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Jiny hlas: 27. 7. 81, Rorty 1. V dnesni schlizce bude rec v podstaté o tom, jaka je soucasna situace
analytické filosofie v Americe v poslednich tficeti letech.

Jiny hlas: One thing that | think is puzzling about philosophy in England and America for people in other
countries is that it’s professional and un-ideological. That is, you can have analytic philosophers who are
Catholics, Marxists, Buddhists, anything, and it doesn’t have any effect on their work as philosophers.
Jiny hlas: Prvni véci, ktera je mozna v dnesni situaci americké filosofie udivujici, je véc, Ze je profesionalni
a naprosto neideologicka. To vypada tak, Ze ameri¢ti analyticti filosofové jsou buddhisti, marxisti, katolici
a tak dale a na jejich praci se to vibec nijak neprojevuje. VSichni z nich jsou schopni pracovat stejnym
zplUsobem a v jejich svétovém nazoru se to neprojevuje.

Jiny hlas: In America, philosophers pride themselves on having specialized fields of interest and on
working on highly specialized problems, because they think that that’s more scientific. So you can ask an
American philosopher what he’s working on and he will say something like decision theory or the theory
of reference or the theory of intentionality. And if you ask what’s that, it will take half an hour to explain
to you what it means.

Jiny hlas: V Americe je trend, Ze se kazdy filosof specializuje na velmi Gzky okruh problém, protoze se
domnivaiji, Ze to je védectéjsi pristup. TakZe kdyzZ se zeptate konkrétniho filosofa, ¢im se zabyva, tak
odpovi napriklad teorie rozhodovdni nebo intenciondlini teorie anebo teorie reference. A kdyz se ho
potom zeptate, co to vlastné znamena, tak vam bude pUl hodiny vysvétlovat, o ¢em mluvi, nez popise
svUj konkrétni problém, na ktery se soustfeduje.

Jiny hlas: One characteristic of this way of doing philosophy is that philosophers usually only read the
latest articles in technical journals. They don’t read the history of philosophy, and they don’t read
philosophy written in other countries. It's, again, it’s as much an imitation of science as possible, where a
scientist doesn’t read the history of science, he just reads the latest state of research.

Jiny hlas: Dalsi charakteristika je, Ze soucasny americky filosof vétsinou ¢te pouze ¢lanky v odbornych
casopisech a nezajima se o historii filosofie, nezajima se o situaci v jinych zemich. To znamen3, Ze to je
snaha priblizit se metodé prirodovédy, ktera se také nezabyva dé&jinami prirodnich véd, pouze se
soustfeduje na nejnovéjsi vyzkumy v daném konkrétnim oboru.

Jiny hlas: The result of this way of doing philosophy is that it produces very good arguments or very good
argumentation, people who are very skilled at argument, but they are criticized for being irrelevant to
the rest of culture, for not having anything to tell people in the sciences or theology or politics or literary
criticism or anything else.

Jiny hlas: Vysledkem tohoto zplsobu filosofovani je to, Ze tito filosofové jsou nesmirné obratni v
argumentaci. V tomto oboru jsou schopni argumentovat na velmi vysoké Grovni, ovsem zaroven tady
prichazi namitka, Ze to neodpovida souc¢asnému stavu kultury v té dané oblasti ani situaci ve védach a
tak dale, Ze jsou vlastné izolovani od svéta, protoZe je to irelevantni pro otazky, se kterymi lidé prichazeji
do styku, at uz v politice nebo v kulture, v literarni kritice a podobné.

Jiny hlas: | think that one can understand this situation of analytic philosophy by seeing analytic
philosophy as a development out of logical positivism. But logical positivism has been killed principally
by the work of two philosophers, Wittgenstein and Kuhn.

Jiny hlas: Myslim si, Ze m{Zeme pochopit situaci, v jaké se nachazi soucasna americka filosofie, tak, Ze ji
budeme brat jako pokracovani logického pozitivismu. Ovsem nemUzZeme to brat doslovné, protoze
logicky pozitivismus byl naprosto znicen filosofy jako Wittgenstein a Kuhn. TakzZe tato nova situace je uz
jakymsi naslednictvim.

Jiny hlas: On the view that | want to present, analytic philosophers are still behaving as if they believed in
positivism. Actually they don’t. But they don’t know how to change philosophy in order no longer to be



positivists.

Jiny hlas: Tak jak budu o analytické filosofii mluvit, tak to bude plsobit dojmem, jako kdyby vychazela z
logického pozitivismu, jako kdyby mu véfili, ale ve skute¢nosti mu nevéri. Pfesto ty vnéjsi znaky maji
spolecné a dlivod je ten, Ze sami nevédi, jak se z této metody vymanit, jak metodu filosofie zménit.

Jiny hlas: Positivism started, logical positivism started, as a reaction against the notion that there was a
close connection between philosophy and history, in particular a reaction against Hegel. The positivists
thought that we could substitute logic for history, because logic was scientific and history wasn’t. History
was literary, science was logical. Philosophy should study logic and forget history.

Jiny hlas: Logicky pozitivismus vychazel z reakce na Hegela a jeho pfistup k d&jinam. Slo zejména o to, Ze
filosofové se domnivali, Ze je mozZné nahradit historii logikou, protoZe logika je védecka a historie nikoliv.
Historie je cosi literarniho, zatimco véda je logicka. Filosofové se tedy maji zabyvat logikou a na historii
zapomenout.

Jiny hlas: "what I'm going to be arguing this evening is that Wittgenstein and Kuhn, Wittgenstein in his
book Philosophical Investigations, Philosophische Untersuchungen, 1952, and Kuhn in his book The
Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 1962, showed that filosofie had to be historical if anything."

Budu mluvit o tom, Ze jak Wittgenstein ve svych Filosofickych zkoumdnich, Philosophische
Untersuchungen, z roku 1952, anebo Kuhn ve své knize...

Hejdanek: U Kuné to jde i bez prehlasovani.

Jiny hlas: ...tak Kuhn ve své knize z roku 1962, ktera se jmenuje Struktura védeckych revolucr, The
Structure of Scientific Revolutions, takZe oba dva tam namitaji proti logickému pozitivismu, Ze filosofie, a
tusim také kognitivni védy, musi byt historicka.

"So, in order to explain why | think Wittgenstein is so important, let me talk first about Frege and Carnap
and Reichenbach."

Abych vysvétlil vlastné, proc¢ Wittgensteinovi pfisuzuji takovou dulezitost, tak bych rad zacal Fregem,
Carnapem a Reichenbachem.

Hejdanek: Tato jména jsou predevsim Frege, Frege, to je dllezité si to zapsat. Ti ostatni jsou znami.
Reichenbach, jo. Carnap, ten je znamy.

Jiny hlas: "Frege was the beginner of analytic filosofie in the sense that he had the idea that one should
go back from 19th-century naturalism to Kant in order to save the a priori character of mathematics."
Frege byl zakladatelem analytické filosofie a jeho myslenka spocivala v tom, Ze naturalismus 19. stoleti se
mUZe vychazet z Kantovy myslenky a priori, aby zachranil exaktni povahu matematiky.

"Frege claimed to have reduced mathematics to logic and thus showed that Kant was wrong in saying
that arithmetic was synthetic rather than analytic. This was thought by the logical positivists to be a
paradigm of filosofie, exactly the kind of thing that filosofie ought to do."

Frege tvrdil, Ze matematiku miZeme redukovat na logiku, a tvrdil, Ze Kant se mylil v tom, Ze aritmetika
neni analyticka, ale synteticka.

"Frege made the filosofie of mathematics scientific. We must now make all the rest of filosofie scientific
by turning filosofie into logic. As Bertrand Russell wrote a paper in 1905 called Logic as the Essence of
Philosophy."

Carnap a Reichenbach tikali, Ze jestlize Frege dokazal prevést matematiku na logiku, oni Ze musi prevést
filosofii na logiku a tim vlastné ziskat védeckost. Bertrand Russell napsal v roce 1905 ¢lanek nazvany
Logika jako podstata filosofie, Logic as the Essence of Philosophy.

"So for Reichenbach, who wrote a book called The Rise of Scientific Philosophy, there was no filosofie
between Kant and Frege, between 1781 and 1879. And for most analytic filosofové also there is no
filosofie between Kant and Frege, because Kant knew about logic, Frege knew about logic, but in
between nobody knew about logic."

Reichenbach napsal knihu Vzestup védecke filosofie, The Rise of Scientific Philosophy, a mluvi tam, Ze z
jeho pohledu mezi Kantem a Fregem v tom obdobi nebyla Zadna skutecna filosofie. A to z toho dlvodu,



Ze Kant se zabyval logikou, Frege se zabyval logikou a vSichni, ktefi byli vtom mezidobi, se ji nezabyvali,
tak to nebyla skutec¢na filosofie pro Reichenbacha.

"And so one result of this is that in America, Hegel and Marx, for example, are not read in filosofie
departments. They might be read in literature departments or in politics departments, but probably not
in filosofie departments."

Z toho dlvodu se v Americe nemluvi na katedrach filosofie ani o Hegelovi, ani o Marxovi. M(iZete slyset
prednasky o nich na historii nebo v politické védé anebo v literature, ale ve filosofii stale z(stava tento
pohled a nejsou zafazovani do filosofie.

"To repeat the same point, analytic filosofie would like filosofie not to be a - what we call one of the
humanities, one of the Geisteswissenschaften. It should be one of the Naturwissenschaften if anything,
and almost a branch of mathematics if possible."

To znamen4, abych to ekl jinymi slovy, analyticka filosofie se snazi, aby filosofie nespadala mezi takzvané
humanitni védy, Geisteswissenschaften, ale mezi prirodni védy, Naturwissenschaften, a pokud mozno
mezi exaktni matematické védy, jestlize je to mozné.

"In the beginning of analytic filosofie in America, in the 1930s when Carnap and Reichenbach and
Hempel and Tarski and the emigres came over from Europe, they said that they were teaching logic and
filosofie of science."

Na zacatku analytické filosofie v Americe, ve tficatych letech, kdy Carnap, Reichenbach, Hempel a Tarski a
dalsi emigranti prisli z Evropy, tak Fikali, Ze vyucuji logiku a filosofii védy.

Jiny hlas: and that was their description of what philosophy was. And their point was philosophy of
science was all the philosophy you needed.

To je v tyhlety dobé, kdy se v padesatych letech zrodila americka analyticka filosofie, to je v dobé, kdy do
Ameriky prichazeli emigranti jako Tarski, Carnap a tak dale.

Carnap, Reichenbach, Tarski, Hempel.

Carnap, Reichenbach, Tarski, Hempel... kdyz prisli do Ameriky a zacali tam prednaset, tak mluvili o tom,
Ze se zabyvaiji logikou a analytickou filosofii a zaroven tvrdili, Ze to je jedina filosofie, kterd Ameri¢any
mUZe zajimat nebo kterou potrebujou.

And what they meant by philosophy of science was doing for the empirical sciences what Frege had done
for mathematics.

Filosofii védy mysleli to, Ze chtéli pro empirické védy udélat to samé, co Frege udélal pro matematiku. To
znamena vytvorit vlastné logicky systém.

The one phrase that they used was the logic of unified science as what philosophy was going to discover,
which meant something like finding an inductive logic, a logic of the inductive empirical sciences, which
would be as clear as Frege's logic, Frege's deductive logic had been.

TakZe se snazili o to prevést vysledky empirické védy do induktivniho logického systému, ktery by byl
obdobny Fregové deduktivni logice.

Deduktivni.

Deduktivnimu matematickému systému.

And this attempt to find an inductive logic, the logic of unified empirical science, was supposed to do two
things. First, it would show what the nature of scientific method was, and second, it would show the
division between science and all the bad things: metaphysics, theology, superstition.

Kdyz vytvareli tento systém induktivni logiky empirickych véd, tak v prvé radé slo o dvé véci. Zaprvé
ukazat, jakou metodou pracuji empirické védy a zadruhé védu oddélit od vseho, co nazyvali Spatné, to
znamena metafyzika a tak dale, povéra.

And on this conception, the source of the a priori, the source of logic was not the mind, not Kant's
faculty of spontaneity, not Kant's Verstand, but rather language. And Frege was supposed to have helped
us discover that language was the source of logic, not the mind.

Druhé véc, odlisna od Kanta, Ze a priori nema pavod v nasi mysli, v nasem mysleni, spontaneity,



Verstand, ale Ze a priori ma sv(ij plivod v feci a v ni, Ze vychazi veskera logika.

So as a result, the logical positivists said "our subject is language", as if there were a thing called
language waiting to be investigated, which had a structure called logic, and so all philosophers had to do
was look at logic and look at language and describe its structure, and then the secret of scientific method
would be discovered.

Takze analyticti filosofové tvrdili, Ze se zabyvaji jazykem, jako kdyby to byla véc, ktera ¢ekala na to, kdy
bude rozpracovana do logickych systém.

Hejdanek: A to, Ze je tu fec a jeji struktura je logika.

Jiny hlas: Jeji struktura je logika a pomoci této logiky miZeme rozpracovat empirické védy zase do téch
logickych systému.

So to summarize, there were two things which positivism hoped to do. It was to get rid of the mind or
thought as a subject for philosophy and give that to psychology and substitute language. That was the
first thing. The second thing was to create a new formal a priori discipline called philosophy, which would
be logic.

TakZe abychom to shrnuli, analytickym filosoféim slo o dvé véci. Zaprvé a priori, co se tyka mysli,
odstranit, vyskrtnout mysl a tyto problémy prenechat psychologlim a a priori umistit do jazyka nebo k té
koncepci, Ze a priori vychazi, ma sv(j plivod v jazyku. A Ze to je jedina oblast, ve které filosofie mé svij
predmét. A zadruhé vytvorit z jazyka, popsat jazyk logickou strukturou a to, co takto nové vznik3, to je ta
filosofie, o kterou jim Slo.

Now my own view is that positivism did succeed in doing the first thing and didn't succeed in doing the
second.

Ja si myslim, Ze pozitivisté uspéli v tom prvnim a neuspéli vtom druhém.

That is, | think that the permanent contribution of analytic philosophy is to have killed off idealism by
substituting language for mind.

Myslim si, Ze ten staly trvajici pfinos analytické filosofie je v tom, Ze vyskrtli, zabili idealismus tim, Ze
nahradili mysl jazykem.

Because language is a phenomenon that can be naturalistically described, whereas mind or thought in
the sense in which the idealists talked about it is something distinct from nature.

Jiny hlas: A proto jsou mozné nejriiznéjsi spekulace vné védeckého pristupu. Pfiroda a ono naturalistické
[nesrozumitelné] vyélenéna z prirody, to znamena také z naturalismu.

So now that ends what | wanted to say about positivism. Now | want to go on to Wittgenstein and Kuhn
and say why | think they showed that once you substituted language for mind, you couldn't have filosofie
as a formal logical discipline.

Tim koncim ¢ast o positivismu a nyni bych rad pokracoval o Wittgensteinovi a Kuhnovi, ktefi tvrdili, Ze
jestlize zaménime nebo nahradime mysl jazykem, tak nem@zeme mluvit o filosofii jako o formalni logické
discipliné.

Wittgenstein's contribution in his later work, the Philosophische Untersuchungen, was | think to
substitute the idea of language as a tool, an instrument, for the notion of language as a picture.
Wittgenstein se ve svych Filosofickych zkoumdnich pokusil nahradit plivodni predstavu jazyka coby
nastroje, instrumentu, za jazyk coby obraz, zobrazujici cosi.

So Kant had tried to answer the question: how can thought or mind represent reality? And the positivists
had tried to answer the question: what is the logic of language which permits it to represent reality? And
Wittgenstein said: don't think in terms of representation at all.

Kant se ptal, jaka je schopnost ¢lovéku umoznit zobrazit realitu. Positivisté se ptali, jaka je logika této
reprezentace, jaka logika pro toto zobrazeni plati. A Wittgenstein Fika: nemluvme uzZ o reprezentaci,
zastupnosti vibec.

One famous sentence of Wittgenstein's is: "Don't ask for the meaning, ask for the use."

Jedna zndma véta Wittgensteinova zni: neptejte se na vyznam, ptejte se na pouziti.



His point was that meanings are usually thought of as like Platonic ideas or like Kantian categories. That
is, entities which exist somewhere in the heavens or in the mind. So that if you look for the meaning, you
find the real object which is in question. Whereas if you look for the use of a word, then you don't look
for an object which the word represents, you just look for the kinds of things people do with the word.
KdyZ mluvime o vyznamu, tak vétsinou si to spojujeme bud' s platonskymi ideami, anebo...

Hejdanek: ...kantovymi kategoriemi.

Jiny hlas: Jedny jsou bud'v nebi, nebo v mysli. V kazdém pfipadé se snazime odkazovat k jakymsi
predmétim, objektlim, které nejsou pritomny. Wittgenstein fika: pokud se zajimame pouze o uziti, tak
nas zajima to slovo samotné a v jakych souvislostech ho lidé uzivaiji.

And this attitude of Wittgenstein's, that language should be thought of as a tool, led him to say: language
doesn't have a structure or a logic. There isn't an entity called language which filosofie can examine in
the way in which idealism examined the mind. All that there is are people using words for various
different purposes in different ways at different times.

Wittgenstein tvrdi, Ze na jazyk se nemUZeme podivat jako na néjakou entitu, kterou bychom méli
zkoumat podobnym zplsobem, jako se idealisté zabyvali mysli. Ale tvrdi, Ze tady jsou pouze lidé, kteri
uzivaji slov riiznym zplsobem, a to uz je to, co musime zkoumat, ne jazyk samotny.

And one implication of this was that filosofové could no longer have a distinction between good science
and bad metaphysics and theology.

Z toho plyne jeden néasledek, Ze filosofové uz nemohou nadale rozliSovat mezi dobrou védou a $patnou
metafyzikou, Spatnou teologii, Spatnou nevédeckou filosofii.

The positivists had said: by looking at the nature of language, we can tell that some sentences have
meanings—the sentences of science and mathematics—other sentences don't have meanings—the
sentences of metaphysics and theology. Wittgenstein said: no, there's no distinction between meaningful
and meaningless language. There's just language used for one purpose, language used for another
purpose.

Positivisté tvrdili, Ze jazyk védecké filosofie ma vyznam, Ze ty véty jsou...

Hejdanek: ...davaji smysl...

Jiny hlas: ...davaji smysl, zatimco jazyk véty uzivané metafyzikou, teologii, nedavaji smysl, jsou
bezvyznamné. Wittgenstein na tom namita: nemdzeme uz mluvit o tom, které véty maji vyznam, které
jsou smysluplné a které nemaji vyznam, nejsou smysluplné. MiZzeme mluvit jenom o tom nebo onom
uziti reci, bud védeckém nebo metafyzickém, teologickém.

Jiny hlas: Another famous sentence of Wittgenstein was: Anything has a use if you give it a use. Dalsi
slavna véta Wittgensteina zni: cokoli ma své uziti, pokud...

Hejdanek: ...ho k né¢emu uZijete.

Jiny hlas: Jo, pokud ho k né¢emu uzijete. So, if you want to criticize metaphysics and theology, then the
way to criticize them is to say they weren't successful tools. They didn't in fact do what people wanted
them to do. That might be true. But you couldn't criticize them for being unscientific or unlogical. To
znamena, Ze chcete-li kritizovat metafyziku, teologii, tak nem(izete... mlzete je kritizovat tim zplsobem,
Ze nema prosté zadné uZiti, Ze neuspokojuje Zadné potreby, ale nemzete...

Hejdanek: ...dosahnout téch cild, kterych chtél. No, asi. Ale nema smysl tu metafyziku nebo teologii
kritizovat, Ze je nevédecka, protoZe to neni Zddny protiargument.

Jiny hlas: And | think this... there is an analogy here between the relation of Hegel to Kant and the
relation of Wittgenstein to the positivists. Myslim si, Ze tady existuje jistd podobnost mezi vazbou Hegela
ke Kantovi a Wittgensteina k pozitivismu. That is, Kant had said there was a clear distinction between
physics and metaphysics, between sense and what was beyond sense, that there were limits to human
inquiry. And the positivists said the same thing. Kant tvrdil, Ze miZeme jasné urcit hranici mezi fyzikou a
metafyzikou, mezi vécmi, které maji smysl a které jsou mimo lidsky smysl. MGzeme presné ohranicit
meze lidské schopnosti, a to samé tvrdi i analyticti filosofové. And Hegel criticized Kant for taking natural



science too seriously and making the ability of the natural scientist to predict spatiotemporal events
synonymous with his ability to have knowledge. Hegel kritizoval Kanta, Ze bere prirodni védy pfilis vazné
a Ze jejich schopnost zabyvat se exaktné védeckymi problémy zaménuje za poznani, Ze to dava do roviny.
And in a similar way, Wittgenstein criticized the positivists for taking empirical science and mathematics
too seriously. Podobné Wittgenstein kritizuje analytické filosofy, Ze berou empirickou filosofii pfFilis vazné.
And Wittgenstein wanted to say logic and empirical logic, mathematics, and empirical science are useful
tools for certain purposes. History, literature, morality, theology, metaphysics are perhaps useful tools for
other purposes. As Hegel had said, these are different dialectical stages. Wittgenstein tvrdi, Ze logika,
matematika, pfirodni védy jsou uzite¢né nastroje pro jisté oblasti zkoumani a literatura, historie,
humanitni védy a tak dale jsou uzZite¢né nastroje pro jiné oblasti zkoumani, podobné jako Hegel mluvil o
tom, Ze nejen naturalisticky pfistup k pfirodnim védam neni jediny mozny, Ze jsou rizné dialektické
roviny, z nichZ kazda ma sv(j specificky pfinos k lidskému poznani. So | think that analytic philosophy
started out in a Kantian stage with the positivists and has now progressed to an Hegelian historicist
stage, but it's an Hegelian historicism without the idealism and without the teleology, that is, without
history leading up to a climax. TakZe pokud uZijeme této pfiméry, mizeme mluvit o posunu od analytické
filosofie podobné kantovskému pfristupu k filosofii wittgensteinovsko-analytickému hegelovskému
filosofovani, ovsem pokud skrtneme Hegelllv idealismus zaprvé a zadruhé to smérovani filosofie k tomu
jejimu vyvrcholeni, jako u Kanta a Wittgensteina. That's the end of what | wanted to say about
Wittgenstein and now I'll start talking about Kuhn. To je vSe o Wittgensteinovi a nyni budu mluvit o
Kuhnovi. If Wittgenstein can be said to have destroyed the idea of language having a structure to be
investigated, one great big a priori structure, what Kuhn did was to destroy the idea of science having a
method or a logic. Jestlize Wittgenstein rozbil predstavu, Ze jazyk ma jako celek jakousi strukturu, kterou
muzeme védecky zkoumat, Ze to, co a priori prozkoumavame analytickym zkoumanim, tak podobné Kuhn
rozbil predstavu, Ze prirodni védy jako celek maiji cosi jako a priori strukturu, a priori metody zkoumani...
Hejdanek: Nejen a priori, viibec. Viibec, jestli maji n&jakou strukturu jednotnou. Ze tedy existuje néjaka
véda jako takova.

Jiny hlas: The positivists had thought that language had an essence and science had an essence, and by
examining the language of science, you could discover the essence of meaningful speech and the
essence of scientific method. And Wittgenstein and Kuhn tried to show that neither language nor science
has an essence. Pozitivisté si mysleli, Ze jazyk ma né&jakou podstatu a véda ma podstatu, a zkoumanim
jazyka védy mizeme odhalit podstatu smysluplné reci a védecké metody. A Wittgenstein a Kuhn se
snazili ukazat, ze ani jazyk, ani véda Zadnou podstatu nemaji.

Jiny hlas: Pozitivisté tvrdili, Ze jak jazyk, tak véda maiji jakousi svou esenci, podstatu, kterou mizeme
analyticky zkoumat. A to znamena, Ze mGzZeme zkoumat védecky jazyk, jestli je smysluplny, jestli m3,
jestli nese néjaky vyznam, anebo ne. Wittgenstein rozbil predstavu o jazyku a Kuhn o védeé, ze maji
jakousi svou vlastni podstatu, esenci. To znamena, Ze oni dva rozbili jeden predpoklad pozitivistQ, druhy
pak, a oba dohromady pozitivismus znicili.

Jiny hlas: Kuhn... Kuhn wasn't trained as a philosopher, he was trained as a physicist. And then he
became interested in the history of physics. And in particular he became interested in the idea that
physics became rational with Galileo, whereas in the times of Aristotle it wasn't yet rational or scientific
or methodical.

Jiny hlas: Kuhn nebyl vycviéen jako filosof, ale jako fyzik. A v uréitém case se zacal zabyvat déjinami fyziky.
A zaujala ho ta skutecnost, Ze racionalni pristup ve fyzice mGzeme najit az od Galilea, Ze veskera predesla
fyzika, zejména aristotelska, je cokoli jiného neZ racionélni, Ze ta metodologie, s jakou fyzika byla
vytvarena, nema [nesrozumitelné].

--- (1981-07-27 Richard Rorty (1) [LVH228VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: A book called The Copernican Revolution about Copernicus, Kepler, and Galileo, arguing that
Galileo didn't have a method and in general what we think of as modern science doesn't have a method.



They just had a better vocabulary, a better language, a tool that worked better than Aristotle's language.
Jiny hlas: Prvni kniha se jmenovala Kopernikovskd revoluce, byla o Kopernikovi, Keplerovi, Galileovi. Mluvi
v ni o tom, Ze Galileo nemél zddnou védeckou metodu. Jediné, co mél, je lepsi vyrazivo na svou dobu,
lepsi slovnik neZ jeho soucasnici, ale Ze nemuzZe byt fe¢ o Zadné védecké metodé, o metodé védeckého
zkoumani.

Jiny hlas: And in his next book, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, which has been incredibly
influential in America, it's read by everybody in every field, not just philosophy. In that book, Kuhn said
we'll never have a logic of science. We'll never be able to describe what makes a scientific theory logical
or what makes it rational to accept it.

Jiny hlas: V té své dalsi knize, Struktura védeckych revolucr, ktera byla nesmirné rozsifena a ctena témér
kazdym v Americe ve své dobé&, mluvi o tom, Ze neexistuje zadna logika, kterou bychom méli psat
védecké zkoumani, Ze nikdy védu nem(Zzeme definovat podle néjakych logickych postup(.

Jiny hlas: His argument for that was that you can have an inductive logic, a logic of scientific method, if
you keep the language fixed. That is, if you know in what terms to report your observations of the world,
then you can have criteria for which theories best predict the observations. But the difference between
Galileo and Aristotle was a difference in the vocabularies used for describing the world.

Jiny hlas: Argumentuje tim, Ze v soucasnych védeckych vyzkumech mizeme pouzit induktivni logiku. To
znamena, Ze pokud mame fixovany, neménny jazyk, tak mizeme predem urcit, kde se budou pohybovat
hledané vysledky nebo ve které oblasti se mohou nachazet vysledky pokusu. Ovsem rozdil mezi Galileem
a Aristotelem byl jenom rozdil jejich slovnikd.

Jiny hlas: It's... the point is that to have a criterion for choice between theories in science, you have to
have a single language in which the phenomena are described.

Jiny hlas: Jestlize chceme mit néjaké méritko, jak volit mezi rGznymi teoriemi, koncepcemi, tak musime
mit jednotnou fe¢ nebo fec na jedné Urovni, pomoci které to mizeme popisovat.

Hejdanek: Ze oboje ty teorie, ktery chceme srovnavat, museji pouZivat touté? Fe¢. Kdezto u Galilea a
Aristotela pouzivali rGiznou re¢, tudiz neni mozné provést jakékoli srovnani.

Jiny hlas: Kuhn expressed this by saying Galileo and Aristotle had incommensurable vocabularies. That is,
vocabularies that you can't compare to one another in terms of some larger vocabulary.

Jiny hlas: Tvrdi, Ze Galileo a Aristoteles méli jazyky naprosto rozdilné, ze nemtzeme pro jejich koncepce
najit jeden spolec¢ny, jednotici jazyk, kterym bychom...

Hejdanek: J4 myslim, Ze to... Ze voba pouzivali svého jazyka jako tool, jako prostfedku, jako nastroje. A ze
tedy je mozno je néjak porovnat nebo je konfrontovat jediné v terminech néjakého nadjazyka.

Ne, Spatné jsem rozumél. Jako on Fika, Ze neni takovyho jazyka, coz... No dobre, a Ze tedy to srovnani by
bylo moZny, ne Ze neni. Je mozné, ale nebylo.

Jiny hlas: Comparison between Aristotle and Galileo would be possible only by the means of some
metalanguage.

Jiny hlas: No, the problem is that there isn't any metalanguage. The positivists thought there was a
metalanguage in terms of which you could compare them. Kuhn is saying: no, it's just one tool, another
tool. Galileo had a better tool than Aristotle's.

Jiny hlas: Pozitivisté tvrdili, Ze existuje metajazyk, Kuhn tvrdi, Ze metajazyk neexistuje. To znamena, Ze
existuji rozdilné jazyky, nikoli metajazyk. To znamena, Ze Aristoteles mél horsi nastroj nezli Galileo.

Jiny hlas: So the positivists thought that Galilean mathematical laws were the rational way to think,
whereas Aristotelian explanations weren't really rational, because they couldn't be formulated in terms
of universal generalizations which could be described in terms of Frege's logic.

Jiny hlas: Pozitivisté povazovali Galileovu soustavu za raciondini pristup, ktery byl srovnatelny s Fregovou
logikou, zatimco u Aristotela jim tento racionalni pfistup chybél.

Jiny hlas: So from Kuhn's point of view, Kant and the positivists both made the same mistake.

Jiny hlas: To znamen4, z pohledu Kuhna jak Kant, tak pozitivisté udélali tu samou chybu.



Jiny hlas: They both thought that being rational just meant being like Galileo. So there was only one way
of being logical or rational or scientific, and so Aristotle must have been unscientific, irrational, illogical.
Jiny hlas: Tim tvrdi, Ze jak Kant, tak pozitivisté se mylili v tom, Ze uznavali pouze racionalni pristup Galilea.
To znamen3, Ze jediné to, co je z jejich pohledu racionalni, je logické.

Jiny hlas: Védecké, takZze ma néjaky prinos, kde tyto méritka neni mozné pfiloZit u Aristotela, tak to
postrada jakykoliv smysl.

Hejdanek: Takze racionalni je jenom Galileo, nikoli ten Aristoteles.

Jiny hlas: So for Kuhn, philosophy cannot, as it were, legitimize science, or show what science is doing
right.

ProtozZe podle Kuhna filosofie nemuze legitimizovat védu, nemuze mluvit o tom, co véda déla dobre a co
déla spatné.

Because the only reason to accept a scientific theory is that it works better, it gives you more results than
all the other theories so far. That is for Kuhn the only measure of judging science.

Jediny zpusob, jak mGzeme védeckou teorii pfijmout, je v tom, Ze funguje Iépe nez ty ostatni, Ze prinasi
vice kladnych vysledk( nez jakakoli jina teorie. To je podle Kuhna jediné méfitko, jak miZzeme posuzovat
védy.

So this gives you a pragmatic conception of the nature of science and the nature of truth generally, in
which you think of truth not as describing reality in reality's own terms, but just as the kind of use of
language which gets you what you want.

To znamen3, Ze je to pragmaticky pfistup ke zkoumani védy, pravdy a tak dale. Pravda neni posuzovana z
hlediska ji samotné, ale z hlediska jazyka, kterym se k ni stavime a ktery mGzeme uZivat dle své libovdle,
to znamena tak, aby ndm co nejlépe slouzil.

This is all that | want to say about Wittgenstein and Kuhn.

To je v3e, co jsem chtél Fici o Wittgensteinovi a Kuhnovi.

But | hope that it's enough to indicate why | think that they are so important in showing that the
positivist foundation for the analytic philosophers' idea of philosophy isn't there anymore.

Myslim si, Ze to staci k tomu, aby bylo vidét, Ze positivisticka predstava filosofie byla témito dvéma muzi
naprosto zrusena.

So it seems to me that the historicism and pragmatism that one finds in Wittgenstein and Kuhn make it
impossible to take seriously the notion of philosophy as a formal analytic discipline.

Mam ten dojem, Ze historicismus a pragmatismus Wittgensteina a Kuhna ozfejmuje, Ze neni mozné se na
filosofii divat pouze jako na logicky systém nebo empirickou filosofii.

So | think that analytic philosophy has performed an Hegelian transformation and Hegelian Aufhebung
upon itself and become something very different from positivism. But the institutional forms and the
way philosophers think of themselves remains, unfortunately, positivist.

MuzZeme fici, Ze analyticka filosofie prosla hegelovskou proménou a hegelovskym...

Hejdanek: ...zrusenim a pozdvizenim, Aufhebung, jak to fikaji, zaroven zrusit a zaroven znovu postavit
jinam.

Jiny hlas: To znamen4, Ze soucasna analyticka filosofie je velmi odlisna od positivismu, ovsem bohuzel
presto soucasni analyticti filosofové vychazeji z principl positivismu.

| don't want to talk too long, but | thought | would spend about twenty minutes until nine o'clock saying
something about analytic philosophy and ethics and politics, because | haven't said anything about that
yet.

Nechci mluvit pfilis dlouho, dalSich 20 minut bych rad hovofil o vztahu analytické filosofie k etice a
politickym problémam.

The analytic philosophy started with the positivists saying that philosophers shouldn't have anything to
do with ethics or politics, that it wasn't their business.

Analyticka filosofie vychazela z positivismu, ktery tvrdil, Ze filosofie nema nic spole¢ného s etikou, s



politikou, Ze to nejsou obory, kterymi se ma filosofie zabyvat.

Their argument was that the only place for science, rationality, logic in ethics or politics was in calculating
means to ends, in Weber's Zweckrationalitdt.

Argumentovali tim, Ze etika nebo politika se ve védé mUze objevit pouze jako cizorody prvek, cosi, co je
tam uméle vneseno, co neni v povaze véci samotné.

And this led the positivists to say, ethical sentences are meaningless.

To vedlo positivisty k tomu, Ze tvrdili, Ze eticka tvrzeni jsou bezvyznamna.

Their idea was that science had logic and ethics, politics, morality, religion had emotion, and emotion
had nothing to do with logic, so philosophy had nothing to do with emotion.

Tvrdili, Ze filosofie ma svou logiku, zatimco etika, politika a tak dale jsou pouhé emoce, Zze tam chybi
jakakoli logika, a tudiz Zze neni mozné je zahrnout do filosofie.

And this led to a repudiation of Plato, Hegel, and Marx, for example, in a famous book by Karl Popper
called The Open Society.

Napriklad ve slavné knize Karla Poppera Otevrend spolecnost jsou vyskrtnuti Platon, Hegel, Marx jako
nevédecti mluvci.

Jiny hlas: Coby nevédci.

Jiny hlas: Popper argued, and a great many analytic philosophers agreed with him, that any attempt to
have a philosophical view of the foundations of politics was automatically a bad thing, because Plato led
to tyranny, Hegel led to the Prussian state, and Marx led to Stalin.

Jiny hlas: Popper a s nim mnoho analytickych filosofti tvrdi, Ze neni mozné hledat logickou strukturu
politiky, ale Ze Platonova republika vedla k tyranii, Hegelova filosofie vyustila v prusky stat, Marxova
filosofie skoncila u Stalina.

Jiny hlas: So the analytic philosophers tended to be political liberals who nonetheless didn't want any
philosophical foundation for liberalism. They didn't want any metaphysical support for politics, and they
didn't think it could have any logical support, so they just wanted their politics to be unphilosophical.
Jiny hlas: Analyticti filosofové jsou prevazné liberalové, ktefi ovsem nevidi Zadné filosofické zaklady,
zadny filosoficky podklad svého liberalismu. Nechtéji sv(ij politicky pristup podpirat jakoukoli metafyzikou
a nevéri tomu, Ze je mozné to podpofit logickou konstrukci. To znamena, Ze se snazi své politické nazory
odtrhnout od filosofie.

Jiny hlas: And | think that there wasn't any important work in ethics or political philosophy within
analytic philosophy until perhaps the 1970s, when John Rawls published a book called A Theory of
Justice.

Jiny hlas: Mam dojem, Ze az do sedmdesatych let v analytické filosofii nebyla napsana Zadna zajimava
kniha o etice nebo politické filosofii. Jedinou vyjimku tvofi kniha Johna Rawlse Teorie spravedlnosti
napsana v sedmdesatych letech.

Jiny hlas: This book by Rawls is the most read and the most influential book in political philosophy in the
English-speaking world. And it devotes itself to the question of the choice between utilitarian ethics and
Kantian ethics in choosing social institutions.

Jiny hlas: Rawlsova kniha je nejvice ¢tenou knihou zabyvajici se politickou filosofii v anglicky mluvicim
svété. Ta kniha se zabyva otazkou protikladu mezi utilitdrni etikou a kantovskou etikou v souvislosti s tim,
kdyz si volime politické instituce, spolecenské instituce a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: And specifically the question that Rawls asks himself is: consider two possible societies. One, a
utilitarian society, in which the average level of human happiness is as great as possible, but some
people are absolutely miserable.

Jiny hlas: Rawls si klade tuto otazku: porovnejme dvé mozné spole¢nosti. Tu prvni spole¢nost Fidici se
utilitdrni etikou, to znamen4, Ze kazdy jednotlivec dosahuje maximalniho mozZného stésti, ale presto jsou
tady jedinci, jejichzZ situace je velmi mizerna.

Jiny hlas: And the second, the alternative society, is one in which the average level of human happiness is



considerably less than would be possible, but in which nobody is very badly off.

Jiny hlas: A v tom druhém alternativu, tam, kde celkova situace vsech jednotlivct je vyrazné na nizsi
Urovni nez v prvnim pripadé, ale nikdo neni ve vyloZzené Spatné situaci.

Jiny hlas: And Rawls argues in favor of the latter society, the latter set of political institutions, using the
following argument. Suppose we were setting up a society by what Locke called a social contract.

Jiny hlas: Rawls argumentuje pro tu druhou alternativu, pro ten druhy soubor politickych instituci, a
takovymto zplsobem: predstavme si, Ze ustavujeme spole¢nost pomoci toho, co Locke nazyva
spolecenskou smlouvou.

Jiny hlas: Suppose you were one of the original contractors, the original choosers of society, and you
didn't know what class you would belong to. You didn't know what talents, intelligence, birth, anything
about yourself. You had to take the chance of being anywhere in society.

Jiny hlas: Predstavte si, Ze jste jednim z téch, kdo ustanovovali tuto spolecenskou smlouvu, a ze se mate
rozhodnout pro jednu z téchto spolecnosti, aniz o sobé cokoli vite: do jaké tfidy budete patfit, jaké
budete mit schopnosti, v jakém prostredi budete vyrUstat a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: Then he says, rational men would obviously choose the latter sort, the second sort of society,
not the utilitarian kind of society. And Rawls thinks that shows you why Kant was right.

Jiny hlas: A Rawils tvrdi, Ze racionalni ¢lovék v této situaci si vZzdycky zvoli tu druhou spoleénost, a proto
tvrdi, Ze Kant mél pravdu, nikoli utilitaristé.

Jiny hlas: And Rawls thinks he's shown that it isn't rational to be a utilitarian. It is rational to act on Kant's
principle that you can't treat other people as means.

Jiny hlas: Rawls tvrdi, Ze neni racionalni vychazet z utilitaristickych princip(, nybrz z kantovskych. To
znamena, Zze nemuizeme se vztahovat k druhym coby k nasim nastrojtim.

Jiny hlas: When Rawils put this argument forward, his critics were mostly Marxists and Hegelians. And
they said: "You are simply presupposing as rational people the kinds of people we are. That is, we
contemporary American liberals."

Jiny hlas: KdyZz Rawls argumentoval timto zptsobem, tak napadli jej zejména marxisté a hegelidni, a to v
tom smyslu, Ze mluvi o ¢lovéku jako o souc¢asném americkém liberalovi.

Jiny hlas: So Rawls's critics said: "You're imagining people just like yourself, people who are non-
ideological pragmatists. And you're calling them 'the rational people'. And when you identify what the
rational morality is, what you really mean is just contemporary American liberal morality."

Jiny hlas: Namitaji mu, Ze mluvi o osobach jako je on sdm. To znamena o apolitickych liberalech, a to jsou
jediné ti lidé, které on oznacuje jako racionalni. KdyZ potom hovofi o racionalni moralce, tak tim ma na
mysli sou¢asnou americkou liberalni moralku.

Jiny hlas: And Rawls's reply to this criticism was simply to accept it. To say: "Yes. What else could | mean
by rational?"

Jiny hlas: Rawls na tuto kritiku odpovédél vlastné souhlasem, Ze to tak skutec¢né je. Tvrdi: ,Kdo jiny mize
byt racionalni nez soucasny americky liberal?*

Jiny hlas: His point was: we aren't going to find a trans-cultural, trans-historical notion of moral
rationality. All that we're going to do is take the institutions of our own time and try to explain, you
know, what we think is good about them.

Jiny hlas: Mluvil o tom, Ze vlastné nejde o to mit néjaké nad¢asové idealni instituce, ale pokud mozno ty
nejlepsi instituce pro nasi souc¢asnost.

Jiny hlas: So it seems to me that by taking this attitude toward moral rationality, or toward the nature of
political philosophy, Rawls again like Kuhn and Wittgenstein is being pragmatist and historicist. And
saying: "The outcome of analytic philosophy is roughly historicism."

Jiny hlas: To znamen4, Ze Rawls(yv pfistup k politické filosofii je velmi podobny jako Wittgensteintiv k
jazyku a Kuhntv k védam. Je to pfistup historicko-pragmaticky.

Jiny hlas: So | think that in ethics as in philosophy of language and in philosophy of science, analytic



philosophy is moving in a direction in which you get history of science instead of philosophy of science,
history of culture instead of philosophy of language, and history of politics instead of political philosophy.
Jiny hlas: TakZze mam ten dojem, Ze analyticka filosofie se pohybuje tim smérem, Ze filosofie reci je
nahrazovana déjinami literatury, filosofie védy je nahrazovana dé&jinami védy, filosofie etiky je
nahrazovana déjinami etiky.

Jiny hlas: But | should make clear that | am one of the few people who thinks this.

Jiny hlas: Musim ale Fict to, Ze jsem jeden z mala, ktefi si toto o tom mysli.

Jiny hlas: Most analytic philosophers in America still think of philosophy as an a-historical logical analytic
discipline. | don't, but I'm in the minority.

Jiny hlas: Vétsina americkych filosofti stale uvaZuje o svych oborech jako ahistorickych logickych
analytickych systémech. Ja o tom tak nesmyslim, ale jsem v naprosté mensiné.

Jiny hlas: So that Wittgenstein, Kuhn and Rawls are heroes for lots and lots of analytic philosophers, but
they're not interpreted as radically as | would interpret them.

Jiny hlas: TakZze Wittgenstein, Kuhn a Rawls jsou pro vétsinu filosof(l hrdiny této teorie, ale bohuzel
nejsou vykladani tak radikalné, jak ja je interpretuiji.

Jiny hlas: I think I'll stop now, that's an hour and a half, seems enough.

Jiny hlas: Ja tady ted prestanu, byla to hodina a pul a to by mélo stacit.

Hejdanek: | have a very easy question. In United States, when | observed and | followed 20 years of
American politics from Eisenhower till Reagan, it seems to me that ethics and political life is out of the
philosophy or these ideas, ideas for...

Jiny hlas: Myslenky. Thoughts.

Hejdanek: ...thoughts. Thoughts for better justice in the political life.

Jiny hlas: | think the basic conflict in American politics has been between the left wing of the Democratic
Party and everybody else. And Rawls represents the left wing of the Democratic Party. The left-wing
Democrats have been trying to get laws passed for Negroes, for women, for the handicapped, trying to
raise the bottom level in the American social structure. Their opponents have been in favor of laissez-
faire.

Jiny hlas: With the government not interfering to help people at the bottom. And Rawis is in effect just
writing a book based around the notion that the whole idea of government should be to raise the
bottom. But it's at the moment, of course, the left-wing Democrats are completely out of power.

Cili ten zakladni konflikt v americké politice je mezi levym kfidlem Demokratické strany a zbytkem, témi
véemi ostatnimi. A vypada to tam tak, Ze levi demokraté se snazi vyprosit zakony, které se tykaji
spolec¢nosti. Zatimco vétsina ostatnich ma prosté teorii laissez-faire, aby se vlada nemichala do
soukromych zalezitosti. No a za soucasnych okolnosti Rawls ted pravé pise knihu, ktera se toho tyka, toho
pozdvihovani spodni vrstvy spolecnosti. Ale za soucasnych okolnosti je levé kfidlo Demokratické strany
mimo akci.

Hejdanek: Spis o tom, Ze naprosto nema pristup k moci, Zze? Ponévadz uz je jednak jina strana, a jednak i
ve vlastni strané je vlastné...

Jiny hlas: No oni sice ovladaji Dolni komoru Kongresu, ale tedka prosté podpofili Reagana skoro vsichni.

I should mention that there is another book in American political philosophy also by a Harvard professor
named Nozick, which is a defense of Reagan's views. Nozick argues for the minimal state, that is the state
that does nothing to help anybodly.

N-O-Z-1-C-K.

To se ¢te Nozik?

Asi Nozik.

No Nozick, to je sice tedka na Harvardu jeden ¢lovék, co piSe knihu, kde podporuje pravé Reagana, ten
Reagan(v pohled minimalni vlady, to znamena minimalniho vmésovani viady do soukromych zaleZitosti.



Hejdanek: Cili nepomahat nikomu. Ideal.

Jiny hlas: On to uz napsal, nebo to pise?

UZ to napsal.

All published, yeah. It was published about six years ago. It's called Anarchy, State, and Utopia. It was
explicitly a reply to Rawls's book.

On ji napsal pred Sesti lety. Jmenuje se to Anarchy, State, and Utopia, Anarchie, stdt a utopie, a je to
pravé odpovéd na tu Rawlsovu knihu.

A ted se chci zeptat, on mluvil o té americké analytické filosofii. Jestli se to tyka taky té némecké, jestli
ten rozdil mezi teologii a analytickou filosofii se néjak zménil, nebo jestli ta teologie nema zadny smysl,
jak Fikal Wittgenstein.

My question is following: if the distinction between theology and connection - or connection between
theology and analytical philosophy is changed, or theology has no sense, how said Wittgenstein.
There've been two ways in which analytic philosophy has been related to theology. There's now a small
school of analytic philosophers who are interested in traditional orthodox Christian theology. But they are
scholastics in the sense that they are interested in Ockham, Anselm, restating very old-fashioned pre-
Schleiermacher theology. There's another school of theology stemming from the later Wittgenstein,
which is very much like a very liberal Bultmann, Tillich kind of theology. Van Buren, yeah, people like Van
Buren. And so you get liberal theologians using Wittgenstein to justify liberalism, and you get old-
fashioned theologians recreating the Middle Ages with the help of logical analysis.

TakzZe jsou dva zpUsoby, jak se vztahuje analyticka filosofie k teologii. Je tu jedna mala skola, ktera se
zabyva tradi¢nim ortodoxnim krestanstvim, a oni obnovuiji scholastiku, vraceji se k Ockhamovi, Anselmovi
a v zasadé k teologii pred Schleiermacherem. A druha skupina pochazi z Wittgensteina a ti se snazi
liberalni postoje ospravedinit liberalni teologii.

Hejdanek: Nikoliv liberalni, ale v podstaté bultmannovskou, jo? Van Buren, jo? Takovej ten typ, jako je
Bultmann a tak dal. Ono to vypada jako néjakej navrat k liberalismu, ale to je pfece jenom néco jinyho,
zZe.

Jiny hlas: In Germany, analytic philosophy is just beginning. That is, it's a new thing for the Germans.
They're just trying to find out what it's all about. They invented it, but then all the people who invented
analytic philosophy emigrated to America. And so the Germans didn't know about it for twenty, thirty
years, and now they're discovering it. But they can't quite figure out what it's good for yet.

Némci tu analytickou filosofii teprve objevuji, protoZe to je sice jejich vynalez, ale vsichni lidé, co s tim
méli co délat, tak emigrovali do Ameriky. TakZe viceméné dvacet a7 tficet let se tim viibec nezabyvali a
tedka se do toho poustéji, ovsem nemohou néjak dobre shledat, k cemu je to uzitecné.

It's - the funny thing is that in America, people who are bored with analytic philosophy are learning
about Heidegger and Foucault and people like that. And in Germany, people who are bored with
Heidegger and Husser| are learning about analytic philosophy.

Takze je to tak, ze v Americe kdyzZ uzZ je nékdo unaveny analytickou filosofii, tak se zacne zabyvat
Heideggerem a témi evropskymi filosofy, a naopak v Némecku kdyzZ uz nékoho netési Heidegger, Husserl,
tak zase se dava na analytickou filosofii.

Jiny hlas: teologii. Nikoli liberalni, ale v podstaté bultmannovskou. Daleko po liberalni. Bultmann. Takovy
ten typ, jako je Bultmann a tak dale. Vypada to jako néjaky navrat k liberalismu, ale to je prece jenom
néco jiného.

Jiny hlas: Tillicha taky vyslovoval?

Jiny hlas: Ne, ten tam nepatfi. Ten s tou analytickou filosofii nema nic spole¢ného. Van Buren. Kdysi jsme
tady méli néjakou knizku a mluvili o tom s Jirkou [nesrozumitelné]. To uz je tak v 60. letech nékde.

Nez u Aristotela s Galileem. Neexistuje nadjazyk, ktery by je spojil. Jde mi o véc, Ze oni brali jazyk jako
vztah nas k vécem, a ne jako - kdyZ mluvil o téch analyticich. Pochopil jsem to tak spravné?

Hejdanek: Tam praveé doslo k rozporu. Ti prvni analyti¢ti filosofové, v podstaté jesté pozitivisti, ti byli



presvédceni, Ze ten nadjazyk je mozny. Ale potom po Wittgensteinovi a Kuhnovi se to zménilo a zase
tvrdili, Ze Zadny nadjazyk neni mozny, Ze je tfeba jenom hodnotit, ktery z téch jazykQ ma lepsi vysledky.
Ale Ze neni moZno posuzovat jinak nez co do uzitku, ktery to prinasi.

Jiny hlas: Mné jde o véc tuhlenctu, Ze kdyZ pljdeme v tom jazyku k vécem samotnym, tak vzdycky k tomu
musime dojit. Ze bychom méli najit ten nadjazyk, kterym je spojime. Co potom vytvareji za jazyk, kde
vyvraceji tuhletu moznost toho nadjazyku? Ze ta fyzika samotna...

Hejdanek: To je jako vyklad, ale tady prosté zlstava faktem, zZe vy...

--- (1981-07-27 Richard Rorty (2) [LVH229VA]_Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: 27. 7. 81 Rorty 2.

Jiny hlas: It would follow that Aristotle and Galileo on the terms of impossibility of meta-language and
now the question is on what basis they could tell that there is impossibility of, there is no possibility of
meta-language.

Jiny hlas: To je prosté namitka, kterou vznesli vsichni Kuhnovi kritici. Nebot tvrdili, Ze tihle dva lidé spolu
hovorit mohli, a tudiz prosté zde musi existovat néjaky spolecny jazyk.

Jiny hlas: Kuhn's reply is something like this. He says: "Yes, of course there were a lot of things they could
say in common, but still their ways of describing what they saw were as different as say Hindus and
Christians. And it is no more possible to have, as it were, a logical decision procedure between Aristotle
and Galileo than between Hinduism and Christianity."

Jiny hlas: Na to Kuhn odpovidal, Ze mnoho véci, co fikali, je spole¢nych, ale Ze jejich deskripce reality je
tak rozdilnd, jako tfeba mezi hinduismem a krestanstvim.

Jiny hlas: So Kuhn would say it's perfectly rational to be converted to a Galilean view of the world, but
you can't capture what's rational about it by an argument which says, you know, "According to these
criteria Galileo got it right and Aristotle got it wrong." You can only evaluate the systems as wholes.

Jiny hlas: Je moZné byt konvertovan ke galileovskému pohledu na svét, a to je zcela racionalni - prejit na
tu druhou viru. Neni prosté mozno racionalné probirat jednotlivé prvky, Ze v tom ¢i onom je to
opravnéné, ale celkovy pohled na védu potom budto opravriuje, nebo ne.

Jiny hlas: One of Kuhn's arguments is that if you just compare a few propositions - Aristotle on motion,
Galileo on motion - then it looks as if you had a nice simple procedure for comparing two principles with
observations. But Kuhn's point is what you have to compare is the entire Aristotelian cosmology with the
entire Galilean cosmology. And when you compare those two things, then you don't have overarching
criteria.

Jiny hlas: KdyZ se srovnava Galileo a Aristotelliv nazor na pohyb, tak ty principy nazirani jsou stejné,
ovsem je nutno brat celou kosmologii a potom se dostavaji velké rozdily.

Jiny hlas: So, to say one more thing, Kuhn's point is the difference between Aristotle and Galileo is like the
difference between the Ancien Régime in France and France before the Revolution and France after the
Revolution. | mean, there are obviously enormous advantages to France after the Revolution. There are
obviously enormous advantages to Galileo. But it would be very difficult to find criteria that would be
acceptable to both sides before and after the Revolution, in terms of which you could say, "Now, clearly
the rational choice is...".

Jiny hlas: Kuhnovy argumenty jsou, Ze srovnavat Aristotela s Galileem je asi jako srovnavat Francii pred
revoluci a po revoluci. D4 se vidét, Ze v porevolu¢nim obdobi bylo mnoho vyhod, ovsem neda se tézko
racionalné srovnat tato dvé obdobi tak, aby se ty terminy daly uplatnit na oboji.

Jiny hlas: One way to summarize Kuhn is to say he thinks that scientific revolutions are much more like
political revolutions than they are like superstition versus reason, or ignorance versus knowledge.

Jiny hlas: Kuhnoviv nazor je srovnavat védecké revoluce asi jako politické revoluce. Ty rozdily jsou asi
jako mezi povérou a rozumem.

Jiny hlas: No, a ted mluvi$ o tom, Ze srovnavat, takze to srovnavani se provadi vidycky z racionalniho
hlediska, tedy je tady minéno, abychom si rozuméli. To srovnavani se provadi z hlediska jednoho nebo



druhého.

Jiny hlas: Bud' z jednoho se pohlizi na druhé, nebo z druhého se pohlizi na prvni. My uz jsme ted po té
revoluci, takZze ndm je evidentni, Ze ten Galileo ma pravdu proti Aristotelovi, ze? JenomzZe nemame po
ruce argumenty, kterymi bychom presvédcili aristotelika. My jsme presvédceni, a proto nam ty
argumenty jsou jasné, ale pravé zlistdvame v tom svété druhém. Neexistuje néjaky zplsob spolecného
jazyka pro obé, takZe bychom toho aristotelika presvédcili. Ten kdyz zméni sviij nazor, tak sice my to
vidime jako racionalni, ale nem(zZeme nikdy, a ani on nem0ze vykazat, na zakladé kterych argument k té
zméné doslo. Nebo kdyz7 to vykaze, tak my zjistime, Ze to jsou jenom takové emocionalni véci, a nikoliv
ten racionalni prechod od jednoho k druhému. Ale ja jsem se do toho vmisil, bylo by asi lepsi jesté to...
Jiny hlas: TakZe otazka zni jesté jednou. Jednalo se o to, jestli my na to pohlizime tedy, jestli se na to
pohliZi tak, Ze se vidycky divame z jednoho hlediska na druhé, nebo z druhého na prvni. Jestli tedy to
nase hledisko je racionalni, Ze my jsme se tedy nedokazali ponofit do toho mysleni toho Aristotela.

Jiny hlas: I take Kuhn to say we can immerse ourselves in an Aristotelian point of view. That is, by
historical study you can get yourself back into what it was like to live in that world. And if you do, it isn't
going to be possible for you to state criteria which Galileo could satisfy. You won't have the vocabulary
for stating a question which Galileo can answer better than you can.

Jiny hlas: Kuhnova odpovéd je takova, Ze je mozZno se ponofit, nebo je mozno se historicky dostat do
toho aristotelského pohledu, ale neni v ném mozno vytvorit takovou otazku, nebo neni dan slovnik, aby
byla poloZena takova otazka, na kterou by potom Galileo odpovédél [épe nez Aristoteles.

Hejdanek: To srovnavani se provadi z hlediska jednoho nebo druhého. Ze z jednoho se pohliZi na druhé,
nebo z druhého se pohlizi na prvni. My uz jsme ted po té revoluci, takze ndm je evidentni, Ze ten Galileo
ma pravdu proti Aristotelovi, Ze? JenomZe nemame po ruce argumenty, kterymi bychom presvédcili
aristotelika. My jsme presvédceni, a proto ndm ty argumenty jsou jasné, ale pravé zistavame v tom svété
druhém. A neexistuje néjaky zplsob spolecného jazyka pro obé, takze bychom toho aristotelika
presvédcili. Ten, kdyz zméni svij nazor, tak sice my to vidime jako racionalni, ale nemuzeme nikdy, a ani
on nemUze vykazat, na zakladé kterych argumentt k té zméné doslo. Nebo kdyzZ to vykaze, tak my
zjistime, Ze to jsou jenom takové emocionalni véci, a nikoliv ten racionalni pfechod od jednoho k
druhému.

Jiny hlas: Ze ta kuhnovskd diskuse je takova, 7e je moznost se ponofit, nebo moznost se prosté historicky
vzit, dostat do toho aristotelského pohledu, ale neni v ném mozné treba vytvorit takovou otazku, nebo
neni dan slovnik, aby bylo mozno polozit takovou otazku, na kterou by potom Galileo odpovédél Iépe nez
Aristotelés.

You mentioned that the philosophy of literature is being replaced by history of literature, and philosophy
of science is being replaced by history of science. Does that mean that there is no philosophy of literature,
or whether anyone is still doing it, or whether you have tried to do it yourself?

On to zakoncoval tim, Ze jeho objev je, Ze filosofie literatury je nahrazovana déjinami literatury, filosofie
védy je nahrazovana déjinami védy. Tak jestli to znamen4, Ze viibec neexistuje filosofie literatury, nebo
jestli existuje a jestli si myslite, Ze to nékdo déla, nebo jestli jste se o to pokousel sam délat.

There is a very strong school of literary criticism in America nowadays, centering around Yale University,
which is associated with Derrida in France and post-Heideggerian European philosophy. And this school
of literary criticism brings philosophy and literary criticism together in the form of a history of literary
works.

Derrida?

You mentioned post-Heideggerian and before that you mentioned someone...

This Yale school of literary criticism includes Bloom, Harold Bloom, Paul de Man, Geoffrey Hartman, Hillis
Miller. Those are the foremost important ones.

Ze v Americe je velice silna kola literarni kritiky soustfedéna na univerzité v Yaleu a ta se zabyva kritikou
literatury pravé v terminech filosofie. A to navazuje na post-heideggerovskou filosofii a potom jesté na



francouzskou, jako je Derrida, ktery sem mél prijet a zatim nepfijel. Jmenoval ted ¢tyfi jména, jako
Bloom, Hartman...

Miller and de Man.

Miller a de Man. Tato skola nema s analytickou filosofir nic spolecného, je to alternativa k analytické
filosofii. To znamena, Ze v Americe, kdyz nékdo studuje autory jako Hegela, Heideggera nebo Derridu, tak
je obvykle studuje na katedre komparativni literatury. A lidé, ktefi jsou nejvice ¢teni, jsou tito yalesti
kritikové: Bloom, de Man, Miller a Hartman. Jsou to takfikajic alternativy k filosofii. Profesofi filosofie
jsou analyticti, takZe pokud chcete jiny druh filosofie, jdete za profesory literatury.

To znamen3, Ze tito lidé jsou v opozici k pozitivistické filosofii. KdyzZ se jimi chce nékdo v Americe zabyvat,
tak se jimi nezabyva v oblasti filosofie, ale v oblasti pravé komparativni literatury. Ze tito jmenovani, kdyz
je v Americe nékdo studuje, tak je nestuduje na katedrach filosofie.

Cili on fekl, Ze tam samoziejmé je ta literarni kritika, ale Ze nema s analytickou filosofii co délat. Ale je
naproti tomu, o ¢em tady mluvil na zacatku, Ze v rdmci té linie oni pfipravuji spis teoreticky, nez aby to
praktikovali, ten pFesun do té historie z téch jednotlivych obort do historie t&ch obort. Ze to nebylo,
protoZe se to skutecné realizuje, to asi nékdo mozna, ale Ze to zakladaji. Prestoze fakticky to, co se
vyucuje na té skole, tak tam jsou silné takové skoly, ale ty nemaji s analytickou filosofii co délat.

So if you're an American student and you start reading Plato and Hegel and Nietzsche, but you're not
good at mathematics or logic and you don't want to read Frege, then you don't go to a philosophy
department, you go to a literature department.

V Americe student, kdyZ se zajima o Platéna, Hegela nebo Nietzscheho a neni pfilis dobry v matematice
nebo logice a nechce Cist Frega, tak nejde studovat na katedru filosofie, ale jde pravé studovat literaturu.
And these Yale literary critics are in effect writing studies of, for instance, the English Romantic poets and
the French Symbolists and the American literary tradition as philosophical figures, and they're treating
the literary texts as if they were philosophy.

A tito literarni kritikové vlastné pisi prace tfeba o anglickém romantismu nebo o francouzském
symbolismu nebo o americké literarni tradici jako o filosofickych postavach. PiSou o tom jako o
filosofickych zalezZitostech.

Zase to prehanéji tim zplsobem, Ze z toho délaji filosofii. V tom dotazu bylo, Ze u nas prakticky neexistuje
literarni kritika, ktera by takto rozebirala literaturu, spis je to vzdycky esejistické.

A question just as to Wittgenstein. You said that he dismissed, or as if Frege had dismissed, for example,
artistic language as meaningless, when he just, it seems to me, allows him not to have any real reference
but to have a certain meaning, and that's the same what Wittgenstein does.

Frege didn't make a great point of this distinction between, you know, good logical use of language and
emotive use of language. That was primarily the work of Carnap, who distinguished what he called
cognitive significance from emotive significance, and said that if it was logical it had cognitive
significance, otherwise it had emotive significance. But for Carnap, emotive significance was the kind of
significance that screams of pain have, or the howls of animals. Frege didn't have views on these subjects
by and large.

To se fekne vsecko v ¢esting, ted ti to fekne Lenka sama v cestiné.

Jiny hlas: Jako zakladatel toho logického pozitivismu o tom, Ze hledal, Ze analyzoval jazyk jenom vlastné
jako zdroj logiky. A pfitom jsem se docetla, Ze on nezamita tfeba umélecky jazyk jako zcela bezesmyslu,
jako tedy néco, ¢emu je treba se vyhnout nebo co nema své opodstatnéni. A tedy je to vlastné hledisko
podobné, ma dosti podobné hledisko jako Wittgenstein, Ze ma prosté jiné pouzZiti jenom. Tak jsem se ho
na to ptala, jestli jsem tomu dobre rozuméla, a on fika, Ze v podstaté je to pravda, jenom Ze Frege se tim
pfilis nezabyval, Ze to rozved| az Carnap, ktery ale to rozliSeni proved| zase pfilis... ja nevim... prosté
rozlisil logicky jazyk od emotivniho do té miry, Ze zase tu emotivni stranku bral jenom jako emotivni
obsah jazyka, tak asi jako ma vykrik tfeba nebo [nesrozumitelné] zvifete, v takovém vyznamu.

Is there any progress from Wittgenstein, Kuhn to Ayer and Popper? Or do they stand on nearly the same



positions as Wittgenstein does?

Ayer was really just a popularizer of Carnap and Russell. That is, he simply repeated what they said, the
positivistic things that they said. Popper was a more idiosyncratic figure. He had historical interests that
Ayer and Carnap and Russell didn't have. His book about Plato and Hegel is really very bad. | mean, what
he says about Plato and Hegel is mostly false. But still, his heart is in the right place. And neither Ayer nor
Popper was at all influenced by the later Wittgenstein.

By the later work of Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein was a hero for the positivists because of his early book,
the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus of 1921, but then he changed his mind completely in his later work,
and the positivists thought he'd just gone crazy.

Hejdanek: No, to jsem se jenom tazal, byla zminka o Ayerovi a Popperovi, ktefi se zabyvaiji filosofii
prirodnich véd. A byla o nich jenom letma zminka, pfitom jejich vztahu k politice a vztahu filosofie k
politice. Tazal jsem se, jestli je tady néjaky vyvoj od Wittgensteina, Kuhna k nim. Odpovidal, Ze naopak, Ze
jsou to v podstaté jenom pokracovatelé Carnapa, Russella, co se tyce Ayera. TakzZe vlastné to byl jenom
PrestoZe pokud se zabyval nékdy historii, tak jako knizka o Platénovi i Hegelovi, obé jsou pry velmi
Spatné. A Wittgensteinem byl ovlivnén pouze jeho ranym obdobim a ty pozdni spisy, podobné jako
ostatni analytici si mysli, Ze se Wittgenstein zblaznil.

Jiny hlas: | one thing | should perhaps make clear is that Wittgenstein, the later Wittgenstein, didn't
really found a school. He didn't really have followers. He wrote in aphorisms like Nietzsche. And so, just
as you can't really have a school of Nietzschean philosophy, so you can't have a school of Wittgensteinian
philosophy. You have people who sort of imitated Wittgenstein's manner in the way in which people
imitated Nietzsche's manner, but there aren't any Wittgensteinian doctrines, or there isn't any
Wittgensteinian research program.

Hejdanek: Pozdni Wittgenstein nema zadné nasledniky, Zadné zaky z toho dliivodu, Ze koncem Zivota psal
podobnym zplsobem jako pozdni Nietzsche, to znamena kratké véty, aforismy a tak dale. To znamena, ze
nikdy nebyla Zadna souvisla koncepce, Zadné teze, které by bylo mozZno rozvijet. To znamena, pokud jsou
néjaci naslednici, tak jsou to pouze plagiatori formy, ale nikoliv obsahu myslenek, jako Nietzsche nemél
svého pokracovatele, pouze epigony.

I should like to pose a question. If | understand well, the first stage of the analytical philosophy
understood the analysis as something similar or identical with reflection.

Jiny hlas: That's too general. It's more like exhibiting the logical form. | mean, reflection would even cover
Hegel. And logical analysis was supposed to be the antithesis of Hegel.

Hejdanek: Well, perhaps it's not really the right term. But in a sense, it isn't possible to exhibit any
analysis without a reflection.

Jiny hlas: Yeah, it certainly is a program for reflection in the sense in which Kant's question about the
conditions of the possibility was a reflective question.

Hejdanek: And in this sense, it could be said, and it was said many times, in many cases, that the
philosophy within this school is conceived as a reflection of science on science. Yeah.

Hejdanek: Now, if the second stage of the analytic philosophy remains, or was left without a sense, as |
read it, without a sense of a metaphilosophy. Perhaps, does it mean that the role of reflection is even
less than in the first stage?

Jiny hlas: Moje otazka byla, a opravte mé, ja si nejsem jistej v ty terminologii, Ze v tom prvnim obdobi
analyticky filosofie, to jest pred druhym obdobim Wittgensteinovym, Ze analyza, analyticka filosofie, ta
analyza byla chapana jako reflexe. S vyhradami odpovédél, protoze je to pfrilis obecné a tak dal. Tak jsem
se ptal znova, no ale bez ohledu na to, jestli je to terminologicky regulérni, legitimni v rdmci jejich
terminologie, Ze prece analyzu nelze provadét bez reflexe. To pFiznava.

A ted jsem se ptal, jestli vzhledem k tomu, Ze ta druha etapa analytické filosofie vlastné odbourava
jakejkoli metasystém, to znamena odbourava moznost ty analyzy posuzujici to z vyssi roviny, jestli role



reflexe v ty druhy etapé je jeSté mensi nez v ty prvni? A odpovéd na to se chysta.

Jiny hlas: The way I'd be, I'd want to put it is that the first stage of analytic philosophy, the positivist
stage, thought that it knew what it meant to analyze, and therefore thought that it knew what it meant
to reflect. Reflection meant answering the question: how is it possible that science does what it does?
And analysis meant answering that question by saying: because it has the logical structure that we have
now discovered.

And now in the post-positivist stage of analytic philosophy, no one really believes that there is anything
called logical structure. So they don't really describe themselves as giving analyses anymore. So that's
what | meant by saying they don't have a metaphilosophy. They have a style without a program.

Jiny hlas: V logickym smyslu zda se, Ze to je podstatny. Zatimco v tom prvnim obdobi bylo pomérné jasny,
co to je analyza, co to je provadét analyzu a co to je reflektovat, provadét reflexi. Znamenalo to totiz
ukazat ten logickej systém a ukazat, Ze diky tomu logickymu systému ta véda pracuje, Ze to funguje. Tak v
ty druhy etapé uz nikdo vlastné nevéri, Ze takova logicka struktura je, a tudiz mozZnost analyzy je vlastné
nabourana, je takrka vyloucena. Tedy i moznost té reflexe.

Hejdanek: U toho Wittgensteina, no tak po cely ty druhy fazi ty analyticky filosofie. Ovsem dal to do
pohybu Wittgenstein, ze?

Jiny hlas: To mné jde o to, Ze on tady fikal tu vétu: Neptejte se na vyznam, ptejte se na uziti. Ale kdyz
budete brat uziti, jestli lidé, minéno uziti je zde, jak to teda ty lidi uZivaji, tak to uz je zase véc, ktera je
hrozné relativni.

Hejdanek: To uZiti se rozumi prosté pozorovat, jak téch slov lidé pouzZivaji a najit v tom jakousi
smysluplnost nebo zakonitost nebo pravidelnost nebo néco takového. A nekontrolovat, jestli je platna
nebo neplatna. Prosté jak to uZivaji. O to jde. Samozrejmé se tam najde néjaka ta struktura, ale neni
Zadna, zadny arbitr, ktery to posuzuje.

Jiny hlas: Jestli tomu rozumite, jako muZe byt jista rovina, na které z jisté roviny mizete fict, Ze ty lidé to
vlbec nepoufZivaji, téchto slov.

Hejdanek: Ano, kdyZ nepouZzivaji, tak pro né nemaji vyznam.

Jiny hlas: No a vidite, a uZ jsme zase u toho, Ze zase rozeznavame tady jisté takové méritko.

Hejdanek: To je jenom ten... prosté oni kdyz jich nepouzivaji, tak my o tom nem(zeme mluvit.

Jiny hlas: No, ale tady muZe byt uziti... to, Ze teda oni to slovo tfeba feknou, ale pricemz ho vibec jako
nepouzili, védomé vibec tfeba o tom nevi. To je papousek. Ale je to tak, ne? Prece to se stava normalné,
Ze lidi tak mluvi, aniZ by o tom védéli, Ze néco takového fikaji. Pro¢ by to byl filosoficky problém? A nebo
tfeba to slovo pouZziji, ani si nejsou védomi toho vyznamu, no to jsme zase u slova vyznam. Ale mozna se
to tak mysli, Ze to do té srozumitelné véty... ja budu pouzivat slova, tak o tom vim, ja feknu strom, tak to
poufZiju, ale aniz bych viibec védél, co to v sobé m3, to slovo, tak to to myslim. Ale to uZ je spojeno zase s
vyznamem, coZ on... kdyZ uz pouZiju slovo uziti, tak uz se mi okamZité s nim potom vybavuje, kdyZ budu
pouZivat néjaka slova nebo néjaké véci, tak se mi s nim vybavuje vyznam. Ale tak ja nevim, co to je pro né
to uziti, tak at néjakym zptsobem definuje to uziti.

Hejdanek: No to je asi tak, jako kdyzZ vidite stroj, jak pracuje, tak sice vidite, Ze tfeba chrli noviny, no ale to
jesté nepoznate, tak se kouknéte, jak ty packy fungujou. To je to uziti. To jest, jak ktery slovo, kde vedle
kteryho se vyskytuje a tak dal. To je to uziti.

Jiny hlas: Jako mechanické spojeni nebo logické?

Hejdanek: Pro¢ mechanické? Prosté jakékoliv. Slovni spojeni. To neni mechanické, ale nicméné teda
predpokladat, Ze jesté kromé toho je néjakej vyznam, oni odmitaji. Ten vyznam je jenom pravé v tom
uziti.

Jiny hlas: Ale néjak sestru¢néné tedy celou tuhle... ne, jako ja vim, v ¢em je problém, tady je jediny
problém v tom, Ze nevim, co je prosté uZiti, jo. Prosté co je ten termin uziti. Jinak jako ja nevim, co z toho
Fict. Ja to zkusim, ale blbé, jo? Nebo vy jste to pochopil?

The question is if you can say something more about the sentence of Wittgenstein: don't talk about



meaning, talk about the use. The question is if it is possible to see the pure use of something without any
meaning. If you can say something more about this point.

It's... you could think of... he could also have put his point by saying there is nothing more to the meaning
than the use. And so, think of it as sort of an anti-Platonist remark. Suppose you said to Plato: ,Uh, in
order to understand the words good and beautiful, you don't need a vision of the forms, you just need to
understand how sentences using these terms work in the Greek language”.

On by rekl to samé, kdyby misto té véty ,nezajimejte se o vyznam, zajimejte se o uziti“, jinymi slovy neni
pravdivéjsiho vyznamu nez uziti slova. Ale on to malinko osvétluje a dejme tomu, pokud ¢tes Platéna a
mluvi tam o dobru anebo krase, tak viibec neni tfeba se zabyvat tim, jakou asi méli Rekové predstavu o
krase, ale pouze jak ten fecky jazyk je postaven a tak dal, jakou to v tom ma souvislost. To je ten bod.
Another way of answering the question is to consider a remark of Wittgenstein's where he says: ,The
trouble is people think of logic as something sublime” and instead he said they should think of it just as a
description of the inferences people actually make.

Jesté vic k tomu, o co jsi se ptal, by Slo to, Ze nemame se divat na strukturu véci, kterou ten jazyk ma
oznacovat, mame se divat jenom na ten jazyk samotny. To znamena na strukturu jazyka, a ne vné véci,
jako by si ty pravou strukturu toho, co je popisovano tim slovem. Jo, pouze ten jazyk.

And still another way of putting his point is to say that he thought of using language as knowing how
rather than knowing that, or know-how rather than grasp of a structure. And when he said ,,don't ask for
the meaning“, he meant ,don't look for a structure lying behind language, just, you know, listen to
yourself talk”.

Jesté vic k tomu, o co ses ptal. Myslel to tak, Ze se nemame divat na strukturu véci, kterou ten jazyk ma
oznacovat, mame se divat jenom na ten jazyk samotny. To znamena na strukturu jazyka, a ne vné véci,
jako by si ty pravou strukturu toho, co je popisovano tim slovem. Jo, pouze ten jazyk.

Originally the subject of the analysis was the scientific language. Then several authors began to analyze
the normal language of everyday life. But we know that in the everyday life, most of the people use such
words which in any further analysis could be uncovered... unveiled... discovered... In their nature, could
be discovered some remains of preceding use of scientific or philosophical language and so on. Then in
their nature, some etymological connections could be observed and so on. In the way Wittgenstein
recommends, are such ways of approach problematic or are they not?

What's problematic | think is knowing what you're looking for when you analyze the use of ordinary
language. The positivists knew what they were looking for. They were looking for an empiricist theory of
knowledge. So they had a target. But after Wittgenstein, you got a movement called ordinary language
analysis, particularly in Oxford, sometimes called Oxford philosophy. And that only lasted about 10 years
because nobody could figure out what it was for. It had no target, no one knew what a successful analysis
would look like. So it was as if people just analyzed things out of force of habit, they couldn't stop
analyzing.

Ze plivodné ta analyza znamenala, byla orientovana na védeckou mluvu, na védecky jazyk. A potom, Ze
cela fada autor( se pustila do analyzy kazdodenniho jazyka, bézného jazyka. A Ze ovsem my vime, Ze ten
bézny jazyk ma v sobé spoustu takovych rezidui, reliktt toho ptivodniho uzZiti védeckého nebo
filosofického a tak dale. V tom zplsobu, jaky Wittgenstein doporucuje, jsou takovéto zplisoby pfistupu
problematické?

Hejdanek: No a odpovéd zni, Ze vzdycky zalezi na tom, k cemu mifime, co je cilem nasi analyzy. Pvodné
skutecné, kdyz analyza byla zamérena k védecké reci, tak byl Gkol naprosto jasny, co se ma délat. Ale pak,
kdyz zejména oxfordska Skola, ktera se orientovala na bézny jazyk, tam analyzovali a nebyli schopni
jednak védét, k cemu to je dobré, a za druhé nevédéli, kde prestat.

Jiny hlas: My question would be about the ontology. If I'm thinking about anything, | must know what I'm
thinking about. What is the subject of thinking of analytical philosophy? Is it possible to - is there any
definition of language for them? Or is there any thinking about language at all?



Hejdanek: The...
--- (1981-07-27 Richard Rorty (2) [LVH229VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---
Jiny hlas: Raz, dva, tfi, Ctyri, pét.



