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1989 IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA THROUGH ARENDT’S EYES:
AN IMMODERN NON-REVOLUTION®

Abstract: This essay examines the status of events of 1989 in Czechoslovakia from an
Arendtian perspective, focusing on whether they qualify as a revolution or even, precisely
speaking, a modern event. For Arendt, revolutions are decidedly modern in that they
expand freedom to all equally, an expansion conceivable because history can be thought
of as rectilinear and because new ideas can be introduced into the secular world. Leaving
aside the importance of violence as a criterion, we find that 1989 in Czechoslovakia does
not live up to her other criteria, nor does it make sense to call it either modern or post-
modern. We thus claim that it is an ‘immodern] non-revolutionary event. In concluding,
we find that its immodernity is why it failed to be a revolution.
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On November 17, 1989, less than a week after the Berlin Wall fell, students took to
the streets in Prague to oppose Communist Party rule in Czechoslovakia. Earlier in the
year, the opposition in Hungary was negotiating power-sharing arrangements with the
Party and Poland held its first free elections since 1928. November 17, so the story goes,
initiated the Velvet Revolution, Czechoslovakia’s ‘contribution’ to the end of the Cold War,
an end that opened up an era of neoliberal hegemony.

Much has been written on what happened that year, in the moment and since, espe-
cially the extent to which it can be properly named a revolution. Many of these writings
can be sorted into one of four groups, claiming that 1989 was either (1) a corrective revo-
lution, (2) a postmodern revolution or even anti-revolution, (3) a mixture of revolution
with continuity, or (4) a genuine but unique revolution.

First, and probably most famously, Francis Fukuyama claimed that it marked the
end of history, with liberal democracy as the victor (Fukuyama, 1992). Similarly, Jiirgen
Habermas called the events ‘rectifying revolutions’ in that they returned the historical tra-
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jectory from a detour (Habermas, 1990). As a result, 1989 is marked most by “its total lack
of ideas that are either innovative or oriented towards the future” (Habermas, 1990, p. 5).

Second, there is the claim that 1989 was a postmodern event, insofar as postmoder-
nity is marked by skepticism toward grand historical narratives (Lyotard, 1984, pp. xxiii-
xxiv). According to Richard Sakwa, 1989 did not innovate but rather rejected, and rejected
universal goals for specific and national ones. Thus, he claims, it rejected the play between
revolution and counterrevolution. Indeed, for him it rejected revolution as such, making
it both post-revolution and postmodern (Sakwa, 1999, pp. 89-91). For Boris Kapustin, the
failure of modernity’s grand narratives is both its failure and the predicament of postmo-
dernity (Kapustin, 2003).

Third, Timothy Garton Ash, focused on Poland and Hungary, noted that an elite
leadership eager for reform was compensated for its retreat from political power by “a
nomenklatura buy-out,” becoming successful entrepreneurs and managers of newly priva-
tized industries through their connections and know-how (Ash 1989a, p. 3). However,
since the change was also driven by the escalation of mass protests, the establishment of
independent unions, and the mobilization of the non-dissident intelligentsia, he sees 1989
as a ‘refolution’: part reform, part revolution (Ash 1989a; Ash 1989b). This dynamic is
described by elite theorists as a four-player game of negotiations and pacts between hard-
and soft-liners among both the old and new elites. In reference to Czechoslovakia, Juan J.
Linz and Alfred Stepan dub it a reforma pactada-ruptura pactada, an interim government
following a mass uprising (Linz & Stepan, 1996). Like Ash, they emphasize the mixture
of dramatic change with continuity embodied in both the managerial and technocratic
apparatuses.

Fourth, James Krapfl critiques mainstream historical research for focusing on elites
instead of on where the revolution was really happening, in the spontaneous, bottom-up
organizations in cities and villages. For him, even if liberal democratic ideals were neither
original nor forward-looking, the lack of violence and elevation of human dignity above
ideology made 1989 in Czechoslovakia unique. The exclusion of these organizations’ local
leaders is what led to disillusionment, the federation’s 1993 dissolution into the Czech and
Slovak Republics without popular consultation (Krapfl, 2009)4, privatization marked by

4 Krapfl depicts the process of the political scene’s institutionalization in the months following the
November days. There was an era of spontaneous civic organization, establishing local branches of
both Civic Forum (OF) and Public Against Violence (VPN) as well as reconstituting local assem-
blies, union councils, and so on. However, the centers of these movements and the political parties
that emerged out of them failed to incorporate regional representatives into their own decision-
making processes about the most important political decisions (i.e., the question of a new con-
stitution or, ultimately, the question of the dissolution of Czechoslovakia). The pushback against
centralism was either (1) local patriotism’: regionalism or nationalism as a pushback against the
center or (2) ‘exit’: full withdrawal of support for the political leadership (i.e., the decline in elec-
toral support for OF and VPN along with their internal power struggles and eventual collapse) and
the establishment of new, often populist or nationalist, political parties (Krapfl, 2009, pp. 175-196,
262, and 269). Vaclav Klaus emerged from OF and established the Civic Democratic Party (ODS),
which was in the Czech government. Vladimir Meciar emerged from VPN to establish Movement
for a Democratic Slovakia (HZDS), which was in the Slovak government. Together, they dissolved
the republic because nationalism was paying off at the time at the polls. However, public opinion
opposed the dissolution: 65% were against it in the Czech portion of the country and 55% in the
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rampant corruption, and Slovakia’s transition into a semi-authoritarian system. For Theda
Skocpol, 1989 would be a social revolution insofar as it was an actual change of state and
class structure. A social revolution is complete when a new elite replaces an old in state
management and “consolidates the socioeconomic transformations wrought by the class
upheavals from below” (Skocpol, 1999, pp. 163-164).

There are overlaps among these groups. Fukuyama’s end of history, for instance,
works well as a fundamental assumption about the postmodernity of the events in 1989.
Linz and Stepan, for another, have affinities with Skocpol in their mutual emphases of
the roles of elites in driving those events. However, none of these groups seems to fully
capture what happened in Czechoslovakia beginning on November 17 of that year. While
most seem to agree that the Velvet Revolution was indeed a revolution, there are funda-
mental disagreements as to what kind of revolution it was. It was obviously different from
other, indisputably revolutionary moments—1776, 1789, 1917, and so on—but how and
how important those differences are appears up for debate. In reflecting on that year in
the Czechoslovak experience, it seems worth considering once again what constitutes a
revolution.

Hannah Arendt, being less invested in presenting a narrative for history than in tell-
ing the story modernity tells of and to itself and in linking that modernity to the concept
of revolution, is a helpful guide here. She is less a revolutionary thinker than a thinker of
or about revolution, even if, as Lisa Disch says, she sought to play the theorist’s role for
the American Revolution that Marx did for the French (Disch, 2011, p. 351). Thus, we
turn to Arendt to ask whether whether the Velvet Revolution was indeed a revolution and
whether it was a modern or postmodern moment. The main claim here is that the changes
in Czechslovakia in 1989 do not meet Arendt’s criteria for a revolution. Nor are they either
modern or postmodern phenomena, but what we will call ‘immodern.

Arendt’s Modernity, Arendts Revolution

For Arendt, revolution is a decidedly modern event and concept. Her definition of it
can be taken as violence, justified (thus being political) in the name of freedom (as distinct
from liberty) for all equally (not just for the wealthy or already free) in the secular world
(because history is rectilinear) as a new form of government and/or taking an irresistible
course (Arendt, 2006, pp. 8-10, 16, 19-25, 30-31, and 36-47)°. We leave aside the impor-
tance of violence for an event to qualify as a revolution and focus instead on the temporal
and historical aspects of her definition because these are what make it modern.

If revolution is a modern political event, then it is necessary to understand what she
means by both politics and modernity. To understand what she means by politics and
modernity, it is necessary to distinguish labor and work both from each other and from
action, which is of politics’ realm. We labor because of needs, while we work in the name

Slovak. Thus, the dissolution of the Czech and Slovak Federation was made by the political leader-
ships of the two federal states emerging from OF and VPN without popular referenda.

5> Here we can see some affinities, somewhat despite herself, that Arendt has with Marx as to both
the definition and modernity of revolution, in particular in the universality and equality of free-
dom sought after. The fundamental difference between their definitions is in that universality and
equality’s inevitability.
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of utility (Arendt, 1998, p. 177). What is made through labor and work is the telos of their
movements, but is not equivalent to those movements. Neither labor nor work, however,
reveal what distinguishes humans.

Action, combined with speech, allows humans to appear to each other as human
(Arendt, 1998, p. 176). Through speech, we justify our actions, acknowledging others as
those to whom we must justify said actions. Through action, we set into motion the very
person who acts (Arendt, 1998, p. 177). An actor is one who justifies their action to others
through speech, but the action and its justification is how the actor emerges as actor. Thus,
action generates our common world(s). As a result, a political structure is not its physical
site, but rather the space where we justify our actions to other actors, where we appear
as human to each other (Arendt, 1998, pp. 198-199)°. We become ourselves, appear as
human to each other, in our actions justified by speech. However, unlike labor and work,
“action has no end” because there is no thing or product that emerges via action except
itself (Arendt, 1998, p. 233). Similar to labor and work, though, what emerges in action
and speech lasts beyond its performance, but this is not an end product. It is a process of
justifying an action to others and of acting with justification. Action and speech reveal
who someone is, but that who, as human, is more than the particular actor.

Now, the political space needs to be made. This making, while beneficial to action,
is not itself action, but the work that exceeds the maker whose movements are exhausted
in the making (Arendt, 1998, p. 196). This space should increase the opportunities for
everyone to distinguish themselves in speech and action and limit their pointlessness’.
However, regardless how limited the number of people within the political space who
can act, it emerges with its being made at all. This concern leads to a further distinction
between labor and work: Labor is “antipolitical,” thus connecting it with violence (see note
3 below), while work is “unpolitical” (Arendt, 1998, p. 212).

Pre-revolutionary modernity at least seemed to liberate us from unpolitical work, the
comfortable life in colonial America being a symbol for the doubt that poverty was a nec-
essary condition (Arendt, 2006, p. 12). As a result, modern rebellions, as distinct from an-
cient slave rebellions, no longer seek to restore a rightful rule or exchange one ruling class

¢ To briefly return to violence, the fact that it is justified in war and revolution means for Arendt that
they are borderline political events: The violence inherent to both is understood as needing to be
justified, the Romans introducing the justification of war and revolution’s only justification being
freedom (Arendt, 2006, pp. 3 and 8). However, the violence at work in them keeps them outside
politics proper. The space of pure violence is the concentration camp, a space without justification
by laws or anyone who might speak, and to speak of violence as in itself justifiable is “antipolitical”
(Arendt, 2006, p. 9).

7 From this perspective, we can explain some of Kim Lane Scheppele’s frustrations with the exper-
tise of contemporary constitution making. Since it is an expertise, it is a kind of work. She believes
that the experts making a constitution should be able to make more effective constitutions and
that “most constitutions fail [...] because the success of a constitution is not predictable merely
from its initial design” (Scheppele, 2008, p. 1406). What she fails to notice is that a political space
is by its nature unpredictable: Action always exceeds its performers. Constitution makers make
the architecture for action and speech without telos. Like Plato and Aristotle, Scheppele seems
disappointed that this expertise does not garner loyalty, despite its “greater reliability” than the
unpredictability of action and speech (Arendt, 1998, p. 195), though she at least prescribes more
humility for her fellow experts (Scheppele, 2008, pp. 1406-1407).
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for another. Rather, they seek to expand access to the political space of action and speech
(Arendt, 2006, pp. 13 and 30). The expansion, even if only rhetorical, of this access to all
equally allows 1776 and 1789 to become revolutions, and doing so was both a new experi-
ence and “the experience of man’ faculty to begin something new” (Arendt, 2006, p. 24).

Both experiences are hallmarks of modernity, but the American and French Revolu-
tions bring them out of the realms of science and philosophy and into that of speech and
action. The revolutionary actors discovered that they could consciously set out to make a
new political beginning that accounts for the new material conditions and that minimizes
the need for unpolitical work. Because this new experience was also the experience of do-
ing something new, novelty was compounded or multiplied. As a result, the revolutionary
actors are truly actors in that their justified action, the expansion of access to the political
space of speech and action, had no end except itself and continued beyond their own pro-
cedures (Arendt, 2006, p. 37). The compounding or multiplication links novelty to secular
history as rectilinear. Christianity introduced the promise of a just world after this one,
but kept secular history cyclical (Arendt, 2006, p. 17). When the revolutionaries expanded
access to the political space, something new was introduced into the realm of politics, thus
breaking the cyclical movement in favor of a straight line. Secular history as rectilinear
then develops into an irresistibility with 1789, eventually becoming the nineteenth cen-
tury’s “idea of historical necessity” and grand narratives (Arendt, 2006, p. 39). For Arendt,
this transformation is why the French Revolution failed. The American Revolution, being
focused on making a new form of government, did not adopt this view, but irresistibility
still became associated with revolution everywhere, even in the United States (Arendt,
2006, pp. 41-42, 45-47).

Irresistibility, novelty, and history as rectilinear are why the three great precursors
to revolution—England’s Protectorate, Restoration, and Glorious Revolution—are not
themselves revolutions. These moments understood themselves as restoring rights and
never developed the thought that access to the political space could be expanded, let alone
that history dictates this expansion. The 1660 Convention Parliament named Charles II
king from his father’s execution eleven years earlier, thus eradicating the legal-political
existence of the Commonwealth and Protectorate, even the restorative novelty of a Com-
monwealth without a king (Charles II, 1819, p. 179). The Glorious Revolution of 1688
considered itself a restoration to a proper monarchy after Catholic corruption (Arendt,
2006, p. 33). All of these moments thought of themselves as returns to a pre-established
order, and so all thought of history as moving in cycles.

This focus on return and restoration in 1688 is why Stefan Auer is wrong to choose
it over 1789 as a better paradigm for the events of 1989. Via Edmund Burke, he sees un-
derstanding of that year as one of “self-limiting revolutions” akin to Arendts description
of the American Revolution (Auer, 2004, p. 362). He even goes so far as to claim that the
lack of new ideas is precisely what made 1989 successful, placing him in the first group
of writers mentioned above (Auer, 2004, p. 366). However, to claim 1688 as a revolution
in any meaningful sense, rather than a restoration or rebellion, is not just to disregard
the idea of novelty as important for revolution, but also to ignore the temporality of the
event. If Arendt is to be believed, the Glorious Revolution did not think of itself in terms
of rectilinear time or history. Yet, by 1989 time and history as rectilinear has been adopted
by the whole world, regardless whether grand narratives and the irresistibility of history
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have been. Indeed, this fact, along with both the lack of new ideas and at least the rhetoric
of return, is precisely why the revolutionary aspect of the Velvet Revolution ought to be
questioned, as should its understanding of time and history.

Not a Revolution, neither Modern nor Postmodern

The prevailing narrative for the Velvet Revolution as a revolution focuses almost en-
tirely on the opposition, the dissident movements and their leaders (Krapfl 2009; Kopecek
2019) as well as the protests. However, the changes that occurred were only possible with
the cooperation and occasional initiative of Party leaders. While perestroika and glasnost
in the Soviet Union had allowed Poland and Hungary to introduce economic and political
reforms in the late 1980s, Czechoslovakia’s post-Prague Spring system, ‘normalization,
had created what Vaclav Havel called post-totalitarianism, a regime emptied of ideological
sentiment that was qualitatively different from classical dictatorships (Havel, 1985). The
leadership was rigid and resentful of the changes in the USSR, though it paid lip service
to them.

Of the dissident movements, Charta 77 (Charter ’77) was probably the most impor-
tant, looking for points of contact with reformers within the Party’s ranks. It also called
on dissident writers to do the same at their quarterly meetings, along with their Slovak
counterparts. At the same time, within the Party, the group Obroda (Restoration) focused
on creating a pluralist economy with more self-governance, following the lead of Alex-
ander Dubc¢eK’s 1968 Action Program (Otéahal, 1994, pp. 67-68). By the late 1980s, the
broader public as well as writers, sociologists, and artists were raising critical voices and
creating locally organized civil resistance platforms centering on environmental, religious,
and minority rights issues. In 1988, a new group, Hnutie za ob¢iansku slobodu (Manifesto
for Civic Freedom), issued Demokracie pro vsechny (Democracy for All), calling for the
rehabilitation of the political space through a new constitution based on the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights (Otéhal, 1994, p. 66). Between 1987 and 1989, the number
of dissident groups increased from four to thirty-nine (Otdhal, 1994, p. 70).

The debate thus framed within liberal concepts, the dissidents included former re-
formist communists like Jiti Hajek and Petr Pithart, artists and writers like Havel and
Ludvik Vaculik, workers, academics, and other everyday people. However, there was dis-
agreement and a lack of coordination among the dissidents and emerging civil-society
organizations. For one thing, Havel was a proponent of party-less democracy, lauding the
individual and considering normalization the result of a failure of civic courage, while Pi-
thart saw this position as naive and disrespectful of Western liberal democracy’s traditions
like parliaments, parties, and the rule of law (Pithart, 2016, p. 175). For another, Ob¢anské
férum (Civic Forum), or OF, was formed in the Czech part of the country simultaneously
to the founding of Verejnost proti nasiliu (Public Against Violence), or VPN, in the Slovak
capital of Bratislava, on November 19, two days after the demonstrations began in Prague.
Meanwhile, dissidents and others in the Slovak city of Kosice (and elsewhere in Slovakia)
were unaware of VPN’s emergence and formed a chapter of OF, eventually compromising
with Civic Forum-Public Against Violence. Local chapters of OF and VPN drove discus-
sions and negotiated changes at the local level, temporarily taking over the governance of
towns and villages and facilitating dialogues between factory workers and management.
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One problem was that “most dissidents spent the previous twenty years washing windows,
stoking furnaces,” leaving them without the technical skills to govern and manage a state
(Zantovsky, 2014, p. 319). As a result, a temporary period of sharing power with reformist
Party leaders was thought necessary, though not because the dissidents actively pushed for
it (Pithart, 2009, p. 226). On December 10, 1989, the transitional Government of National
Understanding (in Czech, Vldda narodniho porozuméni and, in Slovak, Vlada narodného
porozumenia) was formed under the leadership of the communist Maridn Calfa. It was
composed of eleven members, four from parties tolerated under normalization to give
the impression of a multiparty system and seven drawn mostly from the ranks of the dis-
sidents.

After his election as President of Czechoslovakia, Havel maintained that economic
reforms, especially privatization, would break down the former structure more efficiently
than anything else (Ondrus, 2009, p. 218). However, people’s starting points were un-
equal®. Those with the know-how and/or capital, the previous regime’s beneficiaries, had
advantages thanks to their broad networks of support (Blaive, 2008, p. 4). In addition, the
policy of lustrations—a process of clearing candidates for higher posts in the public ad-
ministration, checking their background for cooperation with the previous regime’s secu-
rity apparatus—allocated retribution only to minor players in normalization, not to those
who gave its orders or were its architects (Rupnik, 2002; Ondrus, 2009, p. 218). What is
more, the unwillingness of dissident intellectuals to take on political responsibility in the
new system, especially in Slovakia, allowed others to step in. As Milan Simecka puts it, “ev-
erything was open, often literally, for example the door to government” (Simecka, 2014).
The failure of the reforms introduced to improve the quality of life in a short time, along
with the dearth of ideas which could resist the urge to return to traditional institutional
and moral systems, left many disillusioned, creating opportunities for populist leaders like
Vladimir Me¢iar in the Slovak and Véclav Klaus in the Czech parts of the country, who
found scapegoats for weak economic progress and democratic consolidation in national
minorities, oppression by the neighboring countries, or the European Union. They prom-
ised more, and would dissolve the federation in 1993°.

Thus, instead of breaking ties with the past, there was continuation, intentional or
otherwise, but of a type that allowed for nostalgia. It seems few if any wanted an actual
break from the past, at least in the moment, and only began referring to it when material

8 This faith in the beneficent power of privatization, a certain fetishization of the individual, and
the failure to recognize unequal starting points is the entryway for neoliberal economic practices,
especially of the American sort (Foucault, 2008, pp. 223-232), to find their way into the Velvet
Revolution. This, combined with the nostalgia discussed in the next two paragraphs, opened
Czechoslovakia onto the path of what Hana Cervinkova will call, in reference to Poland, “The
intertwining of economic neoliberalism with national or neoconservative ideologies,” where
“the historical national imaginary is at the core of the official discourse on economic precarity”
(Cervinkové, 2016, p- 46).

Later, this disillusionment also allowed elected officials to disavow the legacy of 1989. Robert Fico,
former three-time Prime Minister and aspirant to a fourth, claims to have not noticed the events
that year, saying, “If anyone proved themselves in this country, it was the people from the former
Communist Party. They knew what it means to govern a state” (Fico, 2003). Andrej Babi$, current
Prime Minister of the Czech Republic, said, “They have not come up with anything” (Fendrych,
2019).

©
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conditions did not change as much or as rapidly as hoped. For Pithart, “Full discontinu-
ity would theoretically be possible only in a violent, bloody revolutionary upheaval that
would break up society—but I am not even sure of that” (Pithart, 2009, p. 226). Following
an Arendtian logic, and still disregarding the question of violence, what happened during
the Velvet Revolution and its aftermath cannot be considered a revolution. While there
were obvious significant changes, especially the expansion of access to the public space
of action, what most occurred was an increase of liberty, but a liberty confused with free-
dom. For Arendt, liberty is the lack of restraint, but freedom is the positive articulation
of speech and performance of action in a space of recognition by other humans (Arendt,
2006, pp. 19-21). The main architect of the Havel government’s push for privatization was
Klaus, an economist who worked at the Czechoslovak state bank before 1989 and was an
economist at the Prognostic Institute of the Czech Academy of Sciences. A beneficiary
of the previous era, he pushed for ‘bitter pill’ privatization, which moved quickly and
demanded significant belt tightening. Havel, not knowing better, thought it might work.
This push and the disregard for unequal starting points undermined the real expansion
of opportunities for freedom afforded by the change!?. Along with Pithart’s faith in par-
ties, which for Arendt inhibit political gains (Arendt, 1972, pp. 232-233), this push and
disregard failed to divide “governmental and economic power;” which guarantees freedom
(Arendt, 1972, p. 213), because the new entrepreneurs and oligarchs quickly gained po-
litical influence. The retreat of the intellectuals in the face of this neoliberal state capture
then symbolizes a retreat from freedom, a satisfaction with liberty. It is a voluntary return
to unpolitical work. What is more, the disregard for people’s unequal starting points as
privatization began and the uneven distribution of lustrations curtailed even access to the
public space, i.e., the expansion of liberty, making it possible that the return to work could
become a turn to antipolitical labor.

However, the relationships to time, history, and novelty set the stage for these more
pragmatic failures of the Velvet Revolution to be a revolution. Its goal was a ‘return to
Europe, i.e., the West. It was not, however, meant to restore an ancien régime, even if there
were appeals to the democratic Czechoslovakia of the interwar years. It aspired to Europe’s
geographical region and integration into its structures, to increase the quality of life and
public welfare, and to accept the liberal democratic values of plurality, human rights, and
so on. There were also claims to a “third way;” a social democracy appealing to both the
new neoliberal right and an old left that saw itself as the loser of 1989 (Kugla, 1999). Yet,
of the alternative drafts for a new constitution, one by Manifesto for Civic Freedom and
another by Restoration, neither was taken into account after the abdication of the com-
munist government. The original proposal was worked on by Czechs over two days and
republished, without consulting either their Slovak counterparts or the broader public
(Kopecek, 2019, p. 79).

10 The early years of the transition from communism were marked by a severe decline in living stan-
dards for the most vulnerable communities. The Roma were particularly affected by massive and
sudden unemployment, enhanced by systemic discrimination. In Slovakia, privatization policies
translated into capture of the state by oligarchs elevated by the Meciar government, which tight-
ened its grip over media and judiciary, undermining rule of law, and so basic civil and political
rights as well.
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Part of this emerging legal system involved a criminalization of the communist past
via laws on the illegality and immorality of the communist regime, and part involved lus-
trations, where individuals were pushed into roles of victim or perpetrator of the former
regime, driven mostly by former moderate anti-communists and with the tacit approval
or non-resistance of former communists (Mark, 2010, pp. xx, 58). By doing this, blame
was placed on the regime as such, and so on everyone and no one. Here, it is not so much
that a past is denied, as in England’s 1660 Act, but rather that it is criminal, a moment to
be condemned. As a result, the legacy of normalization continues, but without reflection:
“I had no idea that after a regime change, there would be so little will to take a sober look
at the times we have lived in” (Pithart, 2016, p.165).

This lack of interest in reflection is compounded by the lack of novelty that Habermas
notes of 1989 more broadly. Havel’s critique of post-totalitarianism as a system that had
lost its ideological defense speaks to this lack of ideas, in the direction both of normal-
ization and of the reformers looking to return to Europe. What was left of communism
in Czechoslovakia was a shell of its stated purpose, but what reformers like Havel and
Pithart sought out was far from original. Havel’s arguments for a party-less democracy
at least have an affinity with Arendt’s defenses of the town councils and soviets in post-
revolutionary America and Russia, respectively, and Disch’s defense of the Girondins in
France (Arendt, 2006, pp. 248-249, 254-267, 269-271; Disch, 2011, pp. 360-365). However,
his focus on the emptiness of normalization’s ideology also speaks to a resistance to new
ideas on his own part. Rather than reconceptualizing what human rights and political ac-
tion might become with the collapse of one of the great systems claiming their mantles,
his government turns to privatization and a strong emphasis on individual responsibility.
Pithart was even more adamant in this vein by criticizing Havel’s proposals for party-less
democracy as naively romantic and by linking the proposed structures, and thus the space
of political action, so exclusively to Western liberal democratic systems (Ash, 1989a, p. 4).
This lack of novelty is perhaps the most tragic consequence of the retreat of the intellectu-
als, more so than their return to unpolitical work. However, the exclusion of the alterna-
tive constitutions, as well as of local organizing groups and the public at large (Krapfl,
2009, pp. 252-263), may have made this retreat easier and more understandable. With the
lack of novelty, the appeal of a return to a Europe equated with liberal democracy, and the
criminalization-become-rhetorical-erasure of the preceding system, it is hard to consider
the Czechoslovak experience of 1989 a modern event, properly speaking. Only if moder-
nity is a completed project, only if it has no more space for novelty, could it be modern.
Such are Fukuyama and Habermas’s points about the end of history and a rectifying revo-
lution!!. For Arendt, however, without novelty, anything claiming to be a revolution falls
short because it cannot claim to be modern.

Nevertheless, neither can the Velvet Revolution be considered a postmodern event.
There are perhaps two uses of this word, Lyotard’s skepticism concerning grand narratives
and the more popular use of putting oneself at an ironic distance from everything so as to
take in complex structures and protect one from nostalgia and sentimentality (Appoloni,
2007). Neither use applies very well to the events that began in Prague on November 17,
1989. Perhaps most importantly, witness Havel’s faith in the individual and his frustration

11 The conceptual problems with Fukuyama’s thesis do not need to be rehashed here (see, for in-
stance, Derrida, 1994, pp. 70-72).
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with the emptiness of normalization’s ideology. There is no irony at work here, but an
idealism about the category of the individual. In addition, the mood on the street was ide-
alistic and sentimental about returning to Europe and nostalgic about the previous local
experience with liberal democracy in interwar Czechoslovakia. More to the point, there
is no skepticism about grand narratives as such, contra Kapustin. There is only skepticism
about the particular narrative that had been emptied of meaning after 1968.

Leaving to the side the potential for a grand historical narrative at work in the very
conception of postmodernity (Auer, 2004, pp. 368-369), if the Velvet Revolution cannot
be considered either modern or postmodern, it seems to be without much of a historico-
temporal category in the Arendtian schema, especially insofar as rectilinear history has
overtaken cyclical. In other words, no event can be pre-modern anymore. To call it correc-
tive 4 la Fukuyama and Habermas is to avoid this point because it accepts the globalization
of rectilinear history without considering the difficulty of thinking ‘return’ or ‘correction’
within such a history. To call it, as Auer does, self-limiting or “self-contradictory” (Auer,
2004, p. 362) is either to attempt a false historico-temporal link to a pre-modern event or
to cite the difficulties of thinking the meaning of the event without engaging them.

Left without a clear Arendtian category in which to place Czechoslovakia’s experi-
ence of 1989, we call it immodern: neither modern nor postmodern, the prefix indicating
both a negation of and an event within modernity and its emphases on novelty and grand
narratives of historical progression. Immodernity does not come after anything, is not a
succession, least of all in terms of the notion of historical progress. It rather replaces one
progression with another, rejecting only the techniques or methods to achieve a telos that
both progressions claim to share. Yet in this very refusal to set out an original program or
possibility, immodernity uncouples itself from both the progression it replaces and that
which it joins. Its rejection is its link to modernity and its link to modernity is its rejec-
tion of it. This circumstance is not contradictory, but rather the dual consequence of not
thinking through, whether by accident or design, a situation of unique historico-temporal
possibility, signified by giving a double meaning to the prefix “im-".

Conclusion

Of the four broad groups of interpretations of 1989 listed above, none seem adequate
to make sense of the Czechoslovak experience, at least when using Arendt as a guide. The
first two, that it was a corrective or a postmodern revolution, fail in part because the Velvet
Revolution cannot be considered a revolution and in part because both of these historico-
temporal analytical structures fail to match the historico-temporal vision embodied by
figures like Havel and Pithart, let alone the broader idealistic hopes for a ‘return’ to lib-
eral democracy. The third and fourth groups, claiming that the Velvet Revolution was a
mixture of revolution with continuity or that it was a genuine but unique revolution, are
perhaps better oft. However, of the third group, Ash’s neologism, ‘refolution; still holds
out more revolutionary hope for the events than is warranted. The retreat into unpolitical
work and the disregard for unequal socioeconomic starting points for different people
experiencing the reforms speak against this hope. Of the fourth group, Krapfl’s argument
that the exclusion of local leaders and other seeds of the expansion of access to the po-
litical space fails to acknowledge that such expansion alone is insufficient to qualify an
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event as revolutionary. Forgetting this confuses liberty for freedom. There are, as Arendt
points out, necessary prerequisites for revolution that do not in and of themselves make
for a revolution, and liberty is among them (Arendt, 1972, p. 205; Arendt, 2006, p. 19).
Linz and Stepan, in the third group, are overly reliant on the role of elites. If the Velvet
Revolution turned out to be merely an exchange of elites, it is at best a rebellion from an
Arendtian perspective (Arendt, 2006, pp. 30-31). It fails to expand the possibility of action
to all equally and is conceptually dependent on the idea that politics is a technocratic skill
of labor or work rather than action and speech among peers. Linz and Stepan at least hold
only to the language of rupture, but this does not preclude the conceptual problems with
reducing politics to technocracy in focusing on elites, as Krapfl is right to point out.

Arendt gives a helpful reminder that a dramatic moment in public life “can end in
counterrevolution, the establishment of dictatorships, and...in total anticlimax: it need
not lead to anything” (Arendt, 1972, p. 205). If revolutions must be justified as being in
the name of freedom for all equally in a historically rectilinear world emphasizing novelty,
regardless of the question of violence, the Velvet Revolution fails to meet this standard. If
the third and fourth groups above are concerned less with the questions of history, time,
and novelty and more with the question of freedom and equality, the importance the for-
mer questions—i.e., the importance of modernity—to the possibility of an event being a
revolution ought not be underestimated.

Finally, what is the relationship in the Czechoslovak experience of 1989 between the
structural questions of freedom and equality and the historico-temporal questions of his-
tory, time, and novelty? If this experience is not a revolution in that the continuity between
the communist and post-communist systems of government allowed for an expansion
of access to the political space of action that ultimately confused liberty for freedom, the
conditions for the possibility of action and speech for their performance, this very inter-
est in continuity seems to have resulted from the lack of novelty at work in the transition
between those systems. That is, the continuity at work emerged thanks to the interest in a
return to a preferred historical trajectory. If the rival systems of grand historical narrative
are both modern in their narrativity, the interest in a return to one of them will maintain
a continuity. The problem is not ideology as such, but of its emptiness. Modernity here,
in being seen as a completed project, has nothing new to offer, but what it offers is inspir-
ing and ideal. This immodernity is why there is a continuity between normalization and
what came after. The Velvet Revolution’s not rising to the level of a revolution, its falling
short in the structure of access to the political space and conceptual confusion of liberty
and freedom, is not why it is neither modern nor postmodern. Rather, its immodernity,
its not being modern yet still from within modernity, its lack of interest in considering or
generating new concepts, is why it was not a revolution.
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Harmap Kyca!

Ilejmc Tpugnr?

Mebynapopua 1mkona cnobopHux Beurtuta y Bpatnciasu
bparucnasa (CrnoBauka)

1989. TOOVMHA Y YEXOCJIOBAYKO]
KPO3 OYM XAHE APEHT: AMOJJEPHA HEPEBOJIYLIUJA’
(ITpesog In Extenso)

Caxxerak: OBaj ecej mpoydaBa ctaryc gorabaja u3 1989. rogune y YexocmoBadkoj
U3 apeHTOBCKe IePCIeKTNBe, ycpencpehyjyhm ce Ha To fja mu ce oHM KBamudMKyjy Kao
peBONyIMja MM, IpelM3Ho pedeHo, MoaepHM forahaj. [To Xann ApeHT, peBonynuje cy
U3Pa3UTO MOJiepPHE TI0 TOMe IIITO PaBHOMEPHO Mupe co6oIy CBUX /YN, @ TO IIMPErhe
je 3aMMcIMBO 360T TOTa IITO Ce MICTOPMja MOXKe CMAaTpaTH IPAaBOIMHMjCKOM U 3aTO LITO
ce HOBe Jieje MOTY YBeCTH y ceKynapHU cBeT. OcTaB/bajyhy Ha CTpaHy BaKHOCT Hacuba
Kao KpUTepujyMa, OTKpuBaMo fa 1989. roguna y YexocnoBaukoj He MCITyHaBa OCTaje
KpUTepUjyMe, HUTU MMa CMMCIa HasMBaTH jeé MOJEPHOM MM mocTMmopepHoM. Crora
TBPJIVIMO JIa je TO ,,aMOJIePHU ; HepeBOMYIIOHApHM forabaj. Y 3ak/byuKy Hamasumo fia je
FETOBA aMOJIEPHOCT M PasyIoT IITO Hije MOIa fa 6yfie peBomynuja.

Kibyune peun: Ilnnmana pesonynuja, Xana ApeHT, peBOIyLiuja, MOfiepHa, IIOCTMO-
filepHa

17. HoBeMOpa 1989. ropnHe, Matbe Off HeJle/by JlaHa HaKOH Maja bepnuuckor supa,
CTyZleHTN Cy m3anuim Ha ymmue Ilpara fga ce cymporcrase BragaBuan KomMyHmcTmake
napruje y Yexocmosaukoj. Pannje y Toky ropuse, onosunuja y Mabapckoj nperosapa-
na je ca ITaprujom o apamkmaHny nogene mohn, a ITo/bcka je ogpkama cBOje IpBe C/Io-
6onne usbope o 1928. rogune. 17. HoBembap, Kako npe Ipuda, HHULKPAO je Inumrany
peBonyLujy, ,ponpuHoc Yexocnosauke kpajy XmIafHor para, Kpajy Koju je OTIIOYIe0 epy
Heo/mbepajHe XereMOHje.

MHOro je HaImMcaHO O OHOME IUTO C€ OTOAM/IO Te€ TONMHE, Y TOM TPEHYTKY U OT-
afia, oCe6HO O Mepy Y KOjOj Ce TO MO)Ke VICIIPABHO HA3BaTH PEBOMYLMjOM. MHOru
OJl OBUX TEKCTOBA MOTY C€ CBPCTaTM y jefiHy Of deTupu rpynetd oHe Koje TBpfe fia je
1989. roguua 6uma (1) KOpeKTUBHA PeBONYLHja, (2) IIOCTMOEPHA PEBOIYLIMja WM YaK

1 kusa@bisla.sk
2 griffith@bisla.sk

3 OBaj pan je mogpykana AreHryja 3a UICTpaXkuBambe 1 pa3Boj CroBauke Perry6/uke mpema yroBopy
6p. APVV -15-0682.
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AHTUPEBOMYLN]ja, (3) MeIIaBMHA PEBOMYIje Ca KOHTMHYUTETOM, Mu (4) MCTUHCKA, atu
jeMMHCTBEHA PEBOTYINja.

ITpBo cTaHOBUIITE, BEPOBATHO U HajIO3HaTHje, Aao je Ppencuc Oykyjama 1Bpaehn
ia je TO O3HAYMIO Kpaj MCTOpHUje U3 KOr je nubepaaHa AeMOKpaTHja M3alUIA Kao IO-
6eguuk (Fukuyama, 1992). Ha cinvan Hauns, Jupren Xa6epmac Ha3Bao je ose gorabaje
»UCIIPaB/bajyhoM peBoMyLMjoM®, y CMUCTY [a Ce HBOMe MCTOPHMjCcKa IIyTama BpaTmia
ca obwrasuune (Habermas, 1990). Kao pesynrar, 1989. roguna obenexxena je yraas-
HOM ,,JIOTIIYHMM HENOCTaTKOM Jj€ja KOje Cy MHOBAaTMBHE W/IM OPMjEeHTMCAHE IIpeMa
6ynyhrnoctu“ (Habermas, 1990, ctp. 5).

Ipyro cranosuute je ga je 1989. 6una moctmopepuu porabaj, jep je mocrmogep-
HOCT O0e/Ie)XeHa CKeNTUIM3MOM IIpeMa BeITUKUM MCTOpUjckuM HapatuBuma (Lyotard,
1984, ctp. xxiii-xxiv). [Ipema Pruapny Caxsu, 1989. Huje nHoBupaa, Beh je ogbamma
YHUBep3a/IHe LIbeBe Y KOPUCT IOCEOHNX 1 HAllMOHATHUX IjbeBa. Crora je, TBpAH, Of-
6arta urpy usmeby peBonynuje u KoHTpapeBoayuuje. 3ampaso, Mo mweMy, opbanua
je peBOIyLHUjy Kao TaKBY, IITO je YMHU U MOCT-PEBONYLIMjOM 1 mocTMopepHoM (Sakwa,
1999, ctp. 89-91). 3a bopuca Kanycruna, Heycllex BeMKUX HapaTBa MOJEPHOCTH je 1
HeycIleX HOCTMOZIEpPHOCTH 1 BeHa Herpuuka (Kapustin, 2003).

Tpehe cranoBumTe mao je Tumorm Taprom Em, ycpemcpeben nHa Ilobcky u
Mabapcky, npumeTuBIIM f1a je €IUTHO PYKOBOACTBO JKe/bHO pedOpMU HAfOKHAIM-
JI0 CBOje IIOBJIaYerbe M3 MOMUTIYKe MONM ,HOMEHK/IATYPHMM OTKYIIOM', TaKo IITO CY
IIOCTa/IM YCHENTHM Ipefy3eTHULM ¥ MeHallepy HOBOIPMBATM30BAaHE MHAYCTpUje IIy-
TeM CBOjuX Besa 1 3Hama (Ash 1989a, ctp. 3). Mebytum, 6ynyhu fa je mpomena 6mua
BoDeHa M eckaalMjoM MacOBHMX IIPOTECTa, YCIOCTaB/balbeM He3aBUCHMX CHHJMKATa
u MO6I/UII/[3aI_H/IjOM HEeJVICUJEHTCKe MHTEeNUrennuje, on 1989. ropmuy moxmB/baBa Kao
»pedonyiujy“: gemom xao pepopmy, fenom Kao pesonyiujy (Ash 1989a; Ash 1989b) .
EnutHU TeopeTnyapy oBy IMHAMUKY OINCYjy KaO UTPY IPEroBopa 1 MaKTOBa ca 4YeTHpu
urpada, usMeby TBpAMX 1 MeKux cojeBa cTape u Hose enute. [To muramy YexocmoBauke,
Xyan X. JIuni u Andpen Crenan HasBanm Cy je goiosopeHom pedopmom - goiogoperom
pyuaitiypom (reforma pactada-ruptura pactada), mehysnagom mocie MacoBHOr ycTaHKa
(Linz & Stepan, 1996). Kao n Eu1, oHM HarmanraBajy MelIaBIHY fpaMaTUYHUX MIPOMeHa
ca KOHTMHYUTETOM yTe/lIOB/bEHUM Y YIIPaB/badyKMM U TEXHOKPATCKUM aIlapaTuMa.

Kao yerBpro, Ilejmc Kpandn kpuTnkyje raBHe TOKOBe MCTOPUjCKIX UCTPAKIBAbA
360r oKycuparma Ha eliTe, YMeCTO Ha TO Ifie Ce PeBOJIyLMja 3aJiCTa JelllaBa, y Ipajjo-
BIUMA 1 CeIMMA Y CIIOHTAHO HACTa/IMM OpraHmsanujama ypehenum no cucremy ,,010340
Ha rope®. Ilo meMy, 4ak ¥ aKo MubepaaHy FEMOKPATCKI Mfeanu HICY O HI OPUTHK-
HaJ/IHU HU [IePCIeKTUBHY, HEJOCTATaK HacWba ¥ Y3M3ame /bY/ICKOT JOCTOjaHCTBA 3HA/]
UJIe0NOTje yIMHNUIN Cy ia 1989. ropyHa y YexocmoBaukoj Oyze jerHCTBeHA. VICK/byderbe
JIOKaJTHUX Y€/THMKA OBMX OpraHM3alMja je OHO IUTO je JOBEIO O pa3odaparba, pacla-
ma denepanuje 1993. roguue Ha Yemky n CnoBauky 6es xoucynraruje Hapopa (Krapfl,
2009)%, mpuBarusanuje o6enexeHe BEMNKOM KOPYILjoM i mperackoM CroBaduke y mmo-

4 Kparndr onmcyje mpoliec MHCTUTYLMOHA/IM3AII]je IIONUTIYKe CLIeHe Y MeCel[1Ma KOjI CY CTIefIN
Hoc/Ie HoBeMbapcKyX faHa. JIoIIo je 106a CIOHTaHOT rpahaHCKOr OpraHN30Bakba, yCIOCTAaB/baba
7oKanmHuX orpaHaka Ipabanckor ¢opyma (O®) u JaBHocTu mportuB Hacwma (BITH), xao n
PEKOHCTPYKIMje TOKaTHUX CKYIIIITIHA, CaBe3a CUHAMKATA U TaKo Aabe. MebyTum, eHTpn oBUX
HOKpeTa ¥ MOMUTUYKe IapTHje Koje Cy HacTajle M3 IUX HUCY YCIee Jja YK/byde PervoHamHe
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ny-ayroputapuu cucteM. ITo Tenn Cxomor, 1989. ropuna 61 mpencTaBbaga coyujanty
peBoONyLHjy jep je TO Guia cTBapHa IIPOMeEHA Ap>KaBHe U KIacHe cTpykrype. Coryjanna
peBolynMja je IMOTIYHA Kajla HOBA €/1MTa 3aMelbyje CTapy Yy yIpaB/baby APKaBOM U
»00jeluIbyje IPYyIITBeHOCKOHOMCKe TpaHCchOopMalyje HacTajle KIIACHUM IIpeBMpamuMa
omo3mo” (Skocpol, 1999, ctp. 163-164).

Meby tuMm rpymama CTaHOBMIITA IIOCTOje IpeKIamama. Ha mpumep, PyxyjamnH
Kpaj ncTopuje ce foOpo ykIama Kao (yH[aMeHTalTHa MPeTIOCTaBKa O MOCTMOJEPHO-
ctu porabaja us 1989. roguue. JIunn n Cremal, ca gpyre cTpaHe, UMajy JOAUPHE Tad-
ke ca CKOIIOJIOBOM IO IMTalby HaIJIAlllaBaba YJIore eIUTa y IOKpeTamy TUX fAorabaja.
Mebytum, 4nuHuM ce 1a HUjeHA Off OBMX IPyIa HHUje Y HOTIYHOCTH 00yXBaTy/Ia OHO IITO
ce goropguo y Yexocnopaukoj noyes og 17. HOBeMbpa Te ropmHe. Vako ce umHU fja ce
Behuna cnaxe ga je Ilnuirana peBonynuja 3aucra 6uaa peBonyLuja, IOCTOje TeMe/bHA
HeCJIarama 0 KaKBOj peBOMyLju je ped. OunrienHo je 61ta gpyradnja of GPYyTHUX, He-
CIIOPHO PEBONYLMOHAPHUX TPeHyTaKa — 1776., 1789., 1917., u TaKko majbe - any KakBe 1
KOJIMKO BaKHE Cy Te pasJiKe je IpeaMeT paciipase. IIpy pasmarpamy Te TOIMHE YeXoc-
JIOBAQUKOT MCKYCTBA, YMHI Ce [ja je HOTPEOHO jOIII jeTHOM MPOMUCIUTH IITA YNHU jeTHY
peBonyuujy.

Xana Apent, mame ce 6aBehu mpencTaBpameM HapaTiBa 3a MCTOPM)Y, a BIIIE
IIpUIIOBEJabEM IIpNIe KO]Y MOJAEPHOCT IIpu4va O ce61/1 " TIOBE3VBAHLEM T€ MOJJEPHOCTI
C KOHIIEIITOM PeBOJylije, OBJie je KopJCcHa Bofwba. OHa Hije TOINMKO PeBOMYLMOHAPHNI
MIC/IUIAL, KOIMKO je MUC/IMIALL O PEBOMTYLIMjI, YaK M aKo je, Kako Kaxke JIuca J{nm, xKe-
JIeNIa Jla UTpa YOIy TeopeTndapa AMepudKe peBOIylyje Kao ITo je MapKc y ofHOCY Ha
®pannycky (Disch, 2011, crp. 351). Crora ce okpehemo XaHu ApeHT ca IUTameM fja Jin
je Ilnnimana peBomynmja 3ancTa 6uta peBoIyLMja 11 Aa 1 je TO 610 MOJEPHY WM TIOCT-
MopepHu forabaj. IaBHa TBpAa 0BJe je fa mpoMeHe y Yexocmosaukoj 1989. rogune He
3aJJ0BOJ/baBajy KpuUTepujyMe peBonyluje ApeHTose. Hucy H1 MofiepHU HI IIOCTMOZIEPHI
¢enomenn, Beh oHo mto hemo HasBaru ,,amomepHUM .

MopepHOCT 1 peBonyLyja Ko ApEHTOBO]

ITo Xauu ApeHT, peBonyumja je u3yseTHo Mopepan morabaj u konuent. Hbena
meduHMIMja peBOTyLMje MOXe Ce CXBATUTM Kao Hacube, ONpaBfaHO (Tako fia je Io-

HpefiCTaBHIKe Y IpOoliece JOHOIIeHha OUTYKa O HajBaXKHIUM IOTUTIYKUM IUTabuMa (Tj. UTame
HOBOT yCTaBa WIN, Ha Kpajy, uTame paciaga JexocnoBauke). Peakiyuja IpoTUB LieHTpaan3Ma
npesicTaBbana je (1) ,JIoKalTHM IaTPMOTI3aM : peTMOHa/IM3aM WM HAI[IOHA/IN3aM Kao peakLujy
HIPOTUB LieHTpa Win (2) ,M371a3“: MOTIYHO IOBIaderhe MOAPIIKe MOTUTUIKOM IUAEPCTBY (Tj.
naz nsbopue nonpuike 3a O u BITH 3ajeHo ca BUXOBUM YyHYTpalimuM 6opbama 3a BIacT 1
KpajibJIM KOJIAIICOM) U YCIIOCTaB/balbe HOBUX, Y€CTO MOMYIUCTUYKIX VTN HAI[VIOHATUCTUIKIUX,
nomutiakux mapruja (Krapfl, 2009, crp. 175-196, 262 u 269). Bawynas Kinayc je nsamrao 13 O®-a
u ocHoBao Ipahancky gemoxparcky maprujy (OJIC), Koja je 6uma y demkoj Baapu. Bragumup
Meujap usaurao je n3 BITH-a ga 6u ycroctaBuo Ilokper 3a gemokparcky Crnosauky (X3/C),
KOju je 610 y CTIOBAYKOj BIafy. 3ajefHO Cy pacTypuIM pernyOnuKy jep je HaluoHanmusaMm y TO
BpeMe 610 MCIIaTHB Ha 6upamuurtuMa. MehyTuM, jaBHO Mibelse ce IPOTUBIIIO pacmany: 65%
CTAaHOBHUIITBA Y YeLIKOM JIely 3eM/be OUIO je MpOTUB, a 55% y cmoBaukoM. Pacman Yernke u
CrnoBauke defiepaliuje U3BPIIMIO je IOMUTUYKO PYKOBOACTBO [iBe CaBe3He Ap)KaBe Koje je
npousunuio uz OP-a u BIIH-a, 6e3 HapogHux pedepeHgyma.
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JIMTUYKO) y uMe co6ofe (3a pas/nKy Off HeCIyTaHOCTH) jefHAKO 3a CBe (He caMo 3a
6orate mmu Beh co6ozHe) Y CeKyIapHOM CBeTy (jep MCTOpHUja je IPaBOIMHUjCKA) KAO
HOBU OOJIMK BajjaBuMHe /WM Oupame IyTa KOMe ce He MoxKe opympern (Arendt,
2006, str. 8-10, 16, 19-25, 30-31, 36-47)°. OcTap/baMo IO CTPAHU BaYKHOCT HACI/bA JIA CE
porabaj okBa/mduKyje Kao peBOIyLja M yMecTo Tora (OKYCHpPaMo ce Ha BpeMeHCKe 1
MCTOPUjCKe acTIeKTe eHe TepUHNIN]e, jep YIPaBO je OHM YMHE MOJEPHOM.

AKo je peBoTyLMja MOJepaH NOMUTIYKY Jorahaj, OH/a je HeOIIXOHO pasyMeTH LITa
OHa IIOffpasyMeBa 07| HOJIMTUKOM U MofiepHothy. [Ta 61cMo pasyMery MITa OHa MOfpas-
yMeBa II0fi TOIUTUKOM 1 MOfiepHOIIly, TOTpe6HO je pasanKoBaT paf Off IPOU3BOAbE, A
IIOTOM jeJJaH U JPYTU Off APYTU Of eloBamba, y CMUCITy IonuTrKe. Paji HacTaje us morpe-
6e, a mpousBopma y nuMe Kopucuoctu (Arendt, 1998, str. 177). OHo mITo ce cTBapa pagom
U IIPO3BOAKOM je cépxa (telos) BUXOBUX IIOKpeTa, an Hifje eKBUBAJIEHTHO TVM IIOKpe-
tuma. Hu pag, Hu mponsBoatsa, MehyTum, He OTKpKBajy ITa je TO IITO PA3/IUKYje /byfe.

JlenoBame, y KOMOMHALNj1 ca TOBOpPOM, oMoryhaBa /pyauMa fia ce jefHI fpyrumMa
OTKpUBajy Kao jpyAcka 6uha (Arendt, 1998, str. 176). ToBopoM ompasjaBaMo CBoje
IIOCTYIIKe, IPU3HAjyhM Opyre Kao OHe KOjuMa MOPaMO OIIpaB/IaTy HaBefleHe IIOCTYII-
ke. Kpos memoBame cMO IIOKpeHyIN caMor aKTepa fiefioBama (Arendt, 1998, str. 177)°.
AKTep fiefioBama je OHAj KOju CBOje IOCTYINKe [JpyTuMa OllpaBjiaBa TOBOPOM, aju
IeNoBalbe U HeroBo ONpaB/ame YMHM fla Ce OH II0jaBM Kao aKTep JenoBama. [lakie,
IeloBalbe TeHepuIlle Halll 3ajefIHNYKM CBeT. Kao pesynrar Tora, HOMUTUYKA CTPYKTY-
pa H1je BbeHo PUNIKO MeCTO, Beh mpocTop e ompaBgaBaMo CBOje MOCTYIKe Ipe-
Ma IPYTrUM aKTepuMa, Ifie Ce jefHNU APyruMa OTKpuBaMo Kao /byau (Arendt, 1998, str.
198-199). ITocTajeMo TO IITO jecMoO, jefHY APYTMMa II0Ka3yjeMo CBOjy JbYACKOCT KpO3
IOCTYIKe KOje IpaBfaMo roBopoM. Mehyrum, 3a pasnmky of paja u HpOUSBOAE,
»Ie/loBame HeMa Kpaja“ jep He ITOCTOju CTBAp MM IPOU3BOJ, KOjU HACTaje JIeIOBAkheM
ocuM caMor genoBama (Arendt, 1998, str. 233). CmudHO pagy U IPpOU3BOIH, O YIIE,
OHO HITO HAcTaje flelIoBambeM 1M T'OBOPOM Tpaje U IOC/Ie HUXOBOT YIMHKA, all OHO
Kpajibu poussof. To je mpoljec onpaBama [eoBamba APYTUM /bYUMA U [le/IOBambe
ca ompaBfameM. JleoBame 1 TOBOP OTKPUBAjy KO je HEKO, a/li Taj HEKO, KaO JbYHCKO
6uhe, Buiue je o ogpebenor akrepa.

Capa je moTpe6HO CTBOPUTY MOMUTUYKM IpocTop. OBO CTBapame, MAKO KOPUCHO
3a Jle/IoBae, Hije CaMo o cebu fenoBarbe, Beh Heo Koje HaAMIasu TBOPLA UMji Ce
HOKpeTH UCLPIUBYjy y cTBapamy (Arendt, 1998, cTp. 196). OBaj mpocTop Tpeba fa cBa-
KOM 40BeKy noBeha MoryhHOCT fja Kpo3 roBOp 1 f1elI0Barbe MCKaXKe CBOjy PasIMInTOCT U

> OBpie MOXXeMO BUIeTI HeKe Off ZOAUPHMX Tayaka Koje XaHa ApeHT, IOHeK/Ie U YIPKOC CaMoj
ce6u1, uMa ca MapKcoMm, KaKo y Iorefy fiebuHuimje, Tako 1 MOJIEPHOCTY PEBOIYLIIje, HAPOUNTO
0 NUTakby YHUBEP3AIHOCTU I je[JHAKOCTU CI000fe K0joj ce Texxu. PyHAaMeHTaIHa pas/inKa
usMely BUX0OBUX HeMHNIIN]A je ¥ TO] YHUBEP3ATHOCTY U HeN30EXKHOCTH jeIHAKOCTI.

6 la ce yKpaTKO BPAaTMMO HACWby, YMIbEHWIA Jid je y ParTy M PeBOIYLMjU OHO OIPABAAHO 3a
XaHyApeHT 3HauM fa Cy TO TPaHMYHM HONUTHYKU forabaju: Hacu/be CBOjCTBEHO pary
PEBONTYLIMjI CXBATa Ce KAo Ja MOpa OMTM OIpaBlaHO, PuM/baHN Cy yBeln OIpaBiambe 3a par, a
jenVHO oIpaB/aibe 3a peBonyLujy je cnobopa (Arendt, 2006, str. 3, 8). MehyTum, Hacumbe Koje ce
y BbUMa JlelllaBa IPKY MX BaH IIpaBe MOANTUKE. [[pOCTOpP YMCTOr HACKIbA je KOHILIEHTPAI[OHN
J10rOp, MpocTop Ge3 onpapjamba 3aKOHNMA IV 61110 KOra KO 611 MOrao TOBOPUTH, @ TOBOPUTH O
HACM/bY Kao HeYeMy LITO je caMo 110 ceOu ONPaBAaHo je ,,aHTUIonuTudko (Arendt, 2006, str. 9).
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orpannyu cBoj 6ecmucao.” Mehytnm, 6e3 063upa Ha TO KOMKO je OrpaHdeH 6poj /byau
y HOMUTUYKOM IIPOCTOPY KOjU MOTY Jia Jielyjy, OHO Ce jaB/ba Kajia je IIPOCTOpP YOIIIITe
ctBopeH. OBa 3a0pMHYTOCT JOBOAM [0 fia/bel' Pas/MKOBamba pajia M HPOU3BOIIbE: paj
je ,aHTUIOIUTUYKN, y Be3! ca HacubeM (BUAH 3. mpuMenody fore), JOK je IPON3BOAba
HHemomuTuaka“ (Arendt, 1998, str. 212).

YNMHNUIIO Ce fia Hac je pefpeBOoMyLMOHapHA MOZLePHOCT 6apeM 0C/I000/11/Ia HelloI1-
TIYKe TIPOM3BOJEbE, & IATONHY XXMBOT Y KOJIOHUjaTHOj AMepurii 610 je cuMOOTI CyMibe
fla je CHpPOMAIITBO HEOIXOHO cTame (Arendt, 2006, str. 12). Kao pesynrar Tora, caBpe-
MeHe MOOYHe, 3a pasiNKy Off ApeBHUX 0OyHa pob6OBa, BuIlle He MOKYIIABajy f1a 0OHOBE
IIpaBMYAH HA4MH B/Iaflarba MU 3aMeHe jefHy Blafajyhy kiacy gpyrom. YMecTo Tora, oHe
JKele [ja IIpOIIVpe IPUCTYII IIOJIMTUYKOM IIPOCTOPY Je/loBama 1 rosopa (Arendt, 2006,
str. 13, 30). To paBHOMepHO IIVMpeme IPUCTYNa CBUM JbYAMMA, YaK I [ja je CaMO peTo-
puuxo, omoryhasa ga 1776. n 1789. rogiHa mOCTaHy peBOIyLje, a OHO je OMIO 1 HOBO
MCKYCTBO U ,ICKYCTBO YOBEKOBE CIIOCOOHOCTH Jja 3all0uHe HelTo HoBO“ (Arendt, 2006,
str. 24 ).

O6a nckycrsa cy obenexxja MoepHOCTH, a/mn AMepuyka 1 OpaHIlycka peBoyLyja
UX M3BNade U3 obmactyu Hayke u ¢uaosoduje y obmactT roopa u [ienoBama. AKTepu
peBoIynMje Cy OTKPU/IM Ja MOTY CBECHO Jla KPEHY Y YCIIOCTaB/balbe HOBOT IOMUTIYIKOT
HoYeTKa KOji HOCU HOBe MaTepljajlHe YCTIoBe U KOj! yMambyje IIoTpeby 3a HeHOMUTUYKOM
npousBoamoM. Bynyhu fa je oBo HOBO MCKycTBO 6MIO U MCKYCTBO pabera Hever mot-
ITyHO HOBOT, HOBIHA j€ YCTIOKEb€Ha W/ MyITUIUIMIMpPaHa. PesynTar Tora je ja ¢y peBo-
JTYLIVIOHAPHM aKTepy MICTUHCKM aKTepy Y TOM CMICIIY Jia BUXOBO OIPaB/aHo JiefoBambe,
HmMpeme NPUCTYNA MOMUTUYKOM IIPOCTOPY TOBOpa U [ie/IOBama, HMje MMAJI0 APYTU
Wb OCUM CaMor cefe M HaCTaBWIO Ce M3BaH HIUXOBUX IocTymaka (Arendt, 2006, str.
37). YcnoxxmaBame WM MyITUIMIIMPabe TTI0Be3yje HOBUHY Ca CEKyTapHOM MCTOPHjOM
Kao mpaBomMHMjcKoM. XpumrhaHCcTBO je foHeno obehame mpaBegHOr cBeTa KOju Criefu
HOC/Ie OBOL, ali je 3a[jpKajio CXBaTame CeKyIapHe MCTopuje Kao nmkanyHe (Arendt,
2006, str. 17). Kaga cy peBonmynoHapy MpOMUPIIIN IPUCTYI HOMIUTUIKOM IPOCTOPY,
yBeleHO je HeLITO HOBO Y LIAPCTBO IONUTHKe, pasbujajyhu Tako LMKINYHO KpeTarbe
y Kopuct paBHe nuHuje. CeKyTapHa MCTOPMja Kao NPaBONMHMjCKA 3aTUM Ce pasBuja y
UJejy HeCYIIPOTCTAaB/BUBOCTH ca 1789. rofi., BpeMeHOM II0CTaje ,1Jieja O MICTOPU)jCKOj He-
OIIXOHOCTU U BEIMKNMM HapaTMBMMA 13 ieBeTHaecTor Beka (Arendt, 2006, str. 39). ITo
Xauy ApeHT, Ta TpaHchopMalyja je pasior WTO je nporana OpaHifycka peBomyLuja.
AmMepnuka peBonyLuja, ycpegcpeheHa Ha cTBapare HOBOT 00/IMKA BIACTI, HITje IPUXBa-

7 U3 oBe mepcriekTrBe, MOKeMo objacHuty Heke ¢pycrpauuje Kum Jleju Illenene y Besu ca
eKCIIepPTI30M JIOHOIIeHha caBpeMeHNnX ycraBa. C 003MpoM Ja je ped 0 eKCIepTusi, TO je BpCTa
nocma. OHa Bepyje fa 61 CTpydmall KOjU cacTaB/bajy ycTaBe Tpebamm ma 6ymy y MmoryhHocTn
Ia HampaBe edMKacHMje ycTaBe 1 Ja ,BehmHa ycTaBa BOXMBM Heyclex[..] 3aTo IITO ycrmex
ycTaBa He MOXKe Jia ce TIpefABU/Y CaMO Ha OCHOBY HeroBOT NIpBoOMUTHOT Am3ajHa“ (Scheppele,
2008, str. 1406). Oxo miTo oHa He mpuMehyje jecTe fa je MOMUTUYKYU IPOCTOP MO CBOjOj IPUPOKU
HENpeZIBU/INB: Jle/loBambe YBEK HajiMallyje cBoje Bpmmole. JJoHOCHMOIM yCTaBa CTBapajy
apXUTEKTYPY 3a JielloBatbe U roBop 6e3 Tenoca. [TonyT ITmaTona n Apucrorena, lllenene ce unHn
pa3odapaHOM ILITO OBa eKCIIePTU3a He y)KMBa JI0jaTHOCT, YIPKOC ,,Behoj moysmanoctuy ogHocy
Ha HeNpefBUMBOCT Je/ioBamba 11 roBopa (Arendt, 1998, str. 195), maga oHa 6apeM mpommucyje
BIIIIE TOHM3HOCT CBOjUM Kojlerama crpy4dmarma (Scheppele, 2008, str. 1406-1407).
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TUJIA OBO ITIE[IMIITE, & HECYTIPOTCTAB/BMBOCT j€ HELITO LITO je I [ja/be OCTAJIO IIOBE3aHO C
pesonynujoM, 4ak n 'y Cjenumenum [p>xaBama (Arendt, 2006, str. 41-42, 45-47).

HecynporcTaB/bUBOCT, Ufieja HOBMHE M CXBaTambe MCTOPUje KaO IPABONINHMjCKE CY
PAasJIor 3allTO TPY BEMKE IpeTede peBonyuuje - enrnecku IIporekropar, Pecraypanuja
u CraBHa peBONyLMja - HUCY 1 caMe 61te peBonyiyje. OBM TpeHyLM Cy cebe cXBaTamu
Kao Bpaharbe ITpaBa 1 HUKa/la HICY Pa3sBIUJIM MIICAO Jia Ce IPUCTYI IIOTUTIYKOM IIPOCTO-
Py MO>Ke IPOLIMPUTH, a KaMOJIM [ia UCTOPHUja AMKTMpPA TO LIMperbe. KOHBEHIIOHY Iap-
nmameHT 13 1660. rogune nmenosao je Yapsca II 3akOHNTUM Kpa/beM HAKOH MOTy0/berba
IbErOBOr Olla jeflaHAeCT TOfVHA PaHMje, YMME je MCKOPEHMO MPABHO-IIOUTUYKY €T31-
crennyujy Komonsenta 1 ITpoTexkropara, 4ak 1 pecroparuBHy HoBuHy KomonBenTa 6e3
kpapa (Charles II, 1819, str. 179). CrnaBHa peBonyuuja 1688. ropute cMmarpana ce 06-
HOBOM IIpaBe MOHapXuje HaKOH Katonmuke kopymnuuje (Arendt, 2006, str. 33). Csu oBu
MOMEHTH Cy cebe cMaTpaj HOBPAaTKOM IIPETXOIHO yTBphHeHOM NOpeTKy, I1a Cy UCTOPHjy
BUJIENN KAO IUK/INYHY.

OBaj doxyc Ha moBpaTak u pecropaunjy 1688. rogune je pasmor 36or xor Illre-
¢dan Ayep rpeum Kaja Ty TOGMHY yMmecTo 1789. 6upa kao 60/py mapagurmy gorabaja
n3 1989. rogune. IIpexo Enqmynna bepka, oH Buju pasyMeBarme Te TOfMHE Kao jefHe Off
»CaMoorpaHn4aBajyhux peBoaynuja“ cIm4Ho omucy AMepudke peBOIyLuje Koji je gana
Xana Apenr (Auer, 2004, str. 362). OH 4ak uie TOTMKO JjaJIeKo Jja TBPAM Ja je HeJoCTaTaK
HOBUX HJIeja YIIPABO OHO WITO je 1989. y4MHM/IO yCIeIHOM, IITO Ta je CBPCTAJIO y IPBY
rpyiy ropecnoMenyTtux mucara (Auer, 2004, str. 366). Mebytum, TBpautu na je 1688.
rofiiHa 61171a peBoyIyLja y 6110 KaKBOM CMIC/IEHOM IIOITIeRly, a He 0OHOBa My o6yHa,
HIje caMO 3aHeMapuBae MJieje HOBUHE Kao BaXKHe 3a peBOIyLujy, Beh u urnopucarme
BpeMeHcKe /mHMje fporahaja. Ako je Bepoatu Xanu Apent, CraBHa peBonyluja Huje
cebe carefaBaja y CMIUCIy IPaBOIMHUjCKe BU3ype BpeMeHa wam ucropuje. Vmax, no
1989. rogyHe YnTaB CBET YCBOjMO je TIOMMarbe BpeMeHa 1 MCTOpHje Kao IPaBOIMHMjCKIX
0jMOBa, 6e3 0031pa Ja 11 Cy BeIMKU HapaTUBYU U HECYIPOTCTBABMBOCT UCTOPUjHU TO U
Oumi. 3anpaBo, Ta YMIbEHNUIIA, 3ajeJHO Ca He[IOCTATKOM HOBMX MJeja M PeTOPUKOM II0-
BpATKa, je pasJior 300r Kor Tpeba JoBeCcT! y MUTatbe PeBOTYLMOHAPHMY aciieKT Innmane
peBonyLje, Kao U IeHO pasyMeBake BpeMeHa U ICTOpHje.

Hwu peBonynuja, Hu MofiepHa, HU IOCTMOZIEPHA

[TpeBnagaBajyhn napatus [Inumrane peBonaynmje Kao peBOIyLMje TOTOBO Ce Y IIOT-
nyHoctu ycpencpebyje Ha omosmiyjy, AucuaeHTCKe mokpere u mwuxose Bohe (Krapfl,
2009; Kopecek, 2019), kao u Ha mporecte. MebyTum, mpomeHe koje cy ce moropume
6ue cy moryhe camo y3 capajmy 1 moBpeMeHe MHMIMjaTHBe YenHuka [lapTuje. Tox cy
uepecitipojka u inacrociii y Cosjetckom Casesy omoryhumm ITo/sckoj m Mabapckoj ma
yBelly eKOHOMCKe U MOMUTUYKe pedopMe KaCHUX O0CaMJeCeTHX, YeXOC/IOBAYKM CHCTEM
nocrne [Tpamkor nporneha, ,,Hopmanusaiuja“, cTBOpKo je oHO 1ITO je Bamas Xasen Ha-
3Ba0 MOCTTOTAIMTAPM3MOM, PEKUM JIMIIEH MICOJIONIKOTr ocehama 1 KBaTUTaTUBHO Pas-
MMYNT of KnacuaHux auktarypa (Havel, 1985). PykoBofcTBO je 6110 KPYTO 1 OTOPYEHO
Ha mpoMeHe Y CCCP-y, Majja X je 1akHO TOfp>KaBaso.

[IITo ce TMYe AVCHEHTCKUX IIOKPETA, BEPOBATHO HajBakHMja Oua je [loBema 77
KOja je TpaXKuia JoAMpHe Tauke ca pedopMaropuma yHyTap penosa Ilapruje. Takobe,
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[03Baja je MuCIe AMCUAIEHTE fla Y4MHEe MCTO Ha CBOjUM KBapTaJlHMM CacTaHIMMA,
3ajefHO ca CBOjUM CIOBAYKMM Kojerama. VicroBpemeno, yuytap Ilaprtuje, rpyma O6-
poma (O6HOBa) ¢oxycupana ce Ha CTBapame IUIyPaTUCTUIKE €KOHOMHje Ca BHIIe
caMoyIpaB/bama, nparehu AKinonu mporpam Asnekcanppa JJyOdexa us 1968. rogune
(Otahal, 1994, str. 67-68). Kpajem ocampeceTnx, mupa jaBHOCT, KaO U IMCIM, COLO-
JI03M ¥ YMETHUIY, INMPUIN Cy KPUTUUKeE I7IaCOBE 1 CTBAapall JTOKATHO OpraHM30BaHe
wiaropMe LMBUIHOT OTIOPA ycpeacpeheHe Ha muTama 3alITHTe )KUBOTHE CPEMHE,
penuruje u MamuHa. 1988. rogune, HoBa rpyma Hnutie za obciansku slobodu (Mauudect
3a rpabancky cnobony) usgana je manudect Demokracie pro vSechny (lemoxparuja 3a
cBe), mo3uBajyhy Ha pexabmiInTaIVjy HOMIUTUYKOT IPOCTOPA KPO3 HOBU YCTaB 3aCHO-
BaH Ha YHMBeP3a/IHOj leKIaparuju o pyackuM mpasuma (Otdhal, 1994, str. 66). Vismehy
1987. n 1989. roanue, 6poj FUCHAEHTCKUX TPYIa MOPACTAO je Ca YeTUPU HA TPUfeceT
meset (Otéahal, 1994, str. 70).

Jebata ce Tako yxaommna y mbepanHe KOHIENTe, JUCUAEHTH Cy O6pojamu 6us-
me peOpMIUCTIIKe KOMYHUCTe HOMmyT Jupxuja Xajeka u Ilerpa IInutxapra, yMeTHuKe
u mucue nonyT Xasena u JIyasuka Baiynnka, pagHuke, akajeMyKe U 0CTajle o0M4He
myne. Mebytum, 6uio je Hecmarama 1 HegocTKa KoopanHaiuje usMmeby gucunenara un
HacTajajyhux opranmsanmja umsuiHor gpyursa. Kao mpso, XaBer je 6110 3arOBOpHUK
meMoKpatuje 6e3 crpaHaka, xBasehn mojeanHua u cMarpajyhu HopMmanmsarujy pesyi-
TaTOM HefocTarka rpahancke xpabpocty, oK je IInTxapT cMaTpao ja je To CTAHOBMUIITE
HaMBHO ) JIa He TIOIITYje TPaAuLujy 3amafgHe mbepaHe feMOKparuje, HOIyT HapiaMe-
HaTa, CTpaHaKa 1 BaafaByHe 3akoHa (Pithart, 2016, str. 175). [Ipyrum peunma, Obéanské
forum (Ipabancku popym), ogrocHo OD, hopMupaH je y 4emKoM feny 3eM/be UCTOB-
peMeHO ca ocHUBamweM rpyne Verejnost proti ndsiliu (JaBHOCT HPOTUB HacK/ba), OLHO-
cuo BITH, y cnoaukoj npecronnuy bpatucnasu, 19. HOBeMOpa, [Ba JaHa HAKOH IITO cy
meMoHcTpanuje nodere y Ilpary. ¥ mebyspemeny, y cnosaukom rpapy Kommnue (1 gpyrae
y C/10BavKoj), AUCUEHTN U PYTU HUCY 6man cBecHu Hactanka BITH-a u ¢popmupann
cy orpaHak O®-a, Ha kpajy npasehu xommpomuc crBpamem rpyie Ipahanck ¢popym-
jaBHOCT poTuB Hacuba. Jlokanuu orpannu O®-a u BITH-a Bogunu cy fuckycuje u mnpe-
ropapaay O IpOMeHaMa Ha JIOKaJHOM HMBOY, IpUBpeMeHO Ipey3uMajyhu ynpaspame
rpajioBMMa U cenuMa 1 onakiasajyhm pujanor usmehy pangnuka u ympasa y dpabpuxa-
Ma. JemaH of mpobmema 6uo je Taj mTo je ,BehmHa AucHpeHaTa MpOBea IPETXOFHUX
nBafiecet ropuHa nepyhu mposope, noxehn nehu®, mro ux je ocraBnno 6e3 TexXHUYKMX
BelITHHA IOTPeGHNX 3a yIIpaB/batbe U pyKoBobere apxkasoM (Zantovsky, 2014, str. 319).
360r Tora ce CMaTpaJIo Aa je HEOIXOAHA IPUBPEMEHa ITOfie/Ia BAACTHU C PePOPMIUCTIIKIM
Bobama IlapTuje, Maa He 3aTo IITO Cy AUCUAEHTHU aKTUBHO TO Tpaxwu (Pithart, 2009,
str. 226). 10. memembpa 1989. rommHe, mpenasHa Bajia HALVOHATHOT pasyMeBama (Ha
vemkoM, Vidda ndrodniho porozuméni u na cnosauxom, Vldda ndrodného porozumenia)
¢dbopmmpana je nop BohctBoM komyHMcTe Mapujana Yande. Cacrojana ce o jefaHaecT
YWIAHOBA, YeTUPU U3 IMapTHja Koje Cy Oule To/mepucate Moj HOpManIusanujom ga 6u ce
OCTaBIO YTHCAK BUIIECTPAHAYKOT CHCTEMA I CellaM M3BYUEHMX YITTaBHOM 13 PefioBa JINC-
upeHara.

Hakon cBor nsbopa 3a mpepcennnka Yexocnosauke, XaBen je TBpAno ja he exo-
HOMCKe pedopMe, OCeOHO IpMBaTHU3aLMja, Pa30UTH OUBLIY CTPYKTYPY edUKacHMje Of
6umo vera gpyror (Ondrus, 2009, str. 218). Mehytum, noderne nosuiuje pygu 6une cy
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HejenHaked. OHU ca 3HaEEM V/IIM KallUTAIOM, Y)KUBAOLM 6IaTOfETH IIPETXOZHOT pe-
XKMMa, IMaJIU Cy IPefHOCT 3axBasbyjyhu mmpokoj Mpesxu noppiuke (Blaive, 2008, str. 4).
[Mopep Tora, monuUTUKa JIycTpaluja - HIpollec IPoBepe KaH/U/IaTa 3a BUCOKE MONIO0XKaje
y jaBHOj aIMMHICTpALjIL, IPOBepa HUXOBe II03aANHe y MOIIefy capajme ca Oesben-
HOCHMM aIlapaToOM IPETXOJHOTI peXXMMa - IPONUCUBA/A jé OAMa3Jy CaMo Ipema CUT-
HJM UTPayliMa y HOpMaJIi3aliyjii, a He OHMMa KOjJi CY JaBa/ii Hapehera 1 Oum mweHe
apxutekte (Rupnik, 2002; Ondrus, 2009, str. 218). IllTaBuiie, HeCIPEMHOCT JUCU/EHT-
CKMX MHTe/IeKTYyaIala ia Ipey3My HOTUTUYKY OITOBOPHOCT Y HOBOM CHUCTEMY, TOCEOHO
y CroBaukoj, omoryhmia je npyruma fa yckode. Kako kake Muan Illnmeuxa, ,cBe je
OMI0 OTBOPEHO, 4eCTO y GYKBa/HOM CMICIY, Kao Ha mpumep Bpara Brage“ (Simecka,
2014). Heycrex pehopMu yBeieHIX Ca LIJbeM fia HOO0/bIIajy KBATUTET )KUBOTA 32 Kpa-
TKO BpeMe, 3ajefjHO ca HeJlOCTaTKOM 1fieja Koje Ou MOIJIe [ja ce CYIPOTCTaBe HAaroHy 3a
BpahameM TpaNIMIOHaTHOM MHCTUTYIMIOHATHOM Y MOPa/THOM CUCTEMY, MHOTe Cy OCTa-
BUIe pa3odapaHe, fajyhu mancy nomymuctidxkmum mugepuma monyT Bragumupa Megjapa
y Cnopauxoj n BamyaBa Kiayca y 4emkum fieoBuma 3emibe, KOji Cy Y HaIlOHATHUM
MamJHaMa IPOHAIIN XPTBEHY jarmajl 3a CMab eKOHOMCKM HampefjakK U JIeMOKPATCKY
KOHCO/IMAALIN]Y, OIIPECHUjy Of CTpaHe CycefHUX 3eMaba iy EBporicke yHuje. O6ehamm
cy Bulie, a 1993. roguue he pacrypuru denepanujy.’

Jakrte, ymecTo Ipeknyia Besa ca npouuiomihy, JOIIIO je 10 BUXOBOT HAaCTaBKa, Ha-
MEepHO WIM Ha HeKM) [Py HauMH, ¥ TO ¥ 00/MNKY Koju je omoryhaBao Hocranrujy. UYnnu
ce J1a je MaJIo X JKeJIeIo CTBApHM IPeKu, ca pouytoihy, 6apeM y TOM TPeHYTKY, 1 Ha
FhETa Ce TI0YeNo TO3MBATH TeK Kajia ce MaTepyjaTHU YCIOBM HICY TIPOMEHUIN Y 06uMy
VIV OHOJIMKO 6P30 KOUKO ce 04eknBao. 3a [InTxapTa, ,IOTIYHU JYCKOHTUHYUTET 6110
6u TeopeTcky Moryh caMo y HaCHMIHOM, KPBaBOM PEeBOJIYIIMIOHAPHOM IIPEOKPETy KOji
61 pacTypuo ApyuITBO - anu HU y To Hucam curypan” (Pithart, 2009, str. 226). Crenehn
apeHTOBCKY JIOTUKY, U Jja/be 3aHeMapyjyhy nurame Hacusba, OHO IITO Ce JOTOAMIO 3a
BpeMe Ilnimane peBonyunje 1 HAKOH e He MOXKe Ce CMAaTpaTu peBonyLujom. Vako je
OMJI0 OYMITIEHNX 3HAYajHUX IPOMEeHa, HAPOUYMUTO Yy NOIVIEY IIMperha IPHUCTYIIa jaBHOM
HPOCTOpY AeNoBama, y Hajsehoj Mepn je gouwro go nosehaBarma HecIlyTaHOCTH, a/lu He-
CIIyTaHOCTM Koja je morpemHo cxsahena kao cmo6oma. 3a XaHy ApeHT, HECIIyTaHOCT
HpeficTaB/ba HeOCTAaTaK CY3[P>KaHOCTH, a CTo00/a je O3UTIBHA apTHUKY/Ialja roBopa
U [lefIOBambe Y IIPOCTOPY IIpello3HaBama Off CTpaHe Apyrux /byau (Arendt, 2006, str. 19-

8 OBa Bepa y 6narorBopHy Moh mpusarusauuje, ogpehero dernmmnsnparme mnojesuHIa 1 He-
IpM3HABakbe HejeNHAKMX MOYeTHMX MO3MINMja je Kallija Kpo3 KOjy HeomubepaaHa eKOHOMCKa
mpakca, Hapounto amepuriake Bpcte (Foucault, 2008, str. 223-232) mponanasu coj myt y Ilmnmany
pesonyuujy. To je, y KoOMOMHALMjI C HOCTAITIjOM O KOjOj Ce TOBOPM Y [iBa HapelHa maparpada,
orBopuo YexocmoBauky ka oHoMme wmTo he Xana UepsuukoBa 1o murtamy Ilo/bcke HasBaTu
HIpeInTalmbe eKOHOMCKOr Heonmubepanmu3Ma ca HALMOHATHMM JINM HEOKOH3epPBATUBHUM
UAeonornjaMa’, Iue »je MCTOPMjcKa HallMOHATHA VIMAarMHALMja Y CPXXI CIy>KOeHOT A1UCKypca o
€KOHOMCKOj HECUTYPHOCTH (Cervinkové, 2016, str. 46).

©

KacHuje je 0Bo pazodaparme oMmoryhnmio n3abpanuM 3BaHNIHNUIMIMA [1a Ce ONPEKHY 3a0CTaBLITIHE
u3 1989. roguue. Pobepr ®uijo, GMBIIM BUIIECTPYKM HpeMujep, TBPAU Aa HHUje IPUMETHO
morabaje Te roguHe, pekaBIIN: ,AKO Ce HEKO JOKa3ao y 0BOj 3eM/bH, TO Cy OM/IM JbyaM 113 OMBILe
Komynucrtiuke mapruje. OHu cy sHanu 1ita sHauu ympasmpati gpxasoM (Fico, 2003). AHppej
Babu, TpenytHn npemujep Yenike, pekao je: ,Humrra Hucy emucmmnu“ (Fendrych, 2019).
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21). DnaBHM apxuTeKTa HOACTUI[AKA IpKBaTu3anuje y Xasemosoj Bragu 6uo je Kmayc,
€KOHOMIICTA KOjU je PAiNo y 4eXOCTOBAYKOj Ap>KaBHOj 6aHIM mpe 1989. roguHe u Kao
exoHoMucTa Ha ITporHoctmukom MHCTUTYTY Yeluke akafemuje Hayka. Kao yxmpamarg
6rmarofeTy IpeTXOHE epe, 3a/Iarao ce 3a ,rOpKy TabmeTy" mpuBarusanuje Koja ce 6p3o
OfiBMjajIa M 3aXTeBajla 3HAYajHO CTe3arbe Kauiua. XaBsel je, He 3Hajyhm 6osbe, MuCINO fia
6u To MorIo Aa ycre. OBaj MPUTHCAK U 3aMeHApUBabe HejefHAKUX CTaPTHMX ITO3MUIUja
HOApPUBA/IN CY CTBAPHO LIVpere MOryhHOCTH 3a ocTBapuBame c1obofe Koje je ZoHena
npomeHa.!? Yiopeno ca [InTxapToBOM BepOM Yy CTpaHKe, Koje 1o XaHu ApeHT ClipevaBajy
nomutiaky foburax (Arendt, 1972, str. 232-233), oBaj MpUTHCAK I 3aMEHAPMBAE HICY
yCIenm ia ofiBoje ,IIOMUTUYKY ¥ eKOHOMCKY MOR®, mTo rapaHryje cnobony (Arendt,
1972, str. 213 ), jep Cy HOBM IIpeAy3eTHULIN J OJIUTApCH OP30 CTEK/IN IIOJIMTUYKA YTULLA].
IToayee NHTENEKTYa/Iala ey TaallbIM HeombepaTHuM 3apob/baBambeM ApiKaBe
cumbonu3yje nopadere c1060fe, 3a50Bo/bCTBO HecryTanouihy. To je o6poBo/bHM 1O-
BpaTaK HENOIUTUYKO]j IpousBoitbu. lllTaBuile, HEMOMTOBAbe HEPABHOIIPABHUX OYET-
HJIX TIO3MIMja Ha MOYeTKy IpYBaTU3alje M HepaBHOMepHa NUCTPMOyIMja mycTpanuje
Cy orpaHMYaBaji paBHOMEPaH HPMUCTYII jaBHOM IIPOCTOPY, Tj. LMperbe c1obofe, LITo je
omoryhno fja ce mopparax IpousBOJ Y IPETBOPY Y aHTUIIOMUTIYKA Pafl.

MebytnM, opHOC IIpeMa BpeMeHY, MCTOPMjU M WJejil HOBMHE CTBapa ycloBe fJa
OBU IIparMaTU4HMju Heycnecu Ilmmniane pesonynumje mocrany pesonynuja. lnum joj je
6uo ,noBparak Esponu’, 1j. 3amany. MebyTtum, Huje ce Mucnmmo Ha Bpahame crapux
pexnMa, 4aK 1 aKo je OMJI0 3aroBapara yCIoCTaB/baiba JeMOKpaTcke YexocmoBauke u3
Mehyparhux rogyuna. CTpeMmIo ce eBpoIcKOM reorpad)CKOM PeruoHy U MHTETpaluju y
IberoBe CTPYKType, oBehamwy KBamuTeTa XMBOTA U jaBHOT 6/1arocTamba U MpUXBaTamby
ymbepanHyX NeMOKPAaTCKUX BPEJHOCTU IUTYPaTHOCTH, J/bYACKMX IIpaBa M TaKo Jajbe.
IMocrojana cy u cranoBuuITa o ,rpehem myTy", cormjaageMokparuju Koja je mpuBIad-
Ha ¥ HOBOj HeonmbepaHoj HeCHNIM M CTapoj JIeBULIM Koja je cebe cMarpaa ryOUTHM-
koM 1989. rogure (Kugla, 1999). Mnak, of anTepHaTUBHNX HAL[PTa HOBOT YCTaBa, jeHOT
KpeupaHor of craHe Manudecra 3a rpabancky cnobony, a gpyror of crpane O6HOBe,
HIjelaH HUje y3eT y 0631p HaKOH OffyCTajara Off KOMYHMCTIYKe Biafe. Yecn ¢y pagmmu
Ha IIPBOOMTHOM IIPeJIOTy fiBa [jaHa U IIOHOBO I'a 00jaBIIIN, a fla HUCY KOHCYITOBAIN HU
cBOje cloBauKe Kojere Hu mupy jaBHocT (Kopecek, 2019, str. 79).

Heo oBOr IpaBHOT CHCTEMA Y HACTajalby IOIPasyMeBAO je KPUMIHAIN3ALIN)Y KOMY-
HIUCTUYKE IPOUIJIOCTU KPO3 3aKOHE O HE3aKOHUTOCTY U HEMOPATHOCTY KOMYHUCTUYKOT
PeXNMa, a [Ieo je yK/bY4MBao IyCTPaLyjy, Iie Cy HOjeAMHIM OJIM TyPaHu Y y/Iore XKpTa-
Ba J/IY TIOYMHMOLIA OMBIIET PeXXMMa, BOD)eHMX yIIaBHOM OMBIINM yMEPEHNM aHTUKOMY-
HUCTMMA U 3 npehyTHO omobpaBatbe My He-0THOp OuBLIMX KOMyHucTa (Mark, 2010,
cTp. XX, 58). Ha oBaj HaumH, KpMBUIY Cy CBa/bMBa/IN Ha PEeKUM Kao TaKaB, ITa TAKO Ha
CBe 1 HM Ha Kora noce6Ho. OBJie HUje ped TOMMKO O TOMe Jla je MPOIIIOCT ITOpHIjaHa, Kao
IITO je C/Ty4aj ca eHIVIECKMM 3aKOHOM 13 1660. ropuHe, Beh 0 ToMe 1a je OHA KpUMMHAHA,

10 TIpBe rojuHe TpaH3uLuje M3 KOMyHM3Ma Ouje Cy oOele)keHe CHOXHUM IAf{OM >KIMBOTHOT
CTaHflapAia HajyrpOXKeHUjUX 3ajegHuua. Pomu cy Omim moce6HO IorobeHyu BeMMKOM U
U3HEHaJHOM He3aloc/neHomy, I0jayaHOM CUCTeMCKOM AMCKpuMuHanmjoM. Y CI0BadKoj
Ce TONMMTMKA IIpMBaTH3alMje IIPeTBOpMIA y 3apob/baBame Ap)KaBe Off CTpaHe OJMrapxa
Koje je yspurma MedjapoBa Brajia, Koja je MOOLITPMIA OZHOC IIpeMa Mexujuma u mpasocyby,
nonpuBajyhy BIafaBuHy 3aKOHa, I1a TAKO 11 OCHOBHA IpabaHCKa 1 TOMUTHYKA IIpaBa.
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TPeHYTaK Koji je 3a ocyny. Kao pesynrart, Hacnele HopMmanmsanuje ce HacTaBIba, anu 6e3
IIpOMMIIbakba IIPOLUIOCTH: ,Hucam nmao mojma fa he mocie npomeHe pexxnma 6utn
TAaKO MaJIO BOJ/bE ja C€ TPE3BEHO MOIVIefa Ha BpeMe y KoMe cMo >xuBenn (Pithart, 2016,
str .165).

OBaj HeffOCTaTaK MHTEPECOBamha 3a IPOMMUIII/balbe IIPOIITIOCTH YCTIOXKHbEH je Hefo-
craTkoM HOBMHe 1989. ropnHe koju Xabepmac mupe npumehyje. XaBemoBa KpuTrKa moct-
TOTAINTapU3Ma Kao CUCTeMa KOjI je M3ry61o UeoIOIKY 0Of0paHy FOBOPI O HETOCTATKY
ufieja, ycMepeHa je Ka HopManmsaiuju u pedopmaropuma Koju >xerne pahamwe EBpor.
OHo 1mTO je ocTano o KoMyHm3Ma y YexocnoBadkoj Ouia je /bycKa Hmerobe M3pedeHe
CBpXe, a/I1f OHO ILITO Cy TpaXuuu pedopmaropu momyt Xasena u Ilutxapra 6uo je ga-
JIeKO Off OPUTMHATHOTL. XaBe/IOBM apIyMEHTH Y KOPUCT leMOKparuje 6e3 CTpaHaka MMajy
6apeM CpOIZHOCTHU ca OFOPAaHOM IPAfCKUX CaBeTa U CO6jeliid y MOCTPeBOIYLNOHAPHO]
Amepunn u Pycuju op crpane XaHe ApeHT, OFHOCHO OZOPaHOM >XMPOHAMHALA Y
®pannyckoj op crpane Jluce Tum (Arendt, 2006, str. 248-249 , 254-267, 269-271;
Disch, 2011, str. 360-365). Mebytum, merosa ycpencpebenoct Ha npasuuny ugeonoruje
HOpMajM3anuje Takohe roOBOpM O BHETOBOM OTIOPY IIpeMa HOBMM KfejaMa. YMecTo Aa
PEKOHLIENTyanu3upa NITa Jby/ICKA IIpaBa M MOIMTUYKA aKIMja MOTY Jja IOCTaHy HaKOH
KOJIAIICa je[HOT Off BE/IMKIX CUCTEeMa, BheroBa Blaja ce okpehe npuBaTnsauuju u jakom
HAIJIACKy Ha MHIMBMIYAJIHY OATOBOPHOCT. IIMTXapT je OMO jouI BuIlle HEIOKO/NeO/bUB
0 0BOM muTamy KpuTrkyjyhu Xasenos mpepior geMokpaTuje 6e3 cTpaHaka Kao Ham-
BHO POMAaHTUYAH I [OBe3yjyhu mpeioxeHe CTPYKType, a TUME U IPOCTOpe IOTUTHY-
KOT 1e/I0Baha, MCK/bYYNBO Ca 3alaHUM ITUOepaTHUM JEMOKPATCKMM cucTeMuma (Ash,
19894, str. 4). OBaj HeOCTaTaK HOBMHE je MOXK/la HajTparn4HNja IOCTIeAIIIA IIOBIadeha
VMHTeNIEKTyanala, TMM BUIIE IITO NPeJCTaB/ba MOBPAaTaK HEMOMUTUYKO]j ITPOU3BOILIL.
MebhyTuM, MCK/bydere aNTepHaTUBHMX YCTaBa, /Il U JIOKQJTHUX OPTraHU3ALVIOHNX IPY-
ma u mupe jasaoctu (Krapfl, 2009, str. 252-263), MOXKzia je YIMHIIO A OBO IOBJIAYEEhE
6yrme nmakie u pasym/pMBIje. Y3 HeJOCTATaK HOBIHE, 3aXTeB 3a MOBpaTakoM EBpormu xoja
je usjegHavYeHa C MMOEPATHOM AeMOKPATIjOM, ¥ KPUMIHAMN3ALN]Y IPETXOFHOT CUCTe-
Ma, TEIIKO je YeXOCIOBAYKO MCKYCTBO 13 1989. rogune cMaTpaTyt MOI€PHUM noral')ajeM,
mpaBuwaHO roBopehn. CaMo ako je MOfIepHOCT JOBPILEH IIPOjeKart, CaMO aKO HeMa BUIIIe
IPOCTOpa 3a HOBMHE, OHO MOXKe 61Ty MofiepHO. TakBa cy craHoBumra Pykyjame 1 Xa-
Gepmaca 0 Kpajy CTOpHje I peBoIyLuju Koja Kopuryje.!! 3a Xany Apent, mehytum, 6es
HOBUHE, CB€ IITO TBPAM J1a je peBOTyLMja IPOIIa/ia jep He MOXKe TBPJAUTH Jia je MOJIEPHO.

Vnak, nu [nnrana pesonynyja He MOXe Jia C€ CMaTpa MOCTMOJEPHIM noral')ajeM.
Mosxpa nocroje iBe ynorpebe oBe peun, JINOTapoB CKENTULM3AM y Be3U Ca BETUKIM Ha-
paTMBUMA U MOMY/IapHUja YIIOTpeba y CMICTY MPOHIMYHOT yia/baBarba Off CBera Kako Ou
ce TIpMXBaTUIe CIOKEeHE CTPYKTYpe U 3alUTUTHU/IO Off HOCTA/ITHj€ ¥ CEHTMMEHTATHOCTH
(Appoloni, 2007). Hujenta ynorpeba He ogHOCK ce BeoMa 1o6po Ha gorabaje koju ¢y mo-
germ y IIpary 17. HoBembpa 1989. rogure. Mox/ia je HajBaXKHMje CBeOUebe 0 XaBeIoBOj
BepH y MOjefUHI[A 1 Eer0B0j PpycTpariuju 360r IIPasHOCTI UAEOTIOrMje HOpMaM3aLje.
Osne Hema mMpoHuje, Beh maeansMa y Torneay Kareropuje mojenuuna. Ilopen Tora,
pacIonoXxeme Ha yauaMa 61110 je nfjeanCcTIIKO M CEHTUMEHTA/THO y IIOITIEY TOBPATKa
EBpomnu 11 HOCTaITMYHO Y MOIIEfy IIPETXOFHOT UCKYCTBA C MnbeparTHOM JeMOKPAaTHjoM

1 Konyenryante npo6ieme y Be3u ca DyKyjaMiMHOM Te30M He MOPaMO OBJI€ IIOHOBO [ja UCIIUTAMO
(Bupm, Ha npumep, Derrida, 1994, str. 70-72).
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y mehyparnoj YexocmoBaukoj. IlITaBuire, He HOCTOj1 CKENITUI[M3AM IIPeMa BEIUKIM Ha-
paTuBMMa Kao TaKBMMa, CyIpoTHO of, KamyctuHa. ITocToju caMo ckenTuuimnsam y Be3nu ¢
onpeheHoM HapanujoM Koja je HakoH 1968. rofuHe rocrasa npasHa.

Ocrapmpajyhn o cTpaHy MOTEHIMja 3 BeMMKY UCTOPUjCKY HapaIlMjy KOju MOCTOjU
y caMoj KoHIenuuju fociimogeproctu (Auer, 2004, str. 368-369), ykomuko Ilmmrana
peBonyLMja He MOXKE Jla Cé CMaTpa HU MOJEPHOM HU IIOCTMOJIEPHOM, YMHU C€ Jia joj y
memy XaHe APEeHT HeJlOCTaje MCTOPUjCKO-BPeMeHCKa KaTeropuja, yTOMMKO BHIIeE IITO je
[IPaBO/IMHNUjCKA MCTOPYja IPeBarHy/Ia Ha| IUK/INIHOM. [Ipyrum peunma, Hijeas gorabaj
BUlIle He MOXKe 6uTH mpe-Momepan. HasBatu je KopekTuBHOM 10 yrieny Ha Dykyjamy
u XabepMmaca je usberaparme OBe Tauke, jep IpMXBaTa ITI00anM3alujy IpaBOMMHIjCKe
ucropuje 6e3 ob63upa Ha moremrkohe pasMuiUbama O ,IOBPATKY" MIN ,KOPUTOBABY"
yHyTap TakBe ucropuje. Hazsaru je, kao mro to unuy Ayep, camoorpanundasajyhom nmm
»CaMOKOHTpauKTOpHOM  (Auer, 2004, str. 362) je Wy IOrpelaH MOKYIIAj HCTOPUjCKO-
BPEMEHCKOI' II0Be3MBama ca mpegMopepHnM porahajem mim naBobemwe noremxoha y
IPOMUIIbAY 3HAaUeHa Jorahaja 6e3 BIXOBOT IOBEe3UBaAKA.

OcTtaB/beHn 6e3 jacHe apeHTCKe KaTeropuje y Kojy 01 ce MOITIO CBPCTATH MCKYCTBO
YexocnoBauke 13 1989. ronnHe, Ha3MBaMO Ia AMOJIEPHUM: HII MOJEPHOM HM ITOCTMOJEpP-
HOM, ca IpeNKCOM KOji yKasyje U Ha Herauujy u Ha porabaj yHyTap MopepHe, ¢ Ha-
I7IaCKOM Ha MJiejy HOBJMHE M TPaHMO3He HapaTyBe VICTOPMjCKOT HalpeTKa. AMOIEPHOCT
He JI0Iasy IOC/Ie HeYera, Huje CYKLeCMBHA, HajMambe Y CMUCITY II0jMa MCTOPMjCKOT Ha-
nperka. OHa Ipe 3aMembyje jefaH TOK APYTuM, ofdanyjyhn camo TexHIUKe MM MeTOZe 3a
TOCTU3ame IIM/ba, KOju 06a ToKa TBpJie Aa fene. [1a nmak, y camoM of6mjamy fja MOCTaBU
OpUTMHA/IHY IIPOrpaM Wiy MOryhHOCT, aMOIEpPHOCT Ce OfjBaja Of TOKA KOjU 3aMembyje U
OHOT KOMe ce IpuapyKyje. beno onbarmBame je meHa Besa ca MofepHouthy, a ibeHa Be3a
ca mopepHoluhy je mweHo ofbanyBame. OBa OKOTHOCT HYje KOHTPaAMKTOpHa, Beh je my-
ajTHa IOC/IeMIIA HeIPOMUII/batba CUTyalyje, CTy49ajHO MM HaMePHO, KOja IIPeCTaB/ba
jeAVHCTBEHY MCTOPMjCKO-BPEMEHCKY MOTYhHOCT, IITO je [TOKasaHO MpUaBambeM IBO-
CTPYKOT 3Hauera IPePUKCY »a-"

3aK/byyak

Op detupy mMpoKe Tpyle TyMauewma 1989. rognHe Koje cMO CIIOMEHY/IN, HUjefHa
ce He YMHM a/IeKBaTHOM 3a Ofjalllbere YeX0CTOBAuKOT UCKYCTBa, O6ap Kajja ce BOAUMO
Xanom Apenr. IIpse ABe, fa je TO 6MIa KOPEKTMBHA WM IIOCTMOJEPHA PEBOMYILNja,
nponajajy genom jep ce Ilnmninana pesonynyja He MOXKe cMaTpaTy PEBOTYLIM]OM, a JIeJIOM
U 3aTO IITO ce 0b6e OBe MCTOPUjCKO-BPeMeHCKe aHAIUTUYKe CTPYKTYpe He MOAyAapajy
ca MCTOPMjCKO-BPEMEHCKOM BM3UjOM OTE/IOTBOPeHOM Yy durypama IomyT Xasesa
u IInTxapra, a KaMonM WIMPUM MAEATMCTUYKUM HafaMa y ,HOoBpaTak” nubepanHoj
memokparuju. Tpeha u yeTBpTa rpyma, Koje TBpAe Aa je Ilnninana pesonyunja 6uma me-
IIaBMHA PEBOMyIMje Ca KOHTUMHYUTETOM M/ Jia je TO OMIa MICTUHCKA, ajlii jefUHCTBEHa
peBonyIja, MoXzia cy 6ome. Mebytum, mro ce tiue tpehe rpyme, Emos Heonmornsam
»pedornyimja“ 6yan Buille Hazie y peBOMYLIIOHAPHOCT faTuX forabaja Hero mIto MM mpu-
najia. IloBnayeme y HENONUTUYKY NIPOU3BOAILY M 3aHEMApUBaKh-€ HEjeJHAKUX COLMOe-
KOHOMCKMX ITIO3MIMja PasIMYUTHUX JbYAM KOjU JOKUB/baBajy pedopMe ropope MpOTUB
ose Haje. IlITo ce Tnue yerBpTe rpyme, Kpandaos apryMeHT y Besu UCK/byUera TOKaI-
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HUX Boha U 3adeTKa IIVMpera IPUCTYIA IOMUTHYKOM IIPOCTOPY He yBakaBa fla TaKBO
HIMpee caMo 1o cebu Huje JOBO/BHO fa 61 ce gorabaj okBamdnKoBao Kao peBOIyLUO-
HapaH. 3aHeMapuBatbe OBe CTABKe TOBOJAM /10 3aMeHe HecIyTaHocTu 1 cnoboge. Ilocroje,
Kako ucTrde XaHa APeHT, HeOIIXOfIHe IIPETIOCTaBKe PEBOIYLMje Koje caMe 1o cebu He
4yHe PeBONYLjY, a HeciyTaHocT je Mehy mwuma (Arendt, 1972, str. 205; Arendt, 2006,
str. 19). JIunn u Crenas, y Tpehoj rpynn, mpesuiiie ce ocIamajy Ha yIOry eanra. AKo je
[Tnumrana peBoaynnja 6uma caMo pasMeHa eInTa, 13 apeHTCKe MePCIeKTuBe TO je 61ta
no6yHa, y Hajoo/beM cry4ajy (Arendt, 2006, str. 30-31). OHa Huje ycIerna ja CBUM JbyIUMa
PaBHOMEPHO IIPOIIVPY MOTYRHOCT 3a Je/oBaibe U KOHIENTYAIHO je 3aBMCHA Of ujgje
Ja je TIOMMTUKA TEXHOKPATCKa BEITVHA pajia MIN IPOU3BOJIILE, a He JleI0Barbe I TOBOP
Mmeby jennaknma. JInun u Cremnan ce 6apeM Apske je3uKa PyHType, alu TO He IIpeBeHMpa
KOHIIETITyasIHe IpobjieMe CBODera MONMuTIKe Ha TeXHOKPATHjy POKyCHpameM Ha eIuTe,
kako Kpandi ucnpasHo nctude.

XaHa ApeHT Jjaje KOPUCTaH MOACETHMK JIa Ce IpaMaTVYHNU TPEHYTaK Yy jABHOM K-
BOTY ,MO>X€ 3aBPIINTH KOHTPaPEBOIYLIMjOM, YCIIOCTAB/babeM JUKTAType U ... TOTATHUM
AQHTHUK/IMMAaKCOM: He MOpa fja joBefie Hu 1o dera” (Arendt, 1972, str. 205). Ako peBoyuuje
Mopajy fa Oyny olrpaBiaHe THMe Jia Ce JellaBajy y MMe cIo00fie CBUX /by Y UCTOPUjCKI
IPaBOIMHUjCKOM CBETY KOjH HaIJlalllaBa HOBJHY, 03 0031pa Ha IInTabe Hacuba, [lmm-
IIaHa peBOMyLMja He yCIleBa fIa MCIYHM OBaj cTaHAapi. Ako ce Tpeha u deTBpra rpy-
ma Mame 6aBe IMTambMMa MCTOPUje, BpeMeHa 1 HOBUHE, a BIIIIe INTambMUMa c1obofe u
jemHAKOCTH, He Tpeba MOTLEHNTH BaXXHOCT IPBUX MUTAMHA - Tj. BAKHOCT MOJEPHOCTI
- 3a MoryhnocT fja gorabaj mocrane pesonyiuja.

KoHayHO, 110 NMuTamy 4eXOCTOBaYKOr MCKYCTBa 13 1989. roguHe, Kakap je OfHOC
usMehy cTpykrypanHumx murama c1o060fie U jeFHAKOCTU U MCTOPUjCKO-BPEMEHCKUX
IUTamba MCTOpHje, BpeMeHa 1 HOBMHe? AKO OBO MCKYCTBO HUje PeBOTYLMja Y CMUCITY
fa je KOHTMHYUTET u3Mehy KOMYHUCTMYKOT M IMOCTKOMYHMCTUYKOL CHUCTEMa BIACTHU
omoryhno muperme IPUCTYIIA MIOTUTUYKOM IIPOCTOPY [ieIOBaba KOjI je Ha Kpajy moMme-
1120 C7I060/TY M HECITy TAHOCT, YC/IOBe 3a MOT'YNHOCT [le/loBarba 1 TOBOpPa M CaMo Jie/I0Batbe
VI TOBOP, YMHM C€ J]a je YIIPaBO TO MHTEPECOBAaIbE 32 KOHTUHYNUTET IOCTENIIA HEJOCTAT-
Ka HOBMHe y TpaH3uiuju usMehy tux cucrema. OfHOCHO, 0Baj KOHTUHYUTET HACTAO je
3axBa/byjyhu nHTepecoBatby 3a MOBpaTak Ha IpedepupaHy UCTOPUJCKY Iy Tamby. AKO Cy
IBa CyIapHMYKa CUCTeMa BEIMKOT MCTOPMjCKOT HapaTMBa MOJEPHA II0 CBOjOj HapaTUB-
HOCTH, MHTepeCcOBabe 3a IOBPATaK jefHOM Off bux he ogpxkaru KoHTHHYUTET. IIpobiem
HIIje Nie0Iornja Kao TakBa, Beh To 1mTo je mpasHa. OB/ie MOEPHOCT, CMAaTPaHa IIPOjeKTOM
KOju je 3aBplIeH, HeMa Jla IIOHY/Y HUIITA HOBO, aJl¥ OHO IITO HYJM jé MHCIIMPATUBHO U
upeanHo. Ta aMOfIePHOCT je Pasjor MITO MOCTOjU KOHTHUHYUTET usMehy HopMmanusanuje
U OHOTa LITO je ycmenuno. Ynmennna fa ce Immimana peponynyja Hije y3auraa Ha HUBO
peBonyuuje, HeHU HeJoCTaly y TOIIefy CTPYKType HMPUCTYIAa IOMUTUYKOM IIPOCTO-
Py U KOHIIENITya/THA 3aMeHa CJI000fie 11 HeCIyTAaHOCTY, HUCY PAs3/Iosy LITO OHA HUje HU
MOJiepHa HM IIOCTMOJIEpHA. YMECTO TOTa, He€Ha aMOJEPHOCT, TO IITO HMje MOJEepPHA, a/ln
IpuIajja MOJEPHOCTH, H-€Ha HE3AMHTEPECOBAHOCT 3a Pa3sMaTpPambe MM CTBaparbe HOBUX
KOHIIETIATa, Cy pasjosu 300r Kojux Hije 61Ia peBoyLuja.
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