in this essay, that of being held hostage
         by what comes from beyond, is also an implicit reference to the Shoah.[30] Based on this, he develops ‘a new concept of passivity, . . . beneath consciousness and knowledge . . . a passivity referring beyond being, prior to the
         ontological plane . . . referring to the anteriority of creation’ (HO 50).[31] Struggling to find the words to describe this new source or origin, one that is meant
         to be preconceptual and precognitive, Levinas uses the term beneath to express the separation between the realms of ontology and consciousness and this
         preliminary, pre-original or beyond (HO 51). Other expressions he uses for similar
         purposes are beyond, or an-archical, the wrong side of being, and saying (although each expresses something in addition to being prior to ontology). The uncertainty
         and awkwardness of the language he chooses to use clearly expresses the difficulty
         he faced when trying to escape language that is haunted by the spectre of the ontological
         tradition.[32] In addition, the Judaic is no longer limited to scattered references; it now plays
         a significant role in the account of his ethics. 
      

      
      In the third essay in Humanism of the Other, ‘Without Identity’, Levinas’s further explores the potential of this new ethical
         language:
      

      
         That politics and an administration guided by the humanist ideal maintain the exploitation
            of man by man, and war—these are singular reversals of reasonable projects, disqualifying
            human causality and, as a result, transcendental subjectivity understood as spontaneity
            and action. (HO 60)
         

      

      The last part of this quote is interesting because of its Kantian and Arendtian subtext.
         Although perhaps less explicitly supportive of the 1968 student movement (than Arendt),
         Levinas was in favour of their demonstrations and political protest. The final section
         of this essay speaks of the youth of 1968 as the other. ‘This is the perfect occasion
         to ask, in closing, if the aspirations of today’s youth, despite the violence and
         irresponsibility in which these aspirations degenerate, can do without thought devoted
         to subjectivity defined from responsibility and against the notion of being’ (HO 68).
         In Levinas’s brief reference to the events of 1968, he recognizes a humanism of the
         other in the words of the youth, in the saying that is prior to the said (which is on the level of language and ontology). Unfortunately, as soon as this
         saying becomes a said, it is ‘quickly extinguished by a language just as wordy and conformist as the one
         it was supposed to replace’ (HO 69). Levinas clearly had hoped for another type of
         revolution, one that would have rejected the prioritization of politics over justice
         that is rooted in ethics. In this sense, his disappoint with the events of 1968 is
         rooted in his dream of an ethical revolution, one in which the saying is not reduced to the said. What he observed in 1968 struck him as an unfortunate failure of the humanist movement
         because of its denial of the spontaneity for action that characterizes the human condition,
         the same spontaneity Arendt sought to rescue with the political realm. Arendt’s emphasis
         on political change as opposed to the institution of this change (or its stabilization)
         expresses a similar tension between the saying and said. This essay is also significant in that it foreshadows Levinas’s interest in connecting
         the political to his ethics. If the political were reoriented by alterity, rather
         than its present form as a humanism of the self, Levinas might no longer claim that
         ‘politics is opposed to morality’, as he did in Totality and Infinity.
      

      
      With this glimmer of political hope, let us turn to the essay ‘Subjectivity and Vulnerability’.
         As part of his new ethical vocabulary, Levinas makes recourse to several powerful
         metaphors in order to describe the vulnerability of subjectivity exposed by the encounter
         with the other. It is these metaphors that allow Levinas to move beyond the language
         of ontology. A few examples from this essay are the pain and suffering of an open
         wound, a nakedness so complete that one shivers at the thought of such vulnerability
         and a city so desperately defenceless that it welcomes an enemy incursion, motivated
         by the hope that the enemy will show mercy. In each of these cases, the encounter
         with the other is meant to be transformative of the self ‘into an “otherwise than
         being” . . . the subject is for the other: substitution, responsibility, expiation’ (HO 63–64). In addition to these terms,
         Levinas also makes recourse to explicitly Judaic terms, as if to express his lack
         of complete satisfaction with the more philosophically established terms. He does
         so rhetorically by asking whether Western society is as nourished by Jerusalem as
         it is by Athens, his way of asking whether ‘we’ have forgotten the Bible (the ‘we’
         referring to Europe or the West). While Levinas is clear that he is not asking philosophy
         to consider the biblical tradition to be its equal, he does want its voice to be heard.
         ‘Biblical verses do not function here as proof but as testimony of a tradition and
         an experience. Don’t they have as much right as Hölderlin and Trakl to be cited?’
         (HO 66).
      

      
      For Levinas the experience of a beneath, or of the beyond, which he struggles to express
         philosophically, is the experience central to the Judaic. It is only at the tail end
         of this transitional period that Levinas first begins to openly intertwine the two
         traditions that nourish his ethics. What is fundamental to this intertwinement is
         that it is by no means a parallelism or translation. Levinas makes recourse to the
         language of the biblical tradition because he seeks to express something he believes
         philosophy does not have the tools to express. The Judaic helps him to discover a
         means to express the inexpressible. Furthermore, Levinas’s choice to allow these two
         traditions to interact is his way of reminding us that they have always interacted,
         influencing each other throughout history, and ought to continue to do so in the present.
         While this calls for a commitment to rediscovering the biblical tradition, which has
         lost its prominence among intellectuals, Levinas claims that without such a commitment
         ‘the first word’ cannot be spoken. The following quotation is a fine example of how
         Levinas brings these two traditions together to express the condition of humanity
         after the experience of exile from Egypt (which for Levinas seems to also relate to
         Europe after the Shoah):
      

      
         Echo of the permanent saying of the Bible: the condition—or incondition—of strangers and slaves in the land of
            Egypt brings man closer to his fellow man. Men seek one another in their incondition
            of strangers. No one is at home. The memory of that servitude assembles humanity.
            The difference that gaps between ego and self, the non-coincidence of the identical,
            is a thorough non-indifference with regard to men. (HO 66)
         

      

      The experience of being a stranger, having no home, no certainty, of being absolutely
         vulnerable is the condition that binds the ego to the other. It is a condition the
         Bible cannot prove through logic or reason but can testify to. It is also the condition
         that Arendt identifies as the most dangerous after the Shoah, the condition of not
         being at home in the world both literally, in terms of the refugee problem, and figuratively,
         in terms of an alienation from the shared world. It is worth recalling that Arendt
         also appeals to the biblical tradition, in the name of plurality, as necessary given
         the reality of the condition both she and Levinas experienced and are trying to describe
         phenomenologically:
      

      
         If philosophers, despite their necessary estrangement from the everyday life of human
            affairs, were ever to arrive at a true political philosophy they would have to make
            the plurality of man, out of which arises the whole realm of human affairs—in its
            grandeur and misery—the object of their thaumadzein. Biblically speaking, they would have to accept—in speechless wonder the miracle
            for the universe, of man and of being—the miracle that God did not create Man, but
            ‘male and female created He them.’ They would have to accept in something more than
            the resignation of human weakness the fact that ‘it is not good for man to be alone.’
            (PhP 103; PP 39, 60)
         

      

      While Arendt was neither as familiar with nor as educated in terms of the Judaic as
         Levinas, she does share the view that insights from Jerusalem might speak to the lacuna
         of traditional Western philosophy. Likewise, both Arendt and Levinas recognize that
         the Judaic has much to say when it comes to the meaning of responsibility.
      

      
      Responsibility for the Other

      
      What makes Levinas’s 1974 Otherwise Than Being or Beyond Essence so important to the politics of relationality that I develop in the final chapters
         is that it is in terms of responsibility, the central concern of this work, that I
         bring together Arendt’s notion of the political rooted in plurality and Levinas’s
         ethics of alterity. This book is also considered by many to be Levinas’s most important
         contribution because of its goal to free itself from the logic and language of ontology.
         The core of Levinas’s project in Otherwise Than Being centres on the notion of substitution, a notion that grounds responsibility. ‘It
         is a justifiable simplification to say that substitution is responsibility’.[33] Following upon his reflection in the period between his first two so-called philosophical
         works, Levinas now takes a radical step and rethinks subjectivity as born in the relation
         of responsibility. He thus relocates ‘the possibility of the subject in the interruption
         of the other’.[34] The-other-in-me is the basis of my subjectivity, and substitution is ‘the means’
         by which I experience this. The other is my source of meaning in the me-for-the-other
         that is the ground of responsibility. My subjectivity is constituted in alterity.
         What Levinas aims to show by means of substitution is that subjectivity is constituted
         by alterity, a claim Arendt affirms in terms of plurality.
      

      
      The Judaic Roots of Responsibility

      
      Otherwise Than Being is refreshingly unapologetic in its use of biblical and Talmudic terms as well as
         its explicit engagement with God and the Judaic. According to Bernasconi, the reason
         for this is that ‘“Substitution”, as Levinas understands it, cannot be accounted for
         by the Western philosophical tradition [because] . . . a radical challenge to the
         subject is excluded by it from the outset’.[35] In support of this claim, let us consider the first references to substitution, which
         like the face and the trace, are not to be found in the so-called philosophical works
         but in the so-called confessional writings. Levinas first connects substitution and
         responsibility to the notion of teshuvah—Judaic forgiveness (which Arendt writes about in JW 42). In a Talmudic reading, Levinas
         declares that substitution is fundamental for justice. In referring to substitution
         he makes clear that ‘no one can take my place’, claiming this is equally true of teshuvah (NTR 17). In its Judaic praxis, forgiveness is a turn towards the other, which is
         the first step in accepting responsibility for harming another or the world. It must
         be followed by a change in my actions, which demonstrates to the other that I have
         been transformed by this encounter. ‘The effort the moral conscience makes to re-establish
         itself as moral conscience, Teshuvah, or Return, is simultaneously the relation with God and an absolutely internal event’
         (NTR 17). Although Levinas does not further develop the concept of substitution in
         this Talmudic reading, it is clear that it is connected to the transformative encounter
         formative for the praxis of teshuvah.
      

      
      The connection between substitution and teshuvah is illuminating in another sense. Teshuvah is—contrary to ‘common-sense’ understanding—not a solitary undertaking; it is a communal
         or collective process. I am always responsible for the wrongs (not sins, a word too
         imbued with Christian theology to be used in this context) committed by my community.
         As Levinas often explains, I am also responsible for the intentions of the other.
         In the Judaic, a position echoed by Arendt, responsibility arises from the web-of-relations,
         from being part of a community. While Levinas affirms this in his so-called philosophical
         writings by referring to Dostoyevsky—‘we are all guilty of all and for all men before
         all, and I more than the others’ (EI 98)—its origin is Talmudic, which he acknowledges
         in ‘Ideology and Idealism’. Referring to the Talmudic Sotah tractate, 37b, Levinas reminds us: ‘What is the issue between them [the different
         rabbis debating this issue]?—R. Mesharsheya said: “The point between them is that
         of personal responsibility and responsibility for others because it is held according
         to the Rabbis that each Israelite is responsible for the conduct of the rest”.’[36] While Arendt does not refer to the Talmud or the Judaic when discussing responsibility,
         this idea is clearly present in her notion of responsibility, as we all share responsibility
         for the world. The weight of responsibility, following the Judaic, is the unbearable
         weight of the world inscribed at the heart of subjectivity.[37] For Levinas, ‘each individual . . . is called to leave in his turn, or without awaiting
         his turn, the concept of the ego . . . to respond with responsibility: me, that is, here I am for the others’ (OB 185). I am irreplaceable (thereby challenging the superfluousness totalitarianism
         seeks to create); I cannot be substituted for by another because only I can be responsible
         for the other.
      

      
      The link Levinas here first makes between responsibility and the other might seem
         a stretch to some readers; nonetheless to a Jewish audience it was almost redundant.
         In Hebrew ‘the word “responsibility” comes from the word “response”. It implies existence
         of an other who has legitimate claims on my conduct, for, or to, whom I am accountable.
         The Hebrew equivalent, achrayut, derives from the word acher, meaning “an other”. Responsibility is intrinsically relational’.[38] Although the two most important terms in Levinas’s thought are responsibility and
         the other, he never offers his philosophical audience this connection, which is taken
         for granted by any reader familiar with Hebrew or the Judaic. It is impossible, whether
         reading a biblical text or in dialogue, to forget the bond between responsibility
         and the other. It is so firmly imprinted in the Judaic that it is often taken for
         granted. By looking closely at these terms, let us consider the subtle distinction
         in meaning. Responsibility is your ability to respond, to answer and to account for
         your actions. Achrayut (אחריות) has as its root acher (אחר), which means other. Its meaning in Hebrew is more of a commitment to the other,
         a commitment that is not limited to a particular situation or condition. In this sense
         it is much more than a response to a particular action; it is a commitment to the
         other as a person. Achrayut contains the respect for the absolute alterity of the other; it is to alterity that
         we have a responsibility. Because of the unicity of the other in the world, I am responsible
         for the other as part of my responsibility to the world. It is the fact that every
         person is other, acher, that makes us responsible, achrayut.
      

      
      Responsibility in Terms of Substitution

      
      While Levinas’s notion of responsibility is clearly connected to the Judaic, this
         does not imply that he abandons a philosophical approach to responsibility—the two
         approaches are mutually inclusive. In Otherwise Than Being, he introduces two new terms, proximity and anarchy, neither of which has a Judaic reference. Proximity is an an-archic relation, a relation
         prior to the order of ontology. It is a summons to responsibility that comes from
         another order, from beyond being. Proximity describes how the relation to the other
         affects and disturbs the self. This disturbance is transformative and leaves an affective
         rather than a visible trace (BPW 100). These terms also clarify that Levinas does
         not seek to create a new foundation for ethics.[39] In terms that allow for a parallel to Arendt, Levinas’s ethics is post-foundational.
         He does not attempt to found ethics in responsibility as such; rather it is the anarchic
         appeal to responsibility that is a reminder of the rupture of foundationalism. What
         remains is its trace. His goal is to describe the trace of another order, a trace
         experienced from within the order of being, yet originating from alterity. Responsibility
         is a response to an-archic relation that constitutes subjectivity.
      

      
      However, this an-archic appeal is stifled by ontology. Due to the philosophical tradition’s
         focus on concepts and ideas, on consciousness, this order—because it cannot be thematized—is
         discounted. ‘The me[ta]-ontological and meta-logical structure of this Anarchy is
         outlined, undoing the logos framing the apology through which consciousness still
         recovers itself and commands’ (BPW 82). It is thus essential to disconnect the relation
         to things from the ethical relation. While both people and things appear, proximity
         can only be experienced to another human being (OB 81). We can only experience proximity
         by its limits, contours or margins. To think beyond being means to think on the margin
         of being, to question its limits. It is thus only on the hither side of the tradition
         that one can begin to approach the ethical relation. The self cannot consciously experience
         proximity; likewise knowledge of proximity is impossible. This attempt to describe
         what is beyond being, beyond ontology, is greatly impeded because of the limitations
         imposed by a language that is so rooted in Western metaphysics. As such, Levinas tries
         to find a new vocabulary to describe the trace left by this summons to responsibility.
         To do so Levinas begins to use several of the new terms explored after Totality and Infinity, such as recurrence, hostage, obsession and persecution.
      

      
      To provide ‘evidence’, an impossibility as evidence belongs to the domain of knowledge
         science and ontology, of this beyond from within the realm of being and through the
         language of being, Levinas must use the language of the said without erasing the trace of the saying. Given that the trace is an affective experience, a transformative encounter for
         the self, Levinas focuses on how this demand affects me. He does so in terms of an
         analysis of identity by showing how the self is a ‘me’ (moi) in the accusative prior to being an ‘I’ (an ego, le Moi). In order to establish the anarchy (or temporal priority) of the ‘me’, Levinas introduces
         another term, recurrence. Recurrence is the ‘means’ by which the positive meaning of the ethical relation
         can be illuminated (OB 103). However, in order to understand how this occurs, it is
         necessary to grasp the link between recurrence and identity. First, for the self to
         be aware of itself, it must disclose itself to itself. This self-awareness is ‘evidence’
         of the ‘process’ of recurrence. For the self to recognize itself in recurrence, there
         must be a distinction within the self; the self thus ‘rests on a “subjective condition”,
         an identity that one calls an ego or I’ (OB 102). Next Levinas challenges the notion
         of identity and consciousness so closely connected to the ontological tradition. He
         claims that the failure to distinguish between the two terms of recurrence results
         in subjectivity’s reduction to consciousness. Concretely, Levinas challenges the position
         Sartre inherited from Hegel that the oneself (the identity of the I) is based on the
         for-itself. According to Levinas, the oneself is a restless unity and therefore cannot
         be the basis of the for-itself. This restlessness is testified to by proximity, persecution
         (and obsession), which all bear witness to the ‘presence’ of a weight of suffering
         within the self. ‘The oneself is “in itself” as one is in one’s own skin’ (BPW 85).
         One cannot escape one’s own skin, and yet one is never truly completely comfortable
         in one’s own skin. There are moments, such as shame or embarrassment, when one wishes
         one could crawl out of one’s skin. This leads Levinas to conclude that while the oneself
         may be the basis of what we call identity, it is in fact a unity riddled by an internal
         tension.
      

      
      For Levinas, this internal tension is essential, as it points towards the hither side
         of being. The fact that one can speak of oneself as being uncomfortable in one’s own
         skin leads him to ask whether recurrence is possible if there isn’t something ‘other’
         causing it. ‘For there to be a return, must not the knot of ipseity be tied at some point?’ (BPW 83). Thus, Levinas does not, like Sartre, seek the oneself
         within the same order as the for-itself—that of ipseity within identity. Ipseity, for Levinas, is at odds with itself when it returns to itself. It is this ‘at odds
         with’, already experienced in proximity and persecution, that is the ‘evidence’ of
         a trace of an otherwise than being within the self. Another metaphor Levinas uses
         to express this otherness within the self is that of maternity. While less present
         in Otherwise Than Being, maternity remains a significant metaphor in Levinas’s opus, much like that of natality
         for Arendt. Here, maternity ‘suggests to us the proper sense of the oneself. The oneself
         cannot form itself; it is already formed with absolute passivity’ (OB 104). It is
         clear that for Levinas the separation within the oneself—within ipseity—is ‘evidence’ of the impossibility of positing the oneself on the for-itself.
      

      
      While Arendt does not explore the constitution of the self with the same depth as
         Levinas, quite a bit can be construed based on her reflections on the two-in-one and
         the activity of thinking. As presented in chapter 4, Arendt agrees with Levinas that
         a difference arises from within the presupposed unity of the oneself (LM 183). In
         her words, the I/self is irreducible to the ‘me’; this is precisely what Levinas claims
         when he says the oneself cannot be posited on the for-itself. Arendt also acknowledges
         how discomforting the experience and awareness of this difference can be for the self.
         She sees the public realm as a means to address this disunity, because when others
         see and hear us we appear to have an identity. In other words, while I appear to the
         other as one, I never do so to myself. Nonetheless Arendt does acknowledge that what
         we call consciousness is ‘the curious fact that in a sense I also am for myself, though
         I hardly appear to me, . . . I am not only for others but for myself, and in this
         later case, I clearly am not just one. A difference is inserted into my Oneness’ (LM
         183). While she does not explore the nature or source of this difference, saying only
         that this difference is part of the fundamental plurality of the earth, it is clear
         that her views of identity and unity are similar to Levinas’s. For Arendt this difference
         is essential because of its importance for thinking. This difference allows for the
         intercourse both between me and myself (two-in-one) and between the self and others
         (LM 186). Actualizing consciousness occurs by means of a thinking dialogue or dialectic
         between me and myself, an actualization that allows me to keep myself company and
         keeps loneliness at bay (LM 187). What Arendt then suggests is critical, as it justifies
         the engagement between Levinas’s alterity and her plurality that I pursue here. ‘Difference
         and otherness, which are such outstanding characteristics of the world of appearances
         as it is given to man for his habitat among a plurality of things, are the very conditions
         for the existence of man’s mental ego as well’ (LM 187). In other words, Arendt acknowledges
         that otherness and difference, alterity in Levinas’s terminology, is the basis not
         only for the thinking self or two-in-one; it is also the basis of the plurality in
         the world that is the condition for the political. She rephrases this claim a few
         paragraphs later: ‘[T]he Socratic two-in-one heals the solitariness of thought; its
         inherent duality points to the infinite plurality which is the law of the earth’ (LM
         187). Alterity, understood by Arendt in terms of otherness and difference, is the
         condition for plurality. Moreover, this otherness disrupts the unity of the self.
         While Levinas goes beyond Arendt in trying to find the source of this alterity, I
         hope to have established that Arendt acknowledges this alterity as fundamental for
         both thinking and acting.
      

      
      Levinas—rejecting the approach taken by the ontological tradition—suggests that we
         seek the second term of recurrence beyond being:
      

      
         The term of recurrence will be sought . . . in itself as in exile. It will be found
            under the effect of an expulsion. . . . Under the effect of such an expulsion outside
            of being, it is in itself. There is an expulsion in that it assigns me before I show
            myself, before I set myself up. I am assigned without recourse, without fatherland,
            already sent back to myself, but without being able to stay there, compelled before
            commencing. (BPW 103)
         

      

      While it might seem strange to link Levinas’s analysis of recurrence with the Shoah,
         he makes this association explicit in an interview, which also helps to explain his
         usage of the terms exile, expulsion and fatherland in this context.[40] He claims, in response to Sartre, who associates hell with the other, that the oneself
         does not find peace within itself, as a for-itself. In negative terms, the oneself
         expels or exiles itself from itself, creating a space for the difference within oneself
         that Levinas posits in recurrence. This space of alterity is a fundamental space with
         regard to both Levinas’s and Arendt’s intersubjective approaches. It is fundamental
         to combat totalitarianism—whether internal or external—by safeguarding this space
         of difference within the self. Only outside of itself is it in-itself. Yet the oneself
         is in exile in-itself because in expulsion I am assigned, that is, I am summoned to
         responsibility. Thus only by going beyond essence is there a positive meaning for
         the in-itself. Yet the oneself cannot remain in exile; it is sent back to itself,
         and all that is left behind is the trace of the expulsion, experienced as the uneasiness
         at the heart of ipseity. Being or the self, in relation to the other, experiences this trace as persecution.
      

      
      The self (the ‘I’ that flows to the ‘me’) has come to this hither side by being assigned,
         by being marked, singled out prior to any choice. This passivity is so radical that
         the persecuted self is also responsible for the persecutor—the other who calls me
         (OB 111). Persecution means to put oneself in the place of one’s persecutor—to put
         oneself into question. Ethical responsibility means to take responsibility for the
         other with whom one is in relation. Yet ‘it has meaning only as an upsurge in me of
         a responsibility prior to commitment. . . . There I am one and irreplaceable, one
         inasmuch as irreplaceable in responsibility’ (BPW 103). In responsibility, I am one,
         unique and irreplaceable. I am in a position where no one can replace me; the other
         has called me and no one can respond in my name or place. Substitution is not possible.
         Responsibility makes me utterly unique and irreplaceable. Levinas calls this recurrence
         of the self in response to the other an obsession (OB 109). It is an undesirable obsession that cannot be escaped; it is a self-accusing
         finger that never tires of pointing. The self is a hostage to the other. While recurrence endlessly provokes, or persecutes, the self to recognize
         itself in the past—anarchically—the an-archic past marked by its responsibility for
         the other holds the self hostage. ‘A subject is a hostage’ (OB 112).
      

      
      ‘The responsibility of the other, the responsibility in obsession, suggests an absolute
         passivity of a self that has never been able to diverge itself from itself’ (OB 114).
         The recurrence of the self, and the persecution it undergoes, leads the self to its
         infinite responsibility for the other. In its recurrence the self can no longer limit
         itself to being a for-itself; having been exiled beyond being, the self can no longer
         limit its concern to itself. It is through the condition of being a hostage that proximity
         is possible. It is not presence, but proximity that comes from being a hostage, a
         proximity that leaves a trace of transcendence. The trace is inscribed in me; it is
         other to me. All this arises in radical passivity; it is prior to consciousness. The
         response of the self is a turning—ideally a transformation—it is the first act of
         a subject who has heard an an-archic call to responsibility. I can either turn towards
         the other or away from the other—this is already the realm of ontology, the realm
         of choice. By taking responsibility, I substitute myself for the other in me, I respond
         to this inscription. Although the idea that my identity is based on my substitution
         for the other may seem quite alienating, it is in fact what defines me as unique,
         singular, and irreplaceable. No one else can take my place with regard to substitution.
         ‘I exist through the other and for the other, but without this being alienation: I
         am inspired’ (OB 114). Given the complexity of the notion of substitution, Levinas
         attempts from a variety of perspectives to further explain how this experience is
         not one of loss or misfortune.[41] Being a subject is to be hostage to the other, to take responsibility for the other
         via substitution, but it is also much more than persecution, it is a gift, it allows the ‘I’ to be more than an ego. Thus one no longer begins from the ‘I’
         (or ego), but from alterity. It is not the ‘I’ that comes to the other, but the other
         who calls and elects me, transforming me into an ‘I’ that can respond. It is because of my responsibility
         that I am able to have a non-allergic reaction to alterity. Rather than relate to
         the other as another self, substitution creates an ‘I’ who can engage the other without
         reducing her.
      

      
      Many of Levinas’s readers have claimed his notion of responsibility, as developed
         by way of substitution, is too extreme. While framed in another manner, the same criticism
         is launched against Arendt in response to her equally radical notion of responsibility
         in relation to the Judenrate during the Shoah. Developed after the Eichmann trial, Arendt asks herself whether
         Eichmann was capable of seeing himself from the eyes of the accusers—from the perspective
         of the others who wanted him to take responsibility for his deeds. These others, the
         witnesses in the trial, were survivors of the Shoah. Was Eichmann able to question
         himself and call his actions into question from the position of the persecuted, or
         was he only capable of seeing himself as the persecuted? Responsibility in terms of
         an active praxis is this ability to be questioned and to call oneself into question.
         While Levinas takes ethics to be an asymmetrical relation, Arendt views responsibility
         in terms of plurality and thus asks whether the survivors were able to imagine themselves
         in the shoes of Eichmann, or did they refuse to do so by defining him as a monster
         and denying their own agency? For Arendt the world is shared; whether one is persecuted
         or the persecutor, both need to understand each other to act together to repair the
         world. For this reason she stresses the political importance of ‘training one’s imagination
         to go visiting’, of putting oneself in the shoes of the other as other (as opposed
         to another self). Only if one is able to imagine the world according to the other
         can one take responsibility for it. This brings to light how responsibility and solidarity
         are inextricably intertwined for Arendt.
      

      
      Returning to the Judaic

      
      Still unsatisfied with his account of responsibility, Levinas returns once again to
         the Judaic tradition in the latter sections of Otherwise Than Being. What he realizes here is that it is not only in terms of language that his account
         of ethics is limited, it is also in terms of an underlying philosophical anthropology.
         While Levinas never explicitly distinguishes between a Judaic and a non-Judaic philosophical
         anthropology in Otherwise Than Being (he does in the Talmudic reading ‘When God Created Women’)—he does so implicitly
         by differentiating his view from what he defines as Christianity. In this final section
         on responsibility, I consider this aspect of the Judaic, which also makes clear how
         Levinas and Arendt both reject the underlying ethos in Heidegger’s project, one that
         embraces a non-Judaic philosophical anthropology by focusing on death and singularity.
      

      
      In Levinas’s final attempt to express the rich meaning, both positive and negative,
         of responsibility in terms of substitution, he turns to the notion of hineni. He defines the term as follows: ‘[T]he word I means here I am, answering for everything and everyone’ (OB 114). Hineni (הנני) comes from a Hebrew phrase that cannot be defined as either a noun or a verb,
         as הנה is closer to a responsorial (in the accusative) predicator of existence that
         also emphasizes presence and immediacy.[42]  Hineni (הנני) has the first-person singular suffix added onto it and so means ‘here I am’
         and is used in biblical Hebrew to connote that one is present and ready to respond.
         Levinas, following a rich Talmudic tradition, interprets hineni (הנני) in a variety of ways. For Levinas, hineni is ‘a sign made to another . . . a sign of this impossibility of slipping away and
         being replaced, of this identity, this uniqueness’ (OB 145). It is the only possible
         ethical response to the face of the other. This is the response of a persecuted self;
         it is the hostage as ‘a witness of the Infinite . . . an exception to the rule of
         being, irreducible to representation, only of the Infinite. It is by the voice of
         the witness that the glory of the Infinite is glorified’ (OB 146). It is by responding
         with the words hineni (הנני) that we are witness to the ethical relation, to the infinity that transcends
         any totality and to God. Although hineni does mean belief in God, it recognizes that it signifies ‘here I am’ in the name
         of God; I am a witness to the glory of God and it is this glory that is the source
         of my response (OB 149). Thus the sign of the Infinite, of the Other, is testified
         to by the words hineni; these words are the present response to a trace, that is the face of the other,
         that came from the past and is already withdrawn.
      

      
      In addition to the use of the term hineni, Levinas concludes Otherwise Than Being by citing a famous medieval Jewish scholar, Yehuda Halevi, who was said to have claimed,
         ‘God speaks to each man in particular’ (OB 184). This idea resonates with Levinas’s
         exposition in Otherwise Than Being in that substitution singularizes me; it is an election that holds me hostage. ‘This
         book interprets the subject as a hostage and the subjectivity of the subject as a
         substitution breaking with being’s essence’ (OB 184). He added, in an interview, ‘There
         is a Hebrew expression: “Here am I” [hineni]; it’s used by Abraham. And the word which sums up this positioning is responsibility’.[43]  It is quite likely that Levinas always had the notion of hineni in mind when he introduced the notions of substitution and responsibility into his
         ethics. This biblical notion exemplifies the paradox Levinas seeks to express. Responsibility
         is both a gift and a burden, I am elected—particularized—while at the same time I
         am a hostage, persecuted by the other. ‘Each individual . . . is called to leave in
         his turn, or without awaiting his turn, the concept of the ego . . . to respond with
         responsibility: me, that is, here I am for the others’ (OB 185). The presence of language of election here is clearly a reference to the
         Judaic notion of election. While often misunderstood or misrepresented as a claim
         to superiority, Levinas and other Judaic scholars define the Judaic notion of election
         as a call to responsibility. Although Levinas does not provide the readers of Otherwise Than Being with the underlying Judaic narrative, I will briefly do so here based on his discussion
         of election or choseneness in Unforeseen History (113–124).
      

      
      Election, like the call, can be either affirmed or denied. The latter leaves one in
         the realm of ontology, where ethics is reduced to morality. However, by affirming
         my election, I choose the yetzer tov over the yetzer ra, I affirm that goodness is prior to freedom (NTR 163). To welcome being summoned
         by the other is to verify that goodness precedes being, that ethics precedes ontology.
         Yetzer, which means impulse or inclination, indicates that humanity was formed with two
         impulses: a worldly impulse (the yetzer tov) and a selfish impulse (the yetzer ra). The yetzer tov is the ethical voice that reminds us of our relation to others and to God. The yetzer ra is clearly more difficult to define. Unlike many Christian-inspired philosophical
         views, or the Kantian notion of evil, the yetzer ra is not interpreted as a desire to do wrong. By contrast, it is usually conceived of
         as the selfish nature, the desire to satisfy personal needs without regard for ethics
         and the law—that is, for the other, others or God. The yetzer ra is not a bad thing. The Talmud makes clear that without the desire to satisfy personal
         needs, we would not build a house, get married, have children, and so forth—much of
         what Levinas describes as part of the self prior to the ethical encounter in Totality and Infinity. Being is by no means evil in a Christian sense; rather, being is being for oneself,
         is being selfish, which is both good and bad, often depending on the circumstances.
      

      
      While many of Levinas’s readers see his discussion of being as overly polemical and
         critical of Heidegger’s reading of being, it is equally affected by the Judaic philosophical
         anthropology of yetzer ra. What is perhaps most fundamental to this anthropology is that the yetzer ra needs to be tempered or interrupted by the yetzer tov (and vice versa). We are clearly marked by these two impulses and thus always have
         the ability to choose which impulse to follow. Jonathan Sacks writes about ‘a concept
         that ought to exist in ethics but doesn’t: original virtue. Sin is rarely original, but a good deed sometimes is’.[44] This exemplifies a Judaic philosophical anthropology based on hope and an explicit
         rejection of the egoism driven by fear. Levinas explicitly writes about the two inclinations
         in several of his Talmudic readings, and at length in ‘God Created Women’ (NTR). Furthermore,
         Levinas suggests that there is a link between the negativity and fear, which arise
         from the notion of original sin and Hobbes’s account of the state of nature. In Entre Nous, Levinas critiques the doctrine of original sin as a grand narrative used by Christians
         to justify suffering (96–97). Levinas argues, in opposition to thinkers such as Hobbes,
         that people are not by nature egotistic.[45] 
      

      
      Arendt never explicitly refers to either the yetzer ra or tov. Nonetheless, based on her comments on Augustine and Hobbes, she clearly rejects
         both of their philosophical anthropologies. In her doctoral dissertation, she has
         to reconcile Augustine’s negative philosophical anthropology with her own.[46] She interprets Augustine, and implies that this view is upheld by all Christian theologians,[47] as follows: ‘[H]umanity’s common descent is its common share in original sin. This
         sinfulness, conferred with birth, necessarily attaches to everyone. There is no escape
         from it. It is the same in all people’.[48] While in her dissertation she accepts Augustine’s position and connects it to Heidegger’s
         thinking, in her later political writings she develops what she takes to be a contradiction
         in his thinking. She writes that ‘the decisive fact determining man as a conscious,
         remembering being is birth or “natality”, that is, the fact that we have entered the
         world through birth [not yet political]. The decisive fact determining man as a desired
         being was death or mortality’.[49] From Origins onward, it is clear that Arendt rejects this Augustinian view as well as that of
         Heidegger in relation to death. A similar rejection of fear and control as the underlying
         principles of humanity is apparent from her comments on Hobbes (discussed in chapter
         3 in relation to totalitarianism), which she also develops in The Life of the Mind. According to Arendt, Hobbes denies any meaningful notion of freedom, claiming that
         it ‘signifieth properly the absence of . . . external impediments of motion’ (LM 24),
         equating it with necessity. She equally disdains his assumption that without a sovereign
         the essence of life is based on fear, violence, solitude and poverty. Thus while one
         cannot claim that she embraces a Judaic view of the yetzer, she does clearly reject its alternative. Her hope in the interhuman realm also embodies
         a certain optimism with regard to human potential, one that is central to the Judaic.
         ‘In certain Jewish interpretations of the tale the Fall was seen as a rise, a gaining
         status for humanity’.[50] The difference fundamentally comes down to whether one believes that human beings
         are born inclined towards good or towards evil, a belief that is often ‘imprinted’
         by one’s ‘religion’ (even though it may no longer play a visible role in one’s life).
         The Judaic position is that we are born with both but by turning towards the other,
         we come closer to the good. Closely connected to a grounding of one’s view of the
         human person in tov rather than ra, is a choice between ‘grounding’ society, the interaction of human persons, in tov or ra, or as Sacks describes it in ‘a politics of interests or a politics of principle’.[51] While we have not yet considered Levinas’s politics, it is clear that he—like Arendt—seeks
         to rescue this relational subjectivity, constituted by responsibility for the other.
      

      
      The explicit religious engagement in the final pages of Otherwise Than Being is significant because it makes clear that Levinas’s ‘search’ for that which is beyond
         essence cannot be described in purely philosophical terms and without recourse to
         an openness towards transcendence that is religious, in the sense of relational and
         binding (as opposed to theological or dogmatic). It makes clear that at the basis
         of the notion of substitution is a claim for the goodness of the subject in relation,
         a claim that is affirmed by a Judaic philosophical anthropology. This goodness is
         associated with a particular vision of the good, that of alterity, and as such is
         central to Levinas’s claim that ethics is first philosophy. He says this explicitly:
         ‘One must not conceive it [persecution] to be in the state of original sin; it is,
         on the contrary, the original goodness of creation’ (OB 121). He claims that the substituted
         self is goodness (OB 118). What this entails for Levinas is an understanding of the
         human being as a being called, from beyond being, by goodness. While this claim has
         certainly been contested by those thinkers who believe in the doctrine of original
         sin, the latter is not present in the either Levinas’s or Arendt’s approaches. Although
         she only rarely uses such theology-laden terms, this is the same ‘goodness’ Arendt
         sees in plurality and the reason that she wishes to ground a new principle to guarantee
         human dignity in it.
      

      
         Has not the Good chosen the subject with an election recognizable in the responsibility
            of being hostage, to which the subject is destined, which he cannot evade without
            denying himself, and by virtue of which he is unique? . . . This antecedence of responsibility
            to freedom would signify the Goodness of the Good; the necessity that the Good choose
            me first before I can be in a position to choose, that is, welcome its choice. (OB
            122)
         

      

      From this passage it is clear that Levinas associates the other with goodness. Yet
         this goodness is beyond being, in the realm prior to responsibility, and can only
         be experienced by its trace in the present. This unbridgeable gap between being and
         the Good is very important to Levinas’s ethics. The trace marks us as open to goodness
         but does not give us access to the saying of the Good. The first act of goodness is
         being capable of ‘doing’, accepting the responsibility for the other, of responding
         to the call or face of the other. This is done by means of substitution. ‘The ego
         . . . is this original expiation’ (OB 118). Taking responsibility means to apologize
         for prioritizing my being over that of the stranger, widow or orphan. Reversing this
         ontological prioritization means to recognize how the other transforms ‘me’ into an
         ‘I’, allowing the call of the other to be constitutive of my subjectivity.[52] While Arendt, unfortunately, never delves this deeply into the significance of subjectivity,
         the political is the space of intersubjectivity, of the between, the space in which
         the relation to the other is prioritized—it is a space that rejects the ontological
         reduction and the instrumentalization of the other. Is it possible that a Levinasian
         view of subjectivity could underline and strengthen her notion of personal responsibility
         for the world, a responsibility that is necessary if the political is to thrive? Arendt
         does not offer an account of why the self takes responsibility, of why the self feels
         called to act and to repair the world. Given the agonism of the polis and the courage it takes to participate, why would anyone enter the polis? Furthermore, Arendt—contrary to almost all other writers in the post-Shoah period—continues
         to view the political as a realm of freedom, as a space of hope and discovery. Where
         does this overwhelmingly positive vision come from? Certainly not from the past—Arendt
         knew firsthand what crimes humanity was capable of committing. The following quote,
         which reveals a side of her thought often unnoticed, certainly points towards a Judaic
         philosophical anthropology:
      

      
         Biblically speaking, they would have to accept—in speechless wonder the miracle for
            the universe, of man and of being—the miracle that God did not create Man, but ‘male
            and female created He them.’ They would have to accept in something more than the
            resignation of human weakness the fact that ‘it is not good for man to be alone.’
            (PhP 103; PP 39, 60)
         

      

      After all the horrors Arendt had examined and experienced, she did not lose faith
         in the miraculous potential for human beings—in the plural—to create a shared world
         together, and this by means of the political. The question we will now consider is
         whether Levinas shared Arendt’s faith in the political.
      

      
      Notes
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      Chapter 6

      An Ethical Politics

      
         
         
         
      

      
      While Levinas is recognized as one of the twentieth century’s most influential ethical
         thinkers, his many essays on politics are often completely overlooked. According to
         Simon Critchley, the question of politics is Levinas’s Achilles heel.[1] While this claim has led to more interest in the question of politics in Levinas,
         it has also reinforced the claim that he fails to see the potential of the political
         and as such does not find it necessary to properly develop its relation to his ethics.[2] In this vein, one could compare criticisms of Levinas’s political lacuna to those
         of Arendt’s ethical lacuna—in both cases their focus is assumed to come at the cost
         of another aspect of the interhuman realm. However, as I have demonstrated in chapter
         4, it is a fundamental misconception with regard to Arendt’s writing that it is unethical.
         It is now time to challenge the position held by the vast number of Levinas scholars
         that his writing is either nonpolitical or even worse, antipolitical. The latter claim
         is all too often justified by citing the following quote from Totality and Infinity: ‘The art of foreseeing war and of winning it by every means—politics—is henceforth
         enjoined as the very exercise of reason. Politics is opposed to morality’ (TI 21).
         It is the goal of this chapter to correct these misunderstandings and to bring to
         light Levinas’s ambiguous understanding of politics, the political and justice.
      

      
      Levinas, like Arendt, felt called to rethink the philosophical tradition because of
         the dehumanization, injustice and horrors that ultimately led to the Shoah. The world
         he witnessed called for a radical change, and specifically with regard to its failure
         to care for the other. Thus his ethics can, and should, be read in relation to totalitarianism,
         a political regime.[3] For Levinas, ethics is about radical subjectivity, a subjectivity that is experienced
         and expressed in all forms of human interaction—including the interactions Arendt
         would describe as political. This is most clear from the connection, in his writings,
         between responsibility and justice. Justice, for Levinas among other Jewish thinkers,
         is what the political is for Arendt. It is thus essential to consider the relationship
         between Levinas’s ethics and his conception of justice to understand his views on
         the political. Levinas is aware, although he does not always make this point explicit,
         that while ethics may be first philosophy, it is always in the world in which we must
         consider the question of justice—in a space where there is not only an other but also
         always and already a third person. In this vein, Levinas’s ethics delimits the political.
         This is precisely the danger of Levinas’s ethical politics (as opposed to Arendt’s
         political ethics), in that his ethics is imposed upon justice rather than being immanent
         to the political. This was a great concern for Arendt, for ‘if we knew what justice
         was, then theoretically we could construct a great grid to lay over all possible human
         actions, informing us whether they are just or not. A certain amount of calculation
         might still be necessary, but we would no longer have to think about the meaning of
         justice’.[4] Yet it would be unjust to Levinas to read his ethics in terms of a normative prescription.
         There is no direct, unthinking path from ethics to justice that is from the other
         to the third or from responsibility to justice. The purpose of this chapter is thus
         first to show how Levinas understands the separation between ethics and politics;
         second, to show that Levinas was always concerned with politics; and third, to consider
         several Arendtian echoes in his political reflection. Last but not least, I intend
         to consider some of the main debates concerning Levinas’s political potential as well
         as the limits of his notion of an ethical politics or a messianic politics.
      

      
      The Criterion for Levinas’s Politics

      
      In 1972, at an academic conference organized in her honour, Arendt was asked (by Hans
         Morgenthau): ‘What are you? Are you a conservative? Are you a liberal? Where is your
         position in the contemporary possibilities’?[5] She replied:
      

      
         I don’t know and I’ve never known. And I suppose I never had any such position. You
            know the left think that I am conservative, and the conservatives think that I am
            a maverick or God knows what. And I must say I couldn’t care less. I don’t think that
            the real questions of this century will get any kind of illumination by this kind
            of thing.[6] 
         

      

      While there is no public record of Levinas’s answering such a question, many of his
         readers have sought to categorize his political writings into the same categories
         rejected by Arendt. As students of Heidegger they followed in his footsteps in terms
         of trying to rethink the entire Western tradition of philosophy, and as phenomenologists,
         it is necessary to recognize that their thought cannot be forced into the standard
         categories of Western politics. In order to avoid making this mistake, let us consider
         the range of positions Levinas’s politics is said to fill in order to show why his
         notion of justice needs to be understood—much like his ethics—as beyond categorization.
         William Paul Simmons defends the position that ‘Levinas calls for a liberal state’.[7] As is clear from our analysis of Levinas’s ethics in the previous chapter, this conclusion
         is the product of a problematic oversimplification[8] and, as we show in this chapter, will find no support in his politics. C. Fred Alford
         advances the thesis that Levinas ‘does not fit into any of the categories by which
         we ordinarily approach political theory’,[9] but then quickly goes on to categorize him as an ‘inverted liberal’. By focusing
         more closely on the ethical and political importance of his notion of fraternity,
         as Catherine Chalier does,[10] one can try to connect his notion of justice to the school of French republicanism,
         a tempting interpretation that leads to a rapprochement with Arendt’s republican interests.
         It is also a reading supported by Howard Caygill in Levinas & the Political (2002), which considers the relationship between Levinas’s life, his thought (although
         the Talmudic writings are too quickly passed over) and his understanding of the political.
      

      
      Although I acknowledge that these responses have helped to bring the question of Levinas
         and the political to the foreground, they have also, unfortunately, led us astray.
         Many of these scholars have allowed themselves to get caught up in the game of politics
         that Levinas so clearly criticizes, the game that leads to the totalization of the
         other. Thus, rather than struggling through Levinas’s complex and contradictory reflections
         on the political, with the aim of understanding their contradictions and trying to
         distil their meaning, many of these scholars have focused on categorizing Levinas’s
         thought according to criteria delineated by contemporary political theory. The danger
         of such readings is a flattening of Levinas’s claims and neglect of the originality
         of his potential contribution to the political. Just as Levinas’s ethics  has challenged
         the entire Western ontological tradition, we ought not to presume his political reflection
         is less radical. It is my contention that part of the problem is rooted in the fact
         that many of the readers interested in the question of Levinas and the political fail
         to consider the importance of the so-called confessional writings in this area, which,
         as I intend to demonstrate, are rich with insight. Setting aside this task for the
         following section, let us first look at Levinas’s political contribution from within
         the so-called philosophical writings.
      

      
      Justice as a Model of Ethical Politics

      
      The question fundamentally at stake for Levinas is: Is society rooted in the principle
         of fear (and of war against all), or in hope (and in the-one-for-the-other)? While
         he initially associates the former with politics and the latter with ethics, he soon
         begins to rethinks this dichotomy in terms of justice. It is this latter rethinking
         that brings his thought closer to that of Arendt. Let us begin by considering the
         meaning of the term justice in his earlier writings:
      

      
         In political life, taken unrebuked, humanity is understood from its works—a humanity
            of interchangeable men, of reciprocal relations. . . . Justice consists in again making
            possible expression, in which in non-reciprocity the person presents himself as unique.
            Justice is a right to speak. It is perhaps here where the perspective of a religion
            opens. It diverges from political life, to which philosophy does not necessarily lead.
            (TI 298)
         

      

      Much like the distinction Arendt introduces in The Human Condition between work and action, Levinas’s position here is that humanity is erroneously
         being reduced and understood from its works. Like Levinas, Arendt emphasizes the non-superfluousness
         of every person, her non-interchangeability, arguing that because of our absolute
         alterity and unicity, the other must be prioritized. While Levinas is attacking politics,
         his understanding of politics is precisely that which is not political for Arendt.
         Both see a politics that denies the particularity of every subject as dangerous. Arendt
         responds by developing a new notion of the political rooted in plurality; Levinas
         chooses to use another term, that of justice, in order to respond to Western politics.
      

      
      As we saw in Totality and Infinity, language is ethics’ mouthpiece. Likewise, justice is also expressed by means of
         speech. Justice is only possible through an encounter with the other that occurs via
         language. However, justice—like ethics—cannot be ‘known’; it is beyond epistemology,
         a phenomenon to be experienced rather than calculated. It is the latter temptation
         to define justice that makes Levinas apprehensive with regard to theories of justice
         (such as Rawls’s), which have a tendency to seek totality; this is analogous to Arendt’s
         position. Justice for Levinas is not a theory—like ethics it originates in the other’s
         right to speak and my responsibility to respond; it however goes beyond the face-to-face
         relation and enters the realm of sociality in which ethics’ exclusivity is limited
         by justice’s inclusivity. Ethics is a relation between self and other; justice is
         a relation that is not limited to a twosome, as the other always has a third, as does
         the self. According to Levinas, ‘the third party looks at me in the eyes of the Other’
         (TI 213). The third, as some readers have suggested, is by no means an afterthought
         in Levinas’s writings. An essay from 1954, written seven years prior to Totality and Infinity, clearly shows otherwise. ‘Earthly morality invites one into the difficult detour
         that leads to third parties that have remained outside of love. Justice alone satisfies
         its need for purity’.[11] Justice in this vein enters Arendt’s realm of plurality. What makes this comparison
         interesting is how both compare it to the phenomenon of love, a comparison that has
         many echoes in the writings of other Jewish thinkers. Arendt defines the political
         in terms of friendship and as opposed to love (HC 51–52). Likewise, Levinas defines
         justice in opposition to love. In Totality and Infinity, he describes responsibility as harsh love or love without reciprocity. Love can
         be exclusive, and justice is by definition inclusive (which is not to be equated with
         universal). This distinction between exclusive and inclusive separates responsibility
         from justice as well as ethics from the political. While ethics is exclusive, justice
         must aim—but will always fail—to be inclusive. In a late interview from 1986, Levinas
         further clarified this point:
      

      
         The word ‘justice’ applies much more to the relationship with the third party [autrui] than to the relationship with the other [autre]. But in reality, the relationship with another is never uniquely the relationship
            with the other: from this moment on, the third is represented in the other; that is,
            in the very appearance of the other the third always regards me. And this nevertheless,
            makes the relationship between justice and responsibility with regard to the other
            extremely narrow.[12] 
         

      

      From the perspective of the ethical relation, justice is an interruption, and yet
         according to Levinas, the third is always already present in the ethical relation.
         In this reading, which differs from that of Totality and Infinity, justice has priority over ethics—just as ethics interrupts the ego, justice must
         constantly interrupt the self-other relation to create space for the relation to the
         third. Justice cannot be as blind as love. Arendt makes an analogous claim in her
         political critique of love: ‘Love, by reason of its passion, destroys the in-between
         which relates us to and separates us from others. . . . [I]t is by its very nature
         unworldly, and it is for this reason rather than its rarity that it is not only a
         political but antipolitical’ (HC 242). What both Levinas and Arendt are trying to
         express is the danger of limiting the intersubjective relation to any love-based relation
         that destroys the possibility of creating an inclusive solidarity.
      

      
      According to Levinas, this distinction between love and justice has political implications
         in yet another sense. Love, unlike the law in liberal states, arises from within.
         Law is externality, whereas love remains rooted in the relationship between the self
         and the other. Thus, while for both Arendt and Levinas an externally imposed law is
         not sufficient for justice, it is nonetheless a necessary minimum. It is in this vein
         that both see the limits of liberalism. Like Arendt, Levinas emphasizes the importance
         of putting oneself into question, of being questioned and of responding (by means
         of judgement and responsibility). It is not sufficient to allow the state or government
         to do this in one’s name—there is no place for representation, as one is irreplaceable
         and no substitutions are possible, a claim to which Arendt—a staunch supporter of
         direct democracy—would strongly agree. Substitution is as impossible with regard to
         justice as it is with regard to responsibility. According to Levinas, liberalism all
         too often creates a situation in which we justify ignoring the call to responsibility
         from within subjectivity because we defer to an appeal from the state:
      

      
         Man is also in this sense a political animal. . . . Then no one can find the law for
            his action in the depths of his heart. The impasse of liberalism is in this exteriority
            of my consciousness to itself. The subject of the faults awaits the meaning of being
            from the outside; he is no longer the man who confesses his sins, but the one who
            acquiesces to the accusations.[13] 
         

      

      Levinas’s notion of justice, which like responsibility arises from within the intersubjective
         relation and thus from within subjectivity, offers a perspective on justice other
         than that of liberalism. This intersubjective notion of justice is much closer to
         Arendt’s notion of the political, which arises from ‘in the between.’ There is no
         relation to another person in the singular. The third is always already present in
         the face of the other. While this is deeply destabilizing if one wants to read Levinas’s
         notion of ethics as foundational, it is also evidence of his post-foundational approach—one
         that enables a further engagement with Arendt’s post-foundational notion of the political.
         The face-to-face is always in fact a face-to-faces (which is already clear from the
         Hebrew term panim). Justice, or in Arendt’s terms the political, is always ‘present’ in the ethical.
         While an ethical relation is theoretically possible, in reality it is always interrupted
         by a, or many, third(s).
      

      
      As is evident from the above, the relationship between ethics and justice for Levinas
         is clearly complicated. Can one choose to refuse the third and only respond to the
         other, or is this inhuman? Is humanity to be found in ethics or justice? Would it
         not be unethical to deny others for the sake of the other? Likewise, wouldn’t Levinas’s
         ethics of infinite responsibility be totalizing if it were not interrupted by the
         third? This is precisely the question posed in a 1987 interview with Levinas, to which
         he responded: ‘I don’t know if this situation is intolerable. It is not what you would
         call agreeable, surely, it is not pleasant, but it is the good’.[14] The good Levinas refers to here is the goodness beyond being; it is good even if
         it is impossible. While I have immense respect for Levinas’s position, I wonder if
         his ideals are politically irresponsible, an accusation Derrida has also explored.[15] It is for this reason that I take his answer to be an important reason to opt for
         the priority of the political, as Arendt does. Levinas, aware of how impossible and
         painful ethics is, remains tied to the ideal of absolute justice rather than the real
         hope of some more justice. Instead of beginning from the reality of plurality and
         the limitations it imposes on absolute justice, Levinas prioritizes the good beyond
         being—an unattainable good. Rather than fully embrace the contingency and uncontrollability
         of the human realm, as Arendt does, Levinas sets humanity up to fail by setting an
         impossible standard for justice. The question is, why does he do so?
      

      
      Difficult Freedom

      
      ‘Ontology as first philosophy is a philosophy of power, does not call into question
         the same, a philosophy of injustice . . . and leads inevitably to another power, to
         imperialist domination, to tyranny. The terms must be reversed’ (TI 17). While ontology
         inspires a politics rooted in freedom by establishing the self as the centre of the
         world, thereby prioritizing the ego’s freedom over all others, it is an oversimplification
         to state that Levinas is opposed to freedom. Clearly limited by his own assumptions
         about what politics is and can be, Levinas fails to consider a paradigm of the political
         not rooted in ontology or singularity (in a similar manner to Arendt’s failure to
         consider an ethics not rooted in ontology or singularity). Nonetheless, he repeatedly
         points towards such an alternative notion of the political, not only when speaking
         about justice, but also with relation to a freedom he describes as difficult.
      

      
         Totalitarianism is the . . . demented pretension to the invisible, when the acute
            experience of the human in the twentieth century teaches that the thoughts of men
            are borne by needs which explain society and history, that hunger and fear can prevail
            over every human resistance and freedom! There is no question of doubting this human
            misery, this dominion the things and the wicked exercise over man, this animality.
            But to be a man is to know that this is so. Freedom consists in knowing that freedom
            is in peril. (TI 35)
         

      

      This citation clearly complicates any reading of freedom in Levinas that reduces its
         meaning to either egoism or ontology. He, like Arendt, recognizes that totalitarianism
         was a threat to humanity because it denied the importance of freedom. Difficult Freedom, the title of the first published collection of so-called Jewish writings, is about
         seeking a life beyond an existence defined by egoism, instincts and need; freedom
         for freedom’s sake is meaningless. Arendt, in her collection of Jewish writings (written
         mostly between the 1930s and 1950s), expresses a similar position by claiming that
         a life for the sake of survival or work, the experience of being instrumentalized,
         is not worth living. To live means to do more than survive—it means to experience
         the interhuman realm, its empowerment and freedom. Levinas also refers to the phenomena
         of fear and hunger, experiences that reduce human beings to animals (as does labour
         for Arendt) and thereby destroy the possibility to protest and to express one’s freedom.
         What this makes clear is that Levinas is equally aware of the fragility of such difficult
         freedom. When he calls for a reversal of the priority of ontological freedom, he does
         not mean that freedom cannot be meaningful. Freedom rooted in ontology justifies injustice
         towards others and has the potential to be murderous to the life and dignity of the
         other.
      

      
      A freedom detached from the ethical relation is ontological egoism; it is not difficult
         freedom. ‘In European thought the spontaneity of freedom is not called into question,
         its limitation alone is held to be tragic and to constitute a scandal’ (TI 55). The
         notion of ‘calling into question’ is essential for both ethics and justice; it is
         likewise essential for Arendt in terms of responsibility and judgement. Implicitly,
         Levinas is addressing thinkers who defend the concept of negative freedom, such as
         Isaiah Berlin, arguing that only negative freedom is robust enough to prevent totalitarianism.
         For Levinas, such unquestioned support of freedom, freedom from interruption, a freedom
         to be ‘left alone’, is unethical and contrary to the human condition. Although Berlin’s
         support of negative freedom can certainly be understood as a valid response to the
         Shoah, according to both Arendt and Levinas it is reactionary rather than responsible.[16] Negative freedom in Berlin is similar to Heidegger’s notion of Dasein; both fail to prioritize the relation to the other and in so doing equally deny that
         the self is constituted by the other (a form of self-denial). While I can choose to
         deny this part of myself, just as I can choose not to respond to the other, in so
         doing I am silencing a part of myself. This silencing, in Arendt’s terms, is politically
         irresponsible and dangerous, as it leads to the thoughtlessness she decries in Eichmann.
         While this is by no means a crime, I am nonetheless responsible for this other whom
         I have harmed by prioritizing myself and refusing to call myself into question.
      

      
      What is intriguing is that Levinas seems to limit reflexivity—questioning oneself—to
         an internal process, albeit one awoken by an external other, whereas Arendt sees reflexivity
         as something that is created both within the self by way of the vita contemplativa, and within the public sphere by means of action. In this vein, Levinas is no different
         than many of the thinkers Arendt criticizes for following Plato’s lead in terms of
         originating politics in fear (rather than allowing hope to reign). Levinas is highly
         suspicious of what Arendt takes to be the heart of the political—spontaneity. His
         fear is that spontaneity prevents both responsibility and reflexivity. ‘Political
         theory derives justice from the undiscussed value of spontaneity; its problem is to
         ensure, by way of knowledge of the world, the most complete exercise of spontaneity
         by reconciling my freedom with the freedom of others’ (TI 55). Levinas here refers
         to—with disdain—what many political theorists deem acceptable. What is wrong with
         a political theory that aims to reconcile the freedom of individuals? For Levinas,
         this ontological freedom is in tension with ethics and he fears that such a reconciliation
         will justify the precedence of the self in such ‘calculations’—implicitly affirming
         a non-intersubjective understanding of the self as constituted by the other. It is
         thus not freedom, in itself, that is problematic, but rather the prioritization of
         my freedom over that of the other. For Levinas, there are two types of freedom: one
         negative, exemplified by Hobbes and rooted in fear and the self, and the other positive,
         rooted in responsibility and the other, which he refers to as difficult freedom. The
         latter is similar to Arendt’s freedom rooted in plurality (with the exception of its
         connection to spontaneity). Arendt expresses a similar criticism of ontological freedom
         rooted in the will, in ego-logie, and tries instead to reintroduce a notion of positive
         political freedom, much as Levinas reintroduces a notion of difficult freedom, or
         as he refers to it in his later writings, a freedom beyond being.[17] 
      

      
      Justice and the Third

      
      As shown in the previous chapter, one of the marked changes between Totality and Infinity and Otherwise Than Being is the introduction of several new terms, many of which have explicit Judaic sources.
         A similar change occurs on the level of justice and the third is now most often referred
         to in terms of the neighbour,  emblematic of the central role of the stranger, widow
         and orphan in the Torah:
      

      
         To be sure—but this is another theme—my responsibility for all can and has to manifest
            itself also in limiting itself. The ego can, in the name of this unlimited responsibility,
            be called upon to be concerned also with itself. The fact that the other, my neighbour,
            is also a third party with respect to another, who is also a neighbour, is the birth
            of thought, consciousness, justice and philosophy. (OB 128)
         

      

      Levinas once again affirms that while responsibility for the other is theoretically
         unlimited, in reality the world is shared by a plurality of others, and as such my
         responsibility has to limit itself so that it can be for-the-others and not just for-one-other.
         In order for this to be possible, the self, constituted by the ethical relation, must
         limit its infinite relation to the other for the sake of all others. ‘It is the third
         party that interrupts the face-to-face of a welcome of the other man, interrupts the
         proximity or approach of the neighbour, it is the third man with which justice begins’
         (OB 150). When confronted, questioned or faced by a third to which I also have infinite responsibility, I am challenged to reconcile my different responsibilities.
         Who to respond to first? How? How much to give? These are the difficult questions
         that must be considered time and again with regard to justice. How can I be infinitely
         responsible to more than one individual other, how can I possibly limit my responsibility,
         how can I compare what is incomparable—these are the questions that are born from
         the third party that interrupts the ethical relation and that gives rise to the ethical
         dilemmas that distinguish justice from politics. ‘Justice is necessary, that is, comparison,
         coexistence, contemporaneousness, assembling, order, thematization, the visibility
         of faces, and thus intentionality and the intellect’ (OB 157).
      

      
      What makes Levinas’s account of justice difficult to reconcile is the question: If
         there is always already a third, why does Levinas focus so much on the self-other
         relation? Or, in other words, why present justice as having its origin in ethics?
         Does ethics impose itself on justice, and if so, doesn’t this implicitly diminish
         justice, making it always an impure or compromised ethics? Arendt clearly refuses
         such a secondary status to the political. The world is not impure or compromised;
         its complexity is not something to be shunned. It is for this reason that she refuses
         to grant priority to morality. Arendt embraces the anarchism and dynamism of community,
         which Levinas is more reticent to accept for fear that the other, the widow, stranger
         and orphan, might be persecuted—might be lost in the calculation of totality. It is
         for this reason that Levinas envisions a politics that must always be interrupted,
         as this interruption is a constant reminder of one’s responsibility. Nonetheless,
         it would be unjust to reduce Levinas’s position on politics to one of disdain for
         sociality or community. In the end, Levinas accepts—with trepidation—that there are
         no guarantees. Thus rather than settle for a lesser, but more secure, alternative
         (that of liberalism and politics), Levinas suggests that—without instrumentalizing
         ethics—we must strive for justice by prioritizing the ethical interruption of the
         polis. In this sense, the aim of justice is always to recall this original relation in
         its ethical memory. Concretely, this means that justice is never considered to be
         complete or comprehensive (hence the aversion for theories of justice that often seek
         such ends). A space, or gap, is always necessary in order to prevent universalization
         or totalization, which is the trap that politics falls into. In this way justice is
         a double struggle: it requires space within the self for the ethical relation but
         also a space within the relation to the other for a third. Justice, which is the guiding
         principle of a political sphere in which there are more than two individuals, is the
         birth of a responsibility that must consider the self, the other and the third, a
         responsibility that requires consciousness, synthesis and synchrony (OB 16).
      

      
      Levinas thus neither desires to nor can he offer a prescriptive or normative notion
         of either ethics or justice. His account of justice must be read in terms of critique
         of the current approach to politics and to create space for another origin for the
         political. How this alternative is actually to be realized is not ever systematically
         addressed. Nonetheless, it is clear that justice cannot follow the asymmetrical model
         of responsibility. The law cannot be different from one person to another. Yet based
         on Levinas’s discussion of law and judgement in his Talmudic writings, it is clear
         that particularity must always have priority over universality in order to prevent
         the latter from being totalized. This is precisely the same choice Arendt makes in
         her writings on judgement with regard to the relation between particular, universal
         and general. It is also the same methodology embraced by the authors of the Talmud:
      

      
         The Talmud never limits itself to the concept, which, however, is important to it.
            When it uses concepts, it never forgets the example from which the concept was drawn.
            ‘Here is the law—it is perfectly good, but what will happen if . . .’ is a particular case. The discussion never drops it, and often the concept is reversed.[18] 
         

      

      Although there is space for alterity within the legal system, it is secondary to the
         laws that are applied universally. It is for this reason that Levinas notes that justice
         is always violent (a claim that is similar to that developed in his first Talmudic
         readings). He also makes clear that the equality that must be presupposed for politics
         is always in danger of erasing the asymmetry of the ethical relation. This is one
         of his fundamental reproaches towards liberal democracies that are founded upon an
         abstract notion of equality. While traditionally justice is associated with equality
         between individuals, Levinas challenges this position because of equality’s potential
         to create inequality among people.[19] 
      

      
      What Levinas seeks is paradoxically a notion of equality based on asymmetry, which
         he finds in the Judaic. The idea behind this notion of asymmetrical equality is that
         of unicity, particularity and alterity, rather than a universal and abstract equality.
         Difficult freedom, difficult in that it is rooted in responsibility, is asymmetrical
         freedom. What makes it even more difficult is that it is like ethics, nonreciprocal
         (unlike, for example, the ethics of Martin Buber). My responsibility is to ensure
         that all others are treated justly regardless of my own rights. While this leaves
         me vulnerable, it is this vulnerability that is the ‘ground’ for the ethical relation.
         I have a responsibility to all others regardless of the duties, actions or words of
         others. ‘The equality of all is borne by my inequality, the surplus of my duties over
         my rights’ (OB 159). I cannot ask that justice be conditional upon the other acting
         justly, I must assume that I alone act justly—a great risk in the realm of the political.
         For Levinas this is a necessary risk. To deny the individualizing ‘hostage-like’ demand
         of ethics and justice is to deny the externality of the other. What Levinas wants
         is for this asymmetry not to be denied as it enters the realm of justice. Not all
         others are the same; some others need more and some have more than others. This cannot
         be overlooked. Levinas thus calls on those defining the law to consider these differences.
         This is not to say that the asymmetrical equality associated with difficult freedom
         is not in favour of individuals being treated with equal rights; it is simply a question
         of challenging the nature of a blind, blanket-like form of equality (such as liberalism,
         according to Levinas). What is implicit in Levinas’s model is still a state-centred,
         top-down approach to justice, whereas—as we saw with Arendt—there is a refusal to
         understand the political as defined by such hierarchy. For Arendt the political is
         a space of horizontal transcendence and not one of passive acceptance of vertical
         authority, as it seems to be for Levinas. This is yet another reason to criticize
         Levinas’s notion of justice, which fails to appreciate the importance and potential
         of horizontality.
      

      
      Post-Foundational Judaic Politics

      
      So many citizens in the period after the Shoah, among them intellectuals from all
         walks of life, were emotionally besieged by the question: How could it have happened?
         The fact that the death camps emerged from what had once been a liberal democratic
         state created an overwhelming feeling of disbelief. For the vast majority of Jews
         (especially for those who considered themselves integrated), the liberal state had
         held with it the promise of justice, equality and rights, and as a result the end
         of the war also came to symbolize the end of a dream, an escape from the burden of
         being Jewish, an escape from the pain of particularity. This dream had led millions
         of Jews to assimilate in hopes of being granted the rights that ought to have saved
         them from the gas chambers. The reality of the capricious nature of this political
         promise was a harsh reminder that equality and rights needed to be rethought. Levinas
         takes up this task in many of his Talmudic readings, presented to an audience most
         of whom had miraculously survived the Shoah and as such were, for the most part, searching
         for new guarantees of justice.
      

      
      The Rights of the Other

      
      Even before World War II officially began Arendt was aware of the looming refugee
         crisis and its paradoxical relation to the notion of rights. She dedicates perhaps
         the most frequently cited chapter of Origins of Totalitarianism to the paradox of rights captured in the 1789 Declaration of the Rights of Man and
         of the Citizen. The question she poses, which has yet to be answered satisfactorily,
         is: Are persons entitled to rights as human beings or as citizens?
      

      
         Arendt had long known that universal human rights are a chimera for those who lack
            the power to defend them. She knew from her own experience that despite any proclamation
            of their universality such rights are not ‘independent of human plurality’ and are not possessed by human beings ‘expelled from the human community’. . . . She spoke, therefore,
            of ‘a right to have rights,’ a right ‘to live in a framework where one is judged by
            one’s actions and opinions,’ and it was that right, denied by totalitarianism, that
            she hoped would be seen by all as the basic principle of human solidarity. The right
            to have rights, the right of a plurality of people ‘to act together concerning things
            that are of equal concern to each’, was for Arendt the minimum condition of a common
            human world.[20] 
         

      

      For Arendt, rights are rooted in the state and as such are beyond the reach of those
         who most need rights—the stateless. Without community, without plurality, these rights
         remain abstract universal ideals. For this reason, she sought to ground rights in
         terms of the solidarity, the web-of-relations that arises from plurality. While Arendt
         rethinks the notion of rights in terms of the right to have rights (to be part of
         a community or polity), Levinas rethinks rights in terms of the rights of the other.
         Neither finds the current human rights discourse satisfactory, and both question the
         ‘ground’ of human rights.[21] 
      

      
      In order to appreciate Levinas’s analysis of human rights discourse, it is necessary
         to consider several essays, as his position developed and changed over time. In some
         of his earliest writings on rights, he explores the meaning of being a stranger, or
         foreigner, in terms of the meaning of rights. He explicitly connects this to the status
         of Jews during the Shoah as aliens or political refugees or rightless. According to
         Levinas, human rights cannot be granted by the state. In agreement with Arendt, he
         appreciates that the state is not a secure enough guarantor for rights, as is clear
         from the manner by which Jews, in many European states, were denied rights. Rather
         than ‘ground’ rights in plurality, Levinas tries to ‘ground’ rights in alterity. In
         this sense, both thinkers seek an alternative ‘ground’ for rights. While they differ
         in their response, their differences reveal an underlying agreement as well as the
         importance of considering the intertwined meanings of alterity and plurality:
      

      
         By locating ‘original right’ in proximity and substitution—in what he also called
            the ‘humanism of the other man’—Levinas rigorously distinguished human from natural
            rights. While the early modern rights tradition used the adjective ‘natural’ to validate
            the a priori character of human rights, Levinas insists they transcend nature.[22] 
         

      

      While Levinas’s later essays directly address the issue of human rights, or ‘the rights
         of man,’ many of his Talmudic readings provide a preview of his position. In Beyond Memory he writes: ‘The government surveyor challenges your title to the land you [referring
         to the minor prophet Amos (5:19)] are working, the tax collector always finds you owe money—these are civil
         servants or states questioning your illusory rights as a citizen’ (TN 85). The impersonal
         nature of civil servants and technocrats—visible in all bureaucratic states—resists
         the consideration of every human as a particular and unique person. While we elect,
         recognize and support our governments because they promise to uphold our rights, Levinas
         expresses an Arendtian position by describing these rights as ‘illusory’. Yet in addition
         to the political connotations of this claim, Levinas defines these rights as ‘illusory’
         because they are tools of power masked in ethical attire. Thus Levinas, like Arendt,
         feels the need to challenge the basis of these rights on the ground that they are
         a source of false hope for the excluded of the world that need them most.
      

      
      Neither Levinas nor Arendt denies the fact that human rights have improved the lives
         of many people across the globe; nonetheless both identify dangers at the foundational
         level. In search for an alternative ground for human rights, Levinas turns to the
         Judaic tradition, grounding rights in the notion of responsibility. Let us recall
         that for him, Athens—which speaks on behalf of my rights as well as those of the other—must
         constantly be interrupted and challenged by Jerusalem, by my responsibility for the
         other. According to Levinas, the state serves as a surrogate substitute for our own
         relations to the other. In other words, we excuse ourselves from taking responsibility
         by relying on the state to do it for us. But as Levinas reminds us, we are irreplaceable,
         and as such the state cannot care, in the way we can, for the other. By allowing the
         government to be the supplier (and likewise the revoker) of our rights, we deny our
         relation to the other, which is based on responsibility and not on rights. As a result
         we substitute a relation of the face-to-face with one of abstract impersonal alienation—a
         loss for both the other and the self—and which as Arendt has shown destroys the fabric
         of the shared world. It is also for this reason that she emphasizes the importance
         of participation in the polis and direct democracy.
      

      
      A similar position is to be found in Levinas’s interpretation of the Talmud based
         on the notion of tikkun olam—which is our unique contribution to the shared responsibility to repair the world
         and in so doing bring about justice:
      

      
         It is as if the multiplicity of persons—and is this not the very meaning of personal?—were
            the prerequisite for the fullness of ‘absolute truth’ as if each person, by his uniqueness,
            endured the revelation of a unique aspect of truth, and that some of its aspects would
            never be revealed if some members of humanity were missing. This suggests that the
            totality of truth is made up of the contribution of multiple persons: the uniqueness
            of each reaction bearing the secret of the text. (NTR 20)
         

      

      This view directly opposes that of negative freedom, which sees responsibility in
         terms of a burden. By contrast, Levinas views what Arendt would describe as participation
         as a form of taking responsibility for the world, which is fundamental to our humanity;
         it is a form of caring for the other and a means to create community. In addition,
         both view responsibility and participation in the creation of a shared world as a
         means to combat alienation. Through our contributions we come to feel valuable to
         others; we realize we are irreplaceable, keeping the isolation and alienation of modern
         society at bay. While this requires commitment and can be taxing, it is seen as a
         blessing for Arendt and Levinas (as well as for the rabbis of the Talmud) because
         it affirms that to be human is to be in relation to the other, a freedom for the world
         or other, and thereby rejects the notion of a freedom from (the other or world).
      

      
      Levinas further develops this position in the 1985 essay ‘The Rights of Man and the
         Rights of the Other’:
      

      
         A freedom in fraternity, in which the responsibility of one-for-the-other is affirmed,
            and . . . for which I am answerable. Their original manifestation as rights of the
            other person and as duty for an I, as my fraternal duty—that is the phenomenology of the rights man. . . . My freedom
            and my rights, before manifesting themselves in my opposition to the freedom and rights
            of the other person, will manifest themselves precisely in the form of responsibility,
            in human fraternity. . . . Immutable significance and stability, better than guaranteed
            by the state. (OS 125)
         

      

      Fraternity, which Levinas refers to in many of his writings, has an explicitly political
         meaning. Like Arendt, Levinas was greatly inspired by the principles of republicanism
         (although Arendt clearly preferred the American to the French Revolution, while Levinas
         preferred the latter). Fraternity, which is more problematic for Arendt because of
         its familial origin, is related to her notion of solidarity (removing the familial
         reference), which arises from responsibility for others that is the ‘ground’ upon
         which communities are formed. Catherine Chalier, a Levinas scholar, reinterprets fraternity
         in terms of plurality: ‘Fraternity, irreducibly plural, is from then on never a total
         amalgamation (fusionelle) afraid of falling into a dangerous misinterpretation, and thus precedes the different
         types of community or of societies thought or imagined by people in order to live
         together without destroying themselves’.[23] While republicanism certainly emphasizes participation, responsibility and citizenship,
         these concepts are world-oriented rather than other-oriented and thus closer to Arendt’s
         notion of plurality than to Levinas’s notion of alterity. Could Levinas’s claim that
         fraternity is present in the spirit of republicanism possibly connect alterity to
         plurality?
      

      
      According to Caygill, Levinas’s reading of the Rebulican motto liberté, egalité, fraternité was greatly influenced by his republican professors at Strasbourg. His references
         to fraternity are thus to be read as attempts to connect their republican ideals to
         his own thought and to find a means to relate Greek political thought to the notion
         of fraternity he knows from the biblical tradition. What remains questionable is whether
         these two are reconcilable. While Chalier argues convincingly that they are in her
         book La Fraternité, Un Espoir en Clair-Obscur, Arendt, among others, is quite critical of the familial, private and hierarchical
         roots of fraternity. The latter make the notion of fraternity more difficult to incorporate
         into a political context based on ‘equality’, whether symmetrical or asymmetrical,
         and freedom, whether positive or negative. Without acknowledging any such tension,
         Levinas reads a commitment to the other into the republican notion of fraternity,
         one that seems to fall between the boundaries of duty and responsibility. What is
         implied here is that I experience fraternity through the rights of the other and not
         my own rights; fraternity thus comes from the other rather than the self. Like Arendt,
         Levinas makes recourse to the notion of humanity (a less problematic term than that
         of fraternity), yet he seems to go much further by suggesting that the other has more
         rights than I do. While this suggestion may be ethically justifiable (as Levinas has
         shown), it is questionable whether it is politically judicious or justifiable.
      

      
      This concern has been raised by many of Levinas’s readers. Isn’t there a danger that
         no one will look out for my rights? While this is a legitimate question, it is not
         a Levinasian question, for the following reasons. First, the Buberian symmetry sought
         is ethically problematic for Levinas, as it requires that one attribute responsibility
         to another person. Levinasian responsibility arises from within; it is not something
         that can be ascribed or imposed upon another. There is only one scenario in which
         responsibility can be attributed: when it is self-attributed—I am responsible. It
         is for this reason that he seeks a form of asymmetrical responsibility. Second, given
         the constitutive role the other plays with regard to my subjectivity, especially after
         Otherwise Than Being, there is no absolute separation between my rights and the rights of the other from
         a phenomenological, ethical or political perspective. My rights, just like the self,
         arise from the relation to the other whose rights I defend. In terms of the political,
         this is supported by Arendt’s account of the Dreyfus affair. While (some) Jews may
         have had rights as early as 1789, it was not until non-Jews were publicly willing
         to defend them, as during the Dreyfus case, that these rights were political, or in
         Aristotelian terms, these rights were actualized. Without denying that an ever-increasing
         and infinite responsibility for the other, which Levinas calls for, is absolutely
         foreign to the current human rights discourse, one can argue that in light of the
         events of the previous century, Levinas’s position may be justified, even though it
         is extreme. One can also try to find a middle ground between right discourse and responsibility
         for the other, which would ideally lead to a shift in the present paradigm of the
         autonomous liberal self.[24] 
      

      
      Let us now consider the last phrase of the essay ‘The Rights of Man and the Rights
         of the Other’, seemingly added as an afterthought: ‘immutable significance and stability,
         better than guaranteed by the state’. This claim is noteworthy in that it reaffirms
         both Levinas’s critique of the state, which as a series of intertwined institutions
         failed the Jewish people and thus humanity during the Shoah, and his claims that grounding
         human rights in fraternity, a post-foundational form of alterity, is a better guarantor
         than the state. While Levinas is certainly justified in his claim that the state cannot
         provide the security and guarantee necessary for human rights, a position Arendt shares,
         his claim that alterity can provide a ‘guarantee’ is quite radical. Levinas here expresses
         an immense faith in human beings and in their sense of solidarity, a faith that some
         of the best readers of Arendt also see as her ‘weakness.’[25] According to both Arendt and Levinas, it is the state that has eroded this solidarity
         by imposing vertical relations instead of allowing horizontal relations to flourish
         between individuals:
      

      
         The order of politics (post-ethical or pre-ethical) that inaugurates the ‘social contract’
            is neither the sufficient condition nor the necessary outcome of ethics. In its ethical
            position, the I is distinct both from the citizen born of the city and from the individual who precedes
            all order in his natural egotism, but from whom political philosophy, since Hobbes,
            has tried to derive—or succeeded in deriving—the social or political order of the
            city.[26] 
         

      

      More recently, such claims have been taken up by thinkers such as Roberto Esposito,
         who in a manner similar to both Arendt and Levinas, focuses on Hobbes’s destruction
         of this communitas (horizontality) by means of contract theories of the state.[27] 
      

      
      Another interpretation of Levinas’s comment is that the only alternative to the illusory
         human rights (grounded in the singularity of the autonomous self) is to ‘found’ rights
         in alterity and responsibility. This is precisely the suggestion Levinas advances
         in the essay ‘The Rights of the Other Man’ (AT). He develops the argument that the
         only hope for peace is one rooted in justice—an ethical politics. According to Levinas,
         the alternative—a political peace—is basically a Bismarckian preparation for war.
         In this essay, Levinas returns to the language of hope already present in his first
         Talmudic reading on the notion of prophecy as a form of messianic politics.[28] In addition, he develops the claim that human rights are grounded in the natural
         rights tradition, but yet have been too strongly reinterpreted in light of the Enlightenment’s
         focus on free will, autonomy and reason. This reinterpretation has led to the loss
         of the roots of the natural law tradition, which in itself is not a problem; what
         is, however, deeply problematic is that this tradition was the only link to Jerusalem
         its original inspiration and the commandment to care for one’s neighbour. Accordingly,
         it is the loss of this biblically rooted ethical connection that has enabled the rise
         of a liberal interpretation of rights as almost inimitable. The law is seen as a limitation
         rather than as a source of freedom. As seen above, rights are for-the-other, and as
         such I need to put my rights into question, which calls for limitation. Yet rather
         than using reason to limit oneself, reason—in a liberal paradigm—is a tool to agree
         upon common limitations to impose on the other in the name of autonomy and at the
         cost of heteronomy. In such a framework, rights continue to promote the politics of
         war rather than justice, and as such Levinas calls for a re-evaluation of rights in
         light of the need for greater political responsibility.
      

      
      The Crisis of Europe

      
      Levinas commences “Peace and Proximity” with the following enigmatic claim: ‘The problem
         of Europe and peace is precisely the one posed by the contradiction of our European
         consciences’ (AT 131). Because of a contradiction internal to Europe itself, in the
         idea of Europe itself, Europe has not had a lasting peace. Kant’s dream of perpetual
         peace is impossible, according to Levinas, because of ‘the idea of Europe’ itself—what
         could this possibly mean? Europe’s peace is inspired by Athens; it is a peace based
         on the search for the Truth and ‘attained’ by commanding, convincing and mastering
         people, it is a totalizing peace (AT 131). Levinas thus, similar to Arendt in her
         critique of Plato, associates violence, domination and war with the quest for Truth,
         the sort of truth that prevents discourse, interaction and a relationship to the other.
         Truth that prima facie rejects the value of doxa, preventing alterity from being expressed, is by definition unethical and unjust.
         Levinas thus questions whether it is truly peace if it can only be maintained by denying
         alterity. Arendt makes an analogous claim with regard to truth’s silencing of doxa as a sign of its antipolitical nature. Likewise, she asks, how can (negative) freedom
         require the destruction of the plurality of the world?
      

      
      Yet tranquillity and rest do not typify Levinas’s alternative proposal for peace,
         much as Arendt’s notion of the political is one rooted in agonism. Tranquillity and
         rest are part of political peace, not justice. Subjectivity must constantly be put
         into question and be attentive to the call of the other. According to Levinas this
         is precisely what the peace of Europe has failed to achieve; it is peace that justifies
         negative freedom and thus aims to liberate individuals from disturbances, failing
         to appreciate the importance of being disturbed, or taken hostage, by the other—of
         being responsible for an other.[29] According to Levinas, Europe’s guilt when it looks at its own past has led to ‘the
         shattering of the universality of theoretical reason’ (AT 132).[30] After the horrors of the Shoah, Europe’s bad conscience could not be eased by grand
         meta-narratives, dogmatic faith or any philosophical position that sought a singular
         all-encompassing truth (what Arendt refers to as ideologies in Origins). The Shoah is the political event that symbolizes the absolute end of metaphysics
         and the ontological tradition, a claim affirmed by Arendt.
      

      
      The Shoah destroyed the shaky foundations of European thought, both theoretical and
         practical. These foundations could not, and more important should not, be re-established.
         Levinas and Arendt accept the end of foundationalism but not the end of contingent
         foundations. In this vein, both Arendt and Levinas are post-foundational thinkers,
         as defined by Marchart. ‘Assumption of the impossibility of a final ground, which is something completely different as it implies an increased awareness
         of, on the one hand, contingency and, on the other, . . . the moment of partial and
         always, in the last instance, unsuccessful grounding’.[31] Post-foundationalism takes the form of a contingent and fragile horizontal intersubjectivity
         for Levinas and Arendt:
      

      
         What for Heidegger was still a project, namely the ‘deconstruction’ of European metaphysics,
            became for Levinas’s thinking an empirical datum, given in the Hitlerian realization
            of simple, literal destruction. To be precise, the destruction of every metaphysic of morals, empirically and ontically
            accomplished in Auschwitz, became the levelled ground and ‘space’ of Levinas’s thought.[32] 
         

      

      While some thinkers do not place as great an emphasis on the Shoah as the event that
         radically challenges the philosophical tradition, Western thought has been ineffably
         affected by this political and historical trauma. One of the clearest signs of this
         change is the reception Levinas’s work has received in the past few decades. Would
         philosophy have been open to such a radically new ethical approach had Europe not
         experienced such horrors in the twentieth century?[33] While many of Levinas’s critics have argued that his ethics is too radical, his response
         was that only such an extreme reversal of the dominant and powerful Greek logic is
         enough to allow for the ethical interruption of the other. Nothing less than a radical
         challenge can create space for alterity, for the weak, excluded, downtrodden and forgotten.
      

      
      In the second part of this essay, Levinas returns to Europe’s bad conscience, which
         ‘expresses more than just a contradiction between a certain project of culture and
         its result’ (AT 134). By exploring the contradictions manifest in our modern desire
         for peace, Levinas shows why and how such moral ideals can result in such devastation.
         One such example is the concept of freedom tied to the notion of peace; it is a freedom
         rooted in a self who desires to be ‘free from’ impediments such as those posed by
         the presence of others in a shared world. By connecting this notion of freedom to
         the dangers of politics presented by unchecked egoism and individualism, it is possible
         to understand the bad conscience which Levinas claims grounds so many concepts central
         to politics. We should not be surprised that a peace based on freedom from others
         can lead to a politics that excludes otherness. This exemplifies the contradiction
         of European conscience. For Levinas, the only way to address Europe’s bad conscience
         is to listen to the voice of the other excluded by our politics. No excuses, rational
         or other, can possibly justify silencing the other that forces the self to look into
         the shameful mirror of history. The heaviness of our responsibility for the suffering
         and death of others, such as was experienced by those who lived through the atrocities
         of the twentieth century, is greater than our right to what Levinas describes as the
         pleasures of being, or ‘enjoyment’. Allowing ourselves to be accused by the disfiguring
         mirror of history forces us to grapple with the reality of our bad conscience; ‘Greek’
         peace comes at the cost of the other. This realization is at the source of the contradiction
         that Levinas defines as ‘the ethical moment of our European crisis’ (AT 135).
      

      
      While Levinas finds ample resources for this ‘more urgent call’ in the Talmud, in
         ‘Peace and Proximity’ it is to its phenomenological roots that he turns:
      

      
         I have thought that the uniqueness and the alterity of the unique is concretely the
            face of the other man, the original epiphany of which is not in its visibility as
            a plastic form, but in ‘appresentation’. The thought awakened to the face of the other
            man is not a thought of . . . a representation, but from the start a thought for .
            . . a non-indifference for the other. (AT 139)
         

      

      It is from the experience of the vulnerability of the other—in the face-to-face encounter—that
         the challenge or demand to respond awakens us to our (guilt) and responsibility. He
         also provides a concrete example of such an encounter that helps to clarify the meaning
         of appresentation. In Vasily Grossman’s Life and Fate, it is ‘the human back [that is] so expressive and transmits states of mind do penetratingly
         . . . [it] seemed to shout, to cry, to sob’ (AT 140). This experience awakens a call
         in me that is expressed by the commandment ‘thou shall not kill’. This seemingly negative
         commandment is interpreted by Levinas as the need to take responsibility for the neighbour,
         the widow and the orphan. Thus the concrete encounter with another awakens a voice
         within me that challenges me to question the tranquil and self-affirming peace that
         comes at the cost of the other.
      

      
      In ‘Peace and Proximity’, Levinas emphasizes the importance of responding with non-indifference.
         Much like the notion of a non-allergic reaction to alterity, this non-indifference
         is the openness to being questioned by the other, an openness that constitutes my
         subjectivity. Arendt also reflects on this indifference and recognizes how politically
         and ethically problematic it is. ‘Morally and even politically speaking, this indifference
         [the refusal to take responsibility], though common enough, is the greatest danger.
         And connected to this, only a bit less dangerous, is another very common modern phenomenon,
         the widespread tendency to refuse to judge at all’ (RJ 145f). For both thinkers, being
         questioned and questioning is fundamental to keeping oneself open to the other and
         the world. The interhuman realm is one constituted by a challenging openness to difference
         that demands us to take responsibility for the fragility of the other and the shared
         world. Non-indifference demands that one limit one’s ego. It is this limitation that
         creates a space for the horizontal bond with others that ‘founds’ community. This
         is in clear contrast to Hobbes’s vision, in which one transfers one’s freedom to the
         sovereign out of fear for one’s life. While it may appear to be ‘easier’ to give up
         one’s autonomy—to become the subject of the sovereign, autonomy—for both thinkers—is
         an illusion. As heteronomous subjects, Hobbes’s contractual solution destroys any
         possibility of horizontal relations with the other, thereby preventing any real peace
         or community.
      

      
      A Judaic Politics?

      
      What remains unclear is whether the possibility of an ethical politics, for Levinas,
         is internal or external to Europe itself. Does this reversal of Greek logic come from
         within ‘Europe against Europe’ (AT 133)—or from the rebirth of a voice outside of
         Europe? Is there no other solution than to reject this rich philosophical history
         and to replace it with the voice of the Judaic, or is this latter voice always already
         part of Europe itself? While in previous essays Levinas certainly leaned towards the
         former conclusion, he is much less polemical in ‘Peace and Proximity’. Greek thought
         is appreciated for its past contribution and future potential. The European heritage
         has two essential roots that are in tension—that of Jerusalem and that of Athens.
         To further explore this clash, he turns to Rashi, a celebrated Talmudic rabbi. In
         the same vein that Hobbes is Levinas’s symbolic representative of ‘all that is Greek’[34] as the Leviathan embodies the absolute justification for the egoism of politics, Rashi means ‘all
         that is Talmudic’ or all that is the Judaic. In this essay, Levinas returns to Rashi’s
         analysis of fear and anguish in relation to the biblical story of Jacob and Esau.
         Rashi’s account of the intensity of Jacob’s anguish, which is much greater than his
         fear of Esau, is that although ‘[Jacob] was fearful for his death, [he was] anguished
         at possibly having to kill’ (AT 135). The core of the message is that responsibility
         trumps fear. It is better to be killed than to kill. It is better to give up one’s
         rights than to deny those of another. Precisely what Arendt argues is one of the few
         ethical lessons we can learn from Socrates’s thinking. The commandment ‘do not kill’
         ethically outweighs the instinct to survive. Hobbes’s analysis presupposes the inverse.
         Levinas demands that we listen to the biblical message, which rejects a meaningless
         and violent existence for humanity. Life is not ‘nasty, brutish, and short’. The only
         way to rupture this prophecy is to rupture the self that creates it by making space
         for the other. Levinas asks us to consider whether ‘peace must not respond to a call
         more urgent than that of truth and initially distinct from the call of truth’? (AT
         136).
      

      
      Despite Levinas’s harsh criticism of the Hobbesian-inspired liberal tradition, he
         does not completely reject this approach to politics.[35] One reason for this more detailed consideration of politics was Levinas’s engagement
         with questions related to the state of Israel. In this vein, in the final section
         of ‘Peace and Proximity’, Levinas affirms that the Greek tradition does indeed have
         an essential role to play with regard to peace. His alternative, which could perhaps
         be designated as political alterity, is not to be seen as a replacement but as a partner
         in the peace process. Although many have understandably interpreted Levinas’s work
         to be a blanket criticism of all politics, a justified reading given his highly polemical
         and hyperbolic style of communication, a more careful reading shows the necessity
         to create a space for the marginalized voice of the Judaic tradition within the dominant
         tradition of politics. Levinas thus concludes that Jerusalem is part of Europe’s heritage
         that has been often overlooked or silenced:
      

      
         Europe: its biblical heritage implies the necessity of the Greek heritage. Europe
            is not a simple confluence of two cultural currents. It is the concretization in which
            the wisdoms of the theoretical and the biblical do better than converge. The relation
            with the other and the unique, which is peace, comes to require a reason that thematizes
            and synchronizes and synthesizes, that thinks the world and reflects on being. (AT
            142)
         

      

      Here Levinas, perhaps for the first time, unambiguously clarifies the structure of
         the relationship between the two roots of Western thought. Neither is meant to replace
         the other; both are essential for a just political peace. This is quite a different
         claim than that argued for in the ‘Messianic Texts’ of the 1960s.[36] This recognition of the value of Greek politics also reiterates Levinas’s respect
         for many of the elements of our current democracies, such as the rule of law as well
         as the theoretical equality and dignity conferred on citizens by means of constitutions
         and charters.
      

      
         The extreme importance in human multiplicity of the political structure of society
            under the rule of law, and hence institutions in which the for-the-other of subjectivity—in
            which the I—enters with the dignity of the citizen into the perfect reciprocity of
            political laws that are essentially egalitarian or held to become so. (AT 143)
         

      

      The Greek tradition has the ability, by means of reason, to develop and disseminate
         the ethical principle symbolically rooted in Jerusalem, but it cannot take precedence.
         A Greek-centred peace is dangerous, as it presents itself as the totalization, or
         completion, of truth, thereby excluding all other voices. For this reason, Levinas
         claims that the message of the Bible must have priority in that it creates a space
         that cannot be closed. It is clear that the Judaic tradition must be the guiding principle.
      

      
      In addition, by reaffirming his defence of ethics as first philosophy in terms of
         justice, Levinas provides a political justification for the priority of the Judaic.
         While Levinas acknowledges that unity, singularity and truth are to have priority
         in the realms of math, music or philosophy (by which I assume Levinas means epistemology
         and logic, etc.), he reaffirms that alterity must be the principle of ethics and the
         political. Levinas’s claim is that in relation to justice (as with the ethical relation
         that is the guiding principle of justice), the ontological or traditional Greek-inspired
         philosophical approach in which the self or singularity is prioritized is not acceptable.
         For Levinas ethics must precede politics; he does not see an Arendtian alternative—a
         political ethics—as possible. The prioritization of alterity is necessary so that
         the ethical relation is not neglected during the necessary political processes of
         ‘thematization, synchronization and synthesis’. Levinas—who because of his Lithuanian
         heritage was in many ways more familiar with Stalinism than Arendt—understood that
         this neglect of the other was a common occurrence within the administrative and bureaucratic
         realms of politics.
      

      
      By advocating the primacy of alterity over singularity with regard to interhuman relations,
         Levinas is in fact making the same argument Arendt made with regard to the primacy
         of plurality over singularity with regard to the political. In this vein both Levinas
         and Arendt claim that a fundamental lesson that must be learned from totalitarianism
         is that liberal democracies can easily be manipulated, a reality that continues to
         ring true today, and as such political responsibility demands that we do not simply
         accept our contemporary political system because of a supposed lack of alternatives.
         The Third Reich was not an exception, and it would be naïve to assume that it was
         a ‘one-time’ historical aberration. What happened could happen again if we do not
         take responsibility for the other and the shared world. Levinas’s justification for
         this position is that the possibility of tyranny or totalitarianism, as well as less
         obviously evil or violent forms of government, is still present within the origins
         of liberalism itself. This is a claim he develops in his 1934 essay ‘Reflections on
         Hitlerism’, which is almost prophetic in its ability to understand the dangerous implications
         of a liberalism driven by racism.[37] Arendt expresses a similar concern, as both totalitarianism and liberalism are political
         ‘regimes’ rooted in distinct forms of singularity, the former in loneliness and the
         latter in individualism. For Levinas, liberalism, in its many forms, always has the
         potential to be manipulated, either by the state or by the people in the case of democracies
         and is an inherently contingent and fragile system. ‘At every moment, [a liberal democracy
         is] on the verge of bearing within [itself its] centre of gravity and weighing in
         [its] own right on the fate of men, as a source of conflict and violence’ (AT 143).
         Liberalism, in some measure defined by its goal to promote ‘freedom from’ through
         the rule of law, and the value it sees in what Levinas claims is an illusory neutrality,
         has the potential to become ethically vacuous—a vacuum that is easily filled by force
         and fear. According to Kearney:
      

      
         The norm that must continue to inspire and direct the moral order is the ethical norm
            of the interhuman. If the moral-political order totally relinquishes its ethical foundation,
            it must accept all forms of society, including the fascist or totalitarian, for it
            can no longer evaluate or discriminate between them. The state is usually better than
            anarchy—but not always. In some instances,—fascism or totalitarianism, for example—the
            political order of the state may have to be challenged in the name of our ethical
            responsibility to the other. This is why ethical philosophy must remain first philosophy.[38] 
         

      

      Levinas’s conclusion also enigmatically encapsulates his post-foundational position
         on the political.[39] While it might be tempting to interpret Levinas’s claim that ethics is first philosophy
         (or that ethics is metaphysics) as a foundational claim, a substitute for traditional
         ethics or metaphysics, Levinas recognized that such absolute foundations are a threat
         to the absolute priority that must be given to the ethical relation. Nonetheless he
         does not entirely dismiss all forms of grounding, claiming: ‘It is not unimportant
         to know—and this is perhaps the European experience of the twentieth century—whether
         the egalitarian and just State in which the European realizes himself . . . proceeds
         from a war of all against all—or from the irreducible responsibility of one for the
         other’ (AT 144/TI 247). What is possible (and what Levinas argues for in this essay
         and is expressed so poetically in this quotation) is the recognition of these two
         roots, one Greek and one Judaic, at the heart of Europe (which sadly, given Levinas’s
         Eurocentrism, can be interpreted as being the two roots for all humanity). Yet more
         than this, Levinas here defends the priority of alterity, symbolized by the Judaic
         root, as the post-foundational ground for both ethics and the political. In a nutshell,
         responsibility and justice are to be ‘grounded’ in alterity. What this entails, contrary
         to the tradition, whether as defined by Hobbes or by Kant, is that autonomy, freedom
         and reason are, as it were, second to heteronomy. Levinas’s move from subjectivity
         to alterity is a move from freedom to responsibility, from autonomy to heteronomy.
         ‘Heteronomy is somehow stronger than autonomy here, except that this heteronomy is
         not slavery, is not bondage’ (EN 111). In terms of the political, this ‘move’ is similar
         to the one Arendt makes in the name of the plurality, which is also a space of intersubjective
         responsibility.
      

      
      Levinas’s post-foundationalism is also evident in his aim to find a balance between
         Athens and Jerusalem. In these later political texts, Levinas understands that ethics
         and the political will always be in tension with each other. ‘Politics must be able
         in fact always to be checked and criticized starting from the ethical. This second
         form of sociality would render justice to that secrecy which for each is his life
         . . . a secrecy which holds to the responsibility for the Other’ (EI 81). For Levinas,
         ethics must have a voice in the polis, and if the priority of this voice is denied, it will have the final word in terms
         of responsibility. In other words, if we neglect to consider every individual person
         as irreplaceable within the political, we cannot evade responsibility for such atrocities
         as the Shoah, in which people were tattooed and counted like cattle. If we are not
         willing to recognize the miracle that every new life brings, then we are participants
         in the injustice of politics that treats other human beings as superfluous. For Levinas,
         the Judaic tradition of Talmudic interpretation of the Bible, a central part of Europe’s
         heritage, serves as a reminder of this wisdom through stories such as that of Cain
         and Abel, which warns us of the dangers of failing to respond affirmatively to the
         question, ‘Am I my brother’s keeper?’ While Arendt clearly does not use the same religious
         metaphors (except that of miracles in relation to natality), she does present a similar
         argument in her analysis of the equation of plurality with multiplicity. In this vein,
         she affirms Levinas’s claim that alterity and heteronomy are the ‘foundation’ of humanity,
         a form of alterity that should never be instrumentalized.
      

      
      In addition, Levinas approaches the relationship between singularity and alterity
         in terms of Athens and Jerusalem, respectively. Those who take the road of singularity
         directed towards Athens share Hobbes’s perception of life as ‘brutish and short’ and
         human interaction as ‘a war of all against all’, leading them to advocate for freedom,
         equality and the rights of the self—all of which denies space for alterity.[40] If we accept Hobbes’s picture of human nature as the origin of politics, why are
         we surprised that the history of humanity is violent? Isn’t this exactly what we should
         expect from a contract enforced by fear? According to Levinas, such a notion of freedom
         can only come at the cost of the other. This same tension arises in terms of human
         rights, which fail to recognize their origin in responsibility.
      

      
      His solution, comparable to Arendt’s, is to seek an intersubjective perspective from
         which to think of the polis. It is this point of view that demands a reflection upon the individualism now ruling
         politics and the dangers of an unethical politics. Equality, in its abstract and universal
         form, can be as unjust as the greatest inequalities of the twentieth century, even
         more so since it may be blind to ‘the tears of the other’. This leads Levinas to make
         a sweeping generalization, which he—like Arendt—learned to do from Heidegger: the
         philosophical tradition is willing to sacrifice the other if this sacrifice provides
         security, certainty and control for the self (EN 157). While this ‘sacrifice of the
         other’ is justified as a demand for rights and freedoms in response to oppression,
         it potentially leads to the destruction of humanity. As such, the self must constantly
         be held in check by ethics. Arendt was well aware of this fact and sought to create
         a place, from within the polis, for such ethics. Sadly, it came too late to be properly developed. Is Levinas’s
         alternative of an ethical polis a better option? Or is there a third option—somewhere between alterity and plurality?
      

      
      Is Levinas’s Ethical polis Enough?
      

      
      While Levinas clearly did not construct a normative political theory, the essays considered
         in this chapter (which are only a small fraction of all those written on political
         topics) indicate his interest in the idea of an ethical politics rooted in alterity.
         Levinas, like Arendt, understood the urgent need to rethink the grounds of the political.
         For Levinas this ground is to be found in the ethical relation. Levinas expresses
         this Never Again outlook in the dedication to Otherwise Than Being:
      

      
         To the memory of those who were closest among the six million assassinated by the
            National Socialists, and of the millions on millions of all confessions of all nations,
            victims of the same hatred of the other man, the same anti-semitism. . . . תנצבה [May
            their souls be bound together in the bond of life].
         

      

      The Shoah epitomized the danger of ‘the same hatred of the other man’ that Levinas
         had already identified this danger in the distortion of liberalism (in his 1934 essay).
         It is the hatred of the other characterized by an allergic reaction to alterity that
         Levinas wants to confront. He scrutinizes this hatred—just as Arendt does in order
         to reconcile herself to this world—and concludes by identifying its roots in a particular
         ontological paradigm. By means of both the phenomenological and Judaic traditions,
         he challenges this paradigm by means of a subjectivity constituted by alterity. By
         understanding ourselves as relational beings, created by and responsible for the other,
         we can affirm and strengthen the bonds of solidarity. While this challenge is no guarantee
         of its success, it does force the self to face itself. This interruption of the self,
         making space for the other, is critical for Levinas’s ethics. The question we must
         now consider is whether this is enough for the political realm.
      

      
      Levinas’s political paradigm is presented in terms of justice—justice, like ethics,
         is the relentless interruption of totality and reminder of the priority of the other.
         Justice is not a model to be imposed on the ethical relation; it is an ideal defined
         by the ethical relation. The question is, what motivates the empowerment and enactment
         of justice? Tikkun olam, the Judaic notion of repairing the world, is not just an ideal; it must be realized
         collectively both by means of small acts of kindness and on a larger scale. Given
         the potential of the political to further strengthen the horizontal bonds that are
         essential to both alterity and plurality, as described by Arendt, is Levinas’s transposition
         of ethics into the political a sufficient solution? While ethics accomplishes its
         ‘end’ every time it challenges injustice or interrupts the ego by means of a question,
         the political does not ‘succeed’ when such an ethics is realized. Levinas’s ethics
         is not a project, law or set of normative principles that can be inscribed within
         a certain system. Ethics, to repeat, is precisely that which challenges the boundaries
         of all systems. We are indeed a step closer to justice every time the political is
         interrupted, but that is ethics or justice—not the political as defined by Arendt.
         The step from justice to the political is greater than Levinas realized. In the space
         between justice and the political there are many questions to be addressed, including
         those concerning collective action, empowerment, participation and community.
      

      
      Likewise, Levinas’s ethics fails in its political form with regard to the transformation
         of responsibility from the other to the third. Ethics can respond responsibly to the
         other. The political can never respond responsibly to all others. As discussed above,
         if politics could do so, it would no longer be able to maintain the space necessary
         to prevent totalization, to ensure that it does not become tyrannical. This is the
         inverse danger of liberalism, which by seeking neutrality creates too great a space
         from the other. Furthermore, while a certain form of unlimited, or infinite, totalization—in
         terms of responsibility—is desirable in ethical terms, it is precisely such lack of
         limits, or boundaries, that the political must prevent on ethical grounds. This is
         precisely what both Levinas and Arendt recognize, with reference to love. While love
         is one of the most wondrous human experiences, it is also exclusive and irresponsible.
         This is why love cannot ‘ground’ the political (as some Christian thinkers have suggested).
         Given that Levinas’s ethics is potential as exclusive even if he claims that the third
         is always already present in the other, it too cannot ‘ground’ the political. Ethics
         should inspire, not define or limit, the political. Reversing the terms we approach
         this same limitation in Levinas’s ethical polis. If the political is guided by ethics, how can ethics interrupt it? Love itself is
         not difficult, what is difficult is the experience of being torn by one’s commitments
         to the other, whom one loves, and to the world. Returning this romantic analogy to
         the realm of the political, one only has to consider the reality of limited resources
         in order to understand that the responsibility of the political is quite unlike that
         of the ethical relation. The latter is infinite and must remain open to externality
         to remain ethical. This last point brings us to three related tensions, all of which
         further problematize Levinas’s move from ethics to the political: first, the relation
         between theory and practice; second, ethics’ lack of limits; and third, Levinas’s
         political naïveté.
      

      
      While I do not wish to reduce Levinas’s move from ethics to justice to one between
         theory and practice, many of the problems with the latter relationship, certainly
         as presented by Arendt, apply to Levinas’s approach. As Arendt establishes in her
         critical reading of Plato, there is a danger of approaching the realm of the political
         by means of an ideal or model if one wishes to respect its plurality, which Levinas,
         unlike Plato, does. While it is not fair to reduce the ethical relation, the face-to-face,
         to the status of either an ideal or model, it takes on this role in relation to justice,
         which it is meant to guide. If unlimited, a theoretical impossibility, the ethical
         relation is potentially totalizing, requiring the absolute sacrifice of the self for
         the other. The self must allow itself to be continuously challenged and must never
         ask for reciprocity. Again, while this is an ‘ideal’ worth aspiring to, it is incredibly
         dangerous. To avoid this danger, Arendt prioritizes enactment, performance and judgement—excluding
         theories and truth from the interhuman realm. Both thinkers strive for justice, Levinas
         by means of an ideal that can never be attained, Arendt by enabling moments of justice
         to appear in the world. In this vein, while Levinas’s ‘model’ of an ethical polis is not a theory of justice, at times it comes very close, which as Arendt is right
         to remind us is always potentially totalitarian.
      

      
      The second problem of Levinas’s move from ethics to justice concerns limits in relation
         to the notion of the third. While Levinas’s ethics is to be praised for its ability
         to test limits and to challenge boundaries, this experimentation is politically irresponsible.
         Levinas himself acknowledges the need for limits with regard to justice, and yet these
         same limits are contrary to his ethics. ‘We need laws, and—yes—courts of law, institutions
         and the state to render justice’ (TN 174). Albeit reluctantly, Levinas admits that
         if responsibility is at the heart of ethics, and justice is to be inspired by ethics,
         justice must limit ethics. Justice needs to be limited to be just. This is a contradiction
         that Levinas fails to resolve. If ethics cannot be limited and justice must be limited,
         another ‘framework’ is needed to limit justice. This is a problem recognized by Annabel
         Herzog, who concludes that the only ‘solution’ is to limit the ethical encounter by
         means of a political context, which is precisely what I argue Arendt offers for a
         Levinasian ethics.[41] For the political to be ethical, it must be bounded. In Arendtian terms, just as
         the polis needs the walls of the city, the laws to provide stability and limits, ethics also
         needs to be bounded. While the political comes with no guarantees, the uncertainty
         of a political ethics without internal support or structure seems to be a poor substitute
         for at least the basic certainty provided by laws, institutions and the state.
      

      
      This brings us to a third criticism of Levinas’s ethical politics. While Levinas certainly
         experienced the horrors of politics, his understanding of both politics and the political
         remained at times surprisingly naïve. This is perhaps most evident from some of the
         shocking comments he made in interviews. In relation to the atrocities committed by
         the Israeli army at Sabra and Shatilla in 1982 he stated, on French radio, in dialogue
         with Schlomo Malka and Alain Finkielkraut:
      

      
         My definition of the other is completely different. The other is the neighbour, who
            is not necessarily kin, but who can be. And in that sense, if you’re for the other,
            you’re for the neighbour. But if your neighbour attacks another neighbour or treats
            him unjustly, what can you do? Then alterity takes on another character, in alterity
            we can find an enemy, or at least then we are faced with the problem of knowing who
            is right and who is wrong, who is just and who is unjust. There are people who are
            wrong.[42] 
         

      

      Or his comment, in relation to the Soviet-Chinese conflict in 1960: ‘The yellow peril!
         It is not racial, it is spiritual. It does not involve inferior values; it involves
         a radical strangeness, a stranger to the weight of its past, from where there does
         not filter any familiar voice or inflection, a lunar or Martian past’ (DF 293).
      

      
      Yet Levinas was also politically naïve in another sense. While he certainly makes
         a persuasive case for the commandment ‘thou shall not kill’, he understands that there
         are always people who will choose to ignore this commandment and to follow in the
         footsteps of Cain (EN 110). While murder is an ethical impossibility, it is not a
         real or ontological impossibility. Levinas’s means to address this is to declare that
         ‘a place has to be foreseen and kept warm for all eternity for Hitler and his followers’
         (NTR 87)—but is this sufficient? It is politically naïve to assume that an ethical
         impossibility is a sufficient guarantee for the political. While Levinas’s later writings
         shy away from such naïve claims, he continues to fail—as is evident from his interviews
         in the final years—to understand the harsh reality of politics. While Levinas’s notion
         of prophetic politics is certainly a powerful vision for the political, it offers
         even less—in terms of a safety net—than that provided by laws, institutions and the
         state. As Bettina Bergo writes, ‘Levinas offers a principle of hope—realising that
         principles function as grounds, so that further appeals to “found” them in a prior
         logic are vain—a sort of superbience’.[43] Arendt, who has a much better grasp of the reality of politics, maintains a principle
         of hope and positive philosophical anthropology, both of which are present in Levinas’s
         model of ethical polis, without this naïveté.
      

      
      The conclusion that needs to be drawn here is that a responsible means to ensure that
         the Shoah never happens again is to combine hope in humanity with political pragmatism. While the latter is certainly
         lacking in Levinas’s thought, it is not only the result of naïveté; it is also the
         result of the trauma of the Shoah and, without wanting to engage in psychological
         factors anathema to phenomenology, part and parcel of the history of the Jewish people.
         As Arendt states, with great controversy, Judaism lacks an understanding of politics,
         which was one of the reasons that when Jews were attacked politically they failed
         to understand that only a political response was appropriate. Levinas seems also to
         fall into this Judaic trap by seeking to respond to the Shoah by means of ethics.
         Trigano is very critical of Levinas’s failure to appreciate the importance of reflecting
         on the relationship between the Judaic and the political:
      

      
         The capacity to be ‘for the other’. This is why I emphasise the importance of the
            political that is the field itself in which the disjunction between singularity and
            universality has to be installed . . . and this disjunction is the condition itself
            of the possibility of the other. . . . If Jewish philosophy has a future, it will
            only come at the cost of a radical reversal in which it will rediscover the question
            of the political as it is of another nature than the dimension of subjectivity, interiority
            and the inter-personal.[44] 
         

      

      While Levinas’s analysis of the Shoah, written between the lines in every one of his
         works, makes clear that it was as a result of the hatred of alterity that such atrocities
         could occur, it is not by combating this hatred, in the name of ethics or morality,
         that it can be prevented. Alterity needs to make its appearance in the political realm by becoming its principle. This is, with the help of Arendt’s notion of plurality, what I develop in the next
         chapter by way of the notion of relationality.
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      From Arendt and Levinas to Relationality

      
         
         
         
      

      
      This chapter is both a conclusion to the previous chapters, in which we explored the
         importance of plurality for Arendt’s notion of the political and alterity for Levinas’s
         ethics, and also an introduction to the notion of relationality that was envisioned
         based on these two post-Shoah phenomenological explorations of intersubjectivity.
         While my intention, in the previous chapters, was to accurately represent the thought
         of Arendt and Levinas while at the same time pointing towards the potential for a
         rich engagement of their respective projects, it is now time to part ways and to develop
         my own project. In this vein, I have certainly been inspired by other thinkers, among
         them many feminist philosophers, who have also sought to explore what lies between
         the ‘I’ and the ‘we’, between the individual and the collective or group, as a means
         to approach the political. With the concept of relationality, I intend to revise some
         of the limitations uncovered in both Arendt’s and Levinas’s respective projects. In
         addition, these revisions will also enable me to develop an Arendtian- and Levinasian-inspired
         political ethics—what I refer to as a politics of relationality. In what follows,
         I focus on what I consider to be ‘the pearls of great wisdom’ in Arendt’s and Levinas’s
         writings. In this vein, I follow Arendt, who uses this metaphor of pearl diving when
         introducing Walter Benjamin’s posthumous writings: to ‘descend to the bottom of the
         sea, not to excavate the bottom and bring it to light but to pry loose the rich and
         the strange, the pearls and the coral in the depths, and carry them to the surface’.[1] It is also worth repeating that my goal is not to harmonize Arendt’s and Levinas’s
         projects or to deny the difference between ethics and the political; rather—by means
         of the concept of relationality—I want to consider how alterity can strengthen the
         political without destroying its principle of plurality. With this in mind, as well
         as the insights investigated in the previous chapters, I can begin to sketch a post-foundational
         political ethics of relationality.
      

      
      The pearls and coral I seek are those that speak to our current political reality.
         Those of us fortunate enough to live in the richest and most stable countries nonetheless
         live in fragile democracies. The past decades have been defined by a string of crises
         ranging from economic and political concerns such as the problem of representation
         and democratic deficit, inclusion and exclusion (such as those concerning refugees,
         immigration and racism) problems both authors were all too familiar with. It is my
         contention that in addition to institutions, what is necessary is a new principle
         for democratic politics. For Arendt this principle was plurality; my enhancement—relationality—calls
         for a plurality strengthened by an ethics of alterity. In addition, relationality
         distances itself from the notion of intersubjectivity, developing instead a relational
         approach, which refuses the priority of either the ‘I’ or the ‘we’, thereby inhabiting
         the paradoxical space between both. The most indispensable aspect of relationality
         is to be found in Arendt’s notion of plurality, its implicit inclusion of all those
         who share the world, an implicit ethics of alterity that is justified politically.
         As Butler demonstrates, by applying it to the current asymmetrical conflict between
         Israel and Palestine, through her reading of Arendt’s Eichmann in Jerusalem, plurality is a principle that reminds us that no one has a right to decide with
         whom to cohabit the world.[2] Every human being, in her unicity or distinction, is an essential part of the world
         and cannot be excluded. Another way to express this idea is that a relational approach
         allows for one to be at home in a community or in the world not in spite of, or out
         of tolerance for, difference, but because one’s alterity is essential to the plurality
         of this community. By promoting such an ethos of alterity from within the political, the alterity of plurality and the importance
         of plurality for the political are prioritized. This principle also contests the roots
         of the hatred that enabled the systematic destruction of one of the world’s most fragile
         peoples and sadly continues to manifest itself in Europe today (e.g., the most common
         targets are Muslims, Romas and refugees).
      

      
      I assemble relationality’s building blocks in two parts. First, I return to the four
         background elements announced in the introduction and developed throughout this project:
         the Shoah, phenomenology, Heidegger and the Judaic. I dedicate more time and care
         to the notion of the Judaic as it has not, in the previous chapters, been explicitly
         thematized.[3] The Judaic plays an important inspirational role with regard to relationality because
         of the emphasis it places on hope, responsibility and a relational approach. Second,
         after this synthetic step, I turn to a more analytic endeavour: loosening the notions
         of plurality and alterity from the grips of intersubjectivity. This is necessary to
         free the relational approach from an ontology and epistemology inhabiting the shadow
         of the subject. With this post-foundational ground as our starting point, I focus
         on several other aspects of relationality: its contingency, the importance of hope
         and the priority of the political.
      

      
      Introducing Background Elements 
into Relationality
      

      
      Never Again

      
      As is palpable from their respective oeuvres, the horrors of the Shoah are never far
         from either Arendt’s or Levinas’s thinking. Yet neither author accepts the view that
         the Shoah should be understood as a one-time, exceptional, unrepeatable historical
         aberration. The lessons each learns from the Shoah are as relevant today as they were
         seventy years ago when the world first discovered what had happened in the camps and
         mass graves of Nazi-occupied Europe. For Arendt, traces of totalitarianism remain
         present in the contemporary practice of violence and terror as well as the escalating
         numbers of people experiencing homelessness, loneliness and rootlessness (OT vii).
         For Levinas, Never Again requires combating all forms of exploitation caused by rampant unchecked egoism,
         racism or ‘the same hatred of the other man’, as well as inequality and poverty (AT
         32). What both conclude, a conclusion that was already partially developed by their
         teacher, Heidegger, is that many of the policies essential during the Shoah have ‘origins’
         or ‘roots’ in the Western philosophical tradition. For Levinas, it is the tradition’s
         ontological obsession with the self, while for Arendt it is the Platonic-inspired
         rejection of plurality and the polis. In this vein, the Shoah is a historical event that expresses a crisis already present
         in the Western tradition that fails to guarantee the dignity of difference. Embracing
         the post-foundational notion of relationality is a means to reject this tradition.
         I, inspired by both Arendt and Levinas, who refused to give up hope after such horror,
         refuse to be part of what James Watson describes as the ‘“we” [who] will place this
         accumulated mass of Holocaust “facts” quite naturally in the same rational, metaphysical
         framework whose point of completion was the murder of six million others and their memory’.[4] The ‘philosophical’ lesson to be learned from the Shoah calls for a radical rethinking
         of the priority of the self and its expression in terms of a morality based in the
         doctrine of autonomy and a hierarchically constructed, control-oriented politics.
      

      
      The notion of relationality is thus ‘born’ from the ashes, both literal and metaphorical,
         of the Western metaphysical tradition as exposed by the horrors of the Shoah. Relationality
         is not a new type of metaphysics; seeking truth, reason or control is no longer a
         priority. Rather, the lesson to be learned from the Shoah is precisely that there
         is an inherent danger to such foundational philosophical projects when unchecked.
         For this reason I define relationality as a post-foundational project. Concretely
         this means its fragility and contingency, which mirror those of the interhuman realm
         as described by both Arendt and Levinas, are embraced. In his book Post-Foundational Political Thought, Marchart traces the post-Heideggerian trend of left-leaning thinkers (such as Nancy,
         Lefort, Badiou, and Laclau and in the German version Arendt), of engaging in a ‘constant
         interrogation of metaphysical figures of foundation—such as totality, universality,
         essence, and ground’.[5] While it is possible to read Arendt (as Marchart does) and Levinas (as I have done)
         as post-foundational thinkers, relationality explicitly defines itself as post-foundational.
         As such relationality is neither a form of foundationalism nor a form of anti-foundationalism,
         it does not aim to affirm a particular foundational claim but rather to question the
         possibility of certainty with regard to all forms of foundationalism. First and foremost,
         what characterizes a post-foundational approach is the recognition of, and the refusal
         to fear, its own limitations and contingency. Second, post-foundationalism differs
         from anti-foundationalism in that it does recognize the human need for partial ‘foundations’,
         all the while recognizing the contingency and questionability of these ‘grounds’.
         Post-foundationalism is, in many ways, strengthened by its ability to recognize its
         limitations and to engage in debate about these to increase awareness and understanding.
         This is ideal given the reality of life in the twenty-first century, with its increased
         understanding and awareness of its own contingency and limits. In terms of the principle
         of relationality, the recognition of the priority of alterity and plurality justifies
         embracing the contingency and fragility that are inherent to both.
      

      
      In addition to defining relationality in terms of post-foundationalism, the lesson
         of the Shoah also affects my project in a broader sense. What both Arendt and Levinas
         seek to recover, in terms of the political and ethics, respectively, is a means to
         embrace difference, both as part of the self and as part of the world. The Shoah symbolizes
         the desire to erase difference, often in order to create a fictitious unity or identity.
         While the guilt and shame of the Shoah are still present—at least in terms of rhetoric
         and the rejection of anti-Semitism—it seems that the broader lessons, as expressed
         by Arendt and Levinas, have only been partially learned. Without denying that anti-Semitism
         still exists today, which by no means is to be confused with the rise in anti-Israel
         political sentiments (often poorly or incorrectly articulated and thus interpreted
         as anti-Semitism), it would be absurd to deny that ‘the West’ has scorned ‘the same
         hatred of the other person’ (or more generally racism). Antizyganism, which has been
         part of Europe’s legacy for over a millennium, continues;[6] Islamophobia—now that there is a growing presence of Muslims and Arabs in Europe
         (and not as before the Shoah, when their presence was outside of Europe’s ‘geographical’
         borders)—is on the rise;[7] and the treatment of migrants, refugees and sans-papier all serve as evidence of
         ‘the same hatred of the other person’. What now exists is at best a temporal tolerance,
         a tolerance that is not strong enough to withstand economic hardship; this tolerance
         still embodies a priority of the self over the other and a rejection of the principle
         of plurality.[8] What Levinas calls for is a radical change with regard to the past and present allergic
         reaction to alterity. Arendt appeals for a similarly radical change in attitude in
         terms of plurality that requires that we all accept, and embrace, the fact that all
         differences make up the plurality of our shared world, which all people have the right
         to inhabit. It is this ‘pearl of wisdom’ that I wish to retain in terms of the principle
         of relationality.
      

      
      Experience and the Phenomenological Approach

      
      While Husserl approached phenomenology by means of the conscious experiences from
         the first-person point of view, Arendt and Levinas—influenced by Heidegger’s method
         of doing phenomenology—were most interested in Husserl’s later writings on intersubjectivity
         as a means to understand ‘the interhuman realm’. While their distinct uses of the
         phenomenological tradition are often debated, both Arendt and Levinas can be categorized
         as ‘existential phenomenologists’ interested in understanding how meaning arises from
         concrete human interactions. This shared interest has been a point of research for
         those interested in this third wave of phenomenology. ‘In post-Husserlian phenomenology,
         the human life-world and relationality constitute two important areas of investigation.
         They are interrelated by the fact that the life-world is an intersubjective world
         commonly given to all men’.[9] 
      

      
      A significant insight both drew from the phenomenological tradition is that one should
         not compare intersubjective relations to the relations between a subject and an object,
         as each subject is unique and cannot be reduced to an object.[10] Closely connected to the phenomenological pearl of intersubjectivity is the importance
         of the phenomenological notion of world. Levinas, who was often criticized for not
         being a philosopher of the world, rejects this claim: ‘They say that in my view—I
         am often criticized for this—there is an underestimation of the world. In Heidegger,
         the world is very important. In the Feldwege, there is a tree; you don’t find men there’.[11] When one reads Levinas in relation to the phenomenological understanding of world,
         it is clear that he understands it and values it as much as Arendt does as a space
         for humanity to disclose itself—a space of interhuman interaction in which reality
         and meaning are co-created. While relationality goes beyond the notion of intersubjectivity,
         it could not do so without the work done by these and many other thinkers to break
         out of the subject-object paradigm that dominated much of Western philosophy (especially
         prior to the Shoah).
      

      
      Arendt and Levinas, as part of the third wave of phenomenologists, help to transform
         the phenomenological tradition in which previously ‘ethics has been on the horizon
         of phenomenology . . . [and] political theory has remained on the borders of phenomenology’.[12] By approaching ethics and the political by means of the phenomenological tradition,
         Arendt and Levinas are able to open new avenues of reflection and consider new approaches
         to both ethics and the political. These are essential to the notion of relationality
         I am developing. It is the intersection of the phenomenological approach, with its
         emphasis on intersubjectivity, meaning, experiences, action and the need to prioritize
         ethics and the political, that I take from their thought. In addition, I share their
         understanding that the world (or life-world) is an intersubjective world created between
         people. Bringing together the importance of Husserlian and Heideggerian phenomenology,
         Arendt and Levinas both arrive at an appreciation of the intersection between a social
         ontology and the phenomenological method. Starting from intersubjectivity and focusing
         on the relations between people that create the world, both go beyond phenomenology,
         as outlined by Husserl, yet neither ever rejects or abandons the insights this approach
         allows one to access. While relationality goes beyond this tradition—and specifically
         its ties to the notion of the subject, implicit in the notion of intersubjectivity—I
         remain indebted to the importance of experience and understanding, acting and sharing,
         as a means to make the world more hospitable for all.
      

      
      Wrestling with Heidegger

      
      While there is no doubt that Heidegger’s convoluted relationship to his many Jewish
         students, as well as his romantic relationship with Arendt, provide rich material
         for idle chatter among philosophers,[13] it cannot be denied that most of these thinkers recognize him as one of the most
         brilliant thinkers of the twentieth century and an essential influence in their own
         intellectual journeys. Heidegger’s thought and actions, which often conflicted, were
         the ground upon which Arendt and Levinas developed their original and brilliant philosophical
         contributions. As Levinas, who never met with Heidegger after the Shoah, wrote: ‘[O]nly
         M. Heidegger dares to confront deliberately this problem, considered impossible by
         all of traditional philosophy, the problem that has for its object the meaning of
         the existence of Being . . . and we believe we are entitled to take our inspiration
         from him.’[14] For both Arendt and Levinas, Heidegger’s choice to focus on the meaning of Being,
         on Dasein, is not a step in the wrong direction—it is just too small of a step towards the
         other. Heidegger prioritizes the meaning of Dasein, which limits the other to a ‘letting be’ in the horizon of the self. For Heidegger
         there is ‘no correlation of “I” and “Thou” or of “we” and “you”, that is, no community, can ever reach the level of selfhood; instead, every correlation of this kind misses
         that level and remains excluded from it—unless it manages to ground itself first of
         all on Dasein’.[15]  
      

      
      Having created a space for a phenomenological consideration of the meaning of the
         existence of Dasein, it is possible to appreciate the importance of the other for Dasein. While Arendt and Levinas may not have formulated this as such, Dasein paved the way for a phenomenological approach to the meaning of the human being,
         a being who is always in relation to the other. What expresses the human condition
         is not her being but her ability to experience and create a world with the other. It is not coincidental
         that both Arendt and Levinas felt the need to take a step towards intersubjectivity,
         a step not taken (or insufficiently taken) by Heidegger.[16] Both Arendt and Levinas realized the limits of Heideggerian ontology, and yet both
         wrestled—Arendt more publicly and Levinas more privately—with the many attempts to
         dismiss all of Heidegger’s writing because of his anti-Semitism. While his unpublished
         correspondences and writings from this period are still being edited (see Peter Trawny’s
         Black Notebooks[17]), many critics have already firmly concluded that Heidegger’s ethics and politics
         are without promise.[18] Take, for example, Smith’s claim that ‘aside from some considerations of a “Mitsein”
         or being with, Heidegger’s main consideration of the other is in the negative, inauthentic
         and impersonal guise of “Das Man”, which represents a betrayal of our ownness’.[19] Regardless of how one responds to the question of Heidegger’s problematic political
         views or equally problematic political silence, dismissing his influence on an entire
         generation of thinkers, including many Jewish thinkers, does injustice to their source
         and inspiration. Jean-Luc Nancy, a thinker who remained much closer to Heidegger,
         recognized this lacuna in Heidegger’s writings—‘[D]espite the presence of the terms
         Mitsein and Mitdasein in the text, no lengthy or rigorous analyses of the concepts are provided as in the
         case of the main concepts—far from it’[20]—and yet goes on to develop a rich appreciation of community based on his reading
         of Heidegger. While Arendt and Levinas clearly distanced themselves from Heidegger,
         especially in the years directly after the Shoah, this estrangement prevented neither
         from recognizing the inheritance each had received from their teacher.
      

      
      Predictably there are certainly similarities between my concept of relationality and
         Jean-Luc Nancy’s notion of être singulier pluriel. Nancy also aims to understand a form of plurality, or a ‘we’, that is not reducible
         to singularity. He does so by arguing, by means of Heideggerian existentials, that
         there is no Dasein without mitsein so that the self, or I, cannot precede or have priority over the being-with others.
         ‘There is no meaning if meaning is not shared, and not because there would be an ultimate
         or first signification that all beings have in common, but because meaning is itself
         the sharing of Being’.[21]  While Nancy’s effort to rethink the political and refuse the common approach of
         prioritizing the individual or the collective is to be applauded, his closeness to
         Heidegger is intellectually limiting—seemingly preventing the radical rethinking of
         the tradition that Heidegger promoted. Nancy’s être singulier pluriel, by relying on Heideggerian existentials, stills has its roots in a foundationalist
         metaphysical project as well as a strong conception of the subject. While the former
         is what differentiates Nancy’s work from that of Arendt and Levinas, the latter is
         also problematic for relationality. It is with regard to the notion of the subject
         that my notion of relationality differs from the echoes of phenomenological intersubjectivity
         present in both Arendt and Levinas.
      

      
      Not only are there significant differences between Heidegger’s mitsein and Arendt’s plurality or Levinas’s alterity; there is also a different underlying
         philosophical anthropology that Nancy inherits from Heidegger that runs against the
         alternative Judaic-inspired philosophical anthropology I identified in Arendt’s and
         Levinas’s writings. In addition, in as much as Arendt and Levinas criticize Heidegger
         for his failure to pay proper respect to thinking with regard to ethics and the political,
         Arendt also failed to explicitly acknowledge the importance of ethics for the sake
         of the political, and in so doing prevented the political from being as strong and
         stable as possible while remaining grounded in post-foundationalism. Likewise, Levinas
         failed to appreciate that the hatred he sought to prevent manifests itself in the
         political and thus must be challenged in the polis. His own allergic reaction to the political displays his lack of faith in plurality,
         a lack of faith that led him to keep a trace of totality within an ethics of infinity.
         In this vein, a trace of Heidegger’s inheritance is present in the lacunae I have
         identified in Arendt’s and Levinas’s respective oeuvres.
      

      
      The Judaic Contribution to Relationality

      
      The Talmudic saying ‘to save one life is to save the world; to destroy one life is
         to destroy the world’ is an ethic that has strong resonances with both Levinas’s ethics
         of alterity and Arendt’s notion of plurality. Sadly, if we only consider the twentieth
         century, the world, created by means of bonds between people, has been (and continues
         to be) destroyed. If we are (ever) to be at home in the world, we must take responsibility
         for the world and begin to repair it. However, one of the preconditions for such repairing,
         tikkum olam, is the possibility of collective action—public actions in which plurality appears
         and ‘acts in concert’. As identified by Arendt in her analysis of the rise of the
         social and expanded upon by Pitkin in her book Attack of the Blob,[22] such spaces and possibilities of collective action are increasingly rare in our modern
         democracies. While there have been hopeful signs at the beginning of the twenty-first
         century, such as the Arab Spring, the Occupy movements, the Indigniados, Tahir Square,
         Gezi Park and the Brazil bus protests and so forth, these are exceptions that are
         by no means promoted by our governments, which prefer to govern (rule) docile subjects.
         Furthermore, collective manifestations such as protests are now increasingly being—either
         implicitly or explicitly—criminalized.[23] In addition, the rise of individualism, part and parcel of post–World War II liberal
         democracies, and the increasing gap between rich and poor, exponentially rising in
         the current neo-liberal economic regime that dictates the policies of many of the
         richer nations, further stifles the emergence of such collective actions.
      

      
      Relationality provides an empowering model of human interaction in which collective
         action is prized. Without sacrificing particularity or alterity, relationality puts
         a great deal of emphasis on collective undertakings meant to care for the shared world.
         Lest one consider this the return of ‘religion’ to the political, let me clarify.
         Consider the following:
      

      
         One cannot separate political and religious: The philosopher finds himself [sic] in a different position. When he thinks of the principles that generate society
            and names them political, he automatically includes religious phenomena within his
            field of reference. This does not mean that in his view the religious and the political
            can coincide. It does, however, mean that one cannot separate the elaboration of the
            political form . . . from the elaboration of a religious form.[24] 
         

      

      While Claude Lefort here refers to Christianity in relation to the political, there
         is no reason that the Judaic cannot also be a source of political principles in a
         society of non-Jews. Having clarified, let us not forget that in relation to the idea
         of Europe, the Judaic is a trope for the excluded or otherwise unwanted elements of
         a society.[25] Until the Shoah, the presence of Jews was an ethical litmus test of the particular
         society. ‘The critical test of any order is: does it make space for otherness? Does
         it acknowledge the dignity of difference?’[26] The world, and different societies, can and ought to be judged by how they ‘treat
         the other’, the stranger, widow and orphan in terms of the Judaic. Such a test should
         now be applied to groups currently being excluded, groups such as Romas, Muslims,
         refugees and immigrants as well as Palestinians in Israel. In this vein, relationality’s
         Judaic inspiration aims to promote a non-allergic reaction to alterity (as Levinas)
         and a principle of inclusiveness. While some societies have a welcoming ethos and
         are thus open to alterity in the private realm, this openness is not always mirrored
         in terms of the public or political.[27] Likewise, many societies claim to be politically welcoming, often pointing to the
         legal structure as evidence of this fact, but are hostile to difference in both the
         private and social realms.[28] In search of a political ethics that would pass this hypothetical test, I wish to
         consider three elements from the Judaic tradition that might be of service: hope,
         responsibility and the relational approach.
      

      
      Judaic Hope

      
      While I have examined the role of hope in both Arendt’s and Levinas’s writings, I
         now wish to explicitly connect hope, understood as an attitude or outlook about life,
         which is fundamental to my notion of relationality, to its roots in the Judaic. Many
         Jewish thinkers have written extensively on the significance of hope, both in its
         more ‘secular’ manifestations and in relation to the messianic (e.g., Martin Buber,
         Walter Benjamin, Ernest Bloch). For so many people struggling to make sense of the
         world after the Shoah, which calls neither for forgiveness nor for forgetting, this
         activity of thinking and understanding is confronting, in that it challenges us to
         make a choice, to choose one’s attitude or outlook with regard to the future and its
         possibilities in light of the horrors of the past. While in some sense it is more
         rational, as so many did after the Shoah, to ‘give in’ to the totality of despair,
         a sensible position when one is drowning in pain, there are others who—seemingly against
         all reason—struggled to hold onto hope and to continue to believe in a better future
         for humanity.
      

      
      For Tony Judt, a ‘secular’ Jewish historian born in 1948, who could not ‘recall a
         time when I did not know about what was not yet called the Holocaust’, this latter
         choice was the only possible response to ‘a collective history of Jewish suffering’.[29] What for Judt was an almost banal fact of history, is in fact a principle reaffirmed
         by many Judaic sources both medieval and modern. ‘Rabbi Nachman of Bratislava (1772–1810)
         declared, “It is forbidden to despair”. Hope—no less than monotheism itself—is a normative
         and non-negotiable pillar of the Jewish mandate’.[30] While I would distance myself from any notion of normativity, hope is undoubtedly
         a central pillar of Jewish thought. Hope is a principle or commitment, disclosed in
         an attitude towards the future and based on faith in humanity, to keep believing,
         often against all odds. Jonathan Sacks, a philosopher and former Orthodox chief rabbi
         of the Commonwealth, who has written extensively on the notion of hope, explains that
         it ‘is born in the belief that the sources of action lie within ourselves. . . . Hope
         is the knowledge that we can choose; that we can learn from our mistakes and act differently
         next time’.[31] It is precisely this attitude that characterizes the first element of the Judaic
         that I wish to include in the notion of relationality.
      

      
      Levinas affirms such a position in one of his first writings after the Shoah, in which
         he expresses concern that Western philosophy might not have the resources within its
         own tradition to recover from such a world-shattering event, and that without hope
         it might crumble under the weight of its responsibility to repair the world destroyed
         by violence and hatred:
      

      
         It is nonetheless necessary to begin from the sources of Judaism. Judaism is not a
            religion. The word does not even exist in Hebrew. It is much more than this. It is
            a way of being, of living. The Jew introduced into history the idea of hope and the
            idea of a future. Moreover, the Jew has the feeling that his obligations with respect
            to the other come before his obligations to God, or more precisely that the other
            is the voice of high places. . . . Ethics is an optics vis-à-vis God. The only voice
            of respect vis-à-vis God is that of respect toward one’s fellow human beings. (DF
            130)[32] 
         

      

      First, it is worth noting that Levinas wants to separate the notion of Judaism from
         that of a ‘religion’. As Masuzawa establishes, theologians invented the notion of
         ‘religion’ when Christianity lost its role as the central organizational principle
         for society.[33] Judaism is not a religion if one takes Christianity, with its focus on dogma and
         faith, as the model for religions. Judaism is a praxis and ethics, and in this sense
         Levinas takes it to be closer to philosophy than it is to Christianity. Judaism is
         not a religion—it does not fit neatly into the space of the private sphere carved
         out by the separation of church and state (which of course was still ruled by Christians).
         Judaism has no official dogma (although one cannot deny that Maimonides would have
         preferred this to be otherwise); rather, it is a call to action, for deeds oriented
         towards others and the world. Martha Nussbaum, who studied Judaism extensively from
         a philosophical perspective before making the choice to convert, described it as ‘a
         this-worldly religion, a religion in which the primacy of the moral, and of this-worldly
         justice, inform[s] not only judgements but also, or so it seemed to me, the entirety
         of the tradition’.[34] 
      

      
      Second, according to Levinas, the Judaic introduces the idea of hope into human history.
         While this is undoubtedly evidence of Levinas’s monotheistic Eurocentrism, one might
         qualify his claim by saying that the Judaic introduced the idea of hope into Western
         European thought. With regard to Europe’s theological legacy, this claim can be justified.
         Without delving too deeply into centuries of theological debates, including the staged
         disputations of the Middle Ages in which these questions were ‘debated’, the Judaic
         does not have a notion of original sin. The notion that humans are sinners or are
         ‘fallen’ and must find external salvation is not part of a Judaic narrative (in its
         place is an ‘immense’ weight to take responsibility for the other and the world).
         The importance of hope can also be accounted for historically, as Jews, who have been
         exiled and dispersed since the sixth century BCE (with notable interludes), have needed
         hope to ‘keep going’, often in the face of almost total extermination. The Judaic
         offers an alternative philosophical anthropology, one driven by hope and the commitment
         not to give up on the world by giving in to fear. While this is often dismissed as
         being too simplistic, it is worth considering as an alternative to the politics of
         fear that directed our shared past.[35] 
      

      
      A commitment to hope also affects the fundamental concepts and questions a thinker
         focuses on. An example of this is the focus by certain thinkers on death, and others
         on life. Contrary to Nietzsche’s incorrect characterization of the Judaic as life
         negating, which is the result of his subsumption of Judaism into Christianity (and
         hence abuse of the signifier Judeo-Christian[36]), Arendt and Levinas explicitly focus on birth and life—whether as natality, fecundity,
         maternity or in terms of miracles. With each new life, there is an infinite number
         of possibilities open for an individual and for the world in which this individual
         will participate. Birth is a relational experience, with roots in a mixture of vertical
         (between parent and child) and horizontal (between parents) transcendence, and is
         a source of hope, as it is future related.
      

      
      Another reason for embracing a Judaic notion of hope in relation to relationality
         is that its future orientation is a symbolic refusal to celebrate death, to accept
         suffering and to justify any form of theodicy. It is this same refusal that underlines
         the choice to use the term Shoah and the rejection of the term Holocaust, which is
         a theological term with Greek roots that means ‘burnt offering’ (which implicitly
         suggests its victims sacrificed themselves). Choosing to affirm life, choosing to
         be guided by hope rather than by fear (and death) is in itself a choice that is not
         easily made, but one that according to the Judaic is necessary for humanity. Hope,
         both in terms of the Judaic and relationality, is a collective commitment. Sadly,
         according to Linda Alcoff, postmodern thinkers all too often close off the paths both
         to hope and to the other, paths that of course are clearly connected in the Judaic
         paradigm:
      

      
         The difference between modern and postmodern accounts is simply in their degree of
            optimism about the extent to which the individual can negate the given and resist
            an external power. But in both cases negation, resistance, and destabilisation are
            the privileged tactics because what comes to the individual from the Other is assumed
            to be ultimately both inaccurate and oppressive.[37] 
         

      

      Contrary to Alcoff’s pessimistic appraisal of postmodern thought, Jewish thought—in
         the aftermath of the Shoah—continues to embrace hope. This Judaic inspiration is also
         essential for relationality, which also rejects the assumption described by Alcoff
         that the other is dangerous or threatening; difference is celebrated as an enriching
         challenge to the self that not only allows one to better understand oneself and the
         other, it allows one to make the world one’s home—it provides roots for those without
         roots—roots in the other(s).
      

      
      The Priority of Responsibility

      
      Like the principle of hope, responsibility is a central Judaic concept. As discussed
         in relation to Levinas’s ethics, the Hebrew term acher, which means other, shares the same root as the term achrayut, which means responsible. In terms of the Judaic, to be responsible is to be responsible
         for the other. Responsibility is in this sense like hope, a commitment or principle.
         Relationality also calls for such a promise, as it recognizes that by always already
         being in relation to others, I am always already also responsible for these others
         and the shared world we create, or destroy, together. While concepts like hope and
         responsibility are rooted in plurality, the paradox of plurality as Arendt demonstrates
         it is that it arises from distinction—from a particular agent or actor. Relationality
         is also a concept that is rooted in this paradox between plurality and particularity.
         Both aspects are always present, and yet one can be more accentuated. This is also
         evident from the two seemingly different manners in which we can speak of Judaic responsibility.
      

      
      On the one hand, we can speak of responsibility in terms of ‘collective or shared’—this
         comes very close to Arendt’s claim that we are all responsible for the creation of
         reality or the world. This usage is actually the recognition of our fundamental relationality
         and says less about responsibility in terms of a commitment to act. Levinas also speaks
         of such a responsibility in his Talmudic messianic readings:
      

      
         The messianic dream, and even the simple dream of justice that so delights human foolishness,
            promises a painful awakening. Men are not only the victims of injustice; they are
            also the perpetrators. The biblical text rebels against the idyllic messianism of
            universal pardon and reminds us of the stark severity entailed in justice and judgment.
            (DF 91–92)
         

      

      Albeit to differing degrees, I am both a victim of injustice and responsible for this
         injustice—this is what it means to always be in relation to others. This type of absolute
         victimization, which Arendt rejects in Origins, that the Shoah was caused by the eternal unavoidable anti-Semitism and that Jews
         played absolutely no role in their own history, is a denial of any form of agency,
         and fosters further depoliticization and disempowerment. Taking responsibility means
         accepting that every actor or agent has a role to play in the web-of-relations. In
         addition, the Judaic notion of responsibility is one that requires action in the sense
         of words or deeds. While there is no requirement of publicity, to take responsibility
         seriously means to attempt to ‘repair the world’ and as such, in most cases, action
         is required. Concretely, it means I must act and not allow others to simply do so
         in my place—whether in terms of political representation (hence Arendt’s choice for
         direct democracy) or by waiting for the messianic era to bring about a universal pardon
         for all people and crimes.
      

      
      On the other hand, the Judaic also refers to a seemingly different yet complementary
         notion of responsibility as self-assigned. This calls for the acknowledgement that
         I am always responsible for the other—an idea we find central in Levinas’s work. Responsibility,
         in this latter sense, is connected to particularity. I am responsible. But particularity, and hence responsibility, makes no sense without
         plurality. I am responsible for the other, for the world. While by no means limited to Arendt and Levinas, both provide ample evidence
         of these intertwined meanings of Judaic responsibility. In the context of a discussion
         of responsibility in relation to the Shoah, part of the Talmudic reading ‘Damages
         Due to Fire’, Levinas makes the following peculiar statement: Auschwitz is the source
         of war (NTR 182). How can Auschwitz be the source of war? The answer is to be found
         in Levinas’s interpretation of the Judaic notion of responsibility. ‘The righteous
         are responsible for evil before anyone else is. They are responsible because they
         have not been righteous enough to make their justice spread and abolish injustice’
         (NTR 186). Here it is important to stress that responsibility for Levinas is not a
         legal category, it is ethical. He is not saying that the Jews who survived should
         have been tried in the stead of the SS soldiers. What he is saying is that the source
         of war, ‘the madness of extermination’, stems from the tension between the politics
         of the exterminators and the political preachers of justice whose voices they wish
         to silence. Those fighting for justice are required never to stop fighting. The omnipresence
         of language related to the Shoah in this text reminds us that for Levinas politics
         reeks of war and the gas chambers.
      

      
      While Arendt does not develop this kind of self-assigned responsibility, a fundamental
         aspect of the political is that action always arises from a particular agent or actor.
         Thus while responsibility is always shared, it is shared by actors who must each take
         responsibility for the concrete manifestation of the invisible, yet tangible, web-of-relations
         that characterizes the human realm they are co-creating. Likewise, any action I initiate
         or participate in has a consequence, positive or negative, not only for myself but
         also for other human beings with whom I interact—it is thus important to recognize
         the political and ethical repercussions of every action and not to seek to separate
         them in order to ‘justify’ oneself. Justification is often a first form of evading
         responsibility. ‘The price of setting an example is responsibility, that one will
         be judged not as a self which might exist outside its relations with others, but as
         a person whose words and deeds make up the world, that is, the space between human
         beings’.[38] 
      

      
      Arendt and Levinas, as phenomenologists, also add a temporal dimension to responsibility.
         Responsibility, not only in the present but also by reaffirming its connection to
         the past and by inspiring hope in the future, has a temporal continuity. ‘Morality
         [ethics] anchors two vital elements of responsibility: our readiness to commit ourselves
         to the future, and to be identified with past actions’.[39] Thus not only spatially—by means of its support for the web-of-relations—but also
         temporally, responsibility connects the political to ethics. As exemplified by Arendt
         and Levinas, responsibility is both about the self and other(s), enacted by a self
         who is therefore taking responsibility for the other and thus acts to strengthen and
         support the shared world. This concept of responsibility is central to the Judaic,
         which places a great deal of importance on responsibility in relation to mitzvahs, good deeds.
      

      
      While the connection to mitzvah is particular to Judaism, the Judaic message is directed towards humanity; it is
         a message that arises from the particularity of the Judaic but has a universal audience.
         Levinas writes: ‘Violence is no longer a political phenomenon of war and peace, [it
         is] beyond all morality. It is the abyss of Auschwitz or the world at war. A world
         which has lost its “very worldliness”. . . . Does [it] not have its full meaning because
         it applies to all humanity. . . . [This] is the suffering of Israel as universal suffering’
         (NTR 191). While the Jews, Romas and many other marginalized groups were the ‘victims’
         of the Shoah, the world was destroyed and so everyone suffers from its stain. The
         tragedy of the Shoah is one that unites the world; it is the loss of a shared world
         for which we are all responsible. According to Levinas, the only possible means to
         prevent its repetition is for both its ‘victims’ and ‘perpetrators’ to learn the same
         lesson, which is a ‘call to man’s infinite responsibility, to an untiring wakefulness,
         to a total insomnia’ (NTR 193). While Arendt’s terminology is very different from
         Levinas’s and was unappreciated by the Jewish community during her life, her message
         is quite similar:
      

      
         She insisted on intellectual consistency at any price. If Eichmann had no right to
            deny his moral responsibility for his crimes, the victims who served as his unwilling
            accomplices, in the Judenrat, had no right to deny their responsibility either. She
            defended, with vehemence and clarity, the proposition that both victims and perpetrators
            had their responsibilities.[40] 
         

      

      Arendt argues for a very unpopular position: I must take responsibility and stop trying
         to deny my responsibility by attributing it to others. Arendt also shares Levinas’s
         view that it is only by taking responsibility for the world that I can  prevent its
         further destruction. They do, however, disagree with regard to the exemplary power
         of responsibility. For Levinas, while I might act as a model for others by taking
         responsibility, this is not why I take responsibility; I do so because I am responsible
         for the world. Arendt does not agree and writes in her Denktagebuch: ‘Every actor wishes that people will follow him. The act is always also an example.
         Political thought and judgement is exemplary (Kant), because acting is. Responsibility
         in fact means: to know that one sets an example, that others will “follow”; in this
         way one changes the world’.[41] This difference is a reminder of the different frameworks within which each writes.
         For Levinas ethics is about the self taking responsibility for the other; it is not
         about publicity and plurality. For Arendt responsibility is political; it is a public
         deed or commitment to take responsibility that requires an audience:
      

      
         If politics is impossible without the factuality of human freedom, then freedom is
            inconceivable outside the order of ultimate responsibility which politics establishes. Thus totalitarianism is in essence not distinguished by
            its mere abuse of freedom—as in the case of tyranny—but by its immoral discovery that
            freedom can be used to eliminate its own conditions of existence: plurality and individuality.[42] 
         

      

      While we can be held accountable for our labour and work, which leads to the incorrect
         impression that responsibility applies in these realms, Arendt’s notion of responsibility
         is limited to the realm of action in which we each act as free agents in relation
         with others. In this vein, Arendt’s notion of responsibility is also easier to connect
         to the broader debates on rights and responsibility in our current democracies.
      

      
      According to Jung, a phenomenologist, ‘the concept of responsibility lives in the
         shadow of the hagiographic life of rights in the modern West. Western morality has
         privileged rights while handcuffing and marginalizing responsibility?’[43] While this claim is overstated, it is fair to say that the post-Shoah Western political
         arena has been dominated by rights discourse and that the notion of responsibility
         is often marginalized. This is perplexing in that in the aftermath of the Shoah responsibility
         should have been the most important political discourse, so why did rights became
         the priority? Was the rise to prominence of rights discourse Europe’s means to further
         evade taking responsibility for the Shoah, as Tony Judt suggested?[44] It seems absurd, especially given the analysis of the paradox of rights developed
         by Arendt in Origins, to suggest that human rights could prevent what was the product of centuries of
         exclusion and persecution. The assumption seems to be that had the rights of Jews
         and other persecuted minorities been respected, the Shoah would not have occurred.
         Responsibility is externalized and put onto a legal system rather than, as in the
         Judaic, self-applied. While this is undoubtedly easier then turning the gaze upon
         oneself, it is sadly an evasion of the lessons both Arendt and Levinas claim must
         be learned from the Shoah.
      

      
      Another explanation of why rights discourse was so popular after the Shoah is that
         it was made possible by the growing gap between people, power and the political (a
         gap that is now an infinite chasm). ‘Amid the turmoil of revolutionary activity in
         the nineteenth century, one of the less-noticed effects of the historical and sociological
         theories invented at that time was a weakening of man’s sense of direct responsibility
         for politics’.[45] The less one feels engaged in the political, the less one feels responsible for the
         world, and sadly in our individualizing neo-liberal climate, there is a growing discontent
         and disconnect from the political. Furthermore, for those who need rights most, there
         is no one willing to take up his or her cause, no one whose voice is heard. By grounding
         human rights discourse in a form of ontological singularity, rights are torn from
         the web-of-relations that sustains them, a web that is created not by rights but by
         relations of responsibility. In other words, the ‘foundation’ for rights affirms an
         ontology that prioritizes singularity at the cost of the other. In order to challenge
         this inhuman ontology, responsibility, in its Judaic particularizing or personalizing
         form, must take priority. Rights do not make sense without responsibilities, as rights
         need a community to be meaningful, a community that is willing to take responsibility
         for the other whose rights are being denied.[46] 
      

      
      A Relational Approach

      
      The third Judaic element I wish to import into my concept of relationality is the
         most difficult to characterize, as it is developed by many different Judaic thinkers,
         although each in subtly different ways. In this sense some understandings  are very
         close to notions of intersubjectivity, while others focus more on the communicative
         or dialogical aspect of human relations. As a starting point to better understand
         what a relational approach entails, we can build upon the fact that both Arendt, in
         terms of plurality and the between, and Levinas, in terms of alterity and substitution,
         embrace a Judaic relational approach. To further clarify what it occasions, consider
         how it relates to the elements of hope and responsibility. If one asks the question—Is
         there a source for Judaic hope?—the answer points towards a relational approach. There
         is hope because we are always in relation; we are not alone. Why are we always in
         relation and never alone? Because we are responsible for each other. A Judaic relational
         approach is the recognition of both the hope discovered in relation to the other and
         the weight of the gift of responsibility. As explored in previous chapters, this triangle
         of Judaic hope—responsibility—and a relational approach are all expressions of a particular
         philosophical anthropology that runs counter to several currents in both politics
         and philosophy.
      

      
      This relational approach combats the loneliness that Arendt identifies as one of the
         greatest dangers both in totalitarian regimes and also in our modern, depoliticized
         liberal democracies. It helps us to realize that while we may feel lonely and live
         in a society where we are told we are autonomous, independent individuals, in reality
         we are heteronomous, dependent beings, and moreover this is our strength and not a
         weakness. This ethos, or philosophy, is barely tangible in our post-Christian (or
         ‘secular’), neo-liberal-driven democracies. While nation-states that define themselves
         as Jewish are by no means an exception to this trend, the Judaic does embrace such
         an ethos or philosophical anthropology. Rather than asking what makes someone recognize
         this relation to the other, the Judaic poses this question in terms of a choice between
         two inclinations. On the one hand is the yetzer tov (tov means good or ethical), and on the other hand is the yetzer ra, ra meaning erroneous or egoism. What is important to retain is that both inclinations,
         ra and tov, are essential for humanity—according to the Judaic, what is critical is always striving
         to find the suitable balance. Without the yetzer ra, it would be impossible to satisfy personal needs such as providing shelter for oneself,
         having children, and so forth. It is only when these are done at the cost of the yetzer tov that there is a serious problem. For Jonathan Sacks what a Judaic outlook makes clear
         when used to analyse some of the major moral writings of Western philosophy  is the
         predominance of the yetzer ra, a form of individualism or egoism that if unchecked and disassociated from responsibility
         is dangerous. While the ‘first question asked in lectures and books on ethics is usually:
         “Why be moral?”—as if the greatest roadblock on the way were selfishness, egocentricity,
         indifference. I suspect, however, that the real question is “Why me?” Who am I to
         do the noble deed, the courageous act? I am just an ordinary person’.[47] According to Sacks, the assumption of Western philosophy is that morality requires
         a motivation that is not already present in human beings, an assumption that is further
         problematized by setting the standard for morality by means of saints who are willing
         to completely sacrifice themselves. By contrast, according to Sacks, the Judaic model
         is one that presents human beings as always in relation and as having to choose, in
         every situation, whether the appropriate response is to prioritize care for the self
         or other(s), but that this prioritization never permits one to deny that we are always
         in relation to others and that our choice will affect others. What a Judaic relational
         approach demonstrates is that I cannot simply embrace egoism and make life easier
         for myself, as we are not ever only ‘a myself’. The self is a construction that allows
         us to bracket the fact that we are fundamentally relational creatures. This ‘bracketing’
         allows us to lose sight of the fact that our interdependence is our greatest treasure
         and resource. If we deny this heteronomy, we have also tragically destroyed the roots
         of hope and responsibility.
      

      
      The relational approach is so central to Judaic thought that one could say that it
         defines how the human condition, or even further human nature, is understood. While
         a being may not need to be in relation, to be a human being is to be in relation to others. While being in relation does not contradict
         the fact that the idea of autonomy is important to our self-constitution, it recognizes
         that autonomy arises from an already existing heteronomy. The Judaic relational approach
         puts the relation to other(s) as prior to any possible form of autonomy or singularity.
         Unfortunately, the Judaic relational approach does not often get explored, except
         when developed by a thinker, like Levinas or Arendt, who brings it into dialogue with
         a broader philosophical tradition:
      

      
         The Neo-Kantian philosophers—for example, Buber, Marcel, Rosenstock and Rosenzweig—presented
            these ideas in terms of ‘the dialogical principle’, which involved the relationship
            between ‘I’ and ‘Thou’, that is, the relation of co-authors in communication. In addition
            to Hegelian philosophy, their dialogical principle came also from Judaism. . . . It
            was part of the Old [sic] Testament as the cultural and communal spirit.[48] 
         

      

      Many of the academic discussions of the communicative or dialogical approaches do
         take note of the Judaic roots of this tradition, but seem to reduce a fundamental
         claim about the human condition as relational to a claim concerning the source of
         meaning for the self in dialogue with others. It is in this sense that a relational
         approach and dialogicality are often seen as synonyms.
      

      
      In order to further elucidate the conceptually nebulous notion of a Judaic relational
         approach, it is necessary to acknowledge that the relational approach is often connected
         to God. While I do not import this connection into the notion of relationality, which
         as I will demonstrate with regard to Arendt’s writing is possible, it would be dishonest
         to deny that for many thinkers of the Judaic, a relational approach is a connection
         to a transcendent God. Rather than conceive of this relational approach as having
         two components, imagine it in terms of a triangle. The triangle is made up of the
         self or subject, the other subject or others (or as Levinas sometimes refers to it—Israel—which
         means the people) and God or the Other (who is also symbolized by the Torah). Each
         of the corners of the triangle is in relation and cannot be thought of apart from
         the others except in abstraction for the purpose of a formal exercise. The self is
         thus constituted by its relation to the two other poles, as is the other, and strangely
         enough, as is God. It is human beings, in dialogue and relation to each other, who
         give God meaning:
      

      
         The prophets warned against a rift between the holy and the good, our duties to God and to our fellow human beings. It still exists today. There are
            those for whom serving God means turning inwards—to the soul, the house of worship
            and the life of ritual and prayer. There are others for whom social justice has become
            a substitute for religious observance or God. The message of the Hebrew Bible is that
            serving God and our fellow human beings are inseparably linked, and the split between
            the two impoverishes both.[49] 
         

      

      Many conceptions of a Judaic relational approach are based on this image of a relational
         triangle. This is also the reason for the affinity between the Judaic and social justice,
         an affinity that is present in most Judaic writers. What Sacks here strives to communicate
         is the importance of finding a balance and always keeping a space open for interruptions.
      

      
      In relation to Arendt’s work, which is clearly less influenced by Judaism than that
         of either Levinas or Sacks, this relational approach is no less present. In some sense
         Arendt can be argued to have replaced God or the Other with the Heideggerian notion
         of the world or the phenomenological notion of reality, that which cannot arise without
         both particularity and plurality. While Arendt has no interest in a vertical transcendence,
         she acknowledges a horizontal transcendence in the public space and the importance
         of natality and miracles. Although many of Arendt’s readers have claimed that her
         interest in the notion of miracles is not to be read in relation to the Judaic, or
         religion more broadly, she does explicitly connect the significance of the political
         question ‘who am I?’ to its biblical meaning. The most famous reference to this question
         is that of Moses, who asks God ‘who am I?’ when they meet at the burning bush. Arendt
         was certainly aware of this, as she discussed this biblical story at length in her
         1942 article in Aufbau, ‘Moses or Washington’ (JW 149–150). These same words are repeated throughout the
         Tanakh by the greatest of Jewish leaders—Rebekah, Jakob and David—and prophets: Isaiah,
         Jeremiah and Jonah. As Arendt states a dozen times in The Human Condition, the self cannot answer this question without the other—it is what motivates the
         self to enter the public sphere. For Arendt the core of the political is appearing
         in word and deed in a public space in which the question ‘who am I?’ can be answered.
         The relational triangle is certainly in the horizon of the question ‘who am I?’; it
         is the question that brings us into a space of responsibility and into dialogue with
         others. In Arendtian terms, ‘who am I?’ is the question that embodies the paradox
         of plurality. It is a singularizing question that calls out to the other(s) and with
         whom the world can be created. For Arendt, the third corner of the triangle is reality,
         and the shared world for which I am responsible, which is evidence that while for
         many Judaic thinkers God is a part of this relation, this is by no means a necessity.
      

      
      As a partial conclusion to this chapter, let us consider an ancillary claim that has
         been disclosed. While the goal of introducing the Judaic was to familiarize readers
         with this tradition in order to develop its inspirational role in the project as a
         whole, a ‘by-product’ of this endeavour was the considerations of the importance of
         the Judaic for Arendt and Levinas, respectively. In a direct challenge to the common
         reading of Arendt as a philosopher nostalgic for the Greeks, I hope to have shown
         not only that Arendt was more interested in the Judaic than previously thought, but
         also how her project, clearly critical of the Western political philosophy tradition,
         has many Judaic resonances. Although underdeveloped in her work, I do think that Arendt’s
         message remains true today, at a time when there are more refugees than ever before.
         Her message, which for too long was ignored by persecuted Jewish communities, was
         to stop hiding from the political realm. Appear, act and speak. The political is the
         community of the world in which all, even if it often seems otherwise, are entitled
         to participate. It is only on the political stage that injustice can be fought and
         change brought about. Do not hide in the shadows, to which the marginalized are often
         pushed. It is this message, which arose from the intersection between the political
         and the Judaic, that Arendt both experienced in her life and was able to share, with
         such passion, through her writings.
      

      
      By returning to the four background elements—the Shoah, phenomenology, Heidegger and
         the Judaic—which I identified as the horizon upon which Arendt’s and Levinas’s respective
         projects can be brought together in dialogue and which have been developed in the
         previous chapters, I now focus on those aspects that I wish to introduce (or in the
         case of intersubjectivity to partly leave behind) into the concept of relationality.
         I have spent more time developing three aspects of the Judaic—hope, responsibility,
         and a relational approach—which were discussed in previous chapters but not always
         explicitly in relation to the Judaic, all of which are essential to the concept of
         relationality. With these aspects of relationality in mind, it is now time to consider
         the core of relationality, the rapprochement between alterity and plurality.
      

      
      From Alterity and Plurality to Relationality

      
      With so many potential fruitful intellectual intersections between Arendt and Levinas,
         many of which I have only been able to point towards in the preceding chapters, it
         is surprising that their respective post-Shoah Heideggerian-inspired phenomenological
         projects have hardly been brought into dialogue.[50] While there are numerous routes deserving of further reflection, my main focus has
         been on their respective notions of plurality and alterity. What I hope to have shown
         is the rich potential for dialogue between an ethics of alterity, as conceived of
         by Levinas, and a political realm rooted in plurality, as depicted by Arendt, both
         of which were inspired by a phenomenological notion of intersubjectivity. It is now
         necessary to consider which aspects of alterity and plurality can be brought together
         in order to conceptualize relationality in terms of a post-foundational political
         ethics.
      

      
      While I recognize that alterity and plurality are distinct philosophical concepts,
         I will draw freely from both in order to develop the notion of relationality. My goal
         is to introduce a Levinasian-inspired notion of alterity into Arendt’s political notion
         of plurality in order to ethically strengthen the polis from within. As argued in chapter 4, this is what Arendt sought with her search for
         a new principle of the political but did not do sufficiently because of her anti-morality
         bias. In addition, by introducing aspects of Levinas’s ethics into Arendt’s model
         of the polis, it is possible to revise her at times ambiguous notion of the subject. If we keep
         in mind that both alterity and plurality, as conceived of by Levinas and Arendt respectively,
         were meant to challenge the ontological tradition and its prioritization of singularity
         as transmitted to them by Husserl and Heidegger, it is possible to consider both alterity
         and plurality as forms of social ontology (or what some theorists refer to affirmatively
         as weak ontologies).[51] I have also shown that drawing too sharp a distinction between a Levinasian ethics
         and an Arendtian notion of the political, which makes sense if one assumes the definitions
         of morality and politics as conceived of by thinkers such as Plato or Kant, is problematic
         given that both sought to challenge this tradition. If we take these concepts directly
         from Levinas and Arendt without adapting them, there is a tension between alterity
         and plurality. The rapprochement that I develop in terms of relationality therefore
         introduces several revisions. The first revision requires that we consider to what
         extent Arendt and Levinas retain the notion of subject often associated with forms
         of intersubjectivity. The second revision seeks to make the post-foundational aspect
         of relationality explicit. These two revisions, in addition to the Judaic inspiration
         developed above and the shared horizon developed with regard to the four background
         elements, form the concept of relationality.
      

      
      The Subject of Relationality

      
      While I have often presented Arendt and Levinas as thinkers of intersubjectivity,
         and in this way connected them to an intellectual space opened by Husserlian phenomenology,
         this title is both appropriate and misleading, depending on how it is understood.
         Neither thinker stays very close to Husserl’s notion of intersubjectivity (as discussed
         in the Cartesian Meditations[52]), which focuses primarily on how the self’s relation to the other (and the world)
         affects its own constitution.[53] One of the problems both Arendt and Levinas have with regard to this conception of
         intersubjectivity is evident from their respective distanciation from the notion of
         empathy. Neither alterity nor plurality can be understood in terms of empathy, as
         intersubjectivity is for Husserl. For Arendt, who discusses empathy in relation to
         Eichmann and in the Kant Lectures, empathy—like psychology—attempts to go beyond the phenomena and into the minds of
         others and thus presumes knowledge of the other, and in so doing destroys the possibility
         of critical thinking, which is based on judgement (KL 43). For there to be an ‘in
         between’ in the polis, there must be space between actors, and empathy tries to minimize or erase this
         space; imagination and thinking are what maintain this space and respect for plurality.
         Levinas also clearly associates empathy with psychology and makes explicit in his
         ethics that it is not based on empathy for the other. Like Arendt, he wants to prevent
         the self from projecting itself—in the form of knowledge—onto the other. The other
         is radically different. The self must let the other speak and not try to speak for
         the other or assume that the self has knowledge of the other. As the case of empathy
         makes clear, neither Arendt nor Levinas accepts a Husserlian interpretation of intersubjectivity
         that gives both ontological and epistemological priority to the subject.
      

      
      To distinguish this Husserlian form of intersubjectivity from the notion of subjectivity
         that is part of relationality, I will use the term relational subjectivity or relational subject. This term intentionally echoes many of the projects of postmodern and post-structural
         thinkers,[54] who seek to problematize the notion of the subject and as such aim to decentre the
         Cartesian subject central to much of the philosophical tradition. A relational subject
         is neither ontologically prior to the other nor defined by a pre-fixed notion of human
         nature—there is no essential nature to the subject. A relational subject, which I
         claim Levinas develops in Otherwise Than Being, is constituted by means of relations. Relational subjectivity is constituted, enacted
         and performed, by means of relations to itself, to the other and to the world. There
         is no foundational subject for either the political or ethical; there are only relations
         and relational subjects—hence the post-foundational nature of relationality (to be
         concretized in the next section). Relationality embraces a Judaic philosophical anthropology
         (of hope), which has both egoist and ethical inclinations, that understands the human
         condition (not human nature) to be constituted by relational subjects who are themselves
         constituted by particular relations. There is no presupposed essential human nature,
         as was the case with Hobbes’s subject, which was the basis of his assumption that
         human beings are by nature selfish or violent.
      

      
      Levinas’s notion of the self, certainly as developed in response to Derrida’s ontological
         critique, is undoubtedly a relational self. The same cannot be said of Arendt’s subject,
         although there are many indications that such a relational subject is being presupposed,
         specifically with regard to her notions of a web-of-relations, her rejection of human
         nature and her distinction between agents/actors and authors. For the purpose of relationality
         and with the assistance of Levinas’s notion of alterity, I wish to develop a reading
         of a relational subject that can act or perform in an Arendtian polis. While I do think Arendt’s notion of the political allows for such a relational subject,
         it is not conceptualized as such. However, the point is not whether this possibility
         exists within Arendt’s opus, but rather to argue for its necessity in terms of the
         concept of relationality. Nonetheless, I wish to begin by building on what is already
         present in her work. As she writes in The Life of the Mind:
      

      
         In brief, the specifically human actualization of consciousness in the thinking dialogue
            between me and myself suggests that difference and otherness, which are such outstanding
            characteristics of the world of appearances as it is given to man for his habitat
            among a plurality of things, are the very conditions for the existence of man’s mental
            ego as well, for this ego actually exists only in duality. This original duality,
            incidentally, explains the futility of the fashionable search for identity. (LM 187)
         

      

      While Levinas writes about the other’s alterity or difference, which constitutes the
         self, for Arendt this difference or otherness remains a part of the self’s mind. Based
         on this, Arendt does not yet embrace the notion of relational subjectivity. However,
         according to Arendt, in order to think one must recognize this difference or alterity
         (she equates these terms in LM 183/RJ 184); that is, each of us must ‘do something
         to actualize the difference within himself’ (RJ 186). Given her phenomenological roots,
         she considers this difference in spatial terms. First, there is a space, or gap, within
         one’s self, within identity; this is the space that allows alterity to manifest itself;
         second, there is a space between myself and the other—a relational space; third, there
         is a space of interaction between people, which is the space of plurality; and last,
         there is the space for the political defined by ‘the walls of the city’ (or the laws),
         a space within which the world is prioritized and private interests are set aside.
         This last space, in which we create a world together, is supported by each of the
         prior fragile relations. This fragility is experienced phenomenologically at each
         level: within the self, between the self and other and between selves; each level
         has the possibility to strengthen or empower the other levels, and analogously each
         level can also further destabilize the others. This is part of the post-foundational
         contingency of the political. According to Arendt, a community cannot be defined by
         sameness; it must maintain a space for difference, whether for the alterity within
         us or between us. Without this space a community is forced to construct itself by
         means of a fictitious and equally unstable identity (LM 187).
      

      
      Yet the question is whether the differences within the self and between the self-other
         are radically different for Arendt. She was convinced that it is the world, the plurality
         of others, that allows one to form an identity. In this vein, the other whom I encounter
         in the interhuman realm assists the self who lacks unity or identity. Likewise, a
         community is not forced to create an illusionary, and often exclusionary, identity
         for itself when it has an active polis. At times she suggests the plurality of the world is the same as the plurality within
         the self, which would justify reading her as having a concept of relational subjectivity.
         For example, Arendt asserts that ‘whenever there is a plurality—of living beings,
         of things, of Ideas—there is difference, and this difference does not arise from the
         outside but is inherent in every entity in the form of duality, from which comes unity
         as unification’ (LM 184) or ‘everything that exists among a plurality of things is
         not simply what it is, in its identity, but it is also difference from others; this
         being different belongs to its very nature . . . we must take this otherness (altereitas) or difference into account’ (RJ 184). This inherent difference is much closer to
         what Levinas refers to as alterity. In terms of relationality, Levinas’s radical alterity
         is the ‘difference [that] is inserted into my Oneness’ (LM 183), and as such plurality
         is constituted by alterity. If, as presupposed by my concept of relationality, alterity
         constitutes plurality, how are we to interact with this difference—either in relation
         to others or to the self? This is where the concept of relationality must reconnect
         with an ethics and the political.
      

      
      While Arendt certainly does not develop this ‘difference’ with the same attention
         as Levinas, she does engage with the importance of embracing plurality in relation
         to the political. That I am aware of myself indicates that there is a difference within
         me between the self and the observer of the self. Furthermore, she seems to imply
         that this difference can never be overcome and that no unity is possible. It is in
         the search for an impossible unity in the form of an identity that a great deal of
         suffering, existential as well as political, arises. As such she suggest quite ironically,
         ‘Our modern identity crisis could be resolved only by never being alone and never
         trying to think’ (LM 187). The way to make this pain bearable is, according to Arendt,
         to enter the political realm. It is only there that one has access, from the perspective
         of the other and the world, to a ‘united’ picture of oneself (an idea that should
         strike Lacanians as familiar, although Arendt has an utter distaste for psychoanalysis).
         Thus rather than spend our lives trying to deny or escape the difference that marks
         us from within, as does alterity, or a difference that we equally experience in the
         plurality of the world, we need to recognize and embrace it by engaging others, including
         the other within. Only in doing so can this difference become part of who we are,
         allowing us to better understand ourselves and the world as fundamentally in relation.
         Arendt develops this insight in response to Eichmann, who refused to accept that he
         had to share the world with all others. It also allows authors, such as Judith Butler
         in Parting Ways, to use Arendt’s notion of plurality to argue for the political importance of a notion
         of cohabitation as a possible resolution to the asymmetrical conflict in Israel and
         Palestine.[55] 
      

      
      While Levinas also recognizes the discomfort caused by this inner alterity, he does
         not consider how the self, or other, should respond to it other than by accepting
         its weight and responsibility. Given how violent and dangerous ‘the hatred of the
         other man’ is, this strikes me as politically irresponsible. Levinas seems to believe
         that, perhaps after some form of epiphany, we will simply no longer experience an
         allergic reaction to alterity. This is a reminder of why his ethics are admirable
         and yet politically problematic. For Arendt, the political is both a space of agonism
         and a space of freedom. The discomforting difference and conflict within is externalized
         and shared with others and in this way temporarily alleviated. For Levinas it seems
         acceptable to define freedom as difficult and simply to leave it at that. He fails
         to consider that the other as different can help me to understand ‘who I am’ and help
         the world understand itself.
      

      
      The ‘coping mechanism’ that is available in the political realm is also politically
         beneficial, as it helps the self to have other perspectives of the shared world and
         reality. Like the notion of perspective developed by phenomenology, each particular
         agent, by means of action and judgement, offers a unique perspective of the world,
         and together these help all those interacting to better understand the shared world
         as well as to reconcile themselves to the reality that there is no unity either within
         the self or within society. By means of these perspectives, hearing other points of
         view (and sharing stories), one acquires this understanding of the intertwinement
         of identity and difference, ipseity and alterity. While we may wish to escape the latter for the ersatz comfort of the
         former, a desire that has been abused by a variety of political regimes (including
         totalitarian regimes), Arendt—in a language familiar to the Judaic—implies that this
         is a denial of the human condition. It is thus a ‘crime against humanity’,[56] to reduce difference to sameness—an ethical crime for Levinas and a political one
         for Arendt. This is precisely the point Levinas also makes with regard to the importance
         of thinking ethically after the Shoah. What is tragic is that even after the Shoah,
         victims—such as the Romas—continue to be persecuted. Moreover, with the rise of Islamophobia
         in the twenty-first century, which can be interpreted as a new form of anti-Semitism,[57] there seems to be no end to ‘the hatred of the other man’ that Levinas speaks of
         in his dedication in Otherwise Than Being.
      

      
      Relationality is proposed as a means to challenge this obsession with the same that
         is dangerous for the self, the other and the world. Arendt and Levinas have provided
         the basis upon which to develop a notion of alterity that is constitutive of plurality.
         While there are many indications that Arendt and Levinas both appreciated this, their
         disciplinary divide inhibited this type of rapprochement. The notion of relationality
         can now be ‘defined’ in terms of a plurality that is constituted by alterity. By conceptualizing
         relationality as alterity that arises and strengthens the plurality of the political
         from within, it is also possible to benefit from the strong ethical contribution provided
         by Levinas to post-Shoah thought within the framework of an Arendtian conception of
         the political, which has many advantages over other conceptions of the political in
         that it is democratic, horizontally constituted (bottom-up), empowering rather than
         alienating, inclusive and thrives upon publicity (a transparency demanded by many
         denizens today) and participation.
      

      
      Before considering relationality in terms of a post-foundational political ethics,
         let us consider how several other authors have sought to connect alterity and plurality:
      

      
         The inner duality of origin is the first phenomenon of alterity within identity: it
            shows the opening of identity, its originary opening to that alterity, irreducible
            and external to identity, which presents itself to human plurality. This alterity,
            in human plurality is irreducible to the ontological alterity immanent to identity,
            but is already implied in the inner duality of origin, which prepares it.[58] 
         

      

      While Ciaramelli begins from the alterity within the self, he seems to be aiming at
         a notion similar to that of relationality, which can also be understood as a political
         ethics (assuming an Arendtian notion of the political and a Levinasian notion of ethics).
         At the origin of our ‘identity’, constructed dynamically by means of performativity,
         is an alterity (I would not reduce this to duality as Ciaramelli does). While the
         other interacts with the self in terms of ‘identity’, this identity is already open
         to the other because of its own alterity. Nonetheless this ‘internal’ alterity is
         not identical to the ‘otherness’ of human plurality, although it does contribute to
         the richness of this plurality. Plurality is the difference between selves, each of
         whom is already constituted by an internal difference. When interacting with others,
         an appreciation for the alterity of their identities leads to an awareness and appreciation
         that this alterity is also within me. Likewise, an awareness of the alterity of all
         selves helps us to appreciate the plurality of the world, a plurality that we have
         also learned to embrace as part of our ‘identity’.
      

      
      If we consider the notion of relationality from the perspective of the political (rather
         than from the perspective of the self as Ciaramelli does) and theoretically ‘zoom
         in’, this would lead us to the type of interaction central to Levinas’s ethics—the
         face-to-face. Whether in terms of the face-to-face, which is always already a space
         of plurality inhabited by the third, or the political, it is fundamental that one
         encounters another person as other. This encounter, which is first and foremost experience
         prior to knowledge, must create space for difference or alterity, which means it cannot
         be a means towards another end. The face-to-face experience is a transformative encounter
         that prepares the possibility for all other reflective processes. Only once one has
         been affected by this encounter, by the face of the other, is one able to keep oneself
         open to difference and to the type of thinking necessary for political judgements
         and the ability to think from the standpoint, or perspective, of the other (this is
         precisely what Eichmann could not, or chose not to, do). The ‘Other can only reach
         me if I create a space for other within me’.[59] What makes relationality so demanding is that it must be constantly repeated, for
         it is ‘like the veil of Penelope: it undoes every morning what it had finished the
         night before’ (RJ 166). This transformative experience must be repeated in every encounter.
         It is also for this reason that an ontological appreciation of alterity is not sufficient
         for relationality; relationality must be conceived of as a praxis. In addition, relationality
         is not a consoling praxis. It, like the challenge presented by the other or the agonism
         of the political, forces us to confront ourselves and calls for a rather difficult
         reflection upon our narrative identity, the place it creates for alterity, forcing
         us to question the grounds upon which we fear the other; it can equally create a space,
         from within, for difference. While the greatest escape from the latter is to direct
         this discomfort by means of violence at another (a discomfort that I would venture
         to suggest has been promoted by a hegemonic, negative philosophical anthropology obsessed
         with unity and purity), perhaps a less violent option is to deal with our own alterity.
         This is the avenue pursued by relationality, which seeks to make us aware and understand
         that the relationship to the other is constitutive of the world and the self.
      

      
      Post-Foundational Relationality

      
      What does it mean to claim that relationality is a post-foundational political ethics?
         It means that relationality is an ethics of alterity that manifests itself in political
         interactions motivated by a principle of plurality without presupposing any foundational
         or anti-foundational claims. Post-foundationalist projects reject both foundational
         and anti-foundational claims, such as those that justify a certain version of human
         nature or the subject, while still acknowledging the need for stability by means of
         post-foundational ‘grounds’ that recognize their own contingency. Several such post-foundational
         ‘grounds’ have already been explored in previous chapters, such as the notion of horizontality,
         a web-of-relations and solidarity, all of which offer some stability while still clearly
         partial, contingent and fragile. While there is undoubtedly a strong appeal to forms
         of foundationalism, which seemingly offer us stability and certainty, what Arendt
         and Levinas have made amply evident is that neither stability nor certainty are possible
         in the interhuman realm without the reduction of the other to the same or of plurality
         to singularity. Only upon a post-foundational ground can alterity and plurality be
         respected. For this reason relationality is conceived of in terms of a post-foundational
         political ethics.
      

      
      Many of us cannot live without certainty, perhaps more so in ‘the West’, where we
         are not confronted with dangers and death on a daily basis; our obsession with statistics
         and predictions and our desire to be in full control of our lives are but examples
         of the luxurious illusion of certainty we hold onto. With regard to our interactions
         with others, whether in the form of ethical encounters or political performances,
         we expect this same certainty, striving to avoid spontaneity and surprises at all
         costs. What both Arendt and Levinas have demonstrated is that this desire to control
         is contrary to the human condition; furthermore, this desire is destructive—it can
         transform a democracy into a totalitarian regime (or as in this case at present, bring
         out the totalitarian characteristics of a liberal democracy). While it may be extremely
         difficult to accept that we are not in control, and that we cannot have absolute certainty,
         this is the risk we must face—but not alone. We must abandon all foundational projects
         and yet not give up hope—not an easy task. It is for this reason that many post-foundational
         thinkers seek to uncover contingent, dynamic sources of potentia. Arendt does so most notably with her notion of power that needs no foundation, as
         it arises from the between, a horizontal form of post-foundationalism. Freedom, in
         Arendt’s approach, is also possible only between people; it is intersubjective, strengthened
         by the web-of-relations—a further stabilizing post-foundational element. Her appeal
         to thinking without banisters can also be translated as thinking without foundations.
         This is equally the case for judgement, which cannot rely on fixed banisters or rules
         but must instead result from a mixture of subjective and objective tools that all
         require publicity:
      

      
         Even though we have lost yardsticks by which to measure, and rules under which to
            subsume the particular, a being whose essence is beginning may have enough of origin
            within himself to understand without preconceived categories and to judge without
            the set of customary rules which is morality. (EU 321)
         

      

      The one institutionalized stabilizing element, introduced by both Arendt and Levinas,
         is that of the law—often taken to be the bridge between ethics and the political.
         Both thinkers recognize its importance, and yet both underplay the role of the law,
         which as the Nuremberg Laws demonstrated, can also be used to stabilize a totalitarian
         system. Thus while the law may potentially bridge ethics and the political, it is
         not a substitute for relationality.
      

      
      Relationality, as a post-foundational project, allows for that which was insupportable
         under a totalitarian regime—spontaneity and contingency. It recognizes and tries to
         find a balance between the need for stability and the reality of contingency. Both
         of these elements are critical to relationality. Unfortunately, with the rise of modern
         liberal democracies we have become convinced that we are entitled to an increased
         sense of (false) control over our lives (often at the cost of lives of others, who
         are made invisible), which, when seemingly under threat, opens the door to a culture
         and politics of fear.[60] This combination—with regard to politics—is an open invitation for economists, technocrats
         and sadly populist leaders to offer their expertise and guarantees to a populace in
         need of greater certainty and reassurances. It is for this reason that post-foundationalism
         may seem to some to be a leap of faith. This is also why hope is essential for relationality.
         Post-foundationalist politics inhabits the fragile space between hope and fear. Hope
         is critical for the ability of relationality to bring stability to the political realm.
         Without hope, the lack of absolute stability introduced by a post-foundational approach,
         such as one rooted in relationality, can all too easily, whether by means of a nondemocratic
         leader or due to economic hardship, become a fertile ground for a violent exclusionary
         regime.
      

      
      While such a philosophical anthropology of hope sits comfortably within a Judaic paradigm,
         this is less so in the case of Western politics. Sadly, even those thinkers who themselves
         seem to embrace a positive philosophical anthropology do not consider importing this
         outlook into the polis. An exception to this is Viktor Frankl, an Auschwitz survivor, who argued:
      

      
         If we are to bring out the human potential at its best, we must first believe in its
            existence and presence. Otherwise man will ‘drift,’ he will deteriorate, for there
            is a human potential at its worst as well. We must not let our belief in the potential
            humanness of man blind us to the fact that humane humans are and probably always will
            be a minority. Yet it is this very fact that challenges each of us to join the minority:
            things are bad, but unless we do our best to improve them, everything will become
            worse.[61] 
         

      

      He claimed that his inspiration was none other than Goethe, whom he quotes as follows:
         ‘When we treat man as he is, we make him worse than he is; when we treat him as if
         he already were what he potentially could be, we make him what he should be’.[62] This is a type of pragmatic hope—the willingness to act as if one has hope—necessary
         for relationality. While hope can be found both in brief ‘revolutionary’ moments,
         such as those experienced by the many participants in protests across the globe between
         2011 and 2013, and over a longer period of peaceful time, both of which are rare,
         there is one pragmatic argument for hope. Fear has failed. It has proven, whether
         in this century or in any before, to fail to bring about humanity’s potential. Fear
         only leads to more fear. Assuming the worst not only prepares us to expect the worst,
         it prevents us from realizing the best. While this claim is undoubtedly idealistic,
         to continue to think politically in terms of ‘the lowest common denominator’ given
         what we know about history is quite frankly absurd. Explicitly influenced by the Judaic,
         Leo Strauss makes a similar point. ‘It is safer to try to understand the low in the
         light of the high than the high in the light of the low. In doing the latter one necessarily
         distorts the high, whereas in doing the former one does not deprive the low of the
         freedom to reveal itself as fully as what it is’.[63]  According to Strauss, liberalism’s failure arises from its inability to embrace
         the power of hope. Modernity is designed for the lowest common denominator, according
         to Strauss. For this reason Strauss argues that liberalism and democracy are not compatible.
      

      
      Given the problems of liberalism as developed by both Arendt and Levinas, I focus
         on democracy, which if inspired by hope rather than fear has the potential to transform
         reality. While this promise offers no individual guarantees, neither does fear. The
         alternative, as history shows, is further destruction of humanity and the shared world.
         It is for this reason that I do not appeal to the ‘rulers’ and a typical vertical
         structure of politics, but horizontally to all people to take on the responsibility
         of participating as ‘rulers’, or in Arendtian terms, as new beginnings, and in Judaic
         terms, as co-creators of the world. The unpredictable and the spontaneous are resources
         full of possibility that arise from a post-foundational ground. Relationality cannot
         offer certainty or predictability, but it can offer hope, miracles, and a world of
         possibilities as yet unexplored. Closely connected to the hope that a post-foundational
         approach to political ethics can bring is the invisible but tangible support and strength
         provided by relationality itself. The web-of-relations, the bond between the self
         and the other and solidarity are all forms of relationality. These stabilize and sustain
         the political realm and the ethics that arises from within these interactions. This
         is the horizontal transcendence of hope; relationality surpasses the singular self
         and creates an invisible ‘network’ that supports human interaction and ‘grounds’ new
         beginnings. A political ethics of relationality affirms hope as an alternative to
         the fear-driven need for certainty of traditional politics.
      

      
      The significance of the connection between hope and relationality is one of the reasons
         I define the political in Arendtian terms. ‘If Arendt is right about the inescapable
         plurality of men in politics, then the first implication that follows is that theory
         is no substitute for practice. . . . It is a lie, writing the script for a conversation
         that has yet to take place’.[64] From the perspective of more vertical forms of politics, plurality represents chaos;
         it is unpredictable, unmanageable, and as a result theorists are all too often obsessed
         with finding a means to organize and control the political, and thus people, thereby
         reducing plurality to singularity. While it is much easier to ‘design’ a model of
         the political from the basis of singularity, it is also these models that often fail
         to safeguard the reality of plurality or to keep a space open for the agonism of the
         political. While there is much more to relationality than its post-foundationalism,
         the need for control is quite possibly the greatest threat to the success of any democratic
         experiment. While liberalism has no explicit desire to totalize its citizenry, its
         overemphasis on autonomy and individualism leads to atomization and political alienation,
         opening the door to the loneliness Arendt describes as so dangerous for the political
         as it makes controlling much easier for any government, whether democratic or totalitarian.
         Seeing such potential connections between totalitarian elements and democracy, many
         of which arise in reaction to plurality, leads Arendt to develop her notion of the
         political as rooted in the human condition of plurality. It is this fundamental link
         between plurality and the political that makes her project unique in the Western philosophical
         canon. What’s more, as I have shown by engaging her work with that of Levinas, her
         notion of the political creates a space for an ethics of alterity from within the
         political, which is essential given the diversity that 
currently characterizes and, according to many, is problematic for, democracy.
      

      
      Just as the notion of the political as plurality is crucial for relationality so is
         Levinas’s unique notion of ethics. What is quintessential is that the ethics of relationality
         embraces difference while being anti-dogmatic and non-normative. Neither dogma nor
         norms belong in the political realm. This is precisely why Arendt connects the political
         to doxa rather than truth. The latter is hostile to dialogue and debate, that which keeps
         the public realm alive. Furthermore, norms and dogmas prevent the type of thinking
         and judgement that is necessary for a political ethics that is post-foundational.
         Without a foundation, all norms and beliefs are without absolute grounding, and this
         fact must not be hidden from society. It is precisely because of this groundlessness
         that people are called to take up their responsibility to each other and to the world.
         If not them, then who? It is also for this reason that the ethics that is called for
         is closely related to the notion of responsibility. While this responsibility is a
         far cry from Kant’s deontological ethics, as there are no imperatives, whether categorical
         or hypothetical, an ethics of alterity nonetheless asks the self to take responsibility
         for the other. Whereas Levinas makes this responsibility absolute (as does Arendt
         at times), this is not the case for relationality. By circumscribing an ethics of
         alterity within the political realm, a limit is set on this responsibility for the
         other. In this way a politics of relationality inspires and guides without providing
         a script. Humanity must write its own story, embracing its alterity and plurality
         in the process (making for even more intertwining stories).
      

      
      Arendt, in line with the Judaic, stresses the difference between principles and rules,
         covenants and contracts. While the former are flexible and personal, the latter have
         a tendency to be absolutely determined as well as universalistic and impersonal. It
         is this distinction that also is retained by the meaning of the terms politics and
         the political. In On Revolution she discusses the Mayflower compact (OR 88/168) as truly political and rooted in
         the principle of solidarity. Her preference for principles is based on the fact that
         they are dynamic and allow the political to remain a space of spontaneity, beginnings
         and change. Furthermore, principles allow space for responsibility and judgement that
         laws cannot guarantee. Laws lead to legal judgements, implicitly demotivating citizens
         from making their own judgements and taking responsibility for actions that are not
         deemed legally problematic. Principles are thus for Arendt political, as opposed to
         laws and contracts, which—while essential—are a part of politics that is meant to
         stabilize and support the political without reducing or replacing it. It is also for
         this reason that I see Levinas’s ethics of alterity to be compatible with an ethos
         or principle of the political; it inspires and helps us to appreciate difference without
         setting any clear rules or absolute imperatives.
      

      
      Adriana Cavarero, who is explicitly influenced by Arendt and Levinas (among others),
         appreciates the fact that what they can offer in terms of the political and ethics
         must be accepted in its post-foundationalism. Without using Marchart’s notion of post-foundationalism,
         she makes a similar argument by creating a distinction between the term political theory, which she differentiates from Arendt’s approach, and politicizing theory, which begins from a sceptical appreciation of theory with regard to the political
         realm:
      

      
         Obviously, political theory does not coincide with politics [the political in our
            terms]; it does not consists in acting politically. Political theory is theory: its
            disciplinary status consists in observing, seeing and imagining. Inaugurating it,
            Plato constrained political theory to look upward, that is, to free itself from the
            proprium of politics to remedy its constitutive contingency with the security of order. . .
            . [Arendt] facilitates the gesture of looking at the contingency of an agency in which
            plurality is the disclosure of a uniqueness that presents itself as absolute, unclassifiable,
            and non orderable difference. This difference appears as disorder and chaos only from
            the perspective of the traditional obsession with order.[65] 
         

      

      By refusing to approach the political from the perspective of political theory, Cavarero realizes the potential dialogue between Levinas’s ethics and Arendt’s
         approach to the political as well as their shared understanding of the necessity of
         accepting the post-foundational ‘anarchy’ in the human realm. ‘This is, after all,
         the radical challenge of a political theory that, abandoning the traditional vision
         of fictitious entities, finally politicises theory and, as Levinas would say, compels
         it to look in the face of the other’.[66] She also develops this into an alternative model of the political, but without explicitly
         making space for a Levinasian notion of alterity. ‘The public realm is a “relational
         space—contextual, contingent and groundless—that opens everywhere for everyone”, and
         this combination of plurality and relation building gives the political public realm
         a means of creating citizenship in terms of membership and publicity’.[67] 
      

      
      Cavarero, as well as Butler and Ciaramelli, have begun to consider what is to be learned
         from the many intersections between Arendt’s and Levinas’s respective projects. I
         do hope that this detailed analysis of their respective projects in a dialogical fashion
         contributes to further reflection on what is to be learned by bringing their thought
         together. Furthermore, not only should it make us consider the restrictive nature
         of the traditional categories of Western philosophy, it should also lead us to consider
         the wealth of traditions (as well as thinkers excluded because of their race, religion
         or gender, etc.) excluded by the canon—resources that ought to be included in a dialogue
         about the shared world. Rather than dodge the plurality of intellectual traditions,
         as we ‘dodge’ the other (out of fear), we should accept that we all share this world
         and that this ‘sharing’ requires facing our greatest fear: our own alterity. Rather
         than trying to suppress alterity by violently excluding and silencing it, let us face
         it—this is precisely what the dialogue between Arendt and Levinas should inspire us
         to do.
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      Chapter 8

      The Promise and Pitfalls of Relationality

      
         
         
         
      

      
      Hopeful that I have inspired more future engagements between the thought of Arendt
         and Levinas, I conclude this staged conversation between the Arendtian notion of plurality
         and the Levinasian ethics of alterity by focusing on what remains: the notion of relationality
         and its potential political actualization. Given that ‘storytelling reveals meaning
         without committing the error of defining it’ (MDT 104), the best way to provide an
         account of relationality is by  trying to connect the different threads of the dialogue
         I have constructed. Second, I will consider a few arguments in favour of relationality,
         arguments that are meant to motivate others to take the relational turn and in so
         doing accept the precarious reality of post-foundationalism and the fragile stability
         introduced by relationality. I will thus indicate four points of potential within
         the notion of relationality, points that have already been demonstrated but are worth
         repeating here. Third, while I wish there were no pitfalls to relationality, it is
         necessary to acknowledge these briefly. Finally, I explore the promise and importance,
         for today, of relationality in our contemporary democracies.
      

      
      Relationality: Putting the Pieces 
of the Puzzle Together
      

      
      For Adorno, the Shoah called for a rethinking of the entire process by which we raise
         and educate children. Elie Wiesel, who survived the camps, calls for all to recognize
         the radical rupture of reality introduced by the horrors of the Shoah—thinking and
         politics can never be the same. For those trying to make sense of the world after
         its almost complete destruction, all previous categories, assumptions and dogmas need
         to be rethought—if thinking after the Shoah is even possible. In this vein, Arendt
         and Levinas are no exceptions. Both, exceptionally, managed to survive the Shoah,
         Arendt by way of three courageous escapes, from a German prison and then Germany,
         from the French detention camp in Gurs and then through the mountains of the Pyrenees
         onto a boat to America. Levinas, having become a French citizen, was captured as a
         Jewish prisoner of war rather than just as a Jew, which would have been a direct death
         sentence. What both experienced and observed affected their thinking for the rest
         of their lives. While it would be much easier to claim that the Shoah was the responsibility
         of a small group of monsters, neither thinker accepted this ‘explanation’. Both sought
         to understand how what enabled the destruction of the shared world is something we
         are each responsible for, a daily form of violence that continues today by way of
         a rejection of difference. Arendt saw this most clearly in the rejection of plurality,
         both in the vita activa and in the vita contemplativa. Levinas saw this in terms of an allergic reaction to alterity. In this sense, the
         Shoah came to symbolize a type of seemingly benign evil, an appearance that makes
         it all the more dangerous, that is constitutive of our daily social interactions rooted
         in an ontological framework based on singularity. In other words, Arendt and Levinas
         both came to the conclusion that in order to prevent such horror from repeating itself,
         a horror that neither took to be limited in form by anti-Semitism, change—of a radical
         sort—was necessary at the level of the foundations of human interaction.
      

      
      By bringing together these horrifying experiences and their prewar studies in phenomenology,
         Arendt and Levinas both sought a new means to make the best of what they had learned.
         Husserl’s interest in intersubjectivity may have actually been the spark that both
         needed to begin to deconstruct the dangers of putting Heidegger’s Dasein onto a pedestal. Moreover, both Arendt and Levinas remained true to the spirit of
         the phenomenological tradition all their lives. It is from this tradition that both
         learned to appreciate the link between thinking and experience and the importance
         of events and perspective. This is most clear from their distinct analysis of the
         world, which for Arendt is to be found in The Human Condition and for Levinas in Totality and Infinity, texts published within three years of each other.
      

      
      Without wanting to simplify either Arendt’s or Levinas’s personal and philosophical
         relation to Heidegger’s life and work, this is undoubtedly a starting point for their
         dialogue. Both thinkers were rightfully awestruck by Heidegger’s philosophical brilliance,
         so much so that their disillusionment with his words and deeds during the war was
         all the more unbearable. Both responded to Heidegger in the way he had taught them
         to—by writing and thinking—by trying to make sense of the world. After doing so, and
         with their experiences of the Shoah, neither could simply follow in his path, a path
         with only enough space for Dasein, leaving mitsein to trail behind in the horizon. Both Arendt and Levinas appreciated, and this is
         their first intellectual intersection, that Heidegger’s personal failings were closely
         tied to his scholarly approach. Their first dialogical encounter is their shared rejection
         of the ontological tradition, with its priority for singularity and the Greek desire
         for unity. Yet their response to Heidegger took diverging forms: for Arendt it was
         the turn to the political—a realm she was completely new to—and for Levinas it was
         a turn to ethics, to be refounded in terms of first philosophy. The first chapter
         of this story thus ends with the appearance of two notions, each tied to a seemingly
         different domain, that of plurality and alterity, and yet both arising as a direct
         challenge to Heidegger’s prioritization of ontology and singularity.
      

      
      The next piece of the relationality puzzle is one in which I, as the narrator, become
         an actor. By introducing the notion of the Judaic, a notion I have shown to arise
         from their respective opuses, I wish to highlight the Judaic contribution to relationality.
         While the importance of hope can be connected to other sources, it is to a shared
         Judaic source that I attach it here. While so many living during these darkest times
         gave up hope—choosing either to end their lives or to give up thinking about its meaning—Arendt
         and Levinas refused to believe that humanity could not learn from its inhumanity and
         sought to help achieve this by affirming both responsibility and intersubjectivity.
         While this struck me as particularly Judaic, most likely because of my own background,
         it is important to emphasize that I neither take the Judaic to be exclusive nor do
         I think it has sole ownership rights on the relationship among a relational approach,
         hope and responsibility.
      

      
      One of the greatest social dangers I seek to overcome by means of relationality is
         the individualistic approach to responsibility, which while it understandably guides
         our legal system, is certainly problematic with regard to the shared world. By understanding
         the world as relationally created, a creation whose responsibility is shared by all
         participants, responsibility can no longer be defined in the singular. A similar position
         is defended by other scholars also inspired by Levinas and Arendt, such as Cavarero,
         Ciaramelli, Jung and Butler:
      

      
         By virtue of its relation to others . . . those relations to others are precisely
            the venue for its ethical responsibility. . . . I cannot think the question of responsibility
            alone, in isolation from the Other, or if I do, I have taken myself out of the mode
            of address that frames the problem of responsibility from the start.[1] 
         

      

      Responsibility is an affirmation of this fundamental relationality. It expresses care
         for the other and the world and in so doing strengthens the bonds of ‘solidarity’
         that ‘ground’ the political. It is in this sense that responsibility is both ethical
         and political. It is an ethics that arises from within the political and also contributes
         to the strengthening of the political itself. Jung also connects responsibility to
         the horizontal transcendence that occurs within an intersubjective space, a transcendence
         that encourages hope: ‘[R]responsibility is self-transcendence’.[2] Taking responsibility for myself, for the other and for the world connects me to
         myself, the other and the world—it creates a home for humanity in which I can relationally
         root myself and help others to do the same. Furthermore, responsibility rooted in
         relationality does not permit one to escape responsibility for any harm to the other
         or to the world, an escape that is made easier by way of ontological singularity or
         liberal individualism.
      

      
      Responsibility, however, when connected to the Judaic rather than to phenomenology
         (as with Jung), exits the paradigm of intersubjectivity. As Markova correctly assesses,
         ‘[post-Husserlian] intersubjectivity is supposed to express the idea of closing the
         gap between I and Other(s)—so as to theoretically create the sphere of “in-between”
         to think of the I and the Other’.[3] However, it is because of the possibility to interpret intersubjectivity as still
         giving priority to the subject, ontologically or epistemologically, that relationality
         takes the Judaic relational approach as its starting point to reconsider the relationship
         between self and other and self and world. As I showed in the previous chapters, I
         believe Arendt and Levinas—to different degrees—pursue this path. Relationality thus
         inhabits the relational space between the ‘I’ and ‘we’ and thereby treasures the alterity
         that constitutes both the self and the plurality of the home. Relationality denies
         the autonomy of the subject, seeing the other as constitutive of the self, a position
         explicitly supported by Levinas and implicitly endorsed by Arendt in her last writings.
      

      
      By clarifying the notion of the subject of relationality, I created a space for the
         rapprochement of the Arendtian notion of plurality and the Levinasian notion of alterity.
         The connection is equally rooted in the historical context and the relation to the
         dominant philosophical paradigm. Yet the connection is not seamless. There is a leap
         from alterity and plurality to relationality, and the chasm must not be denied. It
         is precisely this desire for certainty, often amplified by fear, that is rejected
         by relationality. This gap defines relationality as a form of post-foundationalism,
         thereby ensuring its contingency. In this sense, relationality rejects any attempt
         to eliminate the gap and close itself off from externality.
      

      
      Putting all these elements together—the post-foundational approach, the political
         rooted in plurality and hope and an ethics of alterity and responsibility—leads us
         to relationality. Relationality is an ethics that is bounded by the political and
         that arises from within the political, which finds its standard from within (it does
         not have an external source or legitimating authority). While I am not claiming that
         all ethics must be bounded by the political, an ethics that can speak to the political
         must be politically bounded. Alterity is an ethics that is born from within the political,
         resulting from interactions rooted in relationality. This also means that it is a
         dynamic ethics rather than fixed. It changes as times and people do. While this prevents
         us from clearly outlining the ethics of the political, it is precisely this ambiguity
         that we must accept as part and parcel of the reality, and spontaneity, of human interactions.
         While this clearly opens it up to the critique that it is relativism, this charge
         does not hold the same weight (as it traditionally did), as relationality embraces
         the contingency of the post-foundational ‘Our endeavour must be to think the political
         from within, neither as an object confronting us nor as a system of signifiers linked
         to a pure signified’.[4] Ethics in this sense is defined by the principle of alterity, a principle that inspires
         rather than rules or legislates. A political ethics is the ethos created by the polis from within. In opposition to alternative approaches that seek to reconcile ethics
         and the political, I affirm that ‘from the ethical to the political there is no deduction,
         but a spring or a leap’.[5] Nonetheless, as I hope to have shown, this leap is a fruitful one, although not without
         risks, when one considers the many intersections between alterity and plurality and
         the need for some internal stability in all post-foundational political projects.
         An ethics of alterity is the ideal means to strengthen and stabilize the distinction
         that is the root of plurality without at the same time threatening the post-foundational
         character, as it, like plurality, is always open to externality—the unpredictable
         in political terms—as a means to prevent its totalization.
      

      
      The Promise of Relationality

      
      Relationality is a response to the world we live in—a world seemingly perpetually
         in crisis—a world in which we can no longer find security in the false promises of
         absolute foundations. Yet the end of metaphysics need not be the end of a meaningful
         existence; on the contrary, it may symbolize new opportunities for the shared world:
      

      
         The omnipotence of man makes men superfluous (just as monotheism is necessarily the
            consequence of the omnipotence of God), then totalitarianism’s power to destroy humans
            and the world lies not only in the delusion that everything is possible, but also
            in the delusion that there is such a thing as man. . . . But man exists only as God’s
            creature. The power of man is limited by the fact that he has not created himself,
            whereas the power of men is limited not so much by nature as by the fact of plurality—the
            factual existence of my kind. It does not help me, as the humanists would have it,
            that I see man in every human being, as this by no means necessarily leads to respect
            or recognition for human dignity, but can equally well mislead us into believing in
            a surplus and in superfluity.[6] 
         

      

      While there may be no absolutes, no certainties and no guarantees in life, there is
         something potentially more meaningful and rewarding: the interactions and relationships
         we have with others and ourselves and the immense power that can arise from these;
         this is the basis of relationality. What relationality entails is that we choose to
         turn to the other, rather than choosing to turn away from the other and further into
         ourselves. The latter choice, one we have pursued without much promise, seemingly
         offers nothing more than a fearful and lonely, seemingly autonomous existence self-driven
         by consumerism and competition.
      

      
      It may be possible to learn to turn towards the other, or it might only require that
         we unlearn the alternative: the allergic reaction to alterity. It is possible to learn
         to appreciate this alterity as positive or enriching, as is clear from once successful
         attempts to do so as part of the multicultural education in countries such as Canada.
         Human beings do not encounter each other in a ‘neutral fashion’, but it is not clear
         whether this encounter is one that is originally experienced, preconsciously, as positive
         or negative, given that society has already formed our views of the other before this
         question could ever be considered. While the former seems more likely to me given
         human curiosity, a ‘natural inquisitiveness’, I believe that our response to alterity
         is more something determined by our life-world and education. Nonetheless, both experience
         and education can help us discover the richness of difference. This encounter allows
         us to ask the question ‘who am I’, thereby helping us to understand ourselves and
         our relation to the world. These interactions also help to strengthen the web-of-relations
         that supports human action and allow us the time and space to find meaning in life
         and in each other. In other words, the struggle to appreciate alterity is beneficial
         both for the self and for the world, a rare political case of win-win. While relationality
         is only one particular post-foundational perspective, it has the potential to offer
         much more, both for the self and for the world. Let us therefore begin by answering
         the questions: Why choose relationality? Why turn toward the other rather than turning
         away from the other and the world?
      

      
      Much of political theory, both past and present, finds vertical ‘power’ in autonomy,
         unity and singularity. The alternative relationality offers is empowerment by reaffirming
         the plurality of the world and alterity within me. This type of power is rooted in
         heteronomy, interdependence, community and relationality. Seemingly the former type
         of ‘power’ offers more certainty and control—the individual finds power in himself
         or herself. Relationality calls this type of vertical ‘power’ an illusion and a threat
         to the world. While relationality does involve taking a risk—acknowledging the alterity
         of the self and the plurality of the world, as well as fighting fear with hope—its
         rewards are real. While there is no denying that taking such a risk is a ‘leap of
         faith’ given the plurality and unpredictability of strangers—both hostile and hospitable—that
         inhabit the earth, it is the only option if we accept the principle of plurality,
         which declares that everyone has the right to be part of the shared world. Once again,
         plurality means embracing the fact that we live in this world with others—both with
         whom we agree and with whom we disagree. While individualism, nihilism and a variety
         of other ‘isms’ may allow us to survive, relationality might actually allow humanity
         to flourish. While there are no guarantees that we won’t fail, given the horrors of
         the past century and those of the first decade of the twenty-first century, there
         is very little left to lose. Relationality is thus a post-foundational ground that
         seeks to make us aware that not only beneath our feet, but also within us, the ground
         is crumbling, and the only possible way to flourish is to engage the other both within
         ourselves and within the world. While relationality requires courage, as it challenges
         one to take a risk that is countercultural (given the dominance of the capitalist-promoted
         individualism of many Western societies), the potential rewards—which I now present—outweigh
         the potential risks.
      

      
      First, relationality acknowledges our human need for some sense of stability, even
         if only partial, in a world where we can no longer rely on the illusion of certainty
         previously provided by tradition, religion and authority (BPF 142). We have all experienced,
         during moments of instability or after a destabilizing traumatic event, a certain
         comfort and strength provided by means of the ‘reality-check’ provided by others with
         whom we have either shared these experiences or to whom we relate them in the form
         of stories. As reality is created by interacting with others, it is only by appearing,
         speaking and hearing that we ever have any certainty about our shared world. Action,
         in terms of either words or deeds, cannot ‘resolve’ the instability created by a lack
         of absolute foundations. Nonetheless, the empowerment of knowing and experiencing
         that one is not alone does provide some with a sense of partial stability. In this
         vein the experience of relationality helps to diminish the potentially overwhelming
         emotion of fear that arises at such moments and empowers one to remain more hopeful.
         Fear and anxiety feed off isolation, as Arendt showed in Origins in her analysis of loneliness. Hope is reinforced by sharing our concerns with others;
         the web-of-relations is thus a sort of affective safety net.
      

      
      Second, at a time when so much of our daily existence is occupied with seemingly senseless
         trivialities (e.g., consumerism), relationality is an elevating source of meaning.
         While much enjoyment or pleasure, as described by Levinas in Totality and Infinity, is to be found in egoism, relationality—much like the ethical encounter according
         to Levinas—offers the self, without harming the other or the world, a real sense of
         fulfilment and a joy (without the guilt that often accompanies egoism). Every interaction
         we experience with another—great or small—leaves its ‘traces’ on the self as well
         as in the shared world by means of a story. These stories provide a level of temporal
         stability to our world, connecting past and present and providing inspiration and
         hope for the future. Our experiences, by means of stories, become part of something
         that goes beyond the self—a horizontal form of transcendence. In addition, they also
         provide us with a sense of meaning beyond the self when weaved together with other
         stories forming a shared ‘history’. Shared experiences also allow us to develop and
         strengthen our bonds to others, encouraging us to take greater risks with regard to
         others whom we might otherwise perceive as hostile (because of certain implicit bias
         or explicit prejudices, etc.). Relationality, both as it is experienced and as a form
         of awareness, provides us with a sense of meaning by making us aware of how interdependent
         we are, how interrelated our lives are and our potential, together with others, to
         change and co-create others and the shared world. While the feeling of being connected
         to others, responsible for others, needed by others, can by no means erase our feelings
         of alienation, superfluousness or melancholy, it can prevent us from wallowing in
         self-pity and getting ‘lost in our heads’. The best solution for such ‘states of being’
         is often simply to be pulled out of one’s self, and this can only be done by means
         of relationality. A politics of relationality is thus a praxis that makes this awareness
         tangible and discernible, often in the form of an empowering solidarity that has great
         political promise for democratic societies struggling to combat rampant individualism.
      

      
      Third, relationality also helps us to answer a question that is never far from one’s
         mind (assuming one already has the luxuries of sustenance and shelter): Who am I?
         This is the political question par excellence for Arendt, which can only be answered
         by others with whom we interact. Her rejection of the notion of a fixed human nature
         also requires that we abandon the false illusion of a static identity, whether for
         the self or for a community (e.g., nationalism, racism). The yearning for such identities
         is the same craving that motivates totalitarian ascription to ideologies; it is a
         denial of our agency and responsibility for the world. Relationality provides an alternative
         means to respond to this desire by offering a partial answer in terms of a dynamic
         relational identity, a product of a narrative web-of-relations in terms of our relationships
         to others and the narratives we share with others. While the answers relationality
         provides to the question ‘who am I?’ are neither fixed nor final, these answers each
         help us to better understand ourselves as agents in our own and the world’s constitution.
      

      
      Fourth, by providing partial answers to some of the existential questions that can
         lead us to feel frustrated, bewildered and anxious, feelings reinforced by the contingency
         of post-foundationalism, relationality promotes a certain form of ‘internal’ reconciliation
         that on the level of the political might translate into a form of ‘partial’ peace.
         In contrast to the Kantian aspiration for perpetual peace that inspired the Enlightenment,
         a peace that can only be rooted in a foundational approach, the partial peace of relationality
         has the more modest goal of transforming potentially violent and antagonistic conflicts
         into more verbal and agonistic interactions. The latter, as developed by many theorists
         of radical democracy, is the ideal of a performative and participatory polis, as opposed to forms of consensus-based politics that maintain the possibility, also
         clearly rooted in a Kantian paradigm, of an ideal-speech situation. While no post-foundational
         approach could offer the type of guarantees promised by perpetual peace, the greatest
         stumbling block to such peace is an us versus them frame.[7] This highly polarizing binary approach to the other, which is by no means easy to
         escape, fails to recognize that while inclusion and exclusion will always play a role
         in human interactions, frames based on us versus them are constructions that are always
         partial and contingent and as such need to be constantly challenged and changed. It
         is this need and space for contestation and change that characterizes a politics of
         relationality, which rejects any fixed identities or us versus them frames.
      

      
      Finally, a politics of relationality promotes a praxis of responsibility that is fundamentally
         necessary as a complement to (rather than substitute for) the current hegemonic rights
         culture, which often endorses the egoism and individualism of neo-liberal democracies.
         Relationality, rooted in a relational approach and responsibility, provides a framework
         within we are much more aware of how our actions, or lack thereof, affect the other
         and the world, and also helps us to appreciate that many of our problems are not ours
         alone and that only collective action, rooted in a shared sense of responsibility,
         can appropriately address these problems. In the past decade, certain global problems
         have begun to be recognized as being fundamentally rooted in relationality, such as
         the environmental or economic crisis. While there are, and will continue to be, many
         people who reject the underlying principle of relationality and who thus explicitly
         deny the shared dangers of global warming or the interconnectedness of national and
         global financial crashes (by rejecting demonstrations of financial solidarity with
         Greece, Spain, and many developing nations), these so-called experts—at least with
         regard to these two political problems—are slowly being contested. Relationality,
         with its emphasis on the alterity and plurality constitutive of the self and world,
         is a call to each of us to take responsibility for addressing and participating in
         the resolution of our shared problems.
      

      
      The Pitfalls of Relationality

      
      While there are certainly hazards to all approaches to the political, these should
         not be used as a justification to not take the risk of relationality. Life, which
         is much more than biological survival, and the political are characterized by contingency—this
         is the approach embraced by post-foundationalism. Furthermore, until one has tried
         all alternatives, we can never be certain of what will succeed or fail. For those
         more pragmatic in character, another, less hopeful, question to consider is: What
         are the alternatives to relationality? The world seemed to hold so much promise for
         peace and humanity at the outset of the twentieth century and yet, in the end, as
         Arendt and Levinas sought to share with us, we need to radically rethink what was
         then taken for granted. Nonetheless, it is worth considering three of the most serious
         threats to relationality: its fragility, the foe and fear.
      

      
      While I listed responsibility as a potential argument in favour of relationality,
         it is equally the site of immense fragility. The connection between responsibility
         and a relational approach demonstrates how immensely fragile all forms of post-foundational
         horizontalism are—and also why hope is such a necessary source of support. This fragility
         is a vulnerability that post-foundationalism does not try to hide; it arises from
         the contingency of human relations, and the only means we have to counter this fragility
         is to strengthen the bonds between people. Yet as the expression goes, one bad apple
         can spoil the bunch. The ‘free rider’ problem, if one makes more of it than necessary,
         is a threat to relationality. A presupposition of relationality (based on hope) is
         that these ‘bad apples’ or ‘free riders’ will decrease in numbers as the web strengthens.
         The latter, it is assumed, will empower more and more people to turn towards the other
         and recognize that relationality is the best option available for modern democracies
         that are ‘grounded’ in post-foundationalism. While traumatic events and bad news are
         never easy to accept, the stronger the web-of-relations, the less relationality is
         disputed in times of crisis.[8] 
      

      
      This brings us to the second limitation of relationality: the danger of falling into
         the Schmittian trap of reducing all others into the rigid category of friend or foe.
         Relationality, in refusing the option of either an ‘I’ or ‘we’ origin for the political,
         equally seeks to deny the notion that relations to others can ever be simplified to
         this degree. Even with a hostile other, one remains in relation and thus responsible.
         While it is not easy to deny one’s responsibility for a hospitable other, my responsibility
         for others and the world cannot end there. I am equally responsible for those others
         I have no interaction with as for those whom I experience as being hostile. While
         this can certainly be extremely difficult, especially in situations of war, the alternative
         is to deny relationality. This would mean to deny that which I dislike within me and
         in the other and to set out to destroy it and in so doing destroy the other, the shared
         world and myself. Relationality pushes me to focus on my relationships to all others
         and the responsibility this carries with it. As such I must commit to refusing a completely
         comprehensible desire to seek revenge, to act aggressively or cruelly towards those
         who have hurt me. The question relationality, in these situations, pushes one to ask
         is: How am I responsible for the harm an other has chosen to enact (against me or
         my community, etc.)? While this is undoubtedly a question that should first and foremost
         be asked by those in ‘power’, economically and politically, it must also be asked
         by those who are most excluded, most forgotten and most vulnerable to victimhood—as
         all persons are political agents and must commit together to perform tikkun olam.
      

      
      Yet the greatest danger to relationality, the one that has been mentioned throughout
         this book but cannot possibly be overstated, is fear. Fear is the greatest challenge
         to relationality. Fear is what motivates us to accept the reduction of the world into
         friend and foe. Fear is what justifies our retreat from responsibility. Fear is what
         exposes the fundamental fragility of post-foundationalism and forces many to retreat
         into the illusion of certainty offered by absolutes. Fear is what enabled the destruction
         of the other and the shared world during the Shoah. Let us not forget that totalitarianism
         and democracy are, contrary to what many wish to believe, intimately intertwined.
         Fear is what continues to destroy our democracies today. According to both Arendt
         and Levinas, albeit to a lesser extent, fear and the desire for security have led
         many societies, certainly those driven by capitalism, to settle for a (neo-liberal)
         politics rather than risk a better alternative, such as that presented by relationality.
      

      
      Towards a Politics of Relationality

      
      Relationality is a post-foundational political ethics inspired by an Arendtian notion
         of plurality as the principle for modern democratic polis and a Levinasian ethics of alterity that strives to combat an ontologically justified
         allergic reaction to the other. Yet this ethics is not like other moral theories (e.g.,
         deontology), as it is bounded by and arises from within the political space of human
         interactions. It thus strengthens plurality without trying to control it. It is an
         ethics that does not threaten the spontaneity, unpredictability and freedom of human
         interactions. A politics of relationality thus points towards a new empowering and
         life-affirming perspective on the political in light of a relational understanding
         of the human condition with regard to our responsibility for others and the shared
         world. It is the latter perspective that has the potential to speak to the lack of
         interest and engagement in contemporary democratic politics. By inhabiting a paradoxical
         space between agency and community, relationality strives to promote participation—challenging
         the widespread feeling that one person cannot make a difference in the political realm—while
         at the same time denying that one person can ever be the sole author of change, which
         is always connected to a larger web-of-relations. An ethics of alterity reminds us
         that every individual actor has a unique role to play and story to share. The other
         is a gift and not a threat, unless one refuses to recognize the principle of plurality
         that reminds us that the world is a shared one and that no one has the right to exclude
         another from acting in it. Relationality, in terms of a politics, offers this approach
         as an alternative starting point to notions of the political rooted in ontological
         singularity, which according to Arendt and Levinas formed the girder for totalitarianism
         and have left their trace on modern liberal democracies.
      

      
      By way of conclusion, I would like to indicate some of the possible means by which
         relationality in terms of a politics has promise for our modern democratic societies.
         First, starting from the most tangible aspect, relationality can act as a counter
         to the rising democratic deficit in modern societies. Second, relationality can open
         up a political spectrum that is too one-dimensional by refusing to define the political
         in terms of either ‘I’ or ‘we’ or in terms of its relation to ethics. It is this opening
         up that also makes a space for a politics of responsibility to complement a politics
         of rights. Third, and this is the promise that is equally present in the writings
         of Arendt and Levinas, a politics of relationality aims to fulfil the hope expressed
         by the phrase Never Again. Relationality, by looking deep into the roots of political regimes, whether totalitarian
         or liberal democracies, and radically questioning the cost of unity and identity,
         presents an alternative priority. Relationality has as its goal to begin to repair
         the world so that it is possible once again for all to feel at home in it.
      

      
      While there is no lack of literature on the increasing reality of and challenges posed
         by the democratic deficit, particularly in countries that have a long history of democracy,
         relationality may be a new perspective from which to engage this literature.[9] What Arendt and Levinas establish is that the political must seek to celebrate rather
         than control alterity and plurality if it is to be a world-building space. The problem
         this raises for those seeking to understand the causes of this democratic deficit
         requires a fundamental examination of the nature of contemporary democracies: Are
         they actually open to the reality of a democracy rooted in relationality? Such a democracy
         is chaotic, unpredictable and ever changing—it is by no means easy to manage, govern
         or rule. This entails a radical challenge to the now dominant political system of
         representative liberal democracy, which try to organize and categorize plurality as
         a means to tame its uncontrollability. This is one of the reasons for the focus on
         the individual. The individual is much easier to analyse and predict (than plurality),
         making it easier for liberal rulers to continue to rule. It is not possible to rule
         over plurality without destroying it, as totalitarianism did. Liberal governments
         all too often prefer the certainty of a polis controlled by means of representation and limited input on behalf of the citizenry.
      

      
      Yet what appears as an alternative to liberalism, in our current one-dimensional political
         spectrum, is communitarianism or republicanism. Neither of these alternatives fare
         much better with regard to the test of relationality: Do these political approaches
         make space for alterity and plurality? Unlike some forms of liberalism centred on
         the individual, some forms of communitarians refuse to grant the individual, in his
         or her alterity, the space to appear by putting the group or common good above all
         else. In this vein, group-based political theories refuse to allow the alterity of
         a plurality to appear and thereby reduce plurality to multiplicity. The democratic
         deficit could thus be said to be a product of its own fear of the demos. Relationality seeks to empower the demos by prioritizing alterity and plurality, knowing that the price of this empowerment
         is a loss of control and governance. A politics of relationality does not believe
         people are meant to be managed or ruled, but rather that they are born to surprise,
         create and transform the world.
      

      
      The second promise of relationality is that it introduces another dimension to the
         way we think, and speak, about politics. By refusing to define the political in terms
         of either ‘I’ or ‘we’, relationality introduces a new perspective to the political
         spectrum, specifically with regard to its relation to ethics. Habermas, in his essay
         ‘Three Normative Models of Democracy’ (1996), defines his discourse theory on democracy
         in comparison to two paradigms, the liberal and the republican (associating communitarians
         with the latter), because of their shared conception of politics as connected to a
         substantial ethical life.[10] In other words, the two paradigms differ in that while the liberals seek neutrality[11] by completely separating ethics, a private affair, from politics, the republicans
         and communitarians claim that the public sphere cannot be divorced from competing
         notions of the good life. Thus, while ‘the republicans’ ‘view citizenry as a collective
         actor that reflects the whole and acts for it; in the latter [liberal account], individual
         actors function as dependant variables’.[12] 
      

      
      A politics of relationality refuses this aporetic position on ethics by embracing
         an ethics that arises from within the polis, which in this case is that of alterity, which fortifies the importance of plurality
         for politics. It is as an alternative to these approaches to the political agent as
         either an autonomous individual or a heteronymous member of a collective (defined
         by culture, race, religion, and so forth) with regard to the communitarians or by
         one’s citizenship in a nation with regard to republicans. In this way relationality
         seeks to overcome Marx’s denunciation of the ‘asinine hypocrisy’ of the split between
         ‘the individual’ and ‘the citizen’ or between self-interest and the common good.[13] A politics of relationality creates a critical distance from this one-dimensional
         model of the political, in which there are three ‘camps’, in order to point towards
         a new perspective on the political in light of a relational understanding of the human
         condition with regard to our responsibility for others and the shared world. Thus
         while most political thinkers begin from the individual, the citizen or the group,
         relationality takes the space ‘between’, the relational roots of the political, as
         its starting point.
      

      
      This dialogue between Arendt and Levinas began in their (and my) shared desire to
         understand how the Shoah could have happened. It is also in this vein that I conclude
         it. Never Again, a phrase that cannot be detached from the Judaic, has a much broader meaning: embrace
         the alterity and plurality that constitutes the self and the shared world. Do not
         run or attempt to destroy it. Do not allow uncertainty to be fed by fear; do not hate
         what you do not know. Relationality is a political project that calls us to embrace
         difference within us and in the political realm. It helps us to understand that the
         desire we may have for unity, for harmony, for consensus and for cohesion comes at
         a heavy price: that of the other, both within and without. While it would be a lie
         to say that this is easy to do—in fact it may be the most difficult thing we will
         ever have to do—relationality emphasizes the fact that we do not need to do it alone.
      

      
      In this sense, the promise of relationality in terms of a political project goes far
         beyond what I have developed here. I believe, much like Arendt, Levinas, and so many
         other thinkers writing after the Shoah, that it is necessary to reconsider the meaning
         of the political, and that this reconsideration must seek a means to create a relationship
         between the political and ethics. It is because of this need, which the Shoah exposed
         as acute, that I have sought to reconsider the political from the perspective of the
         relational, a perspective that allows for both the plurality of the political and
         the alterity of the ethical. Moreover, relationality’s need for participation and
         action helps to combat the feelings of superfluousness and rootlessness at the heart
         of the democratic deficit. Last but not least, relationality is a means to remind
         us that even without roots one remains forever rooted to the world by being connected
         to other human beings. Given the events of the twentieth century, let us not forget
         wisdom that has been with humanity for several thousand years: ‘It is not good for
         man to be alone [sic]’. We flourish when we allow ourselves to be in relation, to be responsible for the
         other and the world, to be inspired by hope rather than fear and to listen and learn
         rather than strive to evade or eliminate. A political ethics of relationality is a
         first step towards such a world.
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