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Contemporary Stoicism and Civic Values

Gita Leitlande, Ph.D.

Latvijas Nacionala aizsardzibas akadémija
Latvijas Universitates filozofijas doktoranttra

Summary’

Annotation

The doctoral thesis’s theme, “Contemporary Stoicism and Civic Values”, highlights the potential
of an interface between the philosophy of Stoicism and the functioning of the country by strengthening
civic values. The aim of the thesis is to offer a vision of how the philosophy of Stoicism, in its
contemporary interpretation, can be applied to address topical issues at the national level — strengthening
civic values in Latvia. The research (1) identifies the current country’s needs and challenges regarding
strengthening civic values; (2) examines the formation and variations of Stoic philosophy and ethics
over time, including the most significant criticism of Stoicism, from the origins of the teaching (ancient
Stoicism) to the present day (contemporary Stoicism); (3) formulates the interpretation of Stoic
philosophy and ethics used in the thesis: what is the ultimate goal of the teaching and the main
components of the strategy to achieve it. Based on this understanding of contemporary Stoicism and the
identified issues regarding civic values, the thesis (4) explores the potential and limitations of applying
contemporary Stoicism to strengthening two core civic values — autonomy and solidarity — in Latvia.
However, Stoicism as a philosophical teaching offers a more fundamental transformation and impact on
the person than just the cultivation of these two civic values. Stoicism affects the whole personality
(character), a person’s worldview and way of thinking, as well as the understanding of the country’s role
in a person’s beliefs and actions. These aspects reinforce the effectiveness of Stoicism and, thus, its
usefulness to the country in the context of strengthening civic values. The final chapter of the thesis
(5) analyzes three case studies that illustrate the applicability of Stoicism in specific areas: regarding

care for nature, military service, and character education in schools.
Research Rationale
The thesis’s theme, “Contemporary Stoicism and Civic Values”, highlights the potential

of an interface between the philosophy of Stoicism and the functioning of the country by

strengthening civic values. The thesis assumes that Stoic ideas — inspired by them and

! The following is abbreviated and rearranged version of the summary of doctoral thesis “Contemporary Stoicism
and Civic Values” by Gita Leitlande, defended at the University of Latvia, in Riga, 2024. Full text of the thesis
available (in Latvian): http://dspace.lu.lv/dspace/handle/7/66766. First published 23.03.2024.
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interpreted in a contemporary context — can be used to form a theoretical basis for addressing
current, ethics-related issues at the national level.

Stoic philosophy dates back to around 300 BCE; that is, Stoicism is 2300 years old. Its
active period lasted about 500 years, of which it was the leading philosophy in the
Mediterranean of the Hellenistic period for about the first three centuries of its existence. The
last best-known ancient Stoic was the Roman emperor Marcus Aurelius (died 180 CE).
However, the ideas of Stoic philosophy have proven to be valuable and relevant in all periods
and have been applied to various individuals and contexts (the course of Stoicism through the
centuries, from its inception to the 20" century, is discussed in sub-chapters 2.1.-2.2. of the
thesis).

Around the middle of the 20th century, a process began in Western moral philosophy that
led to a new wave of interest in Stoic philosophy from the last decades of the 20th century to
the present day. First, there is the renewal of the importance of virtue ethics in the moral
philosophy’s debate. Secondly, it is (also a renewed) interest in philosophy as a way of life.
These factors have contributed to a surge of interest in Stoicism in academia and outside it. It
is not a unified movement, as there is currently no consolidation around one conceptual reading
of Stoicism. In this thesis, “contemporary Stoicism” is understood precisely as this current,
renewed interest in Stoicism (the contemporary approach to modernization of Stoicism is
discussed in sub-chapter 2.3. of the thesis).

Stoic philosophy continues to attract interest and followers today, mainly because of its
practical applicability in life. Contemporary Stoicism offers a modernized version of Stoicism
suitable for the 21st century, recognizing certain tenets and practices of Stoic ethics as effective,
which have retained their usefulness over two thousand years. Including applying them to a
variety of practical areas, also interdisciplinary. For instance, in psychotherapy, education,
sustainable environmental policy, the armed forces, and the like. In these areas, useful Stoic
tenets and practices have been sought and found to help understand and improve certain
solutions in the field. The theme of the doctoral thesis invites us to look at another area within
this trend — the functioning of the country — by addressing current issues related to civic values.

Why has Stoicism been chosen for this purpose? Because Stoic philosophy has
successfully stood the test of time, both historically and empirically, as an effective, well-
thought-out, and well-founded system of ideas, oriented towards a person’s self-growth to
explain that (and how) it is within the power of every person to work on and improve one’s
character and personality. Thus, contributing to a more purposeful and meaningful life. For
instance, a contemporary Stoic Donald Robertson believes that Stoics have discovered several
powerful concepts and strategies to help people manage their emotions, which are perennial
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(Robertson 2020, 2). The wider community with which the person interacts also benefits from
this process.

Stoicism offers a complete philosophy for life, providing a structure (worldview) and an
understanding of priorities for each person’s life. A full-fledged philosophy for life often implies
a fundamental change in one’s understanding of life and lifestyle. The ancient Stoic teacher
Epictetus sees philosophy as a cure for the soul: after a conversation with a philosopher, a
person should not feel that she had a great time in exciting conversations but rather really shaken
inside that she should no longer live as before (Epictetus 2014, 197 [3.23.37]). The teaching of
Stoicism can be seen both as a preventive method, providing an appropriate conceptual
orientation for life, a readiness to deal with whatever one may encounter in life, and as a therapy
for dealing with specific problems and situations that have already arisen. A worldview and way
of thinking provide prevention (cosmology, theory of values, and the like, discussed in sub-
chapters 3.1.-3.3., 4.2. of the thesis), while specific practices provide therapy (based on
reflection, discussed in sub-chapter 3.4. of the thesis). One of the strengths of Stoicism is its
universality. Stoicism can be applied by anyone, in any occupation, in any profession, in any
circumstance, regardless of geographical, social, gender, or ethnic origin features. This is
possible because we can achieve a happy life on our own; moreover, it is the only way to achieve
it: our happy life does not depend on someone else — the government, our spouse, or our
therapist. Stoicism teaches that we are responsible for our own lives (both our happiness and
unhappiness) and that only when we take responsibility for our lives do we have a reasonable
chance of a happy life.

A happy life is achieved through self-improvement and constant work on oneself, which
can be learned, and one has to be prepared for it. Stoicism does not put ready-made answers or
specific guidelines in front of a person on how to act; it is up to the individual to make choices
and take responsibility. What should a person be prepared for? Above all, a person must be
prepared not to follow conformism and what most people consider important but to make her
own choices in favor of a particular philosophy of life, “to the transformation of ourselves,
andto a complete revision of our attitude with regard to human beings and to the
world” (Hadot 1998, 309). For Stoics, it is crucial to understand both these dimensions: the
nature of the world around us, its laws, and one’s place in it, as well as the nature of a human
being in general and of the individual in particular (including the tendency to make mistakes).
So, a person must be prepared to make conscious choices and follow them. Contemporary
Stoics see this as another strength of Stoicism for why it is relevant today: the teaching provides
a person with the cognitive tools to reflect and direct thoughts so that, on an individual level,
they serve and help each of us, rather than hinder us, and, on a collective level, to improve
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society together. It is the prioritization of long-term self-improvement or character-building
over other short-term gains.

What is the result — what kind of person is a Stoic? The ancient author Lucius Annaeus
Seneca characterizes a Stoic as: “kind to his friends and restrained towards his enemies, who
carries on his political and his personal business with scrupulous devotion; [..] order, propriety,
steadfastness, absolute harmony of action” (Seneca 2013, 491 [120.10—-11]). Marcus Aurelius,
about a century later, characterizes the Stoic as follows: in his attitude towards people — no
desire to please or flatter, on the contrary — in all things clear thought, stability and never
rudeness (Aurelius [I.16]). The contemporary Stoic William Irvine, on the other hand, tries to
get his readers to approach Stoicism from the perspective of how such a person feels: it is a
person who likes the life she lives, and, by practicing Stoicism, she gains confidence in her
abilities to deal with whatever life throws at her (primarily because the person is able to manage
herself), ultimately allowing to feel the joy of life (Irvine 2009, 206, 242). These and similar
descriptions of the Stoic, of course, speak of the ideal Stoic, that is, the person who, over a
prolonged period, lives purposefully according to the tenets of Stoic philosophy as her
philosophy for life. The ideal Stoic is a person who consistently demonstrates decent character
traits in a decent way in dealing with fellow human beings and with various situations in life
(the character traits that are decent according to Stoic philosophy and the decent way of
demonstrating them are discussed in chapter 3 of the thesis). The ideal Stoic may be a goal to
strive for, but pragmatically speaking, considering the positive features of such a person, even
partially and imperfectly aspiring to such character traits and pursuing such a lifestyle, would
already make both the person and society better.

Thus, Stoicism is a teaching of personal growth that places the responsibility for a happy
life on the individual through self-transformation and a reordering of priorities of values. The
result is a person with respectable character traits that are useful for interacting within society.
Regarding the possible usefulness of Stoicism for the country, attention should be drawn to
those aspects of Stoicism which are not only about a person’s self-growth but also about
involvement in society. It should be noted that the Stoic worldview and the strengths of
character to be cultivated cannot be separated from the way a given person sees herself in
relation to the world, the country, and other people since character-building is primarily possible
only in interaction with others. It is no coincidence that the Stoics are considered to be the
source of modern human rights concept, referring to the Stoic principle that all people are equal
by nature, or as Seneca so nobly puts it: “Man, an object of reverence in the eyes of man”
(Seneca 2013, 378 [95.33]) (the person’s involvement in society is discussed in sub-chapter 4.4.
of the thesis). From the point of view of the country, it is vital to support its citizens in the
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process of self-growth, to give them the tools (for instance, as a philosophy for life and specific
practices) and also — values. Given Latvia’s specifics, including its limited natural resources,
human capital is the key. Therefore, strengthening and improving human resources as the
principal resource is a constant, critical task of the country. In this context, the thesis explores
what values, worldviews, tenets, and practices Stoicism can offer the country, and what the
country could learn from Stoicism in order to strengthen human capital as a key resource in
Latvia. At the same time, the thesis does not aim to propose Stoicism as the country’s official

ideology.

The Aim and Tasks of the Research

The aim of the thesis is to conduct research and offer a vision of how the philosophy of
Stoicism, in its contemporary interpretation, can be applied to address a topical issue at the
national level — strengthening civic values in Latvia.

The tasks of the thesis are as follows:
1) to analyze the theoretical sources on civic values, as well as contemporary Latvian
sources on the current country’s needs and challenges regarding strengthening civic
values to identify the issues to be addressed in the thesis;
2) to examine the formation and variations of Stoic philosophy and ethics from the origins
of the teaching (ancient Stoicism) to the present day (contemporary Stoicism), identifying
the tenets and practices of Stoic ethics that have stood the test of time and are still valuable
and useful, as well as the most significant criticism of Stoicism; to characterize what is
meant by contemporary Stoicism and what is the approach to modernizing Stoicism at
the early 21st century;

3) to study the theoretical sources of ancient and contemporary Stoicism to formulate the

interpretation of Stoic philosophy and ethics used in the thesis: what is the ultimate goal

of the teaching and the main components of the strategy to achieve it;

4) to explore and offer a vision of the areas, aspects, and manifestations in which Stoic

tenets and practices could be applied to address the issues identified in the first task, to

identify the potential and limitations of applying contemporary Stoicism to the
strengthening of civic values;

5) to study and characterize three case studies that illustrate the applicability of Stoicism

in the national context — regarding care for nature, military service, and character

education in schools.

The research carried out in the thesis is organized by gradually narrowing down the
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researched topic and is developed as a whole: the conclusions drawn in the more detailed
chapters and sub-chapters follow from the previously analyzed considerations and should,

therefore, be seen in their totality.

The Structure of the Thesis

Introduction
1. The Relevance of Civic Values
1.1.  What are Civic Values?
1.2.  The Situation in Latvia Today
2. Ancient Stoicism and Contemporary Stoicism
2.1.  Stoic Philosophy as a System
2.2.  Stoicism through the Centuries
2.3.  Approaches to Modernising Stoicism in the 20™ and 21° Centuries
3. Tenets of Stoic Philosophy and Ethics
3.1.  The Ultimate Goal (Meaning in Life)
3.2.  The Strengths of Character
3.3.  The Theory of Values
3.4. Emotions and Practices
4. How Can Civic Values be Strengthened Through Stoicism?
4.1.  The Role of the Country in a Person’s Worldview and Actions
4.2.  Worldview and Way of Thinking
4.3.  Working on the Self: Personal Growth
4.4. Involvement in Society: Being an Active and Responsible Citizen
5. Case Studies of Applying Stoic Philosophy
5.1.  Care for Nature
5.2.  Military Service
5.3.  Character Education in Schools
Conclusions

Bibliography
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Relevance and Novelty of the Research

It is best to begin characterizing the relevance and novelty of the research, by considering
current developments in the studies and application of Stoicism worldwide. Those interested in
Stoicism today can be divided into three categories: the first are those who study and interpret
ancient Stoicism; the second are those who modernize ancient Stoicism and make it more
accessible to those interested outside academia; and the third are those who practice specific
ideas and insights of Stoicism, most likely incorporating them into their own, non-Stoic
worldview (Sadler 2017). The first group could be characterized as a classical approach of the
history of philosophy. The second — the tenets of ancient Stoicism are put into a context and
application appropriate to the 21% century. This group includes academics who dismantle the
notion that philosophy is only a subject of study at universities, and believe that Stoic
philosophy can and should be presented in a way accessible to a wider audience as a practically
applicable system of knowledge. In the third group, however, a distinction is drawn between
theoretical and practical philosophy and ethics. This group has recognized certain Stoic tenets
and practices of applied ethics as effective, while at the same time removing them from the rest
of the teaching. An example of this is the use of Stoic insights in psychotherapy.

The approach of this thesis is to build on the work of the aforementioned first and second
group of Stoic scholars as well as valuable aspects of the work of the third group’s
representatives and to apply the knowledge of Stoicism within the framework of the method of
operation of the second group; including drawing on relevant elements of the Stoic worldview
and way of thinking, supplemented by specific tenets and practices, without claiming to fully
adopt the ancient Stoics’ worldview.

The applicability of Stoicism to the cultivation of civic values and Stoicism as a tool to
address pressing issues at a national level is a topic that could have a wider interest in the world,
as it has been little studied so far. Existing research only touches on some aspects of this topic.
The ancient Stoic Marcus Aurelius (1991), for instance, discusses the relationship between
Stoicism and the country only from the perspective of the individual. Some contemporary
sources discuss the applicability of Stoicism to military service, which is one of the segments
of cultivating civic values in society. In his monograph, Jules Evans (2012) examines as one of
the questions of his interest whether ancient philosophies (including Stoicism) could be used as
a basis for community or society as a whole (Evans 2012, 32). It is the question of whether a
society composed solely of Stoics is desirable, viable, and thriving. Evans’s study engages in a
discussion on the validity of the underlying assumption of the thesis, because the thesis is, at
its core, based on the assumption that the answer to this question is affirmative. From the range
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of studies to date on the aspects of political philosophy in Stoicism, two articles that focus on
the application of Stoicism to civic values and national interests are worth highlighting in the
context of the thesis: Anthony Long (2007) analyzes the ideas of normative citizenship in
Stoicism, and Lisa Hill (2000) explores whether Stoic cosmopolitanism is compatible with
patriotism. Both of these are theoretical aspects that help characterize the importance of country
and civic values in Stoicism but do not address the practical applicability of the teaching. Thus,
it could be claimed that my idea to examine in the thesis the applicability of Stoicism from the
perspective of national interests, is a novelty both in Latvia and the world. In this case, the
example of Latvia is a model, not an exclusive case.

Stoicism is currently applied to a rather wide spectrum of different fields and needs
around the world, but mainly only at the level of the individual. Looking at the application of
Stoic philosophy from the point of view of national interests means expanding its applicability
not only individually but also in an organized and institutionalized way.

The thesis addresses a topical issue in today’s Latvia: strengthening human resources
through citizens’ values and (eventually) actions. In Latvia, possible solutions to the issues
regarding strengthening civic values have not yet been considered using the principles of Stoic
philosophy.

In Latvia, interest in Stoic philosophy has been relatively small so far, especially in
contemporary Stoicism. The only monograph on Stoicism is Gustavs Jurevics’s “The Greek
Sage Epictetus: His Life and Stoic Teaching”, published in 1936. Over the last century, chapters
on Stoicism by various authors have also been included in teaching aids and reference materials
published in Latvia. Also noteworthy are the studies on philosophy as an art of life by Igors
Suvajevs. Translators have made an important contribution to popularizing Stoicism in Latvia
in the late 20th and early 21st centuries. All the most famous representatives of later Stoicism
have been translated into Latvian, as well as the contemporary Stoic Jules Evans’s book
“Philosophy for Life and Other Dangerous Situations” (2015). Among students, Stoicism has
continued to attract interest, albeit not quite active, but this interest is interdisciplinary in nature.
The doctoral thesis calls attention to the heritage of this ancient philosophical school, arguing
that it can be interesting, relevant, and applicable even today, both at the level of individuals
and society. Thus, the thesis highlights the potential and usefulness of applying Stoicism to the
Latvian audience.

The thesis is also relevant to the wider philosophical debate in the context of a renewed
interest in virtue ethics and a look back at ancient philosophical teachings that underpin the
tradition of virtue ethics. Interest in the theoretical foundations of virtue ethics and its practical
application has been growing since the middle of the 20th century (for instance, virtue ethics,
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based on Aristotle’s ideas, is relevant for character education in schools). This interest also
applies to Stoic philosophy as a representative of virtue ethics. As Andris Rubenis writes, virtue
ethics is set to play an increasingly important role: “despite all the problems of a theoretical and
practical nature, virtue ethics has quite good prospects for the future — certainly greater than
normative ethics, which seems to have lost its position forever” (Rubenis 2005, 19).

The thesis also fits well into the “science for society” approach because (1) it uses ideas
that are more than two thousand years old to improve society today; (2) it is looking at the
applicability of Stoicism in an interdisciplinary mode; and (3) it goes beyond the framework of
academic philosophy by seeing interested people outside the academic environment as a

potential audience, too.

Key Findings

The philosophy of Stoicism is set up as a philosophy for life that can be useful at all
possible junctures of life, and the Stoic ideal is a person who can deal with the ups and downs
of life while maintaining her “dignity, and wisdom, and courage” (Cicero 1888, 167 [V.V]).
Taking into account that Stoicism is not only a philosophy that encompasses a person’s
self-growth but also a broader understanding of the place and role of the person in society and
in the universe, from which responsibilities and tasks are also derived, the thesis is based on the
assumption that the ideas of Stoicism (inspired by them and interpreted in a contemporary
context) can be used to form a theoretical basis for addressing current, ethics-related issues at
the national level. The conducted research confirms this assumption as valid, demonstrating
that Stoic philosophy can provide a conceptual offer that is useful for addressing national-level
issues as well.

In the thesis, civic values are characterized as such features of beliefs, character, and
actions of the people (citizens) that contribute to the country’s sustainability. By analyzing the
theory of civic values and the specific situation in Latvia with civic values, the following values
and tenets are identified as essential for the functioning and thriving of the country. These
include an orientation towards:

1.1) a shift from (formally) “being a citizen” to “acting as a citizen”, assuming

(co)responsibility for one’s surroundings, or active and responsible participation in

societal processes for the sake of the common good; the solidarity within the society,

placing the common good above the private good of the citizen, and the common goal of

the society — the long-term stability of a well-organized country;
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1.2) the values, character, and behavior of a citizen, such as acting decently, the ability to
manage one’s life, autonomy, courage, respect for the rule of law and human rights, self-
understanding as a citizen, tolerance of different opinions and beliefs, justice, the
cultivation of civic heritage, higher — one might say spiritual — values, and the ability to
reflect.

Citizenship as a concept combines the person’s work on the self (autonomy) with an
outward orientation (concern for the whole). It envisages educated, active (participatory
principle), autonomous, responsible, respectful, and critically thinking members of society who
have a strong sense of belonging or identity and an understanding of context (culture, common
good, historical heritage) and who take into account the common good of the community in
pursuing their personal interests. These precepts should be applied to every member of society
so that all members of society reach an imaginary minimum threshold, raising the average level
within society. Societal values and identities change and can be purposefully changed; however,
this is a time-consuming and gradual process that requires consistent and systematic
implementation.

The research concludes that regarding autonomy, society in Latvia is already
individualistic. Nevertheless, there is a need to strengthen, among other things, the aspects of
citizens’ self-growth, responsibility, and the rule of law. Latvian society, however, needs to
focus particularly strongly on improving the dimension of the individual’s role in society and
the country, which is related to solidarity or the disposition to act for the benefit of the whole
and the understanding of the common good.

After examining the tenets of contemporary Stoicism and their offered interpretation
within the thesis, it can be concluded that Stoic philosophy is relevant and applicable in
cultivating autonomy and solidarity as civic values in a democratic country, as well as being
useful in strengthening the current weaknesses of civic values in Latvia. The research concludes
that Stoic philosophy and ethics can help make the world a better place and society more
tolerant, just, and harmonious. In the thesis, I put forward the following ultimate goal of
Stoicism: to live according to the best in humans as rational and social beings, which includes
continuous self-improvement and improvement of society and the world around us. This
formulation covers both above mentioned aspects of citizenship: autonomy, since Stoic ethics
is a person-forming method, directed towards work on the self, conscious and responsible
action, as well as solidarity and concern for the whole, where useful are Stoic views of a person
as a social being, part of the whole, involvement in society, rule of law, cosmopolitanism,

human equality, and just action, among others.
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The thesis identifies the following distinctive nature of the application of Stoicism to the
needs of the country: that is, its strengths (aspects where it is particularly relevant and vigorous
in supporting the strengthening of civic values in the country), its peculiar characteristics (for
instance, it is demanding and has its own worldview), and its limitations (or what Stoicism does
not promote in the context of civic values):

2.1) Stoic philosophy fully covers the concept of autonomy as a civic value if it is
understood as a person’s ability to manage her own life and awareness of her potential of
choice. The Stoic understanding of autonomy is dominated by the Roman Stoics’
emphasis on personal growth, which is to be accomplished by the person’s own efforts.
As Marcus Aurelius says, “while you live, while it is in your power, be good”
(Aurelius [IV.17]). A characteristic feature of Stoic autonomy is that it is precisely the
person’s inner “I”, or its own ‘ethical compass’, which is the source and guide for human
decency, self-growth, and happy life. For Stoics, formulating what a person’s values are,
what a person’s goals and priorities are, and how a person wants to improve her character
is a path to be pursued individually, with individual solutions for each person. The
principle that there are individual solutions coincides well with the freedom of thought,
conscience, and religious belief of everyone stipulated in Article 99 of the Satversme
(Constitution of the Republic of Latvia) (Latvijas Republikas Satversme 1922). The
Stoics’ understanding of autonomy also presupposes taking personal responsibility for
one’s own beliefs and actions, which fits well with the concept of civic values. Stoic
philosophy not only fully covers the concept of autonomy as a civic value, but also adds
to it elements that are not directly emphasized in the concept of civic values (thus — above
the minimum requirements) but which are useful — such as taking responsibility for who
we are, which manifests as the consistency of actions with beliefs and values, and
integrity of the person. Because for Stoics, a meaningful life requires an integrated
approach to everything one does. In Stoicism, the person must engage in society while
preserving her values, inner freedom, and reflection;

2.2) the philosophy of Stoicism also covers well the requirements of solidarity as a civic

value, as it helps to take responsibility not only for one’s own life, but also for the person’s

surroundings, to play one’s role as well as possible, to be just and tolerant towards any
other person, as well as to treat the whole with respect and responsibility, actively
contributing to making the surrounding world and people better and putting the public
good above the private good of the citizen. It follows that a Stoic is an active and
responsible citizen. This component is important, taking into account the identified
weakness of solidarity and cooperation in Latvian society. The Stoic concern for
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community and involvement in society, or solidarity, is not just a declarative slogan that
can be abandoned when it is not convenient for the person to do so. Stoic’s involvement
in society is embedded in the person’s interests: Stoics offer a conceptual solution for
integrating these two interests — both care for the self (autonomy) and care for the
circumstances around the self (solidarity) — within person’s views so that they are
inseparable, rather than two different goals. Stoics achieve this by looking at involvement
in society and, more broadly, care for the world around us — our loved ones, our
community, the sustainability and well-being of our country, and the planet — as a
consequential and integral part of caring for ourselves. Thus, the Stoic’s concern for the
common good is manifested both by deliberately promoting it (participation), because
this is in the person’s interest, and by cultivating and acting as a decent person: for a
person cannot achieve decency of character, exercise courage, moderation, prudence, and
justice, without also contributing to the common good;

2.3) Stoic philosophy does not include aspects of political theory such as ideas about the
structure of the country, institutions, the principle of justice in the country, and the like.
However, this does not mean that Stoicism has no impact at all on the functioning of the
country, civic values, and the formation of a good citizen. The influence of Stoic
philosophy on citizens and the country starts with each person — one has to start with
herself. This approach stems from the Stoic theory of values, in which a decent
personality is considered the only good. One has to start with herself, advancing towards
the Stoic normative ideal of a decent personality, and in the process, along with the decent
person — almost as a by-product — a good citizen is also formed. That is why Stoic
philosophy primarily supports strengthening the concept of the country and civic values
indirectly: through excellent individuals (and eventually good citizens), where everyone
does their job well. This contribution is neither minor nor insignificant because, according
to Stoicism, only a decent person can genuinely benefit her country. Moreover, Stoic
philosophy presupposes that whatever a person does in life, from every position, she can
be useful to the country, that the duties of a citizen apply equally binding to every citizen,
whatever the field the person operates in;

2.4) the first and most important strength of character to be cultivated in Stoicism is
prudence, which is in line with the need identified in the research to strengthen the ability
of people in Latvia to reflect on their own beliefs, desires and circumstances. Prudence
means that a person thinks for herself, thinks along with what is happening, makes
conscious choices, does not unquestioningly accept something imposed from the outside,

or follows the beaten path out of inertia. Stoicism calls for not losing one’s universal
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human qualities (a person’s decency), including while exercising one’s duties and
responsibilities for one’s country. The aim of civic values in the Stoic interpretation is not
to generate obedient people, that is, unreflective obedience to the law, religion, or
prevailing beliefs. Obedient people are less creative and easier to lead. On the other hand,
people who think for themselves are harder to lead, but their potential of human capital
is higher. In Stoicism, the prudence and rational autonomy of individuals is an important
element and not only useful but desirable for a democratic country that wants to thrive in
the long term, but it also means that the country accepts and promotes the rational
autonomy of its citizens, which includes, among other things, both thinking for
themselves and an element of civil disobedience;

2.5) Stoicism not only contains ethical tenets (that is, knowledge on what a person should
do) but also offers its own worldview and cosmology. The thesis defends a view that
argues against detaching the practically applicable aspects of the teaching from the overall
context and the other parts of the teaching, arguing that philosophical explanation still has
aplace in a modern worldview. For one thing, it is important for the effectiveness of Stoic
philosophy that it consists not only of an ethics part (working on oneself and involvement
in society) but also of a Stoic-inspired worldview (which is an integral part of the
teaching). Secondly, as a result of the research, specific tenets of cosmology have been
identified that can be useful in strengthening civic values, especially concerning the
weakness of higher values and the need for solidarity. The reconstructed Stoic cosmology
proposed in the thesis has the potential to contribute to the formation of a person who is
aware of herself as part of the whole, of her role, of her opportunities, of the need to
cooperate and take into consideration others, is tolerant of others and understands and
accepts the rule of law. What is primarily useful for Latvia, and which derives from Stoic
cosmology, is a view of the world that has a vertical structure, that is, that a person is an
integral part of a larger whole, including that there is something greater, more significant
than a human being (this applies to humans as a species and as individuals). These views
also seek to break the dominance of egoistic values and could help to address the activism
of civic participation, as they demonstrate that each person has her own inevitable impact
on the whole;

2.6) citizens’ thinking in a long-term perspective is another element of Stoicism that can
be useful for the country. Stoicism is a teaching that focuses on a person’s integrity (that
is, a consistently decent expression of personality) characterized by conscious and
responsible action in the long term. For a Stoic, the long-term goal of a happy life takes
precedence over short-term gains. When making conscious choices, a person should
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primarily focus on the ultimate goal and long-term vision. This approach resonates well
with the identified need in Latvia to look consistently and persistently to the long-term
interests of the country;

2.7) taking into account the need to extend the identified understanding of citizenship and
civic values to everyone in the country so that all members of society reach an imaginary
minimum threshold, raising the average level of presence of civic values for Latvia’s main
resource, Stoicism applies well here, too. The usefulness of Stoicism is provided by the
universality embedded in the teaching and the emphasis on the potential of each person
to manage themselves and grow, as well as that the goal can be approached (that is,
Stoicism can be practised) in any occupation, in any profession, in any society, under any
circumstances;

2.8) those who try to live by Stoic principles today sometimes admit that it is not easy,
that in its essence, it is a very demanding way of life. However, it has been known since
the inception of the teaching that Stoics were not looking for the easiest way but the right
one. Therefore, there should be no illusions. Even with all the modernization,
clarification, and softening of certain aspects of the teaching, Stoicism will still be a
persistent work on oneself, on one’s character. Already Seneca spoke about this: “I know,
you will confront me with that common complaint against the Stoics: “Your promises are
too great, and your counsels too hard. We are mere manikins, unable to deny ourselves
everything. [..]” And do you know why we have not the power to attain this Stoic ideal?
[..] [I]t is because we are in love with our vices; we uphold them and prefer to make
excuses for them rather than shake them off. We mortals have been endowed with
sufficient strength by nature, if only we use this strength, if only we concentrate our
powers and rouse them all to help us or at least not to hinder us. The reason is
unwillingness, the excuse, inability” (Seneca 2013, 473 [116.7-8]). It is easy to agree that
always, in all situations, to try to do the best that a person can, is within the person’s
capacity, is in fact a very high demand. However, looking at it from the other side, what
are the alternatives? Could the answer to the question “What should I do?” or “How
should I live?” or even more “How should everyone live?” really be a way of life that
requires following one’s every impulse as soon as it arises? Even achieving unworthy
goals requires effort, and is it really easier to make mistakes unthinkingly and then try to
correct them than to live consciously and purposefully? Or is an “easy” way of life just a
self-delusion? For the Stoics, following their way of life is worth it, because the goal is a
happy life and a life that has meaning. For this purpose, it is worth working on one’s
character, emotions, and the like so that they promote, rather than hinder, the living of a
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meaningful and happy life. It can be concluded that Stoicism cannot be expected to suit
everyone equally well or to be equally easy or difficult for everyone, but it would be
useful for everyone, especially, as contemporary scholars point out, because Stoic
philosophy aims at the psychological holism of the person, at being in harmony with
oneself;

2.9) the most significant change, compared to the situation in Latvia today, which the
Stoic theory of values can offer, is to put forward a decent personality as a value. An
important contribution of Stoicism could also be thinking in terms of values — the ability
to distinguish what is important and to arrange values in a system, a hierarchy. The
transformation of values in this direction at the national level could be considered
desirable, as it would emphasize the self-growth of individuals towards decent persons
and eventually good citizens, as well as indirectly contribute to the actualization of other
related and useful concepts of Stoicism for the country, linked to person’s autonomy and
solidarity. At the same time, it should be recognized that Stoic values are radically
different from the dominant narratives in contemporary society, which mainly emphasize
external things, material goods, and profitability. Therefore, adopting Stoic philosophy
also means a serious transformation of values, or at least a serious divergence of values
from the currently dominant narratives, which cannot be implemented otherwise than in
a gradual, time-consuming, and consistent process. In Stoicism, understanding what “I”
is, is one of the most fundamental tasks, because along with understanding what it means
to be a human (a rational and social being) and, in turn, what does not constitute part of
the “I” — a person’s body, social and financial status, and the like — already does a lot of
transformative work for self-understanding, values and attitudes towards oneself, the
world and other people;

2.10) the following three major limitations to the application of Stoicism to the
strengthening of civic values in the country have been identified in the thesis: (1) Stoicism
is not about national uniqueness and cannot promote values and aspects related to the
particularities of a nation-state, such as language and culture. Stoicism can be useful,
however, in cultivating universal human values and character traits. These universal civic
aspects and values are necessary for a country and a good citizen, irrespective of national
particularities. (2) Stoicism has a limited impact on the ability of society to organize itself
to perform certain tasks or the ability to act collectively. The view of the world offered by
Stoicism is through the individual and her potential to act. Collective self-organization is
certainly not the primary way a Stoicism-inspired person would act to improve the world.
Stoicism does not exclude collective action, but neither does it encourage it. At the same
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time, citizens’ mutual responsibility, or each citizen’s role in promoting the common
good, is part of Stoic philosophy. Thus, Stoicism promotes active and responsible, but
above all — individual civic action. (3) Stoicism does not contribute to the consolidation
of the nation-state as the strongest identity; in this area, Stoicism can be, at best, only
partially useful to the country. For, on the one hand, in Stoicism, the dimension of the
country is seemingly irrelevant: our first identity is human, and the identity of the country
is, in a sense, secondary and incidental, so being a decent person is of higher value than
being a good citizen, and of all possible communities the Stoics do not single out the
country as the most important of identities. On the other hand, in Stoicism, one can find
tenets that can provide support to the country, reinforcing its value and identity in the
worldview of the citizen: Stoics have to comply with the laws, and these are the laws of
the particular country; tenets of putting the public good above one’s private good and the
human being as part of the whole are also helpful; one of the communities to which the
Stoic belongs is the entire society within the country, and in order to foster thriving
surroundings around us, we must also foster the thriving of the country;

2.11) the conceptual approach of the thesis does not assume that the Stoic cosmology,
worldview, vision of the meaning of life, values, and ethical development are the only
possible ways of looking at the world. Like any other worldview narrative, this Stoic story
can only be one of the alternatives offered to the public in a democracy. Governments can
teach various practices, including from a range of Stoic teachings, like managing
emotions, critical thinking, and the like, which can be empirically proven effective.
However, governments should not try to impose on their citizens one “correct”
understanding of a happy life and values (they can only try to impose it because everyone
will not think the same anyway), which leaves no room for autonomy, arguments, and
choice. At the same time, it is argued in the thesis that (1) if a person has made a choice
in favor of a philosophy of life, then this increases the chances of living a meaningful and
happy life. As well as — (2) the universal human qualities of Stoic philosophy resonate
well with other worldviews, including both religious and secular ones.

These are the main conclusions in relation to the aim of the doctoral thesis, which is to

research, what tenets of Stoicism can be applied and how Stoicism can be useful to strengthen

civic values in Latvia. Overall, the conducted research establishes that Stoicism can be

instrumental in implementing the goal defined in the “Latvia’s Sustainable Development

Strategy until 2030”: “In 2030 Latvia will be a thriving country of active and responsible

citizens” (Latvijas ilgtspejigas attistibas strategija lidz 2030. gadam 2010, 10 [25]), as Stoic

philosophy contains notions both of a thriving country as a goal to be promoted, and
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involvement in society and taking responsibility for one’s beliefs and actions as principles of
operation. Stoicism can provide particularly robust support for a person’s self-growth,
cultivating universal human traits and focusing on inner values. Perhaps Stoicism does not go
far enough to support national interests in strengthening national identity and cooperative
involvement of individuals in public processes; however, the essential notion that these are not
two different goals (caring for oneself and caring for one’s surroundings), but one single goal,
is embedded in Stoic philosophy. Stoicism as a philosophical teaching offers a more
fundamental transformation and impact on the person than just the cultivation of these two civic
values: autonomy and solidarity. Stoicism affects the whole personality (character), a person’s
worldview and way of thinking, as well as the understanding of the country’s role in a person’s
beliefs and actions. Therefore, I argue in the thesis that this broader context and the impact of
the teaching on the person reinforce the effectiveness of Stoicism and, thus, its usefulness to
the country in the context of strengthening civic values. The research also illustrates, through
the case studies, how Stoicism (aspects of worldview, values, and practices) can be applied in
a quite direct way in various fields: introducing character education in schools, supporting the
preparation of the soldier as a full-fledged professional and moral agent, as well as
individually — taking care of nature.

In addition, the research carried out in the thesis also leads to several conclusions that are
relevant to Stoic philosophy itself, namely by clarifying what interpretation of Stoicism we are
talking about, which can be useful and applicable to the needs of the country in today’s Latvia:

3.1) the research concludes that Stoic philosophy has changed and continues to change.

Since Stoicism’s inception, the teaching has evolved, adapted ideas, and adapted to the

times. In this sense, Stoicism has never been a “closed” teaching that does not allow for

innovation but is modifiable and transformable. This adaptation continues in the 21st
century, fitting into today’s contexts and situations. It is clear from the analysis carried
out in the research that it is difficult to talk about a correct reconstruction of ancient

Stoicism, which is why it can be concluded that there is no such thing as a defined

Stoicism, only each author’s interpretation, both ancient and modern. Assuming there is

no “correct” interpretation of Stoic philosophy, I recommend using a modernized reading

of Stoicism in the thesis, as it is adapted for today’s use while preserving the valuable
essence from antiquity. My interpretation of Stoic philosophy is offered as part of the
research;

3.2) various prejudices and myths about Stoic philosophy remain strong. Contrary to the

thesis’s guiding principle, there is a strong impression that the Stoic thinks only of herself

and is an inward-looking person who is passive and apathetic towards everything that is
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going on around her, including public processes. Likewise, often misunderstood is the
Stoic teaching of emotions: that the Stoic has no emotions because they are successfully
suppressed (in comparison, the ancient Stoics are usually praised as the remarkably good
psychologists of their time, and for the Stoics emotions and feelings are part of a healthy
and fulfilled life, to be reconciled with person’s values, forming a whole personality).
That is why Stoic philosophy, in order to be understood in its essence and to be useful
and effective rather than categorical and misleading, cannot be approached superficially
but must be read carefully, without taking certain tenets out of context, without giving in
to simplistic, prejudiced interpretations. This conclusion also means the need to continue
to explain Stoicism, and perhaps the term “contemporary Stoicism”, which acknowledges
that the essence is close to that of ancient Stoicism but modernized as necessary, can take
some of the pressure off;

3.3) in the introduction of the thesis, it was suggested that the research might lead to the
identification of specific tenets and practices of the Stoic worldview and ethics that could
be derived from Stoicism for the needs of the country, but after conducting the research,
it could be concluded that there could not be distinguished specific tenets and practices
that are the most useful, or that only they are useful. Moreover, one should not even try
to find and distinguish them if the idea is to abandon the rest because it is important to
take into account the whole teaching. This is because (1) the analysis of the ancient
sources points to a close connection of all parts of Stoicism (the teaching as a system
whose parts are not intended to be used separately either in theory or in practice).
Furthermore, according to the analysis of contemporary authors, an integrated view of all
the parts of the teaching is vital, for cosmology provides not only a context and
understanding of hierarchy but also the teaching as a whole appeals “in a deeper and more
transformative way” (Annas 2007, 72), and in Stoicism ethical insights and actions are
inferred from an integrated worldview. At the same time, it must be acknowledged that
the reception of Stoicism is dominated by ethics, whose insights, despite the passage of
time, have been and still are relevant (unlike physics or biology, for instance), of course
with some modifications (such as the image of the sage and its description). (2) Over the
centuries, various authors have been interested in, attracted to, and exploited in their
philosophical thought various Stoic tenets from all three parts of the Stoic teaching —
ethics, logic, and physics. Historically, there is no distinction between the Stoic tenets,
which are the only ones that have been used, and the others that have not. Even today,
everyone who gets to know Stoicism takes from it different insights and practices to their
own liking and suitability. This does not, of course, exclude the fact that some tenets are
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more effective or more popular than others: for instance, the principle of “what is in our
power and what is not in our power” is definitely the most recognizable tenet of Stoic
philosophy today (which, on its own, without the context of the Stoic teaching, is just one
trick pulled out of a bag). These findings clarify why the “special” tenets and practices of
Stoicism should not be sought out and taken out of context (as has been done in cognitive-
behavioral therapy, for instance), and learning Stoicism should be preserved in its entirety,
for that is the magic and strength of Stoic philosophy — an ambitious ultimate goal, an
explanation of how the world is organized and what a decent person does and should do

in it.

How could these conclusions be further employed? The thesis has been based on the
view that the country not only has an interest in the presence of strong civic values within
society but that the country should also proactively articulate, promote, and strengthen them. In
this respect, the country needs to deliberately lead the process, just like a Stoic manages her
own life: to set the goals it wants to achieve, to arrange priorities, to coordinate and structure
views and preferences, and, by making conscious choices, to work consistently towards
achieving these goals. Taking into account the identified shortcomings, it is clear that Latvia
cannot ignore the dimension of values; what kind of citizens and civic values are promoted in
society are crucial for the country’s future thriving. Stoic philosophy can be applied to any
approach, be it liberalism, republicanism, or something in between, because all “good citizens”
in a democracy can benefit from a Stoic-inspired ethics and worldview context and tenets.
Among other things, the research provides an opportunity to reflect on how a person’s and
societal worldviews influence their values and actions. What is it that our society lacks? Not
just in terms of actions (such as being encouraged to vote in elections) but in terms of people’s
more profound beliefs. Perhaps not all the tenets of Stoicism are of interest to the country, but
(1) Stoicism can serve as a basis for further discussion about what principles of these deeper
beliefs would be essential for the country, and (2) what Stoicism offers is a mutually agreed set
of tenets and principles that derive from each other and are structured into a comprehensible
worldview, demonstrating the close connection between actions and their underlying values and
worldview.

Of course, the reading of contemporary Stoicism elaborated in the thesis and the analysis
and conclusions made in the research can be applied widely: individually, purposefully
organized, and institutionalized. However, it is from the point of view of the national interest
that I recommend that the findings of the research be included as one of the components of the
substantive content in the development of a well-thought-out and purposeful public policy
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aimed at strengthening civic values with the common goal of long-term stability of a
well-organized country. How to specifically promote these recommendations at the national
level would be a further task. Undoubtedly, the education system (effectively designed and
implemented character education in schools), potentially also the military service, is a good
starting point that can be complemented by other ways of strengthening civic values — through
institutions and individuals that reinforce and inspire civic values, and by instilling values not
only through education and culture but also through public myth, media, and the like, as well
as opportunities to practice citizenship, because civic values are strengthened through action,

theory alone is not enough.
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Arentes “skatitajs” un politiskas spriestspéjas
intersubjektivitate

Arendt’s Spectator and Intersubjectivity of Political Judgment
Inga Gaugere, Mg. Phil.

Latvijas Universitates filozofijas doktoranttra

Abstract

Hannah Arendt’s unwritten theory of judgement has been the object of interest and discussions
for almost five decades. Her reflections on judgment have left many questions that continue to occupy
the minds of researchers. This essays covers three subject areas. First, it explains why Arendt decided
to ground her theory in Kant’s “Critique of the Power of Judgement” and why Arendt’s reading of Kant’s
theory of judgment is not a misreading, but rather serves as a theoretical foundation for her own theory
of judgement. Secondly, this essay challenges the assumption that Arendt has two theories of judgement:
an early one associated with vita activa and actor as a central subject who makes judgements, and a late
one associated with vita contemplativa and spectator as a central subject. This essay demonstrates that
this assumption is a misreading and misunderstanding of Arendt’s philosophy, as she has only one
theory, which is from the perspective of spectator. Finally the essay demonstrates that intersubjectivity
of judgement, defined by enlarged mentality, sensus communis, imagination and human condition of

plurality, makes it the most political faculty of the mind.

levads

Viens no Hannas Arentes (1906—-1975) filozofijas parspriestakajiem tematiem ir filozofes
spriestsp&jas teorija. Arente bija iecergjusi veltit cilvéka prata spgjam — domasanai, gribai un
spriestsp&jai — trilogiju “Prata dzive”, tacu So ieceri partrauca filozofes nave. Dienas gaismu
ieraudzija vien divas §Ts trilogijas dalas, proti, tas, kas veltitas domasanai un gribai. Arente
izvirzija ideju, ka spriestspgja ir vispolitiskaka! no cilvéka prata spgjam, un savas esejas:
“Kultoras krize” (The Crises in Culture), “Patiesiba un politika” (Truth and politics), kas
ieklautas eseju krajuma “Starp pagatni un nakotni” (Between past and future), lekciju cikla par
Kanta politisko filozofiju, eseja “Domasana un moralie apsvérumi” (Thinking and Moral
Consideration), ka arf “Prata dzives” atseviskas refleksijas sniedz ieskatu taja, kas, vinasprat,

ir spriestsp€ja, kada ir tas nozime un kadel ta uzskatama par vispolitiskako cilvéka prata sp&ju.

! Eseja “Kulttiras krize” Arente raksta: “sp&ja spriest ir specifiski politiska aktivitate precizi tada nozimg, kada to
apzimé&ja Kants, proti, spgja redzet lietas nevis no sava skatu punkta, bet no visu to perspektivas, kuri nejausi ir
klatesosi” (Arendt 2006, 217-221).
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Arentes idejas, kas paustas augstakmingtajos darbos, filozofes domas pétnieku vidi
(Ricards Dz. Bernsteins (Richard J. Bernstein), Ronalds Beiners (Ronald Beiner), Seila
Benhabiba (Seyla Benhabib), Deins R. Villa (Dane R.Villa), Dzordzs Katebs (George
Kateb), u.c.), raisijusas virkni diskusiju, interpretaciju un méginajumu konstruét filozofes
spriestspéjas teoriju. Arentes filozofijas komentetaju un petnieku vidi valda vienpratiba, par to,
ka Arentes spriestsp&jas teorija centrdla loma ir Imanuela Kanta “Spriestsp&jas kritikai” un
darba interpretacijai. Sis pienémums balstits acimredzamiba, jo Arente, runadama par
spriestspéju, izmanto gan tas Kantisko definiciju? un nozimi, gan tadus nojégumus ka
paplasinatais domasanas veids (enlarged mentality), kopizjata (sensus communis) un iztéle.
Savukart, uzskatamaka lieciba tam ir filozofes Kanta politiskas filozofijas lekcijas, kuras
veltitas Kanta TreSajai kritikai. TaGu Arentes pievérSanas Kantam un vina spriestsp&jai notikusi
pakapeniski (Marshall 2010), lidztekus Kanta TreSajai kritikai, Kanta darbiem “Tira prata
kritika” un “Praktiska prata kritika”. Laika perioda no 1955. Iidz 1957. gadam Arentes
“Pardomu dienasgramata” un Beérklijas universitates lekciju kursa materialos izgaismojas Kanta
filozofijas ietekme. Tadgjadi pirmais no $aja eseja aplikotajiem jautajumiem, ir — kade] tiesi
Kanta estétikas teorija un ideja par estétisko spriedumu veidoSanu Arente atklaja savas
spriestspgjas teorijas teorétisko pamatojumu?

Probléma, kurai pétnieki pieversusi mazaku uzmanibu, ir pienémums par to, ka Arentei
ir nevis viena, bet gan divas spriestspgjas teorijas vai divi spriestsp&jas modeli. Proti, Arente
savos agrinajos darbos atklaj, ka spriestsp€ja esot sp€ja, kas piemit politiskajam aktierim, kur§
rikojas publiskaja sfera, savukart, vélinajos darbos — spriestspéja ir sp&ja, kas piemit politiskas
skatuves skatitajam jeb vérotajam. Tad&jadi spriestspéja Arentes agrinajos darbos tiek skatita
no vita activa perspektivas, bet vélinajos — vita contemplativa. So ideju aizstav tadi Arentes
filozofijas autoritativie pétnieki un komentétaji, ka Bernsteins, Beiners, Benhabiba, par
spriestspgjas divu modelu noskirumu v&sti ari Stenfordas Filozofijas enciklopédija®. Tacu
atskirigu viedokli pauz Smuels Ledermans (Shmuel Lederman), Linda M. G. Zerilli
(Linda M. G. Zerlli), Annelijs Degrizs (Annelies Degryse), kuri $o pienémumu ap$auba,
apgalvojot, ka Arentei nav divu spriestsp&jas teoriju, bet gan viena, politiskos spriedumus veido
publiskas sferas skatitajs, kas vienlaikus ir kopigas pasaules veidotajs, un Arente savu izpratni

par spriestspéju laika gaita ir nevis mainijusi, bet gan modificgjusi®. Tadgjadi otrais §is esejas

2 “[S]p&ju domat atsevisko ka paklautu visparéjam” (Kants 2000, 20).

3 Skat. https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/arendt/#JudgPoliTwoMode (Tommel 2024).

4 Viens no uzskatamakajiem akcentu mainas pieradijumiem ir vita activa un vita contemplativa noskirums un
Arentes refleksijas par vienu vai otru. Izpratni un pardomas par to, kas ir vita contemplativa ietekméjusi arT dazadi
politiskie notikumi, piemé&ram, par vienu no iemesliem — Eihmana pravu Jeruzaleme — Arnete vésti “Prata dzives”
ievada, vai arT Vjetnamas kar§ un ASV politiskas elites lemumu pienemsanas gaita, par ko vestis eseja “Patiesiba
un politika” u.c.
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uzdevums ir pieradit, ka pien€mums par diviem spriestsp€jas modeliem vai teorijam neiztur
kritiku, secinot, ka Arentei ir viena — skatitaja spriestsp&jas teorija. Visbeidzot treais jautajumu
loks, kas tiks apliikots 3aja eseja, ir spriestspé&jas intersubjektivitate, kuru Arente atklaj

izmantojot tadus fenomenus ka paplasinatais domasanas veids un kopizjita.

Apceriga dzive: domasana, griba un spriestspéja

Arentes pieverSanas cilvéka prata aktivitaSu pétiSanai nav nejausa. “Prata dzives” ievada
filozofe lasitajam paskaidro, ka iemesli, kade] filozofe parorientgjusies no cilvéka aktivas
dzives pie apcerigas dzives, ir divu faktoru noteikti. Pirmkart, ta ir 1961. gada Eihmana prava
Jeruzalemé, par kuru Arente, biidama Zurnala “The New Yorker” reportiere, veidoja reportazu,
kuras rezultata plasu rezonansi ieguva apzim&ums “launuma banalitate”, proti, ta ir subjekta
banala nesp&ja domat (noSkirot domat no zinat). Arente raksta: “TieSo ierosmi guvu,
apmeklédama Eihmana pravu Jeruzalemg. Sava reportaza par So pravu tiku lietojusi vardkopu
launuma banalitate. Aiz tas nebija nekadas t€zes vai teorijas, lai gan neskaidri es apzinajos, ka
§1 vardkopa ir pretruna ar to, ka literattira, teologija un filozofija tradicionali pienemts domat
par launuma fenomenu” (Arente 2000, 11). Vina turpina: “Manu interesi pamodindja tiesi
nedomasana, §1 paradiba, kas ir visai parasta ikdienas dzive, kur biezi nav laika, bet vél biezak —
velesanas apstaties un padomat. Varbut laundariba (gan dariSanas, gan nedariSanas gréki) ir
iesp&€jama ar1 bez motiviem — ne tikai bez “zemiskiem motiviem” (ka tos déve jurisprudence),
bet arT bez jebkadiem citiem motiviem, bez kada konkréta intereses vai gribas dzenula?”
(Arente 2000, 12).

Otrkart, Arenti vadija vélme izpétit, kas ir vinas paSas filozofija aprakstitas cilveka
aktivas dzives pretéjais fenomens, proti, kontemplativa dzive, faktiski Arente pievér§as kop$
Sokrata pravas laikiem neatrisinatajam konfliktam starp politiku un filozofiju®. Arente raksta,
ka vinu mulsingjis tas, ka “paSu terminu vita activa, ar ko esmu apzimgjusi $o pardomu tematu,
darinajusi kontemplativas dzives piekrit€ju, kas uz visam dziva izpausmém lukojusSies no sava
skattjuma” (Arente 2000, 14). Vina turpina: “Citadi izsakoties, domaSanas mérkis un rezultats
ir kontemplacija, bet kontemplacija ir pasivitate, nevis aktivitate, ta ir punkts, kur prata darbiba
apstajas” (Arente 2000, 14). Arente raksta, ka vinu mulsinajis tas, ka “paSu terminu vita activa,
ar ko esmu apziméjusi So pardomu tematu, darinajusi kontemplativas dzives piekrit&ju, kas uz
visam dziva izpausmém liikojusies no sava skatfjuma” (Arente 2000,14). Vina turpina: “Citadi
izsakoties, domasanas mérkis un rezultats ir kontemplacija, bet kontemplacija ir pasivitate,

nevis aktivitate, ta ir punkts, kur prata darbiba apstajas” (Arente 2000, 14).

% Skat. Arentes eseju “Philosophy and politics”.
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Arente identifice tris cilvéka prata darbibas sp&jas — domasanu, gribu un spriestspgju.
Katrai no prata darbibas sp&jam Arente pieSkira savu aizbildni, domasanai tas ir Sokrats,
gribai — Augustins, bet spriestsp&jai — Kants. Domasana ir dabiska cilvéka vajadziba un ta ir
“vienmer klatesoSa un visiem piemitosa sp&ja” (Arendt 2003, 187), kuru raksturo iegrimSana
“méma, vientula” (Arendt 2003, 187) ieks€ja dialoga, norobeZoSanas no paradibu pasaules, un
11dz ar to ta “izsleédzas ar1 no jutekliski uztverama — un tatad ar1 no realitates sajiitas, ko sniedz
veselais saprats” (Arente 2000, 58), tadejadi ta uzskatama par apolitisku cilveka prata sp&ju.

Griba ir ta mentala sp€ja, kas, pirmkart, cilvékus padara vienu no otra atskirigus, ta patibu
parveido “par “noturigo es”, kas vada visus konkrétus gribas aktus. Ta nosaka patibas iedabu
un tapec dazkart to izprot ka pincipium individuationis, ka ipatnas individa patibas avotu”
(Arente 2001, 174). Otrkart, griba ontologiski saknojas cilveka spé&ja iesakt, proti, ta ir cilveka
ricibas avots un 30 sp&ju sakt kaut ko jaunu, rikoties Arente atvedina uz vienu no seSiem
“Cilveka nosacijuma” (The Human Condition) definétajiem cilvéka nosacijumiem —
piedzimsanu (natality).

Spriestspéja, blidama “prata noslépumainaka sp&ja” (Arente 2000, 73), ir ta prata spéja,
kas, ka noradijis Beiners, “ir prata trispus€jas darbibas kulminacija, jo, no vienas puses, ta uztur
kontaktu ar “paradibu pasauli”, kas raksturigs “grib&Sanai”, un, no otras puses, izpilda jégas

9999

mekl&jumus, kas rosina “domasanu™” (Beiner 1992, 144), un tas “gal&ja funkcija ir samierinat
laiku un pasauligumu” (Beiner 1992, 155). Tad&jadi spriestsp&ja Arentei ir “prata darbibas
kulminacija”, kas, no vienas puses, saista cilvéku ar paradibu pasauli no vienas puses, un, no
otras puses, meklgjot jégu, rosina domasanu no otras puses. Tomer butiskakais un
inovativakais, ko Arente secina, ka spriestsp&ja ir vispolitiskaka no cilvéka prata sp&jam:
“Tadas arkartgjas reiz€s izradas, ka domasanai ka attiritajai (sokratiskajai vecmatei, kas no
neizanalizétiem viedokliem — vertibu kritérijiem, macibam, teorijam un pat parliecibam,
atvedina tadus apsléptus secinajumus, kuri Sos viedoklus sagrauj) ir politiska jéga. Proti, tada
viedoklu sagrausana atver sltizas citam prata gangim — spriestsp&jai, ko nereti diezgan pamatoti
uzskata par vispolitiskako no cilvéka garigajam sp&jam. TieSi $is prata gangis dod tadus
vertejosus spriedumus par atseviskam lietam, kas nav pakartoti visparigam kartulam — tam, ko
iesp€jams macit un macities, [idz tas klist par paradumiem, kurus var aizstat ar citiem
paradumiem un kartulam” (Arente 2000, 191). Saja pasaza uzsverami divi aspekti. Pirmais,

Arente taja sniedz spriestsp&jas definiciju, noradot uz reflekt&josas spriestspéjas autonomitati,

kas “nevis nokapj no visparéja pie atseviska, bet gan pakapjas no atseviska” (Arente 2000, 73),
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un, otrais, norada, ka ta ir prata spé&ja, kas nav iemacama, tadéjadi uzradot Kanta ideju ietekmi®,
un tiesi Kanta “Spriestsp€jas kritika”, nevis “Tira prata kritika” vai “Praktiska prata kritika”,

saskatot savas spriestspgjas teorijas teorétisko pamatojumu.

Kadel Arente spriestspgjas teorijas teorétisko pamatojumu rod Kanta “Spriestsp&jas
kritika”?

Arentes ideja par to, kas ir spriestsp&ja un tas iesp&jamais pamatojums filozofijas véstures
konteksta, ka liecina ASV Kongresa bibliotekas materiali, Arentes “Pardomu dienasgramatas”
(Denktagebuch) ieraksti, Kanta politiskas filozofijas lekcijas un esejas, attistijusies apméram
15 gadu garuma.

1955. gada Arente pasniedza Kanta politiskas teorijas kursu Berklija Kalifornijas
universitaté. Saja lekciju kursa filozofe pievérsas Kanta praktiska prata un gribas nojégumiem,
un pienem, ka “Kanta politikas teorija pilniba balstijas gribas sp&ja” (Marshall 2010, 367-368).
Praktiskais prats un griba sevi nes pasnoteikSanas sp&ju, un $o lekciju manuskriptos Arente
konstate: “likumdevgjs ir pasa cilvéka: autonomija, ta izriet no vina gribas vai saprata. Cilvéks
pats sev ir Dievs” (“Hannah Arendt Papers” 1955, No. 032303). Kanta individs, Arentesprat,
ka moralais agents pastav tikai gribas akta un “autonomija (likuma uztiepSana sev pasam) ir
moralas eksistences iesp&jamibas nosacijums” (Marshall 2010, 368), Saja konteksta MarSals
precizi uzrada Arentes domas gaitu, interpretéjot Kanta idejas, proti, “bez gribas nav
autonomijas; bez autonomijas nav morali pastavosa individa; bez individiem, kas sp€jigi uz
autonomiju, nav iesp&jama politiska kopiena — un pie Sadiem nosacijumiem nav iesp&jams
nekas tads ka sabiedriskais ligums” (Marshall 2010, 368).

Saja laika iztirzajot Kanta idejas, Arente norada, ka viena no lielakajam Kanta
politikas teorijas problémam ir ta, ka Kantam cilvéks “eksisté vienskaitli” (“Hannah Arendt
Papers” 1955, No. 032304), un filozofes ricibas teorijas konteksta tas nozimé to, ka politikas
pastavéSana pie $ada cilvéka nosacijuma nav iesp&jama, proti, politika ontologiski saknojas
cilvéka pluralitates nosacijuma: “pluralitate ir specifisks politiskas dzives nosacijums, ne tikai
conditio sine qua non, bet conditio per quam” (Arendt 1998, 7). So lekciju rezultata Arente
pienem, ka “Kants faktiski ir anti-politisks domatajs” (Marshall 2010, 368).

1960. gada eseja “Kultiras krize” Arente atgriezas pie Kanta idejam atzidama, ka
pienémums par Kantu ka anti-politisku domataju bijusi kliidaina. Tradicija, kas filozofija

valdijusi kop$ Platona laikiem, un ideja, ko Sokrats paudis “Gorgija”: “Es gan, mans labais,

® Kanta definicija: “speju domat atsevisko ka paklautu vispargjam” (Kants 2000, 20). Arente izmanto atsauci uz
Kanta “Tira prata kritikas” zemsvitras piezimé pausto domu (Arente 2000, 73), kura noradits, ka “Spriestsp&jas
trikums Tsteniba ir tas, ko sauc par mulkibu, un §7 kaite nekadi nav labojama” (Kants 2011, 131).
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drizak grib&tu [..] lai cilvéku vairakums nebtitu ar mani vienispratis un runatu man preti neka
man, man vienam, nebiit saskana ar sevi un runat pats sev prett” (Plato, Grg. 482C), un atskiriga
veida izveérsta Kanta otraja kritika, filozofus ir maldinajusi. Kanta politiska filozofija ir
atrodama nevis “Praktiska prata kritika”, bet gan “Spriestsp&jas kritika”, kura “Kants uzstaja
par atSkirigu domasanas veidu, kura ir nepietickami biit saskana ar sevi, bet kas sastavgja no
sp&jas “domat visu citu vieta” un ko vins tadél déveja par “paplasinato domasanas veidu” (eine
erweiterte Denkungsart)” (Arendt 2006, 217). Kanta ideja par gaumes spriedumiem, kura
nozimiga loma piemit paplasinatajam domaSanas veidam, Arente saskata Kanta politiskas
filozofijas esenci. Sis atklajums rezult&jas taja, ka 1970. gada rudens semestri, vadidama kursu
“Kanta politiska filozofija” Nujorka New School for Social Research, Arente vairs neruna par
Kanta Otro kritiku un par gribas un praktiska prata politiskajam implikacijam, bet gan pieverSas
Kanta “Spriestspé&jas kritikai”.

Arentes pievérSanas Kanta treSajai kritikai, tas interpretacija un vinas “nepareizais
lastjums” raisTjusi virkni diskusiju filozofes ideju petnieku vida. Pieméram, Dzordzs Katebs
(George Kateb) $o Arentes pavérsienu skaidro ar to, ka Arente skata “politikas fenomenu ka
estétisku” (Kateb 1999, 133) un Arentes mérkis ir “praktiskumu un morali pakartot politikas
estetiskajam potencialam” (Kateb 1999, 134), estetizéta politika ka tira politika jeb politika
politikas del. Uz “spriedzi” (Benhabib 1998, 29) Arentes Kanta interpretacija norada
Benhabiba, kura akcenté Arentes neviennozimigo, neskaidro noskirumu starp domaSanu un
spriestsp&ju, apgalvojot, ka Arente “sprieSanu uztvéra ka sp&u “atSkirt labo no launa™”
(Benhabib 2003, 174), atsaukdamas uz Arentes rakstito, pieméram, eseja “DomaSana un
moralie apsvérumi”, kura $1 nekonsekvence ir acimredzama: “Spg€ja spriest par detalam (ka to
atklaja Kants), sp&ja pateikt: “Tas ir nepareizi”, “Tas ir skaisti” utt. nav tas pats, kas domaSanas
speja” (Arendt, 2003, 189). Lidziga forma §is apgalvojums izskangja ar1 1973. gada Amerikas
kristigas &tikas biedribas (American Society for Christian Ethics) organizétaja konferencg, kura
Arente savu pievérSanos Kanta spriestsp&jai komente sekojosi: “lemesls, kade] es tik loti ticu
Kanta “Spriestspé€jas kritikai”, ir nevis tadel, ka es interes€tos par estétiku, bet tadel, ka es ticu,
ka tas ka mes sakam “tas ir pareizi, tas ir nepareizi’ stipri neatSkiras no ta ka mes sakam “tas ir
skaisti, tas ir negliti”. Tas ir, m&s nu esam gatavi aci pret aci staties pretim Siem fenomeniem
bez jebkadas ieprieks izveidotas sistémas. Un, ltidzu, ieklaujiet arf mani!” (Young-Bruehl 1984,
452). Beiners Arentes Kanta spriestsp&jas interpretacija saskata “spriedzi starp vita activa un
vita contemplativa” (Beiner 1992, 140), un veids, kada Arente $o spriedzi mégina parvarét ir
“novietojot spriestsp&ju precizi prata dzive” (Beiner 1992, 140). Savukart Metji S. Veidenfelds

(Matthew C.Weidenfeld) norada uz filozofes “destruktivo Kanta lasijumu” un norada, ka vinas
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“nepareizais Kanta lasijums, pretintuitiva veida faktiski vigu atstumj no spriestspgjas
fenomena” (Weidenfeld 2013, 255).

Arentes Kanta lastjums nav jaskata ka vina teorijas idiosinkratiska interpretacija, politikas
estetizéSana vai nesp&ja noskirt politiskus, estétiskus un moralus spriedumus. Arente izmanto
Kantu, lai “konstruétu savu spriestsp&jas teoriju” (Degryse, 2011, 348) un vina idejas mekletu
atbildes uz jautajumiem “Kas mums liek spriest?”, “Ka més spriezam?”’ un “Kadgl spriestsp&ja
ir vispolitiskaka no prata spéjam?”. lemeslus, kadel Kanta spriestspéjas teorija Arentei
izradijusies noderiga, visprecizak apkopojusi filozofe Sofija Loidolta (Sophie Loidolt),
minédama Cetrus iemeslus.

Pirmkart, spriestsp&jas centra ir Weltbetrachter jeb pasaules vérotajs, kuru Arente deve
par skatitaju (spectator), tas ir “pluralitates dalibnieks, nevis distancgjies filozofs”
(Loidolt 2018, 217), skatitajs, vérojot un spriezot, “apvelti pasauli ar nozimi, kas pielauj
humanu un pluralu formu” (Loidolt 2018, 217).

Otrkart, spriestsp&jas atribiits ir “erweiterte Denkungsart” jeb paplaSinatais domasanas
veids, kas, Arentesprat, ir politiska sp&ja par excellence, un kuru filozofe piesaista savai idejai
par cilvékam piemitoSo reprezentativo domasSanas veidu. Tas spriedéjam lauj distancéties no
sava subjektiva skatu punkta, savukart ar izt€les palidzibu tas sp&j ieraudzit citu skatitaju
perspektivas.

Treskart, “tas ietver Ipasu deriguma veidu, kas nav objektivs, bet gan intersubjektivs
derigums” (Loidolt 2018, 217). Ta ir ideja par to, ka spriedumi politika, atSkirtba no
filozofiskiem vai logikas spriedumiem, nav patiess vai nepatiess, jo patiesi vai nepatiesi
spriedumi p&c bitibas ir nepolitiski: “filozofiska patiesiba attiecas uz cilvéku singulari, un sava
biitiba ta ir nepolitiska” (Arendt 2006, 241). Skatitajs, lukojoties uz kopigo pasauli un to
veidojot, piedava savu perspektivu un §1 sprieduma derigums ir “pasa komunikabilitates
faktora” (LotiSa 2022, 61).

Ceturtkart, ta ir ideja par kopizjiitu, kas ir specifiski cilvékam piemitosa izjita, kas ir
pret€ja vina personigajam sajitam. Kopizjiita ir nepiecieSama, “lai veidotu un dalitos ar

intersubjektivu struktiiru, attiecibu tiklu” (Loidolt 2018, 218).

Kurs$ verte — aktieris vai skatitajs?

Arentes spriestspéjas definicija visas vinas dailrades garuma ir bijusi nemainiga.
Spriestsp€ja ir prata sp&ja, kas ‘“nodarbojas ar atsevisko” (Arendt 1992, 13), ka “atseviska”
piemé&rus minot tadas paradibas, ka dabas faktus un ve@stures notikumus. Domat atsevisko

nozimé “generalizét. Tatad ta ir mistiska sp&a apvienot atsevisko un visparigo”
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(Arendt 1992, 76). Spriedumi médz but dazadi, proti, estétiski, morali, politiski, vésturiski,
logiski un citi. Spriesana ir salidzino$i vienkarsa tajos gadijumos, kad visparigais ir dots, proti,
ta ir dedukcija. Griitibas rodas tad, kad visparigais nav dots un tas ir jaatrod. Hrestomatiskaja
eseja “Kultuiras krize” Arente salidzina makslu un politiku, un secina, ka tas ir Iidzigas, jo abas
saista piederiba publiskajai pasaulei un ‘“veért€josais skatitajs”. Savukart Kanta reflektivo
spriedumu analize Arentei k]ist Tpasi saistosa, jo noteikta veida ta ir atvedinama uz spriedumu
veidoSanu politikas joma, jo saistita ar tadiem fenomeniem, ka paplasinatais domasanas veids,
kopizjiita, subjektivo nosacijumu parvarésana sprieduma, sprieduma validitate un citi.

Arentes politiskas filozofijas viens no stiirakmeniem ir pasaule, ta ir publiska telpa, kuru
veido cilvéks ar savu ricibu, runu un spriedumiem viedokla (doxa) izskata. Cilvékiem “ta
vienkarsi “nepiemit” viedoklis, vini to veido ” (Bernstein 1986, 227), tas tiek veidots par pasauli
un vienlaikus kltst par So konstitugjoSu elementu, tadgjadi “spriestsp€ja ir viena, ja ne pati
nozimigaka aktivitate, kura paradas $1 pasaules-daliSana-ar citiem” (Arendt 2006, 218), Arentes
ideja ir paradit, ka pasaule nav iesp&jama bez plurala moda esoSu individu klatbiitnes un
“publisko sferu veido kritiki un skatitaji un nevis aktieri un veidotaji” (Arendt 1992, 63), proti,
skatitajs nav viens, “bet vienmér pievelk un vinam ir nepiecieSami citi vértgjosie skatitaji”
(Bernstein 1986, 236).

Sadi formuléta ideja rada neizpratni par aktieru un skatitaju noskirumu un pienémumu,
ka Arentei ir divas spriestsp&jas teorijas. Ka apgalvo Benhabiba, tad no vienas puses
“spriedumus veido aktieris, lai rikotos, no otras puses, spriedumus veido skatitajs, kur§ véro
publisko telpu un pieskir pagatnei veértibu” (Benhabib 1998, 30). Benhabiba (lidzigs ir Beinera
un Bernsteina viedoklis, uz kuriem pétniece atsaucas) pienem, ka skatitaji veido viedokli par
to, ko redz publiskaja sfera, proti, vini veido viedokli par tiem, kuri rikojas, tatad aktieriem.
Savukart, aktieri sprieZ par tiem, kuri véro vinu ricibu un izvelas tadus lidzeklus, lai parliecinatu
savus skatitajus par savu doxa.

Sada interpretacija ir nepreciza, jo nenem véra “to specifisko nozimi, kadu Arente pieskir
ricibai” (Lederman 2016, 730). Riciba ir “vieniga aktivitate, kas norit tiesi starp cilvekiem bez
lietu un materijas starpniecibas” (Arendt 1998, 8) un ta ir saistita ar sp&ju uzsakt kaut ko jaunu,
savukart viedoklis pieder nevis tiem, “kuri rikojas publiskaja sfera, bet tiem, kuri véro aktierus
un kuri pasi ari ir dala no publiskas sféras” (Lederman 2016, 730). Nosaucami dazi Arentes
tekstu piemeéri, kas apstiprina pienémumu, ka spriestsp&ja ka politiski relevanta spgja
attiecinama nevis uz publiskas sferas aktieriem, bet gan skatitdjiem. Piem&ram, iztirzajot

Platona alas alegoriju’ un skaidrojot doxa nojégumu, Arente koncentr&jas uz alas iemitniekiem,

" Sava dailrade Arente $o alegoriju piemin vairakkart, pieméram, esejas “Sokrats”, “Dazi moralas filozofijas
jautajumi”, “Tradicija un modernie laiki”, “Religija un politika” un citas, monografija “Cilvéka nosacijums”.
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apgalvojot, ka “[a]tt€li uz kuriem lukojas alas iemitnieki ir vinu doxai, tas ir tas, kas viniem
paradas” (Arend 2005, 29). Eseja “Dazi moralas filozofijas jautajumi” Arente skatitaju
salidzina ar aculiecinieku, kuram piemit sp&ja veidot objektivu spriedumu, proti, vinam piemit
“liberum arbitrium kas nozimé objektivitati” (Arendt 2003, 137), objektivitates izpausme ir
taja, ka “kad spriezu, es nemu véra citus” (Arendt 2003, 140), tacu skatitajs joprojam “runa
sava balsT” (Arendt 2003, 141), savukart, eseja “Filozofija un politika” Arente raksta: “pasaules
“vienadiba”, tas kopiba (koinon, ka teiktu grieki, kopiga visiem) vai “objektivitate” (ka teiktu
no misdienu filozofijas subjektiva skatijuma) slépjas apstakli, ka viena un ta pati pasaule
atveras ikvienam un neskatoties uz visam atskiribam starp cilvékiem un vinu pozicijam pasaulé
un Iidz ar to ar1 vinu doxai (viedokliem)” (Arendt 1990, 80). Tadgjadi skatitaja viedoklis sevi
ietver ne tikai objektivitati, bet arT pasa skatitaja individualo poziciju jeb unikalo pasaules
redz&jumu, kas kalpo ka publisko pasauli veidojoss elements.

Visbeidzot Arentes vélinajos darbos skatitaja nozime izkristalizEjas pavisam
neparprotami, un Kanta politiskas filozofijas lekcijas Arente raksta: “skatitaja spriedums veido
t€lu, bez kuras $adi objekti vispar nevarétu paradities” (Arendt, 1992, 63), tatad viedoklis ir tas,
kas pieskir ricibai nozimi, proti, “bez skatitaja un spriestsp&jas artefaktiem (piem&ram,
narativiem un stastiem), ricibai nebiitu nozimes, ta izgaistu bez peédam — ta nebiitu pasauli-
veidojosa aktivitate” (Zerilli 2005, 179). Arente turpina: “Sis kritikis un skatitajs séz katra
aktierTun raditaja” (Arendt 1992, 63), un turpinot norada, ka “cilveku lietu jégas atsl€ga ir nevis
aktiera, bet gan skatitaja rokas. Tikai, un tas ir iz8kirigi svarigi, Kantam skatitaji ir daudzskaitlr”

(1313

(Arente, 2000, 97). Sis secinajums ietver tris biitiskus momentus, pirmkart, Arentes ““skatitajs”
nav cita persona, bet vienkarSi atSkirigs attiecibu vai esamibas mods kopigaja pasaulé”
(Zerilli 2005, 179), proti, “tikmé&r, kamér persona rikojas, vin$ vai vina nespriez, kolidz vins$ vai
vina spriez, vin$ vai vina nerikojas” (Lederman 2016, 732). Otrkart, norade, ka skatitaji ir
daudzskaitli, nozZimé ne tikai skatitaju kvantitati jeb skaitu, bet ar1 to, ka ikvienam skatitajam
piemit pluralitates mods, proti, tas ir viens no seSiem Arentes definétajiem cilveka
nosactjumiem, kas paredz daudzskaitla esamiba ikviena individa un kas tiek aktualizéts ar
runas, ricibas un spriestsp&jas palidzibu. Treskart, Arente no jauna uzsver, ka skatitdjs ir tas,
kurs pieskir jegu tam, kas notiek publiskaja sfera.

Savos vélinajos darbos, pieméram, “Prata dzive” Arente pievérias cilvéka mentalo sp&ju
temporalajai dimensijai, noradot, ka domasana nodarbojas ar tagadni, griba koncentr&jas
nakotng, savukart reflekt&josa spriestspgja raugas pagatne, ta verte. Skatitajs, kur§ raugas
pagatné un verte tas notikumus, ir vésturnieks un grieku historien nozime “izjautat, lai pateiktu,
ka bijis” jeb legei ta eonta Heredota darbos” (Arente 2000, 212), tatad “iztaujatajs, kas, vesturi
atstastidams, spriez tai tiesu” (Arente 2000, 212).
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Sie ir uzskatami Arentes tekstu pieméri, kas pierada tézi, ka Arentei ir viena politiskas
spriestspgjas teorija, kura laika gaita ir attistijusies un apaugusi ar jédzieniem un nozZimém, un
kura centrala vieta vienmér ir bijusi skatitajam un vina vert§josajam spriedumam, kas nozime

ne tikai pasaules-daliSana-ar citiem, bet ari vienlaikus §is pasaules veidosanu.

Spriestspéjas intersubjektivitate: paplasSinatais domasanas veids, kopizjiita un iztele

Sis esejas nosléguma jautajums ir kas spriestspéjai pieskir intersubjektivu raksturu? un
atbilde ietvers Arentes spriestsp&jas teorijas pamatjédzienu — paplasinatais domasanas veids,
kopizjuta un iztele analizi.

Eseja “Kultiiras krize” Arente, rakstidama par Kanta spriestsp&ju, norada, ka spriestspgja
ir “at8kirigs domasanas veids” (Arendt 2006, 217), jo “ietver sp&ju “domat visu citu vieta” un
kuru tadeé] dévé par “Paplasinato domasanas veidu” (eine erweiterte Denkungsart)”
(Arendt 2006, 217). ST spé&ja, Arentesprat, sevi ietver ka politiskas, ta moralas implikacijas, par
kuram Kants, izveidodams savu spriestsp&jas teoriju, pat nav nojautis (Arendt 2006, 237).

PaplaSinatais domasSanas veids ir sp€ja apliikot vienu un to pasu jautajumu no dazadiem
skatpunktiem un “sava prata pievienojot klat neesoSo personu skatpunktus” (Arendt 2006, 237).
Subjekts, vertgjot noteiktu publiskas sferas fenomenu, likojas uz to no savas pozicijas un taja
pasa laika vins sp€j iziet arpus sava skatpunkta un aizspriedumiem, “Kanta politiskas filozofijas
lekcijas” Arente to formulé ka imperativu: “mums ir japarvar misu IpaSais subjektivais
stavoklis citu laba. Citiem vardiem, nesubjektivais elements neobjektiva nozimé ir
intersubjektivitate” (Arendt 1992, 67). Cilvekam piemitosais pluralitates mods® lauj “paplasinat
pratu”, apliikojot jebkuru publiskas sferas jeb kopigas pasaules fenomenu no citas perspektivas,
sprieduma veidoSanas procesa tiek “parvaréts egoisms” (Arendt 2003, 142), pienemot nevis
faktisko, bet gan iesp&jamo citu cilvéku poziciju un “nostadot sevi jebkura cita cilveka vieta”
(Ramos 2022, 6-7). Spriestsp&jai, pateicoties paplaSinatas domaSanas veidam un tas
intersubjektivajam raksturam, piemit sp&ja veidot “pasauligas attiecibas” (worldy relations)

(Zerilli 2005, 165), turklat caur So attiecibu veidoSanu “persona zinama méra atklaj ar1 sevi,

8 Cilveku pluralitates nosacijums ir viens no Arentes polistikds domas centrdlajiem nojégumiem. “Cilvéka
nosactjuma” Arente uzskaita seSus cilvéka nosacijumus, kas kalpo par pamatu un priek$noteikumu cilvéku
eksistencei, un tie ir: pati dzive, dzimstiba, mirstiba, pasauligums, pluralitate un zeme. Cilv€ka pluralitates
nosacijumu determiné fakts, “cilvéki, nevis cilvéks dzivo uz zemes un apdzivo pasauli” (Arendt 1998, 7).
Pluralitates mods nozimé to, ka cilvéks ne tikai eksisté daudzskaitli, kuru izgaismo divi aspekti — vienlidziba
(equality) un Tpatnigums jeb atSkirigums (distinctness), bet arT nes sevi $o daudzskaitli. Arentesprat, tiesi cilveka
pluralitates mods ir politikas ontologiskais pamats. Savukart Kants “Antropologija pragmatiska noluka”
pluralismu pretnostata egoismam, un norada, ka pluralisms “ir, domaSanas veids, kura kads sevi nevis aptver ka
visu pasauli, bet uzskata sevi par un izturas ka pasaules pilsonis. Tas liela méra attiecas uz antropologiju.”
(Kant 2006, 16).
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kads vins§ ir, un $§1 izpausme notiek piespiedu karta” (Arendt 2006, 220). Tadejadi Arente te
uzrada sekojosas idejas, pirmkart, spriesanas akts jeb process veido noteiktu attiecibu tiklu starp
personam, Kkuras ir saistitas ar kopigas pasaules fenomenu, par kuru tiek veidots spriedums,
turklat Saja attiecibu tikla atklajas, kas ir Sis individs. Otrkart, ta iegtist savdabigu “derigumu”
caur “citu [cilvéku] klatbutni” (Arendt 1955, 74) un komunikabilitati (communicability), kas ir
iesp&jama tikai tad, ja cilvéks “sp&j domat no otras personas skatpunkta”. (Arendt 1992, 74).

Arente, raksturojot spriestspéju ka “prata noslépumainako sp&ju” (Arente 2000, 191),
mekI€ principu, kas $o sp&ju “darbina” un atrod to kopizjuta (sesnus communis), tas teorétisko
ietvaru atvedinot no Kanta: “[..] gaumes spriedumu riciba jabut kadam subjektivam principam,
kas tikai ar izjiitam un nevis ar jédzieniem, bet tom&r visparnozimigi noteic, kas patik un kas
nepatik. Bet $adu principu var€tu uzskatit tikai par kopizjitu, kas butiski atSkiras no vesela
saprata, kuru pa laikam sauc ar par kopizjiitu (Sensus communis), jo sapratne spriez nevis pec
izjutam, bet vienmé&r péc jédzieniem, kaut ari parasti tikai ka neskaidri prieksSstatitiem
principiem” (Kants 2000, 65). Kopizjutas “nojéguma ‘“‘semantiskaja centra liek jédzienu
“kopigs” vai “viengabalains”, nevis “veselais™” (Kulis 2021, 116).

Kanta “Politiskas filozofijas lekcijas” Arente norada, ka kopizjita lidzinas “papildus
garigajai sp&jai (Vaciski: Menschenverstand)- kas ieklaujas sabiedriba” (Arendt 1992, 70), ta
ir sp&ja, kas cilvéku “atskir no dzivniekiem un no dieviem. TieSi taja manifestgjas cilveka
humanitate” (Arendt 1992, 70). Tadgjadi kopizjiita ir sajita, “kopiga mana” (Arente 2000, 55),
papildus gariga spé&ja, kas raksturiga tikai cilvekam un “pieskano pasaulei, kas man ir kopigs ar
citiem” (Arente 2000, 56), ta ir pret€ja vina sensus privatus, un tas c€lonis ir “harmoniska miusu
sapratnes un izteles spele” (Norris 1996, 182), kas padara iesp&jamu paplaSinato domasanas
veidu un iesp&jo cilvéku komunikaciju. Lietojot Arentes vardus: “Sis sensus communis ir tas,
kada veida ikvienam S$is spriedums paradas, un tieSi $1 iespgjama paradiSanas pieskir
spriedumam ta specifisko validitati” (Arendt 1992, 72). Pieskirdama kopizjitai centralo vietu
sava spriestspéjas teorija, Arente faktiski izdara vél vienu gajienu, kuram ir visaptvero$a nozime
visas vinas filozofijas konteksta, kas atrisina 31s esejas sakuma Arentes filozofijas kritiku
pieminéto spriedzes starp vita activa un vita contemplativa, proti, kopizjuta faktiski ir apriors
nosacTjums, kas “pamato cilvéku ka politisku biitni” (Degryse 2011, 351). Parfrazgjot Arentes
teikto “cilvéka butiba ir vina sabiedriskums (sociability)” (Arendt 1992, 74), un $o
sabiedriskumu nosaka nevis tas, ka “cilveks atkarigs no lidzcilvekiem sava kermena vai fizisko
vajadzibu dgl, bet gan vinu garigo sp€ju dél” (Arendt 1992, 14) un cilvéka spriestsp&ja, kuras
apriorais princips ir kopizjiita, “postulé pluralitati” (Degryse 2011, 351).

Visbeidzot, pieversisimies jautajumam par to, kas paplaSinato domasanas veidu un
kopizjlitu padara par spriestspéjas atriblitiem jeb ka tie tiek aktualizeti? Arente pienem, ka
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paplaSinato domasanas veidu un kopizjiitu par spriestsp&jas atribiitu parada izt€le. 1ztele ir
“sp&ja padarit par esoSu to, kas nav klatesoss” (Arendt 1992, 79). Izt€le ir briva, spontana,
produktiva, jo sp€j “reproducét klat neesoSus objektus” (Zerilli 2005, 163), veidodama “jaunas
formas un att€lus” (Zerilli 2005, 163), un ta nav paklauta kauzalitates likumiem. Arentesprat,
iztele lidzinas ieks€jam kompasam un bez tas “més nekad nespétu orient€ties pasaule”
(Arendt 2005-1, 323) un ta sp&j iedarbinat cilvéka sapratni. Faktiski izt€le un sapratne
spriestsp&jas konteksta ir savstarpgji nenoskirami nojégumi, jo reflektivie spriedumi ir “gan
izteles (ka jiitiguma pola) un sapraSanas (ka izzinas pola) spéles rezultats” (Dostal 1984, 740).
Paplasinata domasana, ka Arente to formulé “Kanta politiskas filozofijas lekcijas”, nozimé to,
ka “cilveks tren€ savu izteli doties ciemos” (Arendt 1992, 43), izt€le ir ta, kas spgj iziet arpus
cilveka empiriskas pieredzes, un taja pat laika savienot So pieredzi ar teor€tiskiem
pienémumiem, ta lauj parvarét aizspriedumus, tai piemit distanc€tiba, kas subjektam lauj
ienemt “unikalu arpuses poziciju” (Zerilli 2005, 176), un ta parvar telpas un laika un laika

uzliktos grozus.

Noslégums

Hannas Arentes uzsaktais, bet nepabeigtais darbs pie savas spriestsp&jas teorijas
izveides ir radijis plasu diskusiju augsni Arentes filozofijas interpretu un kritiku starpa. Arente
spriestsp&ju dévé par vispolitiskako cilvéka prata spgju, tas teorétisko pamatojumu atrodot
Kanta “Spriestsp&jas kritika”. Arentes Kanta tre§as kritikas interpretacija raisijusi virkni
diskusiju un parmetumu par ievérojama filozofa teorijas “nepareizu lasfjumu”, tatu Arentes
meérkis nebija skaidrot Kanta idejas, bet gan paradit $1 prata ganga politisko dimensiju. Savas
“Kanta politiskas filozofijas lekcijas” filozofe norada, ka Kants “nekad nav rakstijis politisko
filozofiju” (Arendt 1992, 7) un, lietojot paSa Kanta vardus, Arentes Kanta interpretacija drizak
ir “sp€léSanas ar idejam” (Arendt 1992, 7). Filozofe savam lasitajam atstajusi esejas, lekcijas
un dienasgramatu pierakstus, kuri sniedz ieskatu taja, kada iesp€ams var€tu biit pasa
spriestsp&jas teorija, tadgjadi raisot par So jautajumu dazadas spekulacijas savas filozofijas
pétnieku vidi.

Saja eseja tika apliikoti tris tému loki, kas sniedz ieskatu taja, kas varétu biit Arentes
spriestsp&jas teorijas stiirakmeni. Pirmkart, tas ir jautajums par to, kadel Arente par savas
spriestsp&jas teorijas patronu izv€lgjusies Kantu un vina “Spriestsp&jas kritiku”, nevis
pievérsusies, pieméram, Kanta morales filozofijai. Viena no centralajam atbildem slépjas pasa
reflekt€josas spriestspejas definicija, proti, politika ir ta joma, kura visparigais jeb universalais

nav dots, publiskas sféras dalibnieki redz atsevisko un no ta mégina noklut pie vispariga.
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Otrais tému loks saistits ar Arentes filozofijas pétnieku vidii aktualo jautajumu: vai
filozofei ir viena vai divas spriestsp&jas teorijas - agrina pieeja, kad spriestspgja tika piedevéeta
ka politiskajam aktierim relevanta sp&ja un velina, kura spriestsp&ja ir tikai skatitajam jeb
politiskas skatuves vérotajam piederiga sp&ja. Arentes atstatie teksti skaidri norada, ka filozofei
spriestsp€ja ir saistita ar skatitaju, kur§ véro notikumus un veido spriedumus, un Sie spriedumi
klaist par publisko telpu konstitugjosiem elementiem.

Visbeidzot, tika sniegts ieskats taja, kas ir spriestspéja un kadel Arente to uzskatija par
vispolitiskako no prata sp&jam. Spriestsp&ju par politikai relevantu prata gangi padara tas, ka ta
ir nevis objektiva, bet intersubjektiva, ko determin€ subjektam piemitoSais paplaSinatais

domasanas veids, kopizjiita un izt€le.
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Abstract

Peace is not permanent or eternal, nor a process that takes place in isolation from various political
and social conflicts, violence and protests, wars, or armed attacks. Peace exists alongside or in sync with
the various practices of power — to include, to exclude, to reprimand, to monitor, to control, to
consolidate — and the direct and structural forms of violence. Nevertheless, it may seem that Perpetual
peace and complete peace are possible, moreover without the simultaneous existence of opposing
violent conditions. The German philosopher Immanuel Kant offers one of the most thorough answers to
achieving perpetual peace. He argues that it is essential for everyone to adhere to a specific law that,
although it may seem to limit our freedom, ensures the possibility of coexisting with others and
upholding ethical norms. Consequently, constructing and maintaining peace becomes, in Kant’s mind,
a duty and a deliberate (rational) decision. However, the objective of this article is to analyze whether
peace can be achieved by following the moral law, especially when violence and its coexisting forms of
racism have created divisions and negatively impacted the sense of peace, belonging, identity, and

responsibility.
levads

Miers nav pastavigs vai miizigs. Skietami, tas ir process, kas norisinas lidzas ar dazadam
politiskajam, socialajam noris€m: konfliktiem, vardarbibam un nemieriem, kariem vai
apbrupotiem uzbrukumiem. Miers pastav vienlaikus jeb lidzas dazadam varas praksém —
ieklaut, izklaut, parmacit, uzraudzit, kontrol&t, saliedét, un lidz ar tieSajam un strukturalajam
vardarbibas formam. Tomer var $kist, ka miiZigs miers un pilnigs miers ir iesp&ams; var
pastavét miers, kam Iidzas nenorisinas ta pretstata stavokli. Vacu filozofs Imanuels Kants
(Immanuel Kant, 1724—1804) ir sniedzis vienu no aptveroSakajam atbildém miiziga miera
sasniegSanai, proti, ir nepiecieSams, lai ikkatrs “paklautos likuma spaidiem, kas ierobeZo miisu
brivibu vien tadg€jadi, lai ta varétu pastavet kopa ar jebkura cita cilvéka brivibu un Iidz ar to ar
vispargjo likumu” (Kants 2023, 441 (B780)). Miera panakSana un uzturéSana, Kantaprat, kliist
par pienakumu un apdomatu (racionalu) lémumu. Tomer, raksta mérkis ir analizet, vai $ada
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veida, rikojoties ar pienakuma izjiitu un pienemot apdomatus lémumus, miers ir panakams, it
pasi tad, kad vardarbiba un tai Iidzas pastavosas rasisma formas ir radijusas saskeltibu un

negativi ietekméjusas miera, piederibas, identitates un atbildibas izjtutu un izpratni?

Miers — individualais vai kopéjais

Lai arT miera t€ma un ar to saistitie jautajumi, par cilvéku dabisko stavokli, sabiedribas
lidzaspastavesanu, individualajam tiesibam, ir plasi aplikoti filozofijas ideju ve€stur€, miers
centralu lomu ieguva attistoties kara politikam un taisniga kara p&tniecibai, un irenologijai
(miera teorijam), kas tiek pretstatita polemologijai (kara teorijam) (Suvajevs 2019, 105).
Bitisku pienesumu miera idejas attistibai ir sniedzis vacu filozofs Imanuels Kants. Kants ne
tikai sarakstijis nozimigus darbus par prata, saprata, spriestsp&jas kritikam, bet ar pieversies
miera €tikai jeb peckara taisniguma jeb tiesiskuma (jus post bellum) iestradném. Idejas par
miera &tiku paradas tados darbos, ka “Eseja par daziem skatijumiem uz optimismu” (Versuch
einiger Betrachtungen iiber den Optimismus, 1795), “Tikumu metafizika” (Metaphysik der
Sitten, 1797) un “Tikumu metafizikas pamatojumi” (Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten,
1798) (Kants 2024, 75). Tomér pazistamakais Kanta darbs, kura tiek iztirzati miera istenosSanas
gtiskie un socialpolitiskie aspekti, ir “Miizigu mieru” (Zum ewigen Frieden, 1. 1zd. 1795; 2. izd.
1796, Kenigsberga).

Tomér ka noradijis §1 darba latviesu valodas izdevuma tulkotajs Igors Suvajevs: “Kanta
darba nosaukums ir ironiski divnozimigs. [..] Runa ir par vélg§jumu, ko Kants patapina no
uzraksta kapséta (latviski analogisks velgjums ir “Muzigu dusu” vai ikvakara novélgjums
“Saldu dusu”). Lidz ar to runa ir vai nu par mieru, kas glistams cilvéku piepil€, vai arT mieru,
ko iesp&jams atrast kapséta.” (Kants 2005, 157). Lidzigs novérojams ir rodams ar1 analizgjot
jeédziena miers etimologiju.

Pieveérsoties Konstantina Karula etimologijas novérojumiem — miers var biit skaidrots ar
mierigo, méreno, maigo, milo, miksto vai arT pasauligo (nozimes ir atvasinatas no krievu,
ukrainu un bulgaru valodas) (Karulis 2001, 590-591). Tapat Karulis apgalvo, ka “[n]ozimes
‘milét’ un ‘miers’ saistas ne tikai baltu valodas: v. [vacu valoda] Frieden ‘miers’ ir no ide.

299

[indoeiropiesu] *pri- ‘milét, saudzet’” (Karulis 2001, 590). Sekojosi Kanta minétais miizigs
miers (vacu der ewige Friede) var biit saprasts ne tikai ka miiZigs vai kapa miers, bet mizigi
mil&tais un saudzetais.

Tomér miiZzigi milétais un saudzetais var biit gan kolektivs, gan individuals. No vienas
puses — intuitivi — miers ir kolektivi piedzivots stavoklis. Miers ir kopgjs stavoklis situacijas,
kad tiek iesaistitas dazadas sabiedribas grupas, politiskie aktori un valstis, pieméram, likumiski
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noteikts politiskais, socialais valstu pamiers un miera uzturéSana iesaista visus un katru.
Kolektivs miers var bt arT kopigs pardzivojums, kas nav saistits ar likumiem, politiku un
socialajam dimensijam, bet gan noskanojumu, kad kaut kas ir aktivi japartrauc, jaaptur un

jaaizmirst. Pieméram, izteikums “miers un bérzins?

> vai “punkts un miers” tiek izmantots, lai,
Skietami, noraditu uz kaut ka beigam. Lai miers varétu beidzot iestaties, kaut kam ir japieliek
punkts, kaut kadai kezai — beigas. No citas puses, miers ir individuals stavoklis, kas ir pieejams
tikai man. Sada miera izpausme visbiezak atklajas darbibas vai izteikumos, kad runa ir par
personigo pardzivojumu. Izteikumi ka “miers kada pisliem” (rundjot par mirusa netraucéSanu)
(“Miers kada piSliem” n/d), “dveseles miers”, “dieva miers”, “prata miers”, dusa jeb miegs ka
miers (“Dusa” n/d), klusums ka miers, u.c., ilustré dazadus individualos miera stavoklus. Abi
stavokli (kolektivais un individualais) ir patstaviga mijiedarbiba, tomér, lai runatu par kolektivu
mieru, ir jaizkopj individualais miers.

Jau antiko domataju darba ieskanas, cik butisks ir individuala un sabiedriska (kopienas)
izkopSana. Kamer nav izkopts individualais miers, nav iesp&jams palidzet izkopt kop&jo mieru.
Nedz nosacijumi, kuriem biitu jaseko, nedz izpratne, kas ir un ka uzturét mieru, nevar biit
skaidri, ja tie iepriek$ nav apgiti privataja sfera.

Pieméram, $ada ideja ir aprakstita slavena grieku filozofa Platona dialogos. Viena no
dialogiem — “Alkibiads I’ (Platons 2006), Platons apraksta situaciju, kura Sokrats, satiekot
Alkibiadu, parruna jautajumus par maku, zinaSanam un ripém. Dialoga izvérsuma Sokrats
iztauja Alkibiada sp€jas macit citus cilvékus, noradot, ka ir iesp&jams macit tikai to, ko cilveks
jau parzina (Alch. 1. 106d). Alkibiads tikmeér ir loti parliecinats, ka sp@s citiem aténieSiem
iemacit par politiskajiem un sabiedribas notikumiem (A/ch. I. 107¢) — par karu vai mieru, vai
citam politiskajam noris€m (Alch. 1. 107d), neskatoties uz to, ko pats maz zina par Siem
jautajumiem. Teksta talakaja izklasta Sokrats parbauda Alkibiada zinaSanas par kara/miera un
citu politisko noriSu jautajumiem, parliecinoties, vai Alkibiads tie§am ir sp&jigs macit kaut ko,
par ko nekad nav macijies. Sokrats cenSas secinat, ka nezinot, cilvéks nevar pielaut, ka kaut ko
zina (Alch. I. 117¢). Tatad, lai runatu un izkoptu kaut ko kolektivu, ir jasak ar individuala,
privata (vai grieku oikos (majas/majpratibas) izkopsanu). Tacu individuala, privata izkopSana
ir ar tikumiska izkopSana. Tas nozimé, ka, lai panaktu mieru, ne tikai ir jaizkopj mierigais un
milétais valstiska Itmeni, bet ar tikums un atbildiba, jeb, péc Kanta ieskatiem, “tas, ko pavél

prats” (Simfa 2015, 12n25, 94) individualaja sfera. Viss sakas ar sevi pa$u vai pratu.

%9

! Ir verts noradit, ka “berzin§” vieta tikpat labi var tikt (un varbiit jaizmanto) “bérzin§” no “berziens” jeb
“ieberziens”. Citadi, autore atzist, ka ir griiti spriest, kap&c sarunvaloda biezak tiek izmantots “berzins” jeb kada
ir konkréta koka simboliska nozime.
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Kants piedava pratu saprast, ka aktivu sp&ju uzliikot un spriest par lietam, raugoties “nevis
uz to, kas notiek, bet uz to, kam p&c taisnibas biitu janotiek” (Kants 2023, 440 (B778)). Lidz ar
to, cilvékiem nevajadz&tu bit sarezgljumiem vienoties par lidzigam, tikumiskam un pratigam
idejam. Tomer, darba “Tira prata kritika” Kants ilustr€, ka, tiklidz notiek viedoklu sadursme,
cilveéki biezi vien ir aizspriedumaini un viegli padodas prata polemikam. Savukart, ja cilveki
uzliukotu lietas ta, ka “p€c taisnibas biitu janotiek™, tad “ka gan divi cilveki var stridéties par
lietu, kuras realitati neviens no viniem nevar paradit 1stena vai ar tikai iesp&jama pieredzg”
(Kants 2023, 441 (B778)). Kanta atbilde ir viennozimiga — ir nepiecieSama prata kritika. Tomer,
ja runa ir par miera pieteikSanu un uzturéSanu, tas nozime, ka ne tikai ir jabut individualai un
subjektivai miera izpratnei, bet tadai izpratnei, kas ir saskana ar citu pieredzi vai izpratni par to,
ka mieram biitu janotiek. Sadi likojoties uz cilvéku vai sabiedribu ir japamana, ka ir biitiska
atskiriba starp savu intere$u un uzskatu parstavésanu (Simfa 2015, 242) un vélmi kopigi rast
patieso lietu atspogulojumu, lai biitu iesp&ja attistities Iidz ar dabas dabisko kartibu. Citadi
pretenzijas tiktu atrisinata “tikai ar karu” (Kants 2023, 441 (B779)), jo bez kritikas pazud art
robezas starp patieso, tikumigo, individualo, kolektivo, pratigo un pat mierigo.

Kantam prats ir bitisks nosacijums pareizu spriedumu veikSanai un kop€jo meérku,
morales noteikSanai, pretgja gadijuma sabiedriba nav iesp&ja uz “tiesiska stavokla mieru, kad
mges varam risinat savus stridus tikai procesa cela” (Kants 2023, 441 (B779-780)). Un ar prata
klatesamibu, pat ja viss sakas individualo lémumu un spriedumu procesa, individualai [emums
bis lidzigs citu prata veiktajiem lémumiem, tatad — kopigi. Kas nozimé, ka ne tikai individualais
patiesiba jau ir kolektivais, bet arT kolektivais jau nosaka individualas pieredzes. Un $o pieredzu
lidzaspastavesanai jabalstas vienota sist€ma — prata kritika, tikumu pamatprincipos vai atbildigu
lémumu pienemsana. Tatad sp€ja saprast, kas ir miers, un prasme praktizét mieru sava privataja
dzive tieSa meéra nodroSinatu, ka cilvékam ir stingra un &tiska izpratne par mieru, kuru varétu
praktizét kopiena un sabiedriba ka grupa. Papildus, ja “muZigs miers” ir drizak vélgjums, neka
istenibas raksturojums, tas paredz€tu, ka biit brivam, gadat mieru, nodroSinat saliedétibu —
paredz vai nu piepiili, vai arT ignoranci, kas ir ne tikai individuala, bet arT kolektiva. Miers kliist

par visu mérki.

Miera pretstati — karS un vardarbiba

Kants darba “MuZigu mieru” min, ka §is mérkis ir pienakums, ko cilvekam “uzliek vina

pasa prats” (Kants 2005, 118; Kants 2024, 42). Lidz ar to, lai stenotu mieru, ir sakotngji jaspgj

saprast, ka varda tiek Tstenots miers, kas ir miera mérkis un ko tam vajadz€tu mazinat.
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Miera &tika jeb ideja par miizigu mieru radas ka atbilde kara mazinaSanai, jeb — netaisniga
kara apturéSanai, jo pat Kants nenoliedz, ka pastav attaisnoti kari (Mertens 2012, 242-243).
Tacu attaisnots kar§ ir attaisnots tikai Iidz bridim, kad tiek sekots taisnigiem principiem un
dabiskajam tiesibam (Mertens 2012, 244), kas rodami plaSaja taisniga kara teorémas iestrades.
Tradicionali kara &tika jeb taisniga kara teor€ma (ius bellum) ir izmantota tam, lai, iesp&jams,
nodroS§inatu mieru, mazinot kara raditas sekas un zaud&umus. Taisniga kara teoréma tiek
noskirtas trTs teorijas taisniga kara nodroSinasanai: teorija par taisnigumu pirms kara (tiesibas
pirms kara — ius ad bellum), taisnigumu kara (tiesibas kara — ius in bello) un taisnigumu péc
kara (tiesibas p&c kara — ius post bellum) (Rathour 2023; Steinhoff 2021). Katra posma ir tris
vai vairaki pamatnosacijumi (Rathour 2023), kas lauj izvertet, vai kars ir taisnigs un ka mazinat
jebkadas sekas. Pieméram, ir jaieveéro proporcionalitates princips (resursu izmantosanai jabiit
lidzsvarotai atkariba no situacijas, cietuSo daudzumam ir jabiit sapratigam), godiguma princips
(nedrikst uzsakt karu bez iemesla vai ar viltus autoritati), u.tml. Sis taisniguma atskanas ir
rodamas ari starptautiskaja liguma “1949. gada 12. augusta Zenévas konvencija par
civilpersonu aizsardzibu kara laika”. Liguma 3. panta, piemeram, ir mingts, ka ir nepiecieSams
“jebkuros apstaklos izturésies humani, bez jebkadas nelabvéligas diskriminacijas péc rases,
adas krasas, religijas vai ticibas, dzimuma, izcelsmes vai materiala stavokla vai jebkuriem
citiem lidzigiem kritrijiem” (“1949. gada 12. augusta Zenévas konvencija” 2002).

Principa, ja kara iesaistitas puses cenSas ieverot taisniguma veértibas un pieturas pie
vienotas kara taktikas izpratnes, miera panakSanai nevajadzetu radit problémas, jo tas ir miisu
prata uzliktais mérkis, kas mums visiem ir kopigs. Tacu, ja cilvéks nav spriestsp&jigais vai ar
mieru saprot tikai individualo labumu, nav iesp&jams runat par kopiga miera panaksanu. Vel jo
vairak, ja individi vai grupas fokusgjas uz privato labumu, bet ne kopigo un dabiskaja likuma
(prata) noteikto, miers klust par ieceri, ko parnem konflikti un vardarbibas klatesamiba.

Miera teorétikis Johans Galtungs (Johan Galtung) mieram pretstata vardarbibu un
konfliktu, noradot, ka wvardarbibas vai konflikta neesamiba ir miera pastaveésanas
pamatnosacijums, un miers ir nevardarbigs process (Galtung 1996, 265). Kanta darba “Miizigu
mieru” ari tiek noradits, ka miera TstenoSanai ir nepiecieSamas “jebkuras hostilitates beigas”
(Kants 2005, 98; Kants 2024, 17). Attiecigi, lai runatu par mieru, patiesiba ir jaruna par miera
pretstatiem (Galtung 1996, 9). Tomeér, ja Kants ar jédzienu “hostilitate” saprastu karadarbibu,
Galtungs norada, ka vardarbiba ir tikpat plaSs un neskaidrs koncepts, cik miers, izSkirot tris
vardarbibas Iimenus — individualo, kulturalo un strukturalo (Galtung 1996, 2), kas savstarpgji
atbilst miera limeniem — individualajam, kulturalajam un strukturalajam. Lai ar1 Galtungs
nepiedava skaidru ricibas planu, ka vardarbibu varétu konceptualizét un ka panakt mieru,
Galtungs secina, ka visbiezak So divu stavoklu — miera un vardarbibas — sapliiSana notiek, jo
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cilveki par savu meérki izvirza personigos labumus (Galtung 1996, 268). Personigais labums
nenoliedzami ir butiska ikdienas cilvéka nepiecieSamiba, tacu, vai personigais labums var kliit
par kopigo labumu?

Ja nav kopiga labuma, tad — ka veidot mieru? Kants min, ka “[m]oralais politikis vadisies
pEc principa: ja valsts satversmé vai valstu attiecibas sastopami trikumi, kurus nav bijis
iesp&jams noverts, tad pienakums, [..], ir iesp&jami atrak uzlabot satversmi un attiecibas un
izveidot tas atbildigi dabiskajam tiestbam p&c parauga, kas skatams prata ideja, lai kadus upurus
ar1 naktos nest vina patmilibai®” (Kants 2005, 124—125; Kants 2024, 50). Proti, Kants apgalvo,
ka moralais politikis un pat individs, novérSot trilkumus, centisies ieveérot dabiskas tiesibas, kur
tiesibas butu saskana ar racionalo un tiro pratu, nevis personigo labumu, kas nekadi netiktu
attiecinats uz visiem un visu labumu. Tatad miers ir javeido atbildigi, saskana ar prata (tira
prata) idejam un dabiskajam tiesibam — kas, japiebilst, ir tiesibas uz brivibu biit, nevis uz brivibu
biit noteikta, juridiski strukturéta, veida. Runa ir par brivibu, kas visiem racionalajiem
sabiedribas locekliem lautu Tstenot vinu tiesibas I1dziga un &tiski mérena veida, proti, runa ir
par brivibu, kuru visi var Istenot vienmérigi lidz ar prata likumiem (Tomassini 2023, 525, 530).
Nevis katrs rikojas péc saviem ieskatiem, bet visi rikojas lidz ar sabiedriba iestradatajiem
likumiem, izvertgjot savas ieceres, par augstaku vertibu uzskatot sabiedribas nolukus
(Rentmeester 2022, 233). Lidz ar to moralajai riciba ir jabiit saskana ar brivibu un prata spgju,
kas nevis tiek praktizeta izoletiba, bet gan savstarpéji atbilstigi ar citiem, laujot mums biit savu
ricibu noteic€jiem un izvertétajiem. Tas skaidri sasaucas ar ideju, ka, lai veidotu mieru,
salied@tibu — ir japraktiz€ atbildiba un racionala spriestsp&ja. Tatad €tika ir versta tikai sev, bet
ar1 citiem. Ne velti Kants, izstradajot morales filozofijas teorétisko ietvaru, piedava maksimu
formul@t atbilstoSi cilvékam, kas ir sp€jigs apzinaties savu gribu, brivibu un citus sabiedribas
loceklus, piesakot: “rikojies ta, it ka tavas ricibas maksimai péc tavas gribas vajadzetu klit par
vispargju dabas likumu” (Kants 2020, 39, (para. 421)). Lai arT maksima ir subjektivs ricibas
princips, tas tomér ir saskana ar dabisko nosacijumu, imperativu, ka varda ar pratu apveltita
biitne rikotos. Tapat miers ka mérkis Kantam paredz, ka “nepietiek ar visu atsevisko cilvéku
veleésanos [..], nepiecieSams, lai visi kopa véletos So stavokli” (Kants 2005, 123—-124; Kants
2024, 49). Tomer, lai panaktu kopibu, ir jaidentificé Skérsli, kas stajusies pretim kolektivajai
izjutai un kopigajai mérktiecibai.

Lai panaktu mieru, morala apzina klust biitiska. Katram individam biitu jaapzinas, ka

miisu ricibas — tiSas vai netiSas — var kaitét citiem. Citiem vardiem, iesp&jams jaatgriezas pie

P13

2 Jaunakaja tulkojuma “patmiliba” ir tulkota ka “savtiba”, tatad runa vairs ne tikai ir par sava labuma meklgjumiem,
bet arT apzinatu vélesanos domat tikai par sevi, neatkarigi no ta, vai tas ir nepiecieSami, vai ari ng. (Skat.
Kants 2005,125; Kants 2024, 50).
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Kanta pirmas kategoriska imperativa maksimas, un par savu ricibas pamatu jaizvélas
sabiedribas noluks. Tacu misdienas noliku, iesp&jams, ir griti defingjams, jo, ja konflikts un
stereotipi, aizspriedumi un naids, un savtiba un patmiliba ir kaut kas dzili iesaknoties
vesturiskaja un socialaja telpa, §is nesaskanas iesaknojas misu sabiedribas kodola. Raksta
turpmakaja izklasta tiks pieversta uzmaniba jautajumam, ka ir iesp&jams veicinat miizigo jeb
miloSo mieru, ja salied€tibas pamata ir jau klatesosa individu saskeltiba, un kas ir §1s saskeltibas

pamata.

Atbildibas prizmas

Raksta izklasta Iidz Sim ir apliikotas miiziga miera ka mérka un prata jeb pienakuma
moralas apzinas, un brivibas attiecibas. So attiecibu un arf miera ka miiziga stavokla pamata
tiek novérots, ka pastav mijiedarbiba starp individualo un kop€jo jeb citiem nepiecieSamo.
Skietami, tas paredzétu, ka vardarbibas mazinasanai, parvarésanai vai partrauksanai pietiktu ar
morala individa ricibam, jo, ja visi rikojas saskana ar imperativa maksimam, nevajadz&tu bt
griti partraukt vardarbibu ciklus. Tomeér, reala situacija pasaulé ataino, ka moralas ricibas ne
vienmér palidz partraukt nemiera stavoklus. Lidz ar to jajauta, kam paraléli mérkiem un
moralam pienakumam biitu japastav, lai miers biitu iespgjams. Raksta piedavajums ir —
atbildiba. Praktizét brivibu, istenot mieru un veicinat saliedétibu paredz but atbildigam jeb
atbildigi domat. Tacu arT atbildibai ir savas robezas; vai individs var bt atbildigs par visu un
visiem?

Atbildibu var izvertét no dazadiem skatpunktiem: atbildiba ka meérkis, darbiba, autoritate,
iespéju robezas, tikums, pienakums, atbildiba par ricibam, vainas pieméroSana un saistibas
(van der Poel 2015, 14). Tas paredz, ka, atbilstosi ievirzei, atbildiba ir vai nu uz priekSu vérsta,
vai ar1 atpakal-vérsta (van der Poel 2015, 14—15). Tatad istenota atbildiba var gan ietekmét
vert§jumu par to, kas ir darits, Tstenots vai teikts, gan noteikt nakotnigas ricibas un
aizspriedumus, un vardarbibas klatesamibu nakotn€. Tomeér, kur§ isteno atbildibu? Lai ari
atbildiba var bt absoliita un visiem piemérojama, balstita uz sekam, izpratni par pareizo un
nepareizo vai Skietami aprékinama (pé€c paridarijjuma, zaud&uma, labuma (kopgja vai
individuala)) (van der Poel 2015, 19), raksta aicinu paliikoties uz atbildibu ka to, kas ir jaisteno
apdomati, apspriesti jeb racionali, bet ne vienmer individuali.

Ja moralais ir prata un dabas noteiktais, tad viss, kas ir noticis bez prata aktivas iesaistes,
nevar tikt attiecinats uz domajoso. Attiecigi — individs nav atbildigs par, piem&ram, savas valsts
vesturiskajam izdaribam, tapat individu kopa nav atbildiga par savu iesaistiSanos procesa, kas,
iespejams, jau sistematiski ta pamata ir bijis netaisnigs vai nevélams un ar negativu ievirzi

46



(Miklosi 2016, “4%). Tapat, ja par kaut ko nav iesp&ja biit atbildigam, tad tas nav ar kaut kas
apstridams vai mainams. Ja individs rikojas pamatojoties uz aizspriedumiem — vins nevar bt
atbildigs par to, jo ta nav bijusi apdomata riciba. Kants norada, runajot par konfliktu un cilvéku
tiecksmi parstavét savus viedoklus, neatkarigi vai tie ir patiesi, vai n€, sabiedriba, risinot
saSkeltibu, “[n]av ar1 pratigi kliegt par kadu pardroSu apgalvojumu briesmam vai pardroSiem
uzbrukumiem lietam, kas jau iemantojusas publikas lielakas un labakas dalas piekrisanu, jo tas
nozimé pieskirt [Siem uzbrukumiem] svarigumu, kada tiem nemaz nav” (Kants 2023, 442
(B781-B782)). Tas nozimég, ka apgalvojums ir kaut kas vél neapdomat, nepamatos un tas nav
ieguvis prata parliecibas patiesumu. Un, ta ka apgalvojums ir nepilnigs veért€jums, tad par to
cilveks nevar biit atbildigs (Benzenberg 2024, 20), un citiem nevajadz€tu tam pieskirt patiesuma
vertibu. Attiecigi, lai mazinatu uzskatu konfliktu, nevis ir javeicina jauna viedoklu saskelSanas
un japauz iebildumi pret, bet japievérSas bitiskajam — nevis aizspriedumiem un
apgalvojumiem, viedokliem (Kants 2023, 476477 (B849-B851)), bet gan cilvéku vértibu
sistémam, tictbam, tam, par ko cilveks tik tieSam var but atbildigs. Merkis ir panakt vienpratibu
vai saticibu, tiecoties pari jeb laujot pratam parvarét dabas noteikto nesaticibu (Simfa 2015,
182, 182n742, 183), nevis pieverSoties aplamibam, bet tam, kas var vienot cilvékus, proti, dabas
likuma noteiktais.

Tas gan nozim¢g, ka vardarbigas vai nepienemamas ricibas veicg€js art var biit potenciali
atbildigs. Kants min, ka “[j]ebkurs cilveks, pat lielakais laundari, ja vien vins vispar radis lietot
pratu, kad vinam min pieme&rus par noliikku godigumu, noturigumu seko$ana labam maksimam,
lidzdalibu un vispargju laba gribu [..], protams, véletos, lai arT vin§ varétu biit ta noskanots”
(Kants 2020, 68 (para. 454)). Lai arm1 Kants uzsver prata un morales, imperativa saikni,
konkretais citats izcel, ka art cilveki, kas rikojas launpratigi var but apzinigi, tiekties uz
moraliem tikumiem. Bet noskanojumam un izpratnei par moralo Iidzas ir jabit skaidrai apzinai
par sekam un pret&jibu iesp&jamibu. Tatad atbildiba, sp&ja biit atbildigam par savam ticibam un
to ietekmi uz citiem, ir bitisks kanals, kas lautu sapratigajam cilvékam rikoties ne tikai saskana
ar imperativiem un prata likumiem, bet izprast ricibu, ideju, aizspriedumu ietekmi. Tacu tas
nozimeé, ka atbildigs cilveks ir ar cilveks, kurs ir sp&jigs rikoties pretgji labajam, moralajam un
pienemtajam (Kittle 2024, 3, 16). Cilvékam ir jabt stabilai izpratnei par to, kas ir moralais, un
apzinai, ka to panakt vai ka to nedarft, proti, kas jadara, lai panaktu pret&ju rezultatu.

Zinasanu kopa un morala kompetence ir nepiecieSams nosacijums, tomér vai Si

kompetence ir ieglistama nepraktizgjot atbildibu? Jo bez atbildibas, it ka, no vienas puses,

3 Piebilde, konkréta avota lapu paginacija ir izmantota sekojot dokumenta lapu numeracijai, tomér dokumenta ir
minéts, ka numeracija nav izmantojama cité€8anas nolukiem, attiecigi, citéta raksta fragmenta nodala ir “The
Political Conception”.
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vadoSais elements var biit daba, bet, no otras puses, paziid mérktieciba, kapeéc domat par sevi
un citiem. Jabiit kaut kadai sisttmai un struktirai (de Haan 2022, 5-6), kas iekustina
nepiecieSamibu péc maksimam, imperativiem un prata likumiem tad, kad dabas un prata likumi
nespé€j realaja situacija ietekmét cilvéku ricibas un izdaribas un kad ir klateso$i rasisma un

izklaujoSu praksu stereotipi, kurus cilvéki neuztver ka morali nozimigus aspektus.

“Parlieciba par” un “neiecietiba pret”

Parlieciba par kaut ko un ticiba noteiktam lietam sakotngji var Skist, ka parstav visu
sabiedribas loceklu intereses, vai pat tiek istenotas kop&u meérku varda. Pat kategoriskais
imperativs un ta maksimas var biit izmantotas, lai iestradatu kolekttvu mérki. Tomér kopigais
var tikt Tstenotas ar negativu vai savtigu noliiku. Lidz ar to “parliecibas par” sava biitiba ir
negativa nostaja — balstita izslégSana, izklausana, noraidiSana vai citada atsvesSinasana. Protams,
tas kaut ko arT ieklauj un apkopo, tomér tapéc individam ir jabut atbildigam par savam
parliecibam un ticibam, jo tas nav viennozimigi pozitivas un ieklaujogos. Sis novérojums lauj
saSaurinat raksta apliikoto problému. Runa ir ne vairs par pienakuma izjltu, pienemot
apdomatus l[émumus, lai sasniegtu mieru, bet gan par klatesoSo saskeltibu un negativitati, kas
iemiesojusas idejas par isto mieru, pareizo piederibu, pienemamo identitati un atbildibas izjiitu.
Lai sasniegtu mieru, ir japardoma savu parliecibu ietekmju sferas.

Galvena probléma ir parlieciba jeb nostaja, kas pec butibas ir kaut kas nepieejams citiem.
Tadgjadi arT piesaistitas vertibas par pareizo un miiZigo ir subjektivas. Protams, ja cilvéks ir
racionals, tad ar to nebutu problémas, tomér, ka noradits raksta izklasta, ta ne vienmér arf ir,
cilvéki meédz veikt neapdomatus un neapspriestus I€mumus. Un, ja cilvékam ir parlieciba par
kaut ko, kas ir stingra un nemainiga, ta nevis rada iesp&ju dialogam, bet gan konstrué jau
noteiktu ideju par to, ka lietam ir janotiek; miers klaist par ideju kara lauku. Jo stingrak mées
turamies pie Siem nemainigajiem uzskatiem, jo mazak vietas paliek niansém, elastibai vai
savstarpgjai izaugsmei. Attiecigi, pienakums, riciba saskana ar prata likumu un pienémums, ka
kategoriskais imperativs ir paspietiekams, Skietami, ignor€ ideju, ka parliecibu 1stenoSanai un
pienakumiem ir jabiit skanotam ar skaidriem likumiem (Tomassini 2023, 536). Nevis viss ir
jaatstaj racionala cilvéka rokas, bet gan ir jabiit skaidriem spé€les lauka noteikumiem, kur
“parliecibas par” var tikt mainitas un apzinatas.

Parlieciba un parliecina$ana ir nepilnigas zinaSanas, kuram tiek piedévéta konkrétiba un
pat patiesuma veértiba (Benzenberg 2024, 6—7). Parlieciba par kaut ko, ticiba noteiktam lietam
un idejam veido misu moralo kompasu. Tomer §1s parliecibas nav tikai verstas uz iekSu, miisu
personigajiem pardzivojumiem un pieredz€m, tas tiesa mera ietekme ar1 apkartesosos cilveékus.
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Tapéc, lai cilvéks varétu patieSam rikoties ta, lai istenotu ricibas, kas biit labvéligas citiem, ir
jaruna par to, kas ir cilvéku tiesa, brivpratiga kontrolg, ciktal cilvéks var patiesam pardomat
potencialo negativitates aspektu (Benzenberg 2024, 8). Citadi, tam, kas paliek nepardomats,
neparedzets, nepamatots, tam jabiit izvertétam pamatojoties skaidros noteiktos principos,
likumos, ja ne pat skaidra izpratn€ par to, kam ir jabtit mieram un atbildibas mérkim. Jo, pretgja
gadijuma — neapdomatais ta ari var palikt parliecibu Iimeni un nemainities.

Bet aktors var 1stenot moralas, apdomatas idejas tikai tad, kad tam ir iesp&ja apgtit moralas
zinaSanas (de Haan 2022, 5). Ir jabit ne tikai sp&jai rikoties morali, bet jabiit zinaSanam, kas
lautu rikoties preteji (Kittle 2024). Bez iesp€jas attistit savu moralo spriedumu un parliecibu
rami, bez apzinas, ka kaut kas kliist negativs un tapéc izklaujoss, vardarbiba un tas potenciala
klatesamiba ir neizb&gama un strukturali iemajojusi visas dzives, ikdienas sféras. Moralas
zinasanas par ricibu nav tikai zinaSanas par to, kas ir saskana ar prata likumu, labs vai slikts
(de Haan 2022, 5), tam ir jabut par ietekm&m, iesp&jam un rezultatiem, ko §is zinaSanas var
radit vai negativi izklaut. Protams, individs nav spg&jigs apzinaties visu, tapec atbildibas
istenoSanai ir jaiesaista citi, pienemti likumi, kas lauj, pirmkart, cilvékus vertét ka atbildigus
par savam parliecibam, un, otrkart, attistit savas parliecibas, moralas zinasanas. Tiek pienemts,
ka individs var ar1 nekad nezinat, kas ir pareizi, tatad sabiedribai vai kopienai ir jabiit ka vienam
no tiem elementiem, kas $o individu vada un lauj vinam pasam attistities.

Tatad meérkis sasniegt mieru ir iesp&jams tad, kad parliecibas, kuru pamata ir negativie
aspekti, ir mainamas un apzinamas. So parliecibu nepilnibu vai negativitates apzinasanas
javeicina attiecibas ar citiem, bet nevis tapéc, ka cilvékus vieno viens prata likums, dabas
likums vai pieejama kopiga morales izpratne, bet tapéc, ka citi sp€j sniegt nepiecieSamas
zinasanas, lai paplaSinatu un saprastu moralo kompasu. Atbildiba klist par nosacijumu, jo
atbildiba par savam parliecibam ir izvért€jama no arpuses — citi ir sp&jigi apgalvot un pamatot,
ka noteikta parlieciba ir bijusi aizskaroSa pret citu, un istenota nesaskana ar pienemtajiem

likumiem vai prata imperativiem.

Noslegums

Ta ka miers ir kaut kas mainigs, un viedoklis par pareizo miera stavokli var atskirties ka
individuali, ta kolektivi, tad, Skietami, mieram ka moralai kategorijai ir cieSa saikne ar prata
likumu ka kopigu sabiedribas mérki. Tomer, tapéc ka cilvékiem var biit dazadas parliecibas par
miera patieso iedabu, kas ne vienmér ir racionali apdomata, saskana ar prata likumiem,
maksimam vai imperativiem un €tiskiem likumiem, Iidzas ir japastav kaut kam, kas var laut ne
tikai palauties, ka individs biis sp&jigs izvertét miera iespgjamibu un savu parliecibu
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nesaskanotibu, bet iesaistitu ari citus. Nekas nepastav izoletiba no sabiedribas vai citiem, tatad
japastav individuala un kolektiva saskanai. Viena no versijam, kas tiek pieteikta raksta, lai
noraditu, kapéc miiziga miera ideja ir neaizsniedzama un kas ir pastavosas saskeltibas pamata,
ir iemesls, ka cilvéku parliecibas var biit savstarp&ja neskana un izklaujoSas. Tatad ir
nepiecieSama atbildiba ka papildus nosacijums, lai maz runatu par kopigiem sabiedribas
mérkiem. Atbildiba paredz sp€ju izveértet gan individualo savu parliecibu ietekmi, sekas, gan
iesaista citus, kas var veikt spriedumus par parliecibu vai neracionalo ricibu un paridarijumiem.
Rezultata atbildiba laus attistit moralas zinasanas, jo, lai bitu morals, lai neaizskartu citus, biitu
japazinas, ka pretgjie stavokli tiek istenoti, vai kas tie ir. Tacu, ja viss notiek tikai saskana ar
prata likumu, tad tiek nepamanits, ka biezi vien individi var pielaut butiskas kltidas vai
parsteidzigus lémumus. Tatad individualajam ir jabut arT kolektivajam, nevis prata dél, bet
kopigas izaugsmes dél, un Sadas sabiedribas pamata kopigs likums, moralo zinasanu parspriede
un attistiba kliist par visu pamatu. Attiecigi, iespgjama vardarbiba, parliecibu izklaujoSais
aspekts kliist mazinams, jo ikviens tiek iesaistits saruna par kopigajiem mérkiem, kopigiem

pardzivojamiem, noris diskusija par parliecibu patiesumu, 1stenojamibu un saskanu.

Konferences raksts izstradats ar projekta “Sabiedribas saliedétibas vektori: no saliedétibas ap
valstsnaciju (2012-2018) uz salied&to pilsonisko kopienu valsts, sabiedribas un individu

drosibas laba (2024-2025)” (Nr. VPP- KM-SPASA-2023/1-0002) atbalstu.
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