:[)Femy§1ime-11 o Evropé&, o tom, co Evropa
je a co pro nds znamena, objevujeme, Ze
Evropé jako tématu naSeho premySleni je
vlastni jakasi unikavost. ZjiStujeme, Ze
ani nevime, jak pred néami miZe stat
Evropa jako fenomén. VZdyt jsme-1i sou-
¢asti jeji tradice, Jjejiho duchovniho
prostoru, tvori Evropa ramec veSkerému
naSemu pohledu na svét. Abychom tedy
moh1i Fici, co Evropa je, chybi ném, coby
Evropantim, na jedné strané odstup od ni
(mdme-1i vibec tuto moZnost), na druhé
strané citime, Ze odstup by znamenal
ztrdtu porozuméni pro jemné predivo vzta-
hi, z nichZ se Evropa skldadéd a neustale
vyriusta. MaZeme vSak TFici, co Evropa
obecné i v této dé&jinné chvili pro nas
znamena. Samozrejmé nikdy nelze zcela
opustit otdzku, co Evropa je, co je pro
ni podstatné a co tvorfi jeji zaklad.
Snazime-1i se vSak podstatu a specifié-
nost kulturniho fenoménu Evropy urdit,
rikame-1i napr., Ze je tvoren antikou,
kfestanstvim, Zidovskym mySlenim a jeSté
mnohymi dalS$imi vlivy navic, vZdy pFi
podrobnéjsim pohledu zjiStujeme, Ze se
norime do spleti kultur a nazorovych ten-
denci cCasto protichidnych a vzédjemné se
potirajicich, jeZ navic v3echny chtéji,
aby na né bylo navazovdno. Evropu krom
toho formuje i setkdvéani s neevropskymi
pohledy na svét, v nichZ je Evropa zpo-
chybriovdna a které Evropa sama zpochybfiu-
je. DuleZité vSak je, aby nés zjisténfi,
Ze nelze najit néjaky pevny zéklad,
nevedlo k nazorové 1ibovili ¢&i k Gmyslné
tvorbé myS$lenkovych konstrukci, ale obréa-
tilo pozornost na nds samotné, na nas
vztah k této mnohoznacnosti. Jen diky néam
totiZ ona nesjednocend splet tvori jeden
svét, svét Evropy. Evropa tedy neni jen
sv8tadil, ale svét sam ve smyslu urcité-
ho zplUsobu proZivéni. (Tento existencial-
ni pojem svéta, chapajici svét jako zpu-
sob rozuméni byti a vécem a zasazujici
svét do subjektu, je ovSem nutno brat
jako metaforu. Presnéji Feceno, jde
v téchto souvislostech o Evropu Jjako
o urcité prozivani svéta.)

:[]ﬁstorie Evropy Jjako urcCitého zplsobu
proZivédni svéta je predev§im kulturni
historii. ProtoZe si tuto historii neu-
stdle privlastiujeme a proZzivame ji osob-
né, jednd se o historii stdle Zivou, coZ
znamend historii obohacujici, ale zéroven
i ohroZujici. Nikdy si totiZ nemlZeme byt
jisti, zda znovu neoZiji problémy zdénli-
vé jiz vyreSené ¢i dokonce zapomenuté.
Raciondalné vzato 1ze sice ze spleti rluz-
nych kultur a jejich historie vybrat vidy
to, co povaZujeme za pozitivni a pro nés
urcujici, presto (nebo prdvé diky tomu)
vSak mezi stopami této idedIni historie
vzdy zustavaji oblasti nejasné a ohroZu-
jici. Nejruznéjsi excesy tak nejsou
evropské kulturni tradici nécim vnéjsim,
¢imsi barbarskym, ale né&&im hluboce
vlastnim. Nejsou dokonce ani pouze pre-
chodnym, historickym omylem, jenZ je bez
moznosti opakovédni. V tomto smyslu je,
v disledku pritomné nejistoty, Evropa
neustale v krizi. Nejednd se vSak o krizi
jako symptom néjakého prechodné destruk-
tivniho procesu (jimZ je napr. hospodar-
skd krize ¢i krize v prubéhu nemoci), ale
spiSe o permanentni stfet rdznych moZnos-
ti, diky kterému se neustédle otevird pros-

f we think about Europe, about what it

is and what it means to us, we come to
a conclusion that Europe as a theme some-
what eludes us. We find we do not know how
to conceive of Europe as a phenomenon.
Since we are part of its tradition, its
spiritual space, Europe is a framework of
our view of the world as such. Thus to be
able to say what Europe is, we,
Europeans, on the one hand lack the
necessary distance from it (if it s
achievable at all), on the other hand we
feel that this distance could result in
a loss of understanding of the fine skein
of relations that Europe consists of and
stems from. We can, however, say what
Europe 1in general and Europe at this
point of history means to us. We can never
avoid the question what Europe is, what
is essential to it and what forms its
basis. Trying to define the essence and
specificity of the cultural phenomenon of
Europe we, for example, say that it is
moulded by Antiquity, Christianity,
Jewish thinking, and many other influen-
ces. In a more detailed examination,
however, we must discover that we are
plunging into a mixture of cultures and
tendencies of opinions, often adverse and
incompatible, which, moreover, all ask to
be continued. Besides, Europe 1is also
formed by encounters with non-European
views of the world, in which Europe is
questioned and which, in turn, Europe
itself questions. Coming to a conclusion
that no firm basis can be established, we
must not, however, be led to arbitrary
views or deliberate constructions, but we
should turn the attention to ourselves,
to our relation to this ambiguity. It is
in fact thanks to us that this heteroge-
neous mixture forms one world, the world
of Europe. Thus Europe is not only a con-
tinent, but the world itself in the sense
of a certain way of experiencing it.
(This existential view of the world,
which conceives of the world as under-
standing being and objects and integra-
ting the world into the subject, must of
course be understood as a metaphor. To
put it more precisely, Europe should thus
be conceived of as a certain kind of expe-
rience of the world).

he history of Europe as a certain way

of experiencing the world is above all
the cultural history. As we continue
appropriating this history and experien-
cing it personally, it keeps being alive,
which means it is an enriching history,
but it is also threatening. We can never
be sure if the seemingly resolved, or
even forgotten problems might not come
alive again. In a rational attitude, we
can always choose from the mixture of
various cultures and their history what
we consider positive and determining for
us, but yet (or perhaps Jjust because of
it) this ideal history always comprises
unclear and threatening areas. The vari-
ous excesses thus may not be something
exterior, or even barbaric in relation to
European cultural tradition, but somet-
hing very innate to it. And such excesses
do not merely represent a temporary his-
torical error which cannot be repeated.
In this sense, Europe keeps going through
crises precisely because of the present



tor pro historické déni. Proto se musime
stidle soustredovat na to, co je podstat-
né, na Cem zAavisi nad$ dal3i osud. Jsme
nuceni usilovat nejen o pouhé zachovani
Jivota, ale musime hledat i to, co nale-
mu osudu d&va smysl. Krize tak dodava
dynamiku nejednotné evropské tradici
a nuti nas klast si zéavazZné otdazky.

;Ej1§tujeme, 7e podstatu Evropy nelze
ztotoznit s néjakou spole&nou kulturni
tradici nebo se souvislosti ruznych tra-
dic, ale Ze je nutno hledat ji v nas
samotnych, Ze souvisi s naSim rozhodnutim
vyznat se ve sv&té, v rlaznosti kulturnich
odkaz(i i v sob& samém. Evropa, tak jak ji
rozumime, je tedy vZdy v néjakém smyslu
subjektivni. Nikdy se v3ak nejednd o pou-
hou osobni Tlibov(li. Subjektivni stranka
Evropy je spiSe odkazem na fakt, Ze pravé
Evropa je mistem, kde vznika svobodny
subjekt. V Evropé &lovék vychézi z predem
danych mezi, otevird se svétu a sam se
sna?i nahlédnout do struktur pPFirody ¢i
spole&nosti. OpuSténi daného a v jistém
smyslu bezpe&ného ramce je nutnou podmin-
kou pro vznik svobodného subjektu.
Svobodny subjekt vnit¥né tvorici podstatu
Evropy je ov3em zodpovédny i za jeji pro-
blémy. Odstup od dosavadnich jistot je
aktem reflexe, rozhovorem se sebou samym.
Zaroveli viak z toho plyne velkd odpovéd-
nost a riziko, nebot tento dialog slouZi
pouze konstituci subjektu. Reflexe nema
jiny predem stanoveny cil neZ zkouméani
danych jistot. Nelze tedy zarudit, Ze

““““““ jistoty nebudou zniceny (tak
do%lo k rozbiti svéta mytu, v némZz exi-
stovaly odpov&di na v3echny dileZité
Jivotni otazky, ¢&i ke ztrdté viry Jjako
srozumitelné Zivotni osy). Reflexe navic
nema moznost né&jaké vné&jsi korekce, nedo-
ké7e urcit, jak daleko sahajf hranice
jeji vlastni jistoty ani odli3it, nakolik
je smiSena s nahodilym a nerozumnym miné-
nim. Z tohoto divodu je snaha konstituo-
vat subjekt a nahlédnout do struktury
véci a déni odvaZnym &inem. Aktem, jenZ
vede ke svobod&, ale nuti Clovéka pFi-
jmout i porazku a bloud&nf (Zivot
v krizi). To v8e ukazuje nesamoziejmost
ginu, jenZ konstituoval Evropu - svét,
ktery se stal vytvorem i (kolem svobod-
nych 1idi.

Kamil Nabélek

insecurity. It is not, however, a crisis
which is a symptom of some transitory
destructive process (such as an economic
crisis or a crisis in the course of an
illness), but rather a permanent conflict
of diverse possibilities, thanks to which
the space for historical action is always
open. This is why we must continually
focus on what is essential, what our
further fate depends on. Not only must we
strive for the mere preservation of Tlife,
but we must also search for what gives
meaning to our existence. The crisis adds
dynamism to the heterogeneous European
tradition and makes us ask important
questions.

hus we find that the essence of Europe

cannot be identified with a common cul-
tural tradition or 1links among various
traditions, but that is it necessary to
search for it in ourselves, that it is
related to our determination to try to
find our bearings in this world, in the
variety of cultural legacies and in our
own selves. Europe as we conceive of it
is always subjective in a sense. But this
subjectivity is never personally arbitra-
ry. The subjective aspect of Europe rat-
her points to the fact that Europe is the
place where a free subject comes into
existence. In Europe, one takes into
account the given limitations, opens one-
self to the world and tries to examine the
structures of nature and society. The
necessary condition for the rise of the
free subject is the abandoning of the
given and relatively secure framework. As
a free subject, however, forms the inner
essence of Europe, it must also be res-
ponsible for Europe’s problems. To
distance oneself from the hitherto exis-
ting securities is an act of reflection,
a dialogue with one’s self. But it invol-
ves great responsibility and risk, for
this dialogue only serves the constituti-
on of the subject. The reflection has no
other intended objective than an examina-
tion of the given securities. Thus it is
not possible to guarantee that the former
securities might not be destroyed (this
is how the world of myth was destroyed,
in which answers to all vital questions
existed; or how belief as a comprehensib-
le axis of life was lost). Moreover, re-
flection has no possibility of any exter-
nal correction, it cannot define how far
the confines of its own security reach,
nor determine the extent to which it is
mixed with the incidental and insensible
opinions. For this reason, to try to con-
stitute the subject and examine the
structure of objects and action is a cou-
rageous act. An act which leads to free-
dom, but which also makes one accept
defeat and an occasional loss of
one’s way (a life in crisis). A1l this
demonstrates that the action which con-
stituted Europe as a world that became
both the creation and assignment of free
people, is not self-evident.

Kamil Nabélek



