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It seems a function of normal human empathy for us to treat others as we would like to be treated.  If, through empathy, we have the capacity of experiencing the distress of others, then we refrain from harming them.  Our guide is the “golden rule,” variations of which occur in all the world’s religions.
  Yet despite apparent unanimity on the rule as “the sum of duty,” conceptions of justice, of how best to organize a state, differ widely.  There is often a surprising disjunct between the private ethical conduct of citizens and what counts as “just” or “fair” in the actions of the state. Victor Klemperer’s diaries of the Nazi years bear eloquent testimony both to the private decency of ordinary individuals and the brutality of the state that had at least their passive acquiescence.
  Such considerations prompt one to ask: how can we make the transition from ethics to justice?  How do we keep intact our sense of empathy and decency when we move from the private to the public realm?  How can the universal ethics implied by empathy take on a political presence?  To attempt an answer, I am going to look at the nature of empathy to see how it relates to our having a conscience.  I will then turn to Hannah Arendt’s account of the human condition to show how the structures implicit in empathy might be translated to society at large.

I


As its name indicates, empathy is a feeling (a suffering or undergoing) of the world in and through another person. 
  As such, it involves taking myself as another.  I do so when I take up the other person’s standpoint, letting myself be determined by those things that determine him.  This includes not just his situating external circumstances; I must also take into account his bodily condition: sex, health, and so on.  The same holds for the other’s memories and anticipations.  Insofar as these are known to me, they too can become components of my empathy.  As I imaginatively take on such elements, the openness of my subjectivity is such that I undergo a double shaping.
  On the one hand, I continue to be determined by my own circumstances, on the most basic level, by my bodily being.  On the other, insofar as I “feel in” and through the other, I am shaped by what shapes this person.  The result, then, is a certain doubling of my selfhood.  I am present to myself as determined by my circumstances, yet this self-presence also includes myself as an other, i.e., as defined by an alternative environment.  Such duality can, of course, be quite disturbing.  The misery of another person can ruin my enjoyment.  Interrupting my self-presence, the person’s need can be experienced as my own.  Undergoing it, I can, in Levinas’s words, experience the other as “the bread snatched from my mouth.”


Given this disquieting possibility, we often attempt to shield ourselves from the effects of empathy.  We turn away from the face of the other.  We stereotype the unfortunate, placing them in a category that somehow makes them inherently deserving of their fate.  All of this, however, requires a special effort.  Our normal condition requires the openness of empathy.  From birth onward, we are, in Heidegger’s phrase, “always already” with others.  To work with them, we have to anticipate their actions; but this requires that we regard the world, not just from our own, but also from their standpoints.  Thus, each of us has to take into account not just the “true for me,” but also the “true for others.”  Doing so, we face the task of arriving at agreements that we can share.  This happens whenever we attempt to mediate between our own self-knowledge and what others say about us.  Insofar as such others through empathy are already part of our self-presence, their judgments are not external.  They are part of our being able to question ourselves.  Behind this is the fact that the standpoint of the other gives me a perspective from which I can view myself.  It affords me a certain inner distance that allows me to be there “for myself.”  The openness to the other that characterizes empathy thus reflects itself in the very structure of my selfhood.  As Levinas puts this, the disquiet of being “put to the question” by the other “confers an identity on me.”
 Questioning myself, I bring myself forward to face my questioning.  In confronting myself, I become a for-itself.  I achieve my identity for myself as I respond.  The result, in Levinas’s words is “the awakening of the for-itself (éveil du pour-soi) ... by the inabsorbable alterity of the other.”

The above implies that my having a conscience is inherent in the structure of my selfhood.  At the basis of my being a “for-itself” is the “inabsorbable alterity of the other”--the other who, through empathy, is “in” me as other than me.  This alterity, which is the inevitable result of empathy, is based on the otherness of our flesh.  Because we have distinct bodies, we cannot collapse our standpoints.
  This impossibility implies that we are always called into question in taking up one another’s standpoints.  Thus, from the standpoint of the other, it is not clear why my bodily needs and not the other’s are met.  The needs I feel in and through the other call for a response just as my own needs do.  Insofar as I do take up the other’s standpoint, I must, then, explain myself.  Since the other’s standpoint is and is not my own, I am always confronting myself across the inner divide that empathy opens up.  My situation is such that my being called into question is one with my hearing the “call of conscience.”  Such a call is a call to respond (to explain myself) from the other within me.  It is implicit in my being a for-itself.  The upshot is that I cannot abandon the demands of empathy without abandoning my selfhood.  The other, insofar as he or she allows me to be “for-myself,” is part of this selfhood.   A human self is, in other words, posterior to its relation to the other.  As Robert Bernasconi writes, this “relation is prior to the relata.”  This means that “the ‘terms’ of the relation [which are human selves as for-themselves] should not be thought of as being pre-given”; they are, rather, established through the relation itself. 

Because human selves are established through empathy, self-knowledge always involves con-science, understood in its etymological sense as an inward “knowing-with” the other person.
  In fact, this knowing with and through the other is what first establishes the self that is known.  Thus, to know myself objectively I need an external standpoint--that of the other.  To take up the other’s standpoint, however, requires the empathy that exposes me to this person’s needs.  Thus, the standpoint that opens me up to the other also divides me.  It makes me present to myself as two sets of needs springing from my own and the other’s embodied being.  Given the inherent alterity of our flesh, neither set can be reduced to the other, neither can be ignored.  Con-cience in the sense of an inward knowing-with the other thus sets me the task of having to negotiate between them.  To maintain my unity in this situation, I must somehow balance my own and the other’s needs.  Insofar as ethics, on the most basic level, involves sorting out the obligations one has to oneself and to others, the task it imposes on us is set by con-science.  With this we have an answer to the perennial question, “Why be ethical?”  Our selfhood is at stake in the task that ethics imposes.  The sanction for ethical failure is the weakening of the unity that bridges the duality that empathy imposes.  A complete collapse of the bond that links self and other would be the end of the person as a for-itself.

II. 


Given that ethics presupposes empathy and that empathy manifests itself in our inner alterity, how do we move from the private to the political realm?  If, as Plato thought, the state is the soul written large (Republic 368b-369a), what are the structures that would allow it to have its own inner alterity?  A person’s alterity involves alternate standpoints, alternative expressions of the person’s self-presence.  Having a conscience begins with one expression being able to call the other into question.  Is there a parallel that would allow the state to also have a conscience?  A valid parallel would demand the consideration of social (as opposed to individual) standpoints.  These standpoints, to be considered as inherent in our collective self-presence, would have to embody necessary aspects of our human condition.  Each, as a partial expression, would require the others.  Incapable of reducing the others to its own perspective, each would be open to being called into question by the other expressions of what it means to be human.  Inherent within our social selfhood, the alterity of such expressions would thus provide the basis for society's inner distance, the distance that would allow it to be a for-itself.  


One can think of a number of expressions of the human condition.  Its divisions into youth and age or male and female, for example, express essential aspects of what it means to be human.  For the purposes of this paper, however, I am going to limit myself to Hannah Arendt’s threefold division of the human condition into labor, work and action.  Other elements can be added to these without changing the argument so long as we take them as necessary, yet partial modes of our collective self-presence.  


Of Arendt’s three modes, labor is, perhaps, the most fundamental since it manifests the natural, biological aspect of our presence.  All living organisms engage in metabolism, an exchange of materials with nature.  They take in its elements as food, transform them into their structure, expelling what they can no longer use.  This process leaves no lasting products behind.  Its result is simply itself as the continuance of the process of life.  According to Arendt, the same can be said of labor, understood as the human analogue of this process.
  In her words: “It is indeed the mark of all laboring that it leaves nothing behind, that the result of its effort is almost as quickly consumed as the effort is spent” (HC, p. 87).
  Substance farmers, for example, labor; so do those who hunt and gather food.  The effort spent in cooking and cleaning is another example of labor.  In each of these instances, we have a repetitive cyclical activity that mirrors the biological cycles of nature.  The point of such cycles is simply their continuance.  Mirroring these, “the productivity of labor power produces objects only incidentally and is primarily  concerned with the means of its own reproduction.”  This means, Arendt adds, “it never ‘produces’ anything but life” (HC, p. 88). Labor, insofar as it is bound to the cycles of nature, such as those of the seasons in farming, does not have in itself a beginning and an end.  Rather, “laboring always moves in the same circle, which is prescribed by the biological process of the living organism ...” (HC, p. 98)


As essential as labor is to the human condition, it suffers from an obvious liability.  The very transience that marks it means that it leaves no lasting, sheltering world behind.  Everything, from its perspective, is a consumer good, something to use up almost as soon as it is made.
   For us to have a world in which we can dwell, a world of more or less durable structures that outlast the laboring process, we have to “work” at making such structures.  Work consists in designing and fashioning lasting objects--be they chairs, houses or city squares.   Since to have a world is to have a lasting, human environment, such objects save the laboring process not just from transience but also from worldlessness.  The world that is produced manifests to us our presence as makers.  It exhibits in its concrete reality--that is, in actual objects and structures--the subjective conceptions that guide the productive process.  


The limitation of this form of self-presence appears when we try to absolutize its perspective.  In making, things have value if they can be used to make something else.  From the perspective of the productive process, value is use-value.  A tree, for example, is seen as having value if it can be used as wood, which, in turn, is valued if it can be used to fashion some object, which, in turn, has value if it can be put to some further use.  If, however, everything is useful in terms of something else, nothing has any intrinsic value.  There is only an endless chain of means and ends in which each thing has value only through being useful for the next.
  In Arendt’s words, if we let the utility “standards which governed its coming into being” rule the world that the productive process builds, then “the same world becomes worthless as the employed material, a mere means for further ends ...” (HC, p. 156).  This dissolution of value is also a dissolution of meaning understood as the guiding purpose or end of an action.  The unending character of the chain of means and ends results in the meaning of each action being found in the next.  No member of the chain has an intrinsic meaning.  If, however, we stop the chain and say that meaning is given by some achievable end, i.e., some product, then, as Arendt, notes, this end, “once achieved, ceases to be an end.”  Made concrete, it becomes simply “an object among objects.”  As just another thing, it is no longer a meaning since it “loses its capacity to guide and justify the choice of means, to organize and produce them” (ibid., p. 154-5).  Thus, identifying meaning with the end or goal, we have to say that the meaning ceases when the product is made. 


Just as the laboring process needs the perspective of work to save it from worldlessness, so work needs another expression of the human condition if the world it constructs is to keep its meaning and its value.  It must, therefore, be apprehended from a perspective distinct from that which rules the productive process.  According to Arendt, the required standpoint is that of “action,” a term she uses for our social and political interactions (HC, p. 176). Action manifests our presence as public persons, that is, as the authors of deeds having a public significance.  Such manifestation involves a twofold constitution.  First, deeds are constituted, then, through them, the person as their author.  Language is crucial to this process since it manifests the deeds as pointing to the person as a responsible agent.  Thus, the medium through which a public person appears is neither nature (as it is for labor) nor material (as it is for making), but rather speech.  Correspondingly, the first result of public action is neither our biological continuance nor some product.  It is rather our deeds taken as publicly discussed and interpreted acts.  In the public realm, it is assumed that a person can give a rational account of his actions, that he is responsible for them.  In this realm, our acts are interpreted as manifesting the acting person as possessing reason and responsible freedom.  This manifestation is through speech.  As Arendt put this, “The action he begins is humanly disclosed by the word, ... his deed ... becomes relevant only through the spoken word in which he identifies himself as the actor, announcing what he does, has done, and intends to do” (HC, p. 179).  Thus, through our linguistically situated deeds, we appear as responsible agents.  
Our assumption of agency is, however, ambiguous.  Public actions by definition involve others.  Without them as witnesses and partners, there is no public disclosure of the person.  Yet, as Arendt notes, the very fact that our actions “fall into an already existing web of human relations” makes their consequences uncertain.  The web, “with its innumerable, conflicting wills and intentions” has the effect that “action almost never achieves its [originally intended] purpose” (HC, p. 184).  The story line traced out by an action thus reveals the person as “its actor and sufferer,” but not as its independent author (ibid.).
  The true author is the interweaving of wills and intentions forming the social web.  


How does action save the world from the loss of value and meaning that plagues the utilitarian perspective of the productive process?  In making, meaning is external to this process.  Understood as its “wherefore” or goal, it resides in the product to be produced.  As a guiding moment, it is extinguished once the process reaches its end in a given object.   In action, however, the end “lies in the activity itself.”
  This is because the end of action is the person manifested by action.  Thus, the actions that reveal the actor are not means to some end external to themselves.  They are rather the actuality of the actor, they are the acting person’s ongoing being-in-act.  What we have here is, thus, an alternative to the means-ends relationship that renders things valueless by always placing their value in something else.  In action, there is no higher end or value than the person manifested through action.
  Such a person is not a product, i.e., an end that can be achieved at some given time.  Inherent within the life of the actor, the end is ongoing.  The same point can be expressed by noting that the meaning generated by action is, in the first instance, biographical.  It is inherent in the story-line traced out by a person’s deeds.  In it, the person appears as a subject, that is, as the actor and sufferer of various actions.  The world that work produces has its sense and value insofar as its actions and products are involved in this biography.  

This ability of action to make meaning inherent in what we do in no way signifies the independence of its standpoint.  Its dependence follows from the fact that the authorship of action is always shared.  Because of this, the meaning it originates is never private.  Action, in other words, manifests the person as a part of the web of human relations.  The person’s being-in-act involves the being-in-act of others.  Thus, biography shades off into history.  The limitation of the standpoint of action is implicit in this interdependence.  Insofar as authorship always involves others, it is intertwined with the standpoints of labor and work.  The person it reveals acts in and is dependent on the world that labor sustains and work fashions.   


Labor and work exhibit the same dependence.  In fact, all three expressions of the human condition depend on and condition one another.
  This is why each, taken in isolation, exhibits an intolerable one-sidedness.  To avoid this, each standpoint must open itself up to the others; each must permit of being called into question.  Thus, labor cannot exist without a corresponding sheltering world and the social-political relations that regulate this.  Were its perspective to absorb those of work and action, the transience in which consumption immediately follows production would become the norm.  The result would be a meaningless consumerism.  It would be a disposable society that would ultimately dispose of itself, a society that would efface itself as it consumed its products.  Similarly, productive work demands the labor that sustains the world it fashions and the action that gives it meaning.  To make its perspective dominant is to devalue such “unproductive” labor as the nurture and education of the young.  Since they do not make things, their only value is that of creating “productive” individuals--i.e., fitting them for the work force.  Insofar as action does not fit into this paradigm, it too is devalued as mere “politics” and unproductive “talk.”  As already noted, strictly utilitarian societies devalue even themselves since they make things valuable only in terms of something else.  

Action, of course, does not have this drawback.  This, however, does not mean that it can exist without the perspectives of labor or making.  Action exists in a web that involves both.  To eliminate labor and making is, thus, to undercut the world in which the actor functions.  The one-sidedness of action’s perspective is apparent whenever it becomes the dominant norm.  In societies where it prevails, both the producer and laborer are devalued.  Thus, in classical Athens, craftsmen were treated with aristocratic contempt, while labor was degraded to the point of slavery.  Not just slaves, who made up a majority of the population, were considered as incapable of action.  The women who carried out the work of the household were also denied any public presence.  This separation of action from making and labor deprives societies of the permanence and organic vitality necessary for their continuance.  At the extreme, it pits the few who have the leisure to engage in political life against the many that are excluded.
  


The obvious conclusion of this analysis is that all three standpoints are required for proper social functioning.  That they are distinct means that each offers a different perspective from which to judge the others.  Each achieves its objective presence through being seen from the perspectives of these others.  Together, then, they allow society to regard itself objectively.  Thus, it is through their co-presence that society gains that inner alterity required if it is to achieve its identity as a for-itself.  This identity is formed insofar as it calls itself into question, that is, insofar as it is forced to respond, to explain its actions.  Having such an identity and hearing the call of conscience in the voice of the other go together.  For a state to have a conscience, then, the following conditions must be satisfied:  It has to allow each of the expressions of the human condition to achieve its own voice.  It must give these the means, through social and political action, to call the others into question.  This has to be so arranged that none of these dominate, none be allowed to set the rules according to which all of them are valued.  What is required, then, is precisely the sort of negotiation that takes place within the self in a person’s encounter with others.  There must, on the social level, be a parallel negotiation regarding the needs of each of the expressions of the human condition.  In the appeal of each to the others, society must, through its institutions, hear the call of conscience and attempt to address the imbalances through negotiation.  

III

The above paradigm presupposes a break with an important theme of Western political discourse.  In its emphasis on negotiation, it refuses the standard equation of freedom and sovereignty, understood as rule.  Such an equation implies that the freedom of one person or element cannot, as rule, exist without a corresponding lack of freedom or rule in others.  Plato’s conceptions of the individual and the state, one being the image of the other, exemplify this view.  For Plato, the sovereignty of reason is such that that it uses the other elements of the soul as means to its ends.  Reason’s autonomy is, for example, one with its coercion of desire.  Similarly, the sovereignty of action in the state, as represented by the philosopher king, involves a similar reduction of the other elements to mere means.  Rule, here, is the opposite of negotiation since only the perspective of the ruler has any value.  Such a view might be plausible for the individual if reason could exist apart from desire, if, as Socrates so devoutly wished, the soul could rid itself of the body.  Similarly, it might be possible for society if the philosopher king and the action he embodies could exist apart from the other elements of society.  Since, however, both presuppositions are impossible, there is an obvious error here.  Hannah Arendt puts it in terms of the condition of human plurality.  She writes: “if it were true that sovereignty and freedom are the same, then indeed no man could be free, because sovereignty, the ideal of uncompromising self-sufficiency and mastership, is contradictory to the very condition of plurality.  No man can be sovereign because not one man, but men inhabit the earth” (HC, p. 235).  In other words, given that plurality is essential to the human condition, the sovereignty of the individual is impossible.  For Arendt, this impossibility arises because the acting individual with his publicly interpreted deeds can appear only through others.
  The web of human relations, through which he becomes manifest, hopelessly entangles any question of authorship.  Beyond this, there is the fact that human selfhood is established through others.  Others provide us with our ability to confront and call ourselves into question.  The self-separation they provide thus liberates us from our selves.  Given such self-separation is essential for freedom, we cannot assert our freedom (and hence our rule) apart from them.
  


If others do provide the space where freedom can appear, then rule or sovereignty can only be collectively realized through negotiation.  Insofar as it recognizes different perspectives and needs, this negotiation takes account of the demands of empathy.  The ethics that sorts out these demands on a social and political level expresses in its rules the state’s response to its conscience.  Good statesmanship preserves and gives a voice to the alterity that makes this possible.  It constantly acts through its institutions to insure that the different elements that make up our human plurality can call each other into question.  In providing a common forum for their debate, it makes possible a collective knowing-with and through the other that gives a state a con-science.  


So conceived, the move from ethics to justice is not, as some would have us believe, an impossible transition.  It involves neither the naiveté that ignores political realities nor (as Levinas would have it) the metaphysical presumption of translating the infinite demands of the other into the multiple, finite obligations of social life.  What is required is, rather, the structuring of our national (and international) relations to prevent the powers of the state and the global community from collapsing into a single expression of the human condition.  The essential plurality of our condition demands the institutions that, in dividing social and political power, provide the means for the multiple standpoints of humanity to call power to account for itself.  

� 	According to the Confucian Analects, the ethical rule here is: “Do not impose on others what you yourself do not desire” (15.24). Other formulations of the rule are: “This is the sum of duty: do naught to others which if done to thee would cause thee pain” (from the Hindu, Mahabharata); “What is hateful to you, do not do to your neighbor: that is the whole Torah, all the rest of it is commentary” (from the Jewish Talmud, Shabbat 31a); “Whatever is disagreeable to yourself do not do unto others” (from the Zoroastrian, Shayast-na-Shayast 13:29);“Hurt not others with that which pains yourself” (from the Buddhist Udana-Varga).  The rule can also be formulated positively as in the Confucian precept: “Try your best to treat others as you would wish to be treated yourself, and you will find that this is the shortest way to benevolence”  (Mencius VII.A.4).  This mirrors the Christian precept to do unto others what you would have them do unto you.  Christianity’s command to love your neighbor as you love yourself can be taken as an injunction to engage in the sort of empathy that takes self and other as the same. See http://www.fragrant.demon.co.uk/golden.html for a list of quotations on the golden rule.  


� 	Klemperer, a Jew married to an “Aryan,” spent the war years in Dresden.  In the entry for March 17, 1940, he remarks: “Vox populi disintegrates into voces populi [...]--I often ask myself where all the wild anti-Semitism is.  For my part I encounter much sympathy, people help me out, but fearfully of course” (I Will Bear Witness, A Diary of the Nazi Years, 1933-1941, trans. Martin Chalmers, New York: Random House, 1998, pp. 329-330).  


� 	The etymology is from the Greek, pathein, “to suffer or undergo,” and en, signifying “in.”


� 	The assumption behind such openness is that the subject, rather than having any given features, is transparent to them.   It lets them appear through itself.  Thus, color appears in the seeing subject, sound in the hearing subject, etc.  In each case, as Aristotle recognized, “the actuality of the sensible object qua sensible is in the sensing subject” (De Anima, III, ii, 426a10).  The sensing subject as actualized by such qualities is “shaped” or determined by them.  Husserl expresses a similar position when he writes: “An ego does not possess a proper general character with a material content; it is quite empty of such.”  It gains this content from the stream of its experiences.  It is, then “an empty form ‘individualized’ or made unique only through the stream” (Ms. E III 2, p. 8b).  Such individualization is its being shaped by the features of this experience.  


� 	Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, ed. Jacques Rolland  Paris: Bernard Grasset, 1993, p 127.


� 	Ibid., p. 32. 


� 	For Levinas, by contrast, the basis of this inabsorbable alterity is the “beyond being,” or “otherwise than being” of the other in the ethical relation.  In his words, “I am trying to show that man’s ethical relation to the other is ultimately prior to his ontological relation to himself (egology) or to the totality of things which we call the world (cosmology).”  As he also puts this: “The ethical exigency to be responsible for the other undermines the ontological primacy of the meaning of Being; it ... predisposes us to a meaning that is other than Being, is otherwise than being (autrement qu’être)” (“Dialogue with Emmanuel Lévinas” in Richard Kearney, Dialogues with Contemporary Continental Thinkers, Manchester University Press: Manchester, 1984, pp. 57, 59).  The total transcendence implied in such alterity is what makes the transition from ethics to justice--i.e., from the non-thematizable to what can be thematised and made institutionally concrete--so difficult for Levinas.  Such absolute transcendence is nowhere implied in my account.   


� 	Robert Bernasconi, “Levinas Face to Face -- with Hegel,” Journal of the British Society for Phenomenology 13:3, October 1982, p. 275. 


� 	Shorter Oxford English Dictionary, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1964, p. 373.


� 	Since humans labor together at tasks they set for one another, this analogue is collective.  Even solitary occupations such as housework imply others in, say, cleaning up after (or for) them.  


� 	Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1958, cited throughout as HC.


� 	 “The common characteristic of both, the biological process in man and the process of growth and decay in the world, is that they are part of the cyclical movement of nature and therefore endlessly repetitive; all human activities which arise out of the necessity to cope with them are bound to the recurring cycles of nature and have in themselves no beginning and no end, properly speaking, unlike working, whose end has come when the object is finished, ...., laboring always moves in the same circle, which is prescribed by the biological process of the living organism ...” (HC, p. 98).


� 	Thus, when labor becomes the dominant mode of our self presence, we have, according to Arendt, the consumer society, whose dominant mode “consists in treating all use objects as though they were consumer goods, so that a chair or a table is now consumed as rapidly as a dress and a dress used up almost as quickly as food.  ... the industrial revolution has replaced all workmanship with labor, and the result has been that the things of the modern world have become labor products whose natural fate is to be consumed, instead of work products which are there to be used.” (HC, p. 124).


� 	“The trouble with the utility standard inherent in the very activity of fabrication is that the relationship between means and end on which it relies is very much like a chain whose every end can serve again as a means in some other context”  (HC, pp. 153-4).


� 	On the one hand, then, others make possible our freedom by grounding our self-separation.  On the other, they limit this through their own free acts.  Such acts weave a web which entangles us.  The thought of being so enmeshed that all outcomes but one are impossible is behind the Greek concepts of fate and tragedy.  Fate is not opposed to freedom, but rather woven from the strands of individual acts of relatively free individuals.  The net that Clytaemestra throws over Agamemnon when she kills him symbolizes for Aeschylus this interweaving (See Aeschylus, Agamemnon, 1375ff.). 


� 	Arendt here draws a parallel with Aristotle’s notion of energeia.  She writes, “It is this insistence on the living deed and the spoken word as the greatest achievements of which human beings are capable that was conceptualized in Aristotle’s notion of energeia (‘actuality’) ... “in these instances of action and speech the end (telos) is not pursued but lies in the activity itself which therefore becomes an entelecheia, and the work is not what follows and extinguishes the process but is imbedded in it; the performance is the work, is energeia” (HC, p. 206). 


� 	As Arendt writes, in contrast to the productive process, “the means to achieve the end would already be the end; and this ‘end’ conversely cannot be considered a means in some other respect, because there is nothing higher to attain than this actuality itself” (HC, p. 207).


� 	In this they express the fundamental human condition, which, according to Arendt, is to be conditioned.  In Arendt’s words, “Men are conditioned beings because everything they come into contact with turns immediately into a condition of their existence.”  This includes “the things that owe their existence exclusively to men.”  They too “constantly condition their human makers” (HC, p. 9).  


� 	These criticisms of action are my own.  Arendt remained insensitive to the plight of women in ancient societies.  


� 	In Arendt’s words, “...in action and speech generally, we are dependent upon others, to whom we appear in a distinctness which we ourselves are unable to perceive” (HC, p. 243).


� 	Sartre, sees this self-separation as a function of our ability to secrete a nothingness, a gap between ourselves and our object, be this a thing or ourselves.  He writes: “Descartes, following the Stoics, has given a name to this possibility, which human reality has, to secrete a nothingness which isolates it--it is freedom” (Jean Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness, trans. Hazel Barnes, New York: Washington Square Press, 1968, p. 60).  My claim is that our ability to do so depends on the other.  





