“Re-thinking Judgment and Opinion as Political Speech in Hannah Arendt’s Political Thought”
Abstract: Within the current political context, it seems uncontroversial to assert that public discourse about matters of shared concern is generally regarded as toxic and not as an inviting opportunity for citizens. Generally speaking, participation in public discourse and in the public space is not something we seek out, unless perhaps, it is from behind the privacy of our electronic devices. Hannah Arendt’s thought provides some of the best resources for re-thinking these concepts. This essay, then, seeks to accomplish two tasks at once. First, I utilize Arendt’s thought as a vehicle for attempting to re-think public discourse as perhaps the political problem confronting contemporary citizens. Second, it will be this very rethinking of public discourse that allows me to wade into a more specific debate within Arendt scholarship about the role of judgment in her thought.
I.  Introduction

Within the current political context, to assert that public discourse about matters of shared concern is regarded as toxic and not as an inviting opportunity for citizens is uncontroversial. Generally speaking, participation in public discourse is not something we seek out, unless, perhaps, from behind the privacy of our electronic devices. What this might indicate, following an Arendtian insight, is that we currently have no sense of a shared world together. In other words, we have become alienated from that which binds us together: a common world. The primacy of a horiztonal, political relation wherein we speak to one another and not at or against each other is in urgent need of articulation and for this, we need the thought of Hannah Arendt.
One of her most prevalent explanations for why there is a deep failure to recognize the commonality of our world is that modernity is chiefly characterized by turning away from that which is common and towards our​selves. Thus, if it is true that contemporary citizens do not recognize anything like a shared world, if we are estranged from that which makes it possible to have a unique perspective at all, then our deep hostility towards one another in the political realm is unsurprising. In other words, if our unique perspectives cannot be assumed to be about something shared and common, then all we have are multifarious private perspectives that are not, politically speaking, about anything. We each of us individually take our private perspectives to constitute the totality of what counts as “real” and remain isolated in that perspective; there is nothing seen as common that can function to enliven public debate. In the absence of this commonality, each perspective is free to treat itself as the only “legitimate” one that ought to be considered. Reflecting upon the conditions that present themselves in society, Arendt envisions a situation in which “men have become entirely private, that is, they have been deprived of seeing and hearing others, of being seen and being heard by them. They are imprisoned in the subjectivity of their own singular experience” (The Human Condition, 58). 
Given this context, I contend that one of the most urgent challenges we citizens face if we wish to retain any meaningful sense of shared life together is to rethink what it means to speak together politically wherein to speak and offer an opinion to others is reflective of a prior engagement with perspective other than one’s own. Hannah Arendt’s thought provides some of the best resources for re-thinking these concepts. This essay, then, seeks to accomplish two tasks at once. First, I utilize Arendt’s thought as a vehicle for attempting to re-think public discourse, suggesting this as perhaps the political problem confronting contemporary citizens. Second, this very rethinking of public discourse willsimultaneously allow me to wade into a more specific debate within Arendt scholarship about the role of judgment in her thought.  

II. The Terms of the Debate in Arendt Scholarhsip

Within Arendt scholarship, it is often argued that she presents two distinct theories of judgment, one from the point of view of the spectator and the other from the point of the view of the actor. Indeed, in his interpretive essay contained in Arendt’s Lectures on Kant’s Political Philosophy, Ronald Beiner states: “The question is whether (and to what extent) judgment participates in the vita activa or whether it is confined, as a mental activity, to the vita contemplativa—a sphere of human life that Arendt conceived to be, by definition, solitary, exercised in withdrawal from the world and from other men” (139). Similarly, well known Arendt commentator Mario Passerin D’Entreves states emphatically that “It would appear . . . Arendt’s theory of judgment incorporates two models, the actor’s—judging in order to act—and the spectator’s—judging in order cull meaning from the past” (246). In recent years, other scholars such as Lederman have offered a different response to this dilemma, suggesting that this is not a problem for Arendt’s thought at all because actors simply do not engage in judgment. Lederman states that “at no time did Arendt have an actor's theory of judgment.  Judgment for her was always spectators' judgment” (xxx). I differ from all these scholars in suggesting we need to re-think what judgment and, consequently, opinions are for Arendt: judgments and opinions need to be thought as modes of speech.

I am suggesting that judgment has not properly been conceived of as both a reflective capacity—when one critically engages the standpoint of others— and as a mode of political speech, that is, something offered in the presence of others as articulated speech. I will substantiate this view through distinguishing between the formation of judgments and opinions, on which Arendt has written, and their articulation in speech. “Judgment” therefore refers not only to the reflective processes of enlarged mentality and representative thinking, present in Lectures on Kant’s Political Philosophy, but also to a judgment that is itself offered through speech in the public space. In sum, judgment is both a capacity for reflective engagement with an object and a modality of political speech. A crucial upshot of thinking through Arendt in this way is that enlarged mentality and representative thinking provide us with resources beyond a more liberal, rights’ based framework of speech. Such a framework of a right to speech leads to an unfortunate situation in which everyone’s right to speak is akin to the suggestion that we must tolerate whatever anyone wants to say at any given moment. 

To substantiate the view I am defending, I take my cue from The Human Condition when Arendt stated that “many, and even most acts, are performed in the manner of speech” (178).”1 We must press further in understanding what political speech consists in because Arendt herself never elaborated on just what she means by speech.
III. Spectator Judgment in the Lectures
Judgment emerges as a political capacity in Arendt’s Lectures on Kant’s Political  Philosophy, where it becomes the capacity to elicit meaning from past events.2 This view is developed in relation to the notion of the spectator, who has the privilege of a standpoint that allows her to think in the place of others who were present in the past. Zerilli calls attention to the political salience of the spectator position: “The position of the spectator is associated with a form of rooted but impartial seeing; it is not the view from nowhere but the view from somewhere enlarged by taking account of other views” (180). Thus, judgment in this sense is performed from the vantage point of a spectator as opposed to the actor in the public space. As I explained in the previous section, some have taken this to represent a tension in Arendt’s thinking. An individual judges from outside the public space as a spectator, whereas the animating thrust of Arendt’s thought as a whole is to recover political experience in the public space. The concept of judgment in her earlier writings is thought to represent the standpoint of an actor, whereas the concept of reflective judgment expounded in the Lectures is thought to have shifted the entire focus to a spectator’s standpoint. If we take her account of judgment from the Lectures to be paradigmatic for her thought as a whole, there is a gap between the space of action and the figure of the spectator, one that apparently cannot be overcome. My interpretive strategy is to extract the politically salient notions of enlarged mentality and exemplary validity from the Lectures and to transport them as features belonging to the judgments and opinions of actors inside the public space. Before proceeding any further regarding Arendt’s use of Kantian aesthetic judgment, a brief note about terminology is in order. Arendt will use the concepts of both enlarged mentality and represetantive thinking in her corpus when discussing Kantian aesthetic judgment. I read her as suggesting that these concepts are largely interchanegable within Kant’s thought and her usage of them suggests the same. Both refer to the processes of reflecting upon the standpoints of others when forming a judgment. Exemplarity validity remains the same mode of validity in relation to either representative thinking or enlarged mentality. With that said, we can turn now to understanding why Arendt was so attracted to Kantian aesthetic judgment.
Spectator judgment in Arendt is needed to discern the meaning of past events for Arendt. D’Entreves finds that Arendt developed this notion once she confronted the problem that none of the traditional or contemporary categories of political understanding could be used to classify the catastrophic events of the twentieth century:
Arendt’s concern with judgment as a faculty of retrospective assessment that allows meaning to be redeemed from the past originated in her attempt to come to terms with the twin political tragedies of the twentieth century, Nazism and Stalinism. Arendt strove to understand these phenomena in their own terms, neither deducing them from precedents nor placing them in some overarching scheme of historical necessity. (246-247)
D’Entreves calls our attention here to the need of judgment without precedents. To judge in this manner is to judge a particular as particular. Following Kant’s Critique of Judgment, as Arendt does, it is the ability to judge reflectively as opposed to determinately. Thus she finds a model for political judgment in the Kantian notion of aesthetic judgment. Precisely this kind of judgment was needed in the political context because no concepts were available that could make sense of the totalitarian disasters. The distinction between determinate and reflective judgment featured prominently in Kant’s critical philosophy. For him, moral and epistemological judgments are determinate whereas aesthetic judgments must be reflective. In his well-known distinction: “Judgment in general is the ability to think the particular as contained under the universal. If the universal (the rule, principle, law) is given, then judgment, which subsumes the particular under it, is determinative . . . But if only the particular is given and judgment has to find the universal for it, then this power is merely reflective” (Kant, 18-19). Thus we can immediately see that one reason for the appeal of Kantian aesthetic judgment for Arendt is his articulation of a mode of judgment where no universal (concept) is given, and one has to reflect upon the particular as particular and allow for the universal to emerge out of this reflection. The lack of available concepts that could make sense of the political disasters during her lifetime made Kant’s notion of reflective judgment attractive for her thought in response to such problems. 
Nonetheless, even lacking existing rules or concepts, there must be some basis upon which judgment is made if it is not to be arbitrary. Kant’s philosophy is useful here because in an aesthetic judgment such as “X is beautiful,” one is not merely asserting an idiosyncratic preference but expecting others to accept it. The basis for others accepting the judgment is not that beauty is a concept under which particular instances may be subsumed. Rather, when one judges a beautiful object, she is doing so from the standpoint of others and the possible judgments they would make about the same object. Nedelsky usefully clarifies this point using the example of a picture: 
Thus when we claim that the picture is beautiful (instead of just that I like it), we make a subjective judgment that has a quasi-objective quality to it. We are saying that others who bring their judgment to bear on the picture will also find it beautiful, if they are truly . . . judging. (106)
In other words, the basis for my expectation that others will accept my judgment is that the very operation of reflective judgment presupposes a reference to the standpoint of others, that is to say, the very formation of the judgment is constituted by their standpoints. Herein lies the political nature of reflective judgment for Arendt: it is the public character of reflective judgments in referencing the standpoint of others that indicates their political resonance. D’Entreves captures the appeal for Arendt: 
She credits Kant with having dislodged the prejudice that judgments of taste lie altogether outside the political realm, since they supposedly concern only aesthetic matters. She believes, in fact, that by linking taste to that wider manner of thinking which Kant called an “enlarged mentality” the way was opened to a revaluation of judgment as a specific political ability, namely, as the ability to think in the place of everybody else. (250)
“Thinking in the place of everybody else” implies not only the public character of such judgment but also the sense of impartiality that accompanies it. Impartiality is the mode one operates in as a spectator: freed from one’s own private standpoint, one can see the larger meaning within a particular event or phenomenon. The larger meaning I have in mind is not only that one is judging from other standpoints, but also that, for Arendt, it is the spectator who has the capacity to discover exemplarity in particular events of the past. Exemplarity or exemplary validity is the mode of validity that reflective judgments have in Kant. By virtue of her impartiality, Arendt’s spectator is capable of “picking out” exemplary political phenomena. To be exemplary is to have general emphatic significance for others. Exemplars are decidedly not conceptual in nature, in the sense of subsumptive thought, because they are always a particular event or phenomenon that, in its particularity, is capable of providing not universal but general significance. In her Lectures on Kant’s Political Philosophy, Arendt underlines this point:
[O]ne may encounter or think of some table that one judges to be the best possible table and take this table as the example of how tables actually should be: the exemplary table . . . This exemplar is and remains a particular that in its very particularity reveals the generality that otherwise could not be defined. Courage is like Achilles. (77) 
We see, then, that the generality of the exemplar also has a value status. Although the judgment that an item is a table would be an example of an epistemological judgment, the point is that exemplars nonetheless mediate between universals and particulars such that, in this illustration, a particular table is being judged to serve as exemplary of what we might think of as the essence of a table. The final sentence of the quotation is the salient judgment for our purposes: Achilles is exemplary of courage and is an instance that we expect others to accept because we are judging as if standing in their place. In addition, as D’Entreves points out, Arendt interprets Kant as saying that reflective judgment allows for exemplarity to emerge out of an entire historical event:
For Arendt this notion of exemplary validity is not restricted to aesthetic objects or individuals who exemplified certain virtues. Rather, she wants to extend this notion to events that carry a meaning beyond their happening, that is to say, to events that could be seen as exemplary for those who came after. (251) 
In sum, the Kantian notions of enlarged mentality and exemplary validity are structural features of the aesthetic judgment of taste. These features also allow it to serve as a model for political judgment that we can carry forward in showing how judgment and opinion formation become among the political capacities needed to maintain and keep the public space in existence. 
IV.  The Notion of Opinion as Political Speech in the Public Space
Arendt scholars are not in fact in agreement that judgments and opinions are forms of speech. However, taking my cue from the statement in The Human Condition that “many, and even most acts, are performed in the manner of speech,” I argue that opinions and judgments must be forms of speech in Arendt’s thought if the public space is to be consistently maintained in the form of human plurality and power (178). In other words, continued debate and dialogue through the articulation of judgments and opinions in political speech maintain the public space. This articulation must be distinguished from the formation of the judgments and opinions, that is, from the processes such as enlarged mentality and representative thinking that are also necessary if speech is to be properly political. It is upon the distinction between formation and articulation that I am resting my argument that judgments and opinions can be thought of as speech. That is to say, they can be articulated in the presence of political actors in the public space. A movement is required from the reflective processes necessary to form judgments and opinions to the articulation of them in speech in the public space. Moreover, maintaining an existing public space in Arendt’s sense, through the continued exchange of opinions and judgments, is necessary to combat the loss of a shared world I mentioned in the introduction. Political speech, then, through the exchange of opinions and judgments is the maintenance of the public space.

Two crucial essays from the text Between Past and Future concern us here: “The Crisis in Culture” and “Truth and Politics.” I interpret these essays as unfolding Arendt’s thought on how judgments and opinions are modes of political speech for citizens engaged with one another in the public space. Opinions and judgments are not entirely separate modalities of political speech because it is judgment in its reflective capacity that enables one to form opinions. As we have seen, Arendt refers to judgment in its reflective capacity as either representative thinking or enlarged mentality, these being the mental processes of forming a judgment or an opinion. We seek to show how they can take an articulated form as speech in the public space. 
III.1 “Truth and Politics”

First, we must consider the nature and significance of opinion formation in “Truth and Politics.” This essay presents the problem of opinion in relation to the philosophical tradition’s view of it as an inferior mode of discourse compared with truth.  Here it just is the formation of opinions that requires the reflective capacity of judgment. The essay unfolds a complex philosophical and historical interpretation of how the concepts of truth and politics relate to one another. In particular, Arendt seeks to understand whether something like a desire for truth, that is, a desire to be correct or right is at odds with the spirit of debate and discussion that animates political life. She indicates philosophical hostility towards political life beginning with Plato, especially his image of the cave in The Republic. Arendt interprets this allegory to show that Plato thought the political realm was inferior to the philosophical realm outside the cave due to the nature of the speech in the political realm: speech as opinion. To Plato, opinions are unstable, relative, and changing, and cannot be thought to constitute anything real or lasting. Thus, he portrays the realm of shadows being projected to the prisoners in the cave as one of mere appearances and thus illusory. The goal of philosophical life is to find ways to leave this realm for something more stable, enduring, and permanent. Nonetheless, Plato insists that the philosopher must return to the cave to try to convince the fellow prisoners of his newly found truth. The relationship between truth and opinion—and, consequently, the antagonistic relationship between the lives of politics and philosophy—is represented
so vividly . . . in the cave allegory, in which the philosopher, upon his return from his solitary journey to the sky of everlasting ideas, tries to communicate his truth to the multitude, with the result that is disappears in the diversity of views, which to him are illusions, and is brought back down to the uncertain level of opinion, so that now, back in the cave, truth itself appears in the guise of the . . . ‘it seems to me’—the very doxa he had hoped to leave behind once and for all. (“Truth and Politics” 232-233)
This narrative about Plato’s cave runs through Arendt’s writing. Its significance in this essay is to show that even if opinions are being represented by Plato as mere appearances like the shadows on the cave wall, their grip on us cannot be left behind. The exchange of opinions is the activity constitutive of politics and for that reason needs to be protected and insulated from the nature of truth as force, especially the kind of rational truth that Arendt interprets Plato as locating within the philosophical realm. Moreover, for Arendt, empirical, factual truth can also be of a coercive nature in that it “peremptorily claims to be acknowledged and precludes debate and debate constitutes the very essence of political life” (Truth and Politics” 236-237). This is a bold proclamation about the essence of political life. Villa emphasizes the notion of plurality that informs her view: “She attempts to break the stranglehold of rational truth on political thought by rehabilitating opinion, the plurality-based faculty persistently maligned by the tradition” (95). For Villa, we must always return to the condition of human plurality as the central kernel of Arendt’s political thought. Plurality is the condition we confront as individuals that are distinct and equal. We seek to reveal our inherent distinctness through speech about who we are and can only be recognized as distinct by presupposing an equality in which we regard one another as capable of doing the same. 
For Arendt, then, offering distinct perspectives through speech is inconsistent with the idea that truth is the goal or terminus of political speech: “The modes of thought and communication that deal with truth, if seen from the political perspective, are necessarily domineering; they don’t take into account other people’s opinions, and taking these into account is the hallmark of all strictly political thinking” (“Truth and Politics” 237). In other words, we are not seeking to be correct through political speech, at least not peremptorily. Truth may emerge in and through debate, but is not a necessary condition of it. Rather, when one offers a political perspective through speech, this reflects the inherently distinctive condition of the speaker. In claiming that “debate is the essence of political life,” Arendt means the contribution of unique perspectives about a common world. Of course, we need to be immediately wary of simply associating “the contribution of unique perspectives” with any kind of constitutional right to “express one’s opinion.” This right to freedom of speech is inconsistent with an Arendtian conception of politics insofar as it leads to the thought that opinions are things that the speaker merely “holds” because she has a right to them, and that any opinion is as valuable as another. What seems to emerge from a more rights-based perspective is the view that opinions are of equal worth by virtue of the empirical fact that anyone can hold and express an opinion. Arendt’s focus, on the contrary, is on the development of quality opinions, and she wants to understand what is actually involved in their formation. Before articulating an opinion in speech, one must take care to ensure the opinion is properly political, and this requires engaging with the perspectives of others.

We gain an understanding of Arendt’s notion of “opinion formation” through her recognition that “taking these [other people’s opinions] into account is the hallmark of all strictly political thinking” (Truth and Politics 237). This is in stark contrast with an individualist conception of opinions as things merely possessed by right. Indeed, having or holding an opinion in the Arendtian sense presupposes that an opinion has been formed through the consideration of the standpoints of others. With Arendt, without imagining how the world appears to others from their distinct perspective, essential to opinion formation, the opinion fails to be truly political in nature. In “Truth and Politics” imagining the opinions of others who are absent must be contrasted with other mental phenomena such as empathy: 
This process of representation does not blindly adopt the actual views of those who stand somewhere else, and hence look upon the world from a different perspective; this is a question neither of empathy, as though I tried to be or to feel like somebody else, nor of counting noses and joining a majority but of being and thinking in my own identity where actually I am not. (“Truth and Politics” 237)
These words reveal what Arendt has in mind in two crucial respects. First, we might believe that thinking from the standpoint of others means giving up our own perspective so that we can better appreciate how things seem to others—what we might call “open-mindedness.” However, this appreciation could be construed as simply adhering to others’ views without integrating them into our own. It requires an individual to give up her unique perspective by which she sees the world. Second, the popular expression “putting oneself in another’s shoes,” a form of empathy, is decidedly different from the representation required for opinion formation. Retaining my unique perspective is necessary to the process of representation, and empathic identification with others cuts this off. The distinction between the mental processes of Arendtian representative thinking, on the one hand, and open-mindedness and empathy, on the other, is not sharp from one point of view, yet it is decisive: focusing on why representative thinking is truly political and these other mental processes are not is at stake. If the distinct perspective is not maintained in the formation of opinions, then that process cannot be political.

As we have shown, Arendt means something political in nature by the formation of opinions. However, for us, it is the articulation of opinion in the presence of others that is the salient political moment, even if, as I shall show below, physical presence is not required to form an opinion. The distinction allows us to see that although the presence of others in situ is not necessary to opinion formation, which is a mental process. We need to resolve this apparent inconsistency. We may underline that forming an opinion requires having spent time engaging with others in some way that situates us within human plurality. With Arendt, “even if I shun all company or am completely isolated while forming an opinion, I am not simply together only with myself in the solitude of philosophical thought; I remain in this world of universal interdependence, where I can make myself the representative of everybody else” (“Truth and Politics 237). The salient point is that the formation requires some kind of encounter with and access to a standpoint other than one’s own: this is the larger political significance of “public” in Arendt. As D’Entreves stresses, “the validity of political judgment depends on our ability to think ‘representatively’. . . And this ability, in turn, can only be acquired and tested in a public forum (253-254). This can mean a wide array of media or settings that could be considered “public.” Arguably, digital formats are the most prevalent source of opinion formation for contemporary citizens. Nonetheless, I put emphasis on the need of opinion being situated in the speech of humans before one another if the is to be maintained.  For this, we turn to the point that the opinion formed, even while alone, is not a finished or final product because the reason one forms an opinion is to reengage with others to test it. This process is open-ended. 

The re-engagement with others to test the formed opinion is what I have in mind when I make the distinction between forming opinions, on the one hand, and articulating opinions as an act that requires gathering together in the presence of others. There is of course the articulation of opinions in non-verbal ways in writing a blog or a newspaper editorial. Nonetheless, the spoken articulation of opinions before others is necessary, in our view, if Arendtian power in her specific sense is not to be lost. 
To be clear about Arendt’s concept of power, she provides an important rethinking of this political concept in her thought as a whole as something not possessed by or predicated of individuals, but instead as something present between them as a horizontal bond that unites them as they speak and act together. This contrast can be clearly thought using the distinction between horizontal and vertical. In casual speech, we at least seem to imply that power is something possessed by politicians as they rule over and make decisions for us—this is vertical. Power, for Arendt, is horiztonally located between political actors.  For this sense of horizontality, actors must appear together in the distinct sense of being seen and heard if it is to be maintained between citizens. Thus, I am resting my claim about the primacy of the spoken word in Arendt based upon her own crucial insight in The Human Condition that “power springs up between men when they act together and vanishes the moment they disperse” (200).  I indeed recongize other forms of political articulation as part of the public space, especially electronic or digital. These crucial avenues for the articulation of political opinions do not prevent and may be a part of the loss of power when individuals, in her words, “disperse.” However, from an Arendtian perspective, power is not a political phenomenon that can be rendered intelligible if individuals are alone when they articulate their opinion, even if they obviously have access to others’ opinions in a manner that can still be construed as public. It seems to me, then, that gathering together with others to articulate one’s political opinion is a condition for keeping Arendtian power in existence and, moreover, that the primacy be granted to the spoken word in Arendt’s thought and not the written because of the essential connection between power, action, and speech in her thought. Horiztonal power cannot be maintained if we do not think speech in this way.
A further brief digression on this point might be warranted, however, simply because of a lingering practical objection: even if Arendt’s emphasis is on the spoken word, what of our primary means of expressing political opinions in the contemporary milieu, social media? Given the embedness of such technology within our political lives, imagining a reorientation to the spoken word is difficult. I do not have a convincing response to this problem other than to point out what many others before me have. Re-tweeting, “liking,” or responding to a comment from within the private confines of home or from a smartphone nestled in our palm does nothing to remedy the problem of shared political life I began the essay with. On the contrary, it only reinforces the sense that precisely because one “holds” an opinion, she is immune from further discussion or debate, which, I have argued, constitute the lifeblood of maintaining a public space. I cannot deny the increasing likelihood that digital forms of communication will continue to exert their influence over us. However, against the problems they bring, which are widely recognized if not well thought through, the gathering together of political actors shows up as a qualitatively different experience that we might need now more than ever.

What this means regarding any validity associated with political speech is that it will be intersubjective both in terms of the formation of opinions and in the sense that validity arises out of political engagement with other citizens. There is no final goal of reaching agreement. Debate and discussion about a common world comprise an end-in-itself for Arendt and no agreement or consensus is required to emerge as a result of these activities. This is not a minor consideration. It allows Arendt to distance herself in important ways from more proceduralist accounts of the public space.3 In short, with Arendt, “debate constitutes the very essence of political life (“Truth and Politics” 236-237). I take the focus on debate in “Truth and Politics” to allow for my emphasis on the articulation and defense of one’s political opinions, given but not identical with the processes necessary for their formation. 
In sum, our reading of “Truth and Politics” has shown, first, that Arendt introduces the notion of opinion as a political phenomenon in contrast with truth claims. Second, she recovers a sense of opinion beyond the notion of a mere idiosyncratic, private position that one “holds.” Opinion is a political phenomenon because it must recognize the standpoints of others. Third, we have presented opinion as a form of political speech where the goal is not to be right but, instead, to try to share a world with others. When political debate can often be repellent these three features of political opinion in an Arendtian vein are crucial for contemporary citizens.
V.  Judgment in the Public Space
We now turn to the role of judgment in the public space by turning to Arendt’s essay “The Crisis in Culture,” for the reflections in her writings on the capacity of judgment that considers it in its specific operation as a capacity needed for political interaction. As with opinion, we must distinguish between the formation of judgment and its articulation in speech in order to reachthe main objective for this essay. The movement from judgment formation to political speech follows the same path as opinion. One first engages in the process of enlarged mentality to ensure that the verbal articulation of judgment—the articulation of its content—reflects a prior engagement with perspectives other than one’s own. 
Arendt found a model for political judgment in Kant’s aesthetic judgment of taste. She summarizes the reason for this extrapolation in “The Crisis in Culture.” “Kant insisted upon a different way of thinking, for which it would not be enough to be in agreement with one’s own self, but which consisted of being able ‘to think in the place of everybody else,’ and which he therefore called an ‘enlarged mentality” (“The Crisis in Culture” 217). The ability of judgment to transcend private interests and require the viewpoints of others is why it is political in nature for Arendt. While Kant himself was interested in aesthetic judgments having a priori validity, Arendt distances herself from all a priori considerations, for the process of “thinking in the place of everybody else” raises the question of how far this capacity can be expected to extend. In other words, just how many “standpoints” does one need to consider in making a political judgment? The question is relevant despite the evidently contextual nature of reflective judgment, which excludes fixed rules or guidelines for making it. Arendt qualifies the process of judging from the standpoint of others as follows:
Hence judgment is endowed with a certain specific validity but is never universally valid. Its claim to validity can never extend further than the others in whose place the judging person has put himself for his considerations . . . it is not valid for those who do not judge or for those who are not members of the public realm where the objects of judgment appear. (“The Crisis in Culture” 217) 
Here Arendt’s use of Kantian enlarged mentality is supplemented by empirical considerations, which is to say that one only judges from the perspective of those whose standpoints one can reasonably be expected to access. Nedelsky has explained the shift that occurs in Arendt’s adoption of Kantian aesthetic judgment as the basis for political judgment by stating that in the standard interpretation Kant is “talking about a transcendental realm, where there are no real conversations among actual people.” For Kant, “common sense is shared among all people by virtue of their having the same basic human faculties,” thus it is universal. In contrast, “Arendt grounds judgment in an appeal to a common sense that is shared by virtue of sharing an actual community. When we form our judgments in the process of imagining trying to persuade others, it is the perspectives of real others that is involved” (Nedelsky 108-109). Imaginative engagement with other perspectives is therefore more limited than the standard Kantian interpretation would have it. Nonetheless, this limitation is also what makes judgment political in correspondence with the open-ended phenomenon of opinion formation and articulation, expounded above.

When Arendt states that “judgment is endowed with a certain specific validity,” it raises anew the question of validity in relation to judgment (“The Crisis in Culture” 217). This is a contentious concept in Arendt’s thinking on political judgment for those concerned about her insistence that reason is not the properly political capacity. When rationality is the central political faculty, the point of political discussion is to reach consensus or agreement—to be right in some sense. Insisting against reason as the chief political capacity raises the concern that politics becomes the site of arbitrary debate and endless conflict with no way to gauge whose claims are better than others. The Arendtian response is that judgment offers the best hope of responding to human plurality. Zerilli speaks directly to this point: 
Understood as a political concept, plurality is something of which we need to take account when we decide what will count as part of our shared or common world. Judging is the activity that enables us to take account of plurality in this distinctly political sense . . . Such judgments are by nature intersubjective and reflect the plurality of ways in which the world can be seen and understood. (“We Feel Our Freedom” 165)
This notion of intersubjectivity in the political realm broadens the concept of validity (as we saw above in the section on “Truth and Politics) so that it does not have a strictly epistemological resonance. For Arendt, this broadening is necessary as a result of plurality and its demands upon us. Because of Arendt’s existential starting point for thinking about the political, we must re-think what constitutes political debate. From an Arendtian perspective, plurality must be thought as the ground of thinking the political. Because of this, reason should not be considered as primarily operative within political judgments, but instead, aesthetic judgment as reflection upon the standpoint of others is the optimal consideration. For our current concerns, this means that the question of validity within the political realm itself moves in the direction of the existential. Zerilli elucidates: 
By making plurality the condition of, rather than the problem for, intersubjective validity, Arendt shifts the question of . . . political judgment from the epistemological realm, where it concerns the rational adjudication of knowledge/truth claims, to the political realm, where it concerns . . . practices of freedom. (“We Feel Our Freedom” 166)

In this we see the philosophical shift that occurs when Arendt rethinks plurality in contrast to the value of pluralism, as it is referred to from the perspective of political liberalism. There is a shift away not only from the epistemological stance but also from pluralism as a value to plurality as a condition of our very existence. In other words, in contrast to a view of pluralism as a value that ought to be upheld insofar as the very composition of contemporary liberal states gives rise to seemingly innumerable perspectives, from an Arendtian perspective, tolerance of viewpoints different than one’s own is not enough—not only must one tolerate different viewpoints but must seek to incorporate and weave them into one’s own
Thus far, we have seen that Arendt affirms the role of judgment as a capacity that can serve to situate plural subjects together in a common world. “Judging is one, if not the most, important activity in which . . . sharing-the-world-with-others comes to pass” (“The Crisis in Culture” 218). We come to share a common world through a practice of judgment that imaginatively engages the perspectives of others and reflects upon whether particular phenomena or events must be a part of a world we share with them, that is, whether they could serve as examples for others. A political phenomenon has exemplary validity only insofar as it is can be something that others would accept while there is no guarantee that they will. The lack of guarantee lies in the very nature of a political judgment and takes the form of persuasion as Arendt states in “The Crisis in Culture”: “They [taste judgments] share with political opinions that they are persuasive; the judging person—as Kant says quite beautifully—can only ‘woo the consent of everyone else’ in the hope of coming to an agreement with him eventually” (“The Crisis in Culture” 219; emphasis added). These words demonstrate the distinction between necessarily reaching agreement and hopeful persuasion. Zerilli draws on the Kantian insight about the peculiarity of persuasion as “wooing”:

Aesthetic and political arguments are arguable . . . but in a particular way. They belong to the interlocution Kant calls streiten (to quarrel or contend) rather disputieren (to dispute), that is, the kind of interlocution that, if it generates agreement, does so on the basis of persuasion rather than irrefutable proofs. Whereas disputieren assumes that agreement can be reached through the exchange of arguments constrained by the rules set out by conceptual logic and objective knowledge (as with determinate judgments), streiten occurs when concepts are lacking and agreement cannot be reached through the giving of proofs (as with reflective judgments). And yet, despite the absence of the objective necessity of an agreement reached by proofs, the debate lives on, for each judging subject makes an aesthetic claim that posits the agreement of others and attempts to persuade them of her or his view. (“We Feel Our Freedom” 170) 
This passage sheds light on the nature of political judgment as persuasion. The last line of the passage deserves particular emphasis. Zerilli states that an aesthetic (and implicitly political) claim “posits the agreement of others.” Positing the agreement of others in the judgment itself is an anticipatory attempt to make a claim others will accept. There is a justified assumption that they would accept the judgment when its formation presupposes seeing an object from the standpoint of others who are also seeing it. This shows that the judgment is not merely a relative, idiosyncratic viewpoint. For political debate in the public space to proceed, it must do so under the assumption that judgments are not merely private opinions and that political actors have taken care to form judgments that are truly political in nature, which is to say, capable of persuading others. Beyond forming judgments, to truly persuade others, political actors must then offer those judgments in the presence of their peers if, as Zerilli states, debate is to “live on,” or, with Arendt, we can hope to persuade them “eventually.” In our view, debate only lives on if horizontal power between political actors remains in existence. The phenomenon of persuasion becomes a part of our argument that not only is there judgment formation but also the articulation of judgment in speech.  Political judgment takes the form of persuasion, which can of course be written or spoken. 

As Arendt states in The Human Condition, “Action and speech need the surrounding presence of others” (188). That is to say, although the articulation of judgments can take form in the written word, it is only when another can respond in the give and take of speech in the presence of her peers that the public space can be maintained. I use “give and take” to convey the political experience of speaking to someone else and that person being able to respond in the moment—not at a point in time after the fact. For example, though one can be persuaded through reading the written word or can respond through writing her own persuasive speech, such activities, which are most likely done when alone, occur within a qualitatively different register of human experience. They do not get at the experiential notion of speech as something performed. Moreover, in our view, reading or writing a persuasive piece of writing does not capture the political sense of persuasion as spoken word that I am drawing out of Arendt’s thought.  The key point is that the political is irreducibly bound up with the power present within human plurality. With Arendt, “human power corresponds to the condition of plurality to begin with” (The Human Condition 201). The strongest realization of power in this sense is when we are engaged in the give and take of judgments in being gathered together with others. Nothing guarantees that political debate in others’ presence will play out in the way described, but the commitment to engage in the process is, for Arendt, an essential human commitment to being together because it is in this way that power is maintained. 
Thus, in our view, emphasis on “the debate living on” in the reception of Arendt represents a crucial between her idea and our ordinary conception of political debate and discussion. This implies that, even if one fervently believes she has considered the standpoints of others, formed the judgment in the relevant way, and articulated that judgment in the presence of others, nothing guarantees that they are bound to accept it given that conceptual proof is not available. This is no doubt a difficult and unsettling thought, as we probably want to regard those who cannot accept our well-formed judgment as simply irrational. If political judgments were based on universal concepts, then concluding that our interlocutors are irrational might be warranted; however, precisely because determinate concepts are not involved in the judgment, irrationality is not a conclusion that we can reach regarding the judgments and opinions of others if they have not followed a “rational” procedure of argumentation to the same conclusion. Following Zerilli on this point: 
What she disputes is the idea that our agreement follows necessarily from our acceptance of certain arguments and principles of argumentation. Arendt takes up Kant’s insight that we can well follow and even accept the arguments brought to defend a judgment without having to accept the conclusion. Disagreement . . . is possible, although neither side is making a mistake or failing to grasp that a particular judgment is well supported. (“We Feel Our Freedom” 170)
Despite this clarification of the nature of what it means to engage in political debate, there is no difficulty in imagining someone asking why things as fundamental as her beliefs about politics are not simply correct and someone else’s wrong. To be able to understand and respond in this context requires nothing less than a reorientation about how we think about politics, and this indeed is the Arendtian impulse. To be able to live and be with others in the public space, one must be willing to embrace the disagreement that will inevitably arise and not bemoan our fellow interlocutors as rational failures akin to, for example, those who can’t follow the logic of a syllogism. For example, consider the following common refrain in political debate: “How can you not see the point I am making? It is so obvious.” Here, the verb see is instructive since we are looking at the same object—our common world—but from a viewpoint that cannot possibly be inhabited by anyone else. Thus, not seeing another’s point will inevitably arise due to the very nature of our human condition, which is to say that “not seeing” is not irrational but existential in nature. 
VI. Conclusion

At the beginning of this essay, I referred to Arendt’s passage from The Human Condition stating that “many and even most acts are performed in the manner of speech” (The Human Condition 178). If this is true, then I have suggested that we can think of such speech in terms of judgments and opinions articulated in the public space. Specifically, I have argued that we need to distinguish between the formation and articulation of judgments and opinions in order to have explanatory purchase on what the nature of speech is for Arendt, given a lack of specificity in her thought as to what political speech consists in for her. 
If we make this distinction, we can understand the how the public space can be maintained through continued debate and dialogue. Through attending to Arendt’s earlier essays, we have seen, as many commentators have similarly noted, that the rudiments of this line of thinking were already present in her thought. In other words, within the essays from Between Past and Future, judgment and opinion were conceived of as in the public space; however judgments or opinions, in those contexts, were being thought only as reflective capacities to think from the standpoint of others and not, additionally, as I have claimed, as the articulation of judgment as speech in the presence of others. This further dimension is needed if we are to makes sense of how action as speech makes sense in Arendt’s thought, especially because of the vast amount of resources in her thought devoted to judgment and opinion. 

The animating concept of Arendt’s thought as a whole is how to maintain an active public space amidst times of political alienation amongst the citizenry. I have tried to suggest something in this direction wherein political actors gather together in order to share, exchange, debate, and persuade—activities that are constitutive of the public space from Arendt’s perspective.
Notes
 1. The Human Condition, 178. Though this quotation provides the textual basis of my interpretation that speech is a form of action, in briefly revisiting that text, we find that Arendt separates speech and action to the extent that “the affinity between speech and revelation is much closer . . . just as the affinity between action and beginning is closer.” Raising the connection between speech and action is important as throughout the section on action in The Human Condition, Arendt conjoins and makes a point of specifying two phenomena she refers to as “word and deed.”

 2. Arendt gave the lectures on Kant in 1970 at the New School for Social Research during a seminar on Kant’s Critique of Judgment.

 3. Critical contemporary literature in political theory regards the Rawlsian account of the public space or public sphere as one that is proceduralist. I interpret proceduralist to mean the attempt within ideal political theory to construct political concepts that can serve as templates or models that seek to define in advance what the structure, content, and goal of political debate ought to be. Rawls’s concept of public reason is the paradigmatic example of this in contemporary political theory. Zerilli succinctly addresses the problem with such an approach from an Arendtian perspective: “For what is sustained in what Rawls called the ideal of public reason is a way of thinking about political debate that circumscribes from the start what can so much as count . . . as a legitimate public object of judgment in the first place” (A Democratic Theory of Judgment 162). Moreover, the Rawlsian proceduralist account emphasizes reason, following the Kantian practical strain, as the salient political capacity. In other words, Rawlsian political thought emphasizes Kant’s concept of reason from the second critique, which is determinate, and not the concept of reflective judgment that Arendt emphasizes as essential to political judgment. In Political Liberalism, Rawls states the following about his political constructivism: “The first feature [of political constructivism] . . . is that the principles of political justice (content) may be represented as the outcome of a procedure of construction (structure) . . . The second feature is that the procedure of construction is based essentially on practical reason” (Rawls, 93).
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