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Jiny hlas: Many thanks, | am really willing to... Excuse me for a moment. Before starting, | will be really
willing to thank you for this invitation.

Jiny hlas: Nez zac¢nu, rad bych podékoval za toto pozvani.

Jiny hlas: It is really great pleasure for me to be amongst you and | hope to come again.

Jiny hlas: Je to pro mé potéseni, Ze m(zu byt mezi vami a doufam, ze jesté také prijdu.

Jiny hlas: | was told by Mrs. Barbo Day that the general topics of this year was ethics of your seminar.
Jiny hlas: Bylo mi fec¢eno pani Barbo Day, Ze hlavnim tématem tohoto roku vaseho seminare byla etika.
Jiny hlas: And given that one of the main topics discussed in contemporary ethical theory, in anglo-saxon
political philosophy, is the topics of distributive justice.

Jiny hlas: A jednim z takovych nejhlavnéjsich témat, které je diskutovano v soucasné etice, v anglosaské
politické filosofii, je téma distributivni spravedInosti.

Jiny hlas: Then | decided to give you a simple talk about this topic.

Jiny hlas: Tak jsem se rozhodl, Ze vdm dam o tomto tématu prednasku.

Jiny hlas: The topic of distributive justice has become extremely popular in America and in England and in
all anglo-saxon countries, starting from the work of John Rawls, whose major book was published in
1971 and is called A Theory of Justice.

Jiny hlas: Toto téma distributivni spravedInosti se stalo velmi popularni v anglosaské oblasti, v Americe a
ve Velké Britanii, a to diky dilu Johna Rawlse z roku 1971, ktera se jmenuje Teorie spravedInosti.

Jiny hlas: And this book has been extremely influential, and starting from it, a lot of other books and
criticism were developed about John Rawls' political and ethical theory. And the most of this criticism
and of these books were exactly centered on the concept of distributive justice.

Jiny hlas: Tato kniha byla velmi vlivna, vyvolala spoustu kritik a zejména tyto kritiky se soustfedovaly na
koncept pojeti praveé té distributivni spravedinosti.

Jiny hlas: Let me go first to the meaning of distributive justice.

Jiny hlas: Nejdrive tedy vyznam, smysl té distributivni spravedInosti.

Jiny hlas: Traditionally, justice is divided in two categories: retributive justice or commutative justice and
distributive justice.

Jiny hlas: Tradicné se déli spravedlnost na retributivni a distributivni, nebo také komutativnr.

Jiny hlas: Retributive and distributive. Commutative justice is the same as retributive justice.

Jiny hlas: Retributivni a distributivni. Komutativni spravedinost je totéz co retributivni spravedinost.

Jiny hlas: This division is already existing in Aristotle, of course. And | don't want to speak about the
history of philosophy, so | shall not go to the origin of this term. But just for grasping the meaning of the
difference. You are involved in commutative or retributive justice when you are answering this question:
what a man is worth of as a reward for what he has done?

Jiny hlas: Toto rozliseni mezi tou retributivni nebo komutativni spravedInosti na jedné strané a tou
distributivni na druhé jde hluboko do déjin filosofie, uz u Aristotela to najdeme. Tedy k tomu prvnimu: co
je podstatou té retributivni spravedinosti? Je to v podstaté situace, kdy se ptame, co si ¢lovék zaslouzi
jako odménu za to, co ucinil.

Jiny hlas: This is the concept of justice, for example, which exists in the criminal law. If you break the law,
then you have some reaction against you. And this is the reaction, the pain that you have to suffer is a
consequence of what you have done.

Jiny hlas: Je to v podstaté situace, kdy napriklad v oblasti trestniho prava je ¢lovék trestné postizen. To je
reakce, postih na jeho akci, to jest na to, co ucinil proti zAkonu. Toto je pfedmétem té retributivni
spravedInosti.



Jiny hlas: So the concept of retributive or commutative justice is the idea of justice which underlines all
the law starting from Roman law. When you say that a judge is applying justice, he is applying retributive
justice. This is the main point we have to make clear.

Jiny hlas: TakZe tato retributivni nebo komutativni spravedinost je vlastné podstatou Fimského prava.
KdyZ soudce uplatiuje odplatu za néjaky precin nebo zlocin, tak vlastné tim vykonava tuto retributivni
komutativni spravedInost.

Jiny hlas: However, we have also another completely different idea of justice, which sometimes is melted
and is confused, but we have to make clear this is completely different and is exactly the idea of
distributive justice.

Jiny hlas: Na druhé strané ovsem mame Uplné opacné pojeti spravedInosti, které ovsem ¢asto je
promiseno nebo zaménovano s tim prvnim, a to je ten distributivni koncept spravedInosti.

Jiny hlas: Distributive justice as a definition is concerned with the sharing of goods among individuals.
Jiny hlas: Kdybychom definovali distributivni spravedinost, pak jde o Gcast nebo podil lidi na dobru.
Hejdanek: Statkd, ne dobro. Statk(.

Jiny hlas: Goods. Goods. Goods. Goods. Not good. No, not good.

Jiny hlas: Statkd. Omlouvam se. Statkd.

Jiny hlas: So distributive justice is not concerned with sharing of good, but of goods. When you have
some goods, food for example, wealth, you must know how share this goods. This is the problem of
distributive justice.

Jiny hlas: TakZe ta distributivni se nezabyva distribuci dobra, nybrz statk(l. Mame-li statky, napriklad jidlo,
bohatstvi, jde o to, jak rozdélit spravedlivé statky, které jsou k dispozici.

Jiny hlas: Sometimes the concept of distributive justice is also called social justice.

Jiny hlas: Nékdy se také nazyva tato distributivni spravedInost socialni spravedInosti.

Jiny hlas: It's exactly the same problem. The problem of social justice is the problem of how goods must
be shared amongst individuals in a just way.

Jiny hlas: Je to skutecné tomu tak, jde tedy o problém, jak maji byt statky rozdéleny ve spolecnosti, aby
to bylo spravedlivé.

Jiny hlas: According to John Rawls, the concept of distributive justice is the basic concept for defining
what a good society is.

Jiny hlas: A podle toho autora, tedy ktery napsal tu Teorii spravedInosti, Johna Rawlse, je to skutecné
zakladni hledisko, podle kterého se ma posuzovat spravedliva spolec¢nost.

Jiny hlas: According to John Rawls, we can give a definition of what a just society is.

Jiny hlas: MUZeme podle ného dokonce predlozit definici, co je spravedliva spolecnost.

Jiny hlas: A society, according to John Rawls, can be called as just if and only if it is an agreement with the
two principles of justice.

Jiny hlas: Takova spolecnost je spravedliva, jestliZze existuje souhlas o dvou principech spravedInosti.

Jiny hlas: These two principles are: first, that any person in a society has the right to the maximum of
freedom compatible with the maximum of freedom of the others.

Jiny hlas: A ty dva principy jsou tyto: za prvé, Ze kazdy ¢len spolecnosti ma byt vybaven svobodou,
nejzazsi moznou svobodou, ktera jesté neohroZuje svobodu ostatnich.

Jiny hlas: This principle, of course, is called by John Rawls as a principle of justice, but it has nothing to do
with distributive justice.

Jiny hlas: John Rawls to nazyva sice principem spravedInosti, ale nema to viibec co Cinit s tou distributivni
spravedInosti.

Jiny hlas: However, the second principle of a just society is a principle of distributive justice. And the
principle is as follows: it says that any inequality of wealth and of positions in a society is justified, is
morally justified if and only if the existence of this difference is for the advantage of the less favoured.
Jiny hlas: Avsak druhy princip té spravedlivé spolecnosti je ten princip distributivni spravedInosti. A ten



princip je nasledujici: jakakoliv nerovnost v bohatstvi a v spolecenské pozici ve spolecnosti je moralné
ospravedlnéna, jestlize a jenom jestliZe existence tohoto rozdilu funguje ve prospéch téch
znevyhodnénych.

Jiny hlas: Perhaps | can repeat this principle in a different way, | can give a very simple example. If an
individual A has an income which is different from an individual B, this is morally justified if and only if -
it's a condition necessary and sufficient, as we say in mathematics.

Jiny hlas: Mozna bych mohl jesté zopakovat tento princip, uvést velmi prosty priklad. JestliZze individuum
A, pokud se tyce jeho pfijmu, se lisi od individua B, pak je to moralné zdtvodnéno, jestlize a jenom... to
je podminka tedy nutnd a postacuijici, jak se rika v matematice.

Jiny hlas: Necessary and sufficient.

Jiny hlas: Nutnd a postacujici, analyticky feceno.

Jiny hlas: This is justified if and only if the existence of this difference make the position of B better than
it would be without the existence of the difference.

Jiny hlas: Tak je to ospravedinéno tehdy, jestliZze ten rozdil v prijmech, jestlize existence toho, ktery je
znevyhodnén co do pfijmu, je lepsi za existence této diference, nez by byla, kdyby tato diference
neexistovala.

Jiny hlas: As an example: if an individual A is wealth of 120 and an individual B is wealth of 100, then this
difference is morally justified if and only if without this difference individual B would be rich for example
90.

Jiny hlas: Jestlize tedy ten priklad: ten jedinec A je ohodnocen na 120 a ten jedinec B na 100, pak tento
rozdil je moralné ospravedInén, jestlize a jen tehdy, jestlize bez této diference by ten jedinec, ktery ted
ma 100, klesl na 90.

Jiny hlas: This is a principle of distributive justice because it says that in this society all the goods must be
distributed according to this model. If the goods in a society are not distributed according to this
principle, this society is unjust, even if commutative or retributive justice is respected.

Jiny hlas: To je princip distributivni spravedInosti, protoze rika, Ze veskeré statky ve spolecnosti maji byt
rozdélovany podle tohoto modelu. Jestlize statky ve spolecnosti nejsou rozdélovany podle tohoto
principu, spole¢nost je nespravedliva, i kdyby byla respektovana ta prvni spravedinost, to jest ta
retributivni nebo komutativn.

Jiny hlas: Well, according to John Rawls, the capitalist countries in Western Europe correspond, are in
agreement with this basic principle of justice. Because according to Rawls, in Western country, if there
were not these differences, the conditions of the less favoured would be worsened. That's the basic idea.
Jiny hlas: A podle Johna Rawlse kapitalistické spolecnosti na Zapadé odpovidaji, jsou v souhlasu s timto
principem. ProtoZe podle ného v zapadnich zemich, kdyby nebyly tyto rozdily, pak ty podminky téch
nejméné zvyhodnénych by byly jesté horsi, by se zhorsily. To je ta zakladni myslenka.

Jiny hlas: This idea of John Rawils of distributive justice has been attacked from the left and from the
right. From the left-wing the attack is not very interesting, probably. Because what the left-wing critics of
John Rawls ask, in the book by Wolff on John Rawis...

Jiny hlas: Tato myslenka Rawlsova o distributivni spravedinosti byla napadena z obou stran, jak levici, tak
pravici. Patrné ten Gtok zleva neni tak zajimavy. ProtoZe ta levicova kritika Johna Rawlse, v knize od
Wolffa...

Jiny hlas: From the left side, people said that John Rawls don't give really an idea of what a just
distribution should be.

Jiny hlas: Tedy ti lidé na levici Fikaji, Ze on vlastné nepredklada pravou ideu toho, co by méla byt
spravedliva distribuce but he's just justifying the things how they are in the western capitalist countries.
Jiny hlas: On vlastné obhajuje a ospravedIfiuje to, jak véci v zapadni spole¢nosti vypadaji, jak jsou
distribuovany.

Jiny hlas: Of course, in order to argue from the left against John Rawils, you can take two different ways.



You have two different ways for arguing against Rawls from the left side.

Jiny hlas: Z levice je moZno napadnout Johna Rawlse dvéma zpUsoby, dvéma cestami.

Jiny hlas: First, you can say that equality is a value in itself and so it's better that two individuals have
both 90 rather than one has 120 and the other has 100.

Jiny hlas: MUiZete totiz namitat z levice, Ze vlastné idea rovnosti je sama o sobé ospravedInitelna. Asi v
tom smyslu, Ze je |épe, aby oba méli tedy 90, nez aby jeden z nich mél 100 a druhy 120. To je mozna
jedna namitka ze strany levice.

Jiny hlas: This is the first argument which is used by egalitarians against Rawls.

Jiny hlas: To je namitka, kterou uplatnuji egalitari proti Rawlsovi.

Jiny hlas: This is the main book from the left against John Rawls. Robert Paul Wolff. So, he has this book.
Jiny hlas: Hlavni kniha proti tomu Johnu Rawlsovi, tak to je ten Robert Paul Wolff, takto se to pise, Rawls.
Ta jeho knizka je tuhletato.

Hejdanek: Theory of Justice.

Jiny hlas: To je ta Theory of Justice. A tento Wolff proti nému napsal knizku. To je jenom, ten to dal
dohromady, tam je rfada autor(l. Je to prosté sbornik vlastné argument( existujicich z té levice. A hlavni
myslenka této knihy je pravé ten dlraz na té egalité, na té rovnosti.

Jiny hlas: The second argument, and which is not a moral argument, but it is a de facto, a factual
argument, is to deny that the existing differences in western capitalist countries are such as to make the
position of the less advantaged being better than it would be without the existence of these differences.
Jiny hlas: A ten druhy argument, ktery neni moralnim argumentem, ale je to faktualni argument de facto,
vlastné z hlediska fakti¢nosti, argument napada Rawise v té jeho zakladni koncepci v tom smyslu, ze
popira, Ze by ta diference skutec¢né v zapadni spolecnosti, ktera by ospravedIriovala... Protoze kdyby ji
nebylo, tak by ten jedinec nebo ti jedinci, ktefi jsou nejvice znevyhodnéni, na tom byli je§té hare. Ze to
neplati v té zapadni spole¢nosti.

Jiny hlas: This, for example, is the argument by Philippe Van Parijs, a Marxist from Belgium.

Jiny hlas: Belgican Philippe Van Parijs uplatiuje pravé tento argument.

Jiny hlas: So, this argument, | repeat, perhaps it's interesting, it says in capitalist countries if people, rich
people were not so rich as they are, the income of the lower, even on the long run, would be higher. So,
you cannot justify the existing difference of income in western countries on the basis of John Rawls'
principle of distributive justice.

Jiny hlas: Rika, Ze v kapitalistickych zemich, kdyby tam bohati lidé nebyli tak bohati, jak skute¢né jsou,
existujici rozdily v prijmech v zapadnich zemich na zakladé principt Johna Rawilse, principt distributivni
spravedInosti.

Jiny hlas: This as far as the left-wing critics of John Rawls are concerned. However, the main criticism of
John Rawls' very idea of distributive justice came from the right. And they came from Robert Nozick, who
is also professor of philosophy in Harvard. Together with John Rawls, they are colleagues. In 1974, Robert
Nozick wrote a very seminal and influential book, which is called Anarchy, State, and Utopia. According to
Robert Nozick, the principle of distributive justice is morally unjustifiable because, Nozick argues, any
principle of distributive justice is against freedom.

Jiny hlas: Tak pokud se tyce té levicové kritiky, tak to je asi zhruba ten dvoji kriticky pohled vici Johnu
spravedInosti, pfichazi zprava. Pfichazi od Roberta Nozicka, coz je asi Némec. On je také profesorem
filosofie v Harvardu. Jsou to vlastné kolegové. V roce 1974 tento muz napsal velice zadvaznou knihu, ktera
se jmenuje Anarchy, State, and Utopia. Podle ného ten princip distributivni spravedlnosti je moralné
neospravedInitelny, protoze jakykoli princip distributivni spravedInosti je proti svobodé.

Jiny hlas: At this point, | have to introduce a technical distinction. | should introduce very plainly about
patterned distributions. | mean, distributions which follow a model, a pattern. From one side, first |



introduce a short distinction between patterned distribution on the one side and distributions which don't
follow a model.

Jiny hlas: A ted musim uvést v tomto bodé technicky takovy rozdil o spravedinostech, které jsou
modelové, které sleduji jisty model, vzorec. Chci uvést jakési modelové rozliseni mezi spravedinostmi,
které jakoby sledovaly jisty model, a mezi témi, které nejsou modelové vazany.

Jiny hlas: Yes, | mean, let me do an example of a patterned distribution. | can say, for example, that in a
society everyone must have exactly the same quantity of goods as any other has. So, the perfectly
egalitarian principle is a patterned distribution model.

Jiny hlas: Ted uvedu pfiklad té modelované spravedInosti. Reknéme, Ze prohlasim, Ze ve spole¢nosti
kazdy ma mit totéz mnozZstvi statk(l jako ostatni. Tedy dokonale egalitarsky princip. A to tedy mizeme
nazvat, Ze to je modelovany model té distributivni spravedInosti.

Jiny hlas: Be careful. Also, an extremely anti-egalitarian principle can be a patterned distribution. If | say,
for example, that of the goods produced by a society...

Jiny hlas: Ale pozor, samoziejmé i zcela neegalitarsky, nerovnostni ten mlze byt také modelovan. Kdyz
napfiklad reknu, Ze ze vsech statkl vyrobenych spolecnosti?9% must be given to the best man and the
1% to all the others. 99% just for the best and 1% for the others.

Jiny hlas: 99 % statkd, které produkuje spole¢nost, bude dano tém, ktefi jsou nejlepsi, a 1 % tém
ostatnim.

Jiny hlas: This very inegalitarian distribution would be a patterned distribution.

Jiny hlas: Tato nerovnostarska distribuce muze byt modelovana jako nerovnostarska.

Jiny hlas: I mean, this means that given under any the most general definition of a patterned distribution,
that means that you have the goods put there and you put a net on top in order to divide the goods
according to the principle. This is a model situation.

Jiny hlas: Prosté kdyz vychazime z toho modelového mysleni, tak si to mizZzeme predstavit tak, Ze tady
mame ty statky a ted na né uvrhneme urcitou sit, podle niz ty statky budeme distribuovat. To je
modelova situace.

Jiny hlas: Of course, John Rawls' principle of distributive justice is a principle of patterned distribution.
Jiny hlas: Samoziejmé ten model Rawlslv v té distributivni spravedinosti je modelovy.

Jiny hlas: This is a pattern. Let me give an example of unpatterned distribution principle. John Locke's
traditional principle of property is an example of a distribution which is not a patterned one. In this
model, there is an original acquisition of property.

Jiny hlas: Dovolte mi, abych predvedl, jak vypada ten nemodelovatelny princip distributivni
spravedInosti. Tradi¢ni princip Lock(v, tykajici se vlastnictvi, je prikladem distribuce, ktera neni
modelovatelna. V tom modelu totiZ jde o akvizici originaria, plivodni pozici majetkovou téch jedincl ve
spolecnosti.

Jiny hlas: And the just distribution is simply the distribution which follows from the initial appropriation
by means of voluntary exchanges.

Jiny hlas: A ta spravedlnost vlastné vyplyva z toho, jak statky, které jsou svazany s tou plvodni
majetkovou pozici, jsou vzajemné vyménovany.

Jiny hlas: So, if you have a principle, unpatterned principle, you cannot determine a priori what concrete
distribution will be the just distribution. So, this means that when you have the idea of unpatterned
distribution, the very idea of distributive justice is destroyed.

Jiny hlas: JestliZze tedy mate princip, ktery neni modelovatelny, pak nemUzZete rozhodnout a priori, ktera
ta konkrétni distribuce bude spravedlivou distribuci. To tedy znamend, mate-li tu predstavu
nemodelovatelné distribuce, pak je vlastné ta myslenka distributivni spravedInosti uz na poc¢atku
rozrusena.

Jiny hlas: Because you cannot... distributive justice means that you have goods behind of you, in front of
you, you have the goods and on the basis of your schema, of your principle, you divide the goods to the



different individuals. But for example according to a principle as John Locke's principle of property, you
cannot say a priori what the correct distribution will be after ten years or now.

Jiny hlas: V pozadi té predstavy je, Ze mate pred sebou veskeré statky a ted je budete rozdélovat podle
urcitého schématu, ktery je vlastné modelem. Ale jestliZe je tu takovy princip jako u Johna Locka, to jest
princip majetku, pak nemuZete fici a priori, jaka bude ta spravna distribuce feknéme po deseti letech.
Jiny hlas: In John Locke's theory, for example, which is called the theory of entitlement, a situation B
following a situation A will be a just situation if and only if... do you want I'm completing first the
concept? | mean, | can explain first after you...

Jiny hlas: V teorii Johna Locka, ktera je nazyvana teorii majetkového titulu, situace B nasledujici po situaci
A bude spravedlivou situaci tehdy a jen tehdy...

Jiny hlas: According to John Locke, a situation B following a situation A will be a just situation, that is to
say the distribution of goods will be a just distribution, if and only if at the moment A the distribution was
not unjust and any passage from A to B has been done on the basis of the rule of voluntary transfer and
acquisition, without violence. That's all.

Jiny hlas: Podle Lockova konceptu vlastné ta spravedinost je zachovana tehdy, jestlize ten transfer toho
zbozi... pficemz ten zacatek tam je, ten zacatek neni zaloZzen na nespravedinosti. Ta majetkova pozice
téch jedincll v té spolecnosti je vlastné také mimo, ona je dana predem a je povaZovana za spravedlivou.
Jiny hlas: No ne, Ze povaZovana, ja jsem tomu rozumél tak, Zze nesmi byt jakakoli.

Jiny hlas: Ale ne, prece tim, Ze John Locke vychazi z prava na majetek, tak majetek jako takovy, ta
majetkova pozice vibec neni predmétem jakékoli spravedlnosti. To je prosté mimo ten proces. Teprve v
tom procesu vymeény téch statkd se da hovorit o spravedlnosti nebo nespravedinosti.

Jiny hlas: There is a distinction as | have understood the difference. It's as follows: John Locke's
presupposition is that the individuals are owners of some goods, tables, lands and everywhere at the
moment A. This is outside the question of justice?

Jiny hlas: Rozumim tomu rozdilu nasledovné: Locklv predpoklad je, Ze jednotlivci jsou vlastniky urcitych
statk( - stol(, pldy a vseho mozného - v ¢ase A. A to je mimo otazku spravedlnosti?

Jiny hlas: Ne, to je otazka spravedlnosti, protoZe jde o spravedlivé nabyti. Je tam ta prvni idea
spravedlivého nabyti. Je to nabyti pldy. Nejde o jakékoli vlastnictvi, ale o spravedlivé vlastnictvi, a
nemohl jsem to od nikoho nespravedlivé odnimat. A tato vlastnost se musi udrZet pri té vyméné na
zacatku. Ja nemUzu, pokud jsem to ukradl, i kdyZ to mam, tak to do tohohle nepatfi. Nesmél jsem to
ukrast, musel jsem to ziskat regulérné. To je také ta podminka. A teprve ta justice se vztahuje jesté dal na
to, jak se to volné... a tam uz praveé ten problém neni modelovatelny. To, Ze nemuzes ohrozit jakoukoli
vymeénu. Kdyz se ti dva domluvi, tak je to v poradku, at jeden okrade druhého nebo ne, pokud nepouZzije
nasili. KdyZ to hloupé vymeéni, je to jeho chyba.

Jiny hlas: You have introduced John Locke as an example of unpatterned distribution...

Jiny hlas: nebo non-patterned.

Hejdanek: I don't introduce | myself. Well, all the history of philosophy introduces John Locke as an
example of unpatterned distributionist.

Jiny hlas: That means, and you have compared to John Locke's concept, you have said: let us imagine the
goods in the society are in front of us. Yeah. The problem of property is not involved at all in the
patterned...

Hejdanek: The problem of property?

Jiny hlas: Property. What do you mean? No, no.

Hejdanek: Perhaps | am sorry. When you have this, sorry, it is absolutely wrong. Wrong. He didn't
understand you. Then | made a correction and he didn't agree. No, no, he was absolutely... To viibec
nebylo o tom vlastnictvi, on to viibec nepochopil. J4 jsem se divil [nesrozumitelné] nebo to bylo jesté
driv, nez jsem to stacil vysvétlit. Ja se divim.

Jiny hlas: The problem is very simple. | can explain again. It's my way. Let me imagine how any patterned,



any patterned distribution works.

Nechte mé vysvétlit, jak funguje jakakoliv modelovatelna spravedinost.

Any patterned distribution, egalitarian or inegalitarian, is exactly the same.

Jakakoliv distribuce modelovatelnd, at uz rovnostarska nebo nerovnostarska.

Assumes, assumes that you have the goods in front of you, you have cars, you have tables, you have
houses...

Predpoklada, jako byste ty statky méli pred sebou, statky, vozy a tak dale, ze?

And then you share them. And then you share them amongst the individuals according to the principle.
A vy je rozdélujete. Rozdélujete je mezi jednotlivce podle jistého principu.

If you are egalitarian, for example, you divide in equal parts the goods.

Jestlize jste rovnostar, tak je rozdélujete v rovnostarsky...

To each individual you gave the same part.

... davate kazdému jednotlivci stejnou c¢ast.

If you are inegalitarian...

JestliZze nejste rovnostar...

...you give the most to one single individual and the very few to the others. Clear? Clear.

... tak davate vétsinu tomu jednomu a tém ostatnim jen velmi malo. Jasné? Jasné.

This assumes you have the goods in front of you.

To znamena ten zakladni predpoklad, jako Ze ty statky mate pred sebou.

No ale jak je to s tim, Ze pred tim rozdélovanim tam je to vlastnictvi?

A ted to prijde. K tomu ted dojde.

Well, when you have unpatterned distribution, you don't know, you cannot know what the final
distribution of the goods will be.

Jestlize mate nemodelovatelnou distribuci, tak nevite a nemuzete védét, jaka bude konecna distribuce
téch statka.

You can... you can just know what a just distribution at the moment A, at the original moment is.

Vy miiZete jenom védét, jaka byla ta distribuce v urcitém momenté A.

But you never know how the just distribution at the moment B will be. And why? Why? This is because...
this is because you have no principle which explains you work, because you don't assume that.

Ale nemlzZete védét, jaka bude ta distribuce v momenté B. A proc? No, protoZe neméte jaksi princip,
ktery by vam to vysvétlil.

Take for example John Locke. Let me say the example John Locke. According to John Locke, all the
property, all the goods in the earth are the consequence of an original appropriation of the earth, of the
land.

Vezméte si tfeba Johna Locka. Vezméme si tedy priklad Johna Locka. Podle Locka vsecky jaksi statky,
veskery majetek je vlastné disledkem jakési prvotni akvizice, pfivlastnéni téch statka.

Zemé. Land. Land.

Na pocatku je nékolik lidi na zemi a ti si tu zemi pFivlastni korektnim zplsobem. Nebudeme ted'
diskutovat o tom, co ten korektni zplisob u Locka znamena. To je ten moment A.

The moment B, the distribution, will be just only if it results from the moment A distribution plus
voluntary exchanges, voluntary amongst individuals.

A moment B, ty dochazi distribuce, bude spravedlivy tehdy, jestlize to vyplyne z toho plvodniho plus
dobrovolné jaksi vymeény téch statkd.

But | don't know what individuals will do with their land and with their property.

Ale ja nevim, co budou jednotlivci se svou jaksi svou plidou a se svym majetkem délat v té druhé etapé.
For example, individuals could decide, ninety-nine percent of individuals could decide to give all their land
to one single individual. And so in the moment B...

Napfriklad se mizZe stat, Ze devadesat devét procent se rozhodne, Ze ten majetek prevede na toho



jednoho, na to jedno procento nebo jednoho ¢lovéka.

So, in the moment B, the distribution will be strictly inegalitarian.

A tak tedy v tom okamzZiku B bude ta distribuce velice prisné nerovnostarska.

And on the contrary, the individual could also decide to share, to put in common all the land and to have
just each one the same part as the other.

A naproti tomu mohou zase jini lidé rozhodnout, Ze kazdy se bude podilet na tom vlastnictvi té zemé
stejnym dilem, cili Ze to daji vSichni dohromady a pak to rovnostarsky rozdéli.

So on the moment B the distribution will be strictly egalitarian.

A tak tedy v tom okamziku B bude ta distribuce striktné rovnostarska.

But on the basis of my principle of just acquisition and just transfer, | shall never be able to predict and to
say what the just distribution will be. There is no such thing as a just distribution properly said in the
sense of distributive justice.

Ale na zakladé toho principu spravedlivého nabyti a spravedlivého rozdéleni, ja nebudu nikdy schopen
predpovédét, jaka bude ta spravedliva distribuce. Neni to prosté striktné vzato zadny princip distributivni
spravedInosti.

According of course, once we have introduced this distinction, then I can start, | can go to Robert Nozick's
criticism of John Rawls.

Kdyz jsme si takto to rozlisSeni stanovili, miZzeme prejit k té kritice Roberta Nozicka.

According to Robert Nozick, John Rawls' principle of distributive justice is a patterned principle of
distribution.

Podle Nozicka je tedy ten princip distributivni spravedinosti Johna Rawlse modelovatelny.

Why?

Proc?

This is why on the basis of John Rawls' principle you can judge any situation if it is just or not.

Je to totiZ na zakladé toho principu posoudit kteroukoli situaci, at uz je spravedlivd nebo nespravedliva.
So this principle is completely different, for example, from John Locke's principle.

Tento princip je naprosto odlisny od principu napfiklad Johna Locka.

Regardless of what situation you are, regardless of how this situation has been produced, then you can
judge if that situation is a just distribution or not.

Bez ohledu na to, jakou méte situaci, jak vznikla, vy mizZete posoudit, zdali ta distribuce je spravedliva ci
nikoliv.

You don't need to know the story of that distribution.

Nepotrebujete viibec znat ten pribéh té distribuce neboli jeji historii.

This is not, don't happens in Locke, where... don't happens in Locke, because in Locke the principle of just
distribution is just an historical principle. In order to see if a given distribution is just or not, you have just
to see the story, how this distribution has been produced.

Naproti tomu u Locka, jestlize chcete posoudit, zda ta distribuce byla spravedliva nebo nespravedliva,
musite znat celou historii, musite posoudit vlastné, jak k tomu dochazelo.

Jiny hlas: If this is true, jestlize je to pravda, if this is true, then the criticism — no, this is not the criticism,
please, I'm sorry for this — Robert Nozick's criticism of John Rawls starts from a purely theoretical point.
The theoretical point is that John Rawls' principle is a patterned distribution principle. This is not a
criticism in itself, it's just a classification.

Hejdanek: Nozick to klasifikuje tak, Ze je to teoreticky koncept u Rawlse, ktery vychazi z toho vzorce
distributivni spravedInosti neboli pattern.

Jiny hlas: Robert Nozick's criticism is as follows.

Hejdanek: Jeho kritika je takova.

Jiny hlas: Any patterned distribution model, including John Rawls', jakykoliv modelovany — jestli se Fika
modelovany — patterned, ne patternable. Any patterned model, distribution model, is incompatible with



individual freedom. Je neslucitelny se svobodou. This is the core of Robert Nozick's criticism.

Hejdanek: Je neslucitelny se svobodou. To je jadro kritiky Roberta Nozicka.

Jiny hlas: This means that you have the choice between individual freedom on one side and patterned
distributions on the other side.

Hejdanek: Stojite pred volbou individualni svobody na jedné strané nebo té modelované distributivni
spravedInosti.

Jiny hlas: The demonstration of this problem, of this choice, is as follows.

Hejdanek: Provedeni demonstrace toho problému, této volby, je tato.

Jiny hlas: Let us assume a just distribution — a distribution which is just according to a pattern, to a
patterned model — at the moment A.

Hejdanek: Predpokladejme, vychazime z toho, Ze je tu tedy modelovana distributivni spravedlnost v
okamziku A.

Jiny hlas: Then, let the individuals...

--- (1987-06-22 Angelo Maria Petroni - O distributivni spravedinosti (1) [LVH180VA]_Kaz
b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: Probably they will begin to exchange goods, to make trade, to have economic activities, sexual
intercourses, every possible interaction.

Jiny hlas: A tak tedy bude dochazet k jakémukoli druhu vzajemnych interakci, at uz budou obchodovat,
vymeénovat si zboZi nebo sexudlni kontakt.

Jiny hlas: The result of this free action of individuals will be that at the moment B, the distribution of
goods will be different from the moment A.

Jiny hlas: A tak tedy vysledek této svobodné aktivity v okamziku B se bude samoziejmé distribuce statk(
lisit od té, ktera byla v okamZiku, v ¢asovém bodu A.

Jiny hlas: So if you want to maintain the pattern, if you want to maintain the patterned distribution, then
you must prevent people from being free of acting.

Jiny hlas: Jestlize chcete presto udrzet ten modelovy, modelovou distribuci, tedy distributivni
spravedlnost, tak musite zabranit, aby lidé svobodné jednali.

Jiny hlas: This is Nozick's argument, which has been challenged by Cohen, a Marxist from Oxford.

Jiny hlas: Toto je podstata Nozickova argumentu a proti tomu se postavil Cohen, jeden z marxist(i z
Oxfordu.

Jiny hlas: He is one of the most famous British Marxists today. He has no interest for politics, he is one of
the most nice Marxists | have ever met in my life. He is simply not interested in politics. It's the only
possibility how to remain a Marxist. Absolutely no interest. He is just discussing possible Marxist worlds
as Leibniz. He is Leibnizian Marxist somehow. He is saying that Marxism, Communism is the best of
possible worlds, but he is not involved with the real world.

Jiny hlas: Je to jeden z nejslavnéjsich britskych marxist dnes. Viibec se nezajima o politiku, je to jeden z
nejmilejsSich marxist(, které jsem kdy v Zivoté poznal. Prosté se o politiku nezajima. Je to jedind moznost,
jak zGstat marxistou. Absolutné Zadny zajem. Prosté jen diskutuje mozné marxistické svéty jako Leibniz.
Je to takovy leibnizovsky marxista. Rika, Ze marxismus, komunismus je jeden z nejlepsich moznych svétd,
ale neni v kontaktu se skute¢nym svétem.

Jiny hlas: The arguments of Robert Cohen are quite simple. And quite wrong. And given that | was
involved in a polemics with him, | should not criticize them, | should just expose them. The argument is
very simple. Cohen says that in some situations, freedom is preserved by the patterned distribution. For
example, when you have a very inegalitarian distribution, poor people are not free.

Jiny hlas: Argumenty pravé tohoto Cohena jsou velmi jednoduché. A zcela mylné. | kdyz jsem s nim
vstoupil do polemiky, tak bych ho nekritizoval, prosté bych to predloZil. Argument je velmi prosty. Cohen
fika, Ze v urcitych situacich je svoboda zachovana v té modelové distribuci. Napriklad, kdyZ mate zna¢né
nerovnostarskou spolec¢nost nebo rozdéleni statkd, pak tedy chudi lidé jsou na tom zle, jsou nesvobodni.



Jiny hlas: So in order to let people be free, you must prevent the situation from being such as some
individuals are extremely more rich and therefore more powerful than the others. This means that in
order to preserve liberty, you must have a model of distribution, you must have a model of distributive
justice. Yes.

Jiny hlas: A tak tedy, aby byli i chudi lidé svobodni, musite zabranit situaci, aby byla takova, Ze by byli
urcité jednotlivci nesmirné bohati a tim daleko vic mocni nez ostatni. To znamena, ze abychom zachovali
svobodu, musite mit model té distribuce, musite mit model distributivni spravedlnosti. Ano.

Jiny hlas: | think this argument is wrong for other reasons, but | shall not explain why. Because in my
opinion this argument simply changes... changes the terms of the question, the terms of the problem.
The presuppositions, the basic assumption of Robert Nozick's argument. He changes the premises and so
it cannot refute it.

Jiny hlas: Domnivam se, Ze tento argument je mylny z jinych ddvodu, které nebudu vysvétlovat. Protoze
tento argument méni smysl predpokladd, ty zakladni predpoklady a zakladni hypotézy argument(
Roberta Nozicka. Méni ty premisy, a proto to tedy nem(ze vyvratit.

Jiny hlas: However, | would like to stress that this argument by Robert Nozick, | mean that any patterned
distribution destroys freedom, has nothing to do with anti-egalitarianism. Let me assume the very
inegalitarian patterned principle | said before. | mean of all the goods produced by the society aristoi, the
best men must have 99% and the other 1%.

Jiny hlas: Presto bych ted' bral v Gvahu ten argument Nozickdyv, Ze totiz kazda modelova distributivni
spravedlnost tedy narusuje svobodu, nema ovsem co Cinit s antiegalitarismem. Pfedpokladejme, Ze to je
tedy velice nerovnostarsky modelovy rozdéleni statkdi. Mam na mysli tedy to tak, Ze veskeré statky, které
produkuje ta spole¢nost, jsou z devadesati deviti procent vlastnény témi aristoi, tedy nejlepsimi muzi, a
jednim procentem ti ostatni.

Jiny hlas: In order to maintain this model, in order to enforce this model, | must prevent the freedom of
the rich individual to give, to make charity, for example. The rich man cannot give say the half of his
money to the others. He is not free from doing that. Otherwise the model is destroyed.

Jiny hlas: Abychom udrzeli tento model, musim napriklad zabranit, aby ten bohaty byl svobodny k ¢inéni
charitativnich dartd. Neni svoboden, aby treba polovicku téch statk( dal tém chudym. Jinak ten model
selhava.

Jiny hlas: This is the main point which must be understood because the problem of the compatibility
between distributive justice and freedom is not at all the problem of the contrast between egalitarianism
and inegalitarianism. And as far as | know, nobody has shown that on the basis of Robert Nozick's
assumption, his argument is wrong. | mean | don't know any single good criticism of this argument.

Jiny hlas: To je ten hlavni bod, ktery musime pochopit, protoZe ta otazka slucitelnosti té modelované
distributivni spravedInosti se svobodou nema co €init s problémem rovnostarské a nerovnostarské
spolec¢nosti. A pokud vim, nikdo neukazal, Ze by na zakladé predpoklad( Roberta Nozicka byl jeho
argument mylny. Vlastné neznam Zadnou dobrou kritiku, ktera by vyvratila tento Nozickuliv argument.
Jiny hlas: However, this argument was not invented by Robert Nozick. This argument was invented by
Vilfredo Pareto. Sorry? You have a seminar... Another seminar. We have spoken about Pareto. Mosca and
Pareto. So you know. And Pareto wrote a splendid work on the socialist systems before any socialist
country was invented.

Jiny hlas: Tento argument v3ak nebyl vynalezen Nozickem. Tento argument byl vynalezen Vilfredem
Paretem. Prosim? Méli jste seminar... O jiném seminari. Mluvili jsme o Paretovi. O Moskovi a Paretovi,
takze vite. Pareto napsal velice dobrou knihu o socialistickych systémech jesté predtim, nez se viibec
néjaka socialistickd zemé obijevila.

Jiny hlas: And one of his arguments about the possibility of any socialist system, he was not analyzing
historical cases, he was just writing about the possibility of a socialist system.

Hejdanek: A jeden z jeho argumentu, kde neanalyzoval jakousi historickou skutec¢nost, nybrz ten zakladni



princip nebo moznost takové spolecnosti,

Jiny hlas: was that any socialist distribution of goods would have been incompatible with maintaining
individual freedom.

Hejdanek: tak dospél k zavéru, Ze jakakoliv distribuce modelovana udajné spravedliva, by vlastné nebyla
slucitelna se svobodou, individualni svobodou.

Jiny hlas: However, it should be clear that this argument is not only an argument against socialism. It is a
purely formal argument. It is a purely formal argument, and in order to show that we can have
distributive justice together with freedom, we should give a general demonstration that it's possible in
general to have distributive justice and freedom. We cannot just starting from practical example or from
limiting conditions.

Hejdanek: Ale je tfeba konstatovat, Ze toto neni jediny argument proti socialismu. Je to cisté formalni
argument. Nem(zZeme vychazet Cisté z praktickych nebo limitujicich podminek, nybrz musime doprovést
obecné, Ze...

Jiny hlas: A general proof that there is compatibility between the compatibility...

Hejdanek: ...Ze je to kompatibilnost mezi...

Jiny hlas: ...between any pattern of distribution in general and individual freedom.

Hejdanek: ...obecné vzatou modelovou distribuéni spravedInosti a individualni svobodou.

Jiny hlas: And it should be clear that individual freedom is taken in a very, very naive sense. In order, |
mean, in this kind of arguments, we don't need the very, very refined definitions of individual freedom.
Hejdanek: A v tomto argumentu se nepocita s jesté néjakou zvlast... Prosté bereme tu individualni
svobodu v takové dost primitivni podobé, neni jesté vypracovana.

Jiny hlas: For example, we have not to go back to Isaiah Berlin's distinction between negative and
positive freedom.

Hejdanek: Nemusime jit tfeba k tomu rozliseni Isaiah Berlina mezi negativni a pozitivni svobodou.

Jiny hlas: We have just to assume a very trivial concept that individual, when you give them a cup of tea,
they are free to exchange that with a sandwich.

Hejdanek: Predpokladame dost trivialni koncept, Ze jednotlivci, kdyZ mu tedy date Salek caje, jsou prosté
svobodni to vymeénit za tento sandwich.

Jiny hlas: | would like to stress that in my opinion the most of contemporary Anglo-Saxon debate in
political filosofie are one way or another just a consequence of this problem of relationships between
distributive justice and freedom.

Hejdanek: Ja bych chtél zd(iraznit, Ze podle mého soudu vétsina soucasné anglosaské debaty o politické
filosofii je tak ¢i onak vlastné vysledkem té Gvahy nebo problému toho vztahu mezi distributivni
spravedInosti a svobodou.

Jiny hlas: | think it's enough. I've spoken for one hour. It's one hour, | think it's too much for you. Ten
minutes pause and then discussion.

Hejdanek: No, tak to uz staci, mluvil jsem hodinu a to je na vas dost. Ted deset minut prestavka a pak
budeme diskutovat.

Jiny hlas: Budeme to prekladat? Budeme to zkouset? Uvidime, kdyzZ tak... Podle publikaci se zd4, Ze nazor
prednasejiciho se ztotoziuje s autorem té monografie o Nozickovi a o Pareto.

E come d'altronde le pubblicazioni... sembrano approvare... come dei conservatori.

Conservatori?

No, | don't think so. Apart, | never expressed my opinions. | just gave a scientific talk, an analysis as | will
give in Cambridge. | don't speak English? Yes, | think so. But | don't understand what happened now. She
said that... | didn't express my opinion in this case. | gave a scientific talk, independently from an
ideological talk. But Robert Nozick is not a conservative. He's what in America they call libertarians.
Hejdanek: On se nehlasi ke konzervativismu, nybrz - a ted pravé dochazi k takovému velmi tézkému
nebo sloZitému vyjadreni - liberal, ale ne v tom klasickém slova smyslu, nybrzZ jeho pojeti jde jesté dal,



ale presto se neda Fict, Ze by byl libertinista v tom moralnim slova smyslu, Ze je v té roviné filosoficko-
politického mysleni tedy dal nez normalni liberalové.

Jiny hlas: His book is called Anarchy, State, and Utopia because he is an anarchist, he considers himself.
Hejdanek: Ze ten Nozick se nepovazuje za konzervativce, ale za toho liberala, Ze je jako anarchista, ze
napsal tu knihu o anarchismu a utopii - Anarchy, State, and Utopia.

Jiny hlas: This fits better than telling in English. He is not liberal, he's libertarian. 1t's difficult to translate
perhaps for me. In Italian libertario we say. Libertarians means someone who is absolutely in favor of
individual freedom in any rate, which is against any construction, including the state. It's something
different from libertine, libertaire in French. No, it's not the same. It's not the same.

Hejdanek: Prosté on se nehlasi ke konzervativismu, nybrz - a ted pravé dochazi k takovému velmi
tézkému nebo slozitému vyjadreni - liberal, ale ne v tom klasickém slova smyslu, nybrz jeho pojeti jde
jesté dal, ale presto se neda fict, Ze by byl libertinista v tom moralnim slova smyslu, Ze je v té roviné
filosoficko-politického mysleni tedy dal nez normalni liberalové.

Jiny hlas: According to Nozick, for example, communism is perfectly morally justifiable just on the basis
of voluntary communism. If people want to live in communism, they can. But communism, as well as any
other pattern of distribution, must not be imposed to individuals. This is his argument. It's not a
conservative argument.

Hejdanek: Nesdili konzervativni nazor, protoze se domniva, Ze pokud by se pro komunisticky typ
spole¢nosti rozhodli individua svobodné, tak proti tomu nejsou ndmitky, coz by konzervativec nikdy
nerekl, ze?

Jiny hlas: So, this is as far as Nozick is concerned. | mean, if | call him from right-wing just for problem of
classification, as a label, it's called from right-wing.

Hejdanek: Ja jsem ho sice zaradil na tu pravou stranu, abych udélal jakousi distinkci, ale neznamena to, ze
by byl konzervativec.

Jiny hlas: He is as much in favor of voluntary capitalism as he is in favor of voluntary communism. It's a
difference for him. What is important is individual freedom, that's all.

Hejdanek: Je mu to lhostejné a dllezita je osobni svoboda, at uz by nabyla té podoby, Ze se nékdo
rozhodne pro svobodné kapitalisticky systém nebo komunisticky.

Jiny hlas: This is the main point. As far as my personal preferences are concerned, this is a completely
different problem probably. And | think that the ideas of Robert Nozick are very interesting from the
theoretical point of view, but on the practical point of view, of course, they are by far less useful.
Hejdanek: Kdyz vam vyjadfim sv(ij nazor, tak si myslim, Ze z hlediska teorie je to skute¢né zajimavy nazor
nebo argument, ale co do jeho praktické uskutecnitelnosti, tak tam je to mnohem slabsi.

Jiny hlas: What | would like to stress, | try to stress, in my opinion, Robert Nozick is right, but it's not
Robert Nozick who is right, it's Vilfredo Pareto who is right, in stressing that any patterned distribution
can be imposed only by limiting freedom.

Hejdanek: V ¢em ma Robert Nozick pravdu - ale vlastné to je argument uz Vilfreda Pareta - je, Ze kazda
modelova distribuce je mozna jen za omezeni individualni svobody.

Jiny hlas: This is my, | mean, | think this intellectual, apart from political debate, what is capitalism, is just
or not, this is completely sui generis. | think the intellectual core, the intellectual problem, which is
important for politics and for ethics, is exactly this incompatibility between just any distributive justice
and individual freedom.

Hejdanek: A odhlédneme-li od té politické debaty, co je kapitalismus, komunismus, socialismus, tak ten
intelektualni problém, ktery je daleZity pro politiku a politickou etiku, je praveé ta neslucitelnost jakékoli
distributivni spravedinosti s osobni svobodou.

Jiny hlas: No, ja se teda zeptam na tu véc, kdyz tady hovofi o té distributivni spravedlnosti a svobodé, ale
tu svobodu chape kazdy jinak. Jak se to ma, kdyby jenom ve zkratce fekl, co pro né&j ta svoboda znamena
ve vztahu k té distributivni spravedInosti.



Jiny hlas: | would like to know something more about individual freedom referred to the problem of
distributive justice. Because of all this frequency of this word freedom, but what it is? Well, | can give you
a simple answer, | don't need to define freedom in this kind of problem. It is very safe, should we discuss
what individual freedom means, of course, we could start twenty-five seminars probably, and | don't
think that's so important in this kind of argument. | can express this in the most formal way, | can express
this point in this way. If you accept at least the idea that individuals are free to exchange a cup of tea
against a sandwich...

Hejdanek: Dale pritel upozoriuje, Ze nemusi definovat, co je to ta osobni svoboda; o tom bychom mohli
vést pétadvacet seminard a myslim, Ze to neni tak dulezité v tomto zplsobu argumentace. M(zu to
vyjadFit co nejformalnéjsim zptsobem. Jestlize pfijmeme alespon tu myslenku, Ze jedinci jsou svobodni a
mohli by vyménit salek ¢aje za sendvic...

Jiny hlas: ...then this freedom is incompatible with patterned distribution. You mean, that somebody else
would distribute the cup of tea and the sandwich. Yes, | mean, if you have a just distribution, according
to a just distribution, this cup of tea is for you and the sandwich for me anyway. Or for example, you have
a car and | have a car, you have, let us take the egalitarian distribution. You have a car, | have a car, you
have a house, | have a house.

Hejdanek: ...tak tato svoboda neni slucitelna s modelem distribuce. Znamena to, Ze by nékdo jiny
distribuoval ten ¢aj a sendvic. V tom egalitarnim modelu - ja mam vaz, vy mate vz, ja mam dam, vy
mate dam.

Jiny hlas: This is a very simple point. Well, | could be free, for example, | don't like cars, | like houses, you
don't like houses, you like cars. So | am proposing you to give you my car as an exchange of your house. |
cannot do that. This action is forbidden according to the patterned distribution.

Hejdanek: To je velmi prosta véc. Mlze to byt tak, ze ja nemam rad vz, ale mam rad ddm a vy naopak.
Tak vdm navrhnu, Ze si ty véci vyménime. K této transakci by nemohlo dojit, protoze by byla v rozporu s
tim modelem té distribuce.

Jiny hlas: Please note that this argument is very powerful because if even this very simple freedom is
forbidden, that means that all the other freedoms must be a fortiori forbidden. You cannot start
enterprises, of course, every higher levels of freedom are prevented from the just distribution. Of course,
you can even have the freedom in yourself, but this is not political freedom, this is some kind of moral
freedom, in foro interno as the Latins say, in foro interno, in your interior.

Hejdanek: VSimnéte si, Ze tento argument je velice mocny, protoZe jestlize i tato velmi prosta svoboda je
zakazana, pak to znamena, Ze vsechny ostatni svobody musi byt také zakazany. Nem{zete zacit s
podnikanim a jakékoli vyssi Urovné svobody jsou znemoZnény na zakladé toho modelu té distribuce.
Samozfejmé muzete mit svou vnitfni svobodu, ale to neni politicka svoboda, to je spiSe moralni svoboda,
in foro interno, jak fikali Latinici, tedy uplatriujete svou vnitini svobodu.

Jiny hlas: J& jsem reagoval na tu véc, kdyZ hovofil o Rawlsovi, ze on ospravedInuje tu distributivni
spravedInost v tom, Ze kdyZ tam Fika, Ze ta existence - jak tam uvadél ty priklady A a B, Ze jeden ma 120,
druhy méa 100 - a Ze pro toho se stovkou je to spravné jediné tehdy, kdyzZ ta existence mu zarucuje, ze by
jinak mél méné.

Hejdanek: Ano, prave, Ze se tam jedna jenom o to...

Jiny hlas: ...on tam hovofril o té existenci, Ze je na tom Iépe, a daval to do souvislosti s tim, Zze by mél jinak
90, a tak ma 100. Zda tedy tim méritkem je to, jestli bude mit vic penéz, nebo min. Nakonec tam dochazi
k tomu, Ze se néco porovnava, a co se porovnava? Tak se porovnava, jestli bude mit vic penéz nebo min,
nebo to bude v néjakych hmotnych statcich, nebo to bude v néjakém jiném uspokojeni toho ¢lovéka?
Rozhodné se tam porovnava to, Ze ta existence na tom bude Iépe, ale v jakém smyslu? Jedna se o
porovnavani opravdu jenom penéz, nebo nééeho jiného?

Hejdanek: V daném pripadé pouze téch prijma.

Jiny hlas: Takze to je Cisté ten formalizovany zpUsob.



Hejdanek: Ano. Na kterém se chce ukazat...

Jiny hlas: Well, he goes back to Rawls's distinction of different incomes, which can be justified only under
the presupposition that within a different structure of society the less favorable individual would even
get less.

Hejdanek: To je prakticka véc.

Jiny hlas: And the question was, in which sense will be the more favorable or less favorable only as far
the income is concerned or some other aspects of his social life are reflected as well.

Jiny hlas: No, here we are considering only distribution of goods, of course. Because the problem of
distribution of positions in this society is also assumed by Rawls as an independent principle. | mean, it is
a part of the definition of a good society that people, any people, can have any position in this society. |
mean, there is no division between black and white, for example.

Jiny hlas: Soustred’uje se to pouze na ten rozdil téch prijm(, protoZe jinak ten model neuvazuje néjaké
jiné rozdily tfeba mezi ¢ernymi a bilymi.

Jiny hlas: We are considering just the problem of distribution of goods, wealth. Goods and wealth in
general.

Jiny hlas: Soustfedime se vlastné na Gvahu o distribuci statkt a bohatstvi.

Jiny hlas: We assume that all the people are equal in some way, equal rights and that sort of thing. That’s
a part of the first principle about freedom as | told you before. As | said, the just society for John Rawls
rests on two principles of justice. The first principle is that every individual has the right of maximum of
freedom which is compatible with the freedom of the others. Yes. And this excludes any discrimination.
Jiny hlas: ProtoZe ten koncept Rawlstv spociva vlastné na dvou takovych zakladnich principech. Prvni
princip je, Ze kazdy individuum v té spolec¢nosti pozZiva maximum svobody, pokud tedy neznamena
omezeni svobody druhych. To je pozadi. A pak je ten druhy princip, Ze je modelovatelna ta situace, Ze
tedy ta distribuce té spravedinosti, pokud se tyce prijma, a v jakych se uvaZzuje v pripadé diference.

Jiny hlas: | would like to stress that John Rawls thinks, as | said, that western countries, capitalist
countries, more or less satisfy the principles of justice.

Jiny hlas: On se domniva, Ze ty zapadni kapitalistické zemé v podstaté viceméné uspokojuji tento model.
Jiny hlas: But this is just John Rawls's personal judgment. It's not the consequence of his theory.

Jiny hlas: A to je samozfejmé jen osobni nazor. Neni to konsekvence jeho teorie.

Jiny hlas: Someone could say: well, | agree with your principle, but | think that capitalist countries are not
just because there should be, there could be a reduction in the differences, for example, which would
not result in the worsening of the position of the less favored individual.

Jiny hlas: Nékdo by mohl argumentovat nasledujicim zplsobem, Ze ja tyto principy pfijimam, ale
domnivam se, Ze v kapitalistickych spolec¢nostech dokonce, kdyby doslo k redukci téch rozdil(, které se
zdaji byt témi principy ospravedlnény, tak presto by se tém, ktefi jsou na tom ted h(F, nedafilo har.

Jiny hlas: This is not a problem of morals or theoretical problem, it's a practical problem. It's an empirical
problem, how do you judge the structure, real structure of capitalist society, how can you modify them,
if you modify them, what it will happen de facto, in fact. It's not the moral or theoretical argument.

Jiny hlas: A to nesouvisi s moralnim a teoretickym argumentem, protoze je mozno tu kapitalistickou
spolec¢nost posuzovat podle jejich struktur, jak jsou zménitelné a podobné.

Jiny hlas: You could do the same for the socialist countries. You could say: is Russia, for example, in
agreement with John Rawils's two basic principles of justice? Well, the first one, | think, no. But let me
consider the second one.

Jiny hlas: A totéZ je mozZno fict samoziejmé i zde v socialistické spole¢nosti. M(zZeme se ptat, jestli
sovétské Rusko je v té druhé, podle toho druhého principu - v tom prvnim tedy rozhodné ne - jestli je
spravedlivé v tomto smyslu.

Jiny hlas: Even if there were just 10 % difference in income between different individuals, that society
would be unjust according to John Rawls unless you show that the existence of this 10 % difference



makes the position of the second individual better than it would be without this difference.

Jiny hlas: Jestlize by tam byl tfeba jen 10% rozdil v téch prijma, tak by ta spolecnost byla nespravedliva za
predpokladu, jestlize tato diference, ta desetiprocentni, kdyby byla zménéna, tak by zhorsila ten stav
téch méné prijmovych.

Jiny hlas: | will guess what an argument of a socialist, a real socialist would bring in order to justify the
fact that an engineer has 10 % more than a worker, for example.

Jiny hlas: Mohu se domyslet, co by uvedl jako argument realny socialista, kdyZ tedy ma pred oc¢ima tu
tfeba desetiprocentni rozdil mezi inZenyrem a délnikem.

Jiny hlas: | think it’s the same. | don't know if I'm wrong, but it’s clear that we have to distinguish
between the moral problem and the empirical problem.

Jiny hlas: Musime rozliSovat mezi moralnim problémem a tim praktickym problémem.

Jiny hlas: No, vzhledem k tomu chci fict, Ze v podstaté se neda oddélovat ten jeden bod od toho
druhého. Myslim tim, Ze ten ¢lovék musi se chovat v podstaté tak, aby nezplisoboval tém druhym, jak to
tam bylo, néjaké omezeni té svobody. Jednak kdyZ on o tom mluvi, omezeni svobody, zase celé se to
redukuje na to, co to je zase svoboda pro toho jednotlivce. TakzZe to taky v podstaté, ale to se muze
nechat vynechano, ale Zze pokud bude uvaZovat ten prvni bod, tak musi néjak do toho zahrnout i ten
druhy bod. Nemuze pojednavat ten jeden bez toho druhého, protoZe ten druhy bod se rozpada, ten
nema v podstaté zadny smysl sam o sobé. Ta distributivni spravedInost, bude se mit lip nebo har, v
podstaté jako ta otazka té svobody toho ¢lovéka a toho, kolik bude vydélavat. Nékdo se bude mit lip
tehdy, kdyz tfeba bude vydélavat min a bude mit v tom prvnim bodé tfeba na tom jinak.

Jiny hlas: Of course, in his view, the two principles, the principle of freedom and the principle of
distributive justice, are closely tied, cannot be separated. So, cannot be separated in that sense, that the
principle of freedom just is conceived of as a background and the main problem, main point is the
distributive justice as such.

Well, | don’t know. Of course, nobody never put in the question the first principle of John Rawls, it's
quite trivial. The true problem about the Theory of Justice is the second principle. But they can’t... No,
nobody, nobody said that some individual must be less free than some other individual. The problem is
exactly the true content of John Rawls's theory is exactly the second principle, the principle of
differential... Robert Nozick would agree perfectly on the first principle, but not on the second principle.
That's all.

Jiny hlas: Ano, ale kdyZ se hovofi o té svobodé toho jednoho ¢lovéka, Ze jeden nemUzZe byt méné
svobodny nez ten druhy, tak je to ta svoboda pojimana opravdu jako jenom pro toho ¢lovéka samotného,
nebo je zde dano néjaké obecné kritérium, tak Ze se rozdéli ta svoboda kazdému stejné?

Jiny hlas: I think his point is... yes, | first must discuss with him.

Hejdanek: No, a v podstaté délate nejvétsi Sach s argumentem v tom, Ze se domnivate, Ze jakykoliv
pohyb v ramci toho druhého principu, to znamena zména té diference, vlastné ovliviiuje i okamzité tu
situaci v té oblasti prvni. To je to samoziejmé. To jsem chtél pravé fict.

Jiny hlas: I think his point is... if we make then a practical step to determine how great should be the
difference or how small should be the difference, that it inevitably has impact on the first principle. So it
must, the first principle must always be involved in the discussion about the second principle. No, because
the two principles are completely separated. You cannot establish a distribution of wealth or of goods
which is made by violating the first principle. That's a precondition. First principle can...

Hejdanek: On fika, Ze ne, protoZe nesmite udélat Zddnou zménu v rdmci té distribuce podle druhého
principu, jestlize by to mélo za nasledek zmenseni nebo tedy Ubytek svobody.

Jiny hlas: This is exactly Nozick's argument. Nozick says you cannot establish, enforce the second principle
without destroying the first.

Hejdanek: To je pravé nejmocnéjsi na tom Nozickové argumentu, ktery Fika, Ze neni mozné ustavit cokoliv
v radmci toho druhého principu, aniz by tim byla ohrozZena ta svoboda, ten prvni princip. To jest on vlastné



popira, Ze ta modelova distributivni spravedInost je moZna pravé proto, Ze jakykoliv prakticky pokus ji
distribuovat nebo tedy spravedlivé distribuovat znamena pravé to, Ze to je podle jeho schématu
predvidano ohroZeni toho prvniho principu. Ale on to popira. A ten argument se mi nezda prikaznym.
Jiny hlas: Jesté Honza k tomu.

Ten Nozick se naopak hluboce myli, protoze paklize v té ¢asti B, v té distribuci, neni omezeni, pak to ma
samozrejmé vliv na zmenseni svobody nékterych v té prvni ¢asti. To ten Nozick Fika. To on fika. To Fika. PFi
jakékoli praktické aplikaci té distributivni spravedInosti...

Hejdanek: J4 tomu rozumim taky tak. Vy mné rozumite Spatné. Ja tvrdim opak. Je to znama véc. Ja tvrdim
pravy opak. Jestli chces to fict...

Jiny hlas: Jasné, ja jsem to chtél taky a Ze to je pfesné ono. Prosté nas systém podle téch predpokladi
vseobecnéjsich je modelovany. Ale protoze svobodu nelze zcela potlacit, tak jeho fungovani je
nepredvidatelné. To vsichni vime. Chtél jsi to fict?

Hejdanek: Ne, budu pokracovat. To znamen4, Ze neni pravda, nebo ja to reknu jesté jinak. Po mém soudu
ten Nozick(v argument ma vady, on je sofisticky.

Jiny hlas: In Hejddnek's view, the Nozick argument is false and sophistic.

Hejdanek: A to v tom smyslu, Ze stejné jako jste odmitl marxisticky argument Cohena...

Jiny hlas: Equally as you have objected Cohen’s argument...

Hejdanek: ...Ze zaménujete terminy, tak tady taky. J4 ovsem nezndm Rawilse, nebudu hajit Rawlse, ale
Nozick predpokladd, ze to modelovani, to jest...

Jiny hlas: ...the assumption is that the patterning...

Hejdanek: ...je cosi naprosto striktné daného a fungujiciho mechanicky. Zaroven spravedlnost povaZuje
za stav a vlibec neuvaZuje o tom, Ze se spravedInost predevsim tyka nikoliv stavu, nybrz jednani. Nebot
sam ten zacatek se toci kolem distribuce, a to je jednani, nikoliv stav.

Jiny hlas: ...distribution, that is not a state but activity, action.

Hejdanek: To znamen3, Ze tady je dvoji posun nebo dvoji imputace vyznamu toho, co to je spravedinost,
zaprvé, a co to je svoboda, to je druha véc.

Jiny hlas: There are two misconceptions: what is freedom and what is justice. Justice and distribution.
Hejdanek: Spravedlnost a svoboda. Svoboda neni stav. Stav je vzdycky jenom produkt spravedlivého
jednani. Naproti tomu svoboda neni kvalita...

Jiny hlas: Justice and distribution. Justice and freedom. Justice is no state. The state is a result of just
action. In contrast with freedom, freedom is no quality...

Hejdanek: ...nybrzZ zase je to zalezZitost, zplisob jednani.

Jiny hlas: ...of a man... it is a way how people act.

Hejdanek: Z toho vyplyva, Ze ve své svobodé se lidé mohou Fidit uréitymi principy. Spolecnost diky tomu,
Ze jsou lidé schopni fidit své jednani urcitymi principy, je mozna. To prijima i Locke. Diky tomu, Ze jsou
lidé schopni se Fidit urcitymi principy pfi svém jednani, diky tomu je mozna viibec spolec¢nost.

Jiny hlas: The society is generally possible only under the condition that people are able to orient
themselves in their activities according to some principles.

Hejdanek: I ask if justice is not more a principle than a state, and that if it is true, then justice is
acceptable for the people in such a way that they direct or they orient their lives, their activities
according to this principle, it means according to justice. Then it is possible to think about the patterns of
justice or patterns of just distribution and so on, in such a way that it is not necessary to coerce people
and to deprive them of freedom, but only to formulate a model, to formulate a certain pattern which are
more principles as directed lines of the next history. And of course, such a conception of justice, of
freedom and of the activity of the people who are able to understand what justice is and apply justice in
their activities, it is possible to have a society which has a patterned justice or patterned just social
distribution without taking them their freedom.
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Jiny hlas: And this can why Rawls had this idea in my opinion, cannot be understood if one don't
understand the idea of affirmative action, which was so important in the 1960s.

Hejdanek: On tomu takhle porozumél, aniz by existovalo to pozadi toho, Ze vlastné to néjak souvisi,
zapada do téch affirmative actions té administrativy americké v téch Sedesatych letech.

Jiny hlas: But it was a egalitarian tendency in this affirmative action in the 1960s. It was egalitarian, it
was more egalitarian than before, but it was not egalitarian, that's the problem. The idea was to put all
together on the same level before the race was starting in some way, to eliminate initial discrimination.
Hejdanek: Vlastné pripomnél, Ze oviem ty affirmative actions té vlady nebyly takovou jaksi egalitarskou,
on Fika ano, byly vic, ale pfesto to nebylo, protoZe zlstavaly ty rozdily. A ty jsou podstatné pro tu
originalni koncepci toho Rawilse, nebot on tvrdi, Ze ty rozdily jsou spravedlivé. On je jaksi teoreticky
ospravedInil, Ze jsou nutné, spravedlivé i v moralnim ohledu, protoze kdyby byly ty rozdily mensi nebo
jiné, pak by ti méné jaksi zvyhodnéni byli na tom jesté hur.

Jiny hlas: Of course affirmative action for the conservative is too egalitarian and for the leftist was too
less egalitarian.

Hejdanek: Samoziejmé pro konzervativce i ty affirmative, pozitivni kroky té vlady v padesatych,
Sedesatych letech byly pfilis egalitarské a pro tu levici...

Jiny hlas: It's exactly as John Rawls's Theory of Justice. For the conservative is too much egalitarian, for
the leftist is too in favor of differences of capacity.

Hejdanek: A to lze jaksi vlastné Fict o té koncepci Rawlsove, ta je pro konzervativce pfilis rovnostarska a
pro ty levicové jaksi pfilis konzervativni.

Jiny hlas: | think the parallel I'm making is really very strict, | think.

Hejdanek: Myslim, Ze ta paralela je velmi pfisna nebo presna s tou scénou téch affirmative actions v té
minulosti.

Jiny hlas: This as far as what is why this has become so tremendously influent and important John
Rawls's theory. We have some, | think, 100 books on that book. Yes, at least. It's crazy, the number of
PhD thesis on John Rawls. Oh, you have more than 100 thesis on John Rawls, by far more.

Ja bych se chtél zeptat, v souvislosti s tim, Ze on sam tvrdil, Ze moralni problém neexistuje, tak jsem se
chtél zeptat...

Hejdanek: Coming back to your argument that the moral aspect doesn't exist in a way.

Jiny hlas: On pouziva pojem spravedlivé spolecnosti, aspon v té prednasce je jakymsi centralnim
pojmem. A jde o toto. Pro Rawilse, pardon, on tedy Fika: spravedliva spolec¢nost. Prvni se stava zakladni
otazkou to, jaky je Gcast lidi na bohatstvi.

Rawls's issue is the just society. Rawls's issue is a just society. Well, the just society is defined as the
participation of the population of individuals on the wealth of the society.

Hejdanek: No, not just on that.

Jiny hlas: Moje otazka je, ta spolecnost a spravedInost jsou urcité sirsi pojmy nez dil¢i pojem bohatstvi. A
tudiz, jak mizZeme hovorit o spole¢nosti jako spravedlivé a urcovat ji tedy pouze jenom tim dil¢im
problémem, napfiklad jaky je Gcast lidi na tom bohatstvi?

He thinks there is a reduction of the problem of justice, because the society is not defined only by
standard of wealth, of course. The society is a term which is richer and cannot be defined only by the
term of wealth.

Hejdanek: Yes, but...

Jiny hlas: Zaroven s timto souvisi, Zze kdyZ tedy on hovori o tom prvnim principu, tak on ho vymezuje tak,
Ze ten prvni princip, to znamena, Ze maximalni ¢ast ¢lent spolecnosti je vybavena, fika, nejzazsi
svobodou, kterd neomezuje ostatni ¢leny. Kterd neomezuje, ano, samozrejmé. Ale Ze pravé ve vymezeni
téhle svobody, to jako ukazuje samozrejmé na nedostatek i v tom, o ¢em jsem hovofil poprvé, Ze vlastné
tam chybi tfeba... to se tyka jenom lidi a Ze tam nenf zahrnut svét, pfiroda. Ze samotna tieba tahle



definice téhle svobody jako implicitné vaze ekologické problémy, protoZe je to celé zamérené na néjaké
bohatstvi, Gcast lidi na podilu bohatstvi. Ale rekl byste, Ze jak ten druhy princip, ta distribuce téch statk(
bohatstvi, tak ten prvni princip v té Rawlsové koncepci jako by byl Gplné formulovan bez ohledu skutecné
na etické a v podstaté obecné ekologické problémy.

Well, he thinks both principles in Rawls, which are without any respect to the ecological problems of the
nature and so on. The distributive justice in his opinion seems to be occupied only with distribution of
the goods of the wealth, but it's not referred to the surrounding of the society, that means of the nature
and so on.

Hejdanek: In what sense?

Jiny hlas: Well, the goods could be produced at the cost of the nature, for instance. Can destroy the
nature and the justice must be then considered and referred to the nature as well, and to our relation to
the nature, because if this aspect is not considered, then injustice can be introduced in the society.
Hejdanek: | don't think this is injustice in the society. Eventually it could be injustice of this society
against the nature if nature has a right.

Jiny hlas: If nature is destroyed, then individuals are destroyed.

Hejdanek: | think this is not the problem of justice, this is problem of survival. It's a different problem. It's
not a problem of justice, you know. We have to mean what we mean by justice. Not everything is a
justice.

Jiny hlas: But the moral aspect...

Hejdanek: Of course you can have a lot of moral problems which are not the problem of justice. The
problem of love, for example. Many problems, moral problems, are not the problem of justice. There are
just moral problems. Different. | am not surely problem of distributive justice.

Jiny hlas: | understand, but his view underlines the necessity to consider not only a limited perspective of
the distribution of justice, because you can distribute the goods, you can distribute the wealth in the
society and finally eventually destroy the whole society.

Hejdanek: But this just demonstrates that just society in the sense of Rawls can destroy themselves. But
that's not... that's very unjust society.

Jiny hlas: Let me imagine this point. We are speaking about justice, distributive justice, and he says the
moral aspect is involved because it underlines the necessity to consider the limited perspective of the
distribution of justice. Because you can distribute the goods, you can distribute the wealth in the society
and finally eventually destroy the whole society.

Tak ja jsem tu namitku formoval tedy tak, Ze prosté ten koncept té distributivni spravedlnosti odhlizi, Ze i
v ten prvni pohled odhliZi od toho, Ze je tu tedy ten svét, jak jsme naznacil, pfiroda, a Ze vlastné i tam,
kde by mohl z principu dojit k spravedlivému rozdéleni, Ze tam vlastné ta spole¢nost miiZze sama sebe
destruovat, protoZe je toho pouzito na Gcet toho okoli, toho svéta, prirody.

Jiny hlas: Let me imagine this situation. He would say that of course the moral aspect is there, a lot of
things. I'm trying to say that it's a strange concept of justice when the result of just behavior is self-
destruction. He says that Rawls would conclude that the society which will follow or perform the
principle of distributive justice will destroy itself, but that it doesn't say anything about justice as such.
On tvrdi, Ze samoziejmé ten moralni aspekt tu je, cela fada véci. Ja se mu snazim fict, Ze je to potom
néjaky podivny koncept spravedlnosti, kdyz tedy vlastné vysledkem toho spravedlivého jednani je
sebedestrukce. On rekne: ,Tak pak by Rawils z toho uzavrel, Ze ta spole¢nost, ktera skutecné bude
postupovat nebo provadét ten princip té distributivni spravedInosti, Ze sama sebe destruuje, ale Ze to o
té spravedInosti jako takové nefika nic.”

Jiny hlas: You can have a slave society, slavery for example, very unjust society, which is very respectful of
nature.

Vezméme treba otrokarskou spolecnost, ktera je velmi nespravedliva, a prfitom muze byt plna respektu
vUci prirodé.



Jiny hlas: But | think the problem of the behavior of man in the regards of nature is a wonderful problem.
It's probably, | don't know if it's a moral problem. It's a moral problem just as far as future generations
are involved, in my opinion. It's a moral problem in that regard. It's a problem of justice for next
generations.

On to tedy presunul, Ze ta otrokarska spolecnost mize byt velmi nespravedliva, pritom muze byt
ohleduplna k prirod€, ale on by to chtél formulovat tedy tak, Ze pokud by se ta spravedliva spolecnost
chovala bez respektu v{ci té prirodé, tak ta moralni otazka vznika vici té dalsi generaci nebo dalsim
generacim, Ze tato ma vyslovné moralni aspekt.

Jiny hlas: This is a moral problem and a problem of justice.

To je problém spravedinosti a moralni problém.

Jiny hlas: There are a lot of technical discussions about that. There are a lot of technical discussions if
John Rawls’ theory is compatible with the problem of justice between generations.

Napfriklad tam se v tom sborniku velice o tom diskutuje, napriklad jestli ta Rawlsova teorie je slucitelna s
moralnim ohledem nebo s ohledem na pfFisti generace.

Jiny hlas: So | think the problem of behavior of man in the regards of nature is a moral problem only in
the respects where future generations are involved. Otherwise it's not a moral problem, it's another kind
of problem, as we have a lot of political survival problems.

Moralni problém je to jenom potud, pokud se to tyka dalsSich generaci. Pokud se to netyka, pokud to
odhlédneme, pak je to spis problém politického preziti.

Jiny hlas: | think so. We have a real moral problem if we consider future generations because we are
using their resources in some way, so we have duties in that regard, it's obvious. So we can't just spoil
nature.

Samoziejmé nemizZeme znecistovat prirodu a podobné.

Jiny hlas: We are not only spoiling, but we are exploiting resources which were prepared by nature
through millions of years and now our two, three, four, five generations exploit these resources and the
next generations will have nothing. There is a wonderful statement | heard from a filosofo who said: ,\We
must stop to think that we inherited the earth from the past. We just have taken it from the future
generations.”

Jeden z téch filosof(i fika: ,,Musime prestat uvazovat tak, ze jsme zdédili z minulosti ty zdroje, nybrz
vlastné my je krademe té pristi generaci.“ Musime obratit tu perspektivu.

Jiny hlas: It's given to us for rent from the future generations. It's not our property.

Ona je ndm dana do pronajmu témi pristimi generacemi. Neni to nase vlastnictvi.

Jiny hlas: This is, | think, a very serious moral problem. This is the inter-temporal problem as it is called
technically. When you have not just a society composed of five persons, but you have also potential
persons. And what is the correct rule amongst us could not be the correct rule when other persons, who
of course have no voice, who don't cry yet...

To je velmi vazny moralni problém. Ta pravidla, kterd bychom chtéli zavést v nasi spole¢nosti, ta jsou
vlastné nespravné mysleni, protoZe vychazime z daného poctu lidi, ale prece jsou tu jesté ti dalsi, ktefi se
narodi, ktefi nemohou promluvit. A ta pravidla jsou timto faktem, Ze jsou tu jesté dalsi perspektivné,
vlastné problematizovana nebo modifikovana.

Jiny hlas: And this requires, of course, a more universal point of view. We have to transcend our
interests, our passions, and take a more universal, more Kantian in some way, point of view.

To samoziejmé vyZaduje daleko univerzalnéjsi pohled. Musime presahnout své zajmy, své potreby a
musime zaujmout takovy kantovsky pohled.

Jiny hlas: John Rawls and these topics have plenty of different problems. I'm sorry, perhaps | reduced too
much, I've taken a small point...

Vime, Ze je na pozadi té teorie Rawlsovy cela fada problému a on samoziejmé zminil jen nékolik malo.
Hejdanek: | think we can stop. The [nesrozumitelné] for persons who stayed, some of them have to start



very early morning, therefore it's so long, so excuse them. Well, it was a great pleasure to have you here,
to be able to listen to your lecture. Thank you for it and we hope that in a historically short time you will
come again.

Jiny hlas: I also much enjoyed and thank you very much. If you will accept me, | shall come again.
Hejdanek: Sure. And if perhaps it would be possible to recommend us to some of your Italian colleagues,
we should be very glad if another Italian filosofo would come as well.

Jiny hlas: | shall recommend. | have also very good friends. He's a good Catholic and a good anti-
communist in some way, but the only time he came there, he came invited by the Academy of Sciences
to give a lecture. | think he will enjoy much more your seminar. | shall tell him that, | am sure.

Hejdanek: Well, thank you. Tak jsem si vzpomnél, Ze uvidime zde radi dalsi néjaky italsky filosofy, a on si
vzpomnél na jednoho, ktery byl dost zklaman jaksi oficialnim zplsobem v Akademii, ale Ze by se asi octl
radéji v nasem seminari.

Well, in any case, we are very interested in the situation of Italian filosofie, and if it will be possible to
send us some bibliography...

Jiny hlas: | shall tell you about... yes, for sure you will receive. As soon as | am going back to Italy, | shall
buy that book and | shall send to Barbara Day in England. And from England, they will have their ways for
letting you have the [nesrozumitelné] foundation.

Hejdanek: Oh, thank you very much, because it's necessary to know not only the French, English and
German filosofie.

Jiny hlas: There is another Italian filosofo who is liking to come here, and Ludovit has spoken with him
and | spoken with him. He's a filosofo of language. So probably it's possible next time you will receive
some letters from Jan Hus Foundation for that man who will come here. He's a close friend also of
Ludovit's.

But | shall send you that book. It's the book which is made for the Italian public for knowing Italian
filosofie. So it's wonderful for you. It's a book of 200 pages, not very big, pocket book. 200 pages, 250,
and there are about 10 or 15 filosofi, 15 leading Italian filosofi who are presenting their work. So it's the
best you can have for having a certain insight, superficial insight, but enough for a nice panorama of the
situation, what kind of studies are done.

But | think the problem with Italians is simply they don't know that this kind of seminars exist. | heard
about these seminars from England, just because my contacts with England, not because my contact
with the directors. | think really the only ones who have contacts with Czech people are Catholic Church
people mostly. And unless you are not a member of Italian Catholic Church, as | am not, then it's difficult
really to have contact. You can come here as a tourist probably, or invited by the Academy of Sciences if
you meet some in the official way, but not in this more [nesrozumitelné] way.

Hejdanek: Many thanks once more and [nesrozumitelné].

--- (1987-06-22 Angelo Maria Petroni - O distributivni spravedinosti (2) [LVH183VA]_Kaz
b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: Konstatuju, Ze podle Lddi se zda, Ze slabost tohoto konceptu spociva v tom, Ze redukuje
svobodu na kvalitu, vlastnost ¢lovéka, redukuje aktivitu na stav a redukuje spravedinost na stav také, na
mechanickou zaleZitost.

Jiny hlas: Well, it's a very complicated question for many problems. First, about the problem that society
is kept together by principles the individual thought, which they obey.

Jiny hlas: To je velice komplikovana otazka z mnoha ddvod(. Zaprvé, Ze by spolec¢nost byla drZzena
pohromadé principy, které lidé si namlouvaiji, kterych jsou poslusni.

Jiny hlas: And about the fact that justice is a property of the conduct of individuals and not a state of
affairs.

Jiny hlas: A Ze spravedlnost neni stavem, nybrz Ze je [nesrozumitelné] predpoklad, Ze spravedInost je
produktem jednani lidi a nikoliv conduct, jednani. Souvisi s jednanim lidi, nikoli se stavem.



Jiny hlas: I agree entirely, but | think that if we accept the idea that justice is a property of the conduct of
individual, | mean there is no state of things just and unjust, but there is just conduct and unjust conduct.
Jiny hlas: Jestlize tedy vyjdeme z toho predpokladu, Ze tu je vlastné jenom spravedlivé nebo
nespravedlivé chovani lidi mezi sebou, nikoli spravedlivy stav...

Jiny hlas: Then we cannot have distributive justice, because we can back to the idea of commutative or
retributive justice. Let me take the example of the criminal code, Roman law for example, Anglo-Saxon
common law.

Jiny hlas: ...pak nemtzeme mit distributivni spravedinost, vracime se vlastné zpatky k predstavé nebo
myslence retributivni nebo komutativni spravedInosti. Vezméme trestni zakon, fimské pravo...

Jiny hlas: Anglo-Saxon common law or Roman law for example don't tell you what you concretely you
have to do. It just tell you some general rules that you have to follow in order to be just, you as just and
to have a just conduct.

Jiny hlas: ...Fimské pravo nebo anglosaské zvykové pravo nefikaji vam presné, co mate konkrétné délat.
Jsou to pouze obecna pravidla, ktera je tfeba respektovat, abyste byl vy spravedlivy a abyste se zachoval
spravedlivé.

Jiny hlas: For example, you cannot steal, you cannot kill people, you cannot impose frauds and so on.
Fine, but if you take this general rules of justice, of just conduct, no, these rules don't define any just
situation, any just distribution.

Jiny hlas: NemUzete krast, nemUzete zabijet lidi, nemUZete podvadét a tak dale. Jestlize vezmete toto
obecné pravidlo spravedlivého chovani, tato pravidla nedefinuji néjakou spravedlivou situaci nebo
spravedlivou distribuci.

Jiny hlas: Ten people can be perfectly just in their conduct and the results can be completely different.
This is the argument by Friedrich von Hayek against the social justice. Hayek says justice is a property of
individual conduct, not of state of affairs, of state of things. Justice is the property of individual conduct,
not of state of things. Things are neither just nor unjust, men are just or unjust.

Jiny hlas: Deset lidi mdZe byt naprosto spravedlivych ve svém chovani a vysledky mohou byt tplné
rozdilné. To je argument Friedricha von Hayeka proti té distributivni spravedInosti. Hayek Fika,
spravedInost je vlastnosti individualniho chovani, nikoli stavu véci. SpravedInost je vlastnosti
individualniho chovani, nikoliv stavu véci. Véci nejsou ani spravedlivé, ani nespravedlivé, nybrz chovani
lidi je spravedlivé nebo nespravedlivé.

Jiny hlas: But according to Hayek, this means that you can say that a man is unjust, another man is
unjust, but if all the men behave as just men, the final result can never be unjust.

Jiny hlas: Podle Hayeka ovsem nemfiZete fict, Ze jeden clovék je spravedlivy nebo nespravedlivy. Jestlize
by se vsichni chovali jako spravedlivi, tak ten konecny vysledek nem(iZe byt nespravedlivy.

Jiny hlas: But this is exactly what distributive justice deny. This is the problem. Distributive justice says
that it's unjust that someone for example has one and the other has one, or that someone has one
hundred and | have one. The situation. Distributive justice is concerned with the justice of distributions,
not with the justice of conduct.

Jiny hlas: A to je pravé to, co distributivni spravedlnost popira. To je ten problém. Distributivni
spravedInost Fika, Ze je nespravedlivé, Ze nékdo ma tfeba jedno a druhy ma sto. Distributivni
spravedlnost se zabyva spravedlivosti rozdélovani, nikoliv chovani.

Jiny hlas: We can understand the situation, the structure of the social life and so on, we can understand it
as a sequel of just or unjust behavior and then we behave not according only according principles, but
according the situation too, according the things and so on. And we behave just in an unjust situation if
we change it to a more just situation. Why is it not possible to speak about just situations?

Jiny hlas: Abychom rozuméli situaci, strukture spolecenského Zivota a tak dale, mizeme ji rozumét jako
nasledku spravedlivého nebo nespravedlivého chovani. Potom se chovame nikoliv jenom podle néjakych
principll, nybrz také podle situace, podle véci, jak ta situace vypada. Kdyz je nespravedliva situace, tak



spravedlivé se v ni chovame tim, Ze ji ménime ve smyslu vétsi spravedlnosti. Pro¢ bychom nemohli mluvit
o spravedlivé nebo nespravedlivé situaci?

Jiny hlas: The problem is for speaking about just situations...

Jiny hlas: Vzdyt ta spravedliva nebo nespravedliva situace je také spolu-vysledkem nejenom naseho
jednani podle n&jakych principt a podobné, ale také naseho chovani podle véci, jak vypada situace. Ze
kdyz je nespravedliva situace, tak spravedlivé se v ni chovame tim, Ze ji ménime ve smyslu vétsi
spravedInosti.

Jiny hlas: This is the problem since Locke, | mean, how can we define just situations on the basis of just
conduct and just principles? Personally | know no solution of this problem. Or you have rule and principle
of just conduct, as Hayek, that's clear, or you have just state of things, but you have no bridge for
passing, for going from just conduct to just situations. Putting together is paradoxical. You have no way
to put them together. This is exactly the problem we have in political philosophy.

Jiny hlas: To je ten problém od Locka. Jak m(zZeme definovat spravedlivou situaci na zakladé
spravedlivého chovani lidi a spravedlivych princip(? Ja osobné Zadné feSeni tohoto problému neznam.
Bud' mate principy spravedlivého chovani, jako Hayek, nebo mate spravedlivy stav véci, ale nemate zadny
most pro prechod od spravedlivého chovani k té spravedlivé situaci. JestliZze je spojime, tak dochazime k
paradoxu. To je problém, ktery mame v politické filosofii.

Jiny hlas: Nozick has taken the first way, according to Nozick a just state of things is just a description for
a sum of just actions. What is a just distribution for Nozick? It's nothing but the fact that all the
individuals behave in a just way.

Jiny hlas: Nozick si zvolil tu prvni cestu. Podle Nozicka je popis spravedlivého stavu jedinym aspektem
spravedlivého chovani. Podle Nozicka zase ta distributivni spravedinost je to, Ze se vSichni lidé chovaji
spravedlivym zplisobem.

Jiny hlas: What does it implicates? It implicates a certain behavior under certain conditions and in
connection with these conditions. The problem, if you take the Nozick-Locke argument, which is Locke
argument, the condition... there are no situations, you have just actions.

Jiny hlas: Coz ovsem implikuje urcité chovani za urcitych podminek. Ten problém, vezmeme-li Nozick-
Locktv argument, vlastné Lockv argument, pak tam nejsou Zadné situace, jsou tam jenom ciny.

Jiny hlas: Mate tam jenom jednu situaci, a to je ta plvodni situace, kde nikdo nevlastni padu a lidé se ji
zmocnuji. Chci zdUdraznit, Ze vsechno, co v politické filosofii doposud mame, jsou teorie o spravedlivosti
jednani, anebo teorie o spravedlivosti situaci. Neznam jedinou teorii, ktera by tyto dvé véci dokazala
uspokojivym zptisobem propojit. Teorie Johna Rawilse se o to pokousi, ale vysledek je paradoxni, protoze
spravedlnost jednani se m(iZze dostat do objektivniho rozporu se spravedlnosti situace. A to nelze
preklenout, v tom je hlavni problém Rawlsovy politické filosofie.

Rozumim vam a myslim, Ze mate pravdu, kdyzZ zdUraznujete jadro tohoto problému, ale kdybych vam mél
odpovédét na zakladé soucasné anglosaské politické filosofie, musim Fici, Ze zatim toto propojeni chybi.
Je to ten stary spor mezi Thomasem Hobbesem a Johnem Lockem. U Hobbese jde o spravedInost situace
a u Locka o spravedInost jednani. John Rawls je zastancem smluvni teorie a v tomto smyslu je
hobbesidnem, jde mu o spravedInost situace. Na druhé strané je v mnoha ohledech nasledovnikem
Locka, napfriklad v otazce svobody. A tak se snazi vytvofit teorii, v niz by pomoci dvou principl
spravedlnosti doslo ke smifeni mezi jednanim a situaci. Je tam v3ak pf¥ilis mnoho obtizi a podle mého
nazoru se mu to nepodarilo. Je to sice silny pokus, ale neni to reseni.

Hejdanek: TotizZ ja bych se chtél vratit k tomu Nozickovi, tam je to Gplné transparentni, jak to jde proti
sobé, velmi jasné. On tam ma ten propracovany argument, Ze jestlize je pravda, co fika Rawls, Ze jakékoli
modelovani poskodi to maximum svobody...

Jiny hlas: ...that patterned distributive justice means, as a result, the diminishing of freedom. Pak tedy
plati, Ze ta modelova distributivni spravedinost znamena v disledku zmenseni svobody.

Hejdanek: ...pak plati i opak. Jakékoli nemodelovani prinasi maximum osobni svobody a pfinasi jesté vic.



Jiny hlas: Even any non-patterned distribution... No. The problem is, Nozick says it is a necessary, not a
sufficient condition. | mean, a non-patterned distribution is a necessary condition for actions being free. A
non-patterned distribution is a necessary condition, but it is not a sufficient condition. Your argument
would be true if that was necessary and sufficient, but it's not. Of course, you can have unpatterned
distribution which is extremely in contrast with individual freedom of action. Take this: take this principle
of justice: a situation is just if any people who meet another fellow in the street try to kill him. Well, this
principle of justice is unpatterned, because | don't know what will be the result of this. But it imposes a
behavior on individuals, and so the action of that individual is not free in that case, if the model must be
valid. Should the individual decide to not kill the other, the situation would be unjust.

Jakékoli nemodelovani... ne. Problém je, Ze Nozick fika, Ze to neni dostate¢na podminka. Nemodelovana
distribuce je nutnou podminkou pro to, aby akce byla svobodna. Nemodelovana distribuce je nutna, ale
nikoli dostatecna podminka. Vas argument by byl spravny, kdyby tam slo o nutnou a dostatec¢nou
podminku, ale tak to neni. Samoziejmé muzete mit nemodelovanou distribuci, ktera je v naprostém
rozporu s individualni svobodou jednani. Vezméme tento princip spravedlnosti: situace je spravedliva,
jestlize lidé, kdyz potkaji nékoho druhého na ulici, se ho pokusi zabit. Tento princip modelové
spravedInosti je samoziejmé... ja nevim, jaky bude vysledek skutecny. Ale vklada to na ty jednotlivce
urcity typ jednani. Jestlize by tento model mél byt platny, pak tedy ti jednotlivci nejsou svobodni. Jestlize
se ti jedinci rozhodnou, Ze nezabiji ty druhé, pak situace bude nespravedliva.

But you identify now what is just and what is against the law. Ale vy ted ztotozZnujete to, co je
spravedlivé, s tim, co je proti zakonu.

No, | say just killing in the street, but kissing in the street is the same. | mean, you can have... what is just,
it is necessary to impose some patterns of acting justice. It's something different, it's not dependent from
some bodies in the society who are passing laws. Ne, ja Fikdm zabijeni na ulici, ale libani na ulici je totéz.
TotiZ abyste méli to, co je spravedlivé, je nutné vkladat néjaké modely. Je to néco jiného, neni to zavislé
na néjakych organech ve spolec¢nosti, které vydavaji zakony.

Jiny hlas: Well, but why should | not be free, yeah, if | should kiss?

Hejdanek: Because you are obliged to show them, otherwise the situation...

Jiny hlas: In which sense?

Hejdanek: Obliged but not coerced.

Jiny hlas: No, this is obvious. If | am obliged, it doesn't mean that | stop to be free.

Hejdanek: No, but this is very... no, no, no. This is the different problem. If you make a difference between
coercion and obligation, this is completely... we are going to speak about what freedom is.

I think we don't need... | mean, we need to discuss what freedom is, but this is a different problem. The
point is that in order to establish the relationship between distribution, permanent distribution or
distributive justice in general and freedom, | think we have to assume just a very low sense of freedom. |
mean, of course you can... if you accept the idea that we can be coerced by being free in the same time.
Well, this could be an interesting idea of freedom probably, but it has very few to do with the debates we
are dealing with.

Jiny hlas: Vlastné ten zakladni problém podle ného spociva v tom, jak uré¢ime ten vztah mezi svobodou a
tou modelovou distributivni spravedlnosti. Samozrejmé on jeho d(iraz je na tom, Ze neni potreba néjak
do hloubky rozebirat, v ¢em vlastné ta svoboda spociva, to se mu zd3, Ze je znamy. V tom je ten problém
podle ného.

To sofisma v tom spociva.

Hejdanek: A ta spravedlnost je naprosto formalizovana.

Jiny hlas: In this kind of discussion we take something very similar to a negative freedom. So | could guess
it's very similar to don't have, don't be coerced to do things. That's all. | mean you can be free in some
sense of freedom even if you are coerced, probably. But in that case we include as a necessary condition
in the concept of freedom to not be coerced. This is what de facto is assumed by all these authors, from



Rawils, from Nozick. The fact to not be coerced is a necessary condition, at least necessary condition of
freedom.

Vsichni tito Rawls i Nozick predpokladaji, ze ten koncept svobody znamen4, Ze neni ¢lovék nucen néco
udélat. Zatimco tady v té diskusi mezi LAdou a jim se zdalo, Ze dokonce by teda ta svoboda méla byt
chapana jako né&jaka obligatorni nebo...

Hejdanek: Ne, ne, ne, ne, ne, to bylo nepochopeni.

Jiny hlas: J& vim, ja vim, jemu se to tak zdalo. Of course, if you take the positive freedom, problem is
completely different.

Jestlize ovSsem za¢neme uvaZovat o pozitivni svobodé, pak je ten problém Gplné odlisny. Problem is
completely different because if you say that: well, I'm free, I'm free only if | can do things, de facto, in
fact, then of course we are in completely different problem.

Jestlize teda zacneme uvaZovat o svobodé tak, Ze jsem svobodny jenom tehdy, kdyz délam, kdyz jednam,
tak to je UplIné jina situace. Yes, of course the basic idea of freedom we are dealing with is negative
freedom. But this is important also because as you know, negative freedom is a necessary condition for
positive freedom, at least as from Isaiah Berlin we learn.

Ta negativni svoboda je zakladni podminkou pro tu pozitivni svobodu, oviem v té debaté, v té analytické,
teda v té filosofické politické filosofii asi v pozadi stoji spis to pojeti té negativni svobody. Perhaps
negative freedom is not enough, but is necessary.

Samozrejmé ta negativni svoboda nestaci, ale je nutna. And this is the point. And this is the point: is any
distributive justice destroying the negative freedom?

A to je ta otazka pravé, jestli tedy jakakoliv distributivni spravedInost rusi nebo podlamuje tu negativni
svobodu. Positive freedom... you know, this is the important point because at least negative freedom is
necessary for positive freedom.

A je to taky dulezité, Ze prosté pro teorii distributivni spravedinosti je dulezita tady ta negativni svoboda.
This is the point at issue. | mean, in order to be free, to be positively free to exchange my cup of tea with
this sandwich, | must have my de facto, in fact, my sandwich and my cup of tea. But in order to be
positively free to exchange that, | must be negatively free from doing that. | must be formally free from
doing that as a necessary condition.

Tak samoziejmeé k té pozitivni svobodé, kterou tady on znazornuje na tom prikladé, Ze vyménite salek
¢aje za ten sendvic, tak k tomu samozrejmé potrebujete predem mit tu negativni svobodu, totiz to
neudélat. If | am not negatively free from coercion in doing that exchange, even if | have in fact positively
that sandwich, | am unfree.

TakZe ja nejsem negativné svoboden od toho nasili, toho nuceni, Ze bych musel to ucinit pozitivné, tak i
kdybych pozitivné ziskal, nabyl tady ten sendvic, tak nejsem vlastné svoboden. And this is the problem of
freedom. Of course, we assume a sense of freedom very, very simple, very, very trivial in some way. As
negative freedom is very simple.

Samoziejmé ta negativni svoboda je velmi jednoducha az trivialni a to je prece to, co je predpoklad v
pozadi. Is not a sufficient sense, is not a sufficient meaning, is very, very trivial, but is necessary.

Neni dostatecna, je velmi trivialni, ale nutna. You cannot conceive political freedom without negative
freedom.

NemuZete koncipovat tu pozitivni svobodu bez té negativni. And this is the interest of this kind of
debates. Even if we know very well that even if we had solved this kind of problems, we shall have all
plenty of problems about true freedom, how true freedom exercises and what true freedom is.

A v tom je ten zajem o tyhle diskuse, protoZe i kdybychom je vyresili, tak zbyva jesté obrovska
problematika té pravé svobody.

Hejdanek: Excuse me, one point more. | think that this distinction between negative and positive freedom
is to a high degree formal. We have to realize that neither our systems here in the East, even if they are
able to reduce our negative freedom, they are not able to reduce completely or to zero our positive



freedom. And therefore, even if we represent a society which is observed as extremely patterned, it is
unpredictable in which way it would go.

Therefore | think that it is not only so that the negative freedom is a presupposition of positive freedom,
but also the positive freedom is a certain, if not presupposition, it's a way [nesrozumitelné]

Jiny hlas: how to gain more negative freedom.

Jiny hlas: Souhlas s tim, Ze by pouze negativni svoboda byla predpokladem té pozitivni, ukazuje na néco
formalniho v nasi spolec¢nosti. | kdyz je do zna¢né miry modelovana a negativni svoboda omezen3, tak
presto pravé prostrednictvim téch pozitivnich svobodnych akt( Ize tu negativni svobodu dokonce i
zvétsit. Neda se to predvidat, jak se vyviji spole¢nost, ani ekonomicky se to neda predvidat. Z toho
vyplyva, Ze redukce té pozitivni svobody neni mozna aZ pod nulu, a to znamena, Ze diky té pozitivni
svobodé, kterou lidi jesté maji, kdyzZ ji napfou spravnym smérem, muzou posilit tu negativni svobodu.
Takze to je i obracené.

Jiny hlas: | agree, | agree, but | think in that case you are going from the level of analytical distinction to
the level of reality. From the purely analytical point of view, you cannot be positively free to meet there
unless you are not negatively free in the sense that nobody is preventing you physically from going in the
room. So your positive freedom to meet and speak is grounded on the negative freedom that no soldier
is guarding your entry.

Jiny hlas: Souhlasim, ale v tomto pripadé jdete z roviny analytické distinkce do té roviny redlné. Z Cisté
analytického pohledu nemUzZete byt pozitivhé svoboden se setkat, ledaze byste byl negativné svoboden v
tom smyslu, Ze tu neni nikdo, kdo by vam fyzicky zabranil vstoupit do mistnosti. TakzZe ta pozitivni
svoboda je vlastné podminéna tim negativem, Ze tu neni nikdo u vchodu.

Jiny hlas: But | entirely agree with you that this is quite trivial and that negative freedom as the lack of
coercion can be the result of a positively exercised freedom, just because you are acting. As a
consequence of your free action, a positive free action which is made in contrast with some authority of
course, then you can get some negative and higher level of negative freedom. You have less, you are less
oppressed by someone else, you have less vincula.

Jiny hlas: Ale ja s vami naprosto souhlasim, Ze to je trivialni a ta negativni svoboda jakoZto nedostatek
toho prinuceni mize byt vysledkem toho pozitivniho vykonu svobody. Pravé proto, Ze jednate, v
disledku vasi svobodné akce a pozitivni svobodné akce v kontrastu s urcitou autoritou, mlzete
dosahnout toho, Ze jste predmétem mensi oprese, mate slabsi pouta.

Jiny hlas: This because of course you have degrees of positive and negative freedom. This is the
important thing. We have not absolutely negative freedom or absolutely positive freedom. Not even in
England they have absolutely negative freedom from coercion. The problem is exactly this dialectic
between negative and positive freedom, as negative freedom can enforce positive freedom and our
positive freedom can go in favor of negative freedom.

Jiny hlas: To je vlastné na bazi téch stupnl do té negativné-pozitivni svobody, nemame zadnou absolutni.
Ani v Anglii nemaji absolutni negativni svobodu. Problémem je pravé tato dialektika mezi negativni a
pozitivni, ta negativni mliZe posilit tu pozitivni a zase ta pozitivni m(iZe zvysit Groven té negativni.

Jiny hlas: Ja jsem mél jenom takovou malou otazku, kdyz se mluvi o tom salku s tim sendvi¢em a kdyz
mluvite taky o tom, Ze ¢lovék ma délat svobodné, nebo prosté bez jakéhokoli donuceni, tak jaka, zase
tam vznika ten samej problém. Ten ¢lovék mize vyménit ten $alek za ten sendvic¢ bud, Ze ma zrovna chut
na ten sendvic¢ a vyménuje to svobodné, ale na druhou stranu ten ¢lovék ten Salek vyméni, protoZze mé
hlad a vyméni ho taky svobodné, ale je k tomu nuceny. Tak kde je ta mira toho donuceni toho ¢lovéka?
Hejdanek: No, tohle neni donuceni. To se nepovazuje... to neni politické donuceni. To je prosté, Ze ma
hlad, to je totéz, jako kdyZz ma na to chut.

Jiny hlas: This point is relevant. Different motives which can work when a cup of tea and sandwich are in
exchange. | don't take the example of a cup of tea or of sandwich as a serious example, it’s just an
example. But you can exchange something else either because you would like to eat a sandwich, or you



haven't had anything to eat for two days, you are hungry and you need it. There is a huge number of
possibilities under the conditions under which this exchange can happen. What | would suggest is just to
remind a famous statement by Isaiah Berlin. Isaiah Berlin was writing at the beginning of the sixties,
when in Egypt people, Egyptian peasant, were very poor. Now too. And Isaiah Berlin said: for the
Egyptian peasant, the problem of freedom, the value of freedom is not a value at all. He has no interest
in freedom, he prefers food. But this doesn't mean that the freedom for an Egyptian peasant is anything
different from freedom for Rockefeller. Of course, for someone freedom could be of no interest if you are
hungry, you just want your sandwich. But this doesn't mean that for you freedom is something different.
You are free or unfree in the same way as Rockefeller. But the problem is that freedom is interesting for
Rockefeller, is not interesting for you. | would like to make a parenthesis at this point. When we are
speaking about all these kind of topics, John Rawls, Nozick, Cohen, Dworkin, we are speaking about
advanced capitalist countries.

Jiny hlas: Ty rGizné motivy... neberte ten pfiklad s tim cajem pfilis vazné, je to jenom priklad. MizZete
vymeénit néco jiného bud proto, Ze chcete ten sendvic, nebo Ze jste dva dny nejedli. Je tu obrovské
mnozstvi moznosti. Co bych navrhl, je jenom pfipomenout slavny vyrok Isaiy Berlina o egyptském
sedlakovi, ktery byl velmi chudy. Ted taky. A Isaiah Berlin fika, Ze pro egyptského sedlaka hodnota
svobody neni hodnotou, nema o ni zajem, dava prednost jidlu. Ale to neznamena, Ze by se lisila ta
svoboda egyptského fella od svobody Rockefellera. Samoziejmé pro nékoho ta svoboda stoji mimo
zajem, protozZe je hladovy a chce jen ten sendvic. Ale to presto neznamen3, Ze by svoboda pro vas byla
nécim odlisnym. Jste svobodny nebo nesvobodny UGplné stejné jako Rockefeller, jen je v tom rozdil zAjmu.
J& bych vlozil zAvorku, kdyz mluvime o vSech téchto tématech, John Rawls, Nozick, Cohen, Dworkin,
mluvime o rozvinutych kapitalistickych zemich.

Jiny hlas: It's obvious that the general frame is a capitalist frame.

Jiny hlas: Je jasné, Ze tento obecny rdmec je kapitalisticky ramec.

Jiny hlas: We are discussing about just distributions amongst levels of wealth where just very few people
are outside this level of wealth.

Jiny hlas: My diskutujeme o distributivni spravedlnosti ve spole¢nosti, kde jenom nepatrna ¢ast lidi je
vyfazena s ohledem na své majetkové poméry.

Jiny hlas: Should you do a theory of distributive justice or undistributive justice for Rwanda-Burundi...
Jiny hlas: Jestlize bychom tuto teorii prenesli treba do Rwandy-Burundi...

Jiny hlas: ...of course that would be completely different.

Jiny hlas: ...tak by to bylo zcela jiné.

Jiny hlas: Not because the freedom is not the same for the peasant in Rwanda-Burundi...

Jiny hlas: Ne proto, Ze by svoboda nebyla tataz pro ty sedlaky tam...

Jiny hlas: ...but because the urgency of freedom or what is just distribution could be is completely
changed by the different conditions.

Jiny hlas: ...ale protoZe ta naléhavost svobody, co tedy znamena spravedliva distribuce tam, je Gplné v
jiné situaci.

Jiny hlas: A strong critic of John Rawls was called Daniel Bell, he's an American sociologist.

Jiny hlas: S ostrou kritikou Rawlsovy teorie pfichazi z Ameriky Daniel Bell, americky sociolog.

Jiny hlas: Daniel Bell, he was a socialist in the sixties, one of the most famous American socialists, and
after he became a conservative.

Jiny hlas: Daniel Bell byl v Sedesatych letech nejzndméjsim americkym socialistou a pak se stal
konzervativcem.

Jiny hlas: When he defined the John Rawls theory as the a theory which can work only in post-industrial
societies.

Jiny hlas: On fika, Ze tato teorie Rawlse mUze byt Gc¢inna, funkéni jediné v poindustrialni spolec¢nosti.
Jiny hlas: Where all the basic problems of wealth have been resolved.



Jiny hlas: Kde vsechny zakladni problémy bohatstvi byly vyreseny.

Jiny hlas: And you have just to share, just the problem of distributive justice of sharing on luxury in some
way.

Jiny hlas: Kde zbyva jenom problém spravedlivého rozdéleni luxusu v jistém slova smyslu.

Jiny hlas: Not on food but on watches or dresses or cars or houses.

Jiny hlas: Ne na potravinach, ale na hodinkach, satech, autech a domech.

Jiny hlas: This is the problem, | think this is where Bell is right in some way.

Jiny hlas: To je ten problém a v tomto ma Bell do jisté miry pravdu.

Jiny hlas: If you make thought experiments and you say what it would happen if one is hungry has
nothing and the other has all, is this just or unjust?

Jiny hlas: Jestlize si vymyslite problém, co tedy nastane, kdyZ jeden bude mit vSechno a ostatni nic, je to
spravedlivé, nebo nespravedlivé?

Jiny hlas: Well, this is an unjust situation, obviously an unjust situation. But we are not discussing about
such limit cases.

Jiny hlas: To je samoziejmé nespravedliva situace, ale my nediskutujeme o téchto meznich pripadech.
Jiny hlas: We are discussing about societies where the basic needs have been solved.

Jiny hlas: My diskutujeme o spolecnosti, kde ty zakladni potfeby byly vyreseny.

Jiny hlas: And we have to discuss only on the leisure in some way, on the higher levels of wealth, how to
distribute in a just or unjust way, if any just way exists.

Jiny hlas: A musime se zabyvat tim, jak spravedlivé nebo nespravedlivé rozdélovat ten majetek, to
pohodli.

Jiny hlas: Because | think, | think it's true that moral problems don't exist in vacuo.

Jiny hlas: Moralni problémy neexistuji ve vakuu.

Jiny hlas: Moral problems are referred to some legal moral structures and economic structures.

Jiny hlas: Moralni problémy jsou vztaZzeny k pravnim, ekonomickym strukturam.

Jiny hlas: | think so, and typically the problem of distributive justice cannot be solved a priori.

Jiny hlas: A ten typicky problém distributivni spravedinosti nemutze byt vyresen a priori.

Jiny hlas: This is my opinion. There is no formal way, even if a principle of distributive justice would exist.
I don't know if distributive justice is a true concept.

Jiny hlas: To je mUj nazor. Neexistuje Zadny formalni zpUsob, i kdyby tento koncept distributivni
spravedInosti existoval.

Jiny hlas: But let me assume that someone will be able to find a nice concept of distributive justice.

Jiny hlas: Ale freknéme, Ze nékdo najde takovy pékny model.

Jiny hlas: Well, | think it would be completely ridiculous to think that that concept is good for medieval
China, for Rwanda-Burundi and for contemporary Switzerland.

Jiny hlas: Bylo by smésné se domnivat, Ze tento koncept by byl spravné pouzitelny pro stfedovékou Cinu
nebo Rwandu-Burundi nebo moderni sou¢asné Svycarsko.

Jiny hlas: It's a moral issue of course, but it's a moral issue on a factual background.

Jiny hlas: Je to samoziejmé moralni zaleZitost, ale je to moralni zaleZitost na konkrétnim pozadi.

Jiny hlas: Of course this means that we are doing more political philosophy rather than a moral
philosophy.

Jiny hlas: Zabyvame se spiSe politickou filosofii neZli moralni filosofii.

Jiny hlas: But the final result then, what is the value of this pattern, let's say, of starting with the
difference between the various income levels, if this theoretical pattern cannot be applied to a concrete
situation?

Jiny hlas: Ale konecny vysledek, jaka je cena tohoto modelu rozdil( mezi rliznymi Grovnémi pfijma,
jestliZze tento teoreticky model nemdze byt aplikovan na konkrétni situaci?

Jiny hlas: | think not, you cannot apply. Philosophy can never be applied. And when it's applied, it's very



bad results.

Jiny hlas: Myslim, Ze nemUze. Filosofie nem(ze byt nikdy aplikovana. A kdyz je aplikovana, miva to velmi
Spatné vysledky.

Jiny hlas: | think it's to have philosophical ideas and principles as a guide for judging the practical action.
Jiny hlas: Ta filosoficka teorie je takovym voditkem k posuzovani praktickych jednani.

Jiny hlas: Of course your political action will be completely different according to if you think that
something similar to distributive justice exists and it is just, or not.

Jiny hlas: Samozfejmé vase politické jednani bude naprosto rozdilné podle toho, jestli budete
presvédceni, Ze existuje néco takového, jako je ten model distributivni spravedlnosti, anebo ne.

Jiny hlas: I think this is a good guide.

Jiny hlas: Je to dobré voditko.

Jiny hlas: In some way, John Rawls is an original thinker.

Jiny hlas: V jistém ohledu je John Rawls originalni myslitel.

Jiny hlas: But in another sense it's very clear that John Rawils is the result in some way of what in America
was called in the fifties and sixties affirmative action.

Jiny hlas: Samozrejmé na druhé strané je jasné, Ze John Rawls je vysledkem toho, co se v padesatych a
Sedesatych letech nazyvalo ve Spojenych statech affirmative action, jednani nebo affirmative action.
Jiny hlas: That was the label used by American administrations for indicating policies which tried to
reduce the difference amongst individuals, especially differences between blacks and whites and so on
and so forth.

Jiny hlas: To byla nalepka pouzivand americkymi vlddami pro oznaceni takové politiky, ktera se snazila
redukovat rozdily mezi jednotlivci, zvlasté rozdily mezi bilymi a ¢ernymi a tak dale a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: And you know, A Theory of Justice can, as previously published works by John Rawls, are clearly
strictly related to this idea of the state which must intervene in the process in order to establish some
kind of just distribution.

zabezpecil spravedlivou distribuci.

Jiny hlas: But of course the problem is not... is not egalitarianism. That's the main point. Rawls thinks
that distributive justice exists and it is fundamental, but is not an egalitarian. This is the originality of
John Rawls. Would he have been a pure egalitarian, and all people must be equal in income and
wealth...

Jiny hlas: Ale samoziejmé ten problém neni rovnostdrstvi, to je ten hlavni bod. Rawls se domniva, ze
distributivni spravedInost existuje a je fundamentalni, ale to neznamena rovnostdrstvr. To je ta originalita
Johna Rawlse. Kdyby byl Cisty rovnostdr a tvrdil, Ze vSichni lidé maji mit stejné pfijmy a tak dale...

Jiny hlas: A lot of people have said that, but no.

Jiny hlas: No, kdyby byl takovy rovnostdr a tvrdil, Ze vsichni lidé maji mit stejné prijmy, tak to si fika
spousta lidi.

Jiny hlas: The wonderful and original point, | think, which makes his success, enormous success in
America, was the idea to put together justice in distributions...



