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Abstract 

HĂŶŶĂŚ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ Jewish writings were central to her thinking about the human condition 

and engaged with dialectics of modernity, universalism and identity. Her concept of the 

͚ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ƉĂƌŝĂŚ͛ ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚĞĚ ďŽƚŚ ƚŽ ĚĞĨŝŶĞ a role for the public intellectual and understand 

the relationship between Jews and modernity. Controversially she accused Jews of lack 

resistance to the Nazis and argued that their victimization resulted from apolitical 

͚ǁŽƌůĚůĞƐƐness͛͘  We argue that although AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ was original and challenging, her 

ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ JĞǁŝƐŚ ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ĂƐ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ͚ƉŽǁĞƌůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐ͛ ŝƐ ĞǆĂŐŐĞƌĂƚĞĚ ďƵƚ, more 

importantly, ŚĞƌ ƵŶĚĞƌĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ͚ƚŚĞ ƐŽĐŝĂů͛ ŝƐ ŝŶƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ 

modalities of resistance and consciousness among subaltern Jewish communities. Further, 

her lack of interest in religious observance obscures the importance of Judaism as a 

resource for resistance. TŚŝƐ ŝƐ ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ͚ŚŝĚĚĞŶ ƚƌĂŶƐĐƌŝƉƚƐ͛ ŽĨ JĞǁŝƐŚ ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ Ĩƌom 

the early modern period.   
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IŶ ƌĞĐĞŶƚ ǇĞĂƌƐ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ JĞǁŝƐŚ ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ ŚĂǀĞ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚ ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝǀĞ ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ 

commentaries have brought out the richness of this work ʹ from her biography of Rahel 

Varnhagen, through debates about Zionism in the 1930s to Eichmann in Jerusalem and the 

ensuing controversy in the 1960s. Indeed, for Kohn (2007: xxviiͿ ͚ŚĞƌ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ĂƐ Ă JĞǁ ŝƐ 

ůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ ƚŚĞ ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŚĞƌ ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ͛͘ TŚĞƐĞ ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĂƌŝĞƐ ŚĂǀe also revealed how her 

͚JĞǁŝƐŚ͛ ǁŽƌŬƐ ĂŶĚ ŚĞƌ ǁŝĚĞƌ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚǇ ǁĞƌĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƚĞƌĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ 

such that one strand in her work cannot properly be understood apart from the others. This 

ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ ďĞŐŝŶƐ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ŽĨ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ƉĂƌŝĂŚ͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ 

is central to her understanding of the dilemmas of Jewish emancipation, her early Zionism 

and her concept of political action. The concept was closely connected to other strands in 

her work. First, there was the nineteenth-ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ ͚JĞǁŝƐŚ QƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ͕͛ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ͕ ŽŶ ǁŚĂƚ ƚĞƌŵƐ 

would Jews be granted civil and political rights, if at all?  Drawing on Bernard Lazare, Arendt 

understood this question largely from the standpoint of secular rather than religious Jews in 

the context of the idea of the Rechtstaat. However, we suggest that her concept of Judaism 

ǁĂǀĞƌƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ Ă ĨŝŐƵƌĂƚŝǀĞ ͚JƵĚĂŝǌŝŶŐ͛ ƚŚĂƚ ƉƌĞŽĐĐƵƉŝĞĚ CŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶ ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ĂŶĚ ƌĞĂƉƉĞĂƌƐ ŝŶ 

secular form in post-enlightenment philosophy, and what one might call a sociological 

understanding of Jewish life.1 Secondly, her concept is grounded in her critique of 

͚ǁŽƌĚůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐΖ͕ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ͕ Ă ƌĞĨƵƐĂů ƚŽ ĞŶŐĂŐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ĂĐƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĐŚŽŽƐŝŶŐ ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ ůŝǀŝŶŐ 

ǁŝƚŚ ŵǇƐƚŝĐĂů ƵƚŽƉŝĂƐ͘ TŚŝƐ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ĚƌĞǁ ŽŶ MĂǆ WĞďĞƌ͛Ɛ ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ Jews as ein 

Pariavolk and debates in German sociology about the origins of capitalism but was also 

informed by her political existentialism. This discussion examines these issues and 

introduces evidence of everyday resistance among Jews in early modernity in which the Jew 

could be understood as a subaltern figure. We argue that this evidence points to ambivalent 

ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ JĞǁƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ǁŝĚĞƌ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƌĞ ŵŽƌĞ ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ ƚŚĂŶ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ 

essentially figurative dichotomy of the pariah/parvenu suggests. The discussion concludes 

by arguing that the concept is limited by her underdeveloped concept of the social 

combined with an exaggerated stress on autonomous political action, which was not 

sensitive to multiple modalities of resistance in the lifeworld.  

PĂƌŝĂŚ͕ PĂƌǀĞŶƵ ĂŶĚ ͚ƚŚĞ JĞǁŝƐŚ QƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ͛ 

AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ concepts of political action and Jewish identity were framed by the nineteenth 

ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ ;ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ GĞƌŵĂŶͿ ͚JĞǁŝƐŚ QƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ͛ and subsequently by the Holocaust. She 
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was part of the generation of Jewish intellectuals, including Adorno, Horkheimer and 

Bauman, traumatized by the Zivilisationsbruch and who, as Ron Eyerman (2013) argues, 

were deeply affected by the violence that breached taken-for-granted realities. Although 

ŶŽƚ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ ŝŶ EǇĞƌŵĂŶ͛Ɛ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ͕ AƌĞŶĚƚ ǁĂƐ ƐŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ ǁŝƚŶĞƐƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĐĂƚĂƐƚƌŽƉŚĞ ƚŚĂƚ, he 

says, leaves wounds and memory scars that influence later behaviour in unpredictable 

ways2.  Documenting the extermination of Jews in occupied Europe, Arendt concluded that 

the inevitable choice, including for those such as herself, who escaped, was to resist or die3 

and, ͚[if] ǇŽƵ ĂƌĞ ŶŽ ůŽŶŐĞƌ ǁŝůůŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĚŝĞ ĨŽƌ ĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ͕ ǇŽƵ ǁŝůů ĚŝĞ ĨŽƌ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ ĚŽŶĞ ŶŽƚŚŝŶŐ͛ 

(Arendt 2007:163)4. These comments encapsulate Arendt͛Ɛ ĐĂůů ƚŽ JĞǁƐ ;ĂŶĚ ŝŶĚĞĞĚ Ăůů 

subaltern peoples) to abandon both accommodation with gentile society and the Diaspora 

ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ͚ǁŽƌůĚůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐ͛͘ JĞǁƐ must ďĞĐŽŵĞ ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ ͚ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ƉĂƌŝĂŚƐ͕͛ ǁŝůůŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĨŝŐŚƚ 

and organize politically as Jews ʹ to demand rights that were not conditional upon 

abandoning Jewishness ʹ an attempt that was anyway doomed to failure. 

AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ “ŝŵŵĞůŝĂŶ ǀŝŐŶĞƚƚĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌǀĞŶƵ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌŝĂŚ ǁĞƌĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ 

ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ͚JĞǁŝƐŚ QƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ͛ ŝŶ ŶŝŶĞƚĞĞŶƚŚ-century Europe5. The French Revolution 

ĂŶĚ NĂƉŽůĞŽŶŝĐ ĞĚŝĐƚƐ ŽĨ EŵĂŶĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ŚĂĚ ŽĨĨĞƌĞĚ ĐŝǀŝĐ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ͕ ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƚŚŝƐ ǁĂƐ Ă ͚ŚŽƉĞ 

ĂŶĚ ĐƵƌƐĞ Ăƚ ƐĂŵĞ ƚŝŵĞ͛ ;“ǌŶĂŝĚĞƌ ϮϬϭϬ͗ ϰϯϬͿ͘ CůĞƌŵŽŶƚ-Tonnere, Constituent Assembly 

deputy, defined the terms of emancipation when he stated in 1789 that Jews were 

͚ǁĞůĐŽŵĞ ĂƐ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ͛ ďƵƚ ͚ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁŝůů ďĞ ŶŽ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ Ă ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͕͛ ƚŚĞƌĞďǇ ĞǆĐůƵĚŝŶŐ 

Jews from the nation state as Jews (Dreyfuss 2012). Arendt agreed with Gershom Scholem 

that European nations were thus not prepared to assimilate Jews without demanding that 

ƚŚĞǇ ĂůƚĞƌ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ďĞǇŽŶĚ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ;BŝĂůĞ ϭϵϴϮ͗ϱͿ͘ ͚JĞǁƐ ǁĞƌĞ͕͛ AƌĞŶĚƚ ƐĂǇƐ 

ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ͚ƐŽĐŝĂůůǇ ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ͕ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ǀŽŝĚ͛ ;AƌĞŶĚƚ ϭϵϲϴ͗ ϭϰͿ. Their position in the social 

hierarchy was quite different from the inequality of the class system because it arose from 

ƚŚĞŝƌ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂƚĞ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ǁŚŝĐŚ JĞǁƐ ǁĞƌĞ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ͚ŽǀĞƌ-ƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞĚ͛ ĂŶĚ 

protected or underprivileged (1968:14).  

AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ǁĂƐ ĨƌĂŵĞĚ ďǇ Ă ǁŝĚĞƌ ǀŝĞǁ ŽĨ JĞǁƐ ŝŶ CŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶ ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ͘ HĞƌ JĞǁŝƐŚ 

writings are characterised by a largely unacknowledged distinction that, following Nirenberg 

(2013) and Judaken (2012) one might call a figurative, imaginary Judaism, as opposed to the 

͚ƐŽĐŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂů JĞǁ͛͘ IŵĂŐŝŶĂƌǇ JƵĚĂŝƐŵ ƐĞƌǀĞƐ ĂƐ Ă ƚƌŽƉĞ ŝŶ ǁĞƐƚĞƌŶ CŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶ ĂŶĚ 

Enlightenment thought and originates in the dichotomy between Christian spirituality and 
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JĞǁŝƐŚ ĐŽƌƉŽƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ďĞŝŶŐ ͚ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞƐŚ͛ ŽĨ AďƌĂŚĂŵ͘ FƵƌƚŚĞƌ ƚŽ ͚JƵĚĂŝǌĞ͛ ǁĂƐ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ ĂŶ 

ĞƌƌŽŶĞŽƵƐ ƉĂƐƐĂŐĞ ĨƌŽŵ ͚ƐŽƵů ƚŽ ĨůĞƐŚ͕͛ ͚ƐƉŝƌŝƚ ƚŽ ŵĂƚƚĞƌ͕͛ ͚ƚƌƵƚŚ ƚŽ ĂƉƉĞĂƌĂŶĐĞ͛ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ 

even converted Jews were often suspected of being crypto-Jews (Nirenberg 2013:57ff). This 

ĚŝƐƉƵƚĞ ǁŝƚŚ ĨŝŐƵƌĂƚŝǀĞ ͚JƵĚĂŝƐŵ͛ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ĚĞƉůŽǇĞĚ to place Jews in a category of alterity 

while serving as a foil to legitimate Christian and later Enlightenment views. While for 

Christianity figurative Judaism was an enemy of revelation, for the philosophes and then for 

Hegel and Kant it was an enemy of reason (Nirenberg 2013:343). In a further twist, the 

image of Judaism was transmuted after the French Revolution by counter-revolutionaries 

such as Burke and Romantics like Fichte into the epitome of materialistic modernity. Here 

the outcome of the revolutŝŽŶ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƚŚĞ ƚƌŝƵŵƉŚ ŽĨ ͚JƵĚĂŝƐŵ͛ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŽƌŵƐ ŽĨ ŵŽŶĞǇ-

jobbers6, usurers and parasitic huckstering. This figurative association of Judaism with 

capitalist modernity was replayed in the controversy between Bauer and Marx in the 1840s 

in which Jews were both enemies of reason and bearers of materialism. Marx appears to 

accept aspects of the then widespread antisemitic caricature of Jews as inveterate 

moneylenders and hucksters and Judentum is a metaphor for commerce. Throughout the 

essay the term is invested with double meaning ʹ referring to Judaism both as a religion 

;͚ƚŚĞ “ĂďďĂƚŚ JĞǁ͛Ϳ ĂŶĚ ŐƌƵďďǇ ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů ĚĞĂůŝŶŐ͘ TŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ƉŽŝŶƚƐ ǁŚĞƌĞ MĂƌǆ ŵĂŬĞƐ ŝƚ 

explicit that he does not ĚŝƐƐĞŶƚ ĨƌŽŵ BĂƵĞƌ͛Ɛ ƐƚĞƌĞŽƚǇƉŝĐĂů ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ JĞǁƐ ĂƐ 

Geldmenschen and a reactionary caste without history7.  Further, he argues that since Jews 

can be emancipated politically without abandoning Jewishness, political emancipation is not 

identical with human emancipation (Marx 1977:51). While the essay can be read as 

suppoƌƚŝŶŐ JĞǁŝƐŚ ůĞŐĂů ĞŵĂŶĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ;Ğ͘Ő͘ FŝŶĞ ϮϬϭϰͿ ĂŶĚ ͚ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ĞŵĂŶĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ŝƐ ŽĨ 

ĐŽƵƌƐĞ Ă ŐƌĞĂƚ ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ͛ ;MĂƌǆ ϭϵϳϳ͗ϰϳͿ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ĂůƐŽ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ďŽƵƌŐĞŽŝƐ-

ůĞŐĂů ƐƚĂƚĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶ ĚƵĞ ĐŽƵƌƐĞ ǁŝůů ŐŝǀĞ ǁĂǇ ƚŽ ĨƵůů ͚ŚƵŵĂŶ͛ ĞŵĂŶĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ͘ WŚĂƚ Ɛpace there 

would then be for cultural particularity is unclear.  

AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝƚion was ostensibly the reverse of this in that for her Jews must insist both on 

ƚŚĞŝƌ ͚ƌŝŐŚƚ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ͛ ǁŚŝůĞ ĞŶŐĂŐŝŶŐ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůůǇ as Jews. Hence her often-quoted maxim, 

͚IĨ ŽŶĞ ŝƐ ĂƚƚĂĐŬĞĚ ĂƐ Ă JĞǁ͕ ŽŶĞ ŵƵƐƚ ĚĞĨĞŶĚ ŽŶĞƐĞůĨ ĂƐ Ă JĞǁ͘ NŽƚ ĂƐ Ă GĞƌŵĂŶ͕ ŶŽƚ ĂƐ Ă 

world-ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ͕ ŶŽƚ ĂƐ ĂŶ ƵƉŚŽůĚĞƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ‘ŝŐŚƚƐ ŽĨ MĂŶ͛ ;AƌĞŶĚƚ ϮϬϬϬ͗ϭϮͿ͘ IŶĚĞĞĚ͕ ĨŽƌ AƌĞŶĚƚ 

͚ƌŝŐŚƚƐ͛ ĂƌĞ ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐůĞƐƐ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ŐƵĂƌantee of collective will to defend them. In this 

ƐĞŶƐĞ DƵƌŬŚĞŝŵ͛Ɛ ͚ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͛ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ JĞǁŝƐŚ QƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ĂĨƚĞƌ DƌĞǇĨƵƐ ʹ the institutionalization of 
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human rights as a new sacred object which would permit both social solidarity and the 

respect of difference (Durkheim 1973) ʹ ĐŽƵůĚ ŶŽƚ ďĞ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͘ TŚŝƐ ǁĂƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ 

ĨŽƌ ŚĞƌ ͚ƌŝŐŚƚƐ͛ ĂƌĞ ĂůǁĂǇƐ ďŽƚŚ ŝŶĐůƵƐŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ ĞǆĐůƵƐŝǀĞ ʹ they include those possessing right 

but exclude stateless, superfluous populations that grow in contemporary society. Rather as 

Agamben later argued, the logic of sovereignty coincided with the logic of exclusion and 

ban, since rights are bound up with the political entity of sovereign people (Lysaker, 2014). 

HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ͚ƚŽ ďĞ ƵƉƌŽŽƚĞĚ ŵĞĂŶƐ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ŶŽ ƉůĂĐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ͕ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞĚ ĂŶĚ ŐƵaranteed 

ďǇ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ͖ ƚŽ ďĞ ƐƵƉĞƌĨůƵŽƵƐ ŵĞĂŶƐ ŶŽƚ ƚŽ ďĞůŽŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ Ăƚ Ăůů͛ ;AƌĞŶĚƚ ϭϵϳϵ͗ ϰϳϱͿ͘  

The twentieth century had shown that there was no guarantee of rights and that the utopia 

of assimilation had failed8.  

AůƚŚŽƵŐŚ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ MĂƌǆ͛Ɛ͕ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĞƌĞŽƚǇƉĞƐ ŽĨ JĞǁƐ ŶŽƚĞĚ ĂďŽǀĞ ǁĞƌĞ 

not completely absent from her work either and it is not always clear whether she too is 

referring to figurative or actual Judaism. She links the alleged passivity of Diaspora Jews to 

their being materialistic, deceitful and lacking historical ties; their pursuit of individual 

advantage and seeking the protection of gentile authorities to which they were 

ŽďƐĞƋƵŝŽƵƐůǇ ŐƌĂƚĞĨƵů͖ ĂŶĚ ďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐ ͚ĐŽƵƌƚ JĞǁƐ͛ ĂǀŽŝĚŝŶŐ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ͘ Indeed, these ͚parvenus͛ 

ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ͚ŝŶŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ͕ ŐƌĞĞĚ͕ ŝŶƐŽůĞŶĐĞ͕ ĐƌŝŶŐŝŶŐ ƐĞƌǀŝůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƉƵƐŚ ĂŚĞĂĚ͛ 

;AƌĞŶĚƚ ϭϵϳϵ͗ϲϲͿ͘ TŚĞǇ ĞŵďƌĂĐĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂƚƵƐ ŽĨĨĞƌĞĚ ƚŚĞŵ ďǇ ŐĞŶƚŝůĞ ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ĂƐ ͚ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ͛ 

and thereby internalized antisemitism (1979:56). This is, to say the least, a figurative 

caricature9 and raises questions about the pariah-parvenu couplet, as the next section 

argues. 

DĞƐƉŝƚĞ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƉƉĂƌĞŶƚ ͚ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ͛ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ͕ ƚŚĞ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌǀĞŶƵ ŝƐ ŝŵƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͘ TŚŝƐ ŝƐ 

ĞǆƉůŽƌĞĚ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƐƚ ŝŶ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ďŝŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ ŽĨ ŚĞƌ alter-ego, Rahel Varnhagen, begun in 1933 

and finally published in 1956 with two additional chapters written with hindsight as to the 

fate of European Jews. Rahel͛Ɛ story epitomised the absence of collective political struggle 

ĨŽƌ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ĂŶĚ ŚŽǁ ͚JĞǁƐ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ͙ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ďĞ Ğmancipated as a whole; all they wanted was 

ƚŽ ĞƐĐĂƉĞ ĨƌŽŵ JĞǁŝƐŚŶĞƐƐ͕ ĂƐ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ŝĨ ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ŽŶůǇ ĨĂŝůƵƌĞƐ ĂŶĚ ͚shlemihls͛ ǁĞƌĞ 

left behind (Arendt 1974:6-7)10. TŚĞ ůĞƐƐŽŶ ŽĨ ‘ĂŚĞů͛Ɛ ƐƚŽƌǇ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ƚŽ ƉůĂǇ Ă ƉĂƌƚ ŝŶ ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ 

[i.e. bourgeois salon soĐŝĞƚǇ΁͛ ŶŝŶĞƚĞĞŶƚŚ-ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ JĞǁƐ ͚ŚĂĚ ŶŽ ĐŚŽŝĐĞ ďƵƚ ƚŽ ďĞĐŽŵĞ 

ƉĂƌǀĞŶƵƐ ƉĂƌ ĞǆĐĞůůĞŶĐĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ‘ĂŚĞů ƉůĂǇĞĚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉĂƌƚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĨƵůů ;ϭϵϳϰ͗ϮϬϵͿ͘ “ŚĞ ĨŽƵŶĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ 

ĞŶĚ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌǀĞŶƵ ͚ǁŝůů ďĞĐŽŵĞ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ͛ ƚŚĞǇ ͚ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ďĞĐŽŵĞ͛ ǁŚŽ 
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͚ŚĂƐ ƚŽ ĂĐƋƵŝĞƐĐĞ ƚŽ ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ͛ ;ϭϵϳϰ͗ϮϭϱͿ͘ HĞƌ ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚ ƚŽ ĂƐƐŝŵŝůĂƚĞ ŝŶƚŽ CŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶ ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ 

salon society ultimately failed, and, for Arendt, was always doomed to do so. Whilst clearly 

many nineteenth-ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ JĞǁƐ ĚŝĚ ĂƐƐŝŵŝůĂƚĞ͕ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌŝĂŚ ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌvenu 

signified a relationship to authenticity ʹ ƚŚĞ ůĞƐƐŽŶ ŽĨ ‘ĂŚĞů͛Ɛ ůŝĨĞ ǁĂƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌǀĞŶƵ 

attempted inauthentically to conceal a Jewishness of which salon society would ultimately 

ƌĞŵŝŶĚ ƚŚĞŵ͕ ǁŚŝůĞ ‘ĂŚĞů͛Ɛ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƌĞ-embrace or at least acknowledge her Jewishness 

ǁĂƐ Ă ĚĞĨŝŶŝŶŐ ŵŽŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐŝƚǇ ;ϭϵϳϰ͗ϭϵϵͿ͘ FŽƌ ‘ĂŚĞů ͚ƚŚĞ ĐĞŶƚƌĂů ĚĞƐŝƌĞ ŽĨ ŚĞƌ ůŝĨĞ 

had been to escape from Jewishness, and this desire proved unfulfillable because of the 

antisemitism of her milieu, because of the ban, imposed from the outside, against a Jew 

ďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐ Ă ŶŽƌŵĂů ŚƵŵĂŶ ďĞŝŶŐ͛ ;AƌĞŶĚƚ͗ ϭϵϳϰ͗ ϮϭϲͿ͘ IŶĚĞĞĚ͕ ‘ĂŚĞů ĨŽƵŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ͚[t]he world 

became peopled with evil demons who shouted from every corner at every opportunity the 

ƚŚŝŶŐ ƐŚĞ ǁŝƐŚĞĚ ƐŚĞ ĐŽƵůĚ ĐŽŶĐĞĂů ĨŽƌĞǀĞƌ͛ ;1974: 220) and she finally salvaged her pariah 

qualities. IŶ ƚŚĞ ĞŶĚ ‘ĂŚĞů ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚůǇ ĚĞĐůĂƌĞƐ ͚TŚĞ ƚŚŝŶŐ ǁŚŝĐŚ Ăůů ŵǇ ůŝĨĞ seemed to me the 

greatest shame, which was the misery and misfortune of my lifeͶhaving been born a 

JewessͶƚŚŝƐ I ƐŚŽƵůĚ ŽŶ ŶŽ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ŶŽǁ ǁŝƐŚ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ŵŝƐƐĞĚ͛ ;ϭϵϳϰ͗ϯͿ. Rahel loved and 

wanted to be loved back and rejected the Jewish world but was in turn rejected by the 

Gentile world (Motzkin 2001). For Arendt this story became an exemplar of the dilemmas of 

JĞǁŝƐŚ ĂƐƐŝŵŝůĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ ͚ŚĂƵŶƚĞĚ ŚĞƌ ůŝĨĞ͛ remaining in the background of her 

analysis in The Human Condition (Birnbaum 2008:223). Rahel realized at the end of her life 

that her ͚ůŝďĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ĨƌŽŵ JĞǁŝƐŚŶĞƐƐ ŚĂĚ ĐŽŵĞ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƐƚ ŽĨ ƐĞůĨ-alienation. This Jewish 

dilemma was expressed later by Bauman (1988) in terms of ͚exit visas͛ ĨƌŽŵ ͚ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ĂŶĚ 

ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ͛ ĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ ďƵƚ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ͚entry tickets͛ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐŽĐŝĞƚŝĞƐ in which they lived. The 

emerging constitutional nation-state both claimed adherence to universal principles of 

rights but was legitimated by claims to national identity, which for Jews created a double 

dilemma. There was a conflict ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƚŚĞ ͚ŽĨĨĞƌ͛ ŽĨ ƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĂůŝƐƚ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐŚŝƉ ǀersus the 

ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ŽĨ JĞǁƐ ĂƐ Ă ͚ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ǁŚŽƐĞ ůŽǇĂůƚǇ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂƚĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ĂůǁĂǇƐ ďĞ ŝŶ 

question, but also between the nationalist foundation of the state versus the alleged Jewish 

cosmopolitanism.  

The parvenu fails also because of the modern paradox that the more assimilated Jews are 

ƚŚĞ ŚĂƌĚĞƌ ŝƚ ďĞĐŽŵĞƐ ƚŽ ĚĞĨŝŶĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ͚ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶŶĞƐƐ͛, yet Jewishness becomes an inextricable 

ƉƵƚĂƚŝǀĞ ĞƐƐĞŶĐĞ͘ HĞŶĐĞ ͚[i]nstead of being defined by nationality or religion, Jews were 
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being transformed into a social group whose members shared certain psychological 

ĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ƚŚĞ ƐƵŵ ƚŽƚĂů ŽĨ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁĂƐ ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ ͞JĞǁŝƐŚŶĞƐƐ͛͟ 

(Arendt 1979: 66). This essence ǁĂƐ ͚ŚŝĚĚĞŶ͛ ĂŵŽŶŐ ƚŚŽƐĞ ǁŚŽ ĂĚŽƉƚĞĚ ŐĞŶƚŝůĞ ĐƵƐƚŽŵƐ 

although, contrary to what Arendt suggests, this did not arise only in the post-

EŶůŝŐŚƚĞŶŵĞŶƚ ƉĞƌŝŽĚ͘ TŚĞ ŝĚĞĂ ŽĨ ͚ŚŝĚĚĞŶ JĞǁƐ͛ ŝƐ ĂŶ ĂŶĐŝĞŶƚ ƚƌŽƉĞ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĂƐ ĐĞŶƚƌĂů ƚŽ 

attempts by the Inquisition to expoƐĞ ͚ĐƌǇƉƚŽ-JĞǁƐ͛ ĂŶĚ ŐŽĞƐ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ďĂĐŬ ƚŽ ĞĂƌůǇ CŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶ 

ƚĞǆƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐ ƐƵƐƉŝĐŝŽŶ ŽĨ JĞǁƐ ǁŚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ͚ĂĐĐĞƉƚĞĚ͛ ƚŚĞ ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐƐ ŽĨ CŚƌŝƐƚ ;Ğ͘Ő͘ JŽŚŶ 

8:31; see Nirenberg 2013: 78ff). Indeed, although Arendt focusses on the post-

enlightenment period, the excluded and abject Jew as pariah is both an ancient and modern 

figure. Weber derives the concept of pariah from the Indian caste system, in which the 

pariah is separated by ritual barriers, exclusion, economic separation, and applies this 

concept to Judaism ĂƐ Ă ͚ƌĞůŝŐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƐƵĨĨĞƌŝŶŐ͛ ƚŚĂƚ ƉůĂĐĞƐ ƚŚĞŵ ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ŽĨ ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͘  

The problem of ancient Jewry, although unique in the socio-historical study of 

ƌĞůŝŐŝŽŶ͕ ĐĂŶ ďĞƐƚ ďĞ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ ŝŶ ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ ͙ ƚŚĞ IŶĚŝĂŶ ĐĂƐƚĞ ŽƌĚĞƌ͘ 

Sociologically speaking the JewƐ ǁĞƌĞ Ă ƉĂƌŝĂŚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŵĞĂŶƐ ͙ ƚŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ Ă 

ŐƵĞƐƚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ǁŚŽ ǁĞƌĞ ƌŝƚƵĂůůǇ ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞĚ ͙ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƐŽĐŝĂů ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƐ͘ Aůů ƚŚĞ 

ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů ƚƌĂŝƚƐ ŽĨ JĞǁƌǇ͛Ɛ ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ ƚŽǁĂƌĚ ƚŚĞ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ĐĂŶ ďĞ ĚĞĚƵĐĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚŝƐ 

pariah existence ʹ especially its voluntary ghetto, long anteceding compulsory 

internment, and the dualistic nature of its in-group and out-group morality (Weber 

1976:3) 

TŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŝƐ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ŝŶ WĞďĞƌ͛Ɛ ƐŽĐŝŽůŽŐǇ ĂƐ Ă ĚĞĨĞŶĐĞ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ PƌŽƚĞƐƚĂŶƚ EƚŚŝĐ ƚŚĞƐŝƐ 

ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ “ŵŽůůĞƌ͛Ɛ ;ĂƐ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ƐĞĞŶ͕ ƚǇƉŝĐĂůͿ ǀŝĞǁ ŽĨ ĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ ĂƐ ͚JĞǁŝƐŚ͛͘ WĞďĞƌ ĐůĂŝŵĞĚ ďǇ 

contrast that Jews were pariahs on the margins of the economy while the catalyst for the 

ƐƉŝƌŝƚ ŽĨ ĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ ŚĂĚ ĂƌŝƐĞŶ ĨƌŽŵ ĂƐĐĞƚŝĐ PƌŽƚĞƐƚĂŶƚ ƐĞĐƚƐ͘ ͚PĂƌŝĂŚ ĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ͕͛ ůŝŬĞ ƚŚĞ 

Hindu trader cĂƐƚĞƐ͕ WĞďĞƌ ƐĂǇƐ ͚ĨĞůƚ Ăƚ ŚŽŵĞ͛ ŽŶůǇ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ǀĞƌǇ ĨŽƌŵƐ ŽĨ ďŽŽƚǇ-capitalism 

and trade that the Puritans abhorred (Weber 1976:336-55). However, here again we see a 

ŵĞůĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨŝŐƵƌĂƚŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ ƐŽĐŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ͚JĞǁ͛͘ FŽƌ WĞďĞƌ ĂŶĚ Arendt, the Jews were 

pariahs ĂŶĚ ƉĂƌĂƐŝƚĞƐ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ Žƌ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŚŽ ďĞĐĂŵĞ ŵĂƌŐŝŶĂů ͚ŵŝĚĚůĞŵĞŶ͛ ĂŶĚ 

politically powerless, a condition intensified in the mid-twentieth century where they are 

ŶŽǁ ͚ĐĂƐƚ ƵƉ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƐŚŽƌĞƐ ŽĨ ƐƚƌĂŶŐĞ ůĂŶĚƐ͕ ĐŚĂƐĞĚ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĐƌĂĐŬƐ ŽĨ ƐƚƌĂŶŐĞ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĞƐ ͙ 

ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ŽŶĐĞ ĂŐĂŝŶ ƉĂƌĂƐŝƚĞƐ͛ ;ϮϬϬϳ͗ϳϱͿ͘  
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AƌĞŶĚƚ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ĚƌĞǁ ŽŶ LĂǌĂƌĞ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ĂŵďŝǀĂůĞŶƚ ƉĂƌŝĂŚĚŽŵ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĂĚ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞĚ 

Jews in exile after the destruction of the Second Temple (70 CE) ʹ ͚TŚƵƐ͕ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ŽŶĞ ŚĂŶĚ͕ 

unwillingly, the Jews were unconscious auxiliaries of Christianity while, on the other hand, 

ƚŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ ŝƚƐ ĞŶĞŵŝĞƐ͕ ĨŽƌ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁĞƌĞ ŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐ ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͛ ;LĂǌĂƌĞ ϮϬϬϱ͗ϰϱͿ͘ AůƐŽ 

following Lazare, pariah status was ultimately their responsibility͘ WŚŝůĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ͚isolation has 

been their weakness͛ (2005:23), legal emancipation freed pariahs from servitude but Jews 

themselves had to overcome their self-oppression and break the chains which they had 

͚ĨŽƌŐĞĚ ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ͛ ;ϮϬϬϱ͗ϭϴϬͿ͘ IŶ ƚŚĞ ŵŽĚĞƌŶ ƐƚĂƚĞ ƉĂƌŝĂŚ ƐƚĂƚƵƐ ǁĂƐ ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ ŝŶƚĞŶƐŝĨŝĞĚ 

by ƚŚĞŝƌ ͚ƚeachers and guides͛ who united to keep them in a ͚state of servitude more 

complete than the ancient bondage of Egypt͛ (2005:333). By refusing Enlightenment then, 

Jews remained the Other of reason. 

AƌĞŶĚƚ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ LĂǌĂƌĞ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ďƵƚ ĂƐ Ă ůĂƌŐĞůǇ figurative-literary aesthetic dichotomy of 

the pariah and parvenu. Like Rahel, the parvenu lives in self-abjection and inauthenticity, 

allowed a temporary economic role in Christian society which is politically powerless (as for 

Weber) as war profiteers, hired tax collectors and adjuncts of developing European 

capitalism (Weber, 1967:336-55).  The way of the pariah and parvenu are, Arendt claims, 

͚ĞƋƵĂůůǇ ǁĂǇƐ ŽĨ ĞǆƚƌĞŵĞ ƐŽůŝƚƵĚĞ͛ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌŝĂŚ ƌĞŐƌĞƚƐ ŶŽƚ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ ďĞĐŽŵĞ Ă ƉĂƌǀĞŶƵ 

and the latter has a ďĂĚ ĐŽŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ Ăƚ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ ͚ďĞƚƌĂǇĞĚ ŚŝƐ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĂŶĚ ĞǆĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ ĞƋƵĂů 

ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ĨŽƌ ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞƐ͛ ;AƌĞŶĚƚ ϭϵϳϵ͗ ϲϲͿ͘ TŚĞ ƉĂƌŝĂŚ ŝƐ ͚ǁŽƌůĚůĞƐƐ͕͛ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ͕ ĂƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů 

and withdraws from engaging with the politics of the dominant society. The unpolitical, 

worldless, non-public character of the community was defined by the demand that it should 

ĨŽƌŵ Ă ͚ďŽĚǇ͕ ǁŚŽƐĞ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ǁĞƌĞ ƚŽ ďĞ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƚŽ ĞĂĐŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ ůŝŬĞ ďƌŽƚŚĞƌƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ 

family. The structure of communal life was modelled on the relationships between the 

members of a family because these were known to be non-ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ĂŶĚ ĞǀĞŶ ĂŶƚŝƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů͛ 

(Arendt 1998:53-ϰͿ͘ BǇ ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ ƚŚĞ ͚ǁŽƌůĚ͛ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ŝŶ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ͕͛ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ 

people and experiences of living together in a public sphere as a space of appearances11. 

They jointly exercise the capacity to think and take charge of history, although this is under 

ƚŚƌĞĂƚ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ƉƵďůŝĐ͛ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇ ďĞĐŽŵĞƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ŵĂƐƐ͛ ;AƌĞŶĚƚ ϮϬϬϮ͗Ϯϯϱ-6). Freedom is 

͚ŶĞǀĞƌ ƚŽ ůĞƚ ŽŶĞƐĞůĨ ďĞ ďŽƵŶĚ ďǇ ǁŚĂƚ ŽŶĞ ŝƐ͛ Žƌ ďǇ Ă ͚ŵŝƌƌŽƌ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŽƚŚĞƌ͛ ;AƌĞŶĚƚ ϮϬϬϮ͗ϵϯͿ 

ĂŶĚ ǁŽƌůĚůŝŶĞƐƐ ŶŽƚ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ ͚Ăƚ ŚŽŵĞ͛ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ ʹ being in the world but not of it (Chacón 

2012).   
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BǇ ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚŝƐ ƐĞĐƵůĂƌ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ͕ “ĐŚŽůĞŵ ;ϮϬϭϭͿ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ Ă ͚ŚŝĚĚĞŶ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ͛ ŽĨ 

mysticism in Kabbalah as a dialectical source of strength. Scholem had shown the 

ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ ŽĨ Ă ͚ŚŝĚĚĞŶ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ͛ ŽĨ ƐƉŝƌŝƚƵĂů ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ǁŚŝĐŚ AƌĞŶĚƚ ;ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ůŝŬĞ ƉƌĞ-War 

Zionists with whom she was in uneasy alignment) rejected as apolitical worldlessness12. 

Both writers were critics of Jewish assimilation but for Scholem the apparent conservatism 

of Judaism disclosed radical cultural social forces and heretical and revolutionary impulses 

that arose in messianism. TŚĞ ͚ŚŝĚĚĞŶ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ͛ has many layers (Sznaider 2011: 26) but 

Arendt agreed with Scholem that in the seventeenth-century Sabbatian movement 

ŵǇƐƚŝĐŝƐŵ ƚƵƌŶĞĚ ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ĂĐƚŝŽŶ ďƵƚ ĂĨƚĞƌ ŝƚƐ ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ ͚ƚŚĞ JĞǁŝƐŚ ďŽĚǇ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐ ĚŝĞĚ͛ 

and led to nihilism (Arendt 2007:310). However, while for Scholem the concealed tradition 

remained hidden in Kabbalah and mysticism, Arendt adopted a more secular concept of 

political action and was disdainful of religiously expressed identity. Suchoff (1997) notes 

ƚŚĂƚ AƌĞŶĚƚ ǀŝĞǁĞĚ “ĐŚŽůĞŵ͛Ɛ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŵǇƐƚŝĐĂů ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ ĂƐ ďŽƚŚ too particularly 

Jewish and as a source of dangerous passivity ʹ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ďŽƚŚ ͚ďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵů͛ ďƵƚ ĂůƐŽ Ă ͚ŐƌĞĂƚ 

ĚŝƐĂƐƚĞƌ͛͘ The self-conscious pariah by contrast is one who lives with difference and 

distinctness in such a way as to establish her difference publicly. The self-conscious pariah 

ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ ǀŝƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ͕ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ƐĞĞŶ ͚ĂƐ ŽƚŚĞƌ͛ ;BĞŶŚĂďŝď ϭϵϵϱͿ ĂŶĚ ĂƐ ͚ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ͛͘  TŚĞ 

pariah must become political as in the Ghetto Uprising 1944 and as illustrated by her 

repeated calls in Aufbau for a Jewish army (e.g. 2007:134-187). In turn Scholem criticised 

AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ ĂƐ Ă ďĞƚƌĂǇĂů ŽĨ verborgene Tradition ʹ the concealed tradition 

which was politically active in paradoxical ways (Suchoff 1997). In the Eichmann controversy 

ƚŚĂƚ ǁĂƐ ƚŽ ĞŶĚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĨƌŝĞŶĚƐŚŝƉ͕ “ĐŚŽůĞŵ ƐĂŝĚ ƚŽ AƌĞŶĚƚ͕ ͚Aƚ ĞĂĐŚ ĚĞĐŝƐŝǀĞ ũƵŶĐƚƵƌĞ ͙ ǇŽƵƌ 

book speaks only of the weakness ŽĨ ƚŚĞ JĞǁŝƐŚ ƐƚĂŶĐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ͛ ;“ĐŚŽůĞŵ ϮϬϭϮ͗ϯϬϮͿ13. 

TŚŝƐ ŝŶĚĞĞĚ ǁĂƐ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚ƉĂƐƐŝǀŝƚǇ͛ ŽĨ JĞǁŝƐŚ ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͘ TŽ ƐƉĞĂŬ ĂƐ Ă ƉĂƌŝĂŚ 

then was to acknowledge Jewish particularly in a secular world and reject the success of 

assimilated parvenus. 

This is a posture Sznaider (2011 passim) identifies with ͚ƌŽŽƚĞĚ ĐŽƐŵŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶŝƐŵ͛ ;ĐŽŵďŝŶŝŶŐ 

concrete identity with cosmopolitan values) although it is also a disruptive and rebellious 

one. TŚĞ ͚ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ƉĂƌŝĂŚ͛ ŝƐ ͚ĂǁĂŬĞ ƚŽ ĂŶ ĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ͙ ĂŶĚ ΀ŚĂƐ΁ ďĞĐŽŵĞ Ă 

ƌĞďĞů͛ ;PŝƚŬŝŶ ϭϵϵϴ͗ϲϯͿ ďƵƚ ƉĂƌĂĚŽǆŝĐĂůůǇ ǁŚŝůĞ ƌĞũĞĐƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƐƉŝƌŝƚƵĂů ŐŚĞƚƚo they were 

nonetheless formed by it. The pariah acknowledges the modern condition of loss of 
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traditional bearings but nonetheless insists on separateness ʹ to assert Jewish particularity 

and reject assimilation. Arendt discusses different types of rebellious pariah ʹ HĂŝŶĞ͛Ɛ LŽƌĚ 

of Dreams; the awkward, visionary shlemihl; the stateless refugee, in constant fear of the 

cop ʹ a figure dramatized by Charlie Chaplin (whom she acknowledged was not Jewish); and 

ƚŚĞ ͚ŵĂŶ ŽĨ ŐŽŽĚǁŝůů͕͛ ͚ŶŽďŽĚŝĞƐ͕͛ ĂůǁĂǇƐ ĞǆĐůƵĚĞĚ͕ ǁŚŽ ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞ ŝŶ KĂĨŬĂ͛Ɛ ǁŽƌŬ͕ ĨŽƌ 

example in The Castle14. A more recent figure of the shlemihl might be Larry Gopnik in the 

CŽŚĞŶ BƌŽƚŚĞƌƐ͛ film A Serious Man (2009). While the schnorrer is a fraud seeking self-

interest, the shlemihl is an ironic literary figure who can see through the mask of social 

conventions. The highest form of self-conscious pariahdom is to live in authentic awareness 

that only an outsider embodies the humanity that society otherwise denies (Rabinbach 

1999). As with Lazare, the conscious pariah will rouse fight against all domination and will be 

rejected by antisemites and conventional Jews. According to Rabinbach (1999) the self as 

pariah lives in the authentic awareness that only an outsider embodies the humanity that 

society otherwise denies.   

Her vignettes are informed by an existential concept of responsibility which is central to the 

idea of the conscious pariah. The claim that every pariah who refused to be a rebel was 

partly responsible for their own position contrasts with thĞ “ĂƌƚƌĞĂŶ ǀŝĞǁ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚JĞǁ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ 

ĞǇĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŽƚŚĞƌ͛͘ Arendt did not really dismiss the significance of the stigmatizing gaze, 

ƐŝŶĐĞ ŵŽĚĞƌŶ ĂŶƚŝƐĞŵŝƚŝƐŵ ŚĂĚ ͚ǀĞƌǇ ůŝƚƚůĞ ƚŽ ĚŽ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ JĞǁƐ͛ ;ϮϬϬϳ͗ϳϱͿ, that is, it was not 

caused by them ʹ although ƚŚĞ ͚ĚŽƵďůĞ ƉĂƌŝĂŚ͛ ;ĂƐ ďŽƚŚ JĞǁ ĂŶĚ ƌĞďĞůͿ were responsible for 

their own fate. If they fail to rebel they become a schnorrer, a beggar who props up the 

ƐŽĐŝĂů ŽƌĚĞƌ͕ ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ ŶŽƚ ƵŶůŝŬĞ MĂƌǆ͛Ɛ ĚŝƐŵŝƐƐĂů ŽĨ ƚŚĞ LƵŵƉĞŶƉƌŽůĞƚĂƌŝĂƚ ĂƐ ͚ŬŶĂǀĞƐ͛ ;MĂƌǆ 

1977: 316). Thus despite her differences with Sartre (e.g. Bernstein 1996:47-8 and 195-7) 

ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ĂŶ ĞĐŚŽ ŚĞƌĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐ ƌĞĚĞĞŵŝŶŐ ŚĞƌŽŝĐ ĚĞĞĚ ůŝŬĞ MĂƚŚŝĞƵ͛Ɛ ŵŽŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ 

existential choice when, in the face of the defeat of the French army, he sacrifices his life to 

hold the German advance by fifteen minutes (Sartre 1970:225). For Arendt too the 

authenticity of the act seems more important than its effectiveness. 

Iƚ ĨŽůůŽǁƐ ƚŚĞŶ͕ ĨŽƌ AƌĞŶĚƚ͕ ƚŚĂƚ ͚EǀĞƌǇ ƉĂƌŝĂŚ ǁŚŽ ƌĞĨƵƐĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ Ă ƌĞďĞů ǁĂƐ ƉĂƌƚůǇ 

responsible for his ŽǁŶ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ͛ ;AƌĞŶĚƚ͕ ϮϬϬϳ͗ϳϳͿ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƵŶĚĞƌůĂǇ ŚĞƌ ĐŽŶƚƌŽǀĞƌƐŝĂů ĐůĂŝŵ 

in Eichmann in Jerusalem that the collaboration of the Judenräte was symptomatic of the 

ĚŝƐĂƐƚƌŽƵƐ ƉĂƌǀĞŶƵ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ŽĨ ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ďĞĐŽŵĞ ͚ĨĂǀŽƵƌĞĚ JĞǁƐ͛ ;AƌĞŶĚƚ ϮϬϬϲ͗ϭϮͿ ĂŶĚ 
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failure ƚŽ ƌĞƐŝƐƚ ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞ ͚darkest ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ǁŚŽůĞ ĚĂƌŬ ƐƚŽƌǇ͛ ;ϮϬϬϲ͗ϭϭϳ͕ ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐ 

added). It is worth noting in passing that although this claim provoked controversy it was 

not new15. Arendt had already said it in the 1950s (1950; 2007: 458); Raul Hilberg ;AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ 

main source on the Holocaust) had said it16; and it had been publicised in Israel in the 

Kastner trial17. During the War Jewish partisans such as the Bielski Brigade and Zydowska 

Organizacja Bojowa called on the Judenräte to resist and assassinated members of the 

Jewish Police they believed to be collaborators (Glass 2004; Raffles 2007). More recent 

scholarship has found both evidence of systematic collaboration by the Ghetto Jewish Police 

(Anonymous Members of the Kovno Jewish Ghetto Police 2014) but also of considerably 

more Jewish resistance than Arendt was then aware (e.g. Glass 2004). The existence of 

ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĚĞƚƌĂĐƚ ĨƌŽŵ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ĞƚŚŝĐƐ ŽĨ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƌĞƐŝƐƚ Žƌ from the claim 

that the Holocaust was in part the outcome of a hisƚŽƌǇ ŽĨ JĞǁŝƐŚ ͚ƉĂƐƐŝǀŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ 

worldlessness. However, the issue of passivity and resistance in Jewish history is central to 

this discussion as is her ability to reconcile general and particular identities. It has been 

suggested (e.g. Postone 2006) that (particularly in Eichmann in Jerusalem) Arendt is 

ultimately unable to address particularity but subsumes it within the abstract general. The 

following section explores some dilemmas of her position and suggests that forms of 

resistance within the Jewish lifeworld point to the limits of advocating purely secular 

defiance.  

Domination, Subordination and the Subaltern 

This section further examines the pariah concept and presents evidence of everyday 

resistances grounded in early modern Jewish religious identities. The separation between 

the social status of parvenus and the political status of the conscious pariah reflects a 

ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ĐĞŶƚƌĂů ƚŽ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚǇ ǁŚŝĐh is replicated in the distinction 

between secular and religious. The conscious pariah is a figure of the secular, not religious, 

Jew ʹ ĂƐ ŝŶ LĂǌĂƌĞ͛Ɛ ͚I Ăŵ Ă JĞǁ ĂŶĚ I ŬŶŽǁ ŶŽƚŚŝŶŐ ĂďŽƵƚ JĞǁƐ͘ HĞŶĐĞĨŽƌƚŚ I Ăŵ Ă PĂƌŝĂŚ 

ĂŶĚ I ŬŶŽǁ ŶŽƚ ŽƵƚ ŽĨ ǁŚĂƚ ĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ ƚŽ ƌĞďƵŝůĚ ŵǇƐĞůĨ ǁŝƚŚ ĚŝŐŶŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ Ă ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůŝƚǇ͛ 

;LĂǌĂƌĞ ϭϵϴϮ͗ϳϲϲͿ͘  ͚OŶĞ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĞƐĐĂƉĞ JĞǁŝƐŚŶĞƐƐ͛ AƌĞŶĚƚ ƐĂǇƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŝŶĂů ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ŽĨ 

Rachel Varnhagen ;ϭϵϳϰ͗ ĐŚĂƉ ϭϯͿ ĂŶĚ ĚĞŵĂŶĚƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ĂĚŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ JĞǁƐ as Jews to the ranks 

ŽĨ ŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƉĞƌŵŝƚ ƚŚĞŵ ƚŽ ĂƉĞ ŐĞŶƚŝůĞƐ Žƌ ͙ ƉůĂǇ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌǀĞŶƵ͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ Ă 
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treacherous promise of equalŝƚǇ ;AƌĞŶĚƚ ϮϬϬϳ͗ϮϳϱͿ͘ TŚĞ ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ƉĂƌŝĂŚ ŝƐ ͚ĂǁĂƌĞ ŽĨ ŚĞƌ 

ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ͛ ďƵƚ ǁŚĂƚ ĞǆĂĐƚůǇ ŝƐ ƚŚŝƐ ĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐ͍  

Two problems arise here. First, Arendt (like Lazar) calls for Jewish secularism (an end to 

͚ǁŽƌůĚůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐ͛Ϳ ĂƐ ŝŶĚĞĞĚ ĨŽƌ ‘ĂĐŚĞů͕ JƵĚĂŝƐŵ ŚĂĚ ůŽƐƚ Ăll spiritual significance and was 

ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚ ƚŽ Ă ͚ǀĂŐƵĞ ŚƵŵĂŶŝƐŵ͛ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĂĚ ŶŽƚŚŝŶŐ ŝŶ ĐŽŵŵŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ OƌƚŚŽĚŽǆ JĞǁƐ Žƌ YŝĚĚŝƐŚ 

͚OƌŝĞŶƚĂů͛ JĞǁƐ ;BŝƌŶďĂƵŵ ϮϬϬϴ͗ϮϯϮͿ͘ OŶĞ ŵŝŐŚƚ ǁŽŶĚĞƌ ƚŚĞŶ ŝŶ ǁŚĂƚ ƐĞŶƐĞ Ă JƵĚĂŝƐŵ 

ƐƚƌŝƉƉĞĚ ŽĨ ƌĞůŝŐŝŽƐŝƚǇ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ͚ĂĚŵŝƚƚĞĚ͛ ŝŶ Ă ĨŽƌŵ ƚŚĂƚ ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĞĚ ͚ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͛͘ “ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ͕ 

ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ AƌĞŶĚƚ͕ WĞůůŵĞƌ ;ϭϵϵϲ͗ ϭϲϲͿ ĐĂůůƐ ĨŽƌ ͚ƌĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶĂƌǇ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌŝƐŵ͛ ĂŶĚ BĞŶŚĂďŝď 

;ϭϵϵϲͿ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ͚ĐŽŶĐƌĞƚĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ͕͛ ďƵƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ ƵŶĐůĞĂƌ ǁŚĂƚ ǁŝůů ďĞ ƚŚĞ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůůǇ ĚĞĨŝŶŝŶŐ 

nature of this particularity, other than being a persecuted group with certain ascribed 

characteristics. Sznaider (2011͗ϭϴͿ ŶŽƚĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĨŽƌ AƌĞŶĚƚ ͚ďĞŝŶŐ Ă JĞǁ ǁĂƐ ͙ Ă ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů 

ƐƚĂŶĐĞ͛ ĂŶĚ͕ ĂƐ ƐŚĞ ƐĂŝĚ͕ ĂŶ ͚ŝŶĚŝƐƉƵƚĂďůĞ ĨĂĐƚ of her life͛ ďƵƚ ƚŚŝƐ ďĞŐƐ ƚŚĞ ƚƌŽƵďůĞĚ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ 

of the boundaries and markers of Jewish identity (see Diemling and Ray 2016). One source 

ŽĨ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌŝƚǇ ŽĨ ĐŽƵƌƐĞ ǁĂƐ ƌĞůŝŐŝŽƵƐ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ JĞǁŝƐŚ 

religiosity is surprising in view of the complexity of her understanding of Christian 

secularism and thoughts on political theology (Moyn 2008). Whereas Judaism was 

͚ǁŽƌůĚůĞƐƐ͕͛ ĨŽƌ AƌĞŶĚƚ CŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶŝƚǇ ǁĂƐ ͚ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů͛ ĂŶĚ CŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶ ƐĞĐƵůĂƌŝƐŵ ƌĞƚĂŝŶĞĚ 

institutional political forms from the past that beckoned a possible return to religiosity. With 

regard to Judaism it is not just that Arendt ignored its religious components, as Weissberg 

(2007) notes, but that she discounted its potential to generate an ethic of resistance. As 

JĞǁƐ ďĞĐĂŵĞ ƐĞĐƵůĂƌ ƚŚĞ ͚ŵŽƌĞ ŽďƐĞƐƐŝǀĞ ΀ƚŚĞŝƌ΁ JĞǁŝƐŚŶĞƐƐ ďĞĐĂŵĞ͛ along with a sense of 

ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ƐƵƉĞƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ Žƌ ŝŶĨĞƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ ďƵƚ ŶŽƚ ŽĨ ďĞŝŶŐ ͚ŽƌĚŝŶĂƌǇ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛ ;AƌĞŶĚƚ ϭϵϳϵ͗ϴϰͿ͘ TŚĂƚ ŝƐ͕ 

Jewishness became a psychological disposition, not an institutional or organizational legacy. 

Yet as Glass shows, armed Jewish resistance in German-occupied Europe had a spiritual 

ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ǁŚŝůĞ ͚ƐƉŝƌŝƚƵĂů ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ŵĂǇ ŶŽƚ ŚĂǀĞ ƐĂǀĞĚ ůŝǀĞƐ͕ ŝƚ ŵĂǇ ŚĂǀĞ ŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚ Ă 

ƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ƌĞĨƵŐĞ ŝŶƐŝĚĞ ƚŚĞ ƐĞůĨ ĂŶĚ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛ ;ϮϬϬϰ͗ϭϬϱͿ͘ Indeed, in view 

of the ambiguous relationships between Judaism as secular (cultural or ethnic) and religious 

ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐ ǁĞ ŵŝŐŚƚ ƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝǌĞ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ƌĞůŝŐŝŽƵƐͬƐĞĐƵůĂƌ ďŝŶĂƌǇ. This in some ways 

derived from Zionism͛Ɛ rejection of the religious, Diaspora, Kaffeehausjuden in favour of the 

new Muskeljuden fighters for the Jewish State. 
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“ĞĐŽŶĚ͕ )ŽůŬŽƐ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ͕ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ BĂƵŵĂŶ͕ ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ƉĂƌǀĞŶƵ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌŝĂŚ ΀ƚŽ΁ 

express the nomadic sensibilities and vulnerabilities of the modern era, and are thus 

precursory [sic] to the post-modern nomadic identities of a refugee, a vagabond, a tourist, 

ĞƚĐ͛͘ BƵƚ ƚŚĞ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƌĞĨƵŐĞĞƐ͕ ǀĂŐĂďŽŶĚƐ͕ ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚƐ ĂŶĚ ǁŚŽĞǀĞƌ ĞůƐĞ ĂƌĞ ŚĂƌĚůǇ 

ĐŽŵƉĂƌĂďůĞ ;ďĞǇŽŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƚƌŝƚĞ ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ Ăůů ŝŶ ƐŽŵĞ ƐĞŶƐĞ ͚ŵŽďŝůĞ͛Ϳ ĂŶĚ 

these sensibilities refer to nothing in particular about the Jewish condition. Differentiation 

ĂŶĚ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ ĂƌĞ ĐƌƵĐŝĂů ƚŽ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ďƵƚ ĨŽƌ Ă 

ǁƌŝƚĞƌ ŝŶ ǁŚŽƐĞ ǁŽƌŬ ƚŚĞ ͚ŝŶ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ͛ ǁĂƐ Ă ĐĞŶƚƌĂů ŝĚĞĂ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ůŝƚƚůĞ ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 

complexity of moral choices and political action. Arendt drew a clear line between the social 

ĂƐ Ă ƐƉĂĐĞ ŽĨ ƉĂƐƐŝǀŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ĚŝƐĐƌŝŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ;ĂƐ ŝŶ ŚĞƌ ͚‘ĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŽŶ LŝƚƚůĞ ‘ŽĐŬ͛Ϳ ǀĞƌƐƵƐ ƚŚĞ 

public as one of equality and action (Hammer 1997). Yet if this distinction in Jewish history is 

ǁƌŽŶŐ ƚŚĞŶ ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ͕ ĂƐ BĞŶŚĂďŝď ;ϭϵϵϲ͗ϭϲϲͿ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ͕ ƚŚĞ ͚ĚĞƐƉŝƐĞĚ ƚĞƌƌĂŝŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐŽĐŝĂů͛ 

ĐŽƵůĚ ͚ďĞĐŽŵĞ ƚŚĞ ƐĐĞŶĞ ŽĨ ƌĞƉŽůŝƚŝĐŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ͛͘ FƵƌƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ĞƚŚŝĐ ŽĨ ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ŵŝŐŚƚ ĂĚŵŝƚ 

multiple forms of everyday social practices that are embedded in alternative cultural 

ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐ͕ ĞǀĞŶ ŝĨ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŽ ŶŽƚ ŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚ ĂƐ ŽǀĞƌƚ ŚĞƌŽŝĐ ŽƉƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ͘ IŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƐĞŶƐĞ “ĐŚŽůĞŵ͛Ɛ 

ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ͚ŚŝĚĚĞŶ͛ ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ ŵŝŐŚƚ ďĞ ŵŽƌĞ ǀĂůŝĚ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚĞ ŽǀĞƌůǇ ƉŽůĂƌŝǌĞĚ ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ 

of the social and public in Jewish history. 

The concept of the pariah also needs more scrutiny. Momigliano argues that ͚[m]uch of 

ǁŚĂƚ WĞďĞƌ ƐĂŝĚ ŽŶ ĂŶĐŝĞŶƚ JƵĚĂŝƐŵ ƌĞŵĂŝŶƐ ǀĂůŝĚ͕͛ ĨŽƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ ͚he duly appreciated the 

ǁŚŽůĞ MĞƐƐŝĂŶŝĐ ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶ ĂƐ Ă ƉƌŽŵŝƐĞ ŽĨ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ƌĞĐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ŝŶũƵƐƚŝĐĞ͛ ďƵƚ 

there nonetheless  

remains a curious basic contradiction in [his] analysis of Judaism. More perhaps than 

anybody else he gave importance to its juridical structure ʹ the pact between God 

ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ JĞǁŝƐŚ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͙͘ ΀ďƵƚ΁ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞ͘ TŚƌŽughout the 

centuries this pact remained the foundation of the self-regulation of the Jewish 

communities and therefore saved the Jews from whatever self-abasement can be 

associated with the word pariah (Momigliano 1980:177).  

FƵƌƚŚĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞ ĚĞƉŝĐƚŝŽŶ ͚ƉĂƌŝĂŚ͛ is not consistent with the level and type of continual 

interaction between Jewish and majority societies. As Zolkos (2014) points out, the analogy 

with the Hindu caste system does not work because there the pariahs were excluded and 
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untouchable and the Brahmins were not looking to them for legitimation. Figurative Judaism 

was needed as a liminal and an ambiguous figure against which Christianity defined itself 

but as we will show below Judaism was also an oppositional subaltern against which 

Christianity defined itself as spirit versus the body of Jewishness.  

EŝƐĞŶƐƚĂĚƚ ;ϮϬϬϵͿ ƉŽŝŶƚƐ ŽƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŵƵƚƵĂů ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ͚ŽƚŚĞƌŶĞƐƐ͛ ďĞĐĂŵĞ ĐĞŶƚƌĂů ƚŽ 

relations between the Jews and dominant Christian and Islamic societies. These definitions 

and continual encounters with each other have played crucial roles in the crystallization of 

Jewish collective consciousness, historical experience, continuity and survival. It is true, as 

Arendt claims, that this involved focus on religious and legal rather than political activity, 

ĂŶĚ ĂƐ EŝƐĞŶƐƚĂĚƚ ĂůƐŽ ƐĂǇƐ͕ ͚TŚĞ ŵĂũŽƌ ʹ probably the only ʹ institutional arena that could 

be constituted according to the basic tenets of the Jewish cultural vision and tradition was 

that of learning, ritual observance and prayer, and of communal oƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ;EŝƐĞŶƐƚĂĚƚ 

2009: 240). However, contrary to Weber, this setting aside of active political participation 

͚ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ĞŶƚĂŝů ƚŚĂƚ JĞǁŝƐŚ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ŐĂǀĞ ƵƉ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐŝǀŝůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĂů ǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ͕ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐůĂŝŵ ƚŽ ďĞ Ă 

civilization of universal significance aŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚƐ ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚŝƐ ǀŝƐŝŽŶ͛ 

(Eisenstadt 2009: 242). Indeed, the universalistic claims of Halakhic Judaism meant that the 

tension between particularism and universalism was not simply a feature of the modern 

period created only by the demands of assimilation. Rather this was always implicit in the 

duality of particularity and universalism in Judaism. 

AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ǀŝĞǁ ƚŚĂƚ ƵŶĚĞƌ ƌĂďďŝŶŝĐ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ JƵĚĂŝƐŵ ĐŽŶĚĞŵŶĞĚ ŝƚƐĞůĨ ƚŽ ƉŽǁĞƌůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐ ŝƐ 

disputable. Although he refers to Arendt onůǇ ŝŶ ƉĂƐƐŝŶŐ͕ DĂǀŝĚ BŝĂůĞ͛Ɛ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ŽĨ JĞǁŝƐŚ 

history similarly argues that the Jewish Question arose with the Enlightenment, dismantling 

of medieval corporations and modern nationalism in which a trade between rights and 

edicts of toleration for loss of identity was possible. However, it was only in the Haskalah 

;JĞǁŝƐŚ EŶůŝŐŚƚĞŶŵĞŶƚͿ ƚŚĂƚ Ă ŶĞǁ ŵǇƚŚ ŽĨ ͚JĞǁŝƐŚ ƉŽǁĞƌůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐ͛ ĂƌŽƐĞ ;Biale 1986:112). 

Following Arendt, he defines power as the ability to act in concert with others but argues 

that power and the political have always been central features of Jewish life. By contrast 

ǁŝƚŚ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ƉĂƐƐŝǀĞ ƉĂƌŝĂŚĚŽŵ͕ BŝĂůĞ ƚĞůůƐ ĂŶ ĂĐƵƚĞůǇ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ŽĨ JƵĚĂŝƐŵ ǁŚŝĐŚ at 

the same time subverts dominant narratives of power and the political. Dominant narratives 

disturb conventional hierarchies ʹ so the younger son is preferred over the elder ʹ Abel over 

Cain, Isaac over Ishmael, Jacob over Esau and Joseph over his brothers (Biale 1986:38). 
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DĞĨĞĂƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĞǆŝůĞ ĐĂŵĞ ƚŽ ďĞ ƐĞĞŶ ĂƐ ƐŝŐŶƐ ŽĨ GŽĚ͛Ɛ ƉŽǁĞƌ ďƵƚ ĂůƐŽ ĂŶ ŽƉĞŶŝŶŐ ƵƉ ŽĨ ŚƵŵĂŶ 

activity that rejected humiliation and subservience and allowed the advocacy of militant 

action, such as the revolts of 115-17 CE in the Roman Diaspora, and the Bar Kokhba 

rebellion (132-35 CE). Although defeated, these revolts were not futile, Biale argues, and 

resulted in the restoration of some autonomous self-government under rabbis and the 

restored Sanhedrin in Jerusalem (1986:53). Again, the Mar Zutra revolt of the Babylonian 

Exilarch created a Jewish kingdom that survived for seven years until defeated by the 

Persians in 520 CE (1986:72). Samuel Ha-Nagid led Muslim armies in Grenada in the 

ĞůĞǀĞŶƚŚ ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ ĂŶĚ ͚ŐƌĂƐƉĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ĨŽƌĐĞ ĂŶĚ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ͛ ;ϭϵϴϲ͗ϳϲͿ͘ Jewish 

communities in Europe in the Middle Ages usually enjoyed internal autonomy in exchange 

for recognition and settlement rights. Biale concludes that in many periods of Diaspora 

history Jews were neither passive subjects, noƌ ǁŚĂƚ PŝƚŬŝŶ ĐĂůůƐ ͚ŚĂƉůĞƐƐ ďĞŶĞĨŝĐŝĂƌŝĞƐ͛ 

(Pitkin 1998:255) but resisted, took up arms and engaged in politics both within the 

community and with Christian authorities. Indeed, Biale says, from biblical times to the 

ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ĚĂǇ͕ ƚŚĞ JĞǁƐ ŚĂǀĞ ͚ǁĂŶĚĞƌĞĚ ƚhe uncertain terrain between power and 

ƉŽǁĞƌůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐ ͙ ůŝǀŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ͛ ;ϭϵϴϲ͗ϮϭϬͿ͘ 

AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ƉƵďůŝĐ-private distinction coincides with that between authenticity and passivity. 

The social hides responsibility and undermines the capacity for action in a private world of 

ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐ ĂŶĚ ŚĂďŝƚ ;ϭϵϵϴ͗ϮϵͿ͘ TŚĞ ůŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ĂƌŝƐĞƐ ŝŶ ƉĂƌƚ ĨƌŽŵ 

her concept of the social in which she contrasted the social private realm with the political 

realm of public action and never celebrated any transgression of the public and private 

(Pitkin 1998). Indeed, ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ͕ ĂƐ BĞŶŚĂďŝď ;ϭϵϵϱͿ ĂƌŐƵĞĚ͕ ƐĞǀĞƌĂů ůĂǇĞƌƐ ƚŽ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ 

concept of the social, but in relation to self-conscious resistance the concept of the social is 

undeveloped. The experience of worldlessness was expressed in her depiction of the social 

ĂƐ ͚ƚŚĞ BůŽď͛ ʹ something insidious, unimaginative and threatening, which as Pitkin (1998) 

argues, recalls the portrayal of threats in 1950s science fiction films. The emergence of 

society occurs with the rise of housekeeping, its activities, problems, and organizational 

ĚĞǀŝĐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĨƌŽŵ ͚ƚŚĞ ƐŚĂĚŽǁǇ ŝŶƚĞƌŝŽƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ͛ ĞŶƚĞƌƐ ͚ƚŚĞ ůŝŐŚƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ 

ƐƉŚĞƌĞ͕͛ ǁŚĞƌĞ ŝƚ ŚĂƐ ŶŽƚ ŽŶůǇ ďůƵƌƌĞĚ ƚŚĞ ŽůĚ ďŽƌĚĞƌůŝŶĞ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ĂŶĚ political, but 

ŚĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ ͚ĂůŵŽƐƚ ďĞǇŽŶĚ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĞ ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƚǁŽ ƚĞƌŵƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞŝƌ 

ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ůŝĨĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ͛ ;ϭϵϵϴ͗ϯϴͿ͘ TŚĞ ƌŝƐĞ ŽĨ ŵĂƐƐ ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ͕ 
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on the contrary, indicates that the various social groups have suffered the same absorption 

into one society that the family units had suffered earlier. With the emergence of mass 

ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ͕ ƚŚĞ ƌĞĂůŵ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐŽĐŝĂů ŚĂƐ ͚ƌĞĂĐŚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƉŽŝŶƚ ǁŚĞƌĞ ŝƚ ĞŵďƌĂĐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐ Ăůů 

members of a given community equally and witŚ ĞƋƵĂů ƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚ͛͘ BƵƚ ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ƚŚĞŶ ͚ĞƋƵĂůŝǌĞƐ 

ƵŶĚĞƌ Ăůů ĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ͕͛ ƚŚĞ ǀŝĐƚŽƌǇ ŽĨ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŵŽĚĞƌŶ ǁŽƌůĚ ŝƐ ͚ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨĂĐƚ 

that society has conquered the public realm, and that distinction and difference have 

become private matters of thĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů͛ ;ϭϵϵϴ͗ϰϭͿ͘ TŚĞ ĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ŐĞŶĞƌĂůŝǌĞĚ 

ǁŽƌůĚůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐ ǁŚĞƌĞ ŽƵƌ ͚ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ ĨŽƌ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƐƉĞĞĐŚ ŚĂƐ ůŽƐƚ ŵƵĐŚ ŽĨ ŝƚƐ ĨŽƌŵĞƌ ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ 

since the rise of the social realm banished these into the sphere of the intimate and the 

ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ͛ ;1998:49). Society is the form in which the fact of mutual dependence for the sake 

of life and nothing else, of sheer survival, assume public significance (1998:46).  

This overly polarized division of the public and the social occludes the cultural and social 

dimensions of resistance within textured relationships in the lifeworld, within which politics 

is nested. IĨ ǁĞ ƌĞƚƵƌŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ͚ŚŝĚĚĞŶ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ͛ ƚŚĞŶ Ɛubordinate groups do not necessarily 

contest subordination openly but rather covertly and often through furtive performances 

that can nonetheless subvert public consent. The private sphere, the home, has been an 

important place for affirmation of Jewish identity since ancient times and destruction of the 

Temple. The liturgy of the home with its daily and weekly prayers, the observance of dietary 

laws, the multitude of laws and customs that regulate observant Jewish life from the 

moment of awakening to the moments of falling asleep. The home is not only the place of 

perpetuating Jewish memory and identity (as in the seder, the Passover home liturgy) but 

also a place for a variety of strategies that affirm Jewish resistance to Christian oppression 

and persecution.  

This can be illustrated by recent research (Deutsch, 2010; Diemling 2011 and 2015; Elyada 

2012) focusing on examples from the early modern period. This period is relevant here since 

for Arendt it was the period of the formation of the market and state and therefore of 

͚ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ͛. The rise of the social resulted in the blurring of the distinction between the private 

and the public ʹ so it was not merely a prelude to the modern but its epitome (Arendt, 

1998:160-61).  Research on the texts of the sixteenth-century convert, Anthonius 

Margaritha18 has highlighted how early modern Jews asserted their sense of self in linguistic 

or ritualistic ways to express their secret opposition to Christian power (Diemling 2011 and 
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2015)  Seemingly trivial everyday acts, expressed as avoidance of Christian spaces or 

symbols or mockery, can be interpreted as acts of resistance that asserted a Jewish sense of 

opposition to Christian power. For example, linguistic strategies that reinterpret Christian 

terms in a derogatory and dismissive way, sometimes as quite witty Hebrew puns and word-

plays, have been used in Jewish culture regarding enemies of the Jewish people for a long 

ƚŝŵĞ ;ĐĨ͘ DĞƵƚƐĐŚ͕ ϮϬϭϬͿ͘ TŚĞǇ ƐĞƌǀĞ ĂƐ Ă ͚ƐĞĐƌĞƚ ĐŽĚĞ͕͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ ǁŚŽ ĂƌĞ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ 

the community understand. Coded language also undermines the hegemony of the 

powerful majority by distorting a Christian term in a way that often still sounds similar to its 

original meaning, but mocks it and links it to idol worship and impurity.  

Margaritha claimed that Jews cursed nations under whose governments they lived, 

blasphemed Christianity and Jesus in their prayers and resisted the pariah status of 

ŝŶĨĞƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ ƚŽ CŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶƐ͘ MĂƌŐĂƌŝƚŚĂ͛Ɛ ͚ĞƚŚŶŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐ͛ ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ JĞǁŝƐŚ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ 

for example: 

 The anti-Christian rhetoric of the Hanukkah piyyutim (liturgical poetry) emphasised 

its strongly anti-assimilationist origin ʹ ĐĞůĞďƌĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ MĂĐĐĂďĞĞƐ͛ ǀŝĐƚŽƌǇ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ 

the Hellenizing Seleucids. In particular the Maoz Tzur, sung after lighting candles at 

home, includes the stanza calling for revenge upon those who persecute the Jews: 

͚ďĂƌĞ YŽƵƌ ŚŽůǇ Ăƌŵͬ ͙AǀĞŶŐĞ ƚŚĞ ďůŽŽĚ ŽĨ ǇŽƵƌ ƐĞƌǀĂŶƚƐ͕ ƚĂŬĞ ƌĞǀĞŶŐĞ ƵƉŽŶ ƚŚĞ Ğǀŝů 

ŶĂƚŝŽŶͬ ͙ ƌĞƉĞů ƚŚĞ ‘ĞĚ ŽŶĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĚĞĞƉĞƐƚ ƐŚĂĚŽǁƐ͛͘19 TŚĞ ͚‘ĞĚ ŽŶĞ͛, Edom, was 

historically a reference to ancient Rome but here to sixteenth-century Christendom. 

 The Alenu Prayer, part of the daily liturgy, was from the twelfth century onwards a 

͚ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ĂŶƚŝ-CŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶ ĐƌĞĚŽ͛ ;YƵǀĂů͗ ϮϬϬϲ͕ ϭϭϵͿ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǀĞƌƐĞ ͚ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞǇ ďŽǁ 

ĚŽǁŶ ŝŶ ǀĂŶŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ĞŵƉƚŝŶĞƐƐ ĂŶĚ ƉƌĂǇ ƚŽ Ă GŽĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĐĂŶŶŽƚ ƐĂǀĞ͛ ;ĂĚĂƉƚĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ 

Isiah 30:7 and 45:20). Margaritha mentions the Christian censorship of this prayer 

that led to the removal of these controversial passages from Jewish prayerbooks and 

adds that Jews maintained an empty space in their books, reminding the community 

to say these controversiaů ǁŽƌĚƐ ǁŚĞŶ ƉƌĂǇŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƐƉŝƚƚŝŶŐ ŽƵƚ ĂĨƚĞƌ ͚ĞŵƉƚŝŶĞƐƐ͛ - a 

HĞďƌĞǁ ǁŽƌĚ ƉůĂǇ ǁŝƚŚ ͚ƌŝŬ͛ ;ĞŵƉƚŝŶĞƐƐͿ ĂŶĚ ͚rok͛ ;ƐĂůŝǀĂͿ͘20 This example 

demonstrates subversive practice despite overt compliance to Christian authority. 

The spitting out expresses Jewish disdain of what they understood as Christian 

ǀĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ͚ŐƌĂǀĞŶ ŝŵĂŐĞƐ͛ ĂŶĚ Ă ƐƚƌŽŶŐ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƐƵƉĞƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ͘ 
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While it is true that these examples come from a pre-secular universe they contradict the 

claimed passivity of Diaspora Jewish life and add nuance to AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ŐƌĂŵŵĂƌ ŽĨ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ͘ 

Outside the intimidating gaze of power, a sharply dissonant political culture is visible 

ĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚ ŝŶ ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůŝĨĞǁŽƌůĚ͘ DƌĂǁŝŶŐ ŽŶ GŽĨĨŵĂŶ͛Ɛ ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ŽĨ ĨƌŽŶƚ 

and back stage performances, James Scott (1990) describes how subalterns contest their 

ŽƉƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ ƐƚĂƚƵƐ ƐĞĐƌĞƚůǇ ͚ďĞŚŝŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƐĐĞŶĞ͛ ǁŚĞƌĞ ŝƚ ŝƐ ƐĂĨĞ ƚŽ ĚŽ ƐŽ͘ TŚĞ ͚ŚŝĚĚĞŶ 

ƚƌĂŶƐĐƌŝƉƚ͕͛ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƌĞĂů ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐ ŽĨ ƐƵďŽƌĚŝŶĂƚĞĚ ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ŝŶ ƐĂĨĞ ƐƉĂĐĞ ĂǁĂǇ 

from the public gaze, allows us to get a sense of the subversive strategies to express anger, 

frustration, hatred or hopes for revenge. Reconstructing such historical subservice strategies 

ŝƐ ŶŽƚŽƌŝŽƵƐůǇ ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ ĂŶĚ ŚĂƐ ŽŶůǇ ƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇ ďĞĞŶ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞĚ͘ TŚĞƐĞ ͚ĞƚŚŶŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐ͛ 

descriptions of Jews and Judaism, authored by converts from Judaism from the 16th century 

onwards, expose hidden Jewish practices to outsiders, particularly to Christian authorities, 

that shed light on the status of late medieval and early modern Jews, usually considered 

passive victims of Christian oppression and persecution. The concept of passive pariahdom 

then does not capture the ambivalences of Jewish history and identity which is neither 

unambiguously subject nor openly rebellious.  

Conclusion 

AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ pariah has a prophetic aspect ʹ a potential reversal of the 

statues of both the pariah and parvenu that has been important in understanding the 

politics of resistance. Further, her anti-individualism points towards forms of collective 

action rather than a republic of individuals although in the process the public sphere 

operates as a kind of utopia the potentiality of which was never realized. These concepts 

were rooted in anger and despair at the fate of European Jewry and the growing 

͚ǁŽƌůĚůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐ͛ ŽĨ ƚhe world. However, the dichotomy of the pariah/parvenu does not 

encompass the complexity of Jewish-Christian relations but more particularly it 

inadequately understands the dynamics of resistance. Further, the pariahdom from which 

she would emancipate Jews is a combination of sociological and figurative constructions, 

ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂƌĞ ŝŶ ƚƵƌŶ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƚŽ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ƵŶĚĞƌĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐŽĐŝĂů͕ ǁŚŝch is a realm 

of privacy as opposed to the public realm of political action. In the process Arendt 

overlooked or undervalued other forms of cultural and aesthetic resistance. In the context 

of trauma and exile there is urgency to her diagnosis that is also too polarized and castigates 
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ƚŚĞ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĂƐ Ă ƌĞĂůŵ ŽĨ ƉĂƐƐŝǀŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐŝƚǇ͘ YĞƚ AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ͚JĞǁŝƐŚ QƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ͛ ʹ on what 

terms are the Jews to be admitted citizenship? ʹ remains unanswered. If to be a religious 

JĞǁ ŝƐ ƚŽ ƌĞƚƌĞĂƚ ŝŶƚŽ ͚ǁŽƌůĚůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐ͛ ĂŶĚ utopia then it is unclear quite what, for Arendt, it 

ŵĞĂŶƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ͚JĞǁŝƐŚ͛͘ IĨ ŝƚ ŵĞĂŶƐ ƚŽ ĞŶƚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ ƐƉŚĞƌĞ ĂƐ Ă ƐĞĐƵůĂƌ JĞǁ͕ ůŝŬĞ AƌĞŶĚƚ 

ŚĞƌƐĞůĨ ĨŽƌ ǁŚŽŵ ͚ďĞŝŶŐ Ă JĞǁĞƐƐ ǁĂƐ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĚŝƐƉƵƚĂďůĞ ĨĂĐƚƵĂů ĚĂƚĂ ŽĨ ŵǇ ůŝĨĞ͕͛ ƚŚĞŶ 

this could be viewed as another route to assimilation. In this case it is not so clear why one 

would want to insist on the concrete particular of Jewishness as opposed to membership of 

a secular republican civic space. At the same time the assertion of Jewish religious identity 

in the Diaspora has been a source of resistance to pariahdom and she perhaps dismissed too 

readily the force of this hidden messianic tradition.  

  



19 

 

NOTES 

1 The distinction between the figurative and sociological Jew does not mean the former is 

unreal, on the contrary it has real consequences.  
2 TŚĞ ƚĞƌŵ ͚ǁŝƚŶĞƐƐ͛ ŝƐ ƵƐĞĚ ĐĂƵƚŝŽƵƐůǇ ŚĞƌĞ ʹ these writers were not directly witnesses to 

the mass extermination, however, Arendt was imprisoned in Camp Gurs in 1940 and those 

who did not escape were eventually deported to death camps. Arendt was then survivor of 

a process that she documented from the 1930s. 
3 Of those who escaped she said, ͚TŚĞǇ ŵƵƐƚ ƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚůǇ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƌƵŶ͕ 

ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛ ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ŝƐ ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĞƐĐĂƉĞ͙ ΀ƚŚĞ΁ personal strength 

of the fugitives increases as the persecution and danger increase͛. (Arendt 1968) 
4 In 1942 she said, ͚TŚĞ ĞǆƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ JĞǁƐ ŽĨ EƵƌŽƉĞ ͙ ŝƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŽ ďĞŐŝŶ͘ TŚĞ ŵƵƌĚĞƌ 

of five thousand Jews in each of the cities of Berlin, Vienna and Prague is to mark the start 

of this mass slaughter (2007:162; and again pp 191-2 and pp 214-7). It is not often noted 

that Arendt publicised the genocide while the Allies were still dismissing evidence of them. 
5 There are other similarŝƚŝĞƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ AƌĞŶĚƚ ĂŶĚ “ŝŵŵĞů͛Ɛ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ Ă society of 

strangers mediated by money (see Birnbaum 2004:123-68). 
6 This was a derogatory term for people working in the stock exchange. 
7 MĂƌǆ ĂůƐŽ ƵƐĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƚĞƌŵ ͚ƉĂƌǀĞŶƵ͛ ƚŽ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ ĂƐƐŝŵŝůĂƚĞĚ JĞǁƐ ŝŶǀolved in finance (Marx 

to Engels 30/7/1862) 
8 It would be interesting to explore a dialogue between Arendt and Durkheim on the 

possible solidaristic bases for human rights. 
9 This is a charitable way of putting it. Laqueur (2001) claimed that Arendt had ƌĞĂĚ ͚ƚŽŽ 

ŵƵĐŚ ĂŶƚŝƐĞŵŝƚŝĐ ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ĨŽƌ ŚĞƌ ŽǁŶ ŐŽŽĚ͛͘ 
10 Shlemihl (Yiddish) is an awkward, unfortunate person. 
11 It might be thought that the concept of the public used here is anachronistic but it follows 

AƌĞŶĚƚ͛Ɛ ƵƐĂŐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƚĞƌŵ ĂƐ Ă ƐƉŚĞƌĞ ŽĨ ƐƉĞĞĐŚ and action that pre-dates modernity 

where, actually it is increasingly compromised.  

12 Iƚ ŝƐ ĨĂƐŚŝŽŶĂďůĞ ƚŽ ƌĞŐĂƌĚ AƌĞŶĚƚ ĂƐ ŶŽǁ ĂŶ ͚ĂŶƚŝ-)ŝŽŶŝƐƚ͛ ;Ğ͘Ő͘ BƵƚůĞƌ ϮϬϭϰͿ ďƵƚ ŚĞƌ 
relationship with Zionism was complex. Her insistence on the impossibility of assimilation 

ŚĂĚ ƌĞƐŽŶĂŶĐĞ ǁŝƚŚ HĞƌƚǌ͛Ɛ ǀŝĞǁ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ ŽĨ ĂŶƚŝƐĞŵŝƚŝƐŵ͘ Similarly, Zionists 

ĚŝƐŵŝƐƐĞĚ DŝĂƐƉŽƌĂ ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ĂƐ ƉĂƐƐŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ ŝŵƉŽƚĞŶƚ ͚ŐŚŽƐƚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛ ĂĚŽƉƚŝŶŐ Ă ƉŽƐƚƵƌĞ ŽĨ 
kiddush ha-shem, allowing oneself to be killed for the sanctification of God. She became 

ŵŽƌĞ ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ŽĨ )ŝŽŶŝƐŵ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ϭϵϱϬƐ͕ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ ĂŵďŝǀĂůĞŶƚůǇ ƐŽ͕ ƚŚƵƐ PĂƌǀŝŬŬŽ͛Ɛ ;ϭϵϵϲ͗ϭϳϬͿ 
ĐůĂŝŵ ƚŚĂƚ AƌĞŶĚƚ ͚ǁĂƐ ŶĞǀĞƌ Ă )ŝŽŶŝƐƚ͛ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ďĞĂƌ ƐĐƌƵƚŝŶǇ͘ 

13 In the same passage he accused Arendt of lack of Ahavat Yisrael (love of the Jewish 

people). 
14 “ĐŚŽůĞŵ ĂůƐŽ ƐĂǁ KĂĨŬĂ͛Ɛ ƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ ĂƐ ĂůůĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ JĞǁŝƐŚ ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶ͕ ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ŝƚ ŝƐ 

unclear to what extent K in The Castle was a pariah or parvenu ʹ he had contempt for the 

peasants ŝŶ ǁŚŽŵ ŚĞ ŚĂƐ ͚ŶŽ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ͛ ;ϮϬϬϵ͗26) and was obsessed with entry into the 

castle. 
15 TŚĞƌĞ ǁĞƌĞ ŽĨ ĐŽƵƌƐĞ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚƌŽǀĞƌƐǇ͘ HĞƌ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ͚ďĂŶĂůŝƚǇ ŽĨ Ğǀŝů͛ 

and claiming that Eichmann was no fanatical antisemite still provoke controversy while her 

account of the trial omits witness testimonials, which endowed the trial with historical 

significance. But consideration of these issues is beyond the scope of this paper. 
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16 Hilberg (1961: 16-ϭϳͿ ŚĂĚ ǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ ƚŽ ƌĞƐŝƐƚ ĂƐ ĂŶ ͚ĂůůĞǀŝĂƚŝŽŶ-compliance 

ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͛ ĂŶĚ similarly Arendt wrote ŽĨ ͚DŝĂƐƉŽƌĂ ŵĞŶƚĂůŝƚǇ͛ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĂƐ ŝŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ƚŽ 
survival or death. 

17 In 1947 Malchiel Gruenwald who lost 52 relatives in Auschwitz accused Rudolf Kastner, a 

Hungarian lawyer, journalist and later Israeli civil servant, of collaborating with the Nazis in 

Hungary. Kastner sued for libel but the judge ruled in Gruenwald's favour. Kastner was 

assassinated in Tel Aviv in March 1957. Parts of the verdict were overturned by the Israeli 

Supreme Court in 1958. 
18 Anthonius Margaritha was a sixteenth-century Jewish Hebraist and convert to Christianity. 

He was a source for Martin Luther's conception of Judaism. The texts of converts (also 

including Victor of Carben, Johannes Pfefferkorn and Ernst Hess) were designed to convey 

negative images of Jews to Christian audiences but for our purposes serve to illustrate daily 

resistances to pariah status. 
19 Anthonius Margaritha, Der Gantz Jüdisch Glaub, Augsburg 1530, fol. G1v-G2r.  
20 Margaritha, Der Gantz Jüdisch Glaub, fol. DGJG, V4r-v.  
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