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    Editors’ preface:

    Aword about Havel’s key words


    David S.Danaher and Kieran Williams


    Lying in aprison hospital bed in September 1981, Václav Havel wrote to his wife of his conviction that life has meaning. “We wade in transience, we are sinking in it,” he told her, “And if we do not wish to surrender entirely—that is, to give up on our journey (and thus on ourselves)—we must feel that ‘it is all for something,’ that it has adirection, that it will not all pass away irretrievably, enclosed in its own momentary randomness.” We may never determine exactly what that meaning is, but it would be enough to feel that “our lives are heading somewhere and mean something, are not—from ‘the cosmic point of view,’ so to speak—overlooked or forgotten, they are ‘known about,’ and somewhere are valued and given meaning.”1


    Since his death 30 years after writing that letter, many efforts have been made to ensure that Havel is not overlooked or forgotten, and that he is “known about.” If anything, his life has taken on an urgent timeliness, owing to developments in his home country and worldwide. He has served posthumously as an ally against arange of perceived maladies, be they messianic populism,2 Chinese brutality in Hong Kong,3 or “identity politics.”4 In addition to commemorative events on the anniversaries of his birth and death, and of the 1989 revolution with which he is intimately associated, there has been alongstanding public display, “Havel in aNutshell,” with companion book,5 and asteady stream of publications from the Václav Havel Library, including reminiscences of Havel by friends, associates, and acquaintances.6 Most of the contributors to this volume in Karolinum’s Václav Havel Series have written their own monographs about him, and others are available in numerous languages.7 He has been the subject of numerous documentary films and, in 2020, the dramatized biopic Havel. Novel ways are found to reassemble his words to inspire new generations of readers: acollection of 100 quotations has been compiled to preserve and promote Havel in aphoristic form (as was done for an earlier president, Tomáš Masaryk),8 while interviews he gave between 1964 and 1989 have been reissued under the title Má to smysl—“It makes sense,” “It has meaning,” “It has apurpose,” or simply “It matters.”9


    Just as he was certain that life had meaning, Havel felt no less certain that he must try to impart the meaning of his own but was doomed to fall short because of the inability of language to capture the mystery of Being.10 Despite the inevitable frustration, language enchanted Havel and was at the center of all his efforts:


    Another thing Ishould perhaps mention here is an interest in language. I’m interested in its ambivalence, its abuse; I’m interested in language as the architect of life, fates, and worlds; language as the most important skill; language as ritual and incantation; the word as the bearer of dramatic movement, as an identity card, as away of self-affirmation and self-projection.11


    With words Havel built acorpus of texts that stand as his legacy, abody so rich that it will probably be the only work of aSoviet-bloc dissident that will still be read long into the future, because its meaning is not confined to the circumstances of its creation. But Havel himself warned in his 1989 essay “AWord about Words” that no word’s meaning is limited to its dictionary definition: “Each word contains within in it also the person who pronounces it, the situation in which it is pronounced, and the reason why it is pronounced.”12 That applies to Havel himself, famous for his frequent use of certain words that upon inspection turn out to possess layers of meaning, sometimes idiosyncratic, which offer the keys to understanding why he still matters and still speaks to people in diverse situations as well as to the modern condition in general.


    Our volume builds on the approach set out in Danaher, Reading Václav Havel (chapter 4) of focusing on key words. Akey word is one that occupies acentral position in awork—or even over the entire oeuvre—of agiven thinker because it exhibits special organizational and semantic potential for that work or for that thinker’s whole system. While Raymond Williams and Anna Wierzbicka pioneered the investigation of key words in culture,13 Mark Edmundson, among others, emphasized their role in philosophical thought: “[I]t is not surprising that to every philosopher of consequence we attach aword list, acentral vocabulary. We think of the words and phrases they have invented or those that they have bent themselves over for long periods, minutely shaping and polishing, like expert gem cutters.”14


    Key words in Havel’s oeuvre are not particularly difficult to identify. They are running motifs in his writing that cut across genres and time periods (his pre- and post-1989 incarnations); as central elements of his core vocabulary, they serve as intellectual touchstones around which many of his larger ideas take shape. The meanings of Havel’s key words may also be found in works where the words themselves are absent—that is, in his plays, where we might speak more productively of Havelian key concepts. We should also note that often these words defy simple translation into English and thus require linguistically sensitive analyses, and some chapters in this volume focus on those aspects of meaning that may be lost in translation.


    The contributors to this volume are drawn from arange of academic disciplines and countries, and approach Havel in varying ways. As editors, we have not insisted on asingle method for analyzing the key words they have selected. That pluralism is astrength, areminder of Havel’s own talents in multiple fields—essays, plays, speeches, letters, interviews, poems, diaries—and done in the spirit of collage, which he experimented with in his plays (such as The Increased Difficulty of Concentration) and memoirs (To the Castle and Back). It is our hope that this mixture of methods will open up dimensions of Havel’s writing that non-Czech readers might not appreciate from translations, or even that Czech readers may find do not tally with customary, everyday usage. Havel, after all, started out attempting to make it as apoet, and apoet’s mission is to disturb settled language and make the familiar strange, which he strove to do even after abandoning poetry in early adulthood.


    The first key words we have chosen to present relate to the ideas of the appeal or challenge, as the whole of Havel’s work represents an exhortation to everyone—not just to those normally considered powerful—to reflect critically on the state of the world and what we can do to repair it. As he told his country at the beginning of his second year as its president: “Ayear ago Iclosed my New Year’s address by paraphrasing Comenius’s famous sentence, ‘Your government, opeople, has returned to you!’. Today Iwould follow this sentence with: ‘It is up to you, opeople, to show that the return of government into your hands made sense [měl smysl].’”15 That words without action are meaningless was the premise of one of his lesser known early plays, the one-act Butterfly on an Antenna, about an overly intellectual couple who cannot cope with the pressing task of shutting off arunning faucet but fixate instead on its abstract, technical hydraulics and symbolism as a“metaphor of apocalypse.”16


    The idea of speech as an appeal, in particular an appeal to arrive at one’s own truth and act upon it, frames the progression of the chapters, as we move through several chapters relating to place and space (to which Havel, as the son and grandson of builders, was very sensitive), before arriving at power, responsibility versus indifference, and the collective action of civil society. We have asked Jiří Přibáň, one of the most prominent Czech public intellectuals of the post-1989 era, to introduce these chapters with aforeword, but there is no last word: we hope that this collection will appeal to readers to think with Havel on their own terms and engage with his many key words not covered here, such as autentičnost (“authenticity”), bytí (“Being”), dějiny (“history”), demokracie (“democracy”), Evropa (“Europe”), fanatismus (“fanaticism”), identita (“identity”), intelektuál (“intellectual”), katarze (“catharsis”), naděje (“hope”), samopohyb (usually translated as “automatism”), and not least the multiple meanings of smysl (“meaning, sense, purpose”).


    Notes on the volume’s citation format and translated texts


    Citations of Havel’s collected works refer to Václav Havel, Spisy (Prague: Torst, 1999); citations will indicate volume and page numbers.


    Havel’s prison letters, Letters to Olga, will be cited by reference to the letter number. The Czech version of this work is found in Václav Havel, Spisy 5 (Prague: Torst, 1999), and the English translation (by Paul Wilson) is Václav Havel, Letters to Olga (New York: Henry Holt, 1983).


    His essay “The Power of the Powerless” will be cited by reference to chapter number. The Czech version of this work is found in Havel, Spisy 4, and the English translation (by Paul Wilson) is in Václav Havel, Open Letters (New York: Knopf, 1991). Wilson updated his translation for aspecial edition of the journal East European Politics and Societies (32: 2, May 2018, eds. James Krapfl and Barbara J.Falk) devoted to the essay, and afull text with an introduction by Wilson is available there. Other full-text versions in both languages are also readily available on the web.


    Presidential addresses by Havel will be cited by title and year. Texts of these addresses are available on the website of Prague Castle, the seat of the Czech presidency: the Czech versions may be found at http://old.hrad.cz/president/Havel/speeches/index.html, and the English versions (of those addresses that have been translated) are at http://old.hrad.cz/president/Havel/speeches/index_uk.html. Czech versions of the presidential addresses also exist in various volumes of Havel’s Spisy, and English translations for some of the major addresses from the early-to-mid 1990s are available in Václav Havel, The Art of the Impossible: Politics as Morality in Practice (New York: Knopf, 1997).


    Havel’s plays are cited by name. Czech versions of most of the plays may be found in Havel, Spisy 2; for Leaving, see Václav Havel, Spisy 8: Projevy ajiné texty 1999–2006. Prosím stručně. Odcházení (Prague: Torst, 2007). English translations of certain plays may be found in: Václav Havel, The Garden Party and Other Plays (New York: Grove Press, 1994); Václav Havel, Vaněk Plays, trans. Jan Novák (New York: Theater 61 Press); Václav Havel, Leaving, trans. Paul Wilson (New York: Theater 61 Press); Václav Havel, The Memo, trans. Paul Wilson (New York: Theater 61 Press); and Václav Havel, The Beggar’s Opera, trans. Paul Wilson (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2001).


    The editors of this volume have collaborated with the authors on translating two chapters in this volume (“home, homeland” and “prison”) from Czech into English.
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    Responsibility: odpovědnost


    Barbara J.Falk and Daniela Bouvier-Valenta


    Responsibility is our obligation which is, to acertain extent, ametaphysical one. It is acommitment to aspecial partner, to the memory of being, to acertain complexity of the world. It is our commitment to what gives meaning to everything that exists.


    — Václav Havel, 20071


    Introduction


    This chapter analyzes the concept and multiple meanings of responsibility and shared or co-responsibility (odpovědnost and spoluodpovědnost respectively) as elaborated in the feuilletons, longer essays, and political speeches of Václav Havel. Our arguments are based on anumber of interrelated assumptions. First, Havel’s work on responsibility is situated in late-20th century philosophical discussions as well as the Czech tradition of phenomenology (the work of Jan Patočka). Second, all Havel’s works should be interrogated—after all, they were written by the same person. Indeed, Havel often “tested out” the same ideas he skillfully elaborated in essays in his plays, both through the development of his characters and the trajectories of the plots in which they found themselves, although in this chapter we limit ourselves to the former.2 Third, Havel’s views on responsibility are intrinsically connected to his formulations of both power and truth, which are examined elsewhere in this volume. After an overall analysis of the numerical incidence of responsibility in the Havelian canon, the specific words used, and how they are translated, we discuss Havel’s original contribution to the philosophical examination of responsibility, after which we elaborate our “trinitarian” view of power, truth, and responsibility. Havel’s differentiation of individual and shared responsibility (or co-responsibility) is also analyzed. Because Havel wrote about responsibility concretely, we discuss specific examples—responsibility for the past and the work of commemoration and recognition of historical wrongdoing; forms of global responsibility across borders; and responsibility to and for the environment. Throughout the chapter, we provide concrete textual examples to support our analysis. Finally, we conclude that not only does Havel’s concept of responsibility matter, but that his elaboration matters especially now.


    Asearch in the archival documentation center of the Václav Havel Library reveals that the number of documents in which Havel discusses responsibility is quite comparable to the number of documents in which he discusses power and truth. The search turns up 1286 Czech-language and 211 English-language documents on “responsibility,” 2159 Czech-language and 183 English-language documents on “power,” and 1353 Czech-language documents and 82 English-language documents on “truth.” The documents translated into English are mostly public speeches given by Havel, with ahandful of interviews as well as afew articles and written statements. The Czech-language search also includes aconsiderable amount of scanned personal correspondence; Havel’s plays and poetry and other published texts, such as his letters to Olga, that also exist elsewhere in English translation; audio of Havel’s radio appearances; some of Havel’s older texts from the 1950s and 1960s; and ahandful of other materials. Because the archival documents translated into English are largely from Havel’s most public discussions of his views and beliefs, they are alogical place to begin our analysis of his understanding of the concept of responsibility. In atextual analysis of the Havelian oeuvre, acomparison of the English-language translations of Havel’s references to responsibility with their Czech counterparts indicates that there is little discrepancy in translation practices.


    It is almost always the Czech word odpovědnost that is translated as “responsibility” in the English-language versions of documents. Throughout, Havel interprets responsibility as adeeply personal, individual, spiritual concept that underlies much of his overall philosophy and especially his thinking on the concept of power and on individuals in positions of power. In 1995, speaking at Harvard University, he states: “Regardless of where Ibegin my thinking about the problems facing our civilization, Ialways return to the theme of human responsibility, which seems incapable of keeping pace with civilization and preventing it from turning against the human race.”3 He repeats many times that the greatest task for the coming era was “aradical renewal of our sense of responsibility.”4


    However, Havel also frequently uses the word spoluodpovědnost, which is generally translated as “co-responsibility” or “shared responsibility.” Decidedly, Havel does not mean “collective responsibility” when he discusses spoluodpovědnost; in fact, he very explicitly warns against the potential dangers of collective responsibility in its traditional sense, which he believed allows individuals to absolve themselves of responsibility and complicity under the assumption that someone else will take on the work of taking care of the collective good.5 Speaking at the Oslo Conference on “The Anatomy of Hate” in August 1990, he goes so far as to say that such asociety deprived of individual responsibilities is “awonderful starting point for collective hatred,” especially in its propensity to subscribe to the idea of collective “otherness.”6


    Rather, Havel’s idea of co-responsibility derives from individuals who realize their own full responsibility to their communities and their world. As Aviezer Tucker points out, this burden of co-responsibility—often expressed as responsibility to the transcendental order of Being, or to the world as awhole, is based on his own synthesis of Heidegger, Patočka and Levinas.7 Individual and co-responsibility exist at various levels, which one can imagine as ever larger concentric circles emanating from each individual.8 Havel discusses the responsibility of citizens to their local community and state, of political rulers to their citizens, of states to the world system, of people to their place in history and to future generations, and generally of humanity to the health and well-being of the planet. All these types of responsibility are still very personal and active; individual senses of responsibility make up the sense of shared responsibility.


    Responsibility in philosophy: Havel’s engagement


    Havel’s views on responsibility require contextualization. In terms of personal formation, Havel grew up in aprosperous First Republic home; his patrician father Václav expanded the family construction and property business while his uncle founded the Barrandov film studios. Václav and his brother Ivan were steeped in “the intellectual atmosphere of Masarykian humanism”—surrounded by good books, with parents devoted to their sons’ well-being who were themselves involved in their communities through civil society engagement.9 However, while Havel was indeed privileged, he was also painfully aware of his status—during his younger years as bourgeois in avillage context, later as teenaged “class enemy” who was deemed unworthy of an academic education. In analyzing himself, Havel surmised that early experiences of exclusion and instability fostered asense of absurdity, as well as antagonism toward undeserved advantage, social humiliation, and any form of indignity. Havel’s own self-awareness, desire to bear witness, speak truth, and develop personal responsibility beyond oneself toward the world reflects his upbringing. Indeed, he acknowledged that “no one ever develops and achieves self-awareness in avacuum, beyond all eras and systems. The period you grow up in and mature in always influences your thinking.”10 However, Havel was not alone in his resuscitation of responsibility as atheoretical concept and essential axiom.


    In terms of later intellectual formation, Havel’s deliberations can be situated within alate-20th century philosophical treatment of responsibility that includes Hans Jonas, Paul Ricoeur, Jan Patočka, and Emmanuel Levinas.11 In turn Havel’s work has influenced his interpreters, including, inter alia, Jean Bethke Elshtain, Martin Beck Matuštík, and Aviezer Tucker. Hans Jonas generated arenewed continental discussion of responsibility with his 1984 text The Imperative of Responsibility: In Search of Ethics for the Technological Age.12 Jonas developed what might be called ademanding and environmentally sustainable categorical imperative of responsibility, which requires human action to be “compatible with the permanence of genuine human life,” or to not act in such amanner that destroys the future possibility of life.13 This extensive view of inter-generational responsibility aligns with Havel’s views about responsibility for the environment.


    There are two lines of reasoning regarding responsibility in Paul Ricoeur’s thought, one legal and one anthropological, and the latter is consonant with the predominant view in the Havelian canon. In contract law, responsibility is alegal obligation, requiring the parties to be fully competent in terms of ability (age, cognition) and also action (not under duress). Ignoring one’s responsibility leads to abreach of legal obligation and liability. Anthropologically, and in moral philosophy, responsibility begins with immediate family, especially via the assumption of parental responsibility and providing physical and emotional sustenance for children. This responsibility does not require the bonds of social solidarity, trust, law, or expectations of reciprocity; it just is. Yet parental responsibility points to an inherent conceptual and social tension, the contradiction of both autonomous (free) action and the limitation of another’s autonomy.14 Both freedom and responsibility in this sense are fragile and limited. In Matuštík’s view, Havel’s approach to responsibility echoes both Fyodor Dostoevsky and Emmanuel Levinas in Letters to Olga: “responsibility establishes an asymmetrical ethical situation” that cannot “be preached, but merely borne.”15 There is no expectation of reciprocity. This conception, we submit, is similar to Ricoeur’s anthropological responsibility but also, as Matuštík elaborates, to Patočka’s sense of responsibility as an ethical response to existence and truth.


    Havel’s view of responsibility is also deeply influenced, as are many of his philosophical reflections, by Jan Patočka, especially Patočka’s elaboration of the “care for the soul” and the “solidarity of the shaken”—both of which are undergirded by athick notion of responsibility. For both Patočka and Havel, philosophy is not only an introspective activity, but avita activa requiring courage and risk. “Care for the soul” demands personal responsibility and commitment and eschews nihilism and decadence. Moreover, care for the soul is beyond philosophizing or reflection, and implies “praxis” and a“specific target”—truth.16 For Patočka, Socrates as an ideal and aprototype personifies care for the soul; for Havel, the individual citizen reclaiming responsibility and living in truth is paramount.17 Both Havel and Patočka are acutely aware of both the historical and philosophical traumas of the preceding centuries—rapid industrialization, the two world wars, the political laboratory made of Mitteleuropa by the twin ideologies of fascism and authoritarian communism, the collapse of metaphysical certainty, the death of God. Yet the survival of culture, common humanity, authenticity, and decency depends upon recognizing and addressing these traumas head on, developing what Patočka calls the “solidarity of the shaken.” Again, taking responsibility is paramount.


    In Letters to Olga, Havel focuses on the importance of responsibility as adriving first principle, both in politics and philosophy. In one letter, he states that:


    […] the importance of the notion of human responsibility has grown in my meditations. It has begun to appear, with increasing clarity, as that fundamental point from which all identity grows and by which it stands or falls, it is the foundation, the root, the center of gravity, the constructional principle of the axis of identity, something like the “idea” that determines its degree and type.18


    And later in the same letter:


    [H]uman responsibility is precisely the agent by which one defines oneself as aperson vis-à-vis the universe, that is, as the miracle of Being that one is […] Iwould say that responsibility for oneself is aknife we use to carve our own inimitable features in the panorama of Being; it is the pen with which we write into the history of Being that story of the fresh creation of the world that each new human existence always is.19


    Havel’s elaboration is similar to philosopher Hannah Arendt’s statement in The Human Condition, which in turn has later echoes in Paul Ricoeur’s view of human birth as ontologically engendering responsibility:


    The miracle that saves the world, the realm of human affairs, from its normal, “natural” ruin is ultimately the fact of natality, in which the faculty of action is ontologically rooted. It is, in other words, the birth of new men [sic] and the new beginning, the action they are capable of by virtue of being born. Only the full experience of this capacity can bestow upon human affairs faith and hope, those two essential characteristics of human existence which Greek antiquity ignored altogether, discounting the keeping of faith as avery uncommon and not too important virtue and counting hope among the evils of illusion in Pandora’s box.20


    To bring Arendt to Havel, the action she describes, the vita activa she prescribes, reclaiming agency and exercising power in the sense of acting together in concert, is exactly what we call the “thick” notion of responsibility and co-responsibility that Havel suggests. Havel requires we take action and assume responsibility. But he also argues this sense of responsibility is something we deserve by virtue of our humanity—necessary for our well-being so we are not reduced to aset of skills that can be replaced via robots or artificial intelligence.21


    In Tucker’s reading, Havel parts with Heidegger on morality and with Kant on the absolutism of categorical imperatives. “Responsibility for Being is the basis of absolute, nonsituational, deontological, non-anthropomorphic morality,” Tucker writes, effectively the opposite of aphilosophical consequentialism.22 As with Matuštík, Tucker credits Havel’s inspiration to Levinas, especially his “ethics of responsibility to Being”—as is evident here:


    [E]ither the primordial, “irresponsible” “responsible for everything” gradually takes on—through its existence-in-the-world, space and time—the dimensions of the responsibility of the “I” for itself and responsibility “toward” (in other words, becomes “the responsibility of man for his own responsibility”) and thus leads man to apermanent, and permanently deepening, relation with the integrity of Being—or else man devalues such Responsibility, retreats from it, renounces it (with the help of various self-deceptions) and replaces it with autilitarianism that is completely tied to the demand of his existence-in-the-world. His morality is then the morality of the “hypothetical imperative” (for instance, he cares for—including those who have yet to come—only to the extent that is useful and practical within the terms of his own existence-in-the-world).23


    Already we see Havel’s critique of consequentialism—when responsibility is reduced to autilitarian calculus, we are on aslippery moral slope.


    In adifferent vein, Jean Bethke Elshtain reflects on Havel to resolve the age-old philosophical contradiction between theory and practice, theoria and praxis. For Elshtain, Havel’s approach to theory and practice offer an alternative to the anti-foundationalism of Richard Rorty. Havel is concerned with immediacy—both enacting and performing political thought, but also (ironically and seriously) re-enacting by taking responsibility for the past cognizant of the dangers of repeating it.24 And here we begin to see the connection between not only theory and practice, but politics and theater. In Elshtain’s reading of Havel, “politics is the sphere of concrete responsibility; just as theater is the concrete institution in which characters enact positions.”25 Rejecting the binary of intentionality and consequentialism, Havel offers narrative and character development. Not unsurprisingly, Havel’s most famous essay offers aparable about, not aphilosophical entrée to, power. In “The Power of the Powerless,” Havel is silent on the greengrocer’s deliberation to remove the sign from his shop window (something simply “snaps”) and his injunction to “life in truth” is maddeningly vague as well. Still, the story resonates, and responsibility is the necessary corollary if any actions toward living in truth result.


    Responsibility: Havel’s evolution before 1989


    Havel was never a“professional” philosopher in the vein of Kant, Patočka, or Ricoeur. He was in adifferent tradition, in keeping with Marx and Machiavelli, aspectateur-engagé, neither solely witness nor activist but both. He was aphilosopher as aside hustle to his day job, and that day job kept shifting from theater to politics, and often included both. Particularly after assuming public office in 1990, his philosophical reflections on responsibility are often embedded in his commentary on national and global affairs. And if Havel is well known for his elaboration of two important philosophical concepts, however, it is usually not responsibility but his discussion of truth and power. Indeed, power and truth are the subjects, respectively, of his most famous essay, “The Power of the Powerless,” and his personal motto—“truth and love must prevail over lies and hatred.” Yet without understanding responsibility, you cannot really fully understand either truth or power, nor Havel’s contribution to all three. These three concepts are akind of holy trinity in the Havelian oeuvre. Much like thesis, antithesis, and synthesis are to adiscussion of Hegel’s dialectic; and emotion, chance, and reason are to Clausewitz’s formulation of war as politics by other means; or land, labor, and capital are to the work of Karl Marx.


    Throughout his collected works, Havel weaves together power, truth, and responsibility.


    Already in the archive’s earliest translated document referring specifically to responsibility, Havel’s 1975 letter to Gustáv Husák, the connection between power and responsibility in Havel’s thinking is evident, and this theme continues throughout the documents. Havel emphasizes in this letter that political leaders have both the power and responsibility to determine the climate and conditions of their countries, but that this responsibility must never be absolute. It must be shared with the public; citizens must feel that they, individually, have responsibility for their communities through their daily actions. He warns that by suppressing the vibrancy of ordinary civil society and protecting the absolute power of the leadership, Husák and his government were effectively destroying the spirit of society, and that they should have more carefully considered their historic responsibility to the long-term well-being of their country.26 Of course, Havel elaborates further on the concept of power and especially the power of ordinary people in “The Power of the Powerless,” in which responsibility and its relation to power also explicitly appear approximately 30 times. In these earlier works, Havel’s thinking on responsibility is very clearly tied to his experiences living in what he called alate totalitarian system. In his 1987 essay, “Stories and Totalitarianism,” he laments how advanced totalitarianism spurs the rapid decline of individuality and how its blandness and uniformity lead to rampant irresponsibility. When the centralized system wields all the power, individuals feel helpless, and the concept of individual responsibility vanishes, because ordinary people feel that they have no power to effect change and shape their societies.27


    To the extent there is adissident “program” outlined by Havel—and here we do not constrain dissidence or dissent to Central and Eastern Europe in the 1970s and 1980s but very much as an ongoing phenomenon—it cannot be encapsulated only as “living in truth” or the “power of the powerless” but must include “responsibility to and for the world.”28 This requires indefatigable commitment and is morally and physically exhausting. The bar is high—and this is one of the deepest criticisms of Havel—that not everyone has the necessary human capital or personal resources to “live in truth,” take responsibility, as well as both challenge and assume power directly. This kind of responsibility is purposefully discomforting. This is at the heart of David Ost’s condemnation of Havel—for the resource-weak, living in truth is too tall aprice to pay.29 But here is where we disagree with Ost—Havel never suggests that we all need to live in truth or take responsibility in exactly the same way. Again, the greengrocer is aparable, not arecipe. Resistance and dissent are acontinuum, static in neither time nor space. Alocal struggle to improve working conditions or wrest some respect on the job can result in meaningful change without calling out the boss or demanding regime change—acting “as if” those in power cared and could respond and developing astrategy around piecemeal amelioration. In the Czechoslovak context this is akin to Masarykian drobná práce, the small-scale work of building the political community.30 However, acting “as if” is decidedly not about “state capture” or the grandiose assumption that sweeping political and even institutional reform can fix challenges that are within the realm of political culture, society, or external in nature—as the Soviet model was propped up by force or the threat thereof before 1989. Havel’s approach to the powerless, obtaining some measure of power, is bottom-up and happens in and through what Václav Benda, his Chartist contemporary and prison mate, called the parallel polis.31


    In the same way, ideology obscures power; it allows us aconvenient “out” in terms of taking responsibility, not simply responsibility for living in truth, but also for living alie. Ideology, or just lazy ignorance, makes us more comfortable in our unquestioning obedience and functions pragmatically as alegitimizing principle, even offering the illusion of “identity, dignity, and morality.”32 In living alie, you don’t need to actually accept the lie as alie—just your life as it is. Thus, Havel famously states: “individuals confirm the system, fulfill the system, make the system, are the system.”33 In Havel’s play The Memorandum, managing director Gross engages in exactly this behaviour—by accepting the logic of his slick underling Ballas and the imposition of the obfuscatory “new” and “rational” language Ptydepe, by wanting to “salvage this and that”—he actually confirms the system and, intentionally or not, promotes the lie.34 Even when later exonerated, he cannot take responsibility or act courageously. This is also effectively Havel’s criticism of Alexander Dubček upon signing the Moscow Protocols—hoping to recapture some gains, but in reality, because “[t]he leadership made concession after concession in the hopes of salvaging something […] all it did was saw off the very limb it was sitting on.”35


    In his essay, “On Evasive Thinking,” Havel discusses how false contextualization, constant equivocation, what he calls “vacuous verbal balancing acts”—which today we might call media efforts to include “balance” in reporting where none exists—contributes simultaneously to the effectiveness of ideology and indolence, robbing an individual of agency or even the basis for evidence-based analysis and reflection. For how can there be balance when one side is unhinged from any connection to rationality, fact, or truth, however defined? In Havel’s words: “When we lose touch with reality, we inevitably lose the ability to influence reality effectively.”36 For Havel, if there is no agency, there is no responsibility.


    Responsibility: Havel’s evolution after 1989


    After the collapse of Communism in 1989, Havel’s speeches turn more concretely to the politics of the here and now, and how responsibility is inextricably interlinked with freedom and democracy. In his “New Year’s Address to the Nation” on January 1, 1990, Havel discusses the legacies of the communist period, including aweakened community and moral atmosphere. He argues that everyone must accept some measure of responsibility for the world in which they lived under Communism, and therefore for reviving avibrant civil society moving forward. He especially emphasizes that governments cannot achieve much on their own and that “freedom and democracy include participation and therefore responsibility from us all.”37 Later that same month, in an address to the Polish Sejm and Senate in Warsaw, he further discusses, now liberated from the dark repression of totalitarian rule, an ambitious new presidential program:


    [T]obring into politics asense of culture, of moral responsibility, of humanity, of humility and respect for the fact that there is something higher above us, that our behavior is not lost in the black hole of time but is written down and evaluated somewhere, that we have neither the right nor the reason to think that we understand everything and have license to do anything we wish.38


    From this passage we see Havel believed not only that leaders are responsible to their citizens and communities in the immediate sense, but also that the responsibility of all people to the global community of the present and the future is equally as important.


    In his 1994 “New Year’s Address to the Nation,” he further elaborates that “democracy is asystem based on trust in the human sense of responsibility,” and that politicians should “think less about making their mark and belittling others and more about the common good.”39 Having the power of leadership places aparticular individual burden due to that person’s ability to affect so many people’s lives far into the future. Thus, Havel is adamant that “politics should principally be the domain of people with aheightened sense of responsibility.”40


    By the end of his presidency, Havel confidently describes how his political activity was rooted in the concepts of humility and common human decency, growing from the tradition of Czech leaders and thinkers such as Jan Amos Komenský (Comenius) and Tomáš Garrigue Masaryk. His philosophy and approach to leadership crisply focus on responsibility or “politics as the practice of responsibility toward the world, not merely as atechnique of power; politics as true service to one’s fellow citizens and their descendants.”41 Havel’s thinking on responsibility throughout these documents is extremely conscious of the long term, of how the past affects the present and the present the future, and of how people can never know the impact their words and actions will have once they are no longer alive themselves.


    Havel’s speeches also display adeep commitment to learning from the past and understanding how it affects the present. In particular, Havel references the traumatic impact of two historical catastrophes repeatedly as key turning points and lessons: the 1938 Munich Agreement that resulted in the dismemberment of Czechoslovakia, and the Holocaust and the destruction of European Jewry. With respect to Munich, Havel seeks to demonstrate, more broadly, the irresponsibility and short-sightedness of appeasement policies, as well as potential devastating long-term consequences. He warns against repeating ahistorical inability “to recognize emerging evil in time,” which he believes grew out of an “absence of awider sense of responsibility for the world.”42 Regarding the Holocaust, Havel also emphasizes how an evasion and erasure of personal responsibility made the Nazi Endlösung possible. He describes the Holocaust as an event so horribly devastating that he believes it “compels us to perceive the true weight of our responsibility for this world” in away few other historical events have the ability to do.43 In aspeech given at amemorial concert for Czechoslovak Holocaust victims, Havel brings particular attention once again to the individual and to how “thousands of anonymous, non-homicidal anti-Semites helped send their fellow citizens to the gas chambers” through all sorts of daily, seemingly minor actions that collectively created the environment in which such atrocities could occur with impunity. He finishes this speech with an appeal for people not to instinctively avoid what shocks them but to face it head on and repeatedly in an effort to maintain aconsciousness of the “universal nature of […] responsibility.”44


    More generally, Havel often speaks about how central Europeans have been geographically and historically at the centre of conflicts spurred by deeply rooted prejudices, national and otherwise. Only by remembering these tragic events, facing them head-on, and working to overcome their root causes, can Europeans set themselves on anew path leading into the twenty-first century, founded in “mutual understanding and genuine trust.”45 At adinner in honour of German chancellor Helmut Kohl in 1992, he waxes poetically on “ahistorical chance to make the ancient dream of Europe come true,” one which rejects “alienating ideologies, nationalism, intolerance and asense of superiority, aEurope unified in its differences.”46 He expresses his belief that “an aspect of our common sense of responsibility for Europe” is to make this dream come true.47 He puts these arguments into specific practice throughout the 1990s in the context of the Yugoslav wars, calling on the Council of Europe in June 1995 to condemn the violence in the Balkans and play its part in bringing an end to the conflict that went against all the values upon which the Council was founded.48 Later that year, speaking in Prague, he repeats that the cult of collectivism at the root of the Yugoslav wars could not co-exist with asociety based on astrong sense of individual human responsibility, essential to ahealthy and free democracy.49 During the first NATO summit that the Czech Republic joined as anew member of the alliance in 1999, Havel again spoke of combatting ethnic hatred and fanaticism—and in so doing defended the bombing campaign in Kosovo, adivisive topic within the country at the time.50


    Throughout his political career, Havel remained astaunch supporter of the European Union (EU), partially as an antidote to dangerous particularism and nationalism. He expressed concern regarding the potential slide from patriotism to dangerous nationalism, which he saw as aform of personal and collective irresponsibility. In 1999 Havel points out that, while the Czechs were celebrating their victory in the world ice hockey championship, in “an outburst of adarkly archetypal love of our own tribe” a“few people of adifferent colour of skin” were beaten up.51 Indeed, responsibility for Europe and its past is interwoven in Havel’s oeuvre with avoiding narrow patriotism, aform of “self-love [and] rejection of all that is different” while embracing “wise and responsible engagement.”52 He also understood the paradoxes inherent in European “civilization”—which once irresponsibly and aggressively imposed its values on the planet, but in the postwar era sought to mend fences and repair the neighbourhood—effectively eliminating violence as ameans of political action. In a2000 speech to the European Parliament, Havel states:


    The technical civilisation which now extends all over our planet has its earliest origins on European soil, and was decisively influenced by the Euro-Atlantic sphere of civilisation. Europe thus has aspecial responsibility for the condition of this civilisation. But this responsibility must never again take the form of aforcible exportation of our own values, ideas or properties into the rest of the world.53


    Unlike some leaders who engage in double discourse, with contradictory messages for foreign versus domestic audiences, Havel is consistent. In his advice to the Czech Chamber of Deputies the same year, he acknowledges Europe’s “forcible exportation of its culture, its religion, its civilizational values to the rest of the world” was an “erroneous path” while highlighting European responsibility for external threats and challenges.54 He was certainly no advocate of “Fortress Europe.” Later he would call for “reinforced responsibility”—for “unifying, rich and advanced Europe” as awhole but especially for newer EU states to recall not only advantages of membership but also their full share of responsibility as well.55 His statements form asharp rebuke to contemporary Central European illiberal Euroskeptics such as Viktor Orbán who bash Brussels but happily accept EU development funds.56


    While president, Havel also repeatedly discussed responsibility with reference to global politics; his speeches keep pace with debates from the mid-1990s regarding the scale and rapidity of technological, social, cultural, economic and political globalization. Havel was not anti-globalization but advocated an all-encompassing global responsibility on the part of citizens, states, and regions for increased global cooperation, reform of the United Nations, as well as participation in multilateral fora, transnational trade, and treaty regimes. Yet Havel’s warning regarding speed and depth of globalization surpassing human capacity and humility to morally cope with the consequences is prescient: “Globalization in the fields of information and business is not accompanied by agrowing sense of global responsibility. Conscience appears to be limping behind science, research and technology.”57


    Co-responsibility: spoluodpovědnost


    Spoluodpovědnost, the shared burden of responsibility, is invoked time and again with respect to membership in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).58 Speaking to the Czech Chamber of Deputies in 1993 about seeking NATO membership, Havel emphasizes that the position of the Czech Republic in the center of Europe on the border of West and East created “aparticularly acute awareness of [Czech] co-responsibility for European security.”59 He stresses throughout his years as the leader of the country, as well as afterwards, that joining NATO and other organizations would bring greater safety and possibilities for peace to the Czech Republic, but also prove the country’s willingness to assume its share of responsibility for the state of the continent and the world as awhole, essential in an increasingly globalizing and insecure world.


    One arena stands out in the Havelian canon regarding his frequent invocations of global responsibility: the Forum 2000 initiative founded by Havel together with Japanese philanthropist Yohei Sasakawa and Nobel Peace Prize Laureate and Holocaust survivor Elie Wiesel. From 1997 onward, annual conferences organized by the Forum 2000 Foundation have attracted global “norm entrepreneurs” and participants “whose common denominative is experience with bearing responsibility.”60 As Havel states in the 1999 opening ceremony of Forum 2000: “[A]ll the Forums have had one thing in common, that is, our concern for the world of today; the search for the sources of new responsibility for the world, and the responsibility that could protect our world from the threats that are looming over us.”61 One year later, Havel reiterates the “responsibility-mission” of Forum 2000: “[I]n this era of Globalization it is most important to foster aglobal responsibility of man for this world, of awareness of belonging to humanity, of caring for the world on which we live [emphasis in original].” For Havel this “elementary responsibility for the world” is a“moral minimum,” acritical undertaking for common humanity.62 By linking responsibility to humanity, Havel provides the basis for rights and obligations we have by virtue of being human—the conceptual foundation for understanding and enacting human rights. However, Forum 2000 conferences have not simply resulted in hortatory platitudes regarding greater responsibility but include concrete projects and initiatives. In 2017, under the auspices of Forum 2000, the International Coalition for Democratic Renewal (ICDR), a“group of intellectuals, activists, and politicians, concerned with the expansion of power and influence of authoritarian regimes and the simultaneous weakening of democratic systems from within” issued the Prague Appeal, addressing declining living standards, anti-immigration sentiment, “post-truth” politics, and the erosion of support for liberal democracy.63


    Havel’s focus on the shared global responsibility for the world and the well-being of future generations quite logically translates into genuine and deep concern for the health of the environment, well before aglobal consensus emerged on the impact of climate change.64 As early as 1984, in his essay “Politics and Conscience,” Havel extends his concept of responsibility to the environment and the ecosphere as awhole.65 Later in his political career, as well as afterwards as aprivate citizen, Havel focused increasingly explicitly on climate change and other ecological concerns. In 1997, speaking at Taras Shevchenko National University in Kyiv, he cites the nuclear disaster in Chernobyl as amajor warning of human innovation exposing humanity to “unprecedented dangers unless we somehow try to deepen our responsibility for this world,” lamenting the arrogance and political interests that led to this disaster with such enormous ecological and human costs.66 In 2002, in the wake of major flooding in Prague and elsewhere in the country, he writes forcefully in an article for the Financial Times about the importance of humans accepting responsibility for their actions, specifically for “the often over-extravagant development of our civilisation” and “long-term attacks on the natural fabric of the landscape.”67 In this article, he pleads for us to be cognizant of the damage we have done and continue to do to the world in which we live, as well as to “learn about the impact of our activities on the environment and to draw the right lessons from what we learn,” lest we allow ourselves to live through avoidable and increasingly extreme natural disasters. In his 2003 “New Year’s Address,” he hopes that the lesson learned from the floods would be that “we are not the masters of the world, the universe, our planet and nature, but are only apart of them,” and that it is imperative to always consider the long-term impacts of human development on the well-being of the planet and future generations.68


    While accepting the Mahatma Gandhi Peace Prize in India, Havel continued this plea to consider humanity’s long-term responsibility to our planet, emphasizing that, while large corporations may have the most damaging effects on the environment, it is the behaviour of ordinary citizens that allows these impersonal giants to continue their destructive activity. In 2007, he wrote about climate change for the International Herald Tribune, calling for increased “education, ecological training and ethics,” for people to take climate change more seriously, and to consider the responsibility of current generations to take care of the planet for the prosperity of future generations.69 Here is where he echoes the multigenerational environmental responsibility of Hans Jonas. Even when discussing such aglobal and all-encompassing issue, his focus is constantly on individual responsibility, and on how the collective actions of individuals have the ability to effect great change.


    One of the last areas addressed by Havel, now acting as aglobal statesman and norm entrepreneur rather than apolitical officeholder, is the UN’s commitment to the Responsibility to Protect (R2P). Given his previous positions and commitments, R2P was anatural fit for Havel. The underlying principle of R2P is that, while retaining sovereignty, when astate fails to protect its own citizens from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity, the international community has aresponsibility to step in, first to prevent such mass atrocity violence, to assist states in meeting these obligations and finally, and only as alast resort, to intervene to protect civilians when astate manifestly fails to provide such protection.70 Havel was heartened by the “clear and unequivocal” commitment made by the United Nations 2005 World Summit to R2P, and together with Archbishop Desmond Tutu he co-authored an introduction to an edited collection by Jared Genser and Irwin Cotler on the topic.71 Yet Havel was not always discerning in his enthusiasm for humanitarian intervention. He backed the US-led coalition in 2003 War in Iraq and in 2011 supported Western military action in Libya. He did not live long enough to weigh in on the much-criticized “mission creep” that attended NATO’s Operation Unified Protector in Libya or how the invasion of Iraq facilitated the growth of Daesh or ISIS.72 We can only surmise that Havel would have continued to both follow and intervene in these debates and would not have shied away from the challenges of mixed motives for intervention, or hypocrisy of decisive intervention in some cases (Libya) but not others (Darfur, Syria).


    Conclusion


    Havel’s views on responsibility continue to matter because his work resonates with relevance to contemporary political and social life, both globally and locally. In addressing the dehumanizing and omnipresent power of communist regimes and generally all forms of what he calls “anonymous, impersonal and inhuman power—the power of ideologies, systems, apparat, bureaucracy, artificial languages and political languages”—Havel suggests in “Politics and Conscience” that we each take responsibility to live in truth.73 Responsibility implied resistance and dissent then, and it does so now, and must include among its targets “consumption, advertising, technology, or cliché”—the extent to which these modes and methods deny the limits of the natural world.74 In apassage outlining what he means by “antipolitics,” Havel echoes again aKantian commitment to deontological rather than utilitarian ethics, as well as the Aristotelian ideal of practical morality (which he echoed again later by inverting Aristotle with his speech and later book of the same name, The Art of the Impossible). His “responsible politics” (our phraseology) is based on “practical morality, service to the truth, as essentially human and humanly measured care for our fellow humans.”75


    By focusing on building acivic culture based on human rights, economic justice, and stewardship of the environment, Havel exhorts the EU to “revive the tradition of responsibility for the world that its culture once helped to articulate.”76 These are not quaint or empty words—the European project was birthed as aresult of two catastrophic world wars and is worth defending. It remains the great example of pooled sovereignty, neither apost-national state nor simply acompendium of treaties, that allows for multiple and shared identities, as well as collective economic and social action. In aspeech delivered to George Washington University on April 22, 1993, soon after the Velvet Divorce, Havel’s words resonate profoundly as awarning for our current moment:


    In asituation where one thing has collapsed and something new does not yet exist, many people feel hollow and frustrated. The state is afertile ground for phenomena such as scapegoat-hunting, radicalism of all kinds, and the need to hide behind the anonymity of agroup, whether socially or ethnically based. It encourages hatred of the world, self-affirmation at all costs, the feeling that everything is now permitted, and the unparalleled flourishing of selfishness that goes along with this. It gives rise to the search for acommon and identifiable enemy, to political extremism, to the most primitive cult of consumerism, to acarpetbagging morality, stimulated by the historically unprecedented restructuring of property relations, and so on and on.77


    In the destabilizing aftermath of the 2009 global financial crisis; the widening gap between the very wealthy and the rest of humanity; an increasing rise in xenophobia, anti-Semitism, and Islamophobia; cultural narcissism and casual cruelty fostered by reality television, social media and polarizing political leaders, these words still matter. Havel was keenly aware of the potential for violence stoked by hatred at times of political instability and transition.


    While advocating globalization involving both integration and decentralization to alocal and human scale, Havel continued to warn about “various nationalisms, fundamentalisms, or fanaticisms, be they ethnic, religious or ideological.”78 From the same 2001 speech, entitled “Europe’s New Democracies: Leadership and Responsibility,” Havel spoke about how the “information revolution enhances our global interconnection and eliminates all censorship; at the same time, however, it opens up avast expanse of human irresponsibility.”79 Irresponsibility, for Havel, involved “pandering to the masses,” and “politics that opportunistically adapts to the broad and colourful spectrum of prejudices held by the majority.”80 Havel did not live to see the rise of populist illiberalism, but he certainly foresaw how such anarrowing of attitudes given so much accessible information could be possible. To extend Havel’s analysis, the internet and social media (and their underlying algorithms) have destabilized existing democratic structures, weakened truth, and diluted our collective capacity for deliberative discourse and responsible action.


    Returning to our argument that power, truth, and responsibility form aholy trinity in the Havelian canon, the powerless many can have power only if political action is infused with conscience, morality, and even amodicum of “living in truth.” However, “living in truth” only works if the ongoing living happens, and that is the process of claiming and reclaiming political agency and the absolute necessity of taking responsibility for ourselves, our political systems, and our planet. It is the only solution possible for 21st-century responsible politics.
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    Indifference: apatie, lhostejnost


    David S.Danaher


    Paradoxically, though, this indifference [lhostejnost] has become an active social force. Is it not plain indifference [lhostejnost], rather than fear, that brings many to the voting booth, to meetings, to membership in official organizations? Is not the political support enjoyed by the regime to alarge degree simply amatter of routine, of habit, of automatism, of laziness behind which lies nothing but total resignation? Participation in political rituals in which no one believes is pointless, but it does ensure aquiet life—and would it be any less pointless not to participate? One would gain nothing, and lose the quiet life in the bargain.


    — Václav Havel, “Dear Dr. Husák”1


    Introduction


    In this chapter, Itreat the concept of “indifference” as akey word in Havel’s thought from two perspectives. The first involves tracing the features of Havelian indifference in texts where the concept is lexically represented (in his essays, speeches, letters, and his memoir) and also in those texts where the concept plays acentral role without being lexically present (his plays). The second perspective raises the necessary question of translation equivalency with regard to the first set of texts: how are the Czech terms that Havel uses rendered into English by professional translators, and do these translations communicate ameaning equivalent to the meaning of the original Czech words?2 Iwill argue that these two perspectives are related to each other, and Iwill tease out subtle differences in meaning between Czech lhostejnost and the English path-of-least-resistance translation “indifference”—differences that impact Havel’s extension of the term from the everyday and interpersonal to the sociopolitical and philosophical.


    Indeed, we see an indirect hint of the different emphases carried by, on the one hand, English “indifference” and, on the other, Czech lhostejnost in the distinct etymology of each. The English term emerges from Latin in- “not” + different “differing, deferring” with the word in late Middle English meaning “being neither good nor bad” while the Czech term comes from lho- < lehko “easy, light” + stej- (related to Proto-Slavic *stojati “to stand”), yielding asurprising source meaning of something like “being (standing) at ease.”3 In the English, the emphasis falls on an implied act of will on the part of the observer-subject: given achoice, the subject is not moved to choose and remains “indifferent,” an adjective that the OED defines, implicitly privileging the subject, as “without difference of inclination; not inclined to prefer one person or thing to another” and secondarily as “not inclined to one thing or course more than to another; having no inclination or feeling for or against athing.” The Czech etymology directs us elsewhere with decidedly less emphasis on the subject’s will to choose and more on the resulting state that an attitude of lhostejnost leaves the subject in: the subject stands lightly and freely, undisturbed by aneed to favor one entity over another. Indeed, the meaning of the noun in Old Czech was, again quite surprisingly, something like “enjoyment [potěšení]” or even “extravagant merriment [rozmařilé veselí]” and it tended to occur alongside the word rozkoš (“pleasure, delight”); the semantic shift to contemporary “unconcern, indifference” seems to have emerged through the kind of bezstarostnost (“carefreeness, lightheartedness”) that usually accompanies merriment and delight.4 While etymologies are not determinative for later meanings, they can leave atrace. For the English case, we might detect atrace in the OED’s focus on the “inclination” (presumably of the subject-observer), adefinitional element lacking in Czech lexicographic explications of lhostejnost. For the Czech word, we can detect an etymological trace in the epigraph to this chapter, in which Havel describes lhostejnost under Husákian normalization somewhat oddly as “an active social force” that requires conformity to the (meaningless) rituals of public life in exchange for being left alone by state authorities—that is, left to enjoy aprivate “quiet life [klidný život],” which represents asubdued variant of the older Czech carefree merry-making.5


    To explore this more systematically and see why Havel might view lhostejnost as an “active social force” requires us both to examine the general features of Havelian “indifference” beyond this one passage and also to sketch, with the help of the Czech National Corpus (CNC) (https://korpus.cz), acontemporary semantic-discourse portrait of lhostejnost (and related forms). To what extent is Havelian lhostejnost grounded in the baseline Czech understanding of the term (as supplied by CNC data) and how might Havel deviate from—embellish and extend—that baseline definition? And, related to this, do Czech lhostejnost and English “indifference” function as translation equivalents?


    For the purposes of this analysis, Iexamined 26 texts by Havel written from 1956 to 2006.6 Iidentified 102 contexts containing “indifference”-oriented vocabulary with the following distribution of terms:


    
      
        
        
        
      

      
        
          	Word

          	Instances

          	Total frequency
        


        
          	lhostejnost (noun)

          	38

          	37.3%
        


        
          	(ne)lhostejný (adjective)

          	28

          	27.5%
        


        
          	apatie (noun)

          	20

          	19.6%
        


        
          	apatický (adjective)

          	10

          	9.8%
        


        
          	zlhostejnělý (adjective)

          	3

          	2.9%
        


        
          	zlhostejnět (verb)

          	1

          	1%
        


        
          	apaticky (adverb)

          	1

          	1%
        


        
          	lhostejně (adverb)

          	1

          	1%
        

      
    


    As we can see from the chart, Havel uses forms of both Czech lhostejnost and its international doublet apatie (“apathy”) with the former predominating over the latter (about 70% to 30%). Usage of these words cuts across both times periods (pre- and post-1989) and genres (essays, open letters, addresses and speeches, prison letters, along interview in the form of acollaborative book, amemoir). This vocabulary is particularly evident in three major texts, Letters to Olga with 35 examples and both “Dear Dr. Husák” and “The Power of the Powerless” with 12 examples each; it is evident to alesser degree also in one book-length text written after 1989, his memoir To the Castle and Back, with eight.


    In what follows, Ifirst examine the general features of Havelian indifference in texts where the concept is lexically represented as well as those where it is not. Then, relying on data from the CNC, Ilook at translation equivalents for the terms and also at collocational data from contexts in the CNC as compared to Havel’s usage.7 In doing so, Idemonstrate that Havel’s understanding of “indifference” as akey word emerges more from the meaning of Czech lhostejnost than English “indifference,” and that his account is arguably as relevant for us in the post-1989 globalized world as it was for Czechoslovaks (and other East Central Europeans) prior to 1989.


    Features of Havelian indifference


    In summarizing Havel’s understanding of the term, Iwill proceed chronologically and focus mainly on the texts mentioned above, which will serve to illustrate the development of Havel’s thought. The first major text in which “indifference” plays acentral role is his 1975 open letter “Dear Dr. Husák,” the text which contains this chapter’s epigraph.


    Havel addressed this letter to Gustáv Husák, who was at the time the general secretary of the Czechoslovak Communist Party, and his intention was to describe “normalized” and “consolidated” Czechoslovak society after the 1968 Soviet invasion. As the epigraph makes clear, Havel saw the “indifference” of the general public, cultivated by the regime that Husák led, as one of this society’s driving forces. As Havel makes clear in the letter, the post-invasion regime encouraged an attitude of civic indifference, which was preferable, from the regime’s perspective at least, to the unrest (neklid) of the 1960s and which would enable the regime to keep its hold on power. In the section immediately preceding the epigraph, Havel asserts that the invasion, followed soon after by apolicy of Husákian “normalization,” led Czechoslovaks to turn inward and seek ways of escape from apublic sphere in which they felt powerless. Czechoslovaks succumbed “to apathy [apatie], to indifference [nezájem]8 toward suprapersonal values and their fellow men, to spiritual passivity and depression.”9 Normalization introduced a“system of existential pressure”10 that encouraged “external adaptation”11 to the new circumstances as “the only effective method of self-defense” for citizens.12 Citizens were encouraged to be indifferent to public life while nonetheless participating in civic rituals that symbolically affirmed their allegiance to the regime. Havel called this “public bribery”13: by adapting to conditions according to these rules, citizens were allowed to focus on their private lives without interference from the authorities. Most people, the regime reasoned, did not want to “spend their days in ceaseless conflict with authority… So why not do what is required of you? It costs you nothing, and in time you cease to bother about it.”14 Those who did try to resist became viewed by ever more “indifferent neighbors [zlhostejnělé okolí]” as eccentrics, fools, Don Quixotes, and those “indifferent neighbors [zlhostejnělá komunita] may expel such aperson from their midst or shun him as required, for appearances’ sake, while sympathizing with him in secret or in private, hoping to still their conscience by clandestine approval of someone who acts as they themselves should, but cannot.”15


    To encourage ashift from outward to inward concerns, the regime partially refocused the economy on the consumer sector: outward-looking citizens could thereby become inward-focused consumers, and the authorities “welcome[d] and support[ed] this spillover of energy into the private sphere.”16 Havel writes that by “fixing aperson’s whole attention on his mere consumer interests, it is hoped to render him incapable of realizing the increasing extent to which he has been spiritually, politically, and morally violated.”17 The deal the regime cut with the public came with areward, but the moral costs of accepting it were, in Havel’s estimate, high.


    Havel concludes the letter by reiterating that indifference was officially encouraged and adding that this strategy activated acertain historical tendency in Czechs and Slovaks to “succumb to total apathy [lhostejnost], to take no interest in anything but our bellies, and to spend our time tripping one another up.”18 More generally speaking, Husák’s normalized society amplified the worst human qualities: “egotism, hypocrisy, indifference [lhostejnost], cowardice, fear, resignation, and the desire to escape every personal responsibility, regardless of the general consequences.”19


    In his 1978 master essay, “The Power of the Powerless,” Havel develops his analysis of “indifference” in several ways.20 Indifference as an “active social force” is understood to be acornerstone of leading a“life in lies,” and in the parable of the greengrocer Havel gives us askeletal account of aCzechoslovak who one day decides to no longer play by the rules. The grocer stops placing the sign “Workers of the world, unite!” in his shop window—he ceases being interests becomes an easier path to follow. In “The Power of the Powerless,” then, the concept of indifference begins to have broader philosophical implications.


    Havel continues the theme of extending the scope of indifference beyond the borders of the totalitarian East in his letters from prison, which were written from 1979 to 1983 and published in avolume titled Letters to Olga.24 Again previewing Bělohradský, he notes that the very structure of the modern world encourages an attitude of indifference:


    The world modern man creates is an image of his own condition, and in turn, it deepens that condition. It is aworld that, as they say, has got out of hand. It is driven by forces that utterly betray particular horizons and particular responsibilities. At the same time, the stronger these forces are, the stronger their momentum becomes and the harder they are to control and thus, the stronger the magnetic field dragging man deeper and deeper into his own helplessness, alienation, depersonalization and ultimately—something that may represent the bottom itself—into astate of apathetic [lhostejný] contentment with his condition.25


    Havel also raises “indifference” quite explicitly to the level of aphilosophical category: it is the opposite of faith in Being and becomes for Havel the worst kind of “unbelief” (nevíra). He argues that human life is aconstant spiritual struggle that is “waged by the powers of faith [víra] and the experience of nothingness [zážitek nicoty],” and if the latter wins out, then the “dramatic tension vanishes, man surrenders to apathy [lhostejnost], and faith and meaning exist only as abackdrop against which others become aware of his fall.”26 Genuine absence of meaning and unbelief manifest themselves for Havel as “indifference [lhostejnost], apathy [apatie], resignation, and the decline of existence to the vegetative level.”27 One more thing we might highlight in Letters to Olga is that Havel’s discussion of “indifference” spans the domains of the personal and the sociopolitical28: he devotes anumber of passages to how his own personal apathy plagues him while in prison (it is one of his “bad moods” that he describes at length)29 but then he also, as we have just seen, applies the idea to modern society as awhole.


    In later texts, Havel continues to analyze “indifference” as asociopolitical force. In his presidential memoir, for example, he suggests that general apathy in difficult times is for Czechs aregrettable historical tendency:


    In modern Czech history, asituation repeatedly comes up in which society rises to some great occasion but then its top leaders execute aretreating maneuver, aside step, acompromise; here they capitulate, there they give something up or sacrifice something, and they do it all, naturally, to save the nation’s very existence. And society, traumatized at first, quickly backs down, ‘understands’ its leaders, and ultimately sinks into apathy [apatie] or goes straight into acoma. Then atide of mud inundates public life, the media is taken over by the dregs of society, and only ahandful of dissenters or resisters struggle to maintain the continuity of the free spirit and human dignity, and for their pains they are perceived by the majority of the population as provocateurs who are pointlessly dragging the rest of them into danger.30


    He drives home this point by linking it up with Czech small-mindedness: “Look after Number One, don’t get mixed up in other people’s business, keep your head down, don’t look up.”31 He then recounts an anecdote about afriend of his, the literary critic Jan Lopatka, who had achronic illness, and:


    […] collapsed one afternoon on abusy Prague square. He apparently lay there for two hours before someone helped him and called an ambulance. Indifference [lhostejnost] to others is frequently offered to us as anational program, and many people subscribe to it. Not everyone, of course, and not always; even in the darkest times there have been honorable expressions of solidarity.32


    The idea that indifference represents akind of “national program” certainly evokes Husákian normalization, but undoubtedly not only.


    In the memoir Havel also holds out some hope that “indifference” as asocial force can be eradicated. In discussing American views of the war in Iraq (and more generally apolicy of judicious intervention in the world to combat human-rights abuses), he writes:


    Iam often asked my opinion, and Ialways say the same thing. It’s not possible—and particularly in today’s interconnected world—for us to remain entirely and permanently indifferent [lhostejný] when massive and cruel crimes are committed against people somewhere. You can’t forever tiptoe around aregime that wipes out its own citizens or throws them into swimming pools filled with acid, the way people walked around Jan Lopatka lying helpless on the sidewalk.33


    He also sees hope for the political future of the Czech Republic, particularly given that younger generations are:


    […] no longer deformed by communism. They have not grown up in circumstances that demand hypocrisy and spinelessness, conditions that support selfishness, indifference [lhostejnost] to others, and xenophobia, under aregime that was always talking about the working class, which was meant to be in charge, while in reality cultivating the basest forms of petit bourgeois values in its citizens.34


    Over adozen years after he wrote the memoir and eight years after his death, however, these expressions of hope ring somewhat hollow. We have, alas, become quite adept at the kind of careful tiptoeing-around that Havel laments in the first passage. The second passage raises the additional question of whether the indifference Havel describes was afeature only of pre-1989 East Central Europe: indeed, his analysis of “indifference” in texts prior to 1989 strongly suggests otherwise, and this is apoint Iwill return to shortly.35


    Non-lexical representations of “indifference”: Havel’s plays


    In analyzing “indifference” as akey word in Havel’s thought, Iwould be grossly negligent to omit discussion of his plays. Even though the concept is not lexically represented in the plays, it is astrong motif in most of his plays in one way or another. We could summarize this motif in general terms in the following way: characters in agiven play exist in atheatrical world that is absurdly dysfunctional, but few of them seem to care or even notice, and they focus instead on personal matters, like the characters in The Memo(randum) who are obsessively concerned with what the lunch special of the day is in the office cafeteria. In depicting absurd but recognizable worlds that are populated by characters indifferent to the really important goings-on around them, Havel seeks to activate the audience’s conscience: we bear frustrating witness to the consequences of living in aworld that has been rendered grotesquely absurd—perhaps largely because of the general apathy of those who inhabit it. While each play realizes this process in its own way through specifics of setting and character, the overall thrust of Havel’s theatrical message is to provoke the audience to extrapolate the frustration they experience with the absurdity of the on-stage world to the real world outside of the theater.36 In terms specifically related to “indifference,” the plays ask the audience: to what extent might we focus on our own personal lives to the exclusion of other concerns and how, then, does our disregard for civic matters—our lack of asense of co-responsibility for our community—help to shape that world in which we live?37


    Iwould argue that this is especially true of the Vaněk trilogy of one-act plays, each of which offers apsychological portrait of how living in atotalitarian society deforms identity.38 The character (or rather dramatic principle) of Ferdinand Vaněk acts afoil to his interlocutors: instead of speaking, he remains largely silent and lets his interlocutors—abrewery foreman in Audience, amarried couple with ayoung child in Unveiling, and afellow intellectual in Protest—“confess” to him.39 The audience takes on the implied role of witness to each confession (if not also jury and judge at the implied “trial” of each of Vaněk’s interlocutors). In each of these plays, we see an attempt by Havel to come to terms with the various characters’ “indifference” to the society in which they live: for the brewery foreman, it is grounded in afeeling of powerlessness in the face of his circumstances; for Michal and Věra, there is asemi-conscious realization that they have chosen the wrong life path and they berate Vaněk for his engaged (i.e., “dissident”) life in an increasingly desperate attempt to justify their own lack of engagement, for which they have been allowed amaterially comfortable, if spiritually distressing, life; in the last play, Staněk’s indifference to civic matters is arguably the most nuanced, given that he does seek Vaněk’s help with apolitical matter, but he does so only for very selfish reasons and he is unwilling, when all is said and done, to put his career at risk by committing an act of public dissent.


    All these theatrical scenarios, each in its own way, embody the etymological association with lhostejnost that we noted at the start of this chapter: the characters’ “indifference” is grounded in their desire to be left alone to live their lives and pursue their own interests. None of Vaněk’s interlocutors is, however, satisfied with this state of affairs, and their discomfort—along with how their circumstances have distorted their human dignity—is forcefully conveyed to the audience. In his prose, Havel seems to strongly condemn “indifference” as amoral lapse; in the plays, he complicates this picture by giving the audience aglimpse of the characters’ personal circumstances, which may serve to justify, depending on your reading of the play, their indifferent stances. In other words, he acknowledges that “indifference” is not only apersonal but also astructural matter at the level of society as awhole; at the same time, however, he also refuses to let individual characters off the moral hook. The plays provoke the members of the audience to think through the complexities of this scenario for themselves and ideally in reference to their own lives.


    Afinal point that Iwould make about the plays is that they suggest, like some of the prose works, that “indifference” is aforce operative not only in the pre-1989 East. Ihave taught amonograph course on Havel’s writings at auniversity in the American Midwest for well over adecade, and my students have had no difficulty extrapolating from the indifference implicit in Havel’s play-worlds to their own lives in contemporary America. The complex existential scenario that Havel depicts in his theatrical worlds in an attempt to activate the audience’s collective conscience with regard to their own real-life situations has clear ongoing relevance for the post-1989 globalized world.


    Translation equivalents for lhostejnost and lhostejný


    Given that “indifference” is akey concept in Havel’s oeuvre, we are confronted with the question of his lexical starting point, that is, Czech lhostejnost, and whether it is indeed equivalent in meaning to English “indifference.” We have seen two distinct etymological sources and hinted that there is atrace of the Czech etymology in Havel’s characterization of lhostejnost as an “active social force” under normalization (and beyond). In this section and the next, Iexamine the question of translation equivalency in an effort to go beyond etymology and paint acoherent semantic-discourse portrait of Havel’s understanding of lhostejnost.40


    For abaseline reading of translation equivalency, we can rely on data provided by the CNC’s Treq tool.41 ATreq query for lhostejnost yields 374 examples with the great majority (77%) rendered into English as “indifference”. “Disregard” is the second most frequent translation (6.4%) with “apathy” in third place (4.3%). Other less well-represented translation pathways, which are nonetheless suggestive for asemantic-discourse portrait of lhostejnost, include “inertia,” “casualness,” “indolence,” “carelessness,” “unconcern,” “detachment,” “callousness,” “ignorance,” “insensitivity,” “neglect,” “lack of initiative,” “nonchalance,” and “complacency.”


    The adjective lhostejný yields 528 examples in Treq, and translation pathways are more varied, although “indifferent” still predominates with 54.7% of the English contexts. The phrase “not care” is second at 8.9%, and other possible pathways include “not matter,” “casual,” “insensitive,” “careless,” “impassive,” “oblivious,” “disregard,” “unconcerned,” “lackadaisical,” “apathetic,” “blank (face, mind, expression),” “negligent,” “listless,” “immaterial,” “lethargic,” “unheeding,” “stolid,” “bored,” “inattentive,” “complacent,” “slack,” “lukewarm,” “imperturbed,” “heedless,” “nonchalant,” “phlegmatic,” “impartial,” “blasé.”


    Some examples of the less-frequent translation pathways will suffice to sketch adiscourse portrait that Iflesh out below:


    (1) Talíř přistál snádhernou lhostejností ke všemu, co bylo dole, azničil rozsáhlou oblast jedněch znejdražších nemovitostí na světě, včetně značné části obchodního domu Harrods. “[The flying saucer] had come down with awonderful disregard for anything beneath it and crushed alarge area of some of the most expensive real estate in the world, including much of Harrods.”42


    (2) Toto srovnání ukazuje cynickou lhostejnost vůči obětem porušování lidských práv ve světě. “This comparison shows acynical disregard for the victims of human rights violations throughout the world.”43


    (3) Korupce anevýkonnost státního aparátu aneschopnost alhostejnost vlády neponechávají mnoho nadějí na opravdové zlepšení životní úrovně. “The corruption and inefficiency of the state apparatus and the government’s incompetence and inertia leave no hope for areal improvement in living standards.”44


    (4) Bohužel jsme viděli na izraelské straně značnou míru lhostejnosti. “Unfortunately we have seen alarge degree of carelessness by the Israelis.”45


    (5) Mají dost tvé lhostejnosti. “They’ve had it with your insensitivity.”46


    (6) Ospravedlňoval snad fakt, že matka přisla ojednu dceru, její lhostejnost ke druhé? “Did the fact her mother had lost one daughter justify her neglect of the other?”47


    (7) To ukazuje lhostejnost, aroganci anevědomost federalistů ve vztahu kvoličům. “This demonstrates the nonchalance, arrogance and ignorance of the federalists towards voters.”48


    (8) Dlouho předtím, než otázku položil, si jeho nevinné modré oči vybraly zubící se, lhostejnou postavu kapitána místní policie. “Long before he asked the question his innocent blue eyes had singled out the grinning, lethargic figure of the local police captain.”49


    (9) Avšak nepodkopávejme schopnost tohoto průmyslu zotavit se tím, že budeme nevšímaví alhostejní. “However, let us not undermine this industry’s capacity for recovery by being lax and negligent.”50


    Although the data set is limited, Iwould point out one strong tendency that comes through particularly in the contexts above that feature less common translation pathways. They all imply condemnation of the “indifference” in the given passage. For example, in (1), the “disregard” is valued negatively (if humorously) in the given text, and in (2) it is a“cynical” stance; all the other examples here, each in its own way, point in the same general direction. The focus, then, is not so much on aperson’s stance toward something, which would be oriented toward the subject’s will, as it is on the (sometimes feigned) absence of caring, which is understood in many contexts as amistake or even acharacter flaw. The data suggest, in other words, that our “indifference” is inappropriate, if not unethical, and the uncommon translation pathways highlight, sometimes subtly and sometimes quite blatantly, this value judgement.51 Needless to say, these are aspects of the meaning of “indifference” that Havel sought to highlight in his own work.


    Leaving the Treq results behind us and looking at Havel’s texts in my sample that have been professionally translated into English, there is astrong tendency to conform to the path-of-least-resistance renderings via “indifference” and “indifferent” (with some examples of “apathy” and “apathetic”): these comprise 88% of the translated contexts. As the Treq data set above suggests, however, this does not mean that lhostejnost is necessarily semantically equivalent to “indifference,” and this becomes clearer when we expand our investigation to collocates.


    Collocational data from the CNC and Havel’s texts


    For collocational data, Ilimited the scope of analysis to the noun lhostejnost in both the CNC and in Havel’s writings. In examining each of these sources, Irelied on manual analysis of the discourse contexts. For data in the CNC, Isearched lhostejnost as alemma using the concordance tool KonText with aspecification of plus or minus five places, and this yielded over 750 contexts; my analysis focuses on arandomly generated sample of 500 of these contexts. In examining my subset of Havel’s texts, Ilooked at all contexts with lhostejnost and also focused on which words co-occurred five places before and after. For the CNC data, Idivided collocates into groups largely by part of speech and noted the most frequently co-occurring words in each group. Given the large amount of data present in the CNC, Iwill eschew lengthy exemplification and present instead asummary of the overall picture that emerges, and then compare this to Havel’s usage. The picture that emerges largely reinforces, with some additional emphases, the Treq data that Ihave discussed above.


    Isummarize collocational data from the CNC in the three tables below: nominal, verbal, and adjectival collocates that occur in at least two (different) sources. After the tables, Ianalyze the data set by highlighting anumber of clear elements to add to our semantic-discourse portrait and then compare the CNC usage to Havel’s.


    Table 1: noun collocates with lhostejnost52


    krutost “cruelty” (6)


    apatie “apathy” (5)


    únava “fatigue” (5)


    sobectví “selfishness” (3)


    nezájem “disinterest” (3)


    klid “serenity, calm” (3)


    chlad “cold(ness)” (3)


    pohrdání “contempt” (3)


    maska “mask” (3)


    zoufalství “despair” (2)


    nenávist “hatred” (2)


    pasivita “passivity” (2)


    pokrytectví “hypocrisy” (2)


    úsměv “grin, smirk” (2)


    neznalost “ignorance” (2)


    rezignace “resignation” (2)


    strach “fear” (2)


    odpor “defiance” (2)


    smutek “sadness” (2)


    lítost “pity” (2)


    Table 2: verb collocates with lhostejnost53


    předstírat “to pretend, feign” (17)


    propadat/propadnout “fall into, surrender to” (4)


    dávat najevo “to show, demonstrate” (4)


    vytrhnout se z“to break free of” (4)


    skrývat se “to lurk, skulk” (3)


    vládnout “to be in control” (3)


    vybavovat/vybavit “to outfit, furnish” (2)


    přepadnout “to attack, seize” (2)


    zmocnit se “to seize hold of” (2)


    zmizet v“disappear into” (2)


    obrnit se “to arm oneself with” (2)


    upadat/upadnout do “to sink into” (2)


    Table 3: adjectival collocates with lhostejnost54


    předstíraná “feigned” (14)


    naprostá “absolute, total” (13)


    hraná “pretend, feigned” (6)


    pohrdavá “contemptuous” (5)


    chladná “cold” (3)


    tupá “dull, obtuse” (3)


    zdvořilá “polite” (3)


    ledová “ice-cold” (3)


    vzájemná “mutual” (3)


    rostoucí “increasing” (3)


    současná “contemporary” (3)


    podivná “strange” (2)


    náboženská “religious” (2)


    absolutní “absolute” (2)


    falešná “false” (2)


    lehká “light” (2)


    pouhá “mere” (2)


    First and foremost, the collocates and the contexts in which they occur suggest, not surprisingly, that lhostejnost is anegative, undesirable state: it is associated with cruelty, selfishness, contempt, despair, hatred, passivity, hypocrisy, ignorance. It tends to be considered the opposite of anormal human response to agiven situation: it is cold, unemotional, dead, cut off.55 It is sometimes associated with superiority—that is, the viewpoint of apowerful, wealthy, or (supposedly) sophisticated person who does not need to be concerned with agiven matter because they are above it (cf. the original Czech sense of lhostejnost as “merry-making”). That sense of superiority may be feigned, and indeed feigned lhostejnost (or lhostejnost that is perceived by someone as feigned) is strongly represented—and equally strongly condemned—in the CNC data for both verbs and adjectives.


    Another element evident in the data, again perhaps not surprisingly, is that lhostejnost spans domains of human experience from the personal to the sociocultural and political. There are contexts that discuss lhostejnost in terms of interpersonal relationships (family and friends) as well as contexts that expand the scope outward to ever broader circles of home. We see this in adjectival collocates where personal modifiers are prominent but also adjectives that depict lhostejnost in societal terms (“contemporary” with three occurrences as well as “Czech” and “civic” and other modifiers with one occurrence each). Collocations that function as nominal modifiers in the genitive case (i.e., “indifference” of what or whom) tend to point to the concept’s broad scope: the “indifference” of “society” and “of the public” with two occurrences each as well as “of the community,” “of the universe,” “of people,” and others with one occurrence each. Collocations with the preposition k“to” (i.e., “indifference” toward what or whom) highlight both the personal and the sociocultural: we have awide range of contexts, mostly with only one occurrence each, such as kdětem (“to children”), kdceři (“to [one’s] daughter”), ke svým bližním (“to [one’s] neighbors”), kpolibku (“to the kiss”), kbudoucnosti (“to the future”), ke všemu (“to everything”), knáboženským tradicím (“to religious traditions”), ktomuto světu (“to this world”). The spanning of domains of experience is an element associated with many of Havel’s key words: he seems to rely on common human experience of aconcept’s meaning as away to ground the extension of that meaning to the sociopolitical sphere.


    One more point is that we see anumber of metaphorical conceptualizations in the CNC data. One metaphorical motif implies that lhostejnost is areal force with real power: it can “attack” or “seize hold” of us, and we have to try to “break free” of it or, if unsuccessful, we “surrender” to it.56 Arelated metaphor here, but from adifferent perspective, is that lhostejnost may function as akind of armor (note the verb obrnit se, represented twice in the data): the armor of “indifference” protects us because it reduces our sense of personal responsibility for the situation and, as aresult, we avoid feeling at fault.57 Yet another metaphor suggests that people may put on a“mask” of lhostejnost (nasadit si masku lhostejnosti), which points to the feigning scenario discussed above and which seems also to absolve them of responsibility for the matter. Afinal metaphor, represented anumber of times in the data but in various lexical realizations and across parts of speech, is the association of lhostejnost with (emotional, intellectual, moral) lethargy or slumber.58


    We may now turn to Havel’s usage of lhostejnost and note that collocations in his texts largely conform to the picture evoked by the CNC data. The most frequent collocates in Havel’s writings, already familiar to us from the CNC, include rezignace (“resignation”) and sobectví (“selfishness”) with four examples each as well as sobecká (“selfish”) and krunýř (“armor”) with two each. Negative associations with the concept are amply represented in Havel’s texts, although the CNC collocates go further than Havel in this regard by providing alonger list of negative traits. As we noted earlier, the import of the concept also cuts across the personal/interpersonal divide for Havel: indeed, one of his main moves in Letters to Olga is to extend the meaning of lhostejnost from the personal domain (one of his bad moods) to the sociocultural sphere.


    As we might glean from our earlier discussion of Havelian lhostejnost, he also agrees with the CNC data in not accepting “indifference” as anormal human response. It is instead adistortion of human identity in an impersonalized world. In a1999 speech, he notes that we are “intrinsically disposed not to be indifferent [lhostejný] towards fellow humans and towards society” and that humanity “constitutes asubject of conscience, of moral order, of love for our fellow humans”; he suggests here that the cultivation of avibrant civil society would provide an opportunity for human nature to “be exercised in its entirety, including its more subtle elements, which are more difficult to grasp, but are perhaps the most important of all.”59


    Even Havel’s metaphors for lhostejnost largely match the CNC data in that he uses both “armor” and “slumber/lethargy” and also conceives of it as aforce to be reckoned with. AHavelian metaphor that does not appear in the CNC and that Havel uses anumber of times in different contexts conceives of lhostejnost as “waters” (a“sea” or an “ocean”), which threaten to overwhelm (and ultimately to drown) individuals and society.60 This metaphor is reminiscent of one of Havel’s lesser-known plays, AButterfly on the Antenna, in which afailure to act threatens to cause acouple to drown from aleaky faucet—until the one character who can fix it wakes up from his nap.


    Havel does, however, veer from conventional usage, and he does so in two prominent ways. Firstly, he downplays the feigning stance that we noted is strongly represented in the CNC data: it is entirely absent in Havel’s essayistic texts, although we might arguably see hints of it in the dramatic tension evoked in his plays. Secondly and most significantly, Havelian lhostejnost collocates with three concepts, all related to each other, that are missing from the CNC data: přizpůsobivost (“adaptiveness, adaptability”), kariérismus (“careerism”), and konformita (“conformity”). Iwould argue that these are potential extensions from the baseline usage as implied by the CNC data, and Havel certainly develops this potential in earnest, especially, as we have already seen, in his letter to Husák. Lhostejnost is an “active social force” to the extent that people have conformed and adapted to the external circumstances of anormalized society and focus instead on their own careers and personal interests: it is these people that the state authorities leave alone to live aquiet life.


    Conclusion


    Iconclude this study of lhostejnost as akey word in Havel’s thought by summarizing its central points:


    (1) Havel takes aconcept grounded in the everydayness of human experience and raises it to the level of aconcept with sociopolitical and philosophical import. Put another way, he takes the semantic-discourse associations with lhostejnost, as they are represented in the CNC data that we have examined, and weaves them into amuch broader sociocultural and political analysis of his own particular time and place, an analysis that has implications beyond the borders of pre-1989 Czechoslovakia.


    (2) In Havel’s view, indifference is not merely apersonal matter, but rather an active social force that emerges from the structural conditions of amodern-industrial society. It is an open question whether pre-1989 Czechoslovaks were, in fact, “indifferent” or rather if they simply did not see aviable pathway toward meaningfully empowered civic involvement. This question is arguably as true for us today who live in the post-1989 globalized world, although obviously in different terms than it was for Czechoslovaks under Husákian normalization. In this regard, Jeffrey Goldfarb has argued that contemporary American society might represent not so much acase of mere indifference to civic matters than amuch worse case of outright cynicism about them.61 In some instances, certain political movements may actively cultivate widespread political cynicism because they stand to benefit from it, and this is disturbingly reminiscent, mutatis mutandis, of the situation in pre-1989 Czechoslovakia.


    (3) The path-of-least-resistance translation of Czech lhostejnost as “indifference” is not fully adequate. The meaning of lhostejnost is grounded in the Czech semiosphere62 in away that distinguishes it from English “indifference,” and Ihave suggested here how Havel’s broader understanding of the concept’s import emerges largely from these points of difference.


    (4) Lhostejnost is akey word in Havel’s thought that interacts with other such words, many of which are analyzed elsewhere in this volume: “power,” “home,” “civil society,” “theater,” “responsibility,” and “truth.”


    Appendix


    The texts in my sample, listed chronologically, are below; Ialso indicate the genre as well as the number of instances of appeal-oriented vocabulary in each.


    “Básník dnešní doby [APoet of Our Time]” (essay; 1956; 1)


    “Kotázce tzv.apolitičnosti [On the Question of So-Called Apoliticalness]” (essay; 1957; 1)


    “Address to the Congress of Writers” (address; 1967; 1)


    “Letter to Dubček” (open letter; 1969; 3)


    “Vystoupení vČeskoslovenské televizi [Appearance on Czechoslovak TV]” (address; 1969; 1)


    “Dear Dr. Husák” (open letter; 1975; 12)


    “Article 202” (essay; 1978; 1)


    “Power of the Powerless” (essay; 1978; 12)


    Letters to Olga (letters from prison collected in abook; 1979–1983; 35)


    “The Anatomy of aReticence” (essay; 1985; 1)


    Disturbing the Peace (collaborative book; 1985–1986; 4)


    “The Anatomy of Hate” (address; 1990; 2)


    Summer Meditations (book; 1991; 5)


    “The George Washington University” (address; 1993; 1)


    “World Congress of the International PEN Club” (address; 1994; 1)


    “European Parliament” (address; 1994; 1)


    “1995 Geuzenpenning” (address; 1995; 1)


    “Technical University of Dresden” (address; 1995; 1)


    “The Latin American Parliament” (address; 1996; 1)


    “Státní svátek [State Holiday]” (address; 1996; 1)


    “Address before the Members of Parliament” (address; 1997; 2)


    “50th Anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights” (address; 1998; 1)


    “Address in Acceptance of an Honorary Degree from Oxford University” (address; 1998; 1)


    “ASpeech on the Occasion of ‘Václav Havel’s Civil Society Symposium’” (address; 1999; 2)


    “Address in Acceptance of ‘Open Society’ Prize” (address; 1999; 1)


    To the Castle and Back (memoir; 2006; 8)

    


    
      1Václav Havel, “Dear Dr. Husák,” trans. unidentified, in Open Letters: Selected Writings 1965–1990 (New York: Vintage, 1992), 58.

    


    
      2To be clear, Iwill not be suggesting that the translator is at fault for not rendering the Czech term properly into English, but instead will consider the question through the lens of cultural linguistics.

    


    
      3Each word also has acommon suffix for abstract nouns: -nost in Czech and -ce (-cy in other English words; cf. Latin -cia and -tia). Note also the etymology of “apathy,” which is from Greek apatheia, meaning the absence of sensation (pain, suffering) and is related to English “impassive.”

    


    
      4For Czech etymological data, see Václav Machek, Etymologický slovník jazyka českého aslovenského (Prague: Československá akademie věd, 1968), 330 and Jaromír Bělič (et al.), Malý staročeský slovník (Prague: Státní pedagogické nakladatelství, 1978), 123. English eytmological information is courtesy of Google.

    


    
      5The word klid (“peace and quiet, serenity”) with its related forms is at the center of key motif in “Dear Dr. Husák” and is arguably akeyword in Havel’s oeuvre as awhole, and it lacks astable translation pathway into English; see David S.Danaher, Reading Václav Havel (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2015), 65–67, 119–120, 127, and 179ff.

    


    
      6For alist of texts in my sample, see the appendix to this chapter. Most of these texts are available in their original Czech in Havel’s collected works (Spisy, Prague: Torst, 1999) with speeches available online. Ihave cited Czech titles where English translations are not, to my knowledge, extant.

    


    
      7Collocates are words that typically co-occur with agiven word-form in discourse. According to Paul Baker, analysis of this kind “elucidates semantic preference” (Using Corpora in Discourse Analysis, London: Continuum, 2007, 86), which means that it indicates apossible relationship between agiven word and aset of semantically related words. Baker goes on to note that when two words frequently collocate, then there “is evidence that the discourses surrounding them are particularly powerful” (114), and he gives the example of the word “rising” in the British National Corpus, which co-occurs with “incomes, prices, wages, earnings” (86).

    


    
      8Note here that the Czech word nezájem, literally “disinterest,” has been translated into English as “indifference”.

    


    
      9Havel, “Dear Dr. Husák,” 57.

    


    
      10Havel, “Dear Dr. Husák,” 54.

    


    
      11Havel, “Dear Dr. Husák,” 53.

    


    
      12Havel, “Dear Dr. Husák,” 53.

    


    
      13Havel, “Dear Dr. Husák,” 56.

    


    
      14Havel, “Dear Dr. Husák,” 58.

    


    
      15Havel, “Dear Dr. Husák,” 57–58.

    


    
      16Havel, “Dear Dr. Husák,” 59. See also Paulina Bren, The Greengrocer and His TV: The Culture of Communism after the 1968 Prague Spring (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2010) for an examination of the regime’s calculated cultivation of the entertainment industry as another way to promote ashift in energy from public to private life.

    


    
      17Havel, “Dear Dr. Husák,” 59.

    


    
      18Havel, “Dear Dr. Husák,” 82.

    


    
      19Havel, “Dear Dr. Husák,” 82.

    


    
      20For contemporary views on this essay, see the special edition of East European Politics and Societies (volume 32:2, 2018) devoted to this topic. See also Jiří Suk and Kristina Andělová (eds.), Eseje oMoci bezmocných (Prague: Institute for Contemporary History of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, 2016).

    


    
      21Iborrow this phrase from alater essay: see Václav Havel, “Politics and Conscience,” trans. Erazim Kohák and Roger Scruton, in Open Letters: Selected Writings 1965–1990 (New York: Vintage, 1992), 260.

    


    
      22Delia Popescu, Political Action in Václav Havel’s Thought: The Responsibility of Resistance (Lanham: Lexington Books, 2012), 135ff. See also chapter 3 in Danaher, Reading Václav Havel for an account of Havel’s East-West hypothesis.

    


    
      23Bělohradský’s text first saw the light of day in Rome in 1979, but it made its way back to Czechoslovakia as tamizdat. It was eventually published abroad in Czech by an exile press in 1982 (London: Rozmluvy). Havel himself did not read it until after his release from prison in 1983. Havel’s samizdat press Edice Expedice issued it in 1984, and he mentions the work for the first time in his 1985 essay “Politics and Conscience.” To my knowledge, no published English translation exists. The underlying connection between Havel’s “The Power of the Powerless” and Bělohradský’s work is likely Jan Patočka’s Heretical Essays (New York: Open Court, 1999).

    


    
      24In order to conform to the limitations placed on him as a(political) prisoner, the letters were written ostensibly to his first wife, Olga, but we know now that Havel was also addressing agroup of Czechoslovak intellectuals who engaged with him in aphilosophical back-and-forth. See Václav Havel, Letters to Olga, trans. Paul Wilson (New York: Henry Holt, 1983); see also Daniel Kroupa, Dějiny Kampademie (Prague: Václav Havel Library, 2010) and Martin C.Putna and Ivan Havel, Dopisy od Olgy (Prague: Václav Havel Library, 2010). See Danaher, Reading Václav Havel, 47ff for adiscussion of Letters to Olga as explications du texte for the rest of Havel’s writings.

    


    
      25Havel, Letters to Olga, letter 118.

    


    
      26Havel, Letters to Olga, letter 64; see also letter 96.

    


    
      27Havel, Letters to Olga, letter 73.

    


    
      28The meaning of many of Havel’s key words span personal and political domains. See the chapter in this volume on the concept of the “appeal” and also Danaher, Reading Václav Havel, chapter 4.

    


    
      29See Havel, Letters to Olga, letters 13, 48, 58, and 69.

    


    
      30Václav Havel, Prosím stručně (Prague: Gallery, 2006), 60 and Václav Havel, To the Castle and Back, trans. Paul Wilson (New York: Knopf, 2007), 118.

    


    
      31Havel, Prosím stručně, 60 and Havel, To the Castle and Back, 117.

    


    
      32Havel, Prosím stručně, 60 and Havel, To the Castle and Back, 117.

    


    
      33Havel, Prosím stručně, 86 and Havel, To the Castle and Back, 187.

    


    
      34Havel, Prosím stručně, 176 and Havel, To the Castle and Back, 341.

    


    
      35The Czechs’ (and Slovaks’) intense resistance to accepting any refugees during the 2015 crisis would be acase in point.

    


    
      36Asimilar view has been expressed by James Pontuso, who considers Havel’s plays to be “Heideggeran thought experiments” that are “intended to show the unreality of an amoral world”; see his Václav Havel: Civic Responsibility in the Post-Modern Age (Lanham, MD: Rowman &Littlefield Publishers, 2004), 111ff.

    


    
      37For more on “co-responsibility” as akey word, see the corresponding chapter in this volume.

    


    
      38Much has been written about these plays: see, for example, Danaher, Reading Václav Havel, 33ff for one perspective along with asummary of other views.

    


    
      39Indeed, in Unveiling, one of the curated pieces of decor in Michal and Věra’s newly redesigned apartment is aconfessional that they have rescued from achurch, one that was presumably shuttered by the officially atheistic regime.

    


    
      40Iwill mostly limit myself to the noun lhostejnost and the adjective lhostejný, if only because these comprise the great majority of instances in Havel’s works.

    


    
      41Treq makes use of the InterCorp corpus, aparallel corpus containing over 30 languages and almost 1.5 billion words. For more on Treq, see M.Vavřín and A.Rosen, Treq (Prague: FF UK, 2015) at http://treq.korpus.cz as well as M.Škrabal and M.Vavřín, “Databáze překladových ekvivalentů Treq”, Časopis pro moderní filologii 99:2 (2017), 245–260; for InterCorp, see https://intercorp.korpus.cz. Note that all searches in this study are based on lemmas, an approach that generates all possible grammatical forms of the given word.

    


    
      42This text is originally English and comes from the fourth book in the science-fiction humorist Douglas Adams’ Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy series.

    


    
      43From proceedings of Europarliament.

    


    
      44From ajournalistic source.

    


    
      45From proceedings of Europarliament.

    


    
      46From film subtitles for an English-language film.

    


    
      47The source here is an English novel translated into Czech.

    


    
      48From proceedings of Europarliament.

    


    
      49The source here is anovel by John le Carré.

    


    
      50From proceedings of Europarliament.

    


    
      51Without wading into the details, this analysis is supported also by Treq data for apatie and apatický as well as for most contexts that feature the path-of-least-resistance translation via English “indifference.”

    


    
      52Numbers in parentheses indicate the raw number of occurrences of the collocate in the data set.

    


    
      53The verb cítit (“to feel”) also co-occurs many times.

    


    
      54Also represented to asignificant degree are personal modifiers (“my,” “your,” “his,” “her”…). Note that Ihave listed adjectives in their nominative feminine form because lhostejnost is grammatically feminine.

    


    
      55Some one-off collocates in the data that reinforce this point are: studené srdce (“frigid heart”), bezcitnost (“hardheartedness”) and necitelnost (“callousness”), and emoční chlad (“emotional coldness”).

    


    
      56At least some of these are common metaphorical conceptualizations for arange of emotional concepts across different languages; ses Zoltán Kövecses, Metaphor and Emotion: Language, Culture, and Body in Human Feeling (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003).

    


    
      57Arelated one-off metaphor in the data is obrnit srdce krunýřem lhostejnosti “to fortify the heart with the armor of indifference,” and another one-off metaphorical phrase conceives of lhostejnost as wrapping oneself in a“mental and emotional shell” (duševní, citová skořápka). These metaphors fit in well with the original sense of Greek apatheia.

    


    
      58For example, we can highlight the nominal collocates spánek (“sleep”), lenost (“laziness, sloth”), and zapomnění (“oblivion”).

    


    
      59Václav Havel, “ASpeech on the Occasion of ‘Václav Havel’s Civil Society Symposium’,” 1999. For more on “civil society” as akey term, see Aspen Brinton’s chapter in this volume.

    


    
      60See, for example, Václav Havel, “The Latin American Parliament,” 1999, in which he wishes to “stir the stagnant waters of apathy [apatie]” that surround him.

    


    
      61See Jeffrey Goldfarb, The Cynical Society: The Culture of Politics and the Politics of Culture in American Life (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991).

    


    
      62For adiscussion of the semiosphere, see Vladimír Macura, Masarykovy boty ajiné semi(o)fejetony (Prague: Pražská imaginace, 1993), 5.

    

  


  
    Civil society: občanská společnost


    Aspen Brinton


    Introduction


    When Václav Havel referenced občanská společnost in his political speeches after 1989, the phrase often appeared together with alist of his goals for post-Communist political life: democracy, the rule of law, human rights, amarket economy, and pluralism. “Civil society” was almost always part of this list, and Havel rarely spoke of democracy without also speaking of “civil society.”1 There are two speeches during the 1990s where Havel moved beyond this list and developed an explicit definition of “civil society”: his New Year’s Address in 1994 and akeynote speech opening an academic conference about “civil society” in the United States at Macalester College in 1999.2 There is, therefore, adocumentary record of Havel giving detailed definitions of this key term, but there are also patterns of usage that suggest acomplex associative context around his ideas. While his definitions in themselves are worthy of political-theoretical analysis, and will be treated here accordingly, in order to understand the wider context which gave rise to his understanding of “civil society,” the words občanská and společnost are also examined partly as separate keywords, with an emphasis on the former. To divide the term (before reuniting it) helps us understand Havel’s world of words from the different perspectives of his various life-chapters.


    As self-consciousness,9 civic values,10 civic action,11 the structures of civic life,12 civic participation,13 and civic arrangement.14 His uses of společnost are also not insignificant, and when he discusses amore preferred type of society, “democratic” society, “independent” society, and “open” society appear. Democracy, independence, and openness then became part of his specific definition of “civil society.”15 Before and after 1989, there are also many references to the “society” that was destroyed or “decimated” by Communism, and how it needed to be rebuilt or “reconstituted” with the right kind of social action, existential awareness, and community participation.16 The following analysis will focus less on společnost and more on občanský, however, because it is Havel’s notion of being and becoming “civic” that remains one of his most relevant and unique contributions to political thinking contemporarily, showing the wider path of his general thinking about politics and social action. This approach necessarily raises afew preliminary questions about the word občanský in Czech, also requiring acontextualization of the English term “civil society” and its translation into different languages.


    The civil, the civic, and “civil society”


    In Czech, the word občanský (“civic”) shares the same root with občan (“citizen”).17 This direct connection between občanský and the idea of a“citizen” means that the term has somewhat fewer ambiguities than the words “civil” and “civic” have in English—as well as French and Spanish. This matters today because the phenomenon that came to be called “civil society,” société civile, and sociedad civil, respectively, suffered from definitional challenges in the 1990s that were never quite overcome or resolved. While občanský can be translated into English as either “civil” or “civic,” the connection that ties občanto občanský was one that Havel used in Czech, but was not necessarily evident in the same way in the English discussion of “civil society.” In German, more like in Czech, bürgerliche Gesellschaft became the term used to describe citizens’ associations and activities separate from the official institutions of the state, and Bürger is a“citizen” in German.18 So the Czech version of this concept shares with the German agreater specificity of meaning with adirect connection to the concept of acitizen, and makes “civic society” also aviable translation of the Czech phrase. Havel used občanská společnost to flesh out avision of good citizenship and good governance, so “civic society” works at the level of generality in the etymology of the language, but is also true to Havel’s specific theorizations of “civil/civic society,” where he referenced how an individual ought to relate to the political world as agood citizen, as well as how political regimes ought to relate to their citizens as free human individuals. For Havel, these phenomena contained the moral weight of the word “civic,” and were not simply “civil” (as in peaceful) or “civil” (as in being public or political).


    With hindsight, if Havel’s ideas could have entered the wider world without English translation, his useful and illuminating notions about being agood citizen might have avoided being connected to the muddle that is created when “civil” and “civic” face off in English. However, English is the language of global power, and even though the ambiguity in English brought the whole idea of “civil society” onto quite problematic definitional terrain, in languages like Czech, the concept necessarily had to track back through the English translations and related problems.19 It is impossible here to summarize all the debates within the literature on civil society about these issues,20 but much of it is already evident at the level of language: “civil” can imply being merely peaceful and polite, having nothing to do with citizenship, whereas “civic” implies by definition something about citizenship and politics; “civil rights” (občanská práva in Czech) are nonetheless related to citizenship and politics, and this seems why one might choose the term “civil society” instead of “civic society.” Unfortunately, it then turns out that some forms of “civil society” can exist in some contexts without full “civil rights protections,” as was the case for Havel and other dissidents before 1989.21 Theorists of civil society often argued that better civil rights protections provided for abetter and more “robust” civil society,22 but civic activity can still take place in authoritarian contexts in the absence of civil rights, as civic initiatives can turn into democratic revolutions that nonetheless started in non-democratic spaces.23 Therefore, arguing afirm relationship between civil rights and the “robustness” of civil/civic society falls into adefinitional morass at the same time as one is trying to sort out the more basic linguistic issues: all civil (public/political) activity is not civil (peaceful), then often there is civil (peaceful or public) activity that is not civic, and there is even civic activity that detractors would call uncivil (like certain forms of civil disobedience). It was perhaps too exhausting to keep redefining everything indefinitely, and the discussion declined.24


    Despite all of this, and even if Havel’s občanský might be closer to “civic” and less ambiguous than “civil,” his translated speeches after 1989 used “civil” society rather than “civic” society for good reasons, and this is not to say anything was translated incorrectly, given the time. Words translate into aspecific moment in history, and academics (at times including Havel) treated “civil society” as apotential cure-all to pretty much every problem of global politics.28 Concepts have larger-than-life moments, and the spotlight on “civil society” faded in the following decades, but in the late 1990s when Havel was giving many speeches and using the term regularly, “civil society” was all-the-rage, so-to-speak.29


    Once both Havel (as president) and “civil society” (as concept) were in the limelight together on the global stage, translating občanská společnost to “civil society” meant borrowing from the aura of victory and hope. To translate Havel’s speeches differently would have seemed awkward given the zeitgeist. Using “civil society” meant his words were included in conversations in other languages, also allowing him to comment on what kinds of governance might make democracy work and what kinds of social arrangements might better protect human rights, promote political pluralism, protect the natural environment, and help limit fanaticism.30 For Havel and so many others, “civil society” became part of apackage of ideas about how to fix the world, becoming an easily recognized term. Whether it was easily understood, however, was another matter. “Civil society” soon became part of the academic lexicon of political science and sociology, where there were many attempts to measure it and define it, and debates about its paradoxes and contradictions proliferated.31 Other phenomena (some new, some old) came into discussion as possible alternatives or as tangential and collateral compliments: civic associations, uncivil society, civil disobedience, non-governmental organizations, non-state actors, civic community, global civil society, and so on. “Civil society” lost much of its initial aura through this evolution and fracturing, and academic interest declined.32 Havel continued using the term, linking his notions of občanská společnost to being agood citizen in apost-Communist democracy, but also occasionally returning to earlier pre-1989 ideas about how to be agood citizen within abad government.


    With our current hindsight, and with the help of the Czech word občan (“citizen”), some of the chaos of the conversations about civil society in English in the 1990s, while necessary to acknowledge, can be bracketed here, and it might become possible to explore instead what it meant to Havel to be agood citizen in civil or civic society, or civic communities, within the (very different) political situations he faced throughout his disparate life-chapters: some of his notions of being “civic” in a“society” as a“good citizen” were fostered in the dissident milieu of dark basements in Prague, where small groups of artists and intellectuals discussed samizdat texts while evading the secret police; some of his notions arose from thinking through the civic import of artistic integrity and freedom of speech as aplaywright confronting aMarxist-Leninist regime; some ideas arose from the heady days of revolutionary exuberance in 1989; some ideas became tied together with local and global post-Cold War political debates that Havel might not have ever imagined initially, but nonetheless caused him (ahead of state) to theorize his own version of global citizenship for the twenty-first century.


    There are thematic resonances that tie together his ideas about being agood citizen of a“civil society,” but there are also notional variations across the development of acomplicated life, and his core ideas take on new conceptual nuances as the world changes around him. While it is impossible to show each slight shift of meaning in this short space, perhaps it is most illuminating to start with the end, represented by his 1999 definition of civil society offered at aMacalester College conference, then to work backwards through time to show how his notions of being “civic” (občanský) helped shape the fullness of his political ideas over several decades about aproper and good “society” (společnost). In Havel’s non-linear universe, the categorizations offered here do not imply direct causation or afirmly linear genealogy from one idea to the next (therefore it is not wholly illogical to move backwards rather than forwards). The goal, rather, is to show aset of overlapping circles within which “civil society” came to matter for Havel as he moved through achanging world.


    Presidential “civil society”


    When Havel was invited to open aconference on the idea of civil society at an American university in 1999, he stepped into the role of an academic theorizer, replete with adetailed definition, ashort history, and three pillars of policy. He started by explaining how Communism undermined civil society, or why “Communists knew very well why they needed to dominate and manipulate every bee-keepers’ association,” and then he described where civil society came from:


    Civil society is an intricately structured, very fragile, sometimes even slightly mysterious organism that grew for decades, if not centuries, out of anatural development, reflecting the continuous evolution of the human mind and morality, the degree of societal knowledge and self-knowledge, and acertain type of civic awareness and self-confidence.33


    As apolitician trying to regenerate civil society from acenturies-old tradition more recently undermined by Communism, at the moment of this speech Havel might have been trying to nurture the fragility of social institutions through apath of “civic awareness and self-confidence,” but he also comes to adefinition of civil society that has bullet-point policy recommendations, where he asserts that certain laws and state practices might help foster and rebuild this “mysterious organism.” These policy recommendations become the substance of his description of civil society. He wants the state to support the “free association of people in different types of organizations, ranging from clubs, community groups, civic initiatives, foundations and publicly beneficial organizations up to churches and political parties.”34 After identifying these types of civil society organizations, he then advocates policies of support: tax deduction for citizens’ donations to these organizations, policies of oversight that are minimal and decentralized, and laws that help the post-Communist government overcome its resistance to decentralization. He expresses his disappointment that the central government had still refused to cede control of certain issues to municipalities and localities, citing centralization as detrimental to the redevelopment of civil society. Most of this policy discussion seems to be aglimpse into the presidential portfolio on his desk at that moment, making clear that in his mind, restoring civil society and restoring democracy and the rule of law were inextricably linked processes. In another telling moment, he hinted at the internal battles within Czech politics that came to involve problematic interpretations of the term: “Faith in civil society is still interpreted by many in the Czech lands as leftism, anarchism or syndicalism; someone has even called it proto-fascism.”35 The concept of “civil society” did indeed confuse traditional left-right categories,36 and as the victory parade wore off after 1989, the term (and Havel himself) came under criticism for being the enemy of both the right and the left.37


    In Havel’s 1999 speech, and as arejoinder to this problem of interpretation and misunderstanding, he ends by evoking avery different vision and definition of “civil society,” one much less policy-oriented and much more concerned with ideas of existential humanism. He comes to sound more like his earlier dissident writings, where “civil society” was about the cultivation of the moral citizen:


    The most important aspect of civil society is yet another thing—it is the fact that it enables people to realize themselves truly and entirely as the beings that they potentially are, that is, as the species called zoon politicon, or social animal. Human beings are […] creatures who want to be with others, who yearn for various forms of coexistence and cooperation, who want to participate in the life of agroup or of acommunity and who want to influence that which happens around them […] Humanity constitutes asubject of conscience, of moral order, of love for our fellow humans. Civil society is one of the ways in which our human nature can be exercised in its entirety […] Civil society, at least as Isee it, is simply one of the great opportunities for human responsibility for the world […] It seems to me that the most open arrangement—one that best enables all types of human self-identification to develop alongside one another—is an arrangement based on the civic principle, an arrangement founded on faith in the citizen and on respect for him. One of the most important expressions of such acivic arrangement is that which we call civil society.38


    Here there are not only many references to responsibility, community, cooperation, and openness, but a“civic arrangement” (občanské uspořádání) stands over and above “civil society” (občanská společnost). This is agood example of Havel connecting prior notions of občanský and civic sensibility to alater definition of civil society. He uses the Greek term from Aristotle, zoon politikon, to evoke the social and political nature of human beings, intimating that certain groups or communities can become much more than the sum of their parts, also suggesting that we can become more human and more ourselves when we are in the right kind of social arrangements with others, or the right kind of “society.”


    From the tone of the speech, Havel seems more emotionally committed to this latter idea of civil society (as amoral and civic category) than he was to his basic policy recommendations. His 1994 New Year’s address definition of “civil society,” like the 1999 academic speech, also mixes newer democracy-related policy ideas with prior notions about the civically-minded moral citizen, doing so in the wake of the Velvet Divorce of the Czech Republic and Slovakia.39 In 1994, Havel was highly concerned with the problem of nationalism being manifested in this separation, aconcern made more acute by the nationalist conflicts in the Balkans at the same time.40 Havel had already turned to civil society in 1994 to put forward ideas about the decentralization of state offices that he repeats in 1999, but he also used civil society in this earlier 1994 speech as apotential antidote to the problems of nationalism, thus connecting it to categories of moral and civic responsibility. Here Havel expresses two of his key ideas about civil society that repeat throughout his presidential speeches: the connections between civil society and democracy, and the importance of integration with European civil society as the future path of Czech democracy. Both concepts, notably, connect back to arobust notion of citizenship and what it means to be aproper citizen of ademocratic state and to participate in civil society:


    Democracy is asystem based on trust in the human sense of responsibility. It ought to awaken and cultivate this responsibility. Democracy and civil society are thus two sides of the same coin. Today, when our very planetary civilization is endangered by human irresponsibility, Isee no other way to save it than through ageneral awakening and cultivation of the sense of responsibility people have for the affairs of this world […] The development of civil society chiefly depends on the citizens themselves […] It is essential that the expansion of possibilities that Iam speaking of here will deepen in society asense of civic solidarity, an interest in public affairs, and will give people the experience of participating in them, the feeling of responsibility for the whole and thus, indirectly, good relations with their own country […] [The state] must offer citizens awide variety of ways to become involved, both privately and publicly, to develop very different types of civic coexistence, solidarity and participation.41


    While democratic institutions exist at the level of anational state, Havel goes on to argue in this speech that loyalty to the national state has not always been good for Europe, evoking fascism and the World Wars, and then explaining why the model of the European Union might, like civil society, mitigate the most harmful effects of nationalism:


    Today, the only alternative to the programmatic national state as it has emerged in various forms in Europe over the past centuries is astate founded on the civic principle, aprinciple that unites people and does not separate them, without of course denying them any of their other affiliations. In fact, it is the only principle that makes it possible for people, freely and in peace with others, to give substance to their affiliations […] Atruly civic state, shored up by democratic law, is based on understanding for others, not on resistance to them […] Building astate on the civic principle, however, can only be achieved by building agenuinely civil society […] The basic principle that will make this integration at all possible is again, of course, the civic principle. It is aguarantee that national rancor will never again triumph over normal civic cooperation. The many different civil societies in the European democratic countries will, together, create the great European civil society. Isee no other and no better possibility for us than to accept this spirit of civic Europe. It is the only alternative that can rid us for good of the fear of others.42


    The main theme here seems clarified by the repeated language: civic principle, civic cooperation, civic solidarity, civic state, civic Europe, and civic coexistence. In Czech, he uses some form of občanský in all of these terms, mapping alexicon of “the civic” through imagining how European civil society and democracy were an antidote to nationalism. The “civic principle” was one way the nationalism might be overcome through adifferent type of solidarity, but also through aholistic vision of the citizen’s good and proper relationship with the state, together with the state’s willingness to provide for civic opportunities.


    Whether or not “civil society” is actually an antidote to nationalism in amore general sense is one of the debates from the 1990s that was never resolved in adefinitive theoretical or empirical way in the academic literature. For example, American political scientist Sheri Berman’s widely-read article during the civil society exuberance of the 1990s put asevere damper on the kind of optimism Havel was expressing in his 1994 speech.43 She argued convincingly that the Weimar years in Germany were arobust example of afully engaged citizenry replete with prolific civic associations occurring in great numbers, but then showed how this social-political environment provided fertile soil for all types of political mobilization, including Nazism, and thereafter the collapse of ademocratic regime. Some sobering-up followed, and her 1997 article was the beginning of much wider skepticism about the notion of civil society and its connection to democracy. Berman opened up the idea that the associations of “civil society” can be avehicle of articulation for what is already there in agiven society—civil or uncivil.44 Then the circulation of the term “uncivil society” unleashed again the quagmire of definitional problems with civil-as-in peaceful and/or civil-as-in public/political. More importantly for Havel, this discussion led to afracturing of the conversation towards categories that explicitly avoided moral or normative judgments, where terms like “non-state actors” or “non-governmental organizations” became more accepted than “civil society.”


    The Charta 77 civic citizen


    The purported moral and ethical neutrality of this new stage of the discourse was not aplace where Havel’s ideas fit very well, especially given his dependence on normative judgments and moral categories to uphold his sense of what constituted the civil-civic and moral citizen. For Havel, morality was involved in sustaining and creating civic action, and vice versa. To be human was to be moral, and to be human was also to be political. Citizenship in apolitical entity defined by administrative status (like holding apassport or living in amunicipality) was only atechnicality; for Havel, being acitizen “in the strong and binding sense”45 was not just about the rights granted to the citizen by the state, but about the duties of responsibility and obligation to your fellow citizens that came with political and civic life.46 1989 was that of someone outside the state apparatus in their own autonomous community, and after 1989, Havel’s good citizen was necessarily inside the state working to build democracy. These two types of gathering—state-supported institutions of “civil society” after 1989 in ademocratic state, and dissident groups of ‘civic community’ before 1989 pushing against an authoritarian state—do, however, have in common for Havel anotion of an engaged citizen embedded in amoral order.


    Havel’s writings before 1989 have arawness and honesty that political speeches by presidents in office can never have, and it is from this era of his life that his most lasting ideas about all that is civic—občanský—appear. The most illuminating usages of občanský are within the documents written about Charter77, especially “The Power of the Powerless,” “Politics and Conscience,” and “The Meaning of Charter77.” Here he develops his ideas of civic responsibility, civic self-consciousness, and civic bravery; these ideas would become the core of what he came to call the “civic principle” later on (see above). The “civic principle” is aphrase that also repeats throughout the presidential speeches (as it did in the 1999 speech quoted above) and was already implicit within the dissident milieu of post-1968 Prague. After the Soviet invasion and the onset of “normalization” policies that renewed restrictions on freedom of speech and freedom of association, the role of the state was entirely adversarial for Havel and other dissidents and Chartists, so any sense of občanský as “civil” was decidedly not related to the public or to official political institutions. Dissidents’ actions might have entailed civic responsibility in some understanding of the long-term future, but in daily practice it was more like huddling together nervously knowing Charter77 would fail, but agreeing with other Chartists that it was morally necessary to do something anyway. As Havel asks in “The Power of the Powerless:”


    Do not these small communities, bound together by thousands of shared tribulations, give rise to some of those special humanly meaningful political relationships and ties that we have been talking about? Are not these communities (and they are communities more than organizations)—motivated mainly by acommon belief in the profound significance of what they are doing since they have no chance of direct, external success—joined together by precisely the kind of atmosphere in which the formalized and ritualized ties common in the official structures are supplanted by aliving sense of solidarity and fraternity?48


    These bonds of solidarity were an important part of what could constitute the “power of powerless” in an oppressive political situation. At the end of “Politics and Conscience,” Havel cites Jan Patočka’s idea of the “solidarity of the shaken” to reiterate the point that his type of solidarity had potentially global power:


    When Jan Patočka wrote about Charter77, he used the term “solidarity of the shaken.” He was thinking of those who dared resist impersonal power and to confront it with the only thing at their disposal, their own humanity. Does not the perspective of abetter future depend on something like an international community of the shaken which, ignoring state boundaries, political systems, and power blocs, standing outside the high game of traditional politics, aspiring to no titles and appointments, will seek to make areal political force out of aphenomenon so ridiculed by the technicians of power—the phenomenon of human conscience?49


    The hopefulness in this idea, furthermore, is an extension of Havel’s moral argument earlier in the essay:


    We must make values and imperatives the starting point of all our acts, of all our personally attested, openly contemplated, and ideologically uncensored lived experience. We must trust the voice of our conscience more than that of all abstract speculations and not invent responsibilities other than the one to which the voice calls us. We must not be ashamed that we are capable of love, friendship, solidarity, sympathy, and tolerance, but just the opposite: we must set these fundamental dimensions of our humanity free from their ‘private’ exile and accept them as the only genuine starting point of meaningful human community. We must be guided by our own reason and serve the truth under all circumstances as our own essential experience.50


    None of the actions undertaken by dissident civic communities would work, he claimed, unless participants were both moral and civic, basing their actions on values and conscience and seeking the truth.


    Havel’s ideas of civic community between Charter77 and 1989 are infused with asense of tragic anarchistic beauty, and elements of his ideas are admittedly both rather poetic and rather unstable. When he rhetorically asks in “The Power of the Powerless” if the community of dissidents huddled together facing the adversity of the post-totalitarian state might be amodel of “post-democratic” politics able to bring about the reconstitution of society and humanity, he also points out how such gatherings are spontaneous communities that do not last and do not usually institutionalize themselves into the “ballast of hallowed traditions,” but rather “emerge, live, and disappear.” Then he asks, “[i]snot their attempt to create an articulate form of living within the truth and to renew the feeling of higher responsibility in an apathetic society really asign of some kind of rudimentary moral reconstitution?”51 While it far past 1989.55 Yet for the Charter signatories themselves, their role became part of their personal identity, part of their own moral reconstitution, and part of history writ-large globally. As he wrote in “The Meaning of Charter77”: “history began to return among us [dějiny se vracely mezi nás]” and “the end opened anew [konec se opět otevřel]” when asmall group of people came together to undertake hopeless and absurd action against an unjust government.56


    Co dělat? What to do?


    Unlike his participation in the trendiness of the “civil society discourse” in the 1990s, Havel’s dissident writings today seem more timeless, and thus also timelier. This timeless timeliness emerges from his ability to speak to existential and political conundrums far beyond his own century, even while doing so with ironic humility that does not point to itself as atimeless universal principle or “political theory.” While his method is unconventional when held up to academic political theory and philosophy, his political thinking is nonetheless innovative and substantive: he zooms into the details of his own local situation—the common greengrocer, awkward office dynamics, the teenage rock band, the rude wine-bar bouncer, the smokestack polluting the heavens—and then asks his reader to zoom out—metaphysically far out—to see the broadest possible political significance of such quotidian details. Within this, the vision of civic community that emerges from Havel’s intellectual process combines aconcern for the morality of political action with meditations on the wistful fleetingness of dissident communities and activities.


    To paradoxically categorize the substance of his thinking that generally transcends categories, it could be said that his way of proceeding reveals amix of Aristotelian virtue ethics (where politics is about shaping the virtuous citizen) and anarchism (where proper politics can only arise in voluntary spontaneous comings-together of responsible citizens in the absence of state authority).57 While his version of virtue ethics is embedded into his ideas of a“good citizen” discussed above, the anarchism appears through his discussion of anti-organizational and anti-political dissidence:


    Rather than astrategic agglomeration of formalized organizations, it is better to have organizations springing up ad hoc, infused with enthusiasm for aparticular purpose and disappearing when that purpose has been achieved […] These structures should naturally arise from below as aconsequence of authentic social self-organization; they should derive vital energy from aliving dialogue with the genuine needs from which they arise, and when these needs are gone, the structures should also disappear. The principles of their internal organization should be very diverse, with aminimum of external regulation […] Both political and economic life ought to be founded on the varied and versatile cooperation of such dynamically appearing and disappearing organizations.58


    This he critiqued both Communism and democracy as part of the same technological-rationalized automatism that undermined human autonomy and subjectivity.61 He did believe Communism was worse, but before 1989, he identified traditional parliamentary democracy and capitalism as problematic in serious ways as well. He thought dissident civic communities addressed alarger problem that at once contained democracy, capitalism, Communism, and totalitarianism. His dissent against the “left,” the “right,” and the whole Cold-War structure reveals areverence for the communitarian aspects of socialism as well as areverence for individual human liberty oriented in opposition to the too-powerful state. There is both libertarianism and communalism within this mix.62


    Thirty years after the end of the Cold War, such atension is now an opportunity to ask, with Havel, “and why not?” Why not think with both anarchism and Aristotle at once? Why not put together communalism and libertarianism? Does the community that respects virtue, human subjectivity, and equality also necessarily have to be an institution that shuts down human liberties and denies us our freedom? Why did the Cold War force us to make this choice in these terms? How have our categories of political thinking been closed to new political imaginaries because we were told we must choose only from within this dichotomy in all of its forms: socialism versus capitalism, small government versus big government, cosmopolitanism versus patriotism, environmental protection versus economic growth, and so on. Perhaps these supposedly “opposed” categories seem opposed to one another because they are tinged with the legacy of Cold War dualism. Havel’s civic self-consciousness during his dissident years created one set of ideas involved in helping end the Cold War. Even if the triumphalism of “civil society” in the 1990s should be questioned, and even if it is admitted that “civil society” will always be too confused aconcept to fix all problems everywhere at once, without civic initiatives, the civic principle, and such adjacent ideas, civically-minded citizens might not have gathered together in Prague’s basements, and Havel’s writings might not be here to be read.


    Rereading Havel today, one can see that he used many forms of the civic—občanský—to call on his audiences to see beyond the over-simplified oppositions of left and right. Somewhere on amore distant horizon, taking this seriously might make possible the embrace of avision of global citizenship wide enough to include community and liberty, virtue and independence, solidarity and progress. This might require, as the English collection of Havel’s speeches was titled, engaging in “the art of the impossible.”63 Yet Havel also knew that when failure was inherent in the very act of impossible considerations, Sisyphus could, following Camus, come to be “happy.”64 So, as Havel might say were he still alive, let us end the Cold War yet again, and again, and again. Striving for awhole world where societies might be morally, existentially, and civically reconstituted according to Havel’s vision is surely aSisyphean task, but doing so in the small circles of quotidian life is entirely reasonable. Gather together agroup of people that shares avision for how part of the world might be made better, use that community to undertake moral and civically-minded actions together, and so will follow aHavelian existential revolution. Both the world and you will be made better, because even when you fail at the immediate political task, and even after your anarchistic community properly disappears, you will have lived in the truth, atruth made civically (občanský) and together with the company of others (společnost). This is Havel’s občanská společnost.
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      20The “civil society literature” of the 1990s is too large to fully detail here. This limited sample of works would contain the relevant cross-references to trace the literature: Andrew Arato, Civil Society, Constitution, and Legitimacy (Landam, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 2000); Adam Seligman, The Idea of Civil Society (New York: Free Press, 1992); Jean Cohen and Andrew Arato, Civil Society and Political Theory (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1992); Mark Warren, Democracy and Association (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001); Jeffery Alexander, The Civil Sphere (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001); Peter Wagner (ed.), The Languages of Civil Society (New York: Berghahn Books, 2006); Adela Cortina, Covenant and Contract: Politics, Ethics, and Religion (Dudley, MA: Peeters Leuven, 2003); Ernest Gellner, Conditions of Liberty: Civil Society and its Rivals (London: Penguin, 1994).

    


    
      21For adetailed analysis of the legal ideas circulating after the Prague Spring and before 1989, see Kieran Williams and James Krapfl, “For aCivic Socialism and the Rule of Law: The Interplay of Jurisprudence, Public Opinion and Dissent in Czechoslovakia, 1960s–1980s,” in K.McDermott and M.Stibbe (eds.), Eastern Europe in 1968 (Palgrave Macmillan, 2018).

    


    
      22The journal Voluntas traced the development of many of these policy indicators. The Global Civil Society Yearbook series from 2001 to 2012 also helped shaped this form of policy discourse. It was also argued that civil society could exist in awar zone, beyond all civility and any sense of the civil, by arguing that “islands” could be formed in war zones through aparticular form of action that was civil and/or civic; see Mary Kaldor, New and Old Wars: Organized Violence in aGlobal Era (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2012).

    


    
      23A. Brinton, “Association and Recognition in Authoritarian Societies: ATheoretical Beginning,” European Journal of Political Theory 11:3, July 2012.

    


    
      24Querying “civil society” (in English) in Google’s Ngram Viewer shows these patterns fairly well. Usage is fairly level, and fairly minimal, until about 1985. Then it increases at asteep exponential rate until about 2000. Then adownward trend starts, and the Google records end in 2008. It looks abit like it is on adownward trend heading for abell curve shape with the peak at 2000, though something could change.

    


    
      25For avery optimistic assessment of how civil society was involved in 1989, see Gale Stokes, The Walls Came Tumbling Down (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993).

    


    
      26Havel’s pre-1989 work contains many insightful critiques of democracy, including at times placing it under the same problematic of technical-rationalized civilization as Communism. In some of the post-1989 triumphalist discourse, both Havel and his audiences seem to have become deaf to the memory of this critique. While Havel’s speech on the state of democracy on the first anniversary of November 1989 was anything but triumphalist, by the time of his speech at Macalester College in 1999 (Havel, “ASpeech by Václav Havel, President of the Czech Republic, on the Occasion of ‘Václav Havel’s Civil Society Symposium’,” 1999), he had integrated “civil society” into most of his visions of democratic political solutions (see discussion below). The “post-1989 triumphalist discourse” had many outlets: it included the “new world order” proclaimed by George H.W.Bush, the idea of “there is no alternative” in the UK and Germany, the unending discussions of the “end of history” proclaimed by Francis Fukuyama, and the research industry around G.O’Donnell’s and P.Schmitter’s Transitions from Authoritarian Rule (Baltimore: John’s Hopkins University Press, 1986) that advocated for more democratic transitions based on the Western model. More specifically, this set of ideas was also manifested in accounts of the 1989 revolutions, including Stokes’ The Walls Came Tumbling Down and Timothy Garton Ash’s The Magic Lantern (New York: Vintage, 1998). Some versions also appeared in international relation theory in the form of works like G.John Ikenberry’s After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint, and the Rebuilding of Order after Major Wars (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2000), where it was argued that America’s WWII victory had set the stage for the global success of its model of governance and foreign policy into the “long shadow” of the endless future.

    


    
      27There are departments at various national and international institutions which exist for the sake of “fostering civil society,” and many of these have origins in the 1990s. Asmall set of examples: UN Civil Society https://esango.un.org/civilsociety/; European Commission Civil Society https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sectors/human-rights-and-governance/civil-society_en; USAID Europe and Eurasia Civil Society https://www.usaid.gov/europe-eurasia-civil-society.

    


    
      28Havel himself fell into this mode of overstatement: “In the world of today—enveloped by aglobal, essentially materialistic and widely self-jeopardizing civilization—one of the ways of combatting all the escalating dangers consists in the systematic creation of auniversal civil society” (“Havel, “ASpeech by Václav Havel, President of the Czech Republic, on the Occasion of ‘Václav Havel’s Civil Society Symposium’,” 1999).

    


    
      29In the interests of full disclosure, Iparticipated willingly and enthusiastically in this trendiness by entering graduate school in 2001 and choosing to write about “civil society” with afellowship from athen-new institute called the “Center for Democracy and Civil Society.” This center received alarge initial grant in the late 1990s to launch, but then apropos of the situation, was unable to find much more financial support after that, and Iwas soon advised to reframe my own research to distance myself from what had become aproblematic concept. My dissertation, “Civil Society Outside of Democracy: ATheory,” was inspired by the writings of many different Central European dissidents, including Havel, but was incorporated into abook that did not have “civil society” in the title, for “strategic reasons.” Trying to “make acontribution” in the academic sense to aliterature that was spinning its wheels in definitional problems was seen at the time (after 2006) as aprofessional liability. While my singular experience should not be generalized too broadly, the overall trajectory and fate of “civil society” as aconcept also affected Havel, especially as his own popularity in the Czech Republic declined and after aprotracted debate with Václav Klaus about the concept of “civil society.” In many ways, Havel staked his political career on the bundle of concepts linked together by his idea of “civil society,” and then the world lost interest in the concept, as well as its interest in small eastern European countries, perhaps especially after 9/11/2001 marked the end of an optimistic era.

    


    
      30In speeches where he discussed “civil society,” he also often discussed these issues; see note 1.

    


    
      31Empirical data on the existence of civil society in the countries of the world was collected through many projects; for one example, see the Global Civil Society Yearbook series, published by the London School of Economics (New York: Oxford University Press, 2001–2012).

    


    
      32Asample (not an exhaustive list) of skepticism from this period includes: Ariel Armony, The Dubious Link: Civic Engagement and Democratization (Stanford University Press, 2004); Gideon Baker, Civil Society and Democratic Theory: Alternative Voices (London: Routledge, 2002); Peter Wagner (ed.), The Languages of Civil Society (New York: Berghahn Books, 2006); Sarah Mendelson and John Glenn (eds.), The Power and Limits of NGOs (New York: Colombia University Press, 2002); Nancy Bermeo and Philip Nord, Civil Society Before Democracy: Lessons from Nineteenth Century Europe (New York: Rowman and Littlefield, 2000); Hakan Seckinelgin “Civil Society as aMetaphor for Western Liberalism”, Global Society, 16:4 (2002); Stephen Kotkin and Jan Gross, Uncivil Society: 1989 and the Implosions of the Communist Establishment (New York: Random House, 2009).

    


    
      33Havel, “ASpeech by Václav Havel, President of the Czech Republic, on the Occasion of ‘Václav Havel’s Civil Society Symposium’,” 1999.

    


    
      34Havel, “ASpeech by Václav Havel, President of the Czech Republic, on the Occasion of ‘Václav Havel’s Civil Society Symposium’,” 1999.

    


    
      35Havel, “ASpeech by Václav Havel, President of the Czech Republic, on the Occasion of ‘Václav Havel’s Civil Society Symposium’,” 1999.

    


    
      36See J.Cohen and A.Arato, Civil Society and Political Theory: the opening chapters of this work explain the left-right tensions as well as the connections of the idea of “civil society” to Central European dissidents.

    


    
      37The story of Havel’s disagreements with Czech Prime Minister Václav Klaus in the 1990s are described in John Keane, Václav Havel: APolitical Tragedy in Six Acts (London: Basic Books, 2000), 438–476. Disagreements about interpretations of “civil society” were part of this. See also Martin Myant, “Klaus, Havel and the Debate over Civil Society in the Czech Republic,” Journal of Communist Studies and Transition Politics 22:2 (2005), 248–267; James F.Pontuso, “Transformation Politics: The Debate between Václav Havel and Václav Klaus on the Free Market and Civil Society,” Studies in East European Thought 54:3 (2002), 153–177.

    


    
      38Havel, “ASpeech by Václav Havel, President of the Czech Republic, on the Occasion of ‘Václav Havel’s Civil Society Symposium’,” 1999.

    


    
      39Havel, “New Year’s Address to the Nation,” 1994.

    


    
      40Havel, “Conclusion of the Month of Bosnia and Herzegovina in Prague,” 1995. He contrasts the idea of civil society with the problem of nationalism in Bosnia, arguing that civil society could ameliorate the problems of nationalism

    


    
      41Havel, “New Year’s Address to the Nation,” 1994.

    


    
      42Havel, “New Year’s Address to the Nation,” 1994.

    


    
      43Sheri Berman, “Civil Society and the Collapse of the Weimar Republic,” World Politics 49:3 (1997), 401–429.

    


    
      44See for example, Mark Kaldor and Diego Muro, “Religious and Nationalist Militant Groups” in Mary Kaldor, Helmut Anheier, Marlies Glasius (eds.), Global Civil Society Yearbook, 2003 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003); Petr Kopecký and Cas Mudde (eds.), Uncivil Society: Contentious Politics in Post-Communist Europe (London: Routledge, 2003); Morris P.Fiorina, “Extreme Voices: The Dark Side of Civic Engagement” in Theda Skocpol and Morris P.Fiorina (eds.), Civic Engagement in American Democracy (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 1999).

    


    
      45Havel, “Osmyslu Charty 77,” 672. The English translation of this document is not readily available in apublished or online edition. Some of the same ideas are reiterated in two short essays in Open Letters that Havel also wrote about the Charter (“Two Notes on Charter77”), but the full description of agood citizen and the moral grounding of the Charter is not in those, and is most fully elaborated in “Osmyslu Charty 77.”

    


    
      46Havel, “The Power of the Powerless,” chapter XXI: “Above all, any existential revolution should provide hope of amoral reconstitution of society, which means aradical renewal of the relationship of human beings to what Ihave called the ‘human order,’ which no political order can replace. Anew experience of being, arenewed rootedness in the universe, anewly grasped sense of higher responsibility, anewfound inner relationship to other people and to the human community—these factors clearly indicate the direction in which we must go.”

    


    
      47“Ifavor politics as practical morality, as service to the truth, as essentially human and humanly measured care for our fellow humans. It is, Ipresume, an approach which, in this world, is extremely impractical and difficult to apply in daily life”, see Václav Havel, “Politics and Conscience,” trans. Erazim Kohák and Roger Scruton, in Open Letters: Selected Writings 1965–1990 (New York: Vintage, 1992), 269.

    


    
      48Havel, “The Power of the Powerless,” chapter XXII.

    


    
      49Havel, “Politics and Conscience,” 271. For more on “power” as akey word, see Popescu in this volume.

    


    
      50Havel, “Politics and Conscience,” 267.

    


    
      51Havel, “The Power of the Powerless,” chapter XXII.

    


    
      52While there are many moments spirituality and politics intersect in his work, the beginning of “Politics and Conscience” has one of the clearest examples, where he sees reconstituting avision of the natural world as the first step towards the form of political engagement he advocates: “We must draw our standards from our natural world, heedless of ridicule, and reaffirm its denied validity. We must honor with the humility of the wise the limits of that natural world and the mystery which lies beyond them, admitting that there is something in the order of being which evidently exceeds all our competence. We must relate to the absolute horizon of our existence which, if we but will, we shall constantly rediscover and experience” (Havel, “Politics and Conscience,” 267). See also David S.Danaher, Reading Václav Havel (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2015), in particular the chapter 4 on “spirituality” and other Havelian keywords in their original Czech and English translation. For afurther account of the way morality works through Havel’s political ideas, see Delia Popescu, Political Action in Václav Havel’s Thought: The Responsibility of Resistance (Landham, MD: Lexington Books, 2012). Havel was also building on asequence of prison letters from summer 1982; see Václav Havel, Letters to Olga, letter 143 (which calls for arenewed sense of human community or pospolitost) and letter 144.

    


    
      53For acomparison and asimilar analysis of morality’s relationship to politics and humanity in regard to Charter77, see Jan Patočka, “Two Charta 77 Texts” in Jan Patočka: Philosophy and Selected Writings, trans. Erazim Kohák (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1989), 340–347.

    


    
      54For more on “truth” as akey word, see Williams in this volume.

    


    
      55For one example from an American political scientist, see Marc M.Howard, The Weakness of Civil Society in Post-Communist Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003).

    


    
      56Havel, “Osmyslu Charty 77,” 685.

    


    
      57In their accounts of Havel’s political thinking, both Delia Popescu and James Pontoso discuss Havel’s use of political concepts such as anti-politics, parallel polis, decentralized civic action, and small-scale work to characterize the anti-statist and independent gatherings that Havel endorses. Ihave gone farther and beyond these interpretations in using aframework of “anarchism,” because the limits and problems with the term “civil society” make it seem necessary to zoom outward to awider framework. Iam not, therefore, using “anarchism” here in apejorative or negative sense, but in line with recent efforts in political theory to substantiate anarchism as aviable description of actual practices of dissidence and activism. See, for example, David Graeber, The Democracy Project (New York: Spiegel and Grau, 2013); Jean-Luc Nancy, Being Singular Plural, trans. R.Richardson and A.O’Byrne (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2000); Jacques Ranciere, Dissensus: On Politics and Aesthetics, trans. Steven Corcoran (New York: Bloomsbury Academic, 2010); James Scott, The Art of Not Being Governed: An Anarchist History of Upland Southeast Asia (New Have: Yale University Press, 2010).

    


    
      58Havel, “The Power of the Powerless,” chapter XXI.

    


    
      59For example, rightist anarchism is shown in extreme libertarian movements in the United States, like the Montana Freeman, The Sovereign Citizens, and the newer examples of declarations of self-sovereignty in encampments by those refusing to cede authority to agents of the state or pay taxes; leftist anarchism is the final stage in Marx’s theory, where the state “withers away” and becomes unnecessary because everyone is equal, self-governing, and there is no more need for the state to adjudicate conflicts. Rightist Aristotelianism would be focused on conservative preservation of moral traditions of virtue in established culture (see, for example, the work of Alasdair MacIntyre); leftist/leftish Aristotelianism comes in several forms, focusing on Aristotle’s advocacy of civic engagement and democratic political involvement in The Ethics and The Politics—see, for example, Martha Nussbaum, “Aristotelian Social Democracy,” in R.Bruce Douglass, Gerald M.Mara, and Henry S.Richardson (eds.), Liberalism and the Good (New York: Routledge, 1990).

    


    
      60Havel, “Two Notes on Charter77,” 326: “Akind of bi-polar thinking is becoming more and more common in today’s politically polarized world […] People who live in the world of such thinking have constant and understandable problems with Charter77. If it is right-wing, then why isn’t it properly, openly and consistently right-wing? If it is left-wing, then why isn’t it properly, openly and consistently left-wing? […] Such questions also spring from amisunderstanding of what the Charter really is. Charter77 is neither left-wing nor right-wing, not because it is ‘somewhere-in-the-middle,’ but because it has nothing whatever in common with that spectrum, because in essence, it lies outside it. As acivic initiative […] it is […] ‘above’ it all […] it is concerned with the truth, with truthful description of conditions, and with free and objective criticism of those conditions.”

    


    
      61Havel, “Politics and Conscience,” 267. “[I]t seems to me that all of us, East and West, face one fundamental task from which all else should follow. That task is one of resisting vigilantly, thoughtfully, and attentively, but at the same time with total dedication, at every step and everywhere, the irrational momentum of anonymous, impersonal, and inhuman power—the power of ideologies, systems, apparat, bureaucracy, artificial languages, and political slogans. We must resist its complex and wholly alienating pressure, whether it takes the form of consumption, advertising, repression, technology, or cliché—all of which are the blood brothers of fanaticism and the wellspring of totalitarian thought.”

    


    
      62While this view can already be found in his earliest thoughts on politics in his teenage letters (around 1953), it was shaped in the 1960s by the revisionist Marxist philosopher Ivan Sviták. See also Jean Bethke Elshtain, “APerformer of Political Thought: Václav Havel On Freedom And Responsibility,” Nomos 37 (1995), 464–482. Elshtain characterizes Havel’s contribution to political thought as his ability to rise above ideological frameworks and get beyond the “legacy of the French Revolution,” so her argument has some affinity with this one.

    


    
      63Václav Havel, Art of the Impossible: Politics as Morality in Practice Speeches and Writings 1990–1996, trans. Paul Wilson (New York: Fromm International, 1998).

    


    
      64Albert Camus, Myth of Sisyphus and other Essays (New York: Vintage, 1991).
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    At the Garden Party of Moths and Butterflies: aforeword to Havel’s key words and imaginaries


    Jiří Přibáň


    One of the most typical hallmarks of political modernity is Thomas Hobbes’s view that auctoritas non veritas facit legem, usually shortened as the ‘might is right’ statement invoked by self-declared political realists. Against this view, political idealists argue that veritas non auctoritas facit legem and call on the authority of reason to guide our political life by guaranteeing truth in politics. For them, the political sovereign’s might depends on the mightier rule constituted by the sovereign power of reason.


    While the legacy of Hobbes still dominates political and social theories and definitions of politics through the exercise of sovereign commands, the general habit of obedience and the state as the monopoly of power within agiven territory, the tradition of identifying legitimate politics with truth is much older and its modern imaginary is typically associated with the Kantian view of public opinion governed by reason. The persuasive force of reason manifests itself in the public sphere of civil society, which is expected to facilitate free discussion transforming diverse opinions into rational judgements and political consensus. Public participation and rational engagement are then expected to constitute specific control of political authority, in which the sovereign reason rules the state and its legal constitution.


    These conceptual and ideological distinctions between political realism and idealism, or power and truth, are usually mastered by political, legal, and social scientists in early stages of academic development despite their gross simplifications of political and legal reality as well as afailure to describe the complexity of modern society. It is therefore very important for academics, as much as citizens, to encounter and explore political and legal constellations in which the keywords of auctoritas, veritas, and lex cannot be simplified and summarized in typical formulas, conceptual distinctions and intellectual clichés.


    Realism of idealistic visions


    For me, this moment came when Iwas invited to aprivate meeting of constitutional law experts with President Václav Havel in the Lány castle residence in 2000. It was the time of the most serious constitutional crisis since the split of Czechoslovakia, one that threatened the whole system of separation of powers. The crisis was triggered by the 1998 parliamentary election leading to the political pact, the so-called “opposition treaty,” between two major parties, ODS (the right-wing Civic Democratic Party) and ČSSD (the left-wing Czech Social Democratic Party) and their leaders Václav Klaus and Miloš Zeman. The treaty included proposals of constitutional changes that would shift power to the executive branch of Government and, even more importantly, eliminate smaller political parties from Parliament.


    Havel opposed this move to concentrate parliamentary and executive powers in the hands of two major political players. When general goals of the opposition treaty materialized in the form of anew electoral system proposal that meant to transform the existing proportional system into ade facto majoritarian one, he, therefore, wanted to discuss his options with some senior judges and constitutional law experts. When he entered the room and pulled out his worn copy of the Czech Constitution from his blazer pocket to point to aparticular section, it, nevertheless, was clear that he already had astrong view and critical assessment of the whole situation.


    Havel’s knowledge of the Constitution’s letter was impressive and his commitment to the spirit of constitutionalism dominated the discussion of specific rules and techniques on that evening. The election reform proposal was enacted by Parliament later that year in June 2000.1 Havel’s early assessment of the proposed changes and his determination to refer them to the Constitutional Court were overwhelmingly supported by constitutional experts. His arguments that the new electoral law was alegal technique of effectively introducing amajoritarian system of voting and would violate the constitutional rule that the lower chamber of Parliament be elected by proportional representation, were ultimately accepted by the Court, which declared the electoral law unconstitutional in January 2001 and thus fundamentally strengthened the new Constitution’s fragile and evolving fabric.2


    This first working encounter with Václav Havel, however, also had astrong symbolic and intellectual meaning for me because it illustrated that the relationship between auctoritas, veritas, and lex was alot more complicated than the two formulas defining the distinction between political realism and idealism.


    Havel was sometimes labelled an idealist, yet he realistically judged his political moves and made powerful strategic decisions that successfully weakened his adversaries and fundamentally strengthened the emerging system of democratic constitutionalism and firmly placed the Czech Republic in European and transatlantic structures despite the notorious Czech Euroscepticism and anti-NATO sentiments. After all, it is hard to imagine anyone but apragmatic and realist politician leading the country for over thirteen years marked by the most profound political, economic, and social transformation.


    Havel’s politics used ideals as tools of achieving realistic goals. Even his most famous quote “Truth and love must prevail over lies and hate” is ablend of idealism and realism because truth and love are taken as carriers of specific policies and modes of political judgement. However, this realistic use of truth’s power was always framed by Havel’s idealistic vision of politics as ameaningful human effort and not just aprofessional vocation.


    Theatrum politicum v. noble lies


    The idea of collecting essays on Václav Havel’s keywords, therefore, is apraiseworthy and original contribution to the growing body of literature on this person’s life, work, ideas, and politics. Havel’s notions of truth, power, civil society, and responsibility are inseparable from his understanding of theater and prison or indifference and appeal. His thinking is impossible to categorize and organize as alexicon, and this collection of essays successfully argues against any such attempts. It actually invites its reader into the most complex, even contradictory thoughts and intellectual and artistic reflections in Havel’s works.


    It should not be surprising that the centrality of Havel’s arguments from the perspective of human authenticity and living in truth goes hand in hand with constant use of the theatrical aspects of politics in both his dissident and presidential actions. For Havel, politics was always dramatic, but this theatrum politicum does not mean that, as Plato argued, it would be just the world of mimetic acts, illusions, and appearances obstructing our access to the truth. Havel’s notion of living in truth integrated drama as an intrinsic part of authentic human creativity. However, Havel was always critical of the political idea of legitimation by a“noble lie” originally formulated by Plato and subsequently adopted by ideologues of all kinds from conservative traditionalists to revolutionary Marxists.


    In his Republic, Plato imagines the ideal polity founded on “one single, grand lie which will be believed by everybody including the rulers.”3 The lie was to function as afiction of the common descent of the city’s population from the earth that, nevertheless, is accompanied by afiction that the citizens’ souls contain different metals and their bearers therefore belong to different social classes.


    Plato’s assessment of the ideal city as apolity to be ideologically integrated by alie was replicated by many different theories and philosophies of politics. According to this view, the need to balance concurrent expectations of commutative and distributive justice is impossible to satisfy by real political acts and therefore must be answered by idealizing metaphors, fictions, and symbols. These symbols of power must guarantee acceptance, unity, and general consensus, and their main function is to eliminate internal conflicts, contradictions, and dissent potentially emerging in society.


    Karl Mannheim described this function of ideology as stabilization of apolitical order by blurring the pluralistic and conflictual reality of society. In “The Power of the Powerless,” Havel described the legality of the communist regime as afaçade functioning exactly like this ideological machine, using abstract and empty notions of the legal system to cover the regime’s real repressive character. He did not just criticize the regime’s official lies and the role of legality in masking its brute power.4 He also highlighted its legitimizing function of presenting the total and only representation of society while suppressing societal pluralism and the structural conflicts between those who rule and those ruled by them.


    Havel’s dissident call for living in truth thus should be interpreted as adelegitimation strategy unmasking all ideological lies, noble or poor, and their total images of society. Its social function is to reveal specific gaps in ideological claims of total legitimacy.5


    Legality and legitimacy


    As regards the lex of the communist regime, political dissent exposed its ideological function of concealing the veritas of the state of politics and thus operating as atool of filling the legitimation gaps in the regime’s auctoritas. Rather than the simplistic distinction between truth and lies in politics, the dissident strategy thus reveals the basic problem of modernity in which the original question of legitimacy by legality was gradually transformed into the question of legitimacy of legality itself. The relationship between power, truth, and laws thus has to be reconceptualized because modern history offers many examples of the worst atrocities and crimes against humanity committed by legislated laws and court judgements.


    Every power calls for legitimation. In modern democratic statehood, this legitimation, however, is extended from the power-holders to the whole polity described as the constituent power of the sovereign people. Nevertheless, this concept of popular sovereignty as self-rule must be strictly limited to the system of politics. In this sense, the totalitarian state failed because it was constituted by the ambition to govern the totality of society beyond politics. Totalitarianism is thus best described as the political goal of creating astate with one official ideological opinion on everything—something contradicting the very nature of modernity differentiating between politics and society and generating its legitimacy from the distinction between the public and private spheres of social life.


    The modern democratic state governed by the laws, the democratic Rechtsstaat, operates on simultaneous limitation and expansion of the state power by legality. Power is legitimized by legality as its limitation but the same legality expands it. The problem of legitimation is thus extended from the political system now legitimized by legality to the legal system and its internal constitution.


    Despite all references to living in truth, political dissent and its critique of communist ideology paradoxically proved that modern lex cannot be subjected to the higher-legitimacy test of ultimate veritas. The auctoritas of law is neither in its higher truth as claimed by idealist philosophers, nor in its efficiency as argued by realist political scientists and sociologists. Legality in the democratic state is actually legitimized by its internal capacity to minimize potential risks of injustices produced by the system of positive law.


    Apart from controlling political power by its constitutional limitation, the rule of law legitimizes it by intrinsic legal values such as clarity, consistency, and coherence of rules, judgements, and decision-making. These values of legality have profound external effects, and their general societal validity recursively turns positive law into commonly accepted practices and the ultimate authority of legitimate politics. Neither the sovereign power, nor reason make laws. It is the law’s internal morality that self-constitutes its authority and functionality beyond the ideological façade of repressive consent. And dissidents showed that the absence and systemic breaches of this internal morality delegitimizes both law and power.


    In this respect, it is interesting how this internal morality of law was present in Havel’s thinking in his dissident as much as president years. When he reflected on post-1989 constitution-making, he remarked that:


    Lawyers have their own vocabulary, and Ithink Iunderstand most of what is said or written on these matters, but it’s not just about me. The language of the constitution should be as clear as spring water, and it should be immediately and fully understandable to every student. It should, in short, be the real property of the people, as it is in the United States.6


    It is also noteworthy that this remark on the clarity of law is closely connected to Havel’s lifelong critique of legal formalism and positivism. In the following sentence, he states: “Iam no friend of an overly formal, positivistic notion of the law, because Iknow how much injustice can flow from amindless and literal cleaving to the letter of the law.”7


    The struggle of apolitical dissident meets the ethic of ademocratic president in these words.


    Values and the meaning of politics


    The legacy of political dissent primarily consists of negative warnings and comes close to Blaise Pascal’s view that political reality is constituted by earthly power conflicts and struggles, not divine entitlements.8 According to Pascal, it is human fear and fragility that constitute apolitical order and the sovereign ruler, therefore, should fear power of the ruled people. Similarly, any dissent reveals aparadoxical truth about the totalitarian state—it is based on fear and noble lies, yet its rulers constantly fear the ruled in their poverty and powerlessness.


    These lessons from dissident politics show the impossibility of eliminating the language of values from either the system of positive law or politics. The ultimate point of the legitimation of power is neither its efficiency, nor its principled limitation. It is the very meaning of politics as avaluable human enterprise.


    However, modern history shows that human values are formulated as transcendental foundations of our society by both professional politicians and their dissenting critics, yet they operate as just momentary outcomes of different legitimation strategies and operations. Values are expected to be universal, objective, and socially stable, yet they suffer from profound instability, subjectivity, and particular conflicts.


    The problem of values in modern politics and society is that there is no chance that they could be generally shared and accepted as universally valid. Modern society is by definition morally pluralistic, and different people share different and conflicting values. All categorical and absolute value imperatives are challenged by the plurality of existing values.


    Reflecting on this immanence and plurality of legitimizing values, Max Weber stated that the most important aspect of authority is that the ruled believe that they “had made the content of the command the maxim of their conduct for its very own sake.”9 It means that they believe in objective validity of values behind the subjective will and power to which they are subjected.


    Weber concluded that this paradox of subjective beliefs in objective validity does not have adefinitive solution because politics, like the economy or science, cannot be founded by asystem of universal values expressing the true human existence and responding to the most essential question of the meaning of life. According to him, the only existential meaning of politics is its recognition that neither politics, nor science or philosophy, can open access to universally valid principles and values of humanity. In short, Weber believed that the vocation of politics, law, science, or any other intellectual discipline or social activity, consists of the recognition that objective legitimacy by values is paradoxically both necessary and impossible.


    Dissident potentia of delegitimation


    The paradox of values as necessary yet impossible sources of legitimation of politics and law is well illuminated by dissident struggles to both unmask the true mechanisms of communist power and formulate valuable alternatives to the existing rule. In this context, Havel’s conceptualization of the power of the powerless needs to be revisited and reformulated in light of Spinoza’s distinction between societal force—potentia, and institutionalized political power—potestas.10


    The distinction between societal force and political power has been popular among critical theorists and philosophers contrasting repressive power of the political system to the repressed multitudes striving for self-determination. However, the strategy of dissent hardly can be reduced to these simple dichotomies and alternatives between state repression and societal liberation. It escapes apocalyptic imaginaries of political sovereigns controlling the bare lives of their populations.11 Despite Havel’s distinction between the intentions of life and the intentions of the system and its similarity to critical philosophers such as Jürgen Habermas’s criticizing the alienating and automatic working of the system of politics and society without any meaningful purpose,12 these thoughts call for amore radical rethinking of Havel’s concept of power and its dichotomies.


    Havel’s dialectics of power and powerlessness can be reformulated as aproblem of the difference between the productive societal potentia and the reproductive political potestas. Havel is more fascinated by the problem of power as aconstellation and effect of societal forces and less concerned with more conventional analyses of institutions of power and their repressive strategies and apparatus. He notices the actual decline of ideological explanations of “metaphysical power” and focuses on surveillance techniques and societal discipline of the automatic “physical power” of the system.13


    Havel was interested in the power of social discipline and subjugation, and he formulated his living in truth as amicrophysics of the power of the powerless that can disrupt the physics and metaphysics of state power. He was less interested in localization of power and identifying those responsible for its use and more focused on its functions and circulation in social systems and networks. Havel thus looked beyond the concepts of repression and alienation or consensus and participation and, similarly to Michel Foucault,14 explored how power, rather than being applied to individuals, effectively passes through them.15


    In this respect, the power of the powerless consists of the potentia of societal delegitimation of the political system that officially ruled by the code of law and factually governed by the discipline of social normalization. It is acounter-productive force to the official language of productivity and efficiency of the communist system of power. This force operates as adense system of societal formations and multiple relations that, despite some shared keywords and concepts, cannot be reduced to the philosophy of existentialism with its calls for authenticity as atrue alternative to the corrupted system built on lies. This power of the powerless remains unfounded by some ultimate values as sovereign sources of ameaningful life itself.16


    Poietic politics in autopoietic society


    This assessment of political dissent, its societal force, and value may seem minimalist. To this question, one, however, can respond by recalling that the delegitimizing strategy of dissent turned out to be indispensable in bringing down the communist regimes in Central and Eastern Europe in 1989.


    Contrary to Weber’s value scepticism, freedom and democracy certainly can be optimistically seen as transcendentally valid and giving the fundamental meaning to human existence. Nevertheless, the paradox of the community of values claiming transcendental validity but depending on their immanent enforcement and legitimation manifests itself even in Havel’s keywords of transcendental truth and love which, if not realistically enforced through specific and immanent policies, would remain just empty moral promises on our political waiting lists.


    If there is amoral lesson from Václav Havel’s political life as both dissident and president, it is exactly this knowledge that, in politics, we are always dealing with waiting lists of values and the most valuable is the very act of waiting. Optimists are convinced that their values will materialize one day. Pessimists do not believe it. And sceptics act as if these values are coming despite circumstances and experiences indicating that it may not be possible.


    Havel was ahopeful sceptic who, despite circumstances and experiences, always acted as if these values were coming and depended on our will. Irealized this during our conversations with Zygmunt Bauman when he was awarded the Vize 97 Prize by the Dagmar and Václav Havel Foundation in 2006. After aroundtable discussion with Czech and Slovak sociologists, Havel came to informally greet Bauman, and we ended up talking about social sciences, politics, art, and language in general. While discussing anumber of different topics, it was clear that society was imagined by Havel as primarily acommunity of values.


    Modern society is described by social theorists as functionally differentiated into so-called autopoietic systems that are normatively closed, self-constituted and operate by self-references and without interference by external values and judgements. Unlike this theoretical image, Havel’s work and life remind us that the same autopoietically organized society also keeps its poietic character in the sense that it is always open to different interpretations and retains the possibility of living ameaningful and valuable life.


    The last time Imet Havel in person was at apublic discussion commemorating the Velvet Revolution in London in November 2009. To my provocative question about his biggest political nightmare twenty years after the revolution, he responded by playing with noční můra (“nightmare”), which is ahomonym for “moth” in Czech, and saying that he believed moths were the same species as butterflies and should be treated in the same way.


    Iam sitting and observing all sorts of moths in the night garden in the summer of 2020 while looking forward to the morning with its butterflies. Iam thinking of Havel’s Garden Party and the Čapek brothers’ play Pictures from the Insects’ Life while imagining society as agarden party of moths and butterflies and, apart from Havel’s keywords, immersing myself in the poietic world of his artistic and political metaphors.
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