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27 Zol| 4 9] ‘Lexis'® ‘Logos™
o] F4 (7 3lt])

( BB2E)

HANAE Fdot= RYS7} GRAMS7ZE GRAEE = Te S0 A dAE
St} o) FAETIY TS AIY T BHS Bas] 98] SHsHe 9B 24t
(rhetoric)0f] B3I, FRIAMS7ZH T2 AUAA RAQl A F7617] TR0 AL
T B2 BHUOT|0] ofEg0] B2 v, FHHETI) W RO FpA
Q1 97 (subjective opinion)g FEFOIA 7HA5tH ALY HHFEY F4E a1 &A
O] (public opinion) 229 $1OE 7|ti5tH m=42E o FIE o 354 84

o OJHIA|gt= ek STt 'Y PAHEO] 0|9 2 It 2719] ot oFRlIE

(H. Arendt)7} Wot= L9 ‘lexis'™ AP SHHUIA(J. Habermas)’} Yoh=
‘logos & AF0] SHA At ofof St & AFAQ ZHAQ] OHES X7 /H (authenticity)
I} TAVE (truthfulness)S ZH0L ‘lexis & WolHH, 0|5 YAIAEH ‘logos’ E4 WEES

r
-
1o

* o Fo|AE 1220lQl lexis 9 “logos' & FEE WMASA 3 A= Agstn
A Fhek. of7]A ‘lexis' = 2E A1 W(speech) S Au]shu logost To] FeE 1
AASE =e(logic) o] ZBE AH3H=H), o] T Boi7} shke] Aof(language) <
o WAHe g ¥ Aol ded # Sy dgeld aela g
of dojo] £ UL hpe] AnE AL B3 AGHE dojsh (.
Saussure)] T o2 ol sleh SH= ddols] Fael £k B0
£A(langue) 3t 7242 S4(parole) 2 L Q=g Hl3), of7]Ae] FEEe
o) ol Be A=A A7) FEHol0] AAstE A ge wRy o@o@u
‘lexis' & AASHIL £ H A2 A9 “logos’ S LhrE Holch
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S5} THL 719 YBOHE AT Golo] EHe T Ao] SAlo] 27HR Roltt
T S FRMANN BT Y BAPRL FATRE QUThES AR logos’E
ZOFORM, BAAATIL HAUQ BP ‘lexis’E HOTORMN AAE At

oﬂ

FAOf: GAFE, Aol, HAlL, 214, OFIE, ShHORA

I. A

s

ke A9 3 =2old BAAAE FA4s= FXA AxKpolitical
man) & Al 252 o] A8 vt glthh AP Kpolitical actor), 4
2| A 7Hpolitical thinker), X B 27K (political critic)7} LA o]tk HA A
AYs7rE AAAA L @M 24l A2 AdS A FTe= &
7o A3Hez TAH BAS AU AR ABLT) o
od BAe YUHAL BAoE AYYE AV e Awe BA%
(statesman) 2} -2t £, AANATHE BAglel AR ol A4S
Aoz BHFQ X Uuk(politics in general)o] sl LRdt= Af
golth 1= HAPARRE ol HE AS T3 AHAlo] Azett 4
A duto] W] HAXAAE vietEa Frigteh AR, HXPE7F= o
£ 3R] 3780 Qi Algolth T AAAEAeL 2ol HA
AYAE stA= FAT AP B Jlon, YAMG7IAE 1
3t Az Uubo] it &l BLE IR AUt FAA 2o tlF] 2w}
I disste vldshs Al 7HERIH.

o

1) olFs, “FAAL PAFE", "FFAFB Ry, 355 43(2001), 88.
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ol E(Hannah Arendt)o] FA = M A7} B (deed) 2} H(word) 2
TAE o & W2 FAPSIH AR PAE F8 AAAACN
A BEste VS AFE AAAMTI AR ET S F2 TEHN A
AAAL A AgE guidtth 28 AAPe7IE e At
AT T BA TEG AHE PFE o T/AEY] o] 19 T2
o 43S AT ok Z AYEILY T A BAS B
7] 918 Bt A% $AE(hetoric) Toltk. o] e Al Aol
U A A0z e, of Wol st T34 BEE ARUEL)
E2 5lddF 1 9L vy gEEE k= Aojth

uhe AR AR AAWENE RoluttE 0 Fa) FAAA B

hﬂn}. AT FAAATE A B AXBEI} AR T

Fol qlolA T2tk AXAMHE BEAQ oldT AL 213}
A gl Pochs ‘logos’ 2419] g AH§ T} o] ‘logos ZA 9] We
AYFTA - kg Foles HolA sk lofoln) eplsteme(xla ze
AelH ANPE A AT 197] R I TS BUAAY F
Hol21 A4 Bonl, 9l £oY ATHS 924 22A 1 o) 1
Rl ARt TIAE oRoltt 2™ HolM FAAMTEY] T2 HF
aze] g stete o] FAMANAE TorsAA = B¢t
Bow, I gil FAo &4 APz 2E3i.

2) Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,
1958), 24. o3} HCE <Fgh

3) “lexis’@} “logos’ 2] 7328t upE7IA| & episteme(X12]) 2k doxa(2] @A) Yol T
22 MY Al ae2olE a2 Agstud Stk s of AYSol
2ot oHolgts MgE fojBt I & Alo]Y fi24E o & FEAA U
7] gjZo|ct oyt B Q3 L, doxae YA TE HYE| A
42 Aot
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olof Hlg] FAFE7F TE o= EAT FATAH £oA A7t o
E AHEoA A9 gHE g AR &5, ARFes FREY &
25 BoYoer|x, AX FAE BEstHA gt FuA st b AN
ok ol2|3t doj= HHAR HHE FF5FAY episteme 20|27 | Hih=
SIRKEE#) Q) 7W1F - /A 2 A(subjective opinion)S EYdI= HLoE
A doxaZolH, EETE oJof7|2A 9 & = ‘lexis’d] AHZS Adth
714 ‘lexis’2A 9 T2 Aoj(language) ] FAolu = d4Et
Tol oy}, BAIY] Af3F Aol thste] SAp7F A 8] FEE Aol
U oAe ZFAA B &F57] fEl AAFoR ojopr|ste o
ok 2™ HolA AAFE7HY B2 HHA(universality)o] obyzt 14
(uniqueness)< zt=t}.

Iy ‘lexis’ 2 HAPEC] Ao FHA ARt MEEA] ofy o
E AFENA DAz 2R 0] & AFRET &5k st FEAA
(common world)E F43l= 982 sioid, I 42 JAAEA 1 94
of tiet Foly FE olEWA "t I ol et Folu T
© Clexi 249 Tof| Clogos’d APE Fogh Hufstd shEmts
(Jirgen Habermas)®] FA Y ‘logos’2] xpglo] gobd I Tof it 35
olgfit 7t o]FAX|A] gFow, Aol HAH FAHL HiZ o|a|e}t &
ool §17] wiEoltky 22ja o]2gt olsiet o7t YitkH Q1Y S
A oldo] ¥4 &7 & FE(public opinion) &2 SIEAE BE A
ko o] T Clogos’d AYS SEmtAE QAAFH o]A
(communicative reason)o|g} FE2t}

AP BNAEH AL FUAF ka2 & ik A

4) Jirgen Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action, vol. 1(Boston: Beacon
Press, 1984), 287.
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APEL o] P : =3foF
T A BAGEA AHEEE B To] Zte olFF 4dZolth
oA XA wpe} o] FA PR T2 Aol ‘lexis’ 2 ‘logos’2] ZHE

4 FYL 5

BE Zku glom, & o] ALt HAFE JT¥E 2743 Y
Atk o] HolA FHBE2L A 4s BEs|7h we AET 2
23 A4 FXFESL ol T o|F Aol FHdte] ‘lexis’ 24| T
JAAY ‘logos’2A 9 o ZFAI7|= Aol Atk &2 AAFEA
9] ‘logos’E BAAMLONAY ‘logos’Z A2t A& B Uk

o] 22 AAFENA AHEHE ol ‘lexis’d AU logos’d A}
Al AU lejof 5T AABEC E = Uk FAS ANst
2 gtk o] 5 sl WA oFMES] ‘lexis’ A 9] ol 3 Yolr i, shH
upA7h Tete Aoolsoh FRA 9 ‘logos’d] AHHE HAHE F, o] F
Aol M2 ofEA ABEE=A A e =5t gk E olTt o] 24
£l H|Fo] 259 SYAIA PA L Y= FABE] dI FEF

A 9L EPHRIA Yok

I. ofFEo] oA T ‘lexis’ A

FAIEE HAE AASH TRATE AL AFH G (private realm)o]
23 ABE I A8l el AAYET g, A

AREo] 2 Jpublic realm)ol A A4 Eho] eheln 255
tal 11 &0l A 3P (action)E 3 EBA(immortality)

dzolth ol A Te2 Ylexis)T FF

I
A
ol
ol
Rl
by
ol
ol
rlr
et E
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(praxis) o2 LA HT)

HAHEL Bsto] L7t FEoF & AL HE W= Fdte A
250 Sulelth To] FaF AAF W olf o] B Yapk
Folut ARaS Y3 Sbd £70)7] yRo| opUh B Fa) Al

Eo] A4l 7H/\4% cHW I A E0] 2A7te] 2AQ thEA(plurality)
= °|FH AAE FATLeEHN A5 AE FFAE EA= S 7t
7] ggolchs)

E3] oldEE AHx|ZF T EZFo] HE3S}=(to persuade, peithein) |

ek B g Folehs e Belitt: TEAS FAS AN
BI53 Bl Atk HolT, ol AANE Beel AHeS Tsin w2
MBS o] Washy] gRolth nrj TEaddSe] AAL obgkels)

BaiEA ASPE 712 vh2 A H BAE 2 compulsion)o] 93]
A7} oty & & HE(persuasion) S 3 sfAstA} st= HE=HTh E
459] 61412 5o = (Peitho) 8] A1o] ofElulol Ysirh AHE 459
YA Fa4e T Yzt o no 18205S 45 by
%1 ARz FAHA A& HEadd Aol

MES St B2 B8 Y AL AN THHE A2 )
Stk ey ol Zolajol & WL of wol AUAA Adde] Ao Hel
solghAL S2 w2 Aojdel WeFTHY Lolol L ok Hekt
ojtt, a]|Aoj2 9 A(doxa)o|H “UolA =t A”(dokei moi: what

5) Bt&%(Mikhail Bakhtin) A @o] FFAE FAUTL 2ot 53] I= Hishe
T8A4e A=xsted, dist oM Aobd(ipseity)o] ozt BRAg(alterity) &
ZFsHA Hol B oldstr FEAE A "rk= Zelth Mikhail
Bakhtin, The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essays by M. M. Bakhtin, ed. Michael
Holquist and trs. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist(Austin: University of Texas
Press, 1981).
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appears to me)S UE UegY= AL on|ditt & oAzt “UoA &
HA= A I AAZA Y AAE olsf"0st= Aoltt 49t ofyzt & o]
& P (episteme) 9} Zo] BFo|A Aol e A= ofYch it
St A|Al= AFESClA AHAlo] &3 YA Tt A= t=2A EE7] o
Folth. IZAT o] A o] 2o Ho]X] gL olfr= STt AR TE 94X
o dFole EFstL FLT AAZ S8 ZRA €e)7] feo|th &
Ad Sdolst LT AL Az tE A9 e RS F8 vEd
= ALz2A olff of® oHo| thE YA o7t e AL 1 oA
st pRb AA9 Aol AxR EEus gA HEH

ol oHo] AAE | AFEEE ALY FF(taste)o] w2t H/EHE
Uetls I22S wedtth I-d o] #eko] AbAojn Al A
ofyth ol Ex o] WHho] 7|2 o7 FFY Az A4S HHow
A SR FA; Atolof QAtagFo] o]Fold AupEta Eth & FFFo

= %89 Aol AL "ol w7t thE AET FFH o= =
Aol vtgE T Ty o Ug 2 Arolgte AA stolA e
WeEl7] 2ol I Holl= glo] tiet ne7t g A 2 HUE AUk
= Aot

o}

KX
=

l‘iﬂ.

B oo} o] Bte] 7127} Hi A, & AP wEE o|RE
EE £of} FEZ(sensus communis)o]gtl BECH AL “LF2
tag A0 oATA Fe () L/ A2 ol guloA 3%
A A2 (community sense) 22 A EAY, &2 T F5A Y FHHo] F
L3l Qe TZo fzZo|zts on|oA ZEZZHcommon sense) OE

4D 4 ot oHIELE v of FE] BHL 3] 3 JALE

()
)
l‘l[‘

om mlm

6) Hannah Arendt, “Philosophy and Politics”, Social Research, vol. 57, no. 1(1990),
80. o3} “PP”%2 <9F3}
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LS b SFE 2AT Hol, )8 B A GALE FEAY
Qgdo] Frka Bob) ofd HelAl o= BAsk R4 YA T
HA7E AL BHse] WS Foo] 15 Aolol FFL v
IAEH FEAZF FYHE Jolth Hetdl B S Y9Ik Y &
NHE A3 PSS gonp, B S ¢ TPHGE AL Y95

S sk 293 2k @ AR BE eelny AP AAY &

o4 EAstE, TYORN T APY HAH Pl ol

ackstu, AAA 2o BAL 449 AL TN S
gom, ofu) shae gL Basl AeFold g HE AU AYS
Seje B9lel7lE AT TEAAS HEo s dolth & 3
A7k 3 oS AAY el Waroleks HAAES S, ol &
7| Exere] wro] obust A4l YelE AR St ThE HAEte)
5 ol el Boleh olgf ol AT} B52 Aok 2
Tl olRol At By SolA Bet At BE FE o4t
2EAS Aol Hr meby e sbg FHA Aol 191
elaoAt ook o W BE SALER W9 A B
sdoz 4F99E Aol

JEu BSHE ol oA A5L © o4 FAHA %tk o=}
Bo)el, 9 BetEo] 259 AdwEaL 1A% AE SolA g

g Ssjol Jrpge ASSHEL dEs Axstn gtk 17t AP
Woh(maieutio) & AHFEY AL s AL BHOR Fe ol

=2
ol o
et
rli

U CTR O
@ =
[

1o

7) Hannah Arendt, Lecture’s on Kant’s Political Philosophy, ed. Ronald Beiner
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1982), 69-71.

8) Hannah Arendt, HC, 188.

9) olllE] oatel, BHEL oA EFHE HEE M aaetErg Hukag
H 2 (dialectic, dialegesthai)o]gt AsIHA AL FAt A& LA 7] ¢
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oheh 1 9ag AAY oA AFFY Aol EUES S R 9
=Pk & Ashsold AYES GA FYAAT © QUG BEE
) Aolth webd Habget wesl Hekd Helg waks Aol of
o, E@ 1 A 712 Aot ©AE Adstell Y=g 2u g

AHEE ofth10)

SHATE FEHES A7] A5¢ aFE A7) obgly| ‘ﬂﬁ"ﬂ —’—V‘E]
o Atubeg o] g3 A4l FXE dFste H Aufst=
I A5 dgf 35 F7] AFsHHTh EHES /‘E-E]'Eﬂj‘ A7t
HAZNAE oA dofd HA 9 4ua= YIE A=F7] dZolztal
2o st o] o2 ol ABAES FA ASAE &
7] gzoltt o dFEolA HE dde WA 7] fside 9
AL tyyo] AEs7|REth= of" FdA 2l 7]&(absolute standard)S
WA ofF= BHsHR] Zol== ‘%‘_}501°F 6}‘:} T QITEARS] FHof
AdAQl 7S EYSHA Yt 2E A& Aol Hu, whet
A et A8 o] Mg & Ustrgt=e @ AZALE] o] ol o Z] A]
S e = e = N =

agste] SHES “AHHES ASTC 2N YAHY H(temporal good)
= F78hs Aol ofYzt ofd Al ES ASE Tavt gl YT e
(eternal truth)”!NE Fioto 2 Askato] M7t FoHA EHi & 79
TZAIE AHfstA H= 2P 9] MA|A(the tyranny of truth)’& 7] 8l51A H
ok At Ay Rl(self-evident) R o]7] Wzol] A5 dart glo] AFRE
= AAA s FAT o+ don, gty Yozt A o AHESH

32

12
o o

i CEEE I EEES
10) Hannah Arendt, “PP”, 81.
11) Ibid., 78.
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A %= E(persuasion) o]t FAHargument) 2T R G1tF o0 F o)A
Ao =28 o ok Ao AAR S dHer 524 F
Qo] A4 glol E ohe HEoRE A5 ofeig glo] EAE ufeis

e
ol &
o
o

&

o|(traumadzein), & &4 9] 7|¥ ] gt =}
2 SAFUAE ofE AR HAY 58 4
oAA Zotew ot sTtES e A
0]01]/\-] AZE ZEls "] 9= &ha(speechless
wonder) 2.2 B4t 1)) F22 A7 WS 2Yst= Aotk waba A
SAL o2 Agae tEte 2gasitn L 2549 Fold o
o AHS TS T dist SolA7E otz Bl AdiA & Al
A epdth webd Askas B Agkmen)o] obd wazAe Azt
(man in singular) 22 EXs}H, R AQ AL ¢ o4 HE I
2 o}A G=thd) olg HtAte] FHE T AR St BAF9Le
23 Hojun
0 A% Behd YT AAH AL BHL, ARIE AT B
S Qe 24 42 A AA Brh AgEe ug Aol T2
AgstEiehs RS AXY GAoH g B} an B

™

o

i

i

.

BuAgC)

N

J {

rir l‘lo
_ ol

>£ Oﬁ.

fo

12) Ibid., 99.

13) §(Walter J. Ong)oll &5}, thate] FaoAo] AANEHA ge ofes TEE2
(orality)&] &g}t #A7} At FEEIlAE HAETL ¢l7] W&ol ojopr] A&
7t Qlofof st Aol A4l o Hlsl, EAESK(literacy) ol M= HSFHAE
Z9 2 sk etk st AZRE |7|A G adE A A gy, &
ZE 0|39 Hehe ARSI o&sta 2P 2H Y3t Fa o HEt UA
glol A JYgAE FFdte Fo] HATLE & 4= Qlth Cf. Walter J. Ong,
Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word(NeW York: Metuen, 1982).

14) Hannah Arendt, HC, 17.



AAHEel 9] ‘Lexis’$t ‘Logos’ | 135

AHESHE T Ay Sel4 WAT AeB Husta AU % 40
oA Wolrh. FAAEIEY Tol Y FNH BHL R
T BOR AFGHE wE, Ao e AVHY S Ansh] 9
3 SUOR AGH o] ¥ B9 FTEAA AL T 1 AAH FHo]

olygt= Holth ol¢t & XA T& I AA7E FAHLEA FFY
AAE FAst= AHEE % 011*1 AAA Efis AAE ALz AA
Sh woln, RpAle] AL FekT ASa] o T ARSI Th
st ot

A AFFE Abol(between) o] EAstE Aol ofyt “$l(above) o]
THHEA I AR = EATE B AP BE AENA FEHL
2 Ag5e A=z RBREr| gidd 155 25T 288 74 ¥
o g2 ek, AL BEAdS €7] A gAY AXE e et
fle Aot old HolA 2= BA A #(unpolitical) o] o “XlﬂJ: oA
& gstn TSy 1ge FAY AAYE BG Welg 2
C ke oA ol Aol ek Slel IS Shago
ool FAMAL el 4& A Aok

Bt ohue} Be EAsie Weks AAH Azto] ot 2 A
A2 £HHA "ok = 3P 9(action)= 18] A 0] archein(beginning)}
prattein(achieving) o] AJ¥& F1 =4, 7|+ o AFFo] AlZFgith=
3 c147) fofelel SRS ol AU sl 23 A2l 3
AR 27 BES AR E3t APRts £ BelxsE
A A A2 AN = B A A A0 A
Qo] kg Feloz WEHA TAS Ak 3 erele ASaAY

15) Hannah Arendt, “PP”, 90.
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ERlY] =&S e E8 glo] I dofl Hig XHjdE BEste] ERlER
stolg @A 2o MEEE ftes Aotk old ZA st ITFEL A
of BAL “Nelo HgHT Bkl A1 e Fej= Aleln A
Fe 3ug ok Anocletn FAR. & A% WeF ok A7k 1
Aol 71stel ol WAS ARST 1 W7k A Rol7] W)
3 ARE 3 B9 AREe] HHE t7ia ARE Aaor Bk A
olth.

2= A=A Y FAe AWE F3ste Aol o] Al HF =2
Z Z3Z(physical violence)d= T2 FH|o]7]+= 3FA|TE A (compulsion)
=3 _‘f_o—.‘ﬁ‘l—OE}k] 1‘;—] o]A]— ?_E]:jq- 947:] AE EE _L}- e ZJ;(]X-] Eg_r]a

s}Ei Sajaich 2eietel Melehs A4 Mt BaH Zeg

[0

o

lﬂifa Ad =en w, 3% I3 234 g5t 3¢
4% e FIHe A3 AN VS FHE FOITH of
HEL XA Auf] kAo Z A iﬂﬂ(power, acht)@} Z3(violence, Gewalt)
& Uk oA Selolg Aol HEE ) 91 Sl
EAES FRA7E 1AL B9 FUA ARo) meen ARake AL
2A AL 53}0}74‘/} A +EA S sty v Ao
B PRS0 AT FIIS Bo) Bk U guigh
HIEs A8 3 A &fEolAY T Abel 23 2 E
L ez gEsie O, AEol W $ET u wAsH AREo)
ToAL 27 ARAMALY oA G2 AR 3H G

=

16) Plato, Statesman, 305; Hannah Arendt, HC, 2224 AjSl&.
I7) olIES] AP AWM Jo] B shemkig 2§ @ HlB] GAAE, 0|54
“sturof QlojA F A, THAAMFATs ASH(2001), 163-168 .
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W ATAEY o PARTGD Boh E5 Aol Bas] AFEol B
F3he o] ohUet EAEAR(n concer) FEIHE AT A3
19 ojg) EAEH ol AL T 7Y 9n|E WEAT WA ETAE
£ AFsiRol g Wit o)7o] oA xBE olgrHe oujo]u,
EG BAEH AL BA AFE Aut ofe 2es 28EA BA

9% AU 228 Wk Folth Tedte] EAEZ ol Be B
A Sl 44 Ao BanE WHAE Ssta Ed AX TEA
g 25 BEs A AR

WA FAFEAL 714 Fol Ut Fol AL FolA He AL
AL golueEA FFH0R R/aQ Yol A B9 275
AW ARHAN AL AFE B 93 vel Ful=eld 4= gtk Aol
ARG e TlA AR A, A offe 2agom
FA3 RolE o WYY FUL WA Z & Gk AEE A5 A
gc - B BH FGS A AFE Aolm, AFakn Lokt A

5 Aolol Beg Eed 4 9k AAA B Az 5L A

o]t}.20)

aejuh oldlEe] olse, oA dEoE FEAE FAsE G4l

e

18) Hannah Arendt, HC, 200.
19) Hannah Arendt, On Revolution(New York: The Viking Press, 1965), 71.
20) Hannah Arendt, HC, 200.
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2
3
i)

g-294 £¢ 32 A4 ZY-g 53 A= AANAE FA
< HolATE AL HoEnh oA A 2 EEY Y JAR
o] I3t A=gon, AAL3e] AA|S2H(totalitarian) =7Hs— |
o URFe 27t 28R 27h-& thed] Eo] o AujEA Y
mat ofe} A UES SRS A 15 Aazte] Bt oje] Edse
IAAER o= Er‘s} A st= AA A

r:L>

olget @42 HId AAFYA It AT EAYstE Ao oty B
E fF 713229 (mass democracy) Z7}e] 7| A oA WAt jojuz=
gy AFAE 2T AYAA #F=stE A FFAA, A, oldHeE
9 wi7lE B3l o|FAA 019.1:4 E3 Folo] AFREo|LF AFA Ol 4t
ZSA 71T A7) HFeR AAET 9 :"P—O]l:}. A x}%q_
Froe dAHes 34 995
° =X 0“1;‘*3] 9—]’\?-’1\—%7—‘1 ’%V%‘%PJ 7FedS At ﬁlgtq, ‘I]ra}/ﬂ

mlo

|

B
g T4 AL BeA Bes Aoy AAES
sol3 4419 A Fokn HEHAN GALER 5 Ut FEY FE

A Zste] A HEo] ArA o2 oAt AE A WU (communicative power)’2)
= FAsh= Aol Basith olF Al ‘lexis =AY e T FAYHA
o ZA3t & AAFEol 87EH= Aotk a7l o EZ ofnjo X

21) o= o] A SFLEH U ol BolB ALET AL opth o] £of
& shujnkazt ofIE) ARhge] SAEA aavh HSohT S ‘oAt
54 AL olah A Aol WAL ofd spivtael AY FHo| AUsihn A
ZtE]o] o] goj& ALE3}7|2 3tr) Jirgen Habermas, Between Facts and Norms:
Contributions to a Discourse Theory of Law and Democracy, tr. William Rehg
(Cambridge: The MIT Press, 1996), chap. 4. ©]3} BENO.Z2 °F3}
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Hgolat A ANl o
o Hhgste] 45 W B
H22 A9 Aelck

FoA - AEE g wekn 1
o E 3
=2 o

3 shute] oAaEd TEA

e

5

3}

(=N

oX OH

Kl
=2
3

3
jas

M. d¥ufxo] 9JojA 2o ‘logos’ Y

o Aol Sl A Po| Bt okAE0] oo e Alsimgi
ohlE] Gloid ANWAZAY e AelR7 - Yoka o] ket
Al B el A Zx A4Sl oA Edn AL BE A

Y5O TR TASEA ASHT, o2 SE 3A2AE TEAA
SoA BESte YUS FYFORA ARG HA BE JALE T
g w50 1 FEAS BeA Eeolut Meld Eeo] ohd YAaEH
VHL o) PHAE flexisH BE QALek

2@y A5 ol (plurality of opinions)' & FFoH LS
Wolop BHEHOR PEgoN FATE VS B INLEH B
A7 FAAEHE AHSE, I F5A7 FAEH7] A ofd HA
& ARela sk ol Wasieh ojul FAARI 1 Wkl A
oA A Aol HA 9] NN ALY BEARRE B
& Qe oad] AN sk, el Sk Fe AjlE oje] 3
4L JolA g(consensus) S E3F T2 oA -2 FE(public opinion)2] 4>
= =9 AS a7y B4 opyzt piefdt oASe] FHI 50| 3t
o x| Al o Beel ofsleks Aol otz Arsols) e =
o %o 299 olsh Basih o|AS W wr BARe S4B T2E
Aok it
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ol# HollA FXA PR T2 ‘lexis’d &AJET ofvj2t logos’
2 QA% zka §lojof gtk Ay o7 A QT E = ‘logos’= HolA 4
He EHEA 9uld ‘logos’, & FEE Fob AL AAsHe FHH
‘logos’7} ofU e} 1A oj7o] 34 ASR wolEox]7] Y3 dagt
Aojd 2740249 ‘logos’ o]t}

o]t ‘logos’E YJALAETH ‘logos’et & 4= §lom, IR ShHuts
7t Wake Aol &Ko xZFE Qe ‘YALTH oA (communicative
reason)’o] ol E/4& ZEa kil Azt shutA 9] OafaF A o
doldt 27h AHgSte ol 25 EA ASE7] HsiA sty oA
NAFEATE 3EY ool ZEste] o= FAE B Aer 8%
T Tt BAEE oJHLe2A, shte oA ool AdolE FIf E
AEAE 34 JALRE £EEHE BHY 24& A= A BAR
ot o] oAz shutAo] =oJoflA FAH T ‘logos’d] EAJolet &
T e SUS ARV S

WA shHutAE To] episteme 2] 0] 7] Hth= doxaZ ol © Fo3tth
a8y I AE Dot o] AT olsiE e o]27] siAe
TFAAQ A (facticity)ofl v1E-E & BY ofyet Bl (validity) S ZF
3 Qlojof Frkar Eri. Jatﬂ a9 AgA dojoe gL ASAA

T
Y ARYE Aofslo] 9, T lexisH £YL AR 2T SR

&

O EEAE BHARAL Gk olsh ol LA SR AE ne
L Azoldel FOIE AL Hade] | logosd Aol
Lashe o] A WAE oA AR oflES} BaAXo] A 2
FAEHE logosd 2ATE 2 Rolch
sunkal we] A4 HEAS BAO sy 9d s
(pragmatics)®] AOIH olS whetich &Rl EAFE(syntan)olh
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oJn] E(semantics) = FE], AoJETt ofyzt AAARAESS W=

Astel Qloje] ZME AP PHlolch T8 stz moel, o
ot A3 3H8-Z(empirical pragmatics)2 A F o] AgtE JAIAE ]
At A7) gzo g4 A Ese Axst= o A et Al

Sh

BN

&), 2 HIE2(universal pragmatlcs)—ﬁ— 7Hs3t BE QAIAES AL W
YomH ddoll 4BHoR FEHE o BIYoR aHE A2

S2 HRe 4 U
oSt 2 BUSEEY BHS DA I ShHutAL @ AH( L
Austin)Z} A L. Searle)e] AP o|Z(speech act theory)o] <J&3tch
94 Aol ook, ALFE T RESlE Aol vl EE B A
A7} ofUet QdolAE sk o doirel A%, whol, Bael Ak EE
wsjolt}. Gu wa, AojdYoES QoS VAT ) 227} o A
& WiremK Rolst sl Hoke Wel BUL FFw
B oAYE AoWAE Wek Wslocutionary act), WaE WS
(illocutionary act), ¥3}tF 7} 3§ Q|(perlocutionary act)Z JFEgtch o|uj gt
ST ol® Ae Wite Aol od Ae Fsh= Aol & wf oH
A& Tohe FNE 2o, Aokl Yo7 T =N SRS} FA
Apolof of FE Al AWAT AHEHE AS wola, watayt P
& SA7E g Aol Atz AHE AS et 281 2e F
3 Shatel ZA7E ofd ABAZ AU Soi7H ste d& L3t
Z(illocutionary force)o|z} 2},
o714 Shiutat BESEES] B0
A7t ool AdE3t=1f oty *E-'H?'?P 1#% Wopputeof o
< Aotk 53] AR AFdH] Haide “AAE E5E =
5 olafd Byt otz FAlo| SR AEF AT A Lol AY2)e

ml

_\51
_IEH.
=2
30
o
=
(e
i)
O _11)1
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oF s Aol

olEi3t Aelaei7} 7hsalr] elae Bet FeHl LT Aol
QAEL. ZAFGAL, SHeiaL olae AAeE BN BelA
< ©o]3}|7}5Ad(understandability), %12 A(truth), AdAA(appropriateness), A
FA(rightfulness) o] k= ‘EFFA @ F(validity claims)’ 2 A 3tct

279 ozl QlolA olsfaits A A ot elojx Ealo]
daf 2 ofu] 8L olsshe Ao] ofiz, 1 ezt nEFew 53
g & =S RS Asola) e 20N APl 2H eln)z 8y

Jgoz st ) Y olsfels AL Hol, Holx Heh s}
7} 3wl Wl ou)g ol AsEelE AeR WolSolE logos'd
A910] AU o} Yk = ol ol H A FThE TR A} HHZ
o gl AR drke Aol

AT B O ShaAL dlojdste] ka2 et AAle] 7
e el FAFoR Agstt 1k WA THAG. Frege)®] =AS o}
2 *EA{(representation) T} *AMAH(thought) & T ZeAo] o3,
Aol St A7 B2 SolH BARA AT ALEE ol
QU5 wa), AL A 24e] AAE Yol Aolgt FAT] Aolat
A7} Ao AR EASH olafE 4 i doje] ZwL A o
olo] EALE &AL BA HhAobjec T ZABAL, A state of
affairs) Ut APA(fact) & AMAHS Fato] shotEh AL shtel WAt B
%, AXolZ S35 A G BASHA T, ALS sbe] WAlE 7
=

224 AP AAS AES F 4 Gk webd ol AgE SHe

22) Jirgen Habermas, “What Is Universal Pragmatics?” Communication and the Evolution
of Society(Boston: Beacon Press. 1979), 59.
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A Aol YA EPHOT Aot A FholH FAT
gulg 7Ha 5 ek 2 TS, ol RS EW AolS AGHE A
So] shtel dloj7|mel BYH BEL SUT PR Ak glrk
AL AR

JE St Aol A4 SolA BEE ol $AY cdojs et
SALgel o3 AT ojm o] Qubyel That b el E tte] Qo]
A AAOEA T ARG A %7t Aol AvlPek A BRo
A shute] AL T3] FE AOR ARY delut BelSelA 4
2 4 gtk Z @ A ol BY Wl 1 AL HEgos 4
2 4 9 Rolth ShHEkAL o8 HA(C. S. Peirce)9] Ashel uet
ek Y (validity)' o] Aoletn ik

Shte olg Sof WA ol 87t “o & Hrbehe A& Wrkn
RS B o] A wA BHA FHTEI BEelhE Adn
ofule] AU ol DAL Set BUR ulz 1 BAL
WolSo| 1 §IgS vehd Bolth Tett BgyY YA of WEe
“golehe thipel Holx sht glou a3e] Hrhe ol B g
w2 SHuY, A8 o2 A o] &L otk F of Hol
oJujstis b of7lo] Folekl Aol ‘M s 3l0] Bk Ao
A YE S Holth E o] 1S T (ssertive) o]
AP U Folgt o] AAR EARGT FAsL glon]
a70] Bk Aol Bgsitiy FAP L Ynlg Agstn Uk A
olth. 2EE “o] F& Hrpeks A4L vad Jule HAdA A

7155 9l Aol ohlet B Fol AR EATTE HelFge 1 &

23) Jirgen Habermas, BFN, 10-12.
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of &gt U= Aotk
w2t gA o Yo A= JE N&(true statement) <ol ATk AR5}
+ Aol =2y, ojg Folghs T AT AN BATE FANA
Aoz JAE vt I YAV Aydoh 22 Ty, st 24
A7) el oz g 0 17 0] Fo] Hot= Aotk = A
SO A ZAAA A4 Fo] A, & ALY —T— o] ‘Bt &
AR AR A f AR FFo] AR o Hiet HEg o5 AlAl
g 4= glojof gttt HA)L A 2L BEitta $8HS wolwt 1
A2 FE F4ol He Aotk ot A2AY HYA 879 HHZ F
sto] siAtet FAks AE oA U(intersubjective) oo o]2A Hal, 1
A3 A 2t " A9 de 2gsto] Fojd HHEAl BHEAde
g5 = A €

oje} o] shHutAE AT A O]"é% sl A= BE ddE 7HA
I e digh AdiAEe] 42 B 89 HYS Foko 1A
A ZA BAE ol o]F 4 kil ZHRITh g Wk, oAt
£FA ol 2UH HE 7HHSHA RoHME FAO A A=

ml> mlo rlﬂ r

02 AR 7120 det 2 gAS Yol nEgez ey 4
S wol QoM el ol et TelE sPsekA sEche Rold. vt
A B TS| A AR FRA QAN ohieh gE
Hol FHOR WolEY & = FFA Asolde el AL
zty1 glom, o]Zlo] ufE Q| ‘logos’d 2l Ho|th

3t ‘logos’d A wjEof T2 w<ed] AL AES FASH
ANA St 359 BT ke 442 2+ gdonl, o)A A43H

rr
lo

24) Ibid., 12-13.



AAHEel 9] ‘Lexis’$t ‘Logos’ | 145

Z Fojd GAE AASZ o] vi2 ot} whEhA FHA gHS F
A oior wEd IS AE AASY & &ollA FAIS] HeiA=

= AAste Aol Zasith aAd YJAaEH PAE T JAaF
A FsA9 HEA A= He AAs= Aol Tt Al
AL 74547 AEHE lexis' T ]S A Hol AL gAT o2}
&% B Y S vz FoHo I Ao et I
2ol WMo AYA7A o2 ‘logos’d AHA7HA] BFFO=H, FEH
(public sphere)of|A] Tro] zh= FaA2 Fhstd & Qlth

tehd ANES FEYY AIHoz Folstel EelaAY FAHE
4 915 ohe wel A2 S-Sk Aol 2T ojf) HHPEL o}
kst thFel AAEL AL EZ(debate)Tt E(deliberation)S &
3 &2 &ZA(public opinion)C2 Fos7t= ¢olF - rtF A P2
A Ao1ef Clexis’7F GJARRF A ‘logos’et TlEO] UBhe AAF o]
o} ggbA QY A oA ARoR AZE FAFE AL “Hf2l]
gt ool €3 lem(open), T4 AAS 3] A A=
(participants)©] AF& ¥ 3 3}=(collaborating) F2] EEZKforum) T2 7
A% (arena)"29) 9] A FH3HA H= Aot

A= stentio] QlojA FAFEold AlNlEe] FEAA A4l ¢
AE Tkl A2 =Ashe YAREA S T 34 JHE FAS
< H ASHL=E Fojst= AAF PHolth AEAAY ANSS old
AR IS FAE T3 HIZE HAHY FAHAHauthor)7t 2
Aok 223 o] F A= MUY lexis’= AoF ‘logos’2 53}H ofof
st= Aot

lo

25) Ibid., 361.
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V.2 &

ol =& 8oty thadt Atk AA, oFIE QoM FA = Al

TAQ YA FE ol FEFNA 34 JHo 2 Fo=7] A3fA
£ T ‘logos’d Y & YALTH o] o] ZFE TR HEE ofof gt
o g2t ol Lo HFAH AMEL W AHYoln FEZL EET
EOE T3l &et A7 AWM (self-legislation)o] o]2= EE7 0|t

A= AAHES] ANFEGFAA7] YA olHTt oFMES} sy
npAA oul7h A2 AgE|ojof grhal Ert & FAFEOA 9 T2 of
NEH ‘lexis’ e} sPHUFAA ‘logos’e] = Y-S FAIO UEAAF= T
ojojof gttt Zoth FAFEL FANA Y A F1 IHE U2
I8 Aol7] Wi AAAAY dolE, & F&olet o8 JAaET
e HBNAS FATE Y-A22 A9 T ulge Folof &y, o}
£ W I gAE0] AzolFEHL Foof ol 4 UEF s17] HiA=
Aod EZA9] ‘logos’ AUE A glojof gk Ao|th

o}7) A e ‘lexis’ A oA FARGE thggt A9 Hfxlo] T8
Sttt ot doxaE S| episteme 2 M= Al oFIEZL A AT
Hiel o] “Hejo] AAY & ZHstr| k. shHutAT Wl Aol
‘logos’d ZFAA = o]d Z2jof tiafjrl= Rijgttt 27t F4stauat sk
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Hh= Aol9] ‘logos’d AJAolgt T ‘lexis’ & Z}Y<] 24 A(truthfulness) o]
Ath= Holth & ‘lexis’ 241 9] o] old ey £25 2t RS Ad
5t7] 1%t oz Hajrl= Ao] otz 7} Aol sl Aol
FHUes AS Wilal, I "ol tE FAS A% Ao] oty I AAE
97t Zofm, ol AT WA/l BrdolA Azolsid wofgt, o
ool 9thE & Qe Aolth ofuff oo Y82 ATy Y 2=
d Polz] I MA2AL oYtk sHHuRAZ ‘logos’= A oW Fo|E
o]Eoff7] g Aojet Aoz WASH= ‘logos’E ofm|Rtth

oj2|gt olHNES} stulio] =05 Fost FXHE W3l BZs
Hdl, SHIE FAFEold GutFEo] A T3t Yire A 9
T gty AAHF7EY AAALAY FREY, B FAAMTHE0
Hohe Ao digt A G2 a2 "A dutdFSY A
of #et thshe] A, ol 2R FA o gt AAS ‘lexis’ 2] A of A
Wt g7l SR, 1 bl Aefe] ‘logos H 847} Aolsle] oz
s erelzhe] B2 FAot gels AP gtk 1 g B
HASE 130] hare] Al SJoletuEt AT B Aole B
3 24 old TATE ARl Akt deba old SRl sk A
2o ofgt th3Kdialogue on politics)’ Y # <A=& o SHpolitical dialogue)’
= ofn, a8 HolA FAPEole} Rasjk ojdrh

olgA Ed 252 FAHAAAL BARIRA TITL & 4 AT, o
o &3] doju= FAS A4l ABE EIEH AraFEy] Hs B
St7|Hehs A9 e EYSHAU WHste d 23tk o7]A 25}
B T2 29 Clexis’d AU 2 JARE IR0l YR AUA A
‘lexis’E AFS|F o] A3 ‘logos’®t HAIA|Z|A] 2oz FA I
‘lexis’ 9] JAGuAE Q4dhg 4= Stk oI ETZL A7 AAHY, ‘lexis’



S8 Wohe= A=A A5 2o SES 2T ol
BAYE7HEY dAoU FHE AAF digteta 2]
451 ‘lexis’ & 2L} ‘logos’d Y-S BT Ao
Zo| of| AELHAE It ofEu|ef RIFA ] i)
HlgA oz =3 vb itk ofH|d] RIgoA e AAF S EBHGE F
2 @Holgte FAS ARESteH, ol ddold A= &3 didsh= 24
FAY E2F g2 dEATE BFole A3ANA A9 JHS T
© 3AFA O A& o] Ff WA disrt oyt A HE
Btk & A4S0l Hote A2 Te T ANHY &
FAdo] oty AHthetoric) & ARSI FFS Folfob A4l
dHstE = o Sdtke Aot ofd HAFHM= AFo
kA gl ase] o 4 7<]—‘1 sTo] dRgth ofd T
Me 3840l oty d8s F3th

esdoe FAPF7HY AHLS s HaFHolt IYH 852
A NS0 TVEEO]‘% d29 LYot 55 T3l A FAHES W
AE sh= A= et oFfol AAXE 259 FXBES FEH 0
27| Bk X*Xl Adely FEo o 7t duyshd o592 FABES
Bl ZZodE st 3FA TS olRUrtE e HaTEY
logos’® §l= TS0l YRY W] tEolt SA=AY E2AE71E

FU.4 r[.r

o &
gl
o

olrjgo
f

Ol

&
5
}\ [e)
QS

|

S

’l_

A

],

o
s

=

°

26) Aristotle, Rhetoric.
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olae} SR EEA AESHA FowA 1A HRF Suoz Tibuey)
Qolnl, 1 HolA oA TZoIA HAF e Goi2 BY 4 9] I
Folck. Wak ofjet Wol ‘lexis d AUE 2T AR Eajck AAle] AT

AL AAA | vHlEsto oJofr] dl= Al AX|QUL ojH 74 - &
oA B3 GAst] {8 A4y —7,‘—0—’,‘—7%?_]- Solelr} o AXHER
2 EXAENA S EYLosreAY 23] uhxnt o

s AAAATIES Ao it Eoe] BAHE FARTHE fexis
227h Aefslo] Qleki ) Qlek Toe Aelet oS FTsH A
AFFES AR ANE I BESUA ol42 A o3

2

=gtk 29Y od A e A% AT ALY Al ofof
A F3Ael oAe Hojsk WA A AwAoln REHQ = A
Aste gt old AL, BepEo|Aeh Zo] AAEE Aelo AAA &

R

wroF AAAATIE HABES AehE o] Ao Ao A A4
of Tt ohgel A Sehet RS YHTIHTHE U ATWH Aol
B Aol AzaAA Lob] el e Z A (ruthfulness) T A
A4 (authenticity) o] §lo] Belch EF A BES Ba S =5
91 =esy|uths Agses Eg 2Eth 18D 449 AXBE
of el Bhgol W o B AL, I5L AAlo] UE AEH ojof]
2 o3 97 o] BASo] & ojssty a4 1 Heletn A4
A BEAE A HAY AelA AZHEE T50] YR FHofd of
18 3k 97] W] el MR o A ghobd Telk AY Mol
oh 4ty ollER ou]e] ‘lexis 7k Aol qloiq EAEY FHE
g2eos|A gatn & 4 Yk

-3

=
fofsty, A S9] B AR W gt ‘lexis’d 8471 Q7=
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st U A Ql oAt H2ketr] gzof logos’ A e 2 oisto]
4 qHor 3EA Eotn, AT AU AdHIY %
HELZ ALY FR/HQ ‘lexis’E FAEC|] A2 FH< oa dro
Eo1718 Hshe= o714l B2 Estet. oA AXAMITHY T A
AHEL A A 7l,4-',—_1'75‘],0]5l HHZAQ ‘logos’?d Q4T FH3 UHXR

X o
— oL
{

lo
s S
o

AR ‘lexis 7k 9o wetd BAEE stelF 1 o7de] FHAY 1
A B4 AA0E WolSo|71 ofYA WE
o] Z$50] st ANFEL B 4T gk ABRAS A

22 % 7 ‘lexis’ ‘logos’e] #¥S FAFL e AAH
ot 2y A2 BABEY A= EAF ] vepdth 4

A=Y FAFEL UF AYHoltt o]AL HES AT BE°] Hof
At 32 B4 Weirt Hr= ok B YR HES AUAL
2 A7 YA IR0 YAatas FFAE °olF7] A% EEAClTHE

e
lo i o oH

M-S Bk o YES AEste | ddste A9t Bk ol A
AAGES AEY S dgshes A2 Fo= At

ol ARE 1 & W, ‘lexis’9} ‘logos’7F #F S o|FE HE
HAHELZ obA2 oldFo] A= A Ao o3| @AM HAH
2 AAF Lol Bk FAAH, FAHE A, FAF ol ¢
4t 4, A A, A BuY olsty S ¢ &‘EIJE

yehdth mebd FRFPEo] JAaFA F5AY BT 1 354 &
oA EEY E99 43T e 2AY T& Hs] Hsﬂﬁg o}
2 Z o] "ol Bk Iy 1IFs} BHA £ 4 el =AU
Ao g wAoly @4 tidsich it of #AH EAHE ‘lexis’ %}
loogs7h FA 7 A TS T 253 Fo 21 A FHY 2=
Z olojd 4 e Wk ThA] Zoprofof 3 A it



A E A 9] ‘Lexis’$} ‘Logos’ | 151

ﬂZ‘J

1z

_1.4

A9 4E. 2002. “AXH237 QFF FEA: Koestler, Orwell, Lippmanno] 33t

M EAT. ASHTL AT SATY R

BT 2001 (EET A AAAA: 2041719 Tt oblE. AL BAAL

A4S, 2002, T3t ollES] X HEO| R, AL ee

A4, 2008, “AoRFFTL, FeluRFolelAN, THRRA SR, 42
3 43,

AFS. 2007, THFHAY AR ofdl. NE: AT,

o[, 2007, “RIES} o|F FohuIFEFle] AW, "BEGAAA Al

A 23,

2006. “gtt ofANES} F=GX]: HHAA| A AFHAZ". "Htat
a4y AT
. 2001, “spHmtxof glojx £ A "HAAMFATFs ASH.
2001, <A FXFE AT E, 357 435

TSk 2002, “ght o=} FE AT HAP. AR AT Al ApE
A0 9. 1996, TapHmtAe] AA: FQ FA AAS,. AL Uy

AT 9] 1997, TopHub: o] A ALEle) 718, O =Tet w2 A U

Arendt, Hannah. 1958. The Human Condition. Chicago: The University of

Chicago Press.

. 1965. On Revolution. New York: The Viking Press.

. 1982. Lectures on Kant’s Political Philosophy. Ed. Ronald Beiner. Chicago:

The University of Chicago Press.

. 1990. “Philosophy and Politics”. Social Research. Vol. 57, No. 1.

Aristotle. Rhetoric.

Bakhtin, Mikhail. 1981. The Dialogic Imagination: Four essays by M. M. Bakhtin.
Ed. Michael Holquist and trs. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist.

Austin: University of Texas Press.



152 | “gxsk & - AI7H

Benhabib, Seyla. 1986. Critique, Norm, and Utopia: A Study of the Foundations

of Critical Theory. New York: Columbia University Press.

Calhoun, Craig. 1992. Habermas and the Public Sphere. Cambridge: The MIT Press.
Canovan, Margaret. 1992. Hannah Arendt: A Reinterpretation of Her Political

Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Dallamayr, Fred R. 1984. Language and Politics: Why Does Language Matter to
Political Philosophy. Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press.

Deflem, Mathieu. 1996. Habermas, Modernity and Law. London: Sage Publications.

Habermas, Jirgen. 1979. “What Is Universal Pragmatics?” Communication and
the Evolution of Society. Boston: Beacon Press.
1983. “Hannah Arendt: On the Concept of Power”. Philosophical-
Political Profiles. Cambridge: The MIT Press.

. 1984. The Theory of Communicative Action, vol. 1. Tr. Thomas Mc
Carthy. Boston: Beacon Press.
. 1989. The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into
a Category of Bourgeois Society. Trs. T. Burger and F. Lawrence.
Cambridge: The MIT Press.
. 1996. Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of
Law and Democracy. Tr. William Rehg. Cambridge: The MIT Press.
Ong, Walter J. 1982. Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word. New
York: Metuen.

Parekh, Bhikhu. 1981. Hannah Arendt and the Search for a New Political
Philosophy. Atlantic Highlands: Humanities Press.

Plato. Statesman.

Young-Bruehl, Elisabeth. 1982. Hannah Arendt: For Love of the World. New

Haven: Yale University Press.



AAHEel| 9] ‘Lexis’$t ‘Logos’ | 153

[Abstract]
‘Lexis’ and ‘logos’ in Political Criticism

Lee, Dongsoo(Kyung Hee University)

There are political actor, political thinker, and political critic who
constitute the political world. They perform their own political acts through
political words. While political actor’s words are kinds of rhetoric
mobilized for the other end, and while political thinker’s words pursue the
excessively objective truth, political critic’s words contribute to making
consensus and building a community by transforming his own subjective
opinion into public opinion by getting sympathy with and inducing support
from the mass. In order to be such an ideal type, however, political
criticism needs to combine the dimension of ‘lexis’ in language H. Arendt
argued with and the dimension of ‘logos’ in language J. Habermas
emphasized. Put differently, political criticism should have the authenticity
and truthfulness of words and communicative reason by which mutual
understanding and consensus are made. Unfortunately, however, there are
still lots of limits in the reality in that the political criticism of the mass
and politicians lack in the dimension of ‘logos’ and that of political

thinkers and intellectuals miss the dimension of ‘lexis’.

Key Words: political criticism, language, ‘lexis’, ‘logos’, Arendt, Habermas
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