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Jiny hlas: 15. 5. 85 Richard Rorty.

Jiny hlas: | thought that | would try to tell you about two questions that are on the minds of American
philosophers these days.

Jiny hlas: Ja vdm feknu jenom néco malo o dvou otazkach, které dnes trochu hybou americkym myslenim
v dnesni dobé.

Jiny hlas: The first question is usually described as the issue between realism and anti-realism.

Jiny hlas: Prvni otazka se tyka vztahu mezi tim, cemu se fika realismus a nerealismus nebo antirealismus.
Jiny hlas: It is the question of whether it is useful or sensible to think that things have intrinsic properties,
properties that belong to their very nature as opposed to other properties which are merely relative or
relational or apparent.

Jiny hlas: Je to otazka, zda véci maji néjaké své vlastni vnitfni vlastnosti, nebo zda jejich vlastnosti jsou
jenom vzdycky relativni, vidycky v relaci k pozorovateli, k nékomu, k nécemu.

Jiny hlas: The realists are the philosophers who think that it does make sense to make a distinction
between intrinsic and non-intrinsic properties. The anti-realists think that it's silly to even attempt it.
Jiny hlas: J4 jsem tam predtim malicko néco vynechal, tak ted' se to vraci, Cili uz to nebudu opakovat.
Realisté jsou ti, ktefi maji za to, Ze ma smysl rozliSovat mezi témi vlastnimi vnitfnimi vlastnostmi, které
patfi vécem samotnym, a mezi pouhymi témi relativnimi vlastnostmi. A naproti tomu antirealisté jsou
presvédceni, Ze to smysl Zadny nema, Ze neni ani mozna zadna kontrola, Ze vzdycky jsme to my, ktefi to
néjak kontroluji, a tudiz je to vidycky prostfednictvim subjektivnim a nerealistickym.

Jiny hlas: The anti-realists are often called pragmatists, and Dewey and James are examples of
philosophers who are thought to be saying "it doesn't matter what the world is like in itself, all that
matters is how well we can handle it".

Jiny hlas: Ten antirealisticky smér je v Americe prfedevsim zastoupen pragmatismem. Hlavnimi
predstaviteli jsou James a Dewey a ti tedy tvrdi, Ze nema nejmensi smysl se starat o to, jaky je svét nebo
jaké jsou véci samy o sobé. Ze to, co nas zajima, to, co je dlleZité, je, jak s tim miiZeme pracovat, jak se s
tim da zapolit.

Jiny hlas: The pragmatists don't all agree with each other, but there is a tradition in America that runs
from James to Dewey to people like Quine and Davidson and Putnam. These last three are perhaps the
most important contemporary American pragmatists.

Jiny hlas: Mezi pragmatisty neni néjaké jednotné minéni ve vSech vécech, ale je takova fada na sebe
navazujici, ktera zacina Jamesem a Deweym a pak jsou tam jako... the first | didn't catch.

Jiny hlas: Quine.

Jiny hlas: Quine.

Jiny hlas: Davidson.

Jiny hlas: Davidson.

Jiny hlas: Putnam.

Jiny hlas: Putnam. You mentioned as the first was somebody | didn't catch.

Jiny hlas: No.

Jiny hlas: Tak Quine, Davidson, Putnam a dalsi. Ja jsem mél dojem, Ze tam jesté rekl nékoho, ale ted jsem
to neslysel.

Jiny hlas: The contemporary pragmatist or anti-realist view is that you don't need either a theology or a
metaphysics or a cosmology. You don't need any account of the nature of the world.

Jiny hlas: Pragmatisté maiji za to, Ze neni zapotrebi zadné theologie, Zadné metafyziky, zadné kosmologie,
Zadného zkoumani prirody nebo prosté Zadné pojeti prirody a povahy svéta a tak dal. Prosté to
nepotrebujeme.



Jiny hlas: On the pragmatist view, science doesn't tell us the nature of the world. It simply finds a
language which is useful for predicting and controlling the world.

Jiny hlas: Pragmatisté maji za to, Zze véda nam vilibec nefika, jaky svét je, nybrz je to jenom zplsob
vypovidani o tom, co se s tim da délat, jak se s tim da pracovat a jak se o tom miZeme dohovorit.

Jiny hlas: So for the pragmatists, for example, there isn't any issue between science and religion because
these are simply two ways of speaking useful for different purposes.

Jiny hlas: No a proto neni vlastné problémem vztah mezi védou a ndboZenstvim. To jsou prosté dva
zpUsoby mluvy, feci, dva jazyky, kterych se uziva k riznym acelam.

Jiny hlas: And in particular, there is no reason to have a philosophical discipline of metaphysics which
mediates between or either mediates or decides between, for example, a physicalist universe and a
theistic personalist universe.

Jiny hlas: A tak neni z tohoto hlediska viibec zapotrebi néjaké metafyziky, ktera by bud' zprostredkovala,
nebo néjak proti sobé stavéla dva nazory, dvoji zpisob mysleni, totiz védecky tfeba a nabozensky, a
néjakym zplsobem to davala dohromady.

Jiny hlas: The realists, the anti-pragmatists, are the people who say that truth is correspondence to
reality. And the pragmatists reply that the notion of a sentence corresponding to the world doesn't
make sense.

Jiny hlas: Realisté, antipragmatisté, jsou presvédceni, ze pravda je néco, co koresponduje, odpovida
skutecnosti. Naproti tomu ti irealisté nebo nerealisté, protirealisté, ti fikaji, Ze néco takového nema
smysl, protoZe k tomu, jak véci jsou, aniz - ted to trochu rozvedu - aniz bychom se divali, poslouchali a
tak dale, prosté k tomu se nikdy nedostaneme.

Jiny hlas: The pragmatists will say that to say that a sentence is true is just to say that it can be justified
by reference to the rest of our beliefs at the present time.

Jiny hlas: Pragmatisté fikaji, Ze vypovidat o nécem, Ze to je pravdivé, znamena jenom to, Ze to néjakym
zpUsobem souhlasi s nasimi virami - to je tam trosicku... s tim, cemu véfime, o cem jsme presvédceni, s
nasimi presvédcéenimi a tak dale, a Ze to néjak jde dohromady. Nic vic.

Jiny hlas: So the pragmatists think that truth is not a relation between language and reality or a relation
between the mind and reality. Truth is just justification, the relation of some beliefs to other beliefs.

Jiny hlas: Jsou totiz... pragmatisté jsou pfesvédceni, Ze pravda neni otazkou vztahu, nebo pro pravdu neni
relevantni otazka vztahu mezi jazykem a skutecnosti nebo mezi mysli a skutecnosti, nybrz ze to je jenom
jakési ospravedInéni néjakych presvédceni pomoci jinych presvédceni, ve vztahu k jinym presvédcenim. A
to presvédceni je néco, co v anglictiné je také jako vira, ale nikoliv v kfestanském smyslu, ale jako
véfivost, to, cemu vérime. CozZ je néco Uplné jiného nez realita, realité nemusime vérit.

Jiny hlas: So the realists think that it's important to decide which sentences are really true because there
is something out there in the world that makes them true.

Jiny hlas: Realisté jsou presvédceni, Ze je nezbytné a smysluplné se ujistovat tim, jaké véci jsou, jak jsou o
sobé, a tedy mluvit pravdivé. A vypovidat pravdivé znamena vidycky néjak ve shodé, v odkazu k tomu, o
¢em se vypovida.

Jiny hlas: So the realists say that there are certainly atoms and electrons that make the sentences of
physics true, but perhaps there is nothing which make the sentences of mathematics or of ethics true.
Jiny hlas: Realisté jsou presvédceni, Ze jsou néjaké atomy a elektrony a tak dale, které zplsobuji nebo
té... ted nevim, jak to Fict, délaji, Ze vypovédi fyziky jsou pravdivé, Cili ospravedInuji vyroky fyziky jako
pravdivé. Pravdépodobné Zadné takové skutecnosti nejsou pro matematiku nebo pro etiku.

Jiny hlas: So the realists think that Plato was right to ask: Are there really such things as numbers? Is
there really such a thing as the good? and so on. The pragmatists think that Plato should never have
asked those questions.

Jiny hlas: Realisté jsou presvédceni, Ze ma smysl zkoumat, jestli jsou takové skutecnosti jako Cisla, naproti
tomu - a jesté jmenoval néco druhého, pomahejte mi, prosim, mné to vypadne vidycky z hlavy - a ti



pragmatisté naopak fikaji, Ze to nema vibec smysl zkoumat, jestli jsou ¢isla nebo to dobro a tak dale. To
je zbytecné, to nepotrebujeme védét, jestli néco takového je samo o sobé.

Jiny hlas: So from the pragmatist point of view, all that we need to worry about is which beliefs can be
justified by what other beliefs. Everything is a matter that's contained within human language. But the
realists have to worry about the skeptical question: Can language represent reality? Or can the mind
represent reality accurately?

Jiny hlas: Pragmatisté tedy jsou presvédceni, Ze ma smysl jenom dbat na jakousi souvislost a souhru mezi
nasimi presvédcéenimi, virami. KdeZto realisté jsou toho nazoru, Ze je vidycky tfeba ovérovat, zda ty nase
predstavy, pojmy, poznatky a tak dal predstavuji, reprezentuji skutec¢nost, nebo ne.

Jiny hlas: These arguments between realists and pragmatists become extremely technical and involve
questions in psychology and in semantics. And a great deal of American filosofie is concerned with those
technical questions.

Jiny hlas: Ta argumentace mezi realismem a antipragmatismem nebo pragmatismem nabyva na bazi a
aktualnosti zejména v oborech psychologie a sémantiky. A tam také se ta diskuse rozviji a trva.

Jiny hlas: | am not going to discuss the technical problems, but | brought along with me a paper about
Davidson and the theory of truth that discusses some of the technical issues if anyone would care to
read it sometime.

Jiny hlas: Jesté jsem tam vynechal, Ze touhle diskusi se nebude zabyvat podrobné, protoze zachazi do
neobycejné sloZitych technickych detail(l, ale Ze tady nam predvede jakési hlavni rysy pojeti pravdy v tom
pragmatickém pojeti, zejména v odvolani na Davidsona.

Jiny hlas: Instead of discussing the technical questions, | will turn to a second question which comes up
in political and social philosophy and which is related, | think, to the realism and anti-realism question.
Jiny hlas: Misto toho, Ze bych se tady zacal borit do téch technickych detaild, tak se budu vénovat SirSimu
spektru otazek souvisicich s politickou a socialni filosofii, kde tahle problematika méa zejména sv(j
vyznam.

Jiny hlas: This second question is the question of whether traditional American liberalism is a sufficient
theory or a sufficient philosophy for society. The pragmatists, pragmatism, particularly in John Dewey,
has been associated with liberalism, pluralism, social democracy, and the sort of mainstream American
political thought.

Jiny hlas: V tom tfeba velmi vyznamna otazka se otvira, zda ten tradi¢ni americky liberalismus je
dostate¢nym filosofickym podkladem, a nebo ne. Ze tfeba ten jeden z t&ch hlavnich prvnich predstaviteld
Dewey, to byl liberal, pficemzZ musime ovsem pamatovat na to, Zze v americkém kontextu liberal znamena
néco vic, nez my tady fikdme. My jsme takovi zvykli jako proti liberalismu se spis postavit tak jako vici
nécemu plochému, mélkému a tak dale. V Americe to znamena pokrokovost, néco jako pokrokovost, tak
pozitivni.

Jiny hlas: Vlastné o té druhé otazce... to mluvite na za¢atku o dvou problémech?

Hejdanek: Ano.

Jiny hlas: A tohle je ten druhy.

Hejdanek: Ano, ano, ano.

Jiny hlas: Zfejmé se chce pravé... No, tak Dewey je typicky liberal, pluralista, socialné demokraticky
orientovany a tak dale, tedy tam to sepéti je zfejmé.

Jiny hlas: The American political tradition beginning with Thomas Jefferson in the 18th century has a
tradition of not having any religious or philosophical basis for democratic institutions.

Jiny hlas: Tradi¢ni liberalni mysleni, jak je predstavuje tfeba Thomas Jefferson v osmnactém stoleti, to je
presvédceni, Ze neni zapotrebi pro demokrati¢nost nebo pro demokratické zaméreni Zadny specialni
filosoficky zaklad.

Jiny hlas: Thomas Jefferson was the third president of the United States, but when he said what should
be on his tombstone, what his epitaph should be, he said Thomas Jefferson, the author of the



Declaration of Independence, of the statute of religious freedom and founder of the University of
Virginia.

Jiny hlas: Jefferson byl tfetim prezidentem americkym, a kdyz slo o to, co by mélo byt na jeho nahrobku,
jeho epitaf, tak tam mélo byt, on specifikoval tyto tfi body... autorem Deklarace nezavislosti, za druhé
zakona o naboZenské svobodé, nabozenské snasenlivosti a rovnopravnosti a zakladatelem univerzity.
Jiny hlas: The importance of founding the university was that it was the first non-religious university in
America. In fact, it was the first non-religious university in the English-speaking world. And Jefferson was
very proud of not just founding the university, but writing the first law that said that no difference of
religious opinion would ever matter.

Jiny hlas: Ta univerzita méla zvlastni vyznam v tom, Ze to byla prvni nendbozenska, na nabozenstvi
nezavisla nebo na nabozenstvi nepostavena univerzita viibec ve Spojenych statech. V skutecnosti to byla
prvni nendboZenska univerzita v anglicky mluvicim svété. A Jefferson byl velmi hrdy ne na to, Ze zalozil
univerzitu, ale Ze to je univerzita, kde nabozenské presvédceni nebo vyznani prosté neni dllezité, nic
neznamena, neni ani na prospéch ani na zavadu pro studium.

Jiny hlas: So since Jefferson, American politics has always had this tone that you must never ask what
someone's fundamental beliefs are because those are private and politics, government, law is public.
And Dewey and later Rawls, a professor at Harvard who wrote A Theory of Justice, said not only is
religion irrelevant to political institutions, so is philosophy.

Jiny hlas: Od toho Jeffersona se zd(raznuje v té americké tradici liberalni, Ze je to soukroma zaleZitost,
¢emu kdo véri, a Ze to nema mit Zadné pozitivni ani negativni disledky pro obcansky Zivot. Pro Jeffersona
stejné jako pro Rollse, profesora Harvardu, autora A Theory of Justice, ktera se diskutuje po celém svété,
plati, Ze ne pouze naboZenstvi, ale také filosofie je irelevantni pro Zivot univerzity, pro Zivot védy a
vzdélani.

Jiny hlas: So the liberal pragmatist theory of democracy has been we don't need a philosophic or
religious justification for the way we do things, for our politics because politics is just a... it isn't supposed
to be true, it's just supposed to work.

Hejdanek: pro tuhle americkou tradici liberalni je zakladem nebo samoziejmosti, Ze neni zapotrebi
Zadného naboZenského ani filosofického zdGvodnéni demokracie, protoZze nam nejde o to, jsou-li principy
demokratické pravdivé ¢i nepravdivé, spravné ¢i nespravné, nybrz nam jde o to, jak funguiji, jak pracuiji.
Jiny hlas: So just as for the pragmatists, the anti-realists, science doesn't tell you the real nature of the
world, it just tells you how to control the world. Politics doesn't rest upon the true democratic politics
doesn't rest on the true theory of the nature of man or the state, it is just a way of keeping peace
between citizens.

Hejdanek: No a tak z toho vyplyva, Ze pro pragmatisty véda neni Zddnym souborem poznatk(i o tom, jak
svét a véci vypadaji, nybrz jenom navodem, jak s nimi zachazet. A podobné tedy také politika nevyklada
nic o povaze ¢lovéka nebo statu a spolec¢nosti, ale formuluje urcita pravidla, kterda umoznuji zachovat mir
mezi obcany.

Jiny hlas: So the Dewey theory of American politics, the pragmatist theory of American politics is
pluralist, meaning that we need as many different kinds of people and centers of power in the country as
possible.

Hejdanek: V tom smyslu je ta Deweyho koncepce pluralisticka, protoZe on tvrdi, Ze musime mit tolik
rlznych nazoru a tolik rliznych stredisek, rlizné orientovanych a za rliznymi cili se vydavajicich lidi, kolik
jenom je mozné.

Jiny hlas: So on the pluralist theory, the state doesn't exist to fulfill an end. There isn't a project for the
community as a whole. Instead, the all that the state is for is to ensure that all these different kinds of
people with different philosophies, different interests, different culture, different religions keep the
peace with each other.

Hejdanek: Pro pluralisticky nazor pragmatistt stat neni ni¢im, co by mélo pracovat k néjakému cili, co by



néjak zamérovalo aktivitu spole¢nosti k jednomu spolecnému konci. No a to vSe, co ma stat délat, je
umoznit nebo zajistit, aby vsichni tito rizni obc¢ané a skupiny obcant s riznymi nazory nabozenskymi,
filosofickymi a ja nevim jakymi, s rznymi zajmy, s rGznou kulturni orientaci, aby mohli mirumilovné
spolu Zit v jedné spolecnosti.

Jiny hlas: So for the pragmatists, liberal freedom doesn't require a philosophical justification of the kind,
for example, that Kant or Hegel gave it, because it doesn't need a metaphysics.

Hejdanek: Pro pragmatisty tedy neni zapotrebi, aby stat nebo urcité zfizeni bylo na né¢em zalozeno, bylo
zdlvodnéno filosoficky nebo nabozensky tak, jak to tfeba ve filosofické tradici némecké délali nebo se
pokouseli délat Kant nebo Hegel.

Jiny hlas: And the result is that this liberal pragmatist tradition in social thought has always been attacked
both from the Marxist left and from the religious right. Because the right-wing religious critics have said
that the state, the community must have a single common purpose. For example, the perfection of
mankind or the glory of God.

Hejdanek: A tak dochazelo k tomu, Ze tato liberalni koncepce byla vidycky pfedmétem utokd a kritiky
jednak socialist(l, marxist(l z levice a ndboZensky orientovanych lidi z pravice. Pravicovi kritikové
nabozZensti tvrdili, Ze kazdé spolecenstvi, kazda spole¢nost musi mit néjaky cil, néjaky Gcel jednotny.
Treba zdokonaleni lidského rodu nebo oslavu Bozi.

Jiny hlas: The Marxists have said that society needs a firm scientific philosophical basis and that
liberalism is merely the expression of bourgeois economic greed. And in the last 20 years, liberalism has
been more and more criticized by intellectuals in America as not serious enough, not weighty enough,
not deep enough.

Hejdanek: Marxisté z levice naproti tomu Fikali, Ze kazda spole¢nost musi mit néjaky filosoficky nebo
védecko-spolecensky zaklad a cil, a Ze ten liberalismus je jenom vyrazem urcité burZoazni spole¢nosti,
kterd pod zaminkou té nefilosofi¢nosti nebo nenabozenskosti prosté si chce otevrit moznost podnikat
cokoli. No a v poslednich desetiletich byl liberalismus, ten tradi¢ni americky liberalismus, hlavné v
intelektualskych kruzich vZdy znovu téZce kritizovan jako ne dost promysleny, ne dost hluboky, ne dost
vaziny.

Jiny hlas: This kind of criticism, for example, has come from representatives of the Frankfurt school,
followers of Adorno - the Frankfurt school, followers of Adorno, for example Habermas and Apel.
Hejdanek: Ta kritika byla velmi ostfe formulovana zejména zastupci frankfurtské skoly, ktefi tedy utekli
pred nacismem do Spojenych stati a tam tedy méli velky vliv - Adorno, Horkheimer a Habermas, ktery
tedy u nich aspiroval, a dalsi.

Jiny hlas: The Frankfurt people have combined Marxist criticisms of liberalism with the claim that at least
democracy needs a transcendental foundation of some kind.

Hejdanek: Frankfurtska skola nebo frankfurtiani prevzali urcité myslenky Marxovy v tom smyslu, Ze kazda
spolecnost potrebuje jakési transcendentni zakotveni, néjaké transcendentni cile, k nimz se vztahuje.
Jiny hlas: And this has resulted within American philosophy in a great deal of criticism of Rawls. He is the
usual example of a liberal political thinker now.

Ja jsem nezachytil, v jaky souvislosti to je teda, Ze... | didn't catch in which connection with the Frankfurt
school is now Rawls. It's an opposition. The people who like Frankfurt hate Rawls.

Hejdanek: Lidé z frankfurtské skoly a tedy pokracovatelé tvrdé oponuji Rawlsovi, protoZe ten pokracuje v
té pragmatistické tradici.

Jiny hlas: The basic argument of Rawls's book, A Theory of Justice, was...

Hejdanek: Hlavnim argumentem nebo hlavnim takovym bodem pro tu diskusi je Rawlsova rozsifena
kniha Teorie spravedInosti.

Jiny hlas: ...was that there were two basic principles of a just society.

Hejdanek: Jsou dva zakladni principy spravedlivé spole¢nosti.

Jiny hlas: The first principle was that everyone should have as equal opportunities as possible.



Hejdanek: Prvni princip je, Ze kazdy ma mit pristup k riznym moznostem vseho typu - ke vzdélani, k
majetku, k praci a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: The second principle is called the difference principle. It says when there can't be equality, you
can only justify inequality by arguing that if we didn't have this inequality, the worst off people would be
even worse off - that is, the lowest stratum of society would be even poorer.

Hejdanek: Ten druhy princip je takzvany princip rozdilnosti. Jestlize uz nelze té rovnosti v moznostech
dosahnout, tak je zapotrebi...

Jiny hlas: I didn't understand. If it is not possible the equality, then... The only justification for privilege,
for inequality, is if the privilege weren't granted, then... if the privilege were not there, weren't granted, if
the state didn't give a privilege, yes, then the unprivileged people would be even worse off.

Hejdanek: Jestlize nelze dosahnout toho vyrovnani, tak jedinym ospravedinénim nerovnosti je, kdyzZ se
zjevné prokaze, Ze kdyby se urcita privilegia odstranila, tak ti nejslabsi by na tom byli h{f.

Jiny hlas: The kind of example Rawls has in mind is, it's alright to let some people have leisure because
only by giving them leisure will the society have what it needs for the general welfare.

Hejdanek: Priklad, ktery Rawls uvadi, je, Ze idedlem by bylo, kdyby vsichni méli volno, prazdniny, prosté
méli pohov, a mohli si délat, co chtéji, protoze jediné tak by bylo mozno dosahnout toho blahobytu
vSech, kazdy by si toho cenil.

Jiny hlas: Rawls asks the question: how do we know that these are the right principles of justice?
Hejdanek: Rawls ale stavi otazku, jak vlastné, odkud vlastné vime, Ze tohleto jsou opravdu ta spravna
kritéria pro spravedInost.

Jiny hlas: And his argument is: suppose that you had to choose what kind of society to live in behind what
he calls a veil of ignorance, not knowing anything about your own chances, talents, social position,
anything.

Hejdanek: Argumentace Rawlsova: kdyZ se vdAm dostane nebo vsem lidem dostane svobodné pfileZitosti
svobodného rozhodnuti, v jaké spole¢nosti chtéji Zit, za pfedpokladu, Ze jim nechybi informace, Ze nejsou
omezeni jenom na to, co znaji. Prosim vas, kontrolujte mé, ja si nejsem ted zcela jistej, jestli jsem preloZil
spravné.

Jiny hlas: His argument is: suppose you were in this position and had to choose what society to live in,
you would choose a society regulated by those principles.

Hejdanek: Za predpokladu, Ze mate svobodu rozhodnout se, v jaké spole¢nosti chcete Zit, no tak pak lze
usuzovat, Ze si zvolite spole¢nost, kterad odpovida témto principiim.

Jiny hlas: So Rawis is saying Jefferson's principle of religious tolerance can be generalized.

Hejdanek: Jefferson(iv princip ndbozenské tolerance Ize tedy zevseobecnit.

Jiny hlas: by thinking of the justification for democratic institutions as these are the institutions which
everybody would choose to live in given that he didn't know anything about his own chances of being
successful.

Jiny hlas: Rawls Fika, Ze za predpokladu, Ze mate svobodu se rozhodnout, pro jakou spolec¢nost si zvolite,
tak se zjevné ridite podle principl spravedinosti. Ale ne za... ja uz v tom blbnu... ja jsem predtim prelozil,
Ze za predpokladu, Ze vite o svych moznostech. Ted jestli jsem tomu dobre rozumél, tak fikal, Ze naopak
za predpokladu, Ze nevite, jaké jsou moZnosti vaseho specialniho uplatnéni. Perhaps I didn't understand
well and suppose that you know about your special possibilities or suppose that you don't know... You
don't know anything about yourself. Za predpokladu, Ze nevi ¢lovék o svych specifickych moZnostech
uplatnéni. Tedy svobodné voli takovou spolecnost podle téchto principl za predpokladu, Ze se
nevztahuje k sobé, Ze nemé dostate¢né védomi sebe a svych...

--- (1985-05-13 Richard Rorty (1) [LVH136VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: ...or intelligent or stupid.

Jiny hlas: Za predpokladu, Ze nedbate nebo nevite o tom, jak je pro vas zavazné nebo dulezité byt bily
nebo ¢erny, muz nebo Zena, bohaty nebo chudy, nebo inteligentni nebo hloupy.



Jiny hlas: So the idea is a just state is one that you would be willing to live in even though you had no idea
how you would succeed in it.

Jiny hlas: Ta idea je asi takova: spravedliva spole¢nost je takova, kterou zvolite, kdyz nemate ponéti o
tom, jakym zpUlsobem byste v ni mohli byt Gspésni.

Jiny hlas: The critics of Rawls say this is a ridiculous argument because if you try to imagine what you
would choose knowing nothing about who you are, you don't know what you would choose.

Jiny hlas: Kritikové Rawlse tvrdi, Ze to je smésny argument. JestliZe se totiZ pro néco rozhodnete, aniz
byste védéli néco o sobé a o svych moznostech, tak vlastné nevite, co volite, pro co se rozhodujete.

Jiny hlas: So the religious critics of Rawls's liberalism say: it's important, my religion is important enough
so that | am not going to abstract from my religion when I'm considering what a good society would be.
Jiny hlas: Z té nabozenské strany ta kritika zni: ma vira je néco velmi dlilezZitého Zivotné, takze ja prosté
nemohu abstrahovat od toho a volit spole¢nost bez ohledu na tu svou viru [nesrozumitelné].

Jiny hlas: And the Marxists say that all ethics are the ethics of a class, and so it's ridiculous to ask
someone to abandon his class when he is asked to choose a society.

Jiny hlas: Marxisté zase z druhé strany rikaji, Ze protoze kazda spolec¢nost je tfidni spolec¢nost, kazdy
¢lovék ma néjaké postaveni v té tridni spolecnosti, patfi k néjaké tridé, takze je absurdni chtit, aby volil
spravedlivou spole¢nost v nezavislosti na tom svém tfidnim zarazeni.

Jiny hlas: So the issue between Rawls and his critics on both the left and the right is: do we need a
conception of the nature of man and his... what is important about human beings before we can justify
the choice of social institutions?

Jiny hlas: TakZe tim rozhodujicim problémem v diskusi mezi Rawlsem a jeho kritiky z obou stran je otazka,
zda je nebo neni zapotrebi mit urc¢itou koncepci ¢lovéka a svéta, spolecnosti, urcité pojeti, a nebo zda to
neni zapotrebi k tomu rozhodnout, jakou spole¢nost si chceme zvolit.

Jiny hlas: The question was: do we need a conception of the intrinsic nature of man? For example, do we
need a conception of man as standing in a relation to God or a conception of man as at a certain point in
history where the race has been divided into classes?

Jiny hlas: Je nebo neni zapotrebi mit urcitou koncepci ¢lovéka a svéta, spolecnosti, urcité pojeti k tomu
rozhodnout, jakou spolec¢nost si chceme zvolit. TotiZ je tu otazka, zda je nebo neni dilezité, je-li clovék
véfrici, ndbozZensky orientovany ¢lovék, a nebo je-li to na druhé strané urcita jednotka v dé&jinach, které
jsou tridni povahy.

Jiny hlas: Rawls is suggesting that we can forget about religion, metaphysics, and history when we think
about politics.

Jiny hlas: Rawls tvrdi, Ze je tfeba vypudit vSechnu filosofii, metafyziku, nabozenstvi, kdyZz uvazujeme o
politickych zaleZitostech.

Jiny hlas: And pragmatists like Dewey would say that Rawls was right because human beings don't have
an intrinsic nature.

Jiny hlas: A Dewey by souhlasil s Rawlsem v tom smyslu, Ze ma pravdu, protoZe lidé nejsou ni¢im nebo
nikym, kdo by mél néjakou svou vlastni povahu.

Jiny hlas: Nothing for the pragmatist has an intrinsic nature.

Jiny hlas: Nebot pro pragmatisty nic neni takové, Ze by to mélo svou vlastni vnitfni povahu.

Jiny hlas: Dewey and Rawls would admit that we do stand at a certain point in history, but our position in
history is fortunately one in which a pluralistic, liberal, non-ideological society will actually work.

Jiny hlas: Dewey nebo Rawls pfipoustéji, Ze kazdy ¢lovék stoji na néjakém misté v d&€jinach a hraje
néjakou roli v téch dé&jinach, ale nase pozice v téch déjinach je nastésti umoznéna tim pluralismem ve
spolecnosti, ktery neni nijak ideologicky organizovan nebo fizen.

Jiny hlas: So Rawilsians and Deweyans, Americans, intellectuals who think liberalism is enough, say the
history of America's successes in being a more just society shows that pragmatism is the only
philosophical view we need.



Jiny hlas: A tak Dewey a Rawls i jejich privrzenci fikaji, Zze v praxi americké politiky se ukazalo, Ze jedina
filosofie, kterou potrebujeme, je pravé ten pragmatismus.

Jiny hlas: The liberals say things have been getting better for blacks, for women, for all the deprived
groups, so just ordinary liberal reforms are all we need.

Jiny hlas: Nebot pravé v americkych déjinach se ukazalo, Ze postaveni ¢ernych, Zzen a vSech ostatnich
skupin se zlepsuje, a tak obycejné liberalni reformy jsou to jediné, co potfebujeme.

Jiny hlas: But the critics of liberalism say from the Marxist left that actually America is still divided
between the rich and the poor and that only a revolution can help the poor.

Jiny hlas: Ale marxisté tfeba ze své levice trvaji na tom, Ze naopak pravé déjiny ukazuji, Ze to rozdéleni
tfeba mezi bohaté a chudé stale trva a dokonce Ze se prohlubuje a Ze tedy jediné, co potfebujeme, je
dlkladna socialni revoluce.

Jiny hlas: And the people on the right say that America has been becoming demoralized, fragmented,
that it's no longer a community, that it no longer has a sense of social trust.

Jiny hlas: A naopak lidé z pravice, ti konzervativci zase naopak fikaji, Ze spole¢nost americka pravé v
disledku toho liberalismu upada, spole¢nost se stava roztristénou, vlastné uz prestava byt
spolecenstvim, je to prosté Upadek, rozklada se, chybi ji pocit sounalezitosti.

Jiny hlas: And the followers of the Frankfurt School say that we have become a country of rich consumers,
hedonists who care about nothing except expensive pleasures.

Jiny hlas: A kritikové frankfurtské skoly ukazuji, Ze Amerika se stala spole¢nosti bohatych konzumentd,
ktefi se staraji jen o sebe a co tam jesté bylo... to bylo vsecko.

Jiny hlas: So there are all these kinds of critics say we need something except traditional American
pragmatic liberalism. But they disagree on what.

Jiny hlas: TakZe ti vSichni kritikové se shoduji v tom, Ze je zapotrebi néceho jiného, nez je ten tradi¢ni
pragmaticky liberalismus, ale neshoduji se, co by to mélo byt.

Jiny hlas: And these critics going back to the first question | discussed tend to be realists. That is they
think there is something philosophically to be discovered about the nature of man.

Jiny hlas: A tito realisté trvaji na tom nazoru, Ze je zapotrebi a Ze to ma smysl vyhledavat, prozkoumat,
jaka je vlastné povaha ¢lovéka, abychom mohli pak rozhodovat, co se spolecnosti, co v politice a tak dale.
Jiny hlas: I think it's interesting that discussions among philosophers on quite technical questions in
semantics and philosophy of language often turn into discussions of political issues of their attitude
toward liberalism as a kind of political thought.

Jiny hlas: Coz je prekvapujici a zajimavé...

Jiny hlas: What | think it's surprising and interesting...

Jiny hlas: ...Ze ty technické diskuse o tom, co to je pravda, jestli je to korespondence nebo...

Jiny hlas: ...that discussions which start out on technical problems about truth as correspondence or truth
as justification...

Jiny hlas: ...opravnéné...

Jiny hlas: ...and about the possibility of metaphysics...

Jiny hlas: ...a jaka je moznost metafyziky...

Jiny hlas: ...eventually turn into discussions about politics.

Jiny hlas: ...se najednou proménuiji v diskuse politické.

Jiny hlas: That is they turn into discussions about the adequacy of the pragmatic liberal outlook in
general.

Jiny hlas: Najednou je tu otazka, zda adekvatnim je ten pragmaticky liberalni typ.

Jiny hlas: This is all | want to say about these two issues that | raised.

Jiny hlas: To je pravdépodobné to hlavni, co jsem chtél Fict o téch dvou bodech, o dvou otazkach, které
jsem tu postavil.

Jiny hlas: But | want to bring up one final third topic.



Jiny hlas: Ale nakonec bych jesté chtél predstavit jednu posledni treti véc.

Jiny hlas: This is the influence of European philosophers like Derrida and Heidegger in America.

Jiny hlas: A tou je vliv evropskych filosof(i, jako je Derrida nebo Heidegger, ve Spojenych statech.

Jiny hlas: Derrida and Heidegger are not studied much by American philosophers.

Jiny hlas: Derrida ani Heidegger se nezabyvali moc americkymi filosofy.

Jiny hlas: But they are studied a great deal by people in history, literature, religion, law, politics and so on.
Jiny hlas: Ale hodné se jimi zabyvali lidé v historii, sociologii nebo spolec¢enskych védach, v literature,
politice a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: Because analytic philosophy has become so very technical...

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe analyticka filosofie se stala tak Uzce technickou zaleZitosti...

Jiny hlas: ...the other professors, professors of literature, history...

Jiny hlas: ...ostatni profesofi, to jest tfeba profesofi historie nebo literatury a podobné...

Jiny hlas: ...tend to ignore analytic philosophy.

Jiny hlas: ...maji tendenci naprosto ignorovat tu analytickou filosofii, ponévadz jim k ni¢emu neni.

Jiny hlas: They are interested in Rawls but not for example in Quine, Davidson or Putnam.

Jiny hlas: Zajimaji se o Rawilse, ale uz ne tfeba o Quina, Davidsona a Puthama.

Jiny hlas: And their interest in Rawls is connected with their interest in Derrida and Heidegger.

Jiny hlas: A jejich zajem o Rawlse je praveé spjat s tim zAjmem o Derridu a Heideggera.

Jiny hlas: Because there is a feeling among American intellectuals that English language philosophy
hasn't been serious and weighty and deep enough.

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe mezi americkymi intelektudly je pocit, Ze anglosaska filosofie nebyla dosti vazna a
hluboka.

Jiny hlas: And so they think that Rawils is raising important questions and that Heidegger is raising
important questions.

A naopak se ma vieobecné za to, Ze tfeba Rawils postavil skute¢né zavazné otazky a Heidegger postavil
zavazné otazky a podobné.

But there is a paradox involved here because Derrida and Heidegger are anti-realists in that they are
against metaphysics.

Ale je v tom skryty jisty paradox, protoZe Derrida a Heidegger jsou vlastné antirealisté, jsou proti
metafyzice.

They don't believe in a distinction between the intrinsic characters of things and mere appearance.
Nevéri na smysluplnost rozdilu mezi vnitfnimi skutecnymi vlastnostmi néjaké véci a témi relativnimi, tak
jak se nam jevi.

And so Derrida and Heidegger are on the side of Dewey in saying human beings don't have an intrinsic
nature, society doesn't have an intrinsic nature, etc.

TakZe Derrida a Heidegger jsou vlastné na strané toho amerického pragmatismu Deweyho a Jamese a
souhlasi s nimi v tom, Ze véci nemaiji Zadny vnitrni, tedy sv(j vlastni charakter, vlastnosti a podobné.
But the paradox is that neither Derrida nor Heidegger have any sympathy with political liberalism.

Ta paradoxnost ovsem pokracuje dal v tom, Ze ani Derrida, ani Heidegger nemaji nejmensi sympatie pro
politicky liberalismus.

Derrida will not criticize Marxism because he says that would betray the working class.

Derrida nechce kritizovat marxismus, protoZe kritizovat marxismus je vlastné podvadét délnickou tridu.
And Heidegger, of course, was a reactionary and a Nazi for a while.

A naproti tomu Heidegger byl oviem v tomto smyslu reakéni a na jistou dobu dokonce nacista.

So the paradox is that the admiration of American intellectuals for people like Derrida and Heidegger
leads them away from traditional American liberalism.

Tato absurdnost spociva v tom, Ze sympatie k Derridovi a Heideggerovi u americkych intelektualt odvadi
od toho pragmatického liberalismu.



Yet at the same time, on the so-to-speak technical issues about truth, meaning, language, justification,
and so on...

A zaroven v téch otazkach, co to je pravda, co to je vyznam, oddvodnéni, zdGvodnéni, ospravedInéni,
verifikace a takové véci.

Questions about the relation between truth and verification.

Otazky o vztahu mezi pravdou a verifikaci.

On the other hand, Heidegger and Derrida agree with the pragmatists on these technical philosophical
epistemological questions.

TakZe na druhé strané Heidegger a Derrida souhlasi s témihle technicky rozpracovanymi problémy té
filosofie.

So the result of this paradox is that the philosophical situation in America is very confused.

A prosty vysledek toho je, Ze filosoficka situace ve Spojenych statech je hluboce konfuzni, sporna.

If I may speak about myself for a minute. | have been teaching Heidegger and Derrida, trying to make
them acceptable to the students.

Jestlize mGzu na chvili hovofit sdm o sobé. Pfednasel jsem o Derridovi a Heideggerovi, abych je trochu
priblizil a ucinil pfijatelnymi pro americké studenty.

But at the same time, | am an old-fashioned American Deweyan liberal.

Na druhé strané ale jsem docela staromédni americky liberal.

And so my students tell me: if you were serious about Heidegger and Derrida, you couldn't be a liberal
anymore.

Je mozno mné tedy namitnout: jestli berete takového Derridu tfeba vaziné, tak uz potom nemizete
zGstat tim liberalem.

So I would like to be a pragmatist Deweyan liberal and also an admirer of Heidegger, but it's hard.

Chtél bych byt dobrym Deweyovskym liberalnim pragmatistou, zaroven si podrzet svij obdiv pro Derridu,
ale je to tézkeé.

The reason there is a problem is that the students no longer really trust America.

Ten vazny problém zatim je, Ze studenti ve své vétsiné uz nedlvéruji Americe.

When Dewey was writing in the early part of the 20th century, the Americans thought that they were a
good, successful, promising country.

V dobé, kdy psal Dewey své véci a prednasel, to jest na zacatku 20. stoleti, Americané byli jednozna¢né
presvédceni, Ze Spojené staty jsou dobrou, pokrokovou a perspektivni zemi.

But nowadays, the country doesn't have the self-confidence that it had forty years ago.

Ale dnes uz to je zemé, kterd nema tu sebed(ivéru, jakou méla pred Ctyriceti lety.

So the students in America are very susceptible to Marxist, Frankfurt, Heideggerian criticisms.

Takze studenti v Americe jsou velmi pristupni marxistické, frankfurtské a heideggerovské kritice.

Jiny hlas: liberalism.

Because they feel that there is something terribly wrong with America and since the liberal pragmatic
tradition has been basic to America, there must be something wrong with it too.

Jiny hlas: Nebot ta vétsina je presvédcena, Ze je néco hluboce nespravného, Spatného, takrka zkazeného
v existujicich Spojenych statech, a jestlize to je disledkem toho pragmatického liberalismu, tak musi byt
néco téZzce vadného také v tom pragmatickém liberalismu.

Jiny hlas: Thank you very much. Now we shall make a ten minute pause and then we will have some
thoughts on American philosophy with me that | will be leaving with Professor Hejddnek. A collection of
Jefferson's writings, a collection of Thoreau and some books by Dewey and James. So if anyone is
interested, please feel free...

Jiny hlas: PFinesl jsem néjaké knizky z toho klasického odkazu amerického: Jeffersona, Deweyho,
Thoreaua a jesté Jamese. Cili jenom Fika, Ze to budou n&jaké takové ty vydavané nové exemplare ke
studiu, takZe abyste o tom védéli, pokud budete mit zAjem a moZnost to cist, tak na to upozornuje, Ze to



tady dava.

[prestavkal

Jiny hlas: Ja bych chtél jesté do toho vnést jednu véc. Jesté jsem se chtél zeptat na toto: pred deseti lety
byl velice aktualni problém deideologizace. A urcité problémy se mi aspon jevi, jako kdyby v tomto
problému mezi témi realisty i irealisty opét znovu vychazely na svétlo a znovu - myslim problém toho
hodnoceni - jestli tehdy byly tfeba aktualni problémy, kdy se vychazelo z Mannheima nebo Webera, kdy
se kladl ddraz na to, Ze véda se nesmi hodnotit - ideologie samoziejmé predevsim vytvari urcité
hodnotici prvky, hodnotici postoje - kladl se dliraz na ten ryzi idedl, Ze véda... a zaroven se mluvilo o
politice, kde se to ideologické hodnoceni nesmi zanaset. A ja jsem se chtél zeptat, jestli to ma néjakou
vnitfni ndvaznost, protoZe urcité véci se mi jevi, jako kdyby tam byly urcité prvky takové té
deideologizace.

Jiny hlas: The question is... it seems to him that there is something common with the situation as you
referred to and the discussions here twenty years or so, thirty years ago about the ideology and
ideologization. If you have spoken at the same time about the conception of the pragmatist tradition that
political questions shouldn't be treated ideologically, then...

Jiny hlas: Jak se to tedy... kdyz tedy ta situace je jakasi obdobna, Ze se kritizuje ta ideologie, ideologizace
a tak dale, podobné jako tady pred lety, to téma je tam stejné. Tak v ¢em byl rozpor? Ted jsem to
zapomnél.

Jiny hlas: Ne, ja jsem nemluvil o rozporu, ja jsem mluvil o tom, jestli tam je jakasi pfima souvislost mezi
problémem...

Jiny hlas: ...then it's a question if it is something which arose intrinsically within the American situation or
if it is also in this context... if there is a contact or an influence of the European discussions here and so
on.

Jiny hlas: There was a famous book published in America about 1960 called The End of Ideology.

Jiny hlas: Je velice slavna knizka, ktera byla na konci Sedesatych let napsana ve Spojenych statech: Konec
ideologir.

Jiny hlas: And this was written by an American liberal named Daniel Bell, professor of sociology at
Harvard.

Jiny hlas: Byla napsana americkym liberadlem Danielem Bellem, profesorem sociologie v Harvardu.

Jiny hlas: And he was saying America doesn't really need Europe or European thought anymore.

Jiny hlas: Ten tam napsal: Spojené staty neboli Amerika uz viibec nepotrebuje néjaké evropské mysleni.
Jiny hlas: The idea was deep philosophical reflection on either social or metaphysical matters is a stage
that we have passed beyond.

Jiny hlas: Ta potreba né&jaké hlubsi filosofické reflexe o socidlnim nebo metafyzickém déni, to je uz
stadium, které je za nami.

Jiny hlas: His conception was like that of Auguste Comte.

Jiny hlas: Byla to koncepce pripominajici ponékud Augusta Comta.

Jiny hlas: Comte said there was a religious stage, a metaphysical stage and a positive stage.

Jiny hlas: Comte fikal, Ze jsou ty tfi stadia: ndboZenské, metafyzické a pozitivni.

Jiny hlas: And he meant by positive letting science take over.

Jiny hlas: Tim pozitivnim praveé mysli, Ze vSe se dostava do okruhu védeckého Fizeni.

Jiny hlas: But Bell and Dewey thought that there was a stage beyond positivism, namely...

Jiny hlas: pragmatism, where science was taken so to speak no more seriously than religion.

Jiny hlas: Je to etapa historicka, kde ani sama véda uzZ se nebere o nic vaznéji nez nadbozZenstvi.

Jiny hlas: And in particular, the classical American liberals thought that Marxism was a primitive, old
fashioned European idea.

Jiny hlas: Ta kritika marxismu spocivala v tom, Ze se marxismus vydaval za jakousi zastaralou, uz z médy
vyslou filosofii.



Jiny hlas: And that Heidegger was just a sort of confused mystic.

Jiny hlas: Heidegger prosté pro né byl jakymsi zmatenym mystikem.

Jiny hlas: And then after Bell's book was published in 1960, everything changed.

Jiny hlas: A poté, co ta Bellova knizka vysla na konci Sedesatych let, tak se najednou cela situace v
Americe [nesrozumitelné] zménila.

Jiny hlas: And this was because of the Vietnam war.

Jiny hlas: To bylo zptsobeno vietnamskou valkou.

Jiny hlas: The Vietham war made the Americans think that maybe the Marxists were right.

Jiny hlas: Valka ve Vietnamu zpUsobila, Ze mnozi Ameri¢ané zacali uvaZovat, Ze tfeba marxismus ma
pravdu.

Jiny hlas: That maybe we were not a liberal power but an imperialist power.

Jiny hlas: Ze totiZ Spojené staty nepfedstavuji liberalni moc, nybrz imperialistickou moc.

Jiny hlas: So in the 60s, while the war was going on, all the students in our universities wanted to read
Marx, Hegel, Adorno, Habermas, anybody.

Jiny hlas: V Sedesatych letech, kdy valka pokracovala, tak vsichni studenti na nasich univerzitach chtéli
Cist Marxe, Hegela, Adorna, Habermase a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: So it people said that Bell had published The End of Ideology at the beginning of the most
ideological decade we ever had.

Jiny hlas: TakZe byli kousavi komentatofri, ktefi Fikali, Ze Bell napsal svou knizku o konci ideologie na
Jiny hlas: I'm not sure that answers the question...

Jiny hlas: Zajima ji, zda to, co Fikdme o skutecnosti, zda to koresponduje se skute¢nosti.

Jiny hlas: They are interested if what we say does correspond with any external reality.

Jiny hlas: A ted bych presné chtéla rozlisit, v ¢em ti antirealisté jsou teda v opozici.

Jiny hlas: And I should like to make an exact distinction in what sense the anti-realists are opposing them.
Jiny hlas: Tvrdi, Ze skutecnost o sobé neexistuje...

Jiny hlas: If they tell us that the so-called reality in itself doesn't exist...

Jiny hlas: ...anebo sice existuje véc o sobé, ale my se k tomu nemUlzeme dostat a nema smysl o tom
hovorit.

Jiny hlas: ...or if it does exist, but we have no possibility to observe it without observation and therefore it
has no meaning to speak about it.

Jiny hlas: Co je to skute¢nost pro ty pragmatiky?

Jiny hlas: What does it mean reality for pragmatists?

Jiny hlas: Jestli ten Dewey, kdyz Fika, Ze clovék zajisté ma néjakou Ulohu v déjinach, néjaké postaveni v
déjinach a hraje tam roli urcitou...

Jiny hlas: If Dewey told us that surely man has a certain place, a certain position within the history...
Jiny hlas: Jsou déjiny skutecné?

Jiny hlas: Is history real?

Jiny hlas: Je ta role ¢lovéka skute¢nosti?

Jiny hlas: Is the role of man within the history real?

Jiny hlas: Nebo zaleZi na tom, kdo zrovna se na to diva, kdo to zkouma?

Jiny hlas: Or is it dependent on the man who is immediately observing it?

Jiny hlas: Je zde tedy libovile v posuzovani historie, role lidi v historii?

Jiny hlas: Does here exist a... It's completely subjective how we are observing or seeing, viewing the
history?

Jiny hlas: Nebo jsou néjaka jind méritka v posuzovani takovéto v uvozovkach skutecnosti, jako jsou
relevantni historické situace, socialni situace?

Jiny hlas: Or are there some other criteria relevant for viewing the so-called reality of history, of historical



situation, social situation?

Jiny hlas: What the pragmatists want to do is to forget the distinction between reality and appearance,
objective and subjective.

Jiny hlas: O co se pokouseji pragmatisté, co chtéji, to je vibec zapomenout na rozdil mezi skutecnosti a
jevem, objektivnim a subjektivnim, Feknéme véci, jak jsou a jak jsou pro nas.

Jiny hlas: And they would like to replace those distinctions with the distinction between useful, not useful,
important, not important.

Jiny hlas: Tento rozdil se pokouseji nahradit jinym rozdilem: uZitecny - neuZzitecny, fungujici - nefunguijici.
Jiny hlas: So they can agree that it is useful to study comparative history.

Jiny hlas: Oni jsou ochotni souhlasit s tim, Ze to je uZite¢né studovat srovnavaci historii.

Jiny hlas: It's useful to have a narrative, a story to tell about the course of history.

Jiny hlas: Je uZite¢né mit takovy popisny vypravéni o tom, co se v dé&jinach stalo, cili vlastné déjepis, jak
by se mu u nas fikalo.

Jiny hlas: But it's not useful to, for example, continue the debate between Hegel and Marx about whether
to think of history in spiritual or in economic terms.

Jiny hlas: Ale naproti tomu je naprosto neuzite¢né pokracovat v diskusi mezi Hegelem a Marxem, jestli
zakladem historie je duch nebo ekonomika.

Jiny hlas: Because there is - you can learn a lot from Hegelian history and from Marxist history, but you
don't have to say which one is faithful to reality.

Jiny hlas: Je moZno se mnohému priucit pravé tak z hegelovské filosofie jako z marxistické historie, ale je
naprosto zbyteéné chtit rozhodnout, které je vérné skutecnosti a které ne.

Jiny hlas: To se vracime na ten pesimismus. Mé by zajimalo, v ¢em vidite néjakou perspektivu nebo jaky
asi ten trend, negativni dneska, jak skonci? K ¢emu to vlastné spéje?

Jiny hlas: As far as the American students, in a sense, note all of...

--- (1985-05-13 Richard Rorty (2) [LVH137VA]_Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: So | think the answer to the question is: yes, there really is something in the people as a whole
that does correspond to pragmatism. But the intellectuals are terrified that it's about to disappear.

Dalo by se vyjadrit tak, ze je skutec¢né néco z pragmatismu, co Zije v lidech v Americe. Ale ti
intelektualové se obavaji, Ze to mizi.

They're afraid that the civil rights movement for the blacks might be the last success.

Je velka obava, Ze to hnuti za osvobozeni ¢ernochtl bylo poslednim emancipa¢nim nebo poslednim
hnutim za svobodu ve Spojenych statech.

One reason is that there is a debate in America about abortion now.

Je to mozZno ukazat na tom, Ze ted je velka debata ve Spojenych statech o abolici.

And certain religious churches are against abortion.

Nékteré krestanské cirkve jsou ostre proti.

And for the first time a president has identified himself with those churches.

Poprvé se stalo, Ze americky prezident se identifikoval s témito cirkvemi.

And this is very shocking to American intellectuals.

A to je pro americké intelektualy zcela Sokujici.

Hejdanek: K tomu pragmatismu. Znamena to, Ze je-li kritériem pragmatické spole¢nosti nebo
pragmatismu to, Ze néco funguje, tak intelektual se chce ptat: v éem? Clovék Fesi urcité problémy, v tom
je nemusi Fesit. Clov&k, aby mohl Zit, musi Zit na tkor druhych, tfeba v celém svété&, a to neni problém
samoziejmé jenom Ameriky. Je tfeba, existuje urcité velkoprimysl s masem, existuje tfeba i u nas urcité
pojem jako Zivocisna velkovyroba. A napriklad urcity ¢lovék, nebo mlze se na to ¢lovék divat asi tak
neproblematicky, Ze ¢lovék se teda naji, vsechno funguje, vSechno je v poradku, ale zrovna tak urcity
¢lovék se podiva na to a fekne, ktery tfeba bude soucitit s témi zviraty, fekne: Dobre, funguje to, ale je to
dobré? A ted ta otazka spis proti tomu pragmatismu, Ze teda je-li kritériem toho, Ze néco funguje, tak se



potom ale ta latka téch urcitych hodnot velice sniZuje.

Jiny hlas: That's a question: if we ask only if it works or how it works, then it is never clear how far we
have to go in the broad context of things. A certain form of production of meat, so-called production of
meat, can work within a relatively reduced view of things, but it can have certain consequences which
are not working, or which are quite negative. How can we decide that something works? Not by applying
a general criterion, but by arranging society so that the people who will get hurt are able to say so.
NemuzZeme to rozhodnout tim, zda néco funguje nebo ne tim, Ze aplikujeme néjaka obecna kritéria.
Nybrz Ze usporadame spolecnost tak, aby lidé, ktefi k tomu maiji co fict, tfeba kritického, aby to mohli
Fict.

So the idea, this is Jirgen Habermas or Richard Rorty are alike on this. They both think that instead of
epistemology we just need political freedom.

Je to asi tak, jak to formulovali Jiirgen Habermas nebo dokonce Richard Rorty. Misto gnoseologie,
nepotrebujeme noetiku, nauku o poznani, ale potfebujeme politickou svobodu.

There is a famous sentence by John Milton, the English poet.

Je jedna velmi znama myslenka u Johna Miltona, anglického basnika.

He wrote a defense of freedom of speech.

Napsal obranu svobody slova.

It contains the sentence: "Whoever knew truth to lose in a free and open encounter?" It's a rhetorical
question. "Whoever knew truth to lose in a free and open encounter?"

Ve spise je tato otazka: ,Jak by mohla pravda prohrat ve svobodné spolecnosti?“ Je to recnicka otazka.
It's like saying: it would be impossible in a free discussion for the truth not to win.

Ve spolec¢nosti je to otazka, jak by mohla pravda prohrat ve svobodné spole¢nosti.

And what the pragmatist does is simply define truth as what wins in a free and open encounter.

Ale da se to také tak Fici, Ze pravda je to, co zvitézi v oteviené, svobodné spole¢nosti.

So the idea is: it doesn't win because it corresponds to reality. All there is to its being true is just that it
won in a fair fight.

Cili odpovéd zni: pravda nezvitézi proto, Ze odpovida skute¢nosti, ale pravda se stava pravdou tim, ze
zvitézi v otevieném boji.

We know that there are long years and decades and hundreds of years where truth is deprived from
victory. Is it only because there is not freedom enough in history?

Vime, Ze jsou cela |éta a staleti, kdy pravda nezvitézila. Je to jenom proto, Ze v historii nebylo dostatek
svobody?

Yes. That is what he would say.

Jiny hlas: Pardon, ja jsem se jesté chtél zeptat, ale because the men can be also silly.

Well, even if in a free society...

No, no, it's not possible.

Moje otazka byla: znamena to, Ze jestlize jsou néjaké dlouhé etapy, kdy pravda je potlacena, je zbavena
vitézstvi, je to jenom proto, Ze tam bylo nedostatek svobody? Ano, odpovéd. Pragmatisté tvrdi, ze to je
jenom proto. A dale jsem to upresnil: lidé mGzou byt taky blbi. | ve svobodné spolecnosti. A zamyslel se a
prohlasil: ne, nemohou.

[smich]

Ale myslim si, Ze staci... well, Ze v urcity otevienéjsi spole¢nosti urcity demagog urcité lidi svede nékam
uvést, to jesté prece neznamena, Ze ta spole¢nost, ktera zatim otevrené jde, je nenuti, tak to znamena,
Ze to je pravda.

Jiny hlas: No, tak to je asi tak to stejné, uz jste se o tom oba dva zmirovali.

Jiny hlas: No, a m(iZe to $patné dopadnout. Ze to neni jenom, Ze ta svobodna diskuse blazni, jo?

Jiny hlas: Well, in a sense it is a sort of metaphysics. If we have a deep conviction that what wins, what
evinces it, what the victory is, in any case the final victory is... no, final, that's not... that what wins, that's



truth. It is a conviction, it is a faith, it is an ideology. It's... okay. You might call it a faith, but | don't think
you should call it a metaphysics, because a metaphysics would be one like Hegel's that said: the nature of
reality is such that free inquiry will lead to truth. And the pragmatist isn't saying that. He's saying we
haven't got two different ideals, freedom and truth, which because of metaphysics coincide. We just have
one ideal: freedom.

Jiny hlas: Ma namitka byla, Ze vlastné to je moZno chapat jako zvlastni typ metafyziky. VEFit a vira. Véfrit,
Ze to, co vyhraje, je vzdycky pravda, respektive Ze pravda vidycky vyhraje. A profesor Rorty pfipustil, Ze
tedy je mozno fict, Ze to je vira, ale Ze neni mozZno fict, Ze to je metafyzika, protoze tady neni Zadny...
prosté pragmatismus netvrdi, Ze véci jsou zafizeny tak, Zze vzdycky vitézi pravda. A zejména netvrdi to, Ze
tady je jednak pravda, jednak svoboda a Ze to vZdycky dopadne tak, Ze kde je svoboda, tak tam zvitézi ta
pravda. Nybrz je tady jenom jedna véc, a to je ta svoboda. Necha se ta svoboda byt a ona ta pravda uz se
dostavi sama. To je slusny liberalismus.

Jiny hlas: One way of putting the difference between realism and pragmatism is to say: the realist thinks
that the human race could be ideally free, ideally sensitive, ideally cultured, and still arrive at falsehood.
The pragmatist says that suggestion doesn't make sense.

Jiny hlas: Tady takhle moZno teda definovat nebo ukazat na rozdil mezi realisty a pragmatiky nebo
antirealisty. TotiZ Ze realisté jsou schopni pfipustit, Ze tady mohou byt vSechny podminky, to jesti ta
svoboda, i ta volna diskuse a zapas volny a tak dal, a Ze presto to mizZe koncit faleSnosti, omylem.

Jiny hlas: The pragmatist says that suggestion doesn't make sense.

Jiny hlas: A pragmatik na tohle Fika: tento predpoklad nedava smysl.

Jiny hlas: Because what we mean by finding truth is what wins in such an open encounter.

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe co minime tim, Ze se dospéje k pravdé, to je pravé to, co zvitézi v onom svobodném
stretu.

Jiny hlas: No, na to je jedind odpovéd: zvitézit nad témi pragmatisty.

Jiny hlas: The only answer to pragmatism is to win against them. But now the question who will be the
winner. Only under ideally free conditions.

Jiny hlas: Ovsem plati to jenom za idedlné... ta ndmitka, za idealné svobodnych podminek.

Jiny hlas: Yes. Well, one way of thinking of it is that we understand more about the concrete details of
what it is for a society to be free than we understand what it is for a belief to accurately correspond to
reality. So political theory is a clearer, simpler subject than epistemology. So the pragmatist suggests we
forget epistemology.

Jiny hlas: Ma to jednu ddlezZitou stranku. My prosté vime daleko vice a detailnéji, co je a co neni fungujici
svobodna spolecnost, nez vime, jaké to jsou ty poznatky, nazory, ideje, které odpovidaji skute¢nosti a
které neodpovidaji. Tedy politicka teorie je daleko jasnéjsi a prihledné&;jsi téma nebo predmét, obor nez
gnoseologie, epistemologie neboli teorie poznani.

Jiny hlas: So political theory is a clearer, simpler subject than epistemology. So the pragmatist suggests
we forget epistemology.

pragmatisté navrhuji: zapomenme na epistemologii. Ma jesté nékdo? | think all questions have been
posed and we have now the final opportunity to express our thanks to professor Rorty. for your presence
here and for our hope that you'll be remembering us and in a possible opportunity when you will be
here in Europe in some near place that we have pleasure to see you again. Thank you very much.

Jiny hlas: Thank you. I'm very grateful to people for coming to listen to me. | should be back in about a
year or so.

Jiny hlas: Jsem velmi rad, Ze vas tolik prislo, a doufam, Ze se zase za par let vratim.

Jiny hlas: Well, thank you very much.

--- (1985-05-13 Richard Rorty (2) [LVH137VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: For myself, | think that American society is still in fairly good health.



Jiny hlas: Pokud jde o mé&, jA mam za to, Ze americka spolecnost je stale jesté pomérné zdrava.

Jiny hlas: But it is in the position of not having any idea what the future looks like.

Jiny hlas: Ale nema nejmensi ponéti o tom, jak bude vypadat budoucnost.

Jiny hlas: And this is the first time in two hundred years that America hasn't sort of seen the future
clearly.

Jiny hlas: A je to poprvé za téch dvé sté let, co Spojené staty trvaji, co Ameri¢ané nevidi dost jasné do
budoucnosti.

Jiny hlas: | think that the American intellectuals tend to be divided between those who think that
European criticism has discovered something deeply wrong with American society.

Jiny hlas: Ja myslim, Ze americti intelektualové jsou rozdéleni na ty, ktefi si mysli, Ze evropska kritika
odkryla skutecné hluboké nedostatky americké spole¢nosti.

Jiny hlas: And then there are the other intellectuals like me, who think that there are many good things
in Habermas, Heidegger, Derrida, but that they have no bearing on liberal theory of justice.

Jiny hlas: A pak jsou jini a ja k nim patfim, ktefi pfipoustéji sice, Ze Habermas, Heidegger a Derrida a tak
dale maji hodné pravdy v ledas¢em, ale Ze to zdaleka neznamena [nesrozumitelné].

Jiny hlas: But this debate among the intellectuals has no resonance in the country, no effect.

Jiny hlas: Ale tyto rozdilné nazory mezi intelektualy nemaiji ani pro jednu stranu, nemaji Zzddnou rezonanci
v mysleni zemé.

Jiny hlas: The intellectuals just aren't that important.

Jiny hlas: Intelektualové prosté jenom citi, Ze je cosi dulezitého v tom, ale asi to jsou ti jedini, ktefi to citi.
Jiny hlas: For the first time in America, the students in the universities voted for a conservative president.
Jiny hlas: Je to poprvé v déjinach Ameriky, co studenti na univerzitach hlasovali pro konzervativniho
prezidenta.

Jiny hlas: Their teachers, the intellectuals, unanimously hated Reagan.

Jiny hlas: Intelektualové a jejich ucitelé, to znamena jejich ucitelé, takrka jednomysiné nenavidéli
Reagana.

Jiny hlas: But the students voted for him anyway.

Jiny hlas: Ale studenti ho takrka jednomysIné volili.

Jiny hlas: The university teachers in America have always sort of moved their students a little more to the
left.

Jiny hlas: Americti ucitelé vzdycky vedli studenty spise k levici.

Jiny hlas: But it isn't working anymore.

Jiny hlas: Ale uz to nefunguje.

Jiny hlas: Mél bych jesté jeden dotaz, ktery ne Gplné pfimo navazuje, ale v této souvislosti zapadni
filosofie je zajimavy, ale mé by zajimalo tfeba, jak pan profesor kouka, pokud teda ma predstavu, jak
hodnoti tfeba nasi spolec¢nost. Nevim, do jaké miry je seznamen s témi podminkami v komunistickém
rezimu, at v Cin&, nebo v Sovétském svazu tfeba, protoze to bude védét asi vic, nez se zajimat specialné o
nas. Well, | should like to hear your view about the socialist countries, if you can compare it with the
situation you see so critically in United States.

Jiny hlas: I think that the absence of academic and intellectual freedom in the socialist countries makes
the Americans think of them as not really having a popular view or a national will, but just a government.
Jiny hlas: To, Ze intelektualové v socialistickych zemich nemaji svobodu, zptsobuje, Ze Ameri¢ané prosté
neuvazuji o socialistickych zemich jako o zemich, kde existuje néjaka narodni vile nebo néjaké verejné
minéni, nybrz kde existuji pouze vlady.

Jiny hlas: But one thing is that one of the strongest forces against America's suspicion of itself is the
Eastern European intellectuals who are now in the West. They have become a sort of conscience for the
West intellectuals.

Jiny hlas: Ale nejmocnéjsi silou snad v této situaci se stali vychodoevropsti intelektualové, ktefi odesli na



Zapad a stali se jakymsi sveédomim zapadnich intelektuald.

Jiny hlas: For example, Milan Kundera is becoming extremely well known in America and so is Czestaw
Mitosz. Mitosz and Kundera are people who are in effect telling the Americans: ,You were right not to
have an ideology."

Jiny hlas: Mohu jmenovat zejména Kunderu a Czestawa Mitosze. Jsou to intelektualové, ktefi jsou
neobycejné dobre znami po celych Spojenych statech a jsou to pravé tihle lidé, ktefi fikali Ameri¢aniim:
Mate pravdu, Ze [nesrozumitelné] nechcete byt ideologicti.

Jiny hlas: Milosz and Kundera present an image of America in their works of a country which may be too
rich, too interested in consumer pleasures, but one that was... that didn't make an intellectual mistake.
Hejdanek: Kundera a Milosz poukazuji na to, Ze tam svét je velmi mnoho bohaty na ty zapadni scény a ty
nékteré prebujelé struktury a tak dale, ale Zze tam nedoslo k tomu intelektualnimu omylu.

I would like to add a short comment in our... one of our Czech traditions, represented by Comenius,
Havlicek, Patocka, especially Masaryk, Rddl. There is a stream of more and more deep criticism on
liberalism. But this criticism is characterized by a distinction, sharp distinction between the liberalism
which conceives that personal faith or conviction is and should be irrelevant in political questions, and
between the deepest orientation to human liberties. And expressed by Rddl, Marxism is a consequence
or fruit of liberalism. Marx was a liberal. Because he observes ideas and convictions and human faith as
an ideology only, as a false... false consciousness. But if we should take earnestly the ideas of human
rights and human freedoms, then it is necessary to pose the question on what foundations it is possible
to build a society in which the people, the inhabitants, are able to be really free. Freedom without justice
or without truth is not possible. The only way to freedom is to know the truth, to accept the truth as the
most relevant thing, which is no thing, in our lives. Then it seems, in this tradition, it seems quite
meaningless to deprive a free society of these filosofical, religious and so on foundations, which needn't
be something which reduces the freedom, but which opens the way to freedom. And the distinction or
the difference between an ideology as a false consciousness and between a true conviction or true
filosofy, true religion and so on, is if it opens the way to the freedom or if it doesn't open or if it reduces
the freedom. In a sense, it's also a pragmatic view, but with a certain respect to the nature of history
where no result can be observed, could be observed as final, as the final one, as the definitive one. Well,
that's all. And my question should be formulated that from the point of view of this one of our filosofical
traditions, there exists...

Jiny hlas: a possibility which is not involved in any of these two possibilities or two positions which are in
the debate in the American thought. It's a conception of truth which is something extremely relevant but
not ideological. Excuse me, | shall translate it very, very shortly.

Jiny hlas: Ja jsem chtél jenom upozornit, a sice se mi to moc nepodafrilo, ponévadz jsem v takovém
mimoradné blbém stavu, Ze v ¢eskych tradicich, jedna z ¢eskych tradic péstovana jmény, ke kterym se
tedka vzdycky znovu vracim, Patocka i drivéjsi Radl, Ze vlastné je rozvinuta velmi ostra, zvlastni ovsem,
kritika liberalismu, v niZ se velice peclivé rozliSuje mezi liberalismem, ktery v podstaté kasle na takzvanou
ideologii, kterému ty naboZenské nebo filosofické, metafyzické a tak dale otazky jsou putynka, a mezi tim
velmi vaznym dUlrazem na lidské svobody a lidska prava, kterd znamenaji brat clovéka vazné. No, a Ze
tedy tam byla vypracovana koncepce, Ze k lidské svobodé vede poznani pravdy, Ze to neni otazka
néjakého zarizovani spole¢nosti, nybrz Ze to je otazka svédomi.

No, takzZe to vlastné je linie, ktera se viibec nedostala ke slovu v té diskuzi americké, Ze tedy to je
protiliberalismus, protiliberalistické, ale zaroven to neni linie, kterd by se mohla ztotoZnit s néjakym tim
omezovanim svobody, tim sjednocovanim lidi tim, Ze podfizneme nékteré jejich moznosti, coz jak ta
levice, tak ta pravice ma tendenci délat. No, takze ma otazka je, jak by tahleta myslenka se mohla néjak
vyjimat v té diskuzi, kde vlastné na ni neni vlibec bran zretel.

Jiny hlas: What the pragmatists would like is to say the only criterion for important intellectual quests, as
you said, is does it increase human freedom or not? In that sense Hegel was right in thinking of the story



of modern history as the story of freedom. But the pragmatists would say if we can agree that this
suggestion or policy increases human freedom, the question "Is it true?" doesn't arise. So for the
pragmatist human rights as a slogan is okay as long as you don't ask, "And do they really exist?" Because
when you ask "Do they really exist?" then you're asking for some kind of religious or metaphysical story
about the intrinsic nature of the world. So in America the people who are against Heidegger and Derrida
say the attacks of Heidegger and Derrida on what they call the metaphysics of presence, the
metaphysical tradition, that this attack undermines people's ability to act. So the critics of Heidegger and
Derrida say only rich leisured aesthetes could believe this. And these critics say it's only when you don't
really have any problems that you can take pragmatism or Derrida or Heidegger seriously. So this is why |
said that people like Mitosz tend to function as a kind of conscience, because Mitosz, for example, thinks
that when things are serious, when there are problems, everybody is a realist.

Jiny hlas: Ta otazka, jak ji kladou pragmatisté, zni tak: to ¢i ono zfizeni spolecenské zvétsuje svobodu,
nebo ne? A v tom smyslu Hegel mél naprostou pravdu, kdyzZ to formuloval, mél za to, Ze moderni déjiny
jsou déjinami svobody. Ale pragmatisté trvaji na tom, Ze kdyz se tdZzeme, zda to ¢i ono spolecenské
zarizeni zvétSuje nebo zmensuje svobodu, takZe otazka, zda to je pravda, ¢i neni pravda, prosté nevznika,
vlbec se nestavi. Pro pragmatisty tedy otazka lidskych prav je, zda jsou zachovavana, nebo ne, ale ne,
zda skutecné existuji. Ponévadz kdyz p(jde o to, zda opravdu néjaka jsou, nebo nejsou, tak se dostaneme
do oblasti metafyziky a to nema politicky vyznam.

Ve Spojenych statech lidé, ktefi jsou proti Heideggerovi a proti Derridovi, Fikaji, Ze ty toky Heideggerovy
nebo Derridovy na to, cemu se fikd metafyzicka tradice, Ze tyto Gtoky podminovavaiji lidskou schopnost
jednat. Kritici namitaji, Ze to, cemu uci Heidegger a Derrida, tomu m0ze vérit jenom bohati a lidé, ktefi
maiji dost prazdna, dost volného ¢asu a tak dale. A tito kritikové Fikaji, Ze kdyz mate pred sebou né&jaky
vazny problém, tak nemuzete brat ani Heideggera, ani Derridu a dalsi vazné, protoze vam k tomu vlastné
nic nefeknou. A v tomto smyslu teda takovi lidé jako Mitosz a Kundera prosté funguji jako svédomi,
protoZe tfeba Mitosz ukazuje, Ze kdyzZ jde o vazné véci, tak jsme vsichni realisté.

Jiny hlas: Milosz's claim is... well, let me start over. In the Second World War there was a slogan: "there
are no atheists in foxholes". Foxhole was a trench [nesrozumitelné]. The slogan was, in the middle of
battle in the war, there were no atheists.

Jiny hlas: People who didn't believe in God. Excuse me, | didn't... Jo, za posledni valky béhalo takové
heslo v Americe, Ze uprostred bitvy neexistuji uz Zadni ateisté.

Jiny hlas: So Milosz's point is that where he comes from in Poland there aren't any pragmatists.

Jiny hlas: A Mitosz podobnym zplsobem ukazuje, Zze v tom Polsku, z kterého odesel, Ze nejsou Zadni
pragmatisté.

Jiny hlas: So his idea is that pragmatism and Heidegger and that kind of philosophy is a luxury that only
Americans can afford.

Jiny hlas: On ukazuje, Ze takovy pragmatismus je luxus, ktery si mohou dovolit jediné Ameri¢ané.

Jiny hlas: Mné by v této souvislosti napadly dvé otazky. Ta prvni je k té vasi formulaci, Zze pragmatisté
chtéji na to zapomenout, na ten rozdil mezi skutec¢nosti a zdanim.

Jiny hlas: I have an interest in the meaning of this sentence. They want to forget this difference or they
abolish this difference?

Jiny hlas: A tedy tato formulace mé zajima, snazi se na to zapomenout, nebo ten rozdil mazou?

Jiny hlas: It's the first question. And the second one, they should replace this difference by another
difference between useful and not useful.

Jiny hlas: A ta druha tedy navazuje na to, Ze oni tento rozdil nahrazuji rozdilem mezi uziteCnym a
neuzitecnym. Jako priklad bylo uvedeno, Ze napfiklad je uzitecné cist Hegela.

Jiny hlas: For instance, it is useful to read Hegel.

Jiny hlas: KdyZ na to, Ze je uzitecné Cist Hegela, aplikuji to, co Fikaji pragmatisté napriklad o védé, to jest
véda nevypovida o skute¢nosti...



Jiny hlas: If | could apply this to the relation of pragmatists towards the science, that is, science didn't
speak about reality...

Jiny hlas: ...ale o tom, co se da délat, jak se s tim da pracovat, jak je mozné o tom rozmlouvat a tak dale.
Jiny hlas: ...but about what to do in the reality, how it's possible to work with it, how it's possible to speak
with others and to understand it.

Jiny hlas: Tedy je uzitecné Cist Hegela, protoZe student, kdyz si precte Hegela, nepropadne u zkousky,
nebude vyloucen ze studia filosofie...

Jiny hlas: Then it is useful to read Hegel because the student will not be excluded from the further study
because he is not able to do his exam.

Jiny hlas: Je mozné ho citovat nékde, ¢imZ nabude Fadky a honorar, tak je kvili tomuhle uzite¢né Cist
Hegela, nebo je tam néco, k cemu se Ize dostat, co je dostupné?

Jiny hlas: Or is it useful because Hegel is able to show something which normally we don't see?

Jiny hlas: On the second point, neither. The reason it's useful is that people who have read Hegel, like
people who have read widely and deeply generally, are better members of democratic societies, because
more sensitive, more imaginative, more able to foresee danger.

Jiny hlas: Ani pro jeden z téch davodd, které jste uvedla. Hegela je uzitecné Cist, protoze lidé, ktefi nejen
Hegela, ale vibec vic ¢tou a hloubéji ¢tou, tak jsou lepsimi ¢leny demokratické spolecnosti. Jsou
vnimaveéjsi, premyslivéjsi a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: On the first point, pragmatism in America began with Charles Peirce... and Peirce defined a
belief as a rule for action. Peirce definoval viru jako prostfedek k akci. So if you want to find out what a
person believes, observe how he acts. Kdyz chcete zjistit, cemu kdo véri, tak musite ukazat, jak jedna. The
philosophical tradition had thought of a belief as a representation of reality. Filosofickd tradice
znamenala viru, Ze mysleni reprezentuje skute¢nost. And Peirce said: suppose we just forget about beliefs
as representations and think of them as tools for achieving our purposes. A za predpokladu, Ze
zapomeneme na to, Ze viry znamenaji néjaké ty reprezentace, a budeme je brat jen jako prostredky, jak
dosahnout svych cili. Then we have a vocabulary for describing culture where questions about reality
and objectivity need not come up anymore. Tak mame k dispozici urcity slovnik, s jehoZ pomoci mizeme
popsat jistou kulturu, kde se otazky po skutecnosti, osobé a objektivité a tak dale uz nemusi vyskytovat.
Going back to what | said about Kant, just as the enlightenment said: in ethics, don't worry about the will
of God. Just think of human freedom and forget God. KdyzZ se mam vratit k tomu, co jsem rekl o Kantovi,
tak jako v osvicenstvi bylo Feceno, Ze pro etiku neni rozhodujici, co si myslime o Bohu. Stac¢i jenom myslet
na lidskou svobodu a zapomenout na Boha. So the pragmatist said in science: forget about reality. Just
think about human purposes. Tak pragmatisté fikali ve védé: zapomerite na skutecnost. Myslete jenom
na lidské cile.

Jiny hlas: Dobre, zaznéla tedy urcita kritika, ktera podtrhla urcité hluboké nedostatky americké filosofie.
Hejdanek: To jenom nékteri Fikaji.

Jiny hlas: To jenom shrnuiji, ano. Pfednasejici rekl, ze ta evropska kritika podtrhla urcité hluboké
nedostatky...

Hejdanek: Ne, nefekl to tak. Rekl, Ze néktefi intelektualové to pfipoustéji.

Jiny hlas: Ano, dobre, ano. Ale v podstaté o téchto, ktefi to pfipoustéji, tak rika, aspon ja jsem porozumél
tomu, Ze tito jini, ktefi uznavaji urcitou kritiku Derridy, Habermase, Heideggera, tak maji velkou pravdu,
ale mezi rliznymi rozdilnymi nazory, které oni maji, jednotlivi intelektualové nebo urcité skupiny, ze
vlastné nemaji Zddnou rezonanci. To jejich mysleni nema Zadnou rezonanci na mysleni té zemé.
Hejdanek: Ale nejenom tyhle druhy taky nemaji.

Jiny hlas: Ano, ano. To znamena, ty skupiny intelektual(, at jsou takové nebo onaké, to znamena, Ze oni
nerezonuji viibec s myslenim zemé. To znamen3, ja jsem si to domyslel tak, Ze to mysleni zemé, to je v
podstaté praveé ten pragmatismus, ktery tak funguje. To znamena to vabeni... polozim ted otazku, jestlize
to, co bylo feceno jako mysleni zemé, je to ten pragmatismus? Jak bylo Feceno jinde, Ze tedy pragmatisté



fikaji, Ze americké déjiny nam ukazuiji, Ze jedina filosofie, ktera se ukazuje sama, ktera je dobrj, je
pragmatismus. TakZe jestli to mGzu postavit jako otazku.

You mentioned that both sides of the intellectuals have nearly no resonance within the society. But it is
not clear if we should conceive the way of thinking of the broad society as pragmatic. And it means it's
the way of thinking, even if not trained, not elaborated and so on, it's the way of thinking which is the
only perspective of the American thought or of any thought in this society, as expressed by some of the
pragmatists, that the pragmatism is the only one philosophy which we need. And therefore is it the
pragmatism of the broad society or is it the pragmatism of the intellectuals?

| think that the pragmatists among the intellectuals were right in saying that there is something in the
American people as a whole which is a belief in tolerance that goes very, very deep, deeper than anything
else. Zastanci pragmatismu maiji za to, opravnéné ukazuji na to, Ze je néco v americkém mysleni, v tom
obecném mysleni, co ten pragmaticky raz ma. Je to tfeba ta tolerance, ktera je hluboce zakotvena v
americkém mysleni.

There's a joke about something that President Eisenhower once said. He said: "This country was founded
upon a religious belief in God and | don't care what it is." Existuje jakysi vtip o tom, co prezident
Eisenhower jednou rekl. Prohlasil pry: ,Tato zemé byla zalozena na jisté vife v Boha a mné viibec
nezajima, na jaké."

The joke is supposedly that it's hard to have a deep belief in something... A ten vtip spociva v tom, Ze je
tézké mit hlubokou viru v néco...

Jiny hlas: and not care whether anybody else believes it.

Hejdanek: a nestarat se o to, jestli v to véri jesté nékdo jine;j.

Jiny hlas: But Eisenhower was right that it's characteristic of America that an American president can
never suggest a preference for one intellectual view over another as a condition of citizenship.
Hejdanek: Ale Eisenhower mél hlubokou pravdu v tom, Ze americky prezident nemuze néjak blize
formulovat Zadnou naboZenskou viru nebo néjaké presvédceni jakozto prezident, Ze to nemUze
formulovat, a dokonce néjak za jiné nebo vnucovat to, pfedkladat to k véfeni a podobné.

Jiny hlas: And the last success that we had in American politics was the civil rights movement for the
blacks.

Hejdanek: A posledni velky Gspéch, kterého jsme v Americe dosahli, bylo taZeni za svobodu ¢ernych.
Jiny hlas: And that was made possible by appealing to this spirit of tolerance.

Hejdanek: A to bylo moZzné jenom pravé tim Gstavicnym odvolavanim na ducha tolerance.

Jiny hlas: The idea that no matter how different people were...

Hejdanek: Ten dliraz na to, Ze bez ohledu na to, jak jaci lidé jsou, jakého charakteru jsou, tedy jaké
povahy jsou,

Jiny hlas: ...that couldn't be an excuse for excluding them from anything.

Hejdanek: nem(ize byt Zadného divodu, proc...



