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PRATARME

Butinybe sugrjzti prie atsakomybés problemos pirmiausia paskatino dabarties pa-
saulio i§$tikiai - COVID-19, karai, ekologinés problemos ir kt. Vieni jy rodo, kad
kazkas prazitiréta, nepadaryta, nesuprasta, kiti - signalizuoja nauja, pasikeitusj pa-
saulj. Todél ir sugrjzimas prie atsakomybés problemos pareikalavo i§ miisy kelti
dvejopa uzdavinj - atsizvelgti  atsakomybés savokos geneze ir plétote Vakary fi-
losofinéje tradicijoje, o taip pat apmastyti naujas metodologines prieigas. Stebime
procesa, kai tradicine atsakomybés samprata, besiremiancig autonomisku asmeniu,
atsakingu uz savo veiklos pasekmes, keicia socialiniy, technologiniy ir ekologiniy
saity jsisgmoninimas, vedantis j kolektyvinj veikimg, Zalos atlyginimg ir pagalbg
kenéian¢iam. Sis kolektyvinis veikimas suponuoja ne tik dabar gyvenanéiy Zmo-
niy atsakomybe, bet ir tarpgeneracing atsakomybe - santykj su praeities ir ateities
kartomis (plg. Hans Jonas Das Prinzip Verantwortung. Versuch einer Ethik fiir die
technologische Zivilisation (1979), Tiziana Andina A Philosophy for Future Genera-
tions: The Structure and Dynamics of Transgenerationality (2022)). Taciau issiplétes
atsakomybés laukas nebitinai reiskia atsakomybés ir kaltés prisiémimg, mat asmens
konkretaus sprendimo ir pasirinkimo rysys su $iuo globaliai i$siplétusiu lauku tam-
pa neaiskus ir sunkiai ap¢iuopiamas (plg. Timothy Clark The Value of Ecoctiticism
(2019), Jacques Derrida Donner la mort (1992)). Todél vis daugiau svorio teikiama
institucijoms, daugelyje visuomenés gyvenimo sri¢iy formuojasi draudiminé atsa-
komybé, potencialiai galinti tapti prielaida solidariems veiksmams, taciau pats $ios
atsakomybés turinys lieka miglotas, nes atsakingo subjekto vietg uzima sistemos
jpareigoty dalyviy tinklas. Bandant suprasti §j kompleksinj procesa, $iame Zurnalo
numeryje siekiama atsakomybés problemg aptarti skirtingy sri¢iy - etikos, teisés
ir politikos - sankirtoje.

Athena: filosofijos studijos nr. 19 pradedamas pranciizy filosofo Paulio Ri-
cceuro straipsnio ,, Atsakomybés sagvoka: semantinés analizés bandymas® vertimu
i lietuviy kalbg (verté Dobilé Kisielitité). Ricceuras aptaria atsakomybés sgvokos
»0diséja“, pradedant teisiniu ir filosofiniu diskursais, kuriuose atsakomybés savo-



kos pirmtake tampa ,jraSymo j saskaitg®, ,jskaitymo* (pranc. imputation) savoka,
leidzianti kalbéti tiek apie veiksmo priskyrima subjektui, tiek apie atlygj. Perei-
damas prie $iuolaikinio atsakomybés idéjos iSplétojimo, Ricceuras imasi dvejopos
strategijos: atsakomybés sagvokos numoralinimo (teiséje) ir sumoralinimo (etikoje).
Sios priesingomis kryptimis nukreiptos pastangos jam leidZia parodyti, kad atsako-
mybés sgvokos issiplétimg Siuolaikiniame diskurse 1émeé, viena vertus, transforma-
cijos juridiniame lauke, kita vertus - su moralumu susije poky¢iai uz teisés riby.
Juridinéje plotméje ryskéja bandymas atsieti atsakomybe nuo kaltés — peréjimas
nuo bausmés prie zZalos atitaisymo idéjos, prie atsakomybés be kaltés idéjos, kaltés
idéjos pakeitimas rizikos idéja ir pan. Perkélus akcentg nuo jtariamo zalos kalti-
ninko j nukentéjusjjj, priartéjama prie visisko atsakomybés uz savo veiksmus pa-
naikinimo. Vis délto, kaip teigia Ricceuras, sykiu iSryskéja ir didziulis paradoksas:
visuomengje, kurioje, sgmoningai siekiama jtvirtinti rizikos filosofijg ir kalbama tik
apie solidarumg ,,konkretaus atsakingo asmens kerstinga paieska prilygsta ty, kurie
identifikuojami kaip Zalos sukéléjai, naujam kaltinimui®. Savo ruoztu moralinéje
plotméje atsakomybés sgvoka issiplecia tiek, kad jau¢iameés atsakingais uz kitg Zmo-
gy, uz kitg asmenj, o retrospektyvy zvilgsnj kei¢ia prospektyvus (atsakomybé uz
busimas veiksmo pasekmes). Tacdiau ir ¢ia Ricceuras jZvelgia pavojy: atsakomybés
amplitudés iSplétimas erdvéje ir laike ,,gali turéti prie$ingg efekta, kai pasidaro nebe-
jmanoma aptikti keliskart padauginto bei atskiesto atsakomybés subjekto®. Filosofas
sitlo grjzti prie apdairumo dorybés (phronesis, prudentia), galin¢ios padéti tarp
nesuskaic¢iuojamy veiksmo pasekmiy atpazinti tas, uz kurias pagrijstai galime buti
laikomi atsakingais.

Antrame skyriuje, pavadintame ,,Permastant atsakomybés ir kaltés rysi‘, pu-
blikuojamas Naglio Kardelio straipsnis, skirtas atsakomybés ir kaltés analizei seno-
vés graiky bei $iuolaikiniame mastyme. Kardelis, laikydamasis panasios strategijos
kaip ir Ricceuras, pradeda nuo semantinés analizés, atkreipdamas démesj j tai, kad
senosios graiky kalbos terminais, sinkretiskai perteikianciais atsakomybés ir kaltés
reikSmes (hupologos; aitios; logon didonai), atsakomybe linkstama apibrézti kaip
potencialig kalte, o atsakinguosius laikyti pozityviosiomis ar negatyviosiomis tiek
ju paciy samoningai atlikty blogy veiksmy, tiek ir nepajégty uzkardyti kity asmeny
piktavaliy veiksmy ar $iaip nelaimingy nutikimy ,,priezastimis® Jdomu tai, kad Kar-
delis graiky filosofiniuose tekstuose atranda autentiskesnj atsakomybés be kaltés,
suvokimg, siedamas ji su riipesciu (meleté) — visy pirma ripesciu dél saves paties.
Arinas Sverdiolas straipsnyje ,Tauta kaip pasirinkimas® analizuoja Ernesto Renano
tautos kaip kasdieninio plebiscito samprata, pagal kurig priklausymas tautai stei-
giamas samoningo, valingo ir / ar aistrinio apsisprendimo pagrindu. Suproblemin-

damas §ig sampratg, Sverdiolas pasitelkia dramatiska ir tragiska Lietuvos istorijos
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- iSeivijos i8likimo, Holokausto, Klaipédos krasto aneksijos, kolaboravimo su naciy
ir soviety rezimais — tematikg ir kelia ,sunkaus palikimo®, kaltés ir atsakomybés
klausimus. Jolanta Saldukaityté straipsnyje ,, Atleidimas ir atsakomybé Emmanue-
lio Levino filosofijoje” teigia, kad Levino begaliné atsakomybés samprata néra tie-
siogiai susijusi su atleidimu Kitam. Pasitelkdama Holokausto pavyzdi, ji parodo,
kad atleidimo trivializavimas bei banalizavimas tampa nepadoriu, mat nebéra j ka
kreiptis atleidimo. Pasak jos, atleidimas néra vien asmeninis reikalas - tai platesnis
atsakomybés prisiémimas uz bendruomene.

Treciame skyriuje publikuojamuose straipsniuose susitelkiama j teisingumo
ir atsakomybés santykj. Gretindamas Emmanuelio Levino ,.etika kaip pirmaja filo-
sofijg“ ir Immanuelio Kanto deklaruojamg ,,praktinio proto pirmenybe®, Richardas
A. Cohenas parodo, kad auksciausias jstatymo / désnio statusas gamtoje ir jstatyma
leidziancio proto autonomija jkalina Kantg epistemologinéje perspektyvoje, o Le-
vinas ,,pirmine teise“ pripazjsta esant moralinj imperatyva, reiklesnj nei jstatymo
taisyklé, kylantj i$ kito asmens kitybés ar veido. Levino opozicija Kantui ir legalisti-
niam liberalizmui Cohenas mato ne kaip opozicija teisei ar universalumui, bet kaip
argumentg uz tinkamga jy vertinimg, nuolatinj tobulinimg ir humanizavimg. Danuté
Bacevicitité svarsto, kaip misy teisingumo ir atsakomybés supratimg salygoja karo
diskursas. Analizuodama Rusijos karo Ukrainoje atvejj, ji parodo ,,humanitarinio
postkio“ tarptautinéje teiséje ir politikoje nesékme ir kylantj pavojy susiaurinti
teisingumg iki nugalétojo teisés ar atlygio principo. Pasitelkdama Emmanuelio Le-
vino ir Paulio Ricceuro teisingumo ir atsakomybés santykio analize, ji i$ryskina
teisinguma kaip pastangg suderinti du nebendramacdius reikalavimus - lygybe ir
artumg Kitam. Pasak jos, Levino radikali Kito kitybé implikuoja nepanaikinamg
mano atsakomybe, o moderuota Ricoeuro Kito kitybé - atsakomybe kaip pasi-
prieSinimg agresoriui. A. K. Ajeeshas straipsnyje ,,Liberalios teorijos ir ekologinis
teisingumas: nehierarchinio modelio svarstymai“ tyrinéja besiplétojantj aplinkos
teisingumo diskursg, kuriam reikalinga jtraukesné ir labiau saistanti prieiga, pri-
pazjstanti giluminius saitus tarp zmoniy, bendruomeniy ir gamtos pasaulio. Pasak
jo, liberaliose ekologinése teorijose (Johno Rawlso, Marthaos Nussbaum) daznai
pabréziamos individualios teisés ir Zzmogaus poreikiai, taciau nepakankamai atsi-
zvelgiama | platesnius — kolektyvinius ir ekologinius — aplinkos teisingumo aspek-
tus. Todél autorius mano, kad jtraukiant ¢iabuviy perspektyvas, posthumanizma
ir kryzminj aplinkosauginj pozitrj buty labiau atliepiamas kolektyvinio veiksmo
poreikis, pagarba ateities kartoms ir solidarumas susiduriant su socialiniais ir aplin-
kos issukiais.

Ketvirtame skyriuje, pavadintame ,,Politiné atsakomybé: nepaprastosios pa-

déties issukiai demokratijai“ svarstomi politiniai atsakomybés aspektai. Linas



Jokubaitis kritiskai analizuoja Hanso Jonaso pastangas permastyti pamatines eti-
nés ir politinés minties prielaidas ekologiniy i§stikiy akivaizdoje. Pasitelkdamas
Roberto Spaemanno interpretacija, Jokubaitis parodo, kad Hobbeso pradétoje ir
Jonaso pratestoje politinés minties tradicijoje nunyksta jtampa tarp elementaraus
iSgyvenimo ir gero gyvenimo, o tai jsteigia totalitaring funkcionalisting politine
ontologija. Corrado Piroddi straipsnyje COVID-19 pandemijos ir kity epidemijy
is$ukis analizuojamas kaip politiné nepaprastoji padétis bei nagrinéjami politiniai
nemedikamentiniy intervencijy bruozai. Piroddi teigimu, tokiy intervencijy patei-
sinimui reikalinga ne tik mokslinés bendruomenés parama, bet ir gilus jy etinio
tvarumo ir moralinio saziningumo supratimas. Jis argumentuoja, kad nepaprastyjy
sveikatos politikos priemoniy jteisinimas neatsiejamas nuo priemoniy nesalisku-
mo, jy nediskriminuojancio pobudzio, nepaprastyjy veikimo budy jgyvendinimo
skaidrumo bei glaudaus santykio tarp esanciyjy valdzioje ir pilieciy, kuriems $i
valdzia tarnauja.

Paskutiniuose dviejuose numerio skyriuose publikuojamas Audronés Zu-
kauskaités ir Danutés Baceviciatés pokalbis, skirtas Emmanuelio Levino filosofinés
minties aktualumui $iuolaikiniame diskurse, o taip pat Audronés Zukauskaités re-
cenzija ,Kaip dekolonizuoti vaizduote?“ Kristupo Saboliaus knygai Immaginazione.
Al di la dellAntropocene, 2024 Lit Edizioni (Imagination Beyond The Anthropocene).

Dékoju visiems, prisidéjusiems prie $io numerio atsiradimo, ir viliuosi, kad
bendromis autoriy ir skaitytojy pastangomis po truputj formuosis dialoginés atsa-
komybeés laukas.
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PREFACE

The necessity to revisit the problem of responsibility was primarily prompted by the
challenges of our contemporary world - COVID-19, wars, ecological crises, and
more. Some of these challenges highlight oversight, inaction, or misunderstanding,
while others signal a transformed and ever-changing world. Consequently, the
return to the problem of responsibility required us to tackle a dual task: to consider
the genesis and development of the concept of responsibility in the Western
philosophical tradition, and to reflect on new methodological approaches.

We observe a process wherein the traditional notion of responsibility, based on
an autonomous individual accountable for the consequences of their actions, is being
replaced by an awareness of social, technological, and ecological interconnections.
This shift leads to collective action, reparations, and assistance to those who are
suffering. Such collective action implies not only the responsibility of the living
but also intergenerational responsibility — a relationship with both past and future
generations (cf. Hans Jonas’s The Imperative of Responsibility: In Search of an Ethics
for the Technological Age [1979] and Tiziana Andinas A Philosophy for Future
Generations: The Structure and Dynamics of Transgenerationality [2022]). However,
this expanded field of responsibility does not necessarily mean assuming guilt or
accountability, as the connection between an individuals specific decisions and
this globally expanded field becomes unclear and difficult to grasp (cf. Timothy
ClarK’s The Value of Ecocriticism [2019] and Jacques Derrida’s The Gift of Death [1992]).

As a result, increasing weight is given to institutions, and in many areas of
societal life, a form of insurance-based responsibility emerges. While this may
potentially serve as a foundation for solidarity, the essence of this responsibility often
remains vague, as the role of the accountable subject is supplanted by a network of
participants obligated by systemic structures.

In attempting to understand this complex process, this issue of Athena:
Philosophical Studies seeks to address the problem of responsibility at the intersection

of ethics, law, and politics.



Volume 19 opens with a Lithuanian translation of French philosopher
Paul Ricceur’s article, “The Concept of Responsibility: An Essay in Semantic
Analysis” (translated by Dobilé Kisieliaté). Ricceur explores the “odyssey” of
the concept of responsibility, beginning with its roots in legal and philosophical
discourses, where the term’s predecessor, the notion of “imputation’, allows for
discussions of both the attribution of actions to a subject and compensation. Moving
to the contemporary development of the idea of responsibility, Ricceur employs a
dual strategy: the demoralization of responsibility in law and its moralization in
ethics. These opposing efforts enable Ricceur to demonstrate that the expansion
of the concept of responsibility in contemporary discourse has been driven by
transformations within the legal field and moral changes beyond the bounds of
law. In the legal realm, there is a discernible attempt to separate responsibility
from guilt - a shift from punishment toward the idea of reparation, responsibility
without guilt, and the substitution of the idea of guilt with that of risk. By
shifting the focus from the alleged perpetrator of harm to the victim, this process
approaches the complete removal of responsibility for one’s actions. Nevertheless,
as Ricoeur observes, a significant paradox emerges: in a society striving to establish
a philosophy of risk and solidarity, the vengeful search for a “concrete responsible
person” becomes akin to a renewed accusation of those identified as the cause
of harm. In the ethical realm, the concept of responsibility expands to such an
extent that we feel responsible for another person, with a shift from retrospective
to prospective responsibility (responsibility for the future consequences of
actions). However, Ricceur also identifies a danger here: the spatial and temporal
broadening of responsibility may result in the inability to identify the subject of
responsibility, which becomes increasingly diluted and fragmented. The philosopher
suggests a return to the virtue of prudence (phronesis, prudentia), which can help
discern the consequences of actions for which we may justifiably be considered
responsible.

The second section, titled Rethinking the Relationship Between Responsibility
and Guilt, features Naglis Kardelis’s article, which analyzes responsibility and guilt
in ancient Greek and contemporary thought. Kardelis adopts a similar strategy to
Riceeur’s, beginning with a semantic analysis. He highlights that ancient Greek
terms such as hupologos, aitios, and logon didonai, which syncretically express
responsibility and guilt, often define responsibility as potential guilt, viewing
those responsible as positive or negative “causes” of both deliberate harmful
actions and inadvertent misfortunes. Interestingly, Kardelis finds a more authentic
understanding of responsibility without guilt in ancient Greek philosophical texts,

associating it with care (meleté), particularly care for oneself.
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Arunas Sverdiolas’s article, “Nation as a Choice”, examines Ernest Renan’s
concept of the nation as a daily plebiscite, based on conscious, voluntary, and
often passionate decision-making. Problematizing this notion, Sverdiolas addresses
themes from Lithuania’s dramatic and tragic history — emigration, the Holocaust,
the annexation of the Klaipéda region, and collaboration with Nazi and Soviet
regimes - raising questions of “difficult legacies,” guilt, and responsibility.

Jolanta Saldukaityté’s article, “Forgiveness and Responsibility in Emmanuel
Levinas’s Philosophy”, argues that Levinas’s concept of infinite responsibility is not
directly tied to forgiveness of the Other. Using the Holocaust as an example, she
shows how trivializing and banalizing forgiveness can become inappropriate when
there is no one left to ask for forgiveness. According to her, forgiveness is not
merely a personal matter - it entails a broader assumption of responsibility for the
community.

The third section Justice and Responsibility: Towards Self-Critical Justice
explores the relationship between justice and responsibility. Richard A. Cohen
compares Emmanuel Levinas’s “ethics as first philosophy” with Immanuel Kant’s
prioritization of practical reason. He demonstrates how Kant’s emphasis on the
autonomy of law-giving reason confines him to an epistemological perspective,
whereas Levinas elevates the moral imperative arising from the Other’s alterity
as the “primary law” Cohen interprets Levinass opposition to Kant and legalistic
liberalism not as a rejection of law or universality but as a call for their continual
refinement and humanization.

Danuté Baceviciuté examines how the discourse of war shapes our
understanding of justice and responsibility. Using the example of Russia’s war in
Ukraine, she highlights the failure of the “humanitarian turn” in international
law and politics and the risk of reducing justice to victor’s justice or retribution.
Drawing on Levinas and Ricceur, she portrays justice as an effort to reconcile the
incommensurable demands of equality and proximity to the Other. According to her,
Levinas’s radical alterity of the Other implies an unending personal responsibility,
while Ricoeur’s moderated alterity envisions responsibility as resistance to the
aggressor.

A. K. Ajeesh’s article, “Liberal Theories and Ecological Justice: Proposing a
Non-Hierarchical Framework’, explores the evolving discourse of environmental
justice. According to him, liberal ecological theories (John Rawls, Martha
Nussbaum, etc.) often emphasise individual rights and human needs, but fail to
take into account the broader - collective and ecological — aspects of environmental
justice. Ajeesh argues that integrating Indigenous perspectives, posthumanism, and
intersectional environmental approaches better addresses the need for collective



action, respect for future generations, and solidarity in the face of social and
environmental challenges.

The fourth section, Political Responsibility: Challenges to Democracy in States
of Emergency, discusses the political dimensions of responsibility. Linas Jokubaitis
critically examines Hans Jonas’s efforts to rethink the foundational premises of
ethical and political thought in the face of ecological crises. Using Robert Spaemann’s
interpretation, Jokubaitis highlights how the tradition of political thought, from
Hobbes to Jonas, dissolves the tension between elementary physical survival and
the good life, establishing a totalitarian functionalist political ontology.

Corrado Piroddi analyzes the challenges posed by the COVID-19 pandemic
and other epidemics as political emergencies, exploring the ethical sustainability
and moral legitimacy of non-pharmaceutical interventions. According to Piroddi,
justifying such interventions requires not only the support of the scientific
community but also a deep understanding of their ethical sustainability and moral
integrity. He argues that legitimizing such measures requires not only scientific
support but also transparency, fairness, and trust between those in power and the
citizens they serve.

The final sections feature a conversation between Audroné Zukauskaité
and Danuté Bacevicitité on the relevance of Emmanuel Levinas’s philosophy in
contemporary discourse, as well as a review by Audroné Zukauskaité of Kristupas
Sabolius’s book Immaginazione. Al di la dellAntropocene, 2024 Lit Edizioni
(Imagination Beyond the Anthropocene) (2024).

I would like to thank everyone who contributed to this issue and hope that,
through the combined efforts of authors and readers, we can gradually cultivate a
field of dialogical responsibility.
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