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Rereading Hannah Arendt’s
Kant Lectures

Ronald Bez'nef

have to confess that, for me, there is something a little strange about my
wdertaking in this paper. Forwhat I propose to do, really, is go back to some
ings I got interested in fifteen years ago, and try to give an account of why
ey seemed important to me then, and why they continue to seem impor-
nt. Retracing one’s steps along an intellectual path invites reflection in a
ore autobiographical mode than is usually appropriate in philosophy, and I
ype I will be forgiven if T indulge myself a little in this autobiographical
tpulse.
I first started reading Hannah Arendt in my early twenties, and at the time
und it a liberating experience. Let me say briefly why reading Arendt was
Hiberating for me. As an undergraduate, perhaps not unlike most undergrad-
tes raised in a liberal society, I was basically committed to a set of beliefs
1d assumptions that one could describe roughly as “radically individualist.”
cading Arendt’s The Human Condjition convinced me that my own radical
dividualism reflected certain groundmg assumptions of the soa_c__ty in
hich I lived, and therefore rcpresentcd an impediment to any?ﬁé?e prob-
g effort to reflect critically on that society; that is to say, these assumptions
cre a form of 1deolo<7z What The Human Condition teaches, as I under- '
0od it then and as I continue to understand it, is that the underlying dynamic |
at drives modernity is an ever-accelerating tendency to subjectivize human :
perience, with the consequence that human beings are. deprived of their
pest needs. Our prime need as human beings is to be drawn out of our-
lves, and to be inserted in a public world of shared experience, sharéd
'lbulary, shared spectacles; for it is murual involvement in the enacted sto-
s that unfold in our public world that confers meaning upon an existence :

"
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. that might otherwise reduce to senseless drudgery or banality. Life in th
- modern epoch, by contrast, is radically privatizing, for the whole pressure o
; our civilization directs our energies as individuals into satisfying the produc
tive imperatives of modern socicty and securing our material existenc
! within the realm of private or domestic consumption. When our energies ar
- displaced toward private concerns, our experience of a public universe of di
© course and activity tends to get squeezed out, with the consequence that wi
_ pecoiiie deprived of the most hmanizing aspects of human life. Seen in thi
© way, liberalism, with its emphasis on the safeguarding of a protected spac
© of individual decision and choice of ends, functions more or less as a the

it able realm of shared appearances, and intersubjective judgments a
© thiréat of subjectivization. Now, it might occur to us that there is a ratherm

- Arendt persuaded hersclf that an appeal to any fixed conception of hum:
. purposes having its foundation in nature posed an unacceptable limitatio:
- the scope of human freedom. Again, this explains why she was so draw;
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cncoun‘tﬂ' with the argument of the third Critique? Why does she devote so
: much time and space in the lectures to discussing precritical texts that have
~ little relation to Kant’s mature philosophy, as well as more directly political
exts that, by her own account, fail to add up to an authentic Kantian politi
ol phi{osophy? If her aim is to reconstruct a novel political philoso b on-

tics, why doesn’t she ﬁrocééa dlrcéﬂytothe Crz-
e of 1 ? The ans?iier, Iwould suggest, is that all the themes
: in t. e long prelude (comprising Lectures 1 to 10) to Arendt’s account
W the Critique of Judgmenit—that all these themes have not very much to do
ith Kant’s intellectual concerns but have everything to do with Arendt’s
\tellectual concerns., For Kant, of course, our status as rational (that is
toral) beings is the ground for human dignity. Morality, too, is the Kantiai;
nswer to the arrogance of philosophers that their quest fo,r truth is what
xclusively confers cosmic seriousness upon human purposes.

retical legitimation of the horizons that define life in 2 characteristically mod
ern society. ,

It is not hard to sec why the basic project of Hannah Arendt’s Kant lecture
is central to her fundamental endeavor to vindicate the idea of publicity, ¢
of an intersubjective experience of life, in the face of the subjectivizing pre
sures of modernity. Even my brief sketch of the theoretical backgroun
should make it readily apparent why Kant’s “Critique of Aesthetic Judgment
would have such powerful appeal for Arendt, for the question Kant addres
there bears directly upon her central concerns: how 1o secure a publicly avai

()01.1 marginal texts in the Kantian oeuvre in order to support her own con-
¢ptions of human dignity and meaningful purpose in human life. For Arendt
uman dignity presupposes our implication in a shared public advEEtwu;;tfm;
lelds meaningful stories, historical narratives that give point to the cares and

stralghtforward antidote to the peril of subjectivism—namely, a philosopl
that asserts an objectively shared structure of human needs, human desiré
human interests. That is to say, a theory of objective human nature. B

pace of narrative action. For Arendt, political philosophy as Plato defined
e—nf.gn_«;”lL_aS flight from the quion_s‘T)f- the cave—ne ssarﬂy mvolves

licnation fro thercfore represents a mortal threat to this
_of human_dignity. Throughout her work v(ihvcluding these lectures)

fendt remains obsessively preoccupied with the legacy of Platonicall ’

ned philosophy, since for her the whole philosophic tradition means 217
‘l)fln}gi_pg_gf the polis as a site of @gﬁﬁgﬂ_gfoﬁes, and thél‘e-vi’iﬁ;“;;&le
tlvileged basis for human dignity. (In a profound sense, the center of he
ant lectures is Arendt’s citation of Pascal, who in § 331 of the Pensées pre-
ents the polis as a lunatic asylum, toward which the philosopher must gr&
grve a stance of deliberate alienation [pp. 21-2].) Kant, as I mentioned ear-
had his own response to Plato, which consisted in a modest demotion of
i¢ whole cognitive enterprise, and 2 colossal elevation of the cosmic signif-
fAnce of the morality of ordinary moral agents. Arendt, because she rejeéts
:‘;;1ltis ;Wﬂ challenge to Plato, places a great deal more weight on the philo-

hical outcome of the Critique o i

ive wished to place upon it.q o /edment than Kant bimself would ever
"Arf:ndt is clearly dead wrong when she states in Lecture 10 that Kantian
ﬁlttcal philosophy must be reconstructed from the third Critique because
# real political philosophy remained unwritten (p. 61: “Since Kant did not
tite his political philosophy, the best way to find out what he thought about

Kant: his transcendental inquiry into the grounds of our intersubjective €
rience of beauty and the sublime promises to redeem a shared realm
worldly appearances, and to do so without resorting to any foundatiof
appeal to an objective ground in human pature in order to refute sul
tivism. If one is unaware of the theoretical context laid out in The Hu
Condition, one is bound to be absolutely puzzled as to why Arendtis so i
tent (on the face of it, in total disregard of Kant’s own text) that the Critlg
of Judgment, and only the Critique of Judgment, is of immediate relev
to the leading questions of political philosophy. v
It seems to me that any careful reader of Arendt’s Kant lectures wi
forced to confront a great bundle of puzzles and paradoxes in trying to fi
; out just what she’s up to in this highly unusual set of lectures. The first
! most obvious puzzle is this: If Arendt’s basic project is to seize upon
| aesthetics as a way of vindicating the notion of a public realm of appearangi
| which is central to her own political philosophy, why does she take so
(not until the tenth of thirteen lectures, in fact) to commence a systet

Arendt rejects this core of Kantian philosophy, and therefore she draws:
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hilosophy would be to acknowledge that he was thoroughly implicated in
modern enterprise of a philosophy of history, and for Arendt this would
wean having to forfeit Kant’s real contribution as a political philosopher,
hich consisted in his proto-Arendtian appreciation of the particular gua par-
cular. Arendt’s solution was to insist that the latier composed Kant’s “unwrit-
* political philosophy (that is, his anticipation of ber political philosophy).
At the end of Lecture 1, Arendt rightly observes that whereas the precriti-
| Kant had conflated moral philosophy and aesthetics, the postcritical Kant
istinguished sharply between them. It is certainly true that for the mature
ant, morality is situated firmly in the province of reason, not in that of taste,
1d that here, Kant is proceeding in deliberate opposition to the fusion of
ste and moratity found in the English moral sense philosophers, such as
haftesbury. (Here one should consult Gadamer: in Part 1 of Truth and
ethod, he argues that Kant’s repudiation of the moral sense tradition had
ventually fatal consequences for the history of the human sciences; whereas
1e traditional view had been that acquiring social or political knowledge
:quired immersion in a comprehensive civic culture, Kant’s compartmen-
;lization of knowledge, morality, and aesthetics established the view that
ne could attain knowledge of society in abstraction from moral insights, and
-possess moral consciousness in abstraction from taste.) From the fact that
ant had once thought'_in a different way about the relation between moral-
y and taste, Arendt draws the surprising conclusion that Kant’s aesthetics
ffers more promise than his moral philosophy of furnishing what she calls,
1 the Postscriptum to Thinking, “a halfway plausible theory of ethics”—as if
e Critique of Judgment could remain untouched by the compartmental-
-{zation of faculties that characterizes the critical philosophy as a whole. Pre-
umably, what she has in mind here is that the basic concepts claborated in
-§§ 39-41 of the th.u'd_ Criti ue-—wcommumcablhty, cnlarged mentahty, com—

this matter is to turn to his “Critique of Aesthetic Judgment’”). Kant is
course a classic exponent of the liberalism that Arendt repudiates on acco
of its deliberately narrow and deliberately unambitious conception of
public sphere, and correspondingly, the exalted moral primacy it gives to
inviolable private sphere. Contrary to what Arendt suggests, Kant’s po

are_thoroughly. shaped by his moral vision. For Kaat, _the ground of hum:
dignity is our capacity for ‘morally motivated conduct within the priva

i ely govemcd by the imperative t0 respect § this ca;

it Arendt could read Kant's Recbtslebre (Wt) and yet fail to

2 f that it offers an integral | political philosophy that is authentically Kantian
seems fo me incontestable that the reason Why Arendt fails to see this
because the political philosophy articulated in the Rechislebre is not the po
ical philosophy that Arendt wants Kant to give her.

Plato represents one > major threat towth; S A{ethmﬂ@gQLMmdLgm
as grounded in the pameular stories that human agents enact in the sl
space of appearances; another major threat is modern historicism, W
threatens to subsume the particular within a umversal narrative of the mar
of progress. This is Why Arendt, in the Kant lectures, is equally obsessed Wit
various versions of the philosophy of history, which is a2 major theme
Kant’s political texts (a theme in his work that seems very strongly to ant
pate the philosophy of history enterprise pursued by Hegel and Marx i '
nineteenth century). Again, it is easy to see why the Critique of Judgm
would be received by Arendt as a kind of epiphany, and why #bis work wo
have vastly more appeal for her relative to Kant’s conventionally politi
writings. For what one gets in the Critique of Judgment is the doctrine-
there is no science of the beautiful, that reflective judgment means attends
to the unique qualities of the pamcwar to _particular qua_parti
rather than simply ‘subsuming parncdars under some universal formula.
as Arendt would put it, judgment involves attending to the parueular as
end in 1tself~—that is,asa smgular locus of meaning that isp’ ucible 1

: ‘universal consequences (see p. 56). When the Polish shi
Workers hoisted Lech Walesa over the fence of the Lenin Shipyard in Gdans
this was a miraculous moment, quite apart from the fact that it expressed
tors that could be given a sociological explanation, or the fact that it «
- tributed to the end of communism within the space of one decade. To judyg

! tPg_smgu]ar deed means appreciating itas a wondrous event, reflecting o .
in"such a way that the 1udg1ng spectator can detive dlsmterestcd _plea
from thc reflec «t_lgn Agam, following Kant’s idea of reflective judgment,
involves attending to the particular as a unique happening, irreducible to
versals that would situate the wondrous-event within 2 larger vision of
historical process. Again, to acknowledge that Kant already bad a poli

he mtersub;cctwe fabnc of moral hfc than the n narrow moral vision of Kant-
Jan practical reason: that is, his conception of thé moral subject, abstracted
om the larger pattern of social life, confronting imperatives of duty that have
-been absolutely purified of nondeontological considerations.

Clearly, Arendt is of the opinion that Kant’s Critique of Practical Reason
: ails to provide a plausible account of ethics; and I can certainly see why the
-basic categories of the third Critique would seem appealing, relative to the
truncated horizons of Kant’s moral philosophy. But I think that what_she
.wants to draw from the third Critigue is misleading, for two (related) reasons.

irs; she doesn’t fully appreciate how both Kant’s account of practical rea-
son and his account of aesthetic judgment are shaped by the same supreme
‘moral ideal, that of autonomy, and that this places constraints upon how
ommunity to epter into the formation of judg-

ully appreciate that all her favorite concepts

'ments Sccondly, éhc doesn’t

{PZ,L N Y gc.i g D Y —'\“"/‘cmd - Koud
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| transcendental categories: they don’t connect judgments of taste to any

| purification of the a priori from the a posteriori. In the same lecture (Lec
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from the third Critique (common sense, enlarged mentality, and s0 on) are

empirical sociability (taste, as Kant construes it, is no more dependent on
social relations than practical reason is), but merely specify conditions of
intersubjective validity that are presumed when an individual subject pre-
sumes to judge something beautiful by reflecting on it without necessarily
consulting the opinions or experiences of other judging individuals. We can
see this mistake, for instance, in Lecture 13, where Arendt writes: “One
judges always as a member of a community, guided by one’s community
sense, one’s sensus communis. But in the last analysis, one is a member ofa
world community by the sheer fact of being human.” What this passage sug-
gests is membership in a variety of human commuaities that could be schema-
tized as a set of expanding concentric circles, of which membership in
humanity as a whole forms the largest circle. But this is not at all what Kant
has in mind. In the Critique of Judgment he is concerned with what abstract
human fggpliigas render it possible for a transcendental subject to posit valid
judgments of taste; and for this purpose the only relevant community is the
community of all human beings who possess the universal facultics that allow
one to apprehend and reflect on the formal properties of, say, a beautiful Crys
fal. The third Critigue, no less than the second Critique, is based on the

ture 13), Arendt appeals to §41’s affirmation of sociability as a natural prop
erty of human beings. But Kant himsclf goes on to say: “This interest, indi
rectly attached to the beautiful by the inclination towards society, and
consequently, empirical, is, however, of no importance for us here. For tha
to which we have alone to look is what can have a bearing a priori, €ve
though indirect, upon the judgment of taste.” The Critique of Judgment as 1
work of transcendental philosophy is concerned exclusively with the ques
tion of the possible, validity of our judgments, and to this validity, empirica
sociability contributes nothing.
Hannah Arendt, one might say, wants to do for Kant’s aesthetics what John:
Rawls did for Kant’s moral philosophy: to detranscendentalize it, and to dra
from it a political philosophy. Arendt pursues her strategy of detranscenden
talizing Kant’s aesthetic philosophy parily by playing up the continui
between the third Critigue’s theme of communicability and the theme of-
sociability as found in some of the precritical writings. Now it js indeed tru
that the basic intention of the third Critique is to defeat the claims of s
jectivity, and in that sense the book is a celebration of human sociability. Bu
Kant is very far from wanting to rest the exercise of aesthetic judgment upofi
a social basis, and he wants to avoid resting it upon a social basis for the very
‘same reason that he wants to avoid resting practical reason on a social basi

namely, because he thinks that to do so, in both cases, would be to do grave
damage to human autonomy. This is expressed most clearly in §32 of the Cri-
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lique of Judgment, where Kant writes: “Every judgment which is to show the
taste of the individual, is required to be an independent judgment of the indi-
vidual himself. There must be no need of groping about among other peo-
|)I‘c’s judgments. . . . To make the judgments of others the determining ground
of one’s own would be heteronomy.” The illustration Kant offers of this nec-
cf;sary autonomy of taste is that of the “youthful poet [who] refuses to allow
himself to be dissuaded from the conviction that his poem is beautiful, either
by the judgment of the public or of his friends.” ,

Here, in fact, the analogy between Arendt and Rawls may help us to appre-
between the structure of Kant’s 'ﬁv‘omlmth_i_nking and the structure of his phi-
losophy qf aesthetic judgment. Let us start by‘ }ecaljjhg that the Kantian
political philosophy elaborated by Rawls in A Theory of Justice doesn’t
involve an actual community of rational agents getting together to deliberate
about the basic institutions of a just society; rather, the original position pos-
tulated by Rawls involves an experiment of moral reflection engaged in by
one representative rational agent. This individuval, who imagines himself or
herself subject to a veil of ignorance, tries to think about social justice as i
(.)ue‘s theory of justice were the outcome of an impartial consensus (there-
fore such an individual exemplifies the disinterested “enlarged mentality”
that Kant conceptualizes in the third Critigue), but the resulting theory of jus-
tice is nonetheless the product of a singular individual’s proccss of reasohihg
not the product of a social process. To express this in Habermasian terms thc;
process of moral reflection that yiclds Rawls’s hypothctical social contral:t is
l]:lOIlOlOgiCﬂ.l, not dialogical. But Kant’s aesthetics, too, are mondldgiéai and
[for the same reason. Just as Kant would regard it as heteronomous to Su’l)mjt
practical reason to the verdict of an actual dialogical community, so Kant
would regard it as equally heteronomous to have questions of taste decided
by dialogue within a society. The judgments that an individual may pro-
nounce concerning the aesthetic qualities of a poem or sculpture may be
blind or wrong headed, but at least they will be genuine attempts to exercise
laste, as opposed to a heteronomous forfeiture of judgment where one
merely defers to the opinions of one’s friends or neighbors.

. This, I think, raises difficult questions about whether Kant’s aesthetics

offers a suitable model for thmkmg about political judgment, where one cer-
tainly docs require actual dialogue between real (rather than hypé-thctical)
interlocutors in communities shaped by a large raﬁge of “heteronomous” fac-
tors (such as existing traditions, shared vocabulary, forms of rhetoric specific
to those communities, and so on). But this is a set of questions that Arendt
didn’t pursue; her exclusive concern in the Kant lectures was to begin think-
ing about “judging” as a distinct department of the life of the mind that might
help to redeem the idea of human dignity, which she perceived as imperiled
in ways discussed earlier.
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A reader who comes to the Lectures on Kant’s Political Philosopby wi.th
out having read any of Arendt’s other books, and who reads the book hOp.U'.‘lg
to find out what Kant’s political philosophy is about, is likely to end up quite
puzzled and confused. If one reads it to get an exposition of the Critique o
Judgment, one will probably come away with a rather misleading picture ol
Kant’s aesthetics. But if one reads the book—as one should—as a crucia

his “universal” community of judgment into a merely “general” community
of judgment) tends to muddle this issue.

‘This is the problem: how to transcend subjectivism, while emphasizing
(hat individuals must take responsibility for their judgments without defer-
ting to the authonty of groups or commumues chce while Arendt was res-

development of Arendt’s own phﬂosopmcal pr()]cct as an cproratlon  of 4
set of political and intellectual preoccupations that really owe more to Jasper:
than to Kant,? then the book turns out to be a richly ﬂlununaung expressiol
of Arcndnan thought. It is in fact Arendt’s attempt to address the intellectua
concerns that are at the very cenfer of her thought-world, and it expresse
her determination to secure human dignity against 2 dual a}s_sault the ancien
‘Platonic disdain for the opinions of the cave, ‘and the modern hlston(:lst ten
dency to reduce the particular stories enacted by human agents to a unive
sal drama of historical progress.> One might say that what typically charac
terizes major thinkers is that everything they read gets shaped an
appropriated by their own dominant driving concerns; and in precisely thi
sense, the vigor with which Kant’s texts get appropriated by Arendt an
reshaped according to her own preoccupations shows her to be a majo
thinker in her own right. '
At the beginning of this paper I suggested that the central thrust of Arendt
political philosophy was a root-and-branch critique of pohucal individ
and correspondingly, a robust defence of the joys of collective action. But o
course, Arendt herself did not devote her life to the life of action; her voc:
tion was that of a solitary thinker and observer: someone whose purpose in.
life was to watch what was going on and to reflect on what it meant. T assum
that what she was trying to do in the Kant lectures was to give so
of her own experience as a detached spectator rather than as an
actor. This may help explain why it was specifically Kant’s phﬁosophy
judgment to which she appealed in trying to conceptualize this experienc
rather than other possible sources of a theory of judgment: Aristotle’s do
trine of phronesis, Burke’s discussion of prudence, various other cighteent|
century accounts of taste, and so on. Kant, more than any of these other th
oretical sources, is specifically concemcd with how one addresses oneself ta
an ideal community of fellow ;udges—wﬁhout forfeiting or quahtymg one’s
own ultimate rcspons1b1hty for the exercise of judgment. This issue of Kant's
individualism connects up with the problems associated with Arendt’s pro-
w9 posal to translate Kant’s ~allgemein as general” rather than “universal”: fof

ou ght 0 have been much more critical of Kant s pohtlcal philosophy than she
‘tctually was in her Kant lectures), she was also resolutely anticommunitarian
in her own praxis as a theoretical spectator and critic; and this, I surmise, was
what gave the third Critique its appeal for her. Throughout her career as a
theorist, she “steadfastly opposed any group—based political ideologies—
indeed, she opposed ideologies of any description, whether ideologies of the
Left or ideologies of the Right or (one might say) ideologies of the Center.
And this, t00, is crucial to Arendt’s concern with conceptualizing the power
of human judgment, for this is what judgment means: to size up the unique
particular that stands before one, rather than trying to subsume it under some
universal scheme of interpretation or pregiven set of categories. As someone
who reflects on politics rather than practices it, the task of the observer of
human affairs is to pass judgment on the discrete particulars that present
themselves on the public stage without bowing to the demands of group ide-
ologies or deferring to the verdict passed by others in society. And again, this
Is what Arendt sought ceaselessly to do throughout her career as a spectator
of the human drama: to pass judgment in her own name, as someone who
thought for herself, without submitting to the pressure of conformity exer-
~ tised by any group or collectivity. Answering to the authentic demands o:

power of judgment requires no less: namely, preservmg o
independence of j

on the idea of judgment in the early 1980s4, T felt it nec-
cssary to turn to sources other than Kant, because I was convinced by my
- reading of Wittgenstein, Gadamer, Polanyi, and other twentieth-century

philosophers that reflective judgment is not restricted to the Kantian domain
~ of judgments of taste (nor is it restricted, as Arendt would have it, to the his-
torian’s task of retrospectively conferring meaning on what actors do).
Rather, it pervades the whole fabric of human experience, including the
cfforts by engaged political actors to deliberate in common and to reach deci-
sions collectively. But the fact that I felt required to look beyond Kant’s third
Critique in trying to conceptualize the power of judgment in its full breadth
(what Gadamer calls “the universal scope of hermeneutics™ doesn’t mean
that T am insensitive to why Arendt was drawn to the third Critique, and why
it seemed to her to articulate better than any other work her own experience
ts an independent observer of human affairs.

What was of concern to Arendt in the last phase of her work was what one
might call the “existential stance” of the theorist as a detached critical

Kant’s aesthetics no ess than for his moral pthosdphy, the appeal 1o 2 unfs
versal community is intended to supply a foundation for the independence ()f
the individual judging subject in his or her autonomy. I don’t think Arendt
appreciated how Kant's universalism goes hand in hand with his individu
alism; and her attempt to detranscendentalize Kant (therefore transposmg
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observer, as opposed to the existential stance of the actors who enact “words
and deeds” in the practical realm. In order to be a theorist who reflects criti-
cally on the “doings” of an engaged citizenry, one really needs to stand on
one’s own and to judge things for oneself (albeit in the context of a reflective
dialogue with others who are trying to do the same thing); whereas in the
realm of political practice, one needs to join with others in taking initiatives
and deliberating about 2 suitable joint course of action. Hence the attraction,
for Arendt, of Kant’s model of the person of taste who passes judgment on
what the artistic genius creates (see p. 62: the subordination of genius to taste
= the subordination of the actor to the spectator). Far from intending to crit-
icize her for wanting to appropriate Kant in this way, I think it should be
pretty obvious that I have great sympathy for Arendr’s image of the theorist
as judging critic. Like her, I want to be able to engage in critical reflection on
the world of politics without feeling obliged to join some club of like-minded
theorists, whether a club of Marxists or libertarians, communitarians or 1ib-
erals, feminists or Straussians, or any other club for that matter—not even a
club of “Arendtians”! (This is what Kant, in § 40 of the Critique of Judgment,
called Selbstdenken: see pp. 25, 32, 43.)° Rather, my criticism of her Kant iec
tures is that as an account of the power of judgment, her exclusive attach
ment to Kant is partial and one-sided, for she failed to appreciate that the
capacity for making reasonable judgments, without reliance upon already
available rules or algorithms, and aiming at intersubjective validity, is no
restricted to one side (the spectator’s side) of Arendt’s distinction between
the doers who act and the critic who watches and reflects. The retrospective
observer holds no monopoly here; again, reflective judgment is a universal
feature of human experience.

NOTES

This chapter appeared previously in Philosophy and Social Criticism 23 ( January :
1997). Copyright © 1997 by Sage Publications, Inc. Reprinted with permission.

1. All page references in this essay refer to Hannah Arendt, Lectures on Kant’s Pc
litical Philosophy, ed. R. Beiner (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982).

2. As we know from Arendt’s letter to Jaspers of 29 August 1957, she arrived at her
distinctive reading of the third Critigue (as the book in which “Kant’s real political -
philosophy is hidden”) at exactly the same moment that she was reading the part of
Jaspers’s The Great Philosopbers devoted to Kant. As that letter and the subsequent:
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