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       What After Eurocentrism? Phenomenology and lntercultural Philosophy 23 June, 2021,-25 June,2027 Organizer: Edwin Cheng Foundation Asian Centrefor Phenomenology, CUHK; Research lnstitute for the Humanities, CUHK Struggle with the state's irresponsibility: revisiting Arendt's idea of responsibility Jacky, Yuen-Hung TAI The Hang Seng University of Hong Kong jacky.tai@ live. h k 1. lntroduction 2. Refutation of Collective Responsibility 3. Moral Responsibility of nonparticipation 4. Conscience that commands 5. Conscience that talks 6. Concluding remarks 1 1. lntroduction We had all become used to the totalitarian system and accepted it as an unalterable fact of life, and thus we helped to perpetuate it. ln other words, we are all - though naturaily to differing extents - responsible for the operation of totalitarian machinery. None of us is just its victim: we are all also its cocreators. (Havel L999:4; my emphasis) This is what Väclav Havel, as the president of Czechoslovakia, proclaimed a month and a half after the Velvet Revolution in 1989 that signified the end of the L-year rule of the Communist party of Czechoslovakia. According to Havel's observation of the Czech society after 196g, the domination of the Communist Party over almost all the aspects of cultural, social and political spheres relies less on the military power of the Warsaw Pact countries than on the explicit or implicit cooperation of the Czech people. The submissive attitude of the Czechs might be attributed to the avoidance of trouble, the fear of persecution or simply the thoughtlessness of their compliance with the state. From this perspective, Havel claims in "The power of the powerless,, that ,,each helps the other to be obedient" and "they are both victims of the system and its instruments.,, (Havel 1990:52) By emphasizing that all the Czechs are "cocreators" of the totalitarian order, it becomes a meaningless question for us to specify who is and who is not indeed responsible for the totalitarian domination. This is because Havel's generalization of the burden of responsibility among every individual does not pay adequate attention to examining the different actions of human beings or the varying degrees of their deeds that sustain or support the domination of the Communist party. tf we accept Havel's logic, it seems too exaggerating to say that a Czech worker who refused to join the Communist Party at the expense of his career prospect has equalresponsibility for the maintenance of the Party's rule as Gustäv Husäk who implemented the normalization after 196g and stayed in office for almost 20 years. (Vanök Z02O: ZOl Such an in-differentiation of responsibilities of human beings seems to remain unclarified in Havel's thinking. Rather, what is crucial for him is to contend that taking responsibility signifies one's decision to confront the systematic manipulation of human beings by the state. Whether a person is responsible for maintaining the post-totalitarian system depends on his action to live through the tension between ,,living within a lie,, and ,,living within the truth" in his pre-political life (Havel 1990: 65).1 Much in Heidegge/s and patoöka,s veins, Havel argues that the pre-political life turns on its political significance under the post-totalitarian system where the voices of the Czech people in social, cultural and political life are ,,coordinated,, or "synchronized" (gleichgescholtet). Putting the plurality of opinions into silence reflects nothing other than the state's irresponsibility which aims at covering up the possibility of recognizing one,s responsibility and living in truth. Havel's observations of the irresponsibility of the Communist party of Czechoslovakia deserve further and more nuanced analyses which, as I shall argue, we can find in Arendt,s writings. Both Havel and Arendt consider the historical experience of totalitarian Europe as the key to rethinking the problem of responsibility. Arendt has strived to think through the meaning of responsibility that became complicated in different ways under the totalitarian regimes in 1930s and 1940s and that continued to baffle us after the collapse of Hitle/s regime in 1945 and the end Stalin,s leadership in 1953. ln this paper, I will argue that the key to analysing the meaning of responsibility lies in clarifying the relation between the state and the responsibility that one might assume. My hypothesis is that Arendt's analyses of totalitarianism have complicated the moral concept of 1 I shall not digress here and analyse the difference between totalitarian and post-totalitarian regimes in Havel's writings, 2 responsibility and turned it into the motivation for political action which cannot but involve in struggles with the state. I will show in what ways Arendt's approach differentiates itself from Kant's and Heidegger's approach to the concept of responsibility. Arendt's analyses of the idea of responsibility have not received adequate attention within the context of phenomenology. Raffoul's book-length study of the phenomenologies of responsibility includes Heidegger, Sartre, Levinas and Derrida among others, but not Arendt. (Raffoul 2010) ln addition, some scholars have already focused on the relation between the state and the concept of responsibility in Arendt's thinking, which deserves more nuanced analyses. (Lundestad 2Ot6:.375- 393; Leibovici 2Ot7) ln this paper, I will proceed in the following steps. First, I argue that Arendt's analyses of totalitarian domination illustrate the distortion of moral responsibility such that it becomes meaningless for one to assume his responsibility for his deeds. Second, I demonstrate Arendt's rejection of the idea of collective responsibility with the aim of avoiding the danger of whitewashing those who committed wrongdoings in totalitarianism. Third, I shall analyse the moral meaning of nonparticipation and the political significance of such an attitude. Fourth, I will discuss Arendt's idea of conscience, clarifying her inspiration from Plato and difference from Kant's theory. Fifth, I will discuss Arendt's criticisms and refashioning of Heidegger's concept of conscience in order to give a better account of moral conscience in the midst of totalitarian domination. ln the end, I shall briefly sketch Arendt's emphasis on the struggle with and against the state in rebuilding Europe. I believe struggle with the state's irresponsibility represents one of the lessons we can draw from Arendt's life-long rumination of the devastating events of Europe. 3 f. L. Totalitarianism distorts responsibility ln this section, I will outline in what ways the totalitarian regimes bring forth its irresponsibility towards its subjects by taking away the conditions under which human beings are free to choose and act morally. Before revisiting Arendt's analyses, it is necessary to briefly review Kant,s reflections on the concept of responsibility. We will see Arendt has complicated his account of responsibility by confronting his theory with the experience of living through totalitarianism. The problem of responsibility takes shape in Kant's moral philosophy and exerts tremendous influence on the history of philosophy, including Arendt. One the one hand, Kant famously argues that human beings are held responsible for his actions if and only if they are free to choose. The freedom of human beings depends on power of choice (Willkür) that can act independent of any sensible or material impulses. (Kant 1999: 375) Such argument provides the condition of possibility for being responsible for one's own actions. On the other hand, Kant emphasizes that human beings have a duty (Pflicht) towards themselves by increasing their moral perfection. As human beings are endowed with the power of choice to comply with the moral law, they should develop their moral capacity to resist the temptation of sensible inclinations with the hope of treating human beings as an end than as a means to a greater extent. ln this regard, Kant provides the foundation for human-. beings' responsibility for the perfection of humanity and the progress of history. However, from Arendt's perspective, Kant's account of responsibility does not pay adequate attention to the distortion of our experience of the world due to various socio-political forces. The world is given to us with the common sense which is formed and refashioned by our communication with others. For Arendt, what is peculiar in the totalitarian regimes consists not merely in the liquidation of the public sphere, which is not uncommon in tyrannies, but also in the disturbance of private life. (Arendt 2O04:612)With massive persecution, incarceration and even extermination carried out by the secret agents sponsored by the state, it becomes extremely difficult for human beings to remain untouched by withdrawing from the public life. Out of fear, the subjects of the totalitarian regimesdare notto actfreely. ln addition, the lawcan no longerprotecttheirfreedom in the private sphere. The power of choice which Kant supposes to be free in ,,normal regimes,, has become under threat then. "Am I free to disobey the state?" Such a doubt that seems to be marginal in Kant's philosophy turns into a central concern in Arendt's analyses of the totalitarian regimes. We can retain three essential observations in Arendt's The Origins of Totalitarianism in order to illustrate this point. First, Arendt argues that in reality, human beings are not self-enclosed subjects and their moral choices do not merely originate in their own moral reflection, i.e. independent of the common sense that they acquire and help refashion in the common world. Under the totalitarian regimes, the "coordination" (Gleichschaltung) of the public sphere does not stop itself from intruding into the private sphere by producing conformity and fear. The totalitarian terror is prepared by the ,,moral collapse" of the European people. For Arendt, Adolf Eichmann's testimonies represent the "moral collapse,, that not only took place in Nazi Germany but also prevailed in Europe in the early 20th century. The Eichmann trial in 1961, "offers the most striking insight into the totality of the moral collapse the Nazis caused in respectable European society-not only in Germany but in almost all countries, not only among the persecutors but also among the victims." (Arendt 2006: 125-126) Contrary to a popular opinion that only the Nazi perpetrators and supporters are to be blamed for their hideous conduct, Arendt suggests that the Nazi crimes are also implicitly endorsed by the majority of the European society, including the most respectable class and the Jewish society. ln the Wannsee Conference in 1942, 4 Eichmann, as senior assault unit leader (Obersturmbonnführer), had certain doubts about the "Final Solution" at the very beginning. He only cast off his doubts and "felt free of all guilt" in conducting the "Final Solution after he saw that not only Hitler, not only Heydrich or the 'sphinx' Müller, not just the or the Party, but the 6lite of good old Civil Service were vying and fighting with each other S.S. forthe honour of taking the lead in these'bloody' matter." (Arendt 2006: 114) Arendt raises the question as to what it means by this "endorsement" that results in millions of deaths. Are those high officials really atrocious murderers who do not have the least conscience? Or are they all fervent believers of anti-Semitism who put their entire trust in all the policies that the Führer has decided? Arendt's strongest claim is not to determine whether all the Germans are atrocious murderers or relentless anti-Semites, which appears to be more a sociological or anthropological than a philosophical question. What matters for her is that there exists a strong conformity among the Germans in obeying the "Final Solution." lt is this obedience to the Führer that underlies the involvement of the Germans in various degrees in the extermination of the Jews. There could be many different motivations for this obedience, such as the need of jobs, fear, anti- Semitic ideology, bureaucratic impersonality, etc.. lt is this widespread participation in the Holocaust that requires us to re-examine why the "power of choice" of human beings fails to function and their responsibility for humanity collapses. What does such a "murderous consent"2 imply from a moral point of view? Second, Arendt argues that the moral collapse is also constituted by the confusion between perpetrators and victims through the supervision over the whole society and the raids of individuals by the secret police. The totalitarian state frequently threatens its subjects to provide information about their friends, colleagues or relatives resulting in forced betrayals or self-renunciation. ln principle, moral thinking presupposes the free choice of conscience. ln totalitarian terror, the conscience of human beings no longer functions independent of the intimidations. Arendt aptly remarks in the followings. When a man is faced with the alternative of betraying and thus murdering his friend or of sending his wife and children, for whom he is in every sense responsible, to their death; when even suicide would mean the immediate murder of his own family - how is he to decide? (Arendt 2004: 583) ln the totalitarian terror Arendt discerns the moral horror with the fabrication of complicity among all the subjects. One can even say there is almost no escape from the domination that penetrates into both the private sphere and the public sphere. As "the distinguishing line between persecutor and persecuted, between the murderer and his victim" becomes blurred, it becomes very hard to imagine the independent thinking of the conscience to remain unaffected. ln this regard, Eichmann represents one of the many Germans whose moral thinking was disturbed by the complicity of wrongdoings. He might not be vicious towards the Jews but he is certainly not "determined" enough in judging the matter independently and disobeying the Führels decision. Third, Arendt argues that the "organized loneliness" together with the "organized oblivion" produced by the totalitarian states create an environment in which human beings are prone to being detached from their experience of the common world. On the one hand, the subjects are said to be "lonely" when they are forced to be separated from the real experience of the common world, through their submission to the ideologies, the propaganda and the mass movement organized by the state during their lifetime. On the other hand, the subjects are made to be 'forgotten" when 2 I take this term from Camus and I refer to the discussions of Marc Cr6pon. 5 they disappear entirely in the common world before or after their death by being transported to, tortured to death or murdered in the concentration or extermination camps in Germany or to the labour camps (Gulog) in the Soviet Union. ln this case, the subjects are forced to be eliminated from their political community without leaving any trace in the common world, to be known or remembered by others. Therefore, the term loneliness (Verlassenheit) in Arendt's terms has a very specific sense. lt is distinguished from both isolation and solitude (Einsamkeit).3 (Arendt 2004: 613- 615; Arendt 1996: 975-978) On her account, a person is isolated when he hides himself from his fellows and he cannot act together with them out of fear, which is not rare in tyranny, such as imprisonment. A person becomes solitary when he withdraws himself from the public life not out of fear or force, but due to his desire to stay alone, such as writing or working on an sculpture. Though living on one's own physically, solitude does not necessarily imply a mentally Ionely or solipsistic existence. For Epictetus and Thoreau, solitude is always considered to be a desirable way of life because a solitary person can regain the genuine relationship with himself through a silent conversation with himself. On the contrary, loneliness is drastically different from isolation and solitude in that the lonely self is no longer capable of talking to himself and thinking on his own. For Arendt, loneliness denotes the experience engendered by the totalitarian state. A person is lonely when he is being cut off from the common world such that he is no longer able to understand the reality and communicate with other human beings. He is entirely left to himself, so to speak. As Arendt indicates, "[i]n this situation, man loses trust in himself as the partner of his thoughts and that elementary confidence in the world which is necessary to make experiences at all." (Arendt 2004: 6t4J ln loneliness, the self which is originally dialogical in nature even in soliloquy becomes mutilated and reduced to being monolithic. The independent thinking of human beings which remains untouched by isolation and solitude is now intruded by loneliness, which replaces the dialogue of oneself with oneself with one- dimensional thinking or one-sided speech. The self begins to lose his companion, interior or exterior, no matter he agrees or disagrees with himself. As a result, the lonely man speaks without being able to listen to his own self and perceives the world without being able to understand other perspectives on the same world. Loneliness does not depend upon the physical isolation or mental solitude but rather upon the immersion of oneself in the ideological thinking, which attempts to detain the self in the logicality of ideologies. What is important is the logical consequence of ideologies, but not the subject matter of ideologies. For instance, the Soviet Union proclaims that the proletariat will rule the world if they persevere to eradicate the enemies such as the bourgeois and the tandlords by continuous movements. lt foltows that any opposition to the proletariat is meant to seize the progress of revolution and destroy the state. When human beings are absorbed by such an ideology and drawn into the mass movement, it results in their being detached with the common world. lf human beings are able to have contact with the common world, they might realize that it is rather the state's intention rather than the proletariat's to continue the revolution at all costs. They might be capable of understanding the tremendous suffering of the farmers and the exiles such as those in the famine that killed 3.5 millions of people in the Ukraine (Holodomor) in 1930s. The totalitarian states systematically generate loneliness among their subjects with the hope of engendering a new kind of human beings, who would remain conform to the official ideologies. Without the ability to think and to act in the common world, it becomes very difficult for human beings to think freely and morally, and not even to say, realize their responsibilities. The 3 It seems Arendt does not emphasize, as she does in the English edition, the term "isolation" in the German edition of The Origins of Totalitarianism. 6 irresponsibility of the state not merely causes the rule of terror but also the distortion of moral thinking. 7 2. Refutation of Collective Responsibility It is necessary to inquire into the question in what ways human beings can resist the moral collapse, the fabrication of complicity and the "organized loneliness" under totalitarian regimes. Arendt has pondered upon this question in various writings and points out different ways to break with the irresponsibility to which human beings are subject. I shall focus on "Personal Responsibility under Dictatorship" (L964), in which Arendt confronts the problem of irresponsibility by arguing that the idea of collective responsibility would lead us to shed the responsibility of those who committed wrongdoings in totalitarianism. She argues that collective responsibility cannot be regarded as a valid moral concept for it neglects the "nonparticipants" who refuse to collaborate with the persecutors or the state and take responsibility for themselves. One might be tempted to say that the widespread participation of the Europeans in the totalitarian regimes reflects the fact that they have a "collective responsibility." For Arendt, to say a group of people sharing equal responsibility for the totalitarian turmoil seems to be more related to some sort of political responsibility than to the responsibilities of individuals. But political responsibility is always assumed by a regime, not individuals. Arendt takes Napoleon as an example. ln proclaiming himself the French Emperor in 1804, Napoleon assumed the responsibility of everything France had done before. This kind of political responsibility presupposes the unity of a nation and the continuity of its history. ln fact, there is a common saying in the 1950s that every German should be equally guilty of the crimes that the Nazi committed during the Second World War. However, Arendt doubts the validity of such a claim for it equalizes the subjects' responsibilities without distinguishing meticulously their different kinds of reactions to the Nazi regime, such as differentiating between the leaders, the policy makers, executioners, the conformists and the non-participants, etc.. ln consequence, the concept of responsibility becomes disengaged from personal engagement. Arendt does not submit to the claim that the younger generation of the Germans should also be responsible for the Nazi's crime. Since they were not yet born under the Nazi regime, there is no reason why they should inherit the crime their older generations committed before them. Arendt maintains that "[t]here is no such thing as collective guilt or collective innocence; guilt and innocence make sense only if applied to individuals." (Arendt 2003: 29) ln addition, the Christian idea of "original sin" of humanity is irrelevant in understanding the Nazi's crime because it also denotes, more or less in the same way as the collective responsibility, a responsibility that can be attributed to a crime or sinful act one has not committed. More importantly, Arendt point outs that if the concept of collective responsibility is employed to deal with the Nazi's crime, it would explain away the responsibility of the perpetrators. For this reason, she writes that, [t]he result of this spontaneous admission of collective guilt was of course a very effective, though unintended, whitewash of those who had done something: as we have already seen, where allare guilty, no one is. (Arendt 2OA3:28; my emphasis) ln order to shed away the illusion of collective responsibility, Arendt argues that it is also important to refute the "cog-theory." She claims that "[e]ach cog, that is, each person, must be expendable without changing the system, an assumption underlying all bureaucracies, all civil services, and all functions properly speaking." (Arendt 2003: 29) A cog-theory is a theory that degrades human beings into indistinct components in a machine and thereby dismisses the activity and the responsibility of any particular individual in a system. From the cog-theory's perspective, what an individual does is what he is commanded or forced to do. In this way, obedience is entirely natural and never something contestable on moral grounds. 8 The cog-theory at first glance seems nothing different from Havel's claim that everyone is a cocreator of the totalitarian system and therefore co-responsible for it when we read Arendt saying that "we speak of all persons used by the system in terms of cogs and wheels that keep the administration running." (Arendt 2003: 29) lt becomes different from Havel's account when it is being employed to discharge human beings from their responsibilities by claiming that "if I had not done it, somebody else could and would have." (Arendt 2OO3:291What makes the cog-theory morally unacceptable is because it rationalizes in the end the scapegoat thinking through which certain Nazi criminals like Eichmann consider themselves as the very few scapegoats who are unfortunately chosen to be persecuted for a crime committed by the whole nation. On the one hand, we should admit that the totalitarian regime intends to make everyone a cog of the state by suppressing the individuality of the subjects. On the other hand, we should not forget that the totalitarian regime is lndeed never successful in disciplining all its subjects. Revolt is not impossible under totalitarianism, if onä is willing to risk his life. The famous White Rose in 1943 shows remarkably that the conscience of human beings can break with the cqnformity with the Nazi regime. (Arendt 2003: 104) Arendt concludes that what the cog-theory rightly sees is the fact that the social environment hugely influences the voice of one's conscience. However, what the cog- theory overlooks is human beings' faculty of judging. ln negating man's capacity of judging, the cog- theory denies human freedom in regarding human beings as mere executioners of command. For this reason, the cog-theory must be rejected. 9 3. Moral Responsibility of nonparticipation ln contrast to the politicalresponsibility, Arendt argues that moral responsibility must be personol, i.e. a responsibility must be related to an individual instead of a nation or a collective identity. Whether an individual has given his consent, either implicitly or explicitly, to the government constitutes the source of his responsibili§ for what he has committed to. lnspired by James Madison, Arendt distinguishes between consent and obedience such that consent belongs to adults while obedience merely belongs to children. lt is certainly true to say that a person obeys the law or the command issued by somebody who has a power over him. However, as long as a person does not violate the law, it is fair to say that he has the least intention to abide by it. When a person is forced to obey the law under the Nazi regime, there is a minimum consent he gives to the regime."- .-, For Arendt consent already constitutes the origin of responsibility. She takes this idea from Madison that "all governments rest on opinion," (Hamilton 2OO3:24614 from which consent or rejection is derived. Madison distances himself from Plato, Aristotle and Hobbes with regard to their distinction between the ruling class and those being ruled, which necessarily involves obedience as one of the fundamentalvirtues in politics. (Arendt 2003 :46) Nonetheless, for Madison and Arendt, politics:is not primarily about command and obedience, but rather about the opinions that the subjects give on the public matters. The subjects' opinions can be further channelled into the government's power or form their own power to put a check on the government. The talk of obedience in politics refers indeed to the tacit "support" for the state, i.e. the government's policies or laws. (Arendt 2003: 46) On this account, even if a person is forced to do what he has not initiated, he cannot deny that it is his proper will to execute the command and not to remain neutral or to revolt. Therefore, Arendt highlights "nonparticipation" as one of the most crucial ways to remain responsible for oneself under totalitarian regimes. On the one hand, the nonparticipator can withdrawfrom the public sphere with the hope of preserving his own voice in the private realm, amid the menaces coming from different channels. One of the most tragic examples of the withdrawal into the private sphere comes from the imprisoners in the concentration camps in the Nazi Germany. ln tf This is A Man, Primo Levi recounts his experience of internment in Auschwitz from 7944to 1945. During that period of horror and despair, he pledged to himself that it was necessary for the imprisoners to survive and retell the trauma to the rest of the world, by that he means to resist any temptations of self-renouncement. Even if the prisoners are treated like slaves and animals, subject to all kinds of humiliations and deprivation of their moral personality, Levi insists that there is still the least thing to do to defend themselves against the legitimacy of such dehumanization, such as brushing their teeth and taking a shower in some impossible situations. (Levi 1987: 57) On the other hand, the nonparticipation can motivate further disobedience in a later time. Though non-participation is not action in the fullest sense of the term such as act-in-concert, it is not non- action. lt is an action in-between. It involves a continued activity of human beings that explains to themselves why they are not wrong and should persevere in the midst of threats. The revolutionaries and the rebels must pass through such a moment of nonparticipation before they act with each other to pursue further goals. Before they decide to reject the system, they must have first become aware of their tacit consent to it. Behind the plurality of opinions lies the plural existence of human beings upon which the support for the state is founded, as Arendt suggests that "no man, however strong, can ever accomplish anything, good or bad, without the help of others." a Arendt has slightly modified Madison's claim without changing its meaning as follows, "all governments .. rest on consent." (Arendt, 2003: 46) 10 7 (Arendt 2003: 46) The totalitarian leaders cannot maintain their reigns without the help of the self- regarded "cogs." ln this way, every little support one gives to the totalitarian regime makes him responsible fqr the crime that the regime has committed. The moral responsibility is founded upon this support, however minimal it is. As Arendt remarks, "there is no such thing as obedience in political and moral matters." (Arendt 2003:48) On Arendt's account, the meaning of moral responsibility refers a person's commitment to uphold certain " mores," i.e. a group of people's "customs and manners" at a given time. (Arendt 2003: 43) lt is this commitment rather than the concrete moral codes that gives morality a firm foundation. ln the totalitarian regimes in the early 20th century, the nonparticipants included those people who were determined enough to defend their moral or political views against the abrupt change initiated by the regime, such as indifference towards the suffering of others, snitching one's neighbours or friends, torture, arbitrary arrest, etc. As Arendt rightly notes, the nonparticipants "were the only ones who dared judge by themselves, and they were capable of doing so not because they disposed of a better system of values or because the old standards of right and wrong were still firmly planted in their mind and conscience." (Arendt 2OO3:44) The nonparticipants do not show exceptional intelligence or virtue, except the virtue of being self- consistent. Their self-consistency does not anchor in their cognitive capacity but rather in their ability to judge by themselves without being affected by any conformism. They are able to judge not according to any well-established norms or customs, but according to the particularity of the affairs that are given to them at each moment. To facilitate their rule, the totalitarian states can substitute new norms for the old ones resulting in an abrupt change of moral norms. However, what is irreplaceable is every individual's capacity to judge. The capacity of judging is closely connected with the moral thinking, which effects a continuous dialogue of a person with himself. Through the dialogue, human beings can respond to what their conscience interrogate themselves and examine whether he is being self-consistent with himself. The nonparticipants in the Nazi regime were those people, who asked themselves to what extent they would still be able to live in peace with themselves after having committed certain deeds; and they decided that it would be better to do nothing, not because the world would then be changed for the better, but simply because only on this condition could they go on living with themselves at all. (Arendt 2003: 44) Arendt's account of the moral significance of the nonparticipation leads her to further recognize that the conscience of human beings is more primordial than the universality of the moral law. For the nonparticipants, they do not act in accordance with the moral law but in accordance with what their conscience tells them. Arendt's concept of conscience is built upon the philosophies of Kant, Socrates and Heidegger, though not without a criticism of the latter. As we know, Kant famously claims that a moral act is defined by the universality of its maxim and the respect for human beings as an end rather than a means. An act is qualified as moral if its maxim can be universalized and shows respect for the personhood of human beings. ln this regard, murder is never a moral act. The moral collapse in the Nazi Germany does not result from a misrepresentation of Kant's moral philosophy in such a way that murder is then misinterpreted as a moral act. On the contrary, many Germans remained indifferent to the systemic murder legitimated by the state under Nazi rule. For Arendt, what calls for reflection is the fact that many Germans merely accept the Nazi,s implementation of extermination without panic. lndeed, the phenomenon of moral collapse in Europe is by no means a perverted usage of Kant's moral philosophy. Even though certain criminals such as Eichmann attempt to justify their participation in the Holocaust in claiming that it is their duty to obey the command, they merely make up a story in the name of Kant to degrade themselves 1.1 into "cogs" and shed their responsibility in executing the manslaughter. (Arendt 2006: !35-!37; Leibovici 2Ot7;107-124) Behind the capacity of judging lies the conscience. Therefore, Arendt finds it necessary to inquire into the function of conscience. 1.2 4. Conscience that commands ln searching for the foundation of morality, Arendt does not turn to the universality of moral law as Kant does but rather focuses on the moral conscience that underlies the absolute validity of moral law. That does not mean that Arendt has entirely abandoned Kant's insight. ln "Some Questions of Moral Philosophy" in 1968, Arendt admits that Kant has discovered the compulsory character of the moral conscience, which commands the subject to comply with what is moral. Thus, human existence is necessarily a co-existence with his moral conscience.s (Arendt 2003: 78) lnThe Metaphysics of Morols in L797 , Kant characterizes the moral conscience (Gewissen) as an "inner judge" and claims that it is human beings' duty to "sharpen one's attentiveness to the inner judge and to use every means to obtain a hearing for it." (Kant 1995: 530) For this reason, in Arendt's view, Kant not only discovers the moral law as the basis of morality, but also the moral conscience which commands the subject to follow his voice. As Kant boldly claims, "conscience speaks involuntarily and unavoidably." (Kant 1995: 530) To be moral requires a person to comply with the verdict of the moral conscience rather than with the moral norms that are being established in a given society at a given time. What Arendt extracts from Kant's moral philosophy is the character of moral conscience as "the intercourse of man with himself." (Arendt 2003: 76) ln this respect, Arendt aligns herself more with Socrates and Kant and criticises Heidegger for his reluctance to pinpoint the moral significance of the conscience. On Arendt's view, it is Socrates who first formulates the idea of moral conscience as being self- consistent. ln Gorgias, Socrates replies to Callicles, who believe the meaning of human life is the satisfaction of his desire, that being self-consistent is more worthwhile than the satisfaction of desire. Arendt translates Socrates' saying as follows, it would be better for me that my lyre or a chorus I direct were out of tune and loud with discord, and that most men should not agree with me and contradict me, rather than that l, being one, should be out of tune with myself and contradict myself. (Arendt 2003: 90)6 Arendt highlights Socratei' concept of moral conscience, "being one," as a "two-in-one" structLrre, which enables human beings to converse with themselves and examine whether they want to live with their self-consistence or self-contradiction throughout their lives. ln the same dialogue, Socrates claims that "doing what's unjust would be worse than suffering it" (Plato 1997: 819) because unjust actions result in greater pain and badness than suffering from unjust actions. lt is interesting'to ask why doing unjust actions would cause pain to the doers. Arendt explains what Socrates might have implied but not made explicitin Gorgias that the wrongdoer cannot but witness the injustice that his wrongdoing causes and the harms on other men. ln other words, the wrongdoer needs to live with injustice with him and recognizes that he has performed a wrong action that cannot be undone. Though the wrongdoer can pretend not to have committed a wrong in front of other men and even win their trust, he can never get rid of his identity as a wrongdoer. The fact that man's wrongdoing is necessarily attached to himself attests not only that he has his self-consciousness, but also that he has a moral conscience which would unceasingly interrogate him. As Arendt describes, "if I do wrong I am condemned to live together with a wrongdoer in an unbearable intimacy; I can never get rid of him." (Arendt 2003: 90) The moral conscience of human beings cannot be at peace as long as a wrongdoing has been committed. The unrest within a person s Arendt has merely referred to Kant without quoting his The Metaphysics of Morals. 6 See an alternative English translation as follows. "I think it's better to have my lyre or a chorus that might lead out of tune and dissonant, and have the vast majority of men disagree with me and contradict me, than to be out of harmony with myself, to contradict myself, though I'm only one person." Plato, Gorgias,482b-c (Plato 1997: 827) 13 propels him to recognize his fault, of which any attempt to absolve himself of his responsibility is merely a masquerade. ln the case of nonparticipation, it is also such an unbearable self- contradiction in the nonparticipants' conscience that prompts them to break with un-reflected obedience. ln such a critical situation, Arendt suggests that the moral conscience always protests to human beings in the negative form like "This I can't do" ratherthan 'This I ought not to do." (Arendt 2003: 78) The "can" takes over the "ought" precisely because the moral conscience functions like a commander who forcefully desist human beings from performing a wrongdoing rather than a voice that persuades you this is better than that. ln other words, what the moral conscience dictates . transcends any persuasion. Although Arendt takes Socrates to be the cardinal figure who formulates the conscience as self- consistence, she does not submit entirely to Socrates'thesis in Gorgios according to which nothing other than the good, justice and self-control are the most worthwhile of human existence. (Plato L997:849) ln addition, she also rejects moral nihilism that was so prevalent after the First World War. The problem Arendt wants to resolve the most amid the atrocities in the 20th century is less the problem of becoming a good person than the problem of avoiding evil, To put a check on evil, it is necessary to awaken human beings of their responsibility not to tolerate evildoing. I shall argue further in the following that what keeps Arendt away from simply reviving the ancient Greek ethics and embracing nihilism, as, is Heidegger's insightfulanalyses of the concept of consciencein Being ond Time. t4 7 5. Conscience that talks It is Heidegger who gives a remarkable phenomenological analysis of the concept of conscience for the first time without taking up the Greek and Christian tradition of morality.T Heidegger claims that Dasein is not a subject enclosed in itself but rather Being-in-the-world. ln Section 57 of Being ond Time,he analyses the phenomenon of conscience to show that Dasein does not exist alone with himself but with the call of his conscience. The call is like an " alien voice" ffremde Stimme) (Heidegger 7967:277;7962:3211that "comes from meandyetfrom beyond me," (Heidegger 1967: 275;1962:320) summoning Dasein from time to time to his Being-in-the-world. Yet, it "calls without uttering anything." (Heidegger 7967:277; 1962:3221On Heidegger's account, the call of conscience does not give human beings any moral principles or instructions to life, as religion always involves. What the call reveals is the uncanniness of Dasein's existence, through which Dasein becomes awakened to the "nothing" (Heidegger 1967:276;7962:3211of the world. That means to say, human beings find that they can anchor on nothing for his orientations in life. Both good and evil, respect or contempt for the personhood of human beings, are Dasein's potentiality-for-being. From Arendt's perspective, Heidegge/s characterization of the call of conscience provides an important starting point without any religious bearing. She remains faithful to Heidegger's concept of Dasein in conceiving of human beings as essentially being-in-the-world and regarding the voice of conscience as the determining force of one's thinking and action. Following Heidegger, she contends that the voice of conscience somehow represents an alter ego who speaks to the ego within the same person. As Arendt remarks, "[e]ven if we are by ourselves, when we articulate or actualize this being-alone we find that we are in company, in the company of ourselves." (Arendt 2003: 96) However, Arendt considers Heidegger's analyses of conscience problematic and attempts to reformulate it with a view to better understanding the moral thinking of human beings. I shall now give a brief account of Arendt's reservations and reformulations of Heidegger's concept of conscience. without uttering. First, Arendt rejects Heideggeds characterization of the call of conscience as a call ln her later notes lfe of the Mind, Arendt criticizes Heidegger's concept of conscience and guilt for being "strange" and "unaccounted for by phenomenological evidence." (Arendt 1978: L84l Arendt expands Heidegger's concept of conscience into a more robust idea of moral thinking which denotes the dialogue within oneself, specific to human beings. ln Arendt's view, conscience is not simply a call but a call that makes room for continuous dialogue. As human beings involve themselves more in the self-dialogue, the conscience speaks more actively and the realm of thinking becomes more enlarged. Arendt takes the idea of dialogue (dialegesthai) from Socrates in Theoetetus and she translates one of the central paragraphs as follows. It looks to me as though, this is nothing else but diolegesthoi, talking something through, only that the mind asks itself questions and answers them, saying yes or no to itself. (...) Making up one's mind and forming an opinion I thus call discourse, and the opinion itself I call a spoken statement, pronounced not to someone else and aloud but silently to oneself (Arendt 2003:92; Plato 1997: 210) 7 I can't delve into Jaspers' idea of "metaphysical g\ilt" Die Schuldfrage (1946) which is ladened with religious significance. (Jaspers 2001: 26) 15 ln moral thinking, conscience not only gives approval or disapproval of the subject's actions, but also engages the subject to explain to himself, thus turning thinking grafted into action. Second, Arendt opposes Heidegger's concept of conscience for it is neutralized of any moral significance. She adopts Heidegger's phenomenological description of conscience as a call while imbuing the moraljudgement into it. ln a note to "Some Questions of Moral Philosophy," Arendt disapproves of Heidegger's ontological approach for its inherent nihilistic tendency. (Arendt 2003: 278-279\ ln Heidegger's view, conscience discloses the uncanniness of human existence rather than the unbearable self-condemnation in evildoing. Such a neutral position makes self-contradiction and self-consistence equivalent to each other. Both are existential possibilities of Dasein without difference in moral significance. ln Heidegger's analyses of Dasein, the distinction between the authentic self and the inauthentic "they'' takes over the distinction between self-consistence and self-contradiction or between good and evil, resulting in an a-moral responsibility for oneself rather than a moral responsibility for the deeds that one has done. Arendt takes up Heidegger's concern for the loss of oneself in reformulating Heidegger's concept of "they" and the "idle talk" into the concept of thoughtlessness (Gedankenlosigkeit). (Arendt 2003: 96)8 Arendt gives an embedded meaning to this concept, of which I can only highlight a few traits here. She conceives of the loss of oneself not as the fusion of oneself with the anonymous other but as "no longer of being able to talk with oneself." (Arendt 2003: 95) ln the latter case, the "two-in-one" collapses into a self-enclosed subject, who is not able to explain to himself why he approves or disapproves of certain actions. Arendt adds that when a person is no longer able to talk with himself, he is less able to converse with others. lt is true that Heidegger's concept of "idle talk" (Gerede) describes the phenomenon of talking with others through floating from one subject to the next. ln idle talk, the speakers are unable to listen to and understand the viewpoints of the others. Arendt stresses that what results from the "idle talk" is thoughtlessness because the "idle talk" hinders man from nurturing his thinking. What Heidegger ignores is that human beings cannot form their moral personality without the ability to talk to himself and think. As long as human beings live an impersonal life, like the "they" in Heidegge/s analyses, they are prone to losing their concern about the moral responsibility for their deeds. 8 Arendt also expounds the concept ofthoughtlessness in other writings. (Arendt 2006:287-288; Arendt 1978: 4-s) 1.6 7 5. Concluding remarks ln the end, I shall briefly remark on the relation between the state's responsibility and the idea of responsibility. My overarching claim is that the totalitarian domination represents the state's irresponsibility in such a way that human beings' awareness of their responsibility is susceptible to distortion. What the totalitarian states can destroy is the public realm for actions and, in the most extreme situations, the private realm for free, moral thinking. What cannot be entirely deprived of is perhaps the practice of nonparticipation that represents the last means to safeguarding the independence of moral thinking by keeping and enriching the self-dialogue. Nonparticipation also paves the way for further political actions against the totalitarian states. ln "Approaches to the "German Problem"" (L945), Arendt suggests immediately after the War that the Europeans should commemorate the spirit of the resistance movements of the European peoples that struggled against nationalism and fascism in 1930s and 1940s. (Arendt 1993: 106-120) She argues that the European people must regardthemselves as politicalactors who, amid the brutal oppression and unbearable suffering, should relearn "the meaning of freedom" and re-claim ,,their self-respect,, anfl sense of responsibility through the memories of their struggles. This will help rebuild a political community of Europe across the national borders and beyond the bureaucratic states. 17 Reference List Arendt, Hannah. 1978 Life of the Mind. San Diego: Harcourt Brace. Arendt, Hannah. 1993 Essays in Understanding. Ed. Jerome Kohn. New York: Harcourt, Brace and Jovanovich. Arendt, Hannah. 1996 Elemente und Ursprünge totaler Herrschaft. München: Piper. Arendt, Hannah. 2003 Responsibility and judgment. New York: Schocken Books. Arendt, Hannah. 2004 The Origins of Totalitarianism. New York: Schocken Books. Arendt, Hannah. 2006. Eichmann in Jerusalem: A report on the banality of Evil. New York: Penguin. Cröpon, Marc.2012. Le consentement meurtrier. Paris: Cerf. Hamilton, Alexander and others. Madison, James. 2003. "The Federalist No. 49," in February 2, 1788, ed. Terence Ball, Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, John Jay. The Federalist with Letters of "Brutlts." Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003. Havel, Väc1av. 1990. "The Power of the Powerless" (1978), in ed. Jan Vladislav, Living in Truth. London: Faber and Faber. Havel, Väclav. 1998. 'New Year's Address to the Nation, Prague I January 1989," trans. Paul Wilson and others, in The Art of the Impossible: Politics as Morality in Practice. New York: Fromm International. Heidegger, Martin. 1962. Being and Time. Trans. John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson. New York Harper and Row. Heidegger, Martin. 1967. Sein und Zeit. Tübingen: Max Niemeyer Verlag. Jaspers, Karl. 200 I . The Question of German Guilt. Trans. E. B. Ashton. New York: Fordham University Press. Kant, Immanuel. 1996. "The Metaphysics of Morals" (1797), trans. Mary J. Gregor, in Practical o s o phy. Cambridge : Cambridge University Press. P hil Leibovici, Martine and Roviello, Anne-Marie. 2017 . Le pervertissement totalitaire. Paris: Editions Kim6. Levi, Primo.1981. Si c'est un homme. Trans. Martine Schruoffeneger. Paris: Julliard, 1987. Plato. 1991 . "Gorgias," in Trans. Donald J. Zeyl, Complete Works, ed. John M. Cooper. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company. Vanök, Miroslav and Mücke, Pavel. Velvet Revolutions: An oral of Czech Society. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2020. 18 
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