st (mehH] )

A olEl(Mgd) - oS (M&TH)
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=8> F39) oF 27} o]z A Y Fsffirst philosophy) o5
—oju}i=of FH|IJA] THAA T E514,(1969) o A

Agho] vjEe 29 F9)e] W o]
—aplo] "2opoA BY HAE.(1983) oA

|
—EEI G eI Aaeva gusien, we, Y= 53t 7
2 o2 343 A4 Aoz 2t A AHAS0A sadtEA 1
—4 H 32 #Ala 58S Edory 9ok H4Foizte] ¢JAto)A
W, PR FAF Y £33t old22Y|9 date] “FeS GEUH
A HAFH ZAAA) F&E FAE v Ag3oo) Fug &
28 oujath 3N FAx QPN BE, Ik g A5 T
4 508 YU o) WohE, PR uEFoRe GAY A2l
2 dold Al WA g Askxjeln AA7bolt
ge AAASA oA Fuze AL sue by B
‘Eﬂ-o] x]-Eg]._ l:ﬂ-/}_] = }i;ﬂx]”g] 141]7]- X]—E—a—],‘— H]—/;] o]q-_ _'_"[_/\._
Eud g oA A grolets Wztoz Fobdth AgddA 3
WA F9Y AN 2Rsks Zo)A, Sein2 €Anked(Viadimic
Tismaneanu)= G727 7Heks| oleje}b Zro] &t} “H A& 2uly|ote] =
Aol QALFAI stAETE ALY Ao e WAL o 2 &
AT AL YTk Y Agol AgHelL % vrhuE 9
A7t Glek. BLEFAH. Marcuse)] T W, A&H R HE w7

1) Vladimir Tismaneanu, Reinventing politics: Eastern Europe from Stalin to Havel
(New York: The Free Press, 1993), 133.
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AZ AREo] HEEA] Hgtte A g3 23t JoH, ded A
L

=
“FEAY ABHY A GG 9 FH, AP 191 o4y 9

=
Jgod A Ay Z2ESAFP) 7ho] Red gloh HER. I
Lifton)o] FAIsHRo], st “ofute FAQl LAY 7Ht
23l AR HY Aotk
Lol Al glof, shil ] “Z A9 47olete ARt A|Z&ZH7|otoA 1
o “7THAAIE -1 159 XA AFE s E7KJan Patocka)E, 1= I
o F4o] 22} sfoldA) shoIt- & AAFA HAe] A
Ag ] ]:]-]‘6]—0]—_‘:_ QJ/I_RE]_-J\Ei ‘Gg_r] “'6]04‘— X]._,] }Hx]” }é}_x-lo] O’I:}CI_‘]
Y3, 2e)1 <57 ANFH B “Fr] FARAA 3H A 3
5 wZY Ao 4ol 2k SEAS AFUT dus T
spale A9 AR H54E AFeeh 1990929 219 5 3|9
HE B4 WA Ao Ao “ojalo] £AE MAah
A% B9 Qe AT 90| oprhentagolt e 243 e,
w7t oheh.

n&

i

Moo
(e

2) 3HE w2 FA, "ujste] A, At Batat it EHENT MA(HE: st 1983), 9

3 ASEA APl Ag mReore] EHS YEo| WiA o2 BojEq B
ES

4) R. J. Liftion, The Protean Self: Human Resilience in an Age of Fragmentation,
(Basic Books, 1993), 10.

) UL BHAN, S B T o] AT U A9l FRAN A7

gol glohd, Ate=A S8 A FHolA o U2 AS 8 HE AL 9

Aols, o] AAZ Foka Qe AFE, DAl BY) AhA, A5H, A

5‘1, 52 X*“V—'l EAof BAGe], U 5 A 2 Aolth HIE 7t AlA

X**ﬂ & HFYglo] wo| got & #R750] AAE EEHE += dde

omid o o4 43S A Yo s, oAL et sa

7/‘15 oujsi= Feth fEe MY 38T sYRREe HolA

flo

:L
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SIS g FBT wE B dgstold AR, Ik WL A A

v % Boluck we) AR Sok Aot Fatolzt

HEolt. ol Bie =t FAR22 ANA P} A Ul A2 2
2

oz go og 2o vlE YHo|gty & 4 glow, AMAA La7t
Aol Wk 954 4he] Feje) uhe 1 Bdolgn & &
Al A7 FE, 29 Aok 94, Ager dutstsie] Y4 5
29 58, AAE (9A Szt AT e Fart obd) AAR <
AE P9 58, 21 vpAge s vt S5 AolH & 4 e 9
=y 2 AHelE EFEtL A 5 e Y AdFE 2 ol B
€ AEZ Tl J3) miriE dA2 FxEHe Ao] ofbd7h0)

w3 287l AuHoR 4T Yk A spuel A AR
FE2< TE A3 o] §FE Eithe Aotk FEIE, 9401]/\1 A
Fshazol, $AI stold7 el sholgen, thtE AMasaryk) 9] W
THYZ1 FZH Y22 (Comenius)o] HX]Z F 1 Z(pansophic humamsm)
o AARYT SRl sk 9] MEGH sholuA%s
4749 A3 WAL 19778 474 Azel A Fae] 4
3oz Ao 4L ATl RBAAT ZUth e Bo] gowA
M 2 oA shEe =79 “Agle A AY?(The Power of the

Powerless)2 1978 o] A& & o] HEIE 7|Hon, E3F 1AL P8 =

t}.’(Viclav Havel, The Art of the Impossible: Politics as Morality in Practice:
Speeches and Writings, 1990-1996[Knopf, 1997], 18).

6) Vaclav Havel, Open Letters: Selected Writings, 1965-1990, edited by Paul Wilson
(New York: Vintage Books, 1992), 377.
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of £43 42 53] stol A 2 Ae 5 e £

He st
8 99 A7t HEARY A4 7 d2d 719 4
Elo] gt £4(1970)9) /}JEFP X}ﬂ— E’_%‘fﬂﬁ}% e ?%‘oﬂOF R

S aan S8 A8 ol A1 Ade AT
oA, T ABAA L BYE FL B} AAR e QA D B

§ AL AR FPAAE HAL ol 24 A2E o
2 %—;I_Mﬂ."d 1 2 o] ofn)g Hojsh A “Alsld A4
o o LR *Eﬂﬂlﬁle AT AL 2047 B

o% -
=

% stUE Az =eojof gt Aty sEFE
ZEAHoZ Ty WA Aouyr EA2 181
tiE 5 e 239 9439 Aoz Bl=A 7t
“QIZEA L] AlWIA ZE o7 B 340 H|A o3
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flo do
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=
H1
o
tlo
3
o)
= 0

o4 e shEe] FAHe|T solg AR HFe) AL w3
052 Aelo] B AuUAA Ao 2HL Bo] WY
@eo) Haty st AN Wake) e 2 WelA WelE wrHIA
St AFHA 2EE EIW BE Y FAES 19 Bohy A
o 7]9g FUHIT oY A HLolA BASIG O, o] Yok
Ao sl 29 AR He] e A4S AN HE Al
3 sk

spel duuas JEEl A AN MlN 18 BT o SEsD
YA AFOE WEGD T 5 Itk AT HBEL splo] S
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oA 2} ofieflAl Bl HASA BAHEE, "E7tA B HAE,
(Letters to Olga)(1989)2 STE AW o] HAEZ 1979 6EHE 19824
9% Afolof] 2ol Hrt FTH|FAE 223 AFEL “AGYLE T LE
A9 Fetst7|E AAI7I=T, BTt LS TFA AEFO okt
A 7tEEd w2 o] g wf LA et Aolqch "&b A Bl
HAEs0 Y= Y fuuad JFEE AU &7 Ils AF
AZIEED 43 stold| A7 AH41E9 deHa g “ofHd" oA 23t
g ko], &2 A A ol thigt FRjuie] G ol R F
A2 fAre = RE U2k AuiaRt He fHuLaz JEE0] 3] THE
a2a 7] stole| AR o2tz Holok. FHus Ahr® FEAQ A 1
F8AL FHUEY A7 Fehatol dhgt Fdolzta AARITEY) = A9
A4 B2A o Zadt fijud gAESH S SUth R7HA|
2 el QelHE EEe nE B9 /)R Atolh T A gy
U2, A9 BX(statecratol ] o] 12 A 2elE Rl HH
2 A Aotk

AfPE AR 2ATZAN A2 oA o)zt AEULE
e A A7Ate Ak A At "BEHY Lsh(The
Ethics of Ambiguity)o|A EFot2= A2HsE 2|7t A A E Zd+=
et d3toz A 7|70l FHF) YukstH AE AHshito] A} o9

7) 27k 2ol BLE Sd Ebol, AL TepR ] FUZ (Humanisme de Iautre
homme)(1972) AZo] & dulip2e] =RAe] HI & ek

8) WS FHlEe e duuiY iy SAESC] gi FERQ0)Y AL E
Eolt}. o] YAESY FAYo] Yt |HERE AFHAL duglo] 3 B4
F9(Jewish particularism)E EHZ}ste= A, Foldgo| T2 AAECZRE
229 5 gt ool dg =48 Ay, Tgn FEd| faire] £ cug
E=X|(hegehogs)” 2 F-E FH{o} FujupL Ho] wlmw 7} Qi

9) Simone de Beauvoir, The Ethics of Ambiguity(William A. Thomas Braille Bookstore,
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x

& FASERA “Tol(Thows] 4L AYHez FAT Aomny
ARk, 193 T Kol 9
24 el Aoleh 10

204719 4 FRT SRR B Aol AR
| =R AR Fulyg2oA Qlof, =Y A FEY FEolH,
2852 “AY AP (prima philosophia or philosophie premiére)o|Tth 1
Loyt A Ashe B ), i golshd Syl g dsjel Wste
A Ak eta zrzgeh Jo Al BheAde] &8% I AAl= obdAlE
= 492 F4rt Gk TACE Aulgast Gusks AL HgAY B
AA Bl A 2L HETE Aotk Bl MY &gk &
Z1(A7178)0 tigk ex(EAMY) 9 90l 2e Wl Ao adE=
7 olgmes wu ojeret Balel Weolt “Irjyouy s “52)
(work “U(1)e] 4 ez} ohiy) diel, A7 HTe 2l gelatol
Brpsat AP 22 g2lHel AL AesY A At &3
A0 AL 7Hsabl e e whE 2UH BRe) Aol B d
MUAL Q17 Baol 245 ezt ol Bl FAH B
4 9ol o 7|xgeha R Beddo] &893 A9 2A0]7] "E
of, B vk H e (Mark C. Taylon)e] 3 AB(1987)0]7]% “414

O gy
pou)
flo
=
N
2
)
ot
R
fin}
&
R
I
[
1o
o

2,

<

1992), 34.
10) 2047104 Zolo|zukse] ey ol FAZ A B dults, AnIAE Ha
Q) & Wuje), J2|5 Ko} 28 o] 271 Hlahe Hps o],
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P(alarity) 02 E71E 4 ATk HSHE AW ltanHs ol
e R4 Eahe 2helold] “altar” ZEE UL Ao]7] ot} of
d ojmlola] AT ol WAL Be] AAS Tt A A

AE 1gE Y2ERZ WA
AT olgte 1YHE &YA Y HAEA, MY Aol st
o ZEs= A W, A2 2MY Afe AYY THsAde HiA
St oA B HAL AU BadH Fol8 Ar|FAFA= A
A3 Aoltt. #Hu29] B3 &igto] FAA (2 F)E <
4 o]

AL 1 AAE AT otyzt 24 “BAE 93 (pour Iautre)
ot FAES A ALz2A gojdth “UE YA ‘WE w
AL v b gotd £k I =9 £k Jle BA] dif &F
(answerability)o]ch.” ThA] W3] AL FAA Y BEAZAYPEZ Hyoz
Edoh guy2o)A Qlojd §7 2 AP “FAA] = 2EH]
o 2 223 FRolth gyt v &84 §ol2 FA4EE 7
=317] giZolh. 7|4 &gk Hbﬁ éi‘— 7|8hE Bt o]

>~i

0_L4
Irl a
R S

T SIS A7 G S e A, A4 Aol 2
2707 g AL ohch o AL heks] Wal Selt YA o
T ASRE 2L You A4EX AAE A AP
Solth i) drjutak gt 2

o] Al
AL Fou}, AfRA BAL WL WL YFA A A4l

v
re.
rSL'
£
>

N

lo
D)

Jo
ol

H1

tlo

X,
kd
e

11) Emmanuel Lévinas, Ethique et Infini: Dialogues Avec Philippe Nemo(Fayard, 1984),
95.

12) A4EI11992, 1993, T2 3 1995)2 B AT B FH FHE A
st Aok Aolo] gajo] o) Akt Aolo] B AT AFomL, asa
22 2 (1984).
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s el 4 912 Aeleh ol Aol ALl EHA 4 1 A
Ae FAe, oleld wEE e FEAaA B Holch

duiae] RAYZARE T gojo] BAY ojn] Iz “ER2 2
A 7%, golutel Yoldith aRe EAEY Y1E0lA AT
277k opek. dulitac) Bhe4S AEH BHGIA HH, Af(existenco)
ghe O S I B EAHET oty AAAE Atolo A tidts] &
F olsfEof frha B 4 ek I of o] Bl Ro], AEe] AEE
A AL SA/dol obyt B-AFe] AlA(Mitwelt) 9} QIZF o] ]9 A&
(Umwelt)S &7E 24719 &5 (ex-centricity)o|th. BF4 4] A2 4
HlUA7} QR Agvolgtal I AAR Yrgshs W YEA|A ] 4 oln|
EEHol QI Ao =ERt EAAeItt. webA AEY REE oY
Zopof gttt Qto= 7hA] Tl Hie g 7kt QA EF FA7F otz |
A =Y PR =k AEY ARFAEL AokFadel YA ot
B4 52 2544 d9AEY dgtel dsjAn 2FEH ds 2F
AL zA 9 AEold T BEAQ AYY &E SN 9]
e Ho7)ed o3t AT AAA AuE 2dA Aots ATt
AT (F2 F5F7Y) BFE Rt ke &F “FE AF
Aol AFste A A7 099 AR o]Fof A U+E HY
A|a Qi

shdlo A Qlo] FA& Estoz A AlFsAY & ste] FA]9 7%
7b "ok spile Aol glod, o] AYdEsi, &sAolH, YHst
o, T4 s, H=E Al sl 2Anar}t O- I A ARE
&As| AZslar Qitk a8y A L 2H7} o] 7FA|(José Ortega y Gasset)
7} 1% 48] WHEH Q] “gjEno] 7)2 3 “Tpel Rzl (hyper-democracy),

FRARTE sfolu|7 o] ole “A|21"(Das Man)ol thal A 2 A7} 9]

e



164 | AA% BE - A7H

ot g obEZ}F RulEtA BrRRol, AlYE 2041710 S5 AAF
2 A2 AHelE 7| oltt shllo] m=d, MAFoA HA A= L

A Sl AAEHA 2 42 Zaste oldEz27]4 oY 18l
dHAE AZES Qe Zolth A EEdofZ(Jean Baudrillard)(1983:
44 7149 Au(technocracy)E A1} 71¢) Aol A “HhFL

E Wi =2t o 7t diFoltt -nfA A7} 1 W A] x| o]t} (Mass(age) is
the message).13) OFE(1965)= o= o}o]3|gto] RoE £87F “aF
7] Al(automatism)” (8 &} go)E wj>- A5 A olop7| Rt 7] A]
ofol|qto] HojE “AlEgle"S “ofe BHAECR 2 olEY =AF
HIE ofdfsh= Ao] tsd] Fasith “Agle” o= 217}t fn|sh=
vtz ofols|Rto] BpAte] RHORRE A ARLSHA] X2, 5 EARY
Aol & Hadte AS T “ofe A ol ool A2 199
A5 B A2 =34 A Folojth—+ AALY HA
2 Aol & HA|st= HA7F AFFof e AwFofe] YA EAE of
2t 214, 31%, a a3 HEolge HA=A FAZ AZHr=

T B/ ol 7]—7::2_1’_} Yo FA7h =23 o9 P2 = ot
“HIYAGE (rights talk) 22 RE FRHo2 A AU AHSHA A=
o, $E= Hdsite B2 24 2 Aotk dEEY 42 97t
Potal Zst= BE Aol oA A7(the self)o]tt. T ezt Y
oA 2 AAE =, 2 FEe Aotd] &fAFE s
< “BAY] dErg otk AY {ghe G T “THE(otherwise)

13) “Mass(age)’= HFANE & 4= UL, dFAHY 42 “massage” = & 4= 9
t}. “massage”E 7ro|MR —’E |THcajole) 22 &2 ZZM5tCHmanipulate) 2 $13

S At -9F
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Aoltt. “HEFE" 0| ZEH o]l L] AT sfgeriE 2o
g Bhed st FHE2YFLY gFTAdd fEdt oA 4
o AP AR, FAH, T2 &3 At IHEYFad dg
ojtt. o] g2, wkRshAM WapAY, wH o Hahs A <IZHA Hiske

FAHAA “Id(Thou)"& TAYH Zo|o| 2[5} Hao] AlFFT
Pl S AFg=ulotoA B H 9 ¢ HuuLE ALUsHA ¢
Atk shdl2 HutuAg wEkAd Hde =Y b WiEe HE=

LER ALY Arolzhe 29 Aol 2 HAS =Y FA
&t 19 AZte] RS FART o] AL whylopdz e AR 20
A71 AR AAE WAt O F JAE dee e 271 A
)

ot "elow uolSoln YT AL FATh FeeA 2 §

=

52 O w2 ddfle AAN2RE 23 gojd & S I
oA lo] “HABL thE HhAof 2J3t A 2|9 HAAfolt). 14)

Z2 gAY A7} o] 7Y Y3t &2 479 FAT Aufjo|rth
ZgLe MY Iyttt ZL Yoz FAYs Psolct. YukstA
IAL “ERRPE Wity ealolA Foe ¢y, 3L eRlE Zo)7]

= P e W)

otk 1954 wigh 1hd o2 YA A& 4
HE =X Fo|EFEL] Y] B, (1954)S & ol
el A QA 28 & 7FEA F9Uoh AR Azke] 0] o

o 59 sElzte Aot 459 Atdd A=A Y2 ZolE A

|

Sorr e &

14) B B2 -EE 94 29 "FEHUST Eei(1969 123 ZojHe 1947)0]
A FrYEe-nhrolle 2y B2 - Eeonyy wAHA gty 24
Wk 2 Sue FAoz ZaAZe Aol T AT Ade 229
Foletn FAYT. Ee BE ZNAAY TEH /1Ud B oh, £
Qzre] el A o4f el 9oo] Slolth A WER-FH A&, F
HUBT Zel: gARo] BAlO] oje oMol wEm, $o4k ol¥e gt
SRR, 2004)). —FF
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HoZ A9 onAZ =yrt &% Fd A(homo furens)o] that 4 23
Ayerd A9 3l Gl Gyl Ak AFAE A0 2
42(1959)2 wEAHo|tt. A%, Aol 5, A, AAole HIY=TH
oL “PARAT Hle] de Boloh T Aot BAT ol4E Fo

}o{i

K3
A, B3 B2EE AL A ARE BRLeA e Ao it 24
2} ofm|olth. TAL 7| A "2zt olah 2 Ho] 2= HE ZE 1Y
A SRS gAete ol olch. WEsY, E2e BHAT BEol
o guste EHe Hae) xol5e 2ARIA Es] wRolt
e A4 3A ) AT FL Aol HUT golg WA Ba

\U

4 HAE “2ASE ATfolth o AL 7 #ulEd| o] “AFve
"2 Afelo] A cjhelu), FFokate] qlo] mF Agxoe] T3
Se2A “one] Felolt B ARG UYECA “EUEY FE]
U BRI o] Al 7H 9SS BE dEsRe a}% A58 A Ao
A SRR Yo I 1 YTEE ¥ 32 32 d2A ga
e 98 o) thRolth Sokute] A9, 2HE 1F A4
I
AzG o] Selgthy APEY A9, 1k Aolg BolEe ATobE:

r\l

15) FuEA FEG U AUE (DAY A St w579, 92 329 A
F9] §41,(2006) 0.2 o] Fo] £ol2l 20059 Y PhatmelAl 19 A 7

01]*1, Foputi “oabe] Felolett o] HAY A4 o)1 AsNE Balat

£ Aolt1992). AF 1k 19 “oabe] Felolehe A7t Triste] Bt
PR YS T Y B vRH Arole ndo] Tjsy ndn 5
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IS LSAT APl ETF 2003 FFSHA BRI,

$o)t 28 2959 $EuTtE $UE, A2eRy Wdon 1
G4 A A B85l LA WMt TR Aol ¢ Ba
7 Qlek-2eut oles £RY Bt SRE AZ4e A4 $E A7

get duy o sejHe o
T2 Wem W o|ASS E24H9 483} gL apet AN

S 44 gk

40U% o Ao ZYFZA|(Leszek Kolakowski)= oJH Ao A=
goto] ZAeks W] T 74A A el Aekels AZHlA HA A
Ak 2 Shps )y olehs “AAA" 2etel o2 SRl S() o)
g “oaraE” AEtYolth FTI A9 WA= HIERNA F2]Z
EE2aot i3 digt o], az|al shloA dES dE I} oA
7] Zt9) &3k & fle T2 Akt HERY YR RAEAgE
£7] 249 d& A gol g&st=d, ToA oA, dste I &
AzA FHoA] T ofd AL 93 o] AR otk “ti =3P 9]
Z 7ke €9 ok, a2 9 I AAth- EATTE AL dighY
WAOR 2% = AS YUt Yt FAHY, 2 Ao F4H
th16) tfsh= “2F3E 4 gle” Aolth WAL F2o AN dishe=
28 = 2 FEHAE ¢ "k BrER Y| tistE o] QlofjAl, st

o (A AFH ol HAFYA]) WS Lol oS AR eI7F AUtk

Aslchd, E Atolofl= A9 xpo]7} gltkFrancis Fukuyama, America at the Crossroads:
Democracy, Power, and the Neoconservative Legacy[New Haven: Yale University
Press, 2006]).

16) M. M. Bakhtin, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, Edited and translated by Caryl
Emerson(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984), 252.
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dPoz, WEFHS AR A4S YSten 27 G BEE
Mdez 224U e oz ¥EyYe 294y JE= Y74
o & A BYste D5 29 AAE A BH0, JAL gud 54
S TRAL BARL A A4S RS 98] T e ke BT 4
gt FAOR o @S FAsIH

vt e wEm, take dEe FAWEY|(camivalization) 2, o AL

Aol 3 HolHA L o|FX[ujA Sl AAH @A oot FANET= E
AlA AlA| A o] At AFL-(carnage) ofYth HEE RO Qlo] F-3]2] A
A A S S FA 9 FAF oA AHEA EHE ALEN YAE
HPAIZ|L AAE AtLste 2L WS F2ste nlehe] a3 a4
olt}. ZHEd|(Rabelais)of] thh =& Q1 Ao ZAS vER Y 7 LA
FA Y AAE Ao 224 AAY dAY F4A A siAsta, I
Hotm, MEstal, WPt tidhe AASE HRPTGY sHE <4y
of Agst= Ax7 "kl

sh o] Fxojn, $AHFH 2| Slo|H|AZ FHoe %A ©
& FEeH1988)= 249 degile] ZEAHoR & EXfEFer AA
F99] FA % Fd EVlsdtthes 22 =geth Yukstd AA 99
z

2 22 AAFAY Ae 249 dedide guiste dids], 2

17) F2(Cox)= o5 o] Ttk “gFEdt oyt 24|19 Ay BA A=S
Z9ste] 2] £99 Ao BeAQ Aoy 2y 2 23 ST FA

A Z2add] 443 7452 4 Jlok A2 AE olHE&=7 Y 4 A

2 F&ste A2 A2 e Fole Aotk de, T, I3 Aol ol
Z2719 =7 2 o 252 ARl 23 Mg o7t fle TFel= T
add oA @Al BAH gulE 7L YA Frte He YuishA etk
B 82 Attt oA o] vtz oHEE 50| I S FHRle] 1
FE olfolth &l olHER7A AHo| 3 ASAXA gom E3t e

o Bolgor ARHA ¢hg o, S 2L E¥ES 1P A=e 74
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257, Aoy, ool BEA, g 2T §8o] TASRAL BEA
o4 gb7] otk Adolzt &L 2 £ Wgo] v
L R0, o)t od £3% UX Ri: FAY AAY FEFY7 2
LA QAT T ARe A48T Ae fhthee 448
HAA GASEA, FEE LMol da A 239 Mo
Bk 249 GAe §o g2l 91 £ & gk Al HAB
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[Abstract]

Véaclav Havel's New Statecraft of

Responsible Politics

Jung, Hwa Yol(Moravian College)

This essay introduces the quintessence of Vaclav Havel’s philosophy of
politics to the Korean audience, especially the Korean students of politics.
He is a playwright who turned into a statesman of extraordinary courage,
wisdom, and morals by the exigency of his time. Indeed, we might call
him a “philosopher-king,” in a Platonic sense, of the twentieth century. He
has been the most prominent voice in post-Communist Eastern Europe. His
close fellow-traveller was Jan Patocka who was a student of Edmund
Husserl and Martin Heidegger, and closely read the phenomenological
ethicist Emmanuel Levinas who earmarked dialogical ethics as “first
philosophy.”

Havel’s signature essay “living in truth” points to the heart of his
morality in politics, that is, the confluence of morality and politics. For
him, politics without ethics “bears a tyranny within itself.” Thus politics as
“the art of the impossible” defies politics as “the art of the possible” or
Realpolitik(i.e. livinginuntruth). Responsibility as “first politics” is also a

moral alternative to violence whose ultimate felos is to destroy the Other.
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Vaclav Havel’'s New Statecraft of

Responsible Politics

Jung, Hwa Yol(Moravian College)

Morality is not a branch of philosophy, but first philosophy.
-Emmanuel Levinas, in Totality and Infinity (1969)

The secret of man is the secret of his responsibility.

-Vaclav Havel, in Letters to Olga (1983)

There is something refreshing and novel about Véclav Havel’s
philosophic politics that appeals to, and attracts the critical attention and
acclaim of, contemporary intellectuals from all political persuasions:
Richard Rorty, Steven Lukes, Jean Bethke Elshtain, Roger Scruton,
Gertrude Himmelfarb, Robert N. Bellah, and Robert Jay Lifton. From the
side of conservatives, Havel represents the death of communism as a
totalitarian political system and the “end” of ideology and history as the

transparent triumph of American liberalism. From the side of political



180 | “gx1st A& - AI7H

radicalism, he symbolizes the ultimate victory of the powerless. In other
words, he is a philosopher-statesman for all seasons.

For many intellectuals, it is the working of Havel’s philosophic politics,
of the politics of the “antipolitical” that is attractive and intriguing. It is
summed up in the idea of “living in truth” as moral sensibility. In his
Reinventing Politics which surveys Eastern European politics from Stalin to
Havel, Vladimir Tismaneanu (1992: 133) writes poignantly: “Nobody better
expressed the commitment to a politics of truth than the Czech playwright
and human rights activist Véaclav Havel.” There is indeed something
avant-garde and forward-looking in Havel’s thought. In the words of
Herbert Marcuse (1978: 9), the artistic or aesthetic contains the categorical
imperative that things must change, and the truth of art lies in its power to
deconstruct the monopoly of established reality by making a commitment to
“an emancipation of sensibility, imagination, and reason in all spheres of
subjectivity and objectivity.” There is, then, no contradiction between the
aesthetic and proteanism: as Robert Jay Lifton (1993: 10) suggests, Havel
is “perhaps the most dramatic exemplar of public proteanism.”

For me, Havel’s politics of “living in truth” and his “Charter 77” group
in Czechoslovakia, whose intellectual pillar was Jan PatoCka-once an
assistant of Husserl and a student of Heidegger-vindicates the efficacy of
the jesterly against the high priesthood of totalitarian politics, of “the power
of the powerless”, of the existential politics of conscience, and of the
success of nonviolent resistance for the creation of a “post-totalitarian” or
“post-communist” political order. Havel, in brief, vindicates the possibility of

responsible politics. It is no accident that Havel’s speech delivered to the
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Joint Session of the U.S. Congress on February 21, 1990 was sloganized as
“consciousness precedes Being” (“and not the other way around, as the
Marxists claim”).l)

Havel is foremost a writer, an artist of the word for which he lives and
dies. He is above all a philosophic playwright and essayist who belongs to
the culture of the word which also becomes a potent political weapon.

Writing about words, Havel (1991: 377) says in a deeply pensive tone:

--indeed, words can be said to be the very source of our being, and in
fact the very substance of the cosmic life form we call man. Spirit, the
human soul, our self-awareness, our ability to generalize and think in
concepts, to perceive the world as the world (and not just as our locality),
and lastly, our capacity for knowing that we will die-and living in spite of

that knowledge: surely all these are mediated or actually created by words?

It is also our common knowledge that Havel’s phenomenological
meditations and writings were deeply influenced by Jan Patocka who, as
has above been noted, was a student of Husserl and Heidegger, an admirer
of Masaryk’s democratic humanism and Comenius’s pansophic humanism,

and an active political dissident-unlike his mentor Heidegger, I might

1) In the same speech, Havel(1997: 18) also said: “Without a global revolution in the
sphere of human consciousness, nothing will change for the better in the sphere of
our Being as humans, and the catastrophe towards which this world is headed,
whether it be ecological, social, demographic, or a general breakdown of
civilization, will be unavoidable. If we are no longer threatened by world war or by
the danger that the absurd mountains of accumulated nuclear weapons might blow
up the world, this does not mean that we have won. We are in fact far from
definite victory.”
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add-who willingly risked his life and died in 1977 during a political
interrogation. Havel’s lengthy and best known essay “The Power of the
Powerless” was written in 1978 and dedicated to the memory of Patocka,
and it also testifies to the ineliminable imprints of Husserlian and
particularly Heideggerian meditations on the way of his thinking.

Patocka’s sense of crisis in European civilization, it should be noted,
reflects Husserl’s (1970) own profound sense of crisis and decline in
European rationality which is rooted in modernity in the Galilean
mathematization of nature that eventually “decapitates”-to use Husserl’s
own word-philosophical thinking. In his effort to resolve this crisis of
European humanity, Husserl discovered and introduced the phenomenology
of the Lebenswelt or what Patocka calls the “natural world” which pertains
to everyday “social reality” as the founding and funding matrix
(Sinngebung) of theoretical thinking-both scientific and philosophical. The
discovery of the everyday sociocultural life-world must be ranked as one of
the most monumental accomplishments of twentieth-century philosophy.
Moreover, Patocka’s reckoning of crisis in European humanity fundamentally
as the lack or absence of moral ordering and the role of philosophy to
come to its rescue is motivated by and indebted to Husserl’s vision of the
philosopher as the “civil servant of humanity.”

In this paper I wish to focus not on Havel’s Husserlian and Heideggerian
meditations but rather on (Emmanuel) Levinasian meditations on the ethics of
responsibility and to explore its philosophical grounding and its paradigmatic
implications for the philosophy of politics. So far, many commentators of Havel

including Richard Rorty have observed the grounding of Havel’s philosophic
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politics in Husserlian and Heideggerian meditations but failed to recognize the
importance of his Levinasian meditations on his philosophic politics.

It may be said that Havel’s Levinasian meditations make him rather
unique and revolutionary in contemporary political thinking. They are found
in Havel’s prison letters to his wife written between June 1979 and
September 1982 which were published as Letters to Olga(1989). Interestingly,
they are reminiscent of the “journalistic” style of philosophizing which the
French existential philosopher Gabriel Marcel once cherished and promoted.
Havel’s Levinasian meditations in Letters to Olga focus their attention on
the ethics of responsibility.2) While Husserl and Heidegger searched their
philosophical roots in “Athens”, Levinas’s inspiration for the primacy of the
ethical comes from the religious heritage of “Jerusalem.” In significant
measure, Levinasian meditations are post-Husserlian and post-Heideggerian.
Levinas himself acknowledges that the prime importance of the ethical is
the Jewish contribution to the history of Western philosophy.3) He turns to
Judaic texts for his (heteronomic) ethics of responsibility. For Havel,
likewise, morals are the basic stuff of all politics. He is quintessentially a
Levinasian who practices in his statecraft a heteronomic ethics of

responsibility as “first politics.”

2) During the years of his imprisonment, Havel had access to Levinas’s collection of
essays entitled Humanisme de 'autre homme (1972)(see Kriseova, 1993).

3) Most interesting is Putnam’s (2008) recent discussion of Levinas’s Judaic texts
concerning such issues as universalizing Jewish particularism without the intent of
proselytizing it, moral responsibility for others which cannot be derived from
metaphysics or epistemology, and comparison between Buber and Levinas as what
Putnam calls two “hedgehogs” of dialogism.
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The concept of freedom paints the philosophical landscape of modern
philosophy in the West including existential philosophy from Seren
Kierkegaard to Jean-Paul Sartre. In The Ethics of Ambiguity (1948: 34),
Simone de Beauvoir was ready to assert the idea of existential philosophy
as “the only philosophy in which an ethic has its place” because it alone
allows the real freedom of choice between what is good and what is evil:
what one chooses determines one’s own destiny, including one’s morals.
On the other hand, however, the concept of responsibility I wish to explore
in Havel’s philosophic politics and its genealogy is only a recent discovery.
It begins its career in earnest in the nineteenth century with the
revolutionary pronouncement of the primacy of “Thou” by Ludwig
Feuerbach in formulating a philosophy of the future whose maturity, I
suggest, has come of age in Levinas’s heteronomy.4)

For the late French/Jewish phenomenologist Emmanuel Levinas, who is
regarded by many as the most important moral philosopher of the twentieth
century, morality is the sinew of human coexistence and ethics is “first
philosophy” (prima philosophia or philosophie premiére). “When I speak of
first philosophy”, he (1999: 97) emphasizes, “I am referring to a
philosophy of dialogue that cannot not be an ethics.” For him, heteronomy
alone is the site of responsibility if not ethics itself. By it, he means to
favor the other in an asymmetrical relationship. The heteronomic ethics of

responsibility is anchored in the primacy of the other (alterity) over the self

4) A trio of Feuerbach’s successors of heteronomy in the twentieth century is Levinas,
the Scottish philosopher John Macmurray, and the Russian literary theorist Mikhail
Bakhtin. See Jung(1990, 1998, 2000, 2001, and 2002).
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(ipseity). Altruism for its name sake, therefore, is exemplary of
responsibility. As the “you” or “we” is not a plural of the “I”, ipseity alone
renders ethics impossible. Indeed, it defaces or effaces the ethical. It is the
primary presence of the other that makes the ethical possible. Thus Levinas
holds that human plurality is not a multiplicity of numbers, but is
predicated upon a radical alterity of the other. As heteronomy is the ground
of the ethical, alterity may be spelled “altarity” [the title of Mark C.
Taylor’s book (1987)] for the very reason that “altar” is derived from the
Latin altare that signifies “a high place.” In this sense, the idea of
“altarity” elevates the world of the other, and transforms it into an elevated
text.

In the elevated ethical text of “altarity”, responsibility precedes and is
inclusive of freedom, whereas freedom as autonomy excludes the possibility
of responsibility. To put it thusly, responsibility is to heteronomy what
egocentricity is to autonomy. Levinas’s heteronomic ethics affirms
subjectivity (or conscience) never for itself but only for an “other” (pour
l’autre). Subjectivity comes into being as heteronomic: “it is my
inescapable and incontrovertible answerability to the other that makes me
an individual ‘I’ ie., it is called the “meontological version of
subjectivity” (Levinas and Kearney, 1986: 63). Answerability or responsibility
is for Levinas (1982: 95) “the essential, primary and fundamental structure
of subjectivity. For I describe subjectivity in ethical terms. Ethics, here,
does not supplement a preceding existential base; the very mode of the
subjective is knotted in ethics understood as responsibility.” Although

responsibility without freedom is a sham, freedom is ancillary but not
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contrary to responsibility simply because we can be free without being
responsible, but we can never be responsible without being free.5)
“Existence”, Levinas (1987: 58 and cf. 1969: 84-85) declares, “is not
condemned to freedom, but judged and invested as a freedom. Freedom
could not present itself all naked. This investiture of freedom constitutes
moral life itself, which is through and through a heteronomy.”

Levinas’s “meontology”, as the literal meaning of the term itself
registers, escapes and goes beyond the “tyranny of ontology.” It is the
“foundation” but not a “superstructure” of ontology. It may be said that
from the existential standpoint of Levinas’s heteronomy the very idea of
existence (ex/istence) has been profoundly misunderstood among its
antagonists as well as protagonists: as its etymology shows, what is really
central to it is not the centrality but the eccentricity (ex-centricity) of the
self toward the world of others (Mitwelf) and other nonhuman things
(Umwelt). The human as eccentric is a being who is always already
exposed to and reaches the outside world of what Levinas himself calls
“exteriority.” Thus the motto of existence must be: do not go inside, go
outside. Be a moral agent first, not an epistemological subject. The
authenticity of existence is guaranteed not by egocentricity, but only by
heteronomy or a dialogue of eccentric agents. In the end, the idea of
existence as eccentricity promotes the heteronomic ethics of responsibility

which refutes both egocentrism and anthropocentrism (or speciesism),

5) Elshtain(1992, 1993, and 1995) discusses the fusion of freedom and responsibility
as taking the center stage of Havel’s political thought and action. For a definitive
work on responsibility, see Jonas(1984).



S e AR A BAE | 187

including the planetary domination by technology of the earth. Humans are
responsible for sustaining the entire “green” earth and the entire population
of its inhabitants both human and nonhuman.

Havel, for whom politics begins as ethics or ethics is the foundation of
politics, is fully aware of the historic consequences of Kierkegaard’s
“crowd” which is faceless, hypnotic, conforming, indolent, indifferent, and
demoralizing; Jos¢ Ortega y Gasset’s “hyper-democracy” based on the
purely reactive “masses”, and above all Heidegger’s anonymous “they” (das
Man) which is, as Hannah Arendt has definitively shown, the social genesis
of totalitarian politics sui generis in the twentieth century. The totalitarian
political system is, according to Havel, where ordinary people are
knowingly caught in a network of the ideological rituals of living in
untruth. Jean Baudrillard (1983: 44) warns of technocracy in which “the
masses are a stronger medium than all the media. --- Mass(age) is the
message.” Arendt (1965) narrated most tellingly the conforming
“automatism” (Havel’s term) of Adolf Eichmann. It is of utmost importance
to understand her controversial reportage concerning Eichmann’s “banality
of evil” as “thoughtlessness.” By “thoughtlessness”, she meant Eichmann’s
utter inability to think from the standpoint of an “other”, i.e., the erasure of
the other’s difference. Eichmann’s “banality of evil’-the term which
offended or angered her Jewish friends-is indeed a sobering reminder that
the politics of identity or the abolition of the other’s difference results in
the inhumane politics of cruelty, suffering, violence, and extermination as
well as the politics of racism and colonialism.

We would be remiss if we forget to point out that the ethics of
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responsibility based on heteronomy is a radical shift from Anglo-American
“rights talk” since John Locke whose center is the self in everything we do
and think. If rights have their place in the ethics of responsibility, they are
only the “rights of others” rather than the acquisitive or possessive claims
of the self. The ethics of responsibility is “otherwise” than “rights talk.”
What “rights talk” is to Ptolemaic geocentrism, the heteronomic ethics of
responsibility is to Copernican heliocentrism. Responsibility thusly defined
is a Copernican reversal of social, political and ethical thought which-to

9

repeat-began with Ludwig Feuerbach who discovered “Thou” at the center
of human dialogue for the future of philosophy.

Havel closely read Levinas during his prison years in Czechoslovakia.
Following Levinas, he considered responsibility as the innermost secret of
moral humanity. His signature idea of “living in truth” marks the heart of
his conception of politics as well as morality in rejecting Machiavelli’s
Realpolitik and totalitarian politics in the twentieth century, both of which
accept and take for granted violence as a matter of inevitability or
necessity. The famous or infamous dictum of Karl Clausewitz affirms the
inseparability of violence from politics since for him “war is the
continuation of politics by other means.”6)

Violence is without doubt an utter failure of human dialogue, of

6) Cf. in his Humanism and Terror(1969 and 1947 in French), Maurice Merleau-Ponty
declared that “humanism”-Machiavellianism notwithstanding-is not immune from
violence. He asserted with firm conviction that one who abstains from violence
toward the violent is an accomplice of violence itself. Not only is violence the
common origin of all political regimes, but also violence is our lot as long as we
humans are incarnate beings.
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communication. It eschews responsibility: it is intrinsically an irresponsible
act because it intends to efface, harm, or kill an “other.” As a freshman in
college in 1954, 1 was introduced to Alfred North Whitehead’s inspiring
work Adventures of Ideas (1954) which left an indelible impression on me.
It taught me an unforgettable lesson on the endearing idea that human
civilization is the victory of persuasion over force. As a measured failure
of persuasion, violence takes a heavy toll on humans and nonhumans alike
in abolishing difference. The breach of civility is predicated upon one’s
epistemological infallibility and moral inculpability which are a deadly mix:
I can never err and do nothing wrong or, to put it differently, the other
might never be right and might never do anything right. The other is
ultimately seen in the image of an enemy. J. Glenn Gray’s (1959) The
Warriors: Reflections on Men in Battle, which is a deeply phenomenological
study of homo furens (warriors), is instructive. Among the issues that Gray
observes such as the appeals of battle, camaraderie, death, guilt, and even
a delight of “fearful beauty” in destruction, there stands out the “abstract”
image of the enemy that anaesthetizes man the warrior. It is the
monstrous-totally dehumanized-image of the enemy who is at best
“subhuman.” To repeat: violence is an irresponsible act because it intends
to eradicate the other’s differences.

Violence is a result of identity politics or of “essentializing” cultural
politics-to borrow Edward W. Said’s felicitous term-whether it be Carl
Schmitt’s polarizing confrontation between “friends” and “enemies”, Francis
Fukuyama’s “end of history” as the ultimate triumph of American

liberalism, or Samuel P. Huntington’s “clash of civilizations.” All three
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positions are counter-productive in the globalizing world of multiculturalism
because they allow no possibility of dialogue as the middle path of the two
extremes. In case of Fukuyama, the alleged triumph of American liberalism
turned out to be premature in light of the waning or decline of American
exceptionalism.”) In case of Huntington, he dismisses the globalizing effect

of different cultures. As Said put it judiciously in 2003:

Rather than the manufactured clash of civilizations, we need to concentrate on
the slow working together of cultures that overlap, borrow from each other, and
live together. --- But for [this] kind of wider perception we need time and patient
and skeptical enquiry supported by faith in communities of interpretation that are
difficult to sustain in a world demanding instant action and reaction (quoted in

Hobson, 2004: 322).

Over four decades ago Leszek Kolakowski (1968: 9-37) perceptively
juxtaposed two prevailing styles of philosophizing that exist side by side in
any given age or epoch: one is the “priestly” style of yang and the other
the “jesterly” style of yin. Kolakowski’s juxtaposition parallels the unfusable
distinction between official monologue and carnivalesque dialogue in
Mikhail Bakhtin and between power in being and dissidence in Havel. For

Bakhtin (1984: 252), whose dialogism relies heavily on the artistic world of

7) It is interesting to note that in his 2005 Castle Lectures at Yale University entitled
America at the Crossroads: Democracy, Power, and Neoconservative Legacy
(2006), Fukuyama recants his previous views concerning the “end of history” thesis
(1992). He now contends that his “end of history” thesis is “an argument about
modernization”(2006: 54). If the model of American liberalism is identified with
that of modernization, however, there is little difference between the two.
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Dostoevsky’s novels, dialogue is never a means for something else but an
end in itself: “Dialogue--is not the threshold to action, it is the action itself---.
To be means to communicate dialogically. When dialogue ends, everything
ends.” Dialogue is “unfinalizable”: by its intrinsic structure, it cannot and
must not come to an end. For Bakhtin’s dialogism, there is a twofold
difference between dialogue and (Hegelian and Marxian) dialectics. On the
one hand, dialectics is the conceptual overdetermination of dialogue in
pursuit of acquiring absolute knowledge. On the other hand, it is serious
enough to be a violent, this is, life-and-death struggle between two
opposing forces, the phenomenon of which Hegel so ably formulates in his
Phenomenology of Spirit as the irreconcilable struggle between the master
and the slave for mutual recognition.

The soul of dialogue, according to Bakhtin, is carnivalization-the
corporeal phenomenon which is both playful and heresiarchal at the same
time. Carnivalization, though quintessentially corporeal, is not carnage. It is
for Bakhtin the political embodiment of playfulness which is a cardinal
element of the aesthetic in transforming consciousness and creating a new
way of conceiving the world by breaking up the colorless and prosaic
monopoly of the established order. Based on his provocative study of
Rabelais, the carnivalesque model of the world for Bakhtin deconstructs,
transgresses, subverts, and transforms the canonical order of truth and the
official order of reality. Dialogue portends to be a protest against the

monological “misrule” of hierarchized officialdom.8)

8) Cox(1969: 82) rightly contends that “The rebirth of fantasy as well as of festivity
is essential to the survival of our civilization, including its political institutions. But



192 | “gxst & - AI7H

Havel’s compatriot Milan Kundera (1988), who is also acquainted with
Husserlian and Heideggerian meditations, comes to the conclusion that the
artistic spirit of the novel is incompatible fundamentally, that is, ontologically,
with the politics of totalitarianism. For the truth of totalitarianism or
totalitarian truth is ignorant or intolerant of doubting, questioning, relativity,
ambiguity, lightness, and playfulness all of which signifies the artistic spirit
of the novel. The art of the novel is likened to the Rabelaisian response of
laughter as opposed to the abstract spirit of philosophy’s priestly asceticism
which knows of no laughter. Alluding to the idea that “man thinks, God
laughs”, Kundera sees the art of the novel as “the echo of God’s laughter.”
The novel’s spirit opposes one who has no sense of humor, one who
cannot laugh. It is no mere accident that Havel received in 1986 the
Erasmus Prize. One may say that Havel deserved the prize because there
was such Erasmusian “folly” in his thought that the powerless can

transform the world.?)

fantasy can never be fully yoked to a particular political program. To subject the
creative spirit to the fetters of ideology kills it. When art, religion, and imagination
become ideological tools they shrivel into caged birds and toothless tigers.
However, this does not mean that fantasy has no political significance. Its
significance is enormous. This is just why ideologues always try to keep it in
harness. When fantasy is neither tamed by ideological leashes nor rendered
irrelevant by idiosyncrasy, it can inspire new civilizations and bring empires to their
knees.”

9) Bakhtin(1984: 160) describes the deconstructive power of carnivalization as follows:
“[it] is past millennia’s way of sensing the world as one great communal
performance. This sense of the world, liberating one from fear, bringing the world
maximally close to a person and bringing one person maximally close to another
(everything is drawn into the zone of free familiar contact), with its joy at change
and its joyful relativity, is opposed to that one-sided and official seriousness which



Sk e A2 AY FAE | 193

Havel’s responsible politics is without question the politics of civility, of
nonviolence. While the purpose of violence-war, revolution, murder, capital
punishment, torture, etc.-is to obliterate or eradicate the other, alterity, or
heterarchy, nonviolence means to preserve difference or heterogeneity as the soul
of dialogue, of responsibility since but for difference, there would be no need for
dialogue or communication. Willingness to speak or engage in a dialogue shows
the intent of breaking the vicious cycle of violence-as well as silence-which is
too readily accepted as the continuation of politics by other means.

Havel’s “dissident” may be likened to Camus’s “rebel.” Camus’s The
Rebel (1956) was meant to be a critique of Marxism as the dialectical
metaphysics and eschatological politics of revolutionary violence. For the
rebel is one who justifies the existentialist thesis that the human is the only
creature who refuses to be what he/she is. He/she protests against death as
well as tyranny, brutality, terror, and servitude. Havel’s dissident is a true
rebel who senses and cultivates his allegiance to human solidarity with no
intention of obliterating the other. He is able to say that / rebel, therefore
we exist.

In an interview published as “The Politics of Hope”, Havel also talked
about the role of an intellectual as a perpetually “irritant” rebel (or gadfly)
who is self-consciously capable of detaching himself/herself from the

established order of any kind and who is vigilant to and suspicious of

is dogmatic and hostile to evolution and change, which seeks to absolutize a given
condition of existence or a given social order. From precisely that sort of
seriousness did the carnival sense of the world liberate man. But there is not a
grain of nihilism in it, nor a grain of empty frivolity or vulgar bohemian
individualism.”
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belonging to the “winning side.” Havel shows that-to borrow the eloquent
language of Roger Scruton (1990: 88) in writing about Masaryk and
Patocka-“the individual soul is the foundation of social order and - the
care of the soul, and the care of the polis, are two aspects of a single
concern.” For Camus the refusal to be what we are or the existential
facticity and imperative of transformation in perpetuity must be dialogical,

that is, nonviolent. He (1956: 283-284) writes:

Dialogue on the level of mankind is less costly than the gospel preached
by totalitarian regimes in the form of monologue dictated from the top of a
lonely mountain. On the stage as in reality, the monologue precedes death.
Every rebel, solely by the movement that sets him in opposition to the
oppressor, therefore pleads for life, undertakes to struggle against servitude,
falsehood, and terror, and affirms, in a flash, that these three afflictions are
the cause of silence between men, that they obscure them from one another
and prevent them from nihilism-the long complicity of men at grips with

their destiny.

Rebellion or nonviolent subversion stands tall in the midway between
silence and murder in refusing to accept what we are. The rebel or
dissident willingly acknowledges the dialogical interplay between the
ethical principle of culpability and the epistemological principle of
fallibility, whereas the revolutionary thrives on the monological absoluteness
of inculpability and infallibility however noble or ignoble his/her cause may
be. Epistemological dogmatism and moral absolutism have no place in

Levinas’s heteronomy, Bakhtin’s dialogism, and Havel’s responsible politics
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which always recognize the ever-present, porous moment and zone of
ambiguity that resides in between complete doubt that paralyzes action and
absolute certainty that inflicts suffering, terror, and death on ordinary
humanity.

For Havel, in conclusion, morals are the basic stuff of all politics. Thus,
politics is never a tetragrammaton (or four-letter word) precisely because it
is deeply rooted in and inseparable from the moral makeup of humanity.
Here Havel (1969: 300) follows Levinas for whom not only is ethics “first
philosophy” but also politics without ethics “bears a tyranny within itself.”
Havel speaks of politics as “morality in practice”, “practical morality”,
“anti-political politics”, and even “the art of the impossible” (Havel, 1977)
against Machiavelli’s immoral politics as the “art of the possible.” For
Havel, Machiavellian politics promotes “living in untruth”, that is, in
manipulation, image-making, deception, and above all violence.

Here Havel’s political spirit of nonconformity defies the usual business
of politics as the art of the possible and replaces it with the unusual
business of politics as the art of the impossible. It makes a U-turn from the
received tradition in the modern West of Realpolitik. His so-called “Velvet
Revolution” of 1989 signifies a radical transformation of politics from the
art of the possible to the art of the impossible which is grounded in the
ethics of responsibility as “first politics.” Politics as the art of the
impossible is deeply rooted in the moral makeup of humanity itself. The
ethics of responsibility grounds the politics of civility which renunciates or
negates force and violence in favor of dialogue and communication.!0)

Indeed, responsibility is the only moral alternative to violence. Havel goes
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so far as to say that in order to make the impossible a reality, we must

first dream about making in perpetuity the world safe for dialogue and

communication for what he calls “earthly interest” which is at once global

and encompasses all living beings-not just humans but also nonhumans as

well.1) He shows the working of nonviolence as an active engagement in

10)

11)

In echoing Alfred North Whitehead, Hutchins(1967: p. v) writes: “The Civilization
of the Dialogue is the negation of force.”

It is rather moving to recapture Havel’s defining moment of conscience that
includes our responsibility for the order of natural things. As he watched dense
brown smoke scattered across the sky from a huge smokestack of a hurriedly built
factory, Havel(1987: 136) writes poetically: “Each time I saw it, I had an intense
sense of something profoundly wrong, of humans soiling the heavens. If a medieval
man were to see something like that suddenly on the horizon-say, while hunting-he
would probably think it the work of the Devil and would fall on his knees and pray
that he and his skin be saved.” Of course, his concern for the natural order is
hitched to his ontological presumption that everything is “inter-being” with
everything else in the world. Havel (1997: 93) refers to the synchronistic effect of
lepidoptery or-to put it simply-the “butterfly effect” (of chaos theory): “a belief that
everything in the world is so mysteriously and completely interconnected that a
slight, seemingly insignificant wave of a butterfly’s wings in a single spot on this
planet can unleash a typhoon thousands of miles away.” Gray (1959: 237-238)
makes an extremely important point: “What is missing so often in modern men is
a basic piety, the recognition of dependence on the natural realm-- There is no
dearth of religions in our time, and they fulfill certain needs, but there is a general
absence of religious passion for belonging to an order infinitely transcending the
human--- This separation of man from nature as a consequence of our too-exclusive
interest in power is in part responsible for the total wars of our century. More than
we ever realize, we have transferred our exploitative attitudes from nature to man--
The butchering of each other was almost easier to endure than the violation of
animals, crops, farms, homes, bridges, and all the other things that bind man to his
natural environment and help to provide him with a spiritual home--- Hardly anyone
considers it possible that the poisoning of fish in the ocean by these experiments
might be worthy of condemnation. Man can sin only against man, it seems, or
possibly against God, not against nature.” See also Jung(1999) for a discussion of
the ethics of responsibility which encompasses the order of nature as well as of
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the making of history rather than merely passive resistance and reaction to

violence.

humanity. In The Embers and the Stars: A Philosophical Inquiry into the Moral
Sense(1984: 13), Erazim Kohak, who is a translator of Havel’s writings and a
commentator on his thought, makes eminent sense when he remarks that “To
recover the moral sense of our humanity, we would need to recover first the moral
sense of nature”(italics added for emphasis).



