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Jiny hlas: Yes, | thank you very much for the invitation and especially to Dr. Hejdanek who organized this
seminar, and | am happy that you could come tonight even although | know many of you were already
here Friday and it was a misunderstanding because there was already a question of my coming here two
years ago and in the... one or two years ago and | said at this time that perhaps | could not arrive on
Monday, but now finally | could come.

Jiny hlas: Dékuji moc za pozvani a zejména panu doktoru Hejdankovi, ktery usporadal tyto seminare. A
jsem rad, Ze jste dneska pfisli, i kdyZz uz mél prijet pfed rokem nebo pred dvéma. Tehdy to nevyslo, ted to
vyslo, ale zase s tim zmatkem patek a dneska, Ze mélo to byt v patek, bylo to vlastné tady ohlaseno na
patek, tam bylo Feceno, Ze v patek to nejde, az v pondéli a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: And now | have even been so happy to have the nice weather here so | have had the
opportunity to see Prague in the plenty sunshine and it has been a great experience for me, but | will not
speak more about tourism but go to the subject, as | understood it was said in Czech also that | should
speak about ethics and narrativity in according to the last work of the French philosopher Paul Ricceur,
Temps et Récit.

Jiny hlas: Je také velmi vdécny za tu pfilezitost, Ze mohl vidét Prahu za tohoto krasného pocasi, Ze to pro
néj byla taky velka zkusenost, ale Ze tim konci jako o turistice a Ze se vénuje tématu, Ze ma mluvit o
narativité, etice a narativité zaloZeno, vlastné ta prednaska bude zaloZzena na poslednim dile
francouzského filosofa Paula Ricceura, Cas a vyprdvéni. Chcete k tomuto kouknout, toto tedy k té
narativité? Mozna Ze néco o tom vic feknu.

Jiny hlas: It has a certain history the reason why | speak about Ricceur, because | have studied with him in
France in the late sixties. | was even in France in '68 when the big events took place.

Jiny hlas: Students.

Jiny hlas: Yes, and there were no lectures at university but | visited Ricoeur never mind. And at this time |
were | were as a scholar in France for three years and studying French philosophy, French
phenomenology and hermeneutics and this is my starting point in my philosophical studies.

Jiny hlas: Neni ndhodou, Ze se rozhod| hovofit o Ricoeurovi, protoze s nim zacal uz davno v Sedesatych
letech, kdy byl ve Francii po néjakou dobu. Za¢al tam studovat francouzskou fenomenologii, francouzskou
filosofii a hermeneutiku pravé u Ricceura. Zazil tam osmasedesaty rok, na ktery vzpomina jako na ten
studentsky boom a tohleto. TakZe vlastné zacal svoji védeckou praci jako filosof pravé studiem u Ricceura.
Jiny hlas: | started with him in '67 to '68 for the first time, but | started in Strasbourg where Ricoeur had
also been but it was before | came there, it was from '65 to '67. | started my studies in Strasbourg and
then | was in total three years in France and came then to study in Germany. | were in Tiibingen and in
Minchen and | also studied in Heidelberg and it was the same time as | was in Strasbourg and | started
with Gadamer, Hans-Georg Gadamer.

Jiny hlas: Zacal ve Francii ve Strasburku, kde tedy Ricoeur byl taky, ale dfiv. Potom byl v Pafizi 67-68, pak
celkem byl ve Francii tfi roky. Potom studoval v Némecku v Tubingen, v Mnichové a v Heidelberku, mimo
jiné také u Gadamera.

Jiny hlas: And then | wrote, | have written my thesis in French some years ago. The subject was Théorie
de I'engagement. It was in two volumes and published by Le Seuil in '73 and defended as thesis in
Copenhagen in presence of Ricceur. He was not in the jury but he came and took the... took the floor.
Jiny hlas: Potom napsal svoji tezi, tedy disertacéni praci, ve Francii o na téma Théorie de I'engagement,
teorie jaksi angaZovani, teorie jaksi namoceni se do néceho, a rovnéz ji obhajil, napsal ji francouzsky, ve
dvou svazcich, ta kniha vysla v roce 73 v nakladatelstvi Le Seuil a obhajoval ji potom v Kodani za
Ricoeurovy pritomnosti.

Jiny hlas: It was based on phenomenology, Husserl, Merleau-Ponty, Ricoceur and so on, and philosophy of



language and especially hermeneutics with Gadamer and Ricoeur and another philosophers. It was my
basic philosophy for writing this thesis which was not on a philosopher but on a theme, engagement.
Jiny hlas: Ta prace byla vlastné zaloZena na dilech fenomenologickych filosof(i, Husserla, Merleau-
Pontyho, Ricoeura a potom tedy na filosofech vykladu, jazyka, hermeneutiky, to jest zejména na
Ricceurovi a Gadamerovi. Ta kniha nebyla o néjakém filosofovi, ale o urcitém tématu a vychodiskem byly
prace téchto filosofd.

Jiny hlas: And in this context | have also been very interesting in the newer history of philosophy since
Descartes in France and from Kant and Hegel and Heidegger, all this stream of thoughts in Germany.
Jiny hlas: A ta kniha pojednava o, jaksi sleduje tuhletu historii tohoto tématu v celé moderni filosofii, to
jest od Descarta ve Francii a od Kanta a Hegela aZ po Heideggera a tak dale v Némecku.

Jiny hlas: Then | came home in '71 and became professor at the department of philosophy in University
of Copenhagen.

Jiny hlas: A v roce 1971 se stal profesorem na filosofické fakulté v Kodani.

Jiny hlas: And nearly at the same time that has published my thesis on engagement, | published a book
about the dimensions of language. It concerns the different ways of considering language. | call it the
four dimensions of language: phenomenological, praxeological and structural and hermeneutical
dimensions.

Jiny hlas: V téZe dobé napsal knihu o dimenzich jazyka: phenomenological, praxeological, structural and
hermeneutical dimensions.

Jiny hlas: A ty rozméry jazyka jsou tedy fenomenologicky, praxeologicky - to znamena jazyk jako jednani
-, strukturdlni a hermeneuticky, jo? Kazda z téch véci chapana jako jisty rozmér jazyka.

Jiny hlas: And what interested me this time was especially the structuralist problem as Ricoeur views it -
as the problem between: how can systems come in connection with human action? The relationship
between human actions and systems, especially the language system.

Jiny hlas: To bylo zajimavé hlavné... zajimal ho hlavné ten strukturdlIni problém nebo ta strukturalistickd
dimenze, kde tak, jak ji vidi Ricoeur, jde o to, jak se viibec mizZe setkat néjaky systém a lidské jednani.
Jaky je vztah mezi lidskym jednanim a néjakym systémem, jakym je tfeba jazyk.

Jiny hlas: And some years later, was in the middle of the 70s, | became interested, as a consequence of
this interest in the relationship between human action and systems, | became interested in the relation
between human action and technology. It was related to the discussion in Denmark about nuclear
technology.

Jiny hlas: V poloviné sedmdesatych let se zacal zajimat v téZe souvislosti o otazku vztahu mezi lidskym
jednanim a technikou. A technika je také jakysi systém. Jaky je vztah mezi lidskym jednanim a technikou?
A tahle otazka ho také zacala zajimat v souvislosti s debatami o jadernych elektrarnach v Dansku.

Jiny hlas: | came in touch with a Belgian philosopher who was a nuclear physicist, but at the same time a
philosopher, and he invited me to a congress in Namur in Belgium about the nuclear problem and the
nuclear technology. And we became interested in writing a book together, which we have done together
with a third person, and which came out in French in 1980 under the title Technologie et société en
projet.

Jiny hlas: Tak v téhle souvislosti se setkal s jednim belgickym filosofem, ktery ho pozval do Namuru, kde
mél prednaset na néjakém kongresu o jaderné technice. Ten muz, ktery ho tam pozval, je filosof a
zaroven jaderny fyzik. A tak spolu jesté s néjakym tfetim muzZem udélali dohromady, z toho vznikla kniha,
ktera se jmenuje Technika a spolecnost. Vyslo to také francouzsky Technologie et société.

Hejdanek: No ona technologie se nemusi prekladat technika. To, ¢emu se fika v anglictiné technology, my
musime prekladat technika, to neni technologie. To, ¢emu se Fika jako anglicky technology, my fekneme
technika.

Jiny hlas: And this book came out in French in 80, and the same year also came out in a Danish version.
And in the following years we have continued the work together and we have four times organized



international courses on problems of technology and society in the Dubrovnik center in Yugoslavia. And |
was just there one week ago, ten days ago, | have finished the fourth of these seminars in Dubrovnik in
Yugoslavia on technology and society problems.

Jiny hlas: V téhle skupiné pak pracovali dal, poradali dal$i seminare na téma technika nebo technologie a
spolec¢nost. Ta kniha nejdrfiv teda vysla dansky v jednaosmdesatém roce a pak v dalSich letech
pokracovali v poradani seminaru. A ted pravé nedavno se pan profesor vratil ze ¢tvrtého takového
sezeni, které se konalo v Dubrovniku v Jugoslavii, méli tam takovy sjezd nebo takovy seminar pravé na
téma vztah techniky a spolec¢nosti.

Jiny hlas: And the third of these seminars has concerned the bioethical and biomedical problems
concerning technology. It was held two years ago. And so | have also been involved in this problem of
biotechnology and medical technology.

Jiny hlas: Treti z téch seminaru se zabyval otazkami biotechnologie a biomediciny, tedy spolecenskymi
problémy vznikajicimi v souvislosti s biotechnikou a tou technickou medicinou. Ten seminar byl pred
dvéma lety, tedy pan profesor se také soustavné zabyval témito problémy.

Jiny hlas: So | can say that one of the main themes which is my interest for the moment is the relation
between ethics and technology.

Jiny hlas: TakZze muze Fict, Ze jednim z jeho hlavnich témat, ktera ho neustale zajimaji, je problém vztahu
mezi etikou a technikou.

Jiny hlas: And three years ago | was also asked to make the first chapter of a big book about medical
ethics, and this chapter | wrote and it was translated recently in French and has been published in Paris,
in December last year, under the title Ethique et médecine.

Jiny hlas: Pak byl pozadan, aby pro jeden velky sbornik napsal prvni kapitolu tykajici se pravé problému
etiky a lékarstvi, etiky v mediciné. A tenhle text vysel ted nedavno separatné francouzsky, tuhletu knizku,
kterou...

Jiny hlas: This was perhaps a little long, because what | have done until now was to try to explain you
what is my main interests. And now | try to explain why | have also written this paper | have already sent
to Dr. Hejdanek and you can study afterwards, later on, and from which | give some headlines tonight.
Jiny hlas: To bylo trosku dlouhé, co jsem vysvétloval, ¢im jsem se dosud zabyval. A ted bych chtél
vysvétlit, proc se zabyvam praveé také Ricoeurem a narativitou v této souvislosti a chtél bych tady
prednést jakési shrnuti prednasky nebo ¢lanku, ktery uz jsem sem poslal.

Jiny hlas: The reason why | am interested in the topic of ethics and narrativity is not only that it is Ricoeur
who had written about it. It is also important because | have followed all what he has written and | have
translated or helped or asked students for translating and we have published in Denmark three books
with translation of him. And now recently for some months ago one book in Sweden also translation.
This is one recent but not the only one.

Jiny hlas: Jeden d(ivod, proc se zabyvam otazkou etiky a narativity, se nezabyvam jenom proto, Ze o tom
piSe Ricoeur, i kdyz tim jsem se zabyval hodné. Mnoho jsem z jeho véci ¢etl, Fadu véci jsem prelozil do
danstiny nebo jsem zprostredkoval jejich preklady. Nedavno jedna Ricoeurova prace vysla také ve
Svédsku. Ale to neni jediny dGvod, ten Ricoeur.

Jiny hlas: But it is in the context of a problem how we could manage modern technology in our society
that ethics come in, and in considering what ethics is, I'm interested in the foundation, the philosophical
foundation of an ethical point of view.

Jiny hlas: Ale druhy problém je ten, Ze hlavné mé zajima etické, Ze jedna véc je, Ze my lidé mizeme
zachazet s riznymi vécmi, ale zajima mé etické, filosofické zaloZeni etiky. Jaky je filosoficky zaklad
etického problému.

Jiny hlas: Yes. And reading the last big work of Ricoeur, Temps et Récit, which | also brought here, or
which you have already, what | have tried to do is to try to show that there is an implicit ethics in this
work.



Jiny hlas: KdyzZ ¢lovék ¢te Ricoeurovu knihu Temps et Récit, kterou uz jste privezl a kterou tady uz mate,
ma dojem, Ze vlastné tato kniha obsahuje jakousi implicitni etiku.

Jiny hlas: And this is important for the understanding or approaching of the problem of the philosophical
foundation of ethics.

Jiny hlas: To je dlleZité pro otazku filosofického nahlédnuti zakladu etiky.

Jiny hlas: Because if you, in considering the structure of time, it is necessary for you to consider the story
for understanding what time is, | think it is. And you find in this work which Ricoeur have done in
considering time and find out that story or narrativity is necessary to understand it, if you see that
therein is an implicit ethics, it is important for the question of foundation of ethics.

Jiny hlas: V Ricoeurové knize se jedna o jisté porozuméni ¢asu, které se ukazuje ve vypravéni. Téma
vypravéni Gzce souvisi s pochopenim ¢asu a v tom se profesorovi zda, Ze je jakasi souvislost s tou
implicitni etikou.

Jiny hlas: So my paper first, on one side, my paper is a presentation of the three volumes of this work,
but at the same time a sort of criticism trying to show more clearly and more direct than Ricoeur has
done that it is necessary to speak about ethics when you speak about understanding time.

Jiny hlas: Ta prednaska, o které tu bude referovat, zacina prezentaci Ricoeurova dila, které tu strucné
shrnuje, zaroven obsahuje jistou kritiku a pokus vyjasnit jasnéji a priméji to, co Ricoeur nedorekl v té véci,
Ze je nezbytné vidét vztah mezi porozuménim ¢asu a etikou.

Jiny hlas: | start here in my paper with considering a big problem or a big thing which divides our culture.
And this is that we have in our culture traditionally two concepts of time.

Jiny hlas: Jeden velky problém je téma, které déli nasi kulturu. ProtozZe v nasi kulture mame dvoje
rozdilné pojeti ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: And this we can shortly say that it is an existential concept of time and a cosmological natural
scientific concept of time.

Jiny hlas: Jeden z nich je existencialni ¢as, druhy je pfirodovédecky, kosmologicky ¢as.

Jiny hlas: And the existential concept of time can be found back to Augustine's famous Confessions in the
book eleven and taken up in modern time by Husserl and Heidegger in their reflection on time.

Jiny hlas: Ta existencialni, to existencialni chapani c¢asu se da vysledovat zpatky az k Augustinovi, k slavné
jedenacté kapitole Vyzndni, a toto téma potom v nové dobé prebira hlavné Husserl a Heidegger v jejich
chapani casu.

Jiny hlas: The cosmological natural scientific concept of time can be found back to Aristotle in his Physics
and you find it in Kant's Kritik der reinen Vernunft and implicitly in natural scientist's mind.

Jiny hlas: Ten kosmologicky, to kosmologické pochopeni ¢asu muzZete sledovat zpatky az k Aristotelovi,
Fyzice, potom se objevuje napfiklad v Kantové Kritice Cistého rozumu a najdete ho u kazdého
prirodovédce jako takovou samoziejmou soucast jeho mysleni.

Jiny hlas: This problem of confrontation between these two concepts of time plays a big role in Ricoeur's
work and especially in the third volume.

Jiny hlas: Tento problém konfrontace téchto dvou pojeti ¢asu hraje u Ricoeura velkou roli, hlavné v tfetim
svazku.

Jiny hlas: And | have brought today also an English translation of this volume and | give to Dr. Hejdanek
so if you would like to...

Jiny hlas: Proto jsem tentokrat privezl s sebou také anglicky preklad toho tretiho svazku a necham ho
tady.

Jiny hlas: But this problem is also | think pertinent, it's also important for the problem of ethics and
technology.

Jiny hlas: A tento problém ma velky vyznam, domnivam se, i pro otazku vztahu mezi etikou a technikou.
Jiny hlas: Because the technology and also the natural science presuppose the cosmological natural
scientist concept of time.



Jiny hlas: ProtoZe technika a prirodni védy pfirozené predpokladaji kosmologické pojeti ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: Whereas the ethical problems first of all appears in connection to the existential concept of
time.

Jiny hlas: So if we can make a link, if we can link together or can show that this division between this
concept of time has to be overcome, if we can link them together, it would also be important for
concerning technology.

Kdyby se ndm podafilo tento rozstép v chapani ¢asu néjak prekonat, pfemostit tu bariéru mezi tim
dvojim chapanim, mélo by to také velky vyznam v otazce vztahu mezi technikou a etikou.

In order to say it very shortly what is Ricoeur's proposal of link between these two concepts of time, |
can say that it is his idea of what he called third time or the historical time.

Ricoeur jako takovy prostredek preklenuti tohoto rozporu navrhuje néco, cemu on fika koncept tretiho
¢asu, neboli historického casu.

Thus he thinks that historical time bridge the gap between these two concepts of time.

To jest, ten historicky cas preklenuje rozpor nebo preklenuje tu diru mezi kosmologickym a
existencialnim ¢asem.

I shall come back to that a little later, but first | will try to show how Ricoeur understand time by
narratives, by stories.

K tomu se chci jesté vratit za chvili, ale ted bych se potfeboval chvili zastavit u toho, jak rozumi Ricoeur
time of narratives. Jak se rozumi ¢asu skrze pribéhy. To, jak pribéh dava, jaké porozumeéni ¢asu vznika
pribéhem.

And there he take, he consider another division in our culture, and this is the division between
considering what time is and what a story is. So if you see in Aristotle, when he speak about time it is in
his Physics and not in his Poetics.

A dalsi takova véc, tady je potreba si pfipomenout, Ze v evropské tradici se o pFibézich a o ¢ase mluvi
oddélené. Tyto dvé témata nejsou nikdy pohromadé. Tak u Aristotela se o ¢asu mluvi ve Fyzice a nikoliv v
Poetice.

Hejdanek: Mluvi, ale dvojim, jo? Dvojim ¢asem. Jinej ¢as je ve Fyzice a jinej €as je v Poetice.

Jiny hlas: Then Ricoeur take up, he consider the structure of the story, the structure of the mythos, of the
fable or the plot which is developed in Aristotle's Poetics.

A ted Ricoeur sleduje strukturu mytu, strukturu baje, strukturu pfibéhu nebo zapletky, jaky Aristoteles
rozviji v Poetice.

And he try to show that there is an implicit understanding of time in the, there must be an
understanding of time in the Aristotle's concept of story.

A Ricoeur se snazi ukazat, Ze v Aristotelové pojeti pfibéhu nutné je jakési implicitni chapani ¢asu.

But Aristotle himself has not recognized that because he only considered the structure of the story as a
logical structure and not as a temporal structure.

A zda se, Ze Aristoteles si toho sam nevsiml, protoze strukturu pfibéhu chape jenom jako strukturu
logickou a nikoliv strukturu ¢asovou.

The structure of the story following Aristotle's is given by or indicated by the word mimesis, the word for
what you would say... imitation.

Struktura pribéhu u Aristotela je vystizena pojmem mimesis, to jest napodobeni.

Yes. There is and Ricoeur consider that you can divide this structure of mimesis in three steps.

A Ricoeur je presvédcen, Ze strukturu mimesis mizete rozdélit do tri kroku.

Mimesis will is not in Aristotle a literal imitation in literal sense, but is the sort of new creation.
Mimesis u Aristotela neni napodobovani v takovém tom opésalém smyslu jako délani po nékom, ale ve
smyslu vyssim, jakéhosi nového tvoreni.

It is a presentation of what the author will say so that you discover new things.

Je to predloZeni toho, co se napodobuje tak, Ze ¢tenar, divak vidi nové véci.



Therefore Ricoeur thinks he can divide this mimesis into three steps. The first step is the step of pre-
understanding. The understanding the world of action which is presupposed by the story.

Proto je Ricoeur presvédcen, Ze se ta mimesis da rozdélit do tfi krokd. Prvni je predporozuméni. To jest
pochopeni toho pozadi, toho, co pribéh predpoklada.

There must be a world in which people act if there should be sense in telling a story about something.
Aby vypravény pribéh, aby kdyz nékdo vypravi pfibéh, aby tento pribéh mél smysl, musi tu nejdriv byt
néjaky svét, v némz ti lidé toho pribéhu jednaiji.

The second step is the construction of a plot of the story itself with its signs and sentences into a
narrative, into a mythos, into a fable.

Druhy krok je konstrukce, vytvoreni vlastniho pfibéhu, zapletky, vét, které popisuji ten pribéh samotny a
délaji z néj vypravéni.

And the third step is the application of the plot and the way in which this application transform the life of
the spectator or the reader.

A treti krok je uplatnéni, aplikace toho pfibéhu, to jest zplisob nebo vliv, ¢im ten pribéh ovlivni Zivot
divaka, ¢tenare, posluchace.

This is this aspect of mimesis which Aristotle describe as catharsis, purifying of the feelings.

To je ten krok, ktery Aristoteles sdm popisuje jako katharzi, ocisténi citd.

Jiny hlas: And we could call these three stages or three steps of mimesis prefiguration, configuration and
refiguration.

Jiny hlas: Ricoeur tém tfem stadiim fika prefigurace, konfigurace a refigurace. Prefigurace, to znamena
jakasi predpodoba, konfigurace vime co je a refigurace znamena jakési preskupeni.

Jiny hlas: Prosim?

Jiny hlas: Mozna.

Jiny hlas: And now he considers two main types of stories: historiography and fiction.

Jiny hlas: Ted pfibéhy mazeme rozdélit do dvou velkych tfid. Jedny jsou historické a druhé jsou literarni,
fiktivni, to jako vymyslené, se reklo.

Jiny hlas: And he try to show not only that these two types of narrativity cannot exclude the telling itself,
but also that they are linked together.

Jiny hlas: A ted  se Ricoeur snaZi ukazovat, 7ze v Zadném, Ze tyto dva typy pribéh( rozhodné nevylucuji
vypravéni, ze v obou dvou se jedna o vypravéni, a dokonce Ze jsou oba dva ty typy spolu svazany, ze
spolu souviseji.

Jiny hlas: So that historiography borrows from fictive imagination in order to evoke the events of the
past, whereas narrative fiction borrows from the historical relation to the traces in telling its history, its
story as if it had taken place in the past.

Jiny hlas: TakZe déjepis, historiografie si vypljcuje od fikce, kdyZ chce popsat minulé véci, a naopak
literatura, fikce si vypuUjcuje od historiografie.

Jiny hlas: Well, now | will try to show that there is ethics implicitly in these three stages of mimesis.

Jiny hlas: Ted by se chtél vratit k tomu, Ze v téchto tfech stadiich, v téchto tfech krocich mimese je jakasi
implicitni etika.

Jiny hlas: First of all | consider the prefiguration, the pre-understanding.

Jiny hlas: Pfredevsim si vSimnout té faze prefigurace, predporozuméni.

Jiny hlas: When you tell a story, you base your telling on what people already know, if not people would
have no possibility to understand the story.

Jiny hlas: Kdyz zac¢inate vypravét pribéh, opirate se o néco, co posluchaci uz védi. Jinak by nemohli
pribéhu rozumét.

Jiny hlas: And this world or this experience of the world which is presupposed is an ethical experience.
Jiny hlas: Tento svét nebo zkuSenost svéta, kterou pribéh predpoklada, aby mu bylo rozumét, aby daval
smysl, je svét eticky.



Jiny hlas: So you can consider already what the definition of tragedy and comedy in Aristotle.

Jiny hlas: V§imnéte si, jak je definovana tragédie a komedie u Aristotela samého.

Jiny hlas: A tragedy, says Aristotle, is a representation of men better than ourselves.

Jiny hlas: Tragédie, Fika Aristoteles, je pfedstavovani lidi lepsich, nez jsme my.

Jiny hlas: Whereas comedy is a representation of people worse than they are today.

Jiny hlas: KdeZto komedie je predstavovani lidi horsich, neZ jsou dneska.

Jiny hlas: Thus Aristotle says that tragedy and comedy presupposes a knowledge or an experience of
ethical characters.

Jiny hlas: Tim Aristoteles Fika, Ze tragédie i komedie predpokladaji etické chapani svéta a postav toho
kusu nebo pFibéhu.

Jiny hlas: This has been stressed by the American author James M. Redfield in his marvelous study about
Nature and culture in the lliad.

Jiny hlas: Tuto véc zdlraznil americky autor James M. Redfield, autor James Redfield, v jeho podivuhodné
knize o prirodé a kulture v lliadé, Nature and culture in the lliad.

Jiny hlas: He tried to show how the whole scene of the lliad presupposes certain ideas of ethics, how to
behave as a hero, for instance, you have, especially here in this ethics, Hector is a hero, he has to follow
certain ethical rules of behavior in order to be a hero.

Jiny hlas: Ukazuje, jak cela llias predpoklada urcité chapani, urcité rozuméni svéta, rozuméni tomu, jak se
v ném ¢lovék ma chovat, ve vlastnim pripadé hrdina. Co to znamenai, kdyz Hektor je hrdina? To znamena,
Ze se musi chovat urcitym zptsobem, Ze musi urcitym zptsobem jednat.

Jiny hlas: And this is his tragedy because he cannot follow these rules to the end without going to a fight
against Achilles and where he died, and this shows there is a sort of a problem, ethical problem in his
own culture.

Jiny hlas: A HektorGv problém je ten, Ze nemiZe tato pravidla dlisledné dodrzZet, Ze kdyz se podle nich
fidi, musi jit do boje, kde nakonec zemfre.

Jiny hlas: He must die, but this is stupid because when he dies, then Troy has no defense, no leader for
the defense.

Jiny hlas: Je to velice hloupé, Ze musi zemfit, protoze kdyz umre, tak Troja nema zZadného obrance.

Jiny hlas: This was only to say that, or | will not say more about this problem of prefiguration, it was only
an example of how a story, a tragedy, presupposes ethics.

Jiny hlas: Tim vic uz o té prefigurativni fazi mluvit nebudu. Chtél jsem jenom ukazat na prikladé, jak
souvisi prefigurace s etikou.

Jiny hlas: Now | will pass to the third step, and | will come back to the second step, but the third step of
mimesis, the step of refiguration.

Jiny hlas: A ted pristoupim k tomu tretimu kroku mimese, k refiguraci, a k tomu prostfednimu, k tomu
druhému se vratim potom.

Jiny hlas: Already from when he speaks about katharsis, about purification, it is clear that the effect of
the story is to transform the life of the reader or spectator.

Hejdanek: U Aristotela, kdyz mluvi o katharsi, o ocisténi, je zfejmé, Ze se ocekava, ze pribéh zméni Zivot
posluchac, ¢tenart, divaka.

Jiny hlas: The narrative fiction is at the same time revealing and transforming the praxis of everyday life.
Hejdanek: Ta vypravéci fikce, tedy vymysleny pribéh, vypravéni, zaroven zjevuje kazdodenni Zivot a
zaroven ho proménuje.

Jiny hlas: This seems to contradict the modern conviction that the narrative should not be moralistic,
should not be moralistic, should not be giving lectures about a model.

Hejdanek: To se zda byt ve sporu s modernim presvédcenim, Ze vypravéni nema byt moralistické, ze
nema poucovat o mravnich otazkach.

Jiny hlas: But it is necessary to distinguish between ethics in a more fundamental sense and moral rules.



Hejdanek: Ale je to nutné, abychom mohli rozliSovat mezi etikou v takovém zakladné&jsim smyslu a
moralnimi pravidly.

Jiny hlas: As | consider it, and it is also implicitly in Ricoeur's work, ethics is a fundamental view of life,
whereas morality can be considered as rules trying to express this view of life.

Hejdanek: Tak, jak ja o tom uvazuju a jak je to obsaZeno i v Ricoeurové dile, etika je zakladni pohled na
Zivot, zatimco moralka mUiZe byt povaZzovana za pravidla snaZici se tento Zivotni pohled vyjadrit.

--- (1988-05-09 Peter Kemp - Etika a narativita (Paul Ricoeur) (1) [LVH109VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---
Hejdanek: Etika je jakysi zakladni zptsob pohledu na Zivot, kdezto moralka jsou urcita pravidla vyjadrujici
urcitym zptsobem tento zakladni pohled.

Jiny hlas: So therefore a work which is not at all moralistic can be very ethical.

Hejdanek: TakZe dilo, které vlibec neni moralistické ve smyslu téch vyjadrfovanych pravidel, mlze byt v
silné mire etické.

Jiny hlas: It can be ethical in the way in which it will transform the life and make the life better, if we
speak in Aristotle's sense, the good life.

Hejdanek: M(iZe byt etické v tom, Ze proménuje Zivot a Feceno s Aristotelem, Ze ho Cini lepsim.

Jiny hlas: And so it could also be so as Ricoeur says here that the true mimesis of action is to be found in
the works of art that are least at all interested in reflecting their epoch, their own time, but will change
it, transform it.

Hejdanek: Ricoeur Fika, zZe eticky naboj se nejspis nejvice najde v dilech, kterad se nejméné zabyvaji reflexi
vlastni doby.

Jiny hlas: So a story can be a criticism of the established morality and at the same time an ethical view of
the good life.

Hejdanek: Dilo mlze byt zaroven kritikou své doby a zaroven pohledem na dobry Zivot.

Jiny hlas: In this presentation | have followed Ricoeur, what he is thinking about refiguration of time by
narrative.

Hejdanek: Tady jsem sledoval Ricoeura v jeho vykladu o refiguraci.

Jiny hlas: Especially when it is this question of fiction.

Hejdanek: Zejména pokud se tyce té oblasti fiktivnich pribéh, narativity fiktivnich pribéha, té literarni,
bychom méli spis rikat.

Jiny hlas: So that the conclusion that | take from this is that there is an implicit ethics in the refiguration
of time by narrative.

Hejdanek: Tohle je na vysvétleni toho, co jsem fekl na zac¢atku, Ze v té koncepci refigurace ¢asu
narativitou je skryta jakasi implicitni etika.

Jiny hlas: Then | will say some words about the other form of narrative, historiography.

Hejdanek: Ted feknu néco o té druhé podobé pribéh, o historiografickych pribézich.

Jiny hlas: It seems that at first view it could look as if historiography has nothing to do with ethics.
Hejdanek: Na prvni pohled by se zdalo, Ze historiografie, déjepis nema s etikou nic spole¢ného.

Jiny hlas: It seems that historiography must simply be the presentation what has happened in the past.
Hejdanek: Mohlo by se zdat, Ze Ukolem historiografie je pouze predstavit, prezentovat, co se v minulosti
udalo.

Jiny hlas: But Ricoeur asks the question, why are we interested in history?

Hejdanek: Ale Ricoeur se pta, pro¢ nas déjiny zajimaji.

Jiny hlas: And he thinks that we are interested in history because we are affected by the past, we are
impressed by the past, it has an influence on us.

Hejdanek: Ricoeur je presvédcen, ze se o minulost, o historii zajimame proto, Ze na nds ma néjaky vliv, Ze
je na nas néjak otisténa, Ze nas néjak utvari.

Jiny hlas: And we tell the story of the past in order to not forget the past.

Hejdanek: A vypravime pribéh minulosti proto, abychom na ni nezapomnéli.



Jiny hlas: And we want not to forget the past, says Ricoeur, because we are in a debt to the past.
Hejdanek: Minulost nechceme zapomenout proto, Ze mame vici ni jisty dluh.

Jiny hlas: We are in debt because people have suffered and have died for making a world in which we
can live.

Hejdanek: Ten dluh spociva v tom, Ze v té minulosti lidé umirali za to, aby udélali svét, v kterém my
muzZeme Zit.

Jiny hlas: Therefore we are especially obliged to tell the story of victims.

Hejdanek: A proto jsme zvlast zavazani vypravét pribéh obéti. Pribéh téch, ktefi byli obé&tmi.

Jiny hlas: In this way Ricoeur follows what already has been developed by Walter Benjamin who criticized
the way of making the victors' history.

Hejdanek: V tom Ricoeur dale rozviji myslenku plivodné Waltera Benjamina, ktery také uz kritizoval to, ze
vlastné pfedmétem historie jsou vzdycky vitézové.

Jiny hlas: And Ricoeur take as an example what the most recent events in the 20th century, the
concentration camps and the destroying of the Jews in Auschwitz and other concentration camps.
Hejdanek: Jako priklad uvadi Ricoeur pFibéh Zid(, ktefi byli zabijeni v Osvétimi a jinych koncentraénich
taborech.

Jiny hlas: Exactly the telling of the story of this terrible story make necessary use of imagination.
Hejdanek: Pravé pri vypravéni tohoto straslivého pribéhu by se nutné musela pouzivat predstavivost,
obrazotvornost.

Jiny hlas: It shows that telling the story of the past is not only to telling what have happened, but to be
impressed by the past and to be linked to the past in the debt.

Hejdanek: Ukazuje se, Ze vypravéni minulého i v tom historiografickém smyslu neni jenom predstavovani
toho, co se stalo, ale ma za kol udélat na ¢tenare néjaky dojem, vtadhnout ho do toho, spojit ho, svazat
ho s touto minulosti.

Jiny hlas: It shows that historiography must borrow imagination from the fictive, from fiction.

Hejdanek: Aby tohle mohla historiografie udélat, musi si vlastné vypuajcovat prostiedky od literatury,
uméni, fikce.

Jiny hlas: Especially if you, | don't know if you here in Czechoslovakia have seen Lanzmann's Shoah? Has
it been shown here? No. It's a film about the concentration camp, but there are no reconstructions.
There are only interviews with people who have made experience and then there are pictures from the
rest of the camps.

Hejdanek: Prikladem je slavny film Lanzmannlv, Shoah... Soa... ten film méa prosté hebrejsky jméno. Je to
film o vyhlazeni Zidd v Polsku, ale nejsou tam rekonstruovany, neni to 74dna rekonstrukce toho
koncentracniho tabora, ale jsou to rozhovory s pamétniky, s lidmi, ktefi Zili okolo, ktefi to prezili, a pak
jenom obrazky téch, jenom snimky zbytk( téch koncentracnich tabor(.

Jiny hlas: You see nothing of what have happened, but you see some rests, you see ruins of the camps,
you hear some witnesses telling something and you understand what have happened by your
imagination, by your capacity of retelling the story.

Hejdanek: Vidite, neni tam nic z toho, neni tam nijak prezentovano to, co se stalo. V tom filmu vidite
jenom néjaké zbytky, néjaké svédky, ktefi néco vypravuiji, a vy se o tom, co bylo, dozvidate vlastné svoji
predstavivosti.

Jiny hlas: So | conclude here that also historiography implicitly has an ethics.

Hejdanek: Z toho uzaviram, Ze i déjepis, historiografie, obsahuje podobné jako literatura jakousi
implicitni etiku.

Jiny hlas: And ethics as an idea of the good life.

Hejdanek: A ta etika znamena jakousi predstavu, pochopeni, myslenku dobrého Zivota.

Jiny hlas: Now | will be after consider the last part of, well, there is a problem of this... | come to the
problem of these two concepts of time, the cosmological time and the existential time.



Hejdanek: Ted se dostavam k problému toho dvojiho pojeti ¢asu, totiZ toho kosmologického a
existencialniho c¢asu.

Jiny hlas: And we have just considered historiography. Historiography presupposes a sort of a special sort
of time, special idea of time.

Hejdanek: Déjepis, historiografie predpoklada jistou zvlastni formu ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: And this time is both an experienced time and the time which is fixed in space.

Hejdanek: Tento cas obsahuje oboji. Je to i ¢as lidské zkuSenosti i ¢as, ktery je, dejme tomu, na kalendari.
Jiny hlas: It is, it can be shown in three ways, and Ricoeur tries to show in three ways that this time is
both existential time and cosmological time.

Hejdanek: Ricoeur ukazuje trojim zplsobem, Ze tento cas je oboji, jak existencialni, tak kosmologicky.
Jiny hlas: He speaks about three connectors which connect these two aspects of time.

Hejdanek: Mluvi o tfech spojkach, konektorech, které spojuji toto dvoiji pojeti ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: The first connector is the calendar itself.

Hejdanek: Prvnim konektorem, prvni spojkou je kalendar sam.

Jiny hlas: A calendar is created by on the one side astronomical observations and on the other side an
idea of a very important event.

Hejdanek: Kalendar je zaloZen na jedné strané na astronomickych pozorovanich a na druhé strané na
myslence néjaké velmi zavazné udalosti.

Jiny hlas: The astronomical observations is connected to this very important event which is a sort of
mythical significance.

Hejdanek: Ta astronomicka pozorovani se dostavaji do vztahu k té velmi vyznamné udalosti, kterd ma
jakysi, dostava jakysi myticky charakter.

Jiny hlas: It can be the birth of a Buddha or Christ or the beginning of a reign.

Hejdanek: Je to tfeba rok narozeni Buddhovo nebo Kristovo, anebo zaloZeni Rima.

Jiny hlas: And this constitutes the year zero.

Hejdanek: A tato velmi vyznamna udalost tvofi rok nula v kalendafri.

Jiny hlas: It is only because you have the year zero that you can date something.

Hejdanek: A jenom proto, Ze mate rok nula, mizete datovat néjaké udalosti.

Jiny hlas: So the calendar is built by this way of linking astronomical observation to a mythical
constructed year zero.

Hejdanek: Takze kalendar vznika tim, Ze se spoji, Ze se dostanou do vztahu astronomicka pozorovani a
ten myticky rok nula, pfibéh, fiktivni pribéh, existencialni pribéh.

Jiny hlas: You can also say that the calendar time is a cultural creation, created by a certain culture.
Hejdanek: Kalendarovy cas, dalo by se takeé Fici, vytvari kultura, kultura tvofi kalendarovy cas.

Jiny hlas: The other connector, that was the first connector was the calendar, the other connector is the
notion of the sequence of generations.

Hejdanek: Druhou takovou spojkou je predstava, pojem nasledovani generaci, stfidani generaci.

Jiny hlas: This notion connects time as experience of time as finite, as being to death, with the biological
observation of a certain rhythm.

Hejdanek: Tato predstava spojuje c¢as jako lidskou zkusenost konecnosti, jako byti k smrti, s biologickym
pozorovanim jistého rytmu.

Jiny hlas: So is it both the calendar time and in the idea of sequence of generations, in order to think
what time is, you link external observations or scientific, natural-scientific observations with a sort of
existential experience.

Hejdanek: V obou téchto pripadech tedy, abychom mohli viibec ten ¢as konstituovat, musime dat
dohromady néco, co je existencialni, a néco, co je védecké.

Jiny hlas: And this is also the case with the third connector, which is the idea of the trace, a trace.
Hejdanek: A stejné je tomu s tim tfetim, s tou tfeti spojkou, tfetim konektorem, coz je myslenka stopy.



Jiny hlas: Traces are all books and library and archives and documents and buildings and so on. This is
trace. Trace.

Hejdanek: Ze stopa, Ze je to viecko, to jsou knihy, dokumenty, zdznamy vielijaké, zbyly po mné, tedy
budovy, stavby, to vSechno jsou stopy.

Jiny hlas: A trace is a vestige left by the passage of a human being or an animal.

Hejdanek: Ta definice stopy: stopa je stopa, kterou zanechava kracejici clovék nebo zvire.

Jiny hlas: The passage is over, no longer exists, but the trace remains as a thing among others.
Hejdanek: Ta kracejici bytost je davno pryc, ale stopa z(stava.

Jiny hlas: Therefore Ricceur says, | quote: it combines a relation of significance, most clearly discernible in
the idea of the vestige of a passage, and a causal relation included in the materiality of the mark. It
combined the relation of significance with a causal relation included in materiality.

Hejdanek: Tedy stopa dava dohromady, kombinuje v sobé vztah vyznamnosti, nejzietelnéji viditelny v
myslence stopy, a kauzalni vztah obsazeny v materialnosti té znacky. Vyznam a kauzalita. Tato stopa je
zaroven materialni a zaroven ma vyznam. M(iZete ji vidét, Ze tam je otisténa, a zaroven vite, Ze tam
nékdo Sel.

Jiny hlas: Now the important thing for Ricceur is that these three connectors - calendar, sequence of
generations, and trace - have no significance without narrativity.

Hejdanek: Dulezité pro Ricceura je, Ze tyto tfi konektory, totiz kalendar, idea stfidani generaci a myslenka
stopy, nemohou mit vyznam bez narativity.

Jiny hlas: We must tell something in order to understand what it is.

Hejdanek: Abychom mohli porozumeét, o co tam jde v téchto tfech pripadech, musime néco vypravét,
vypravovat.

Jiny hlas: It follows that the third historical time is always narrated time.

Hejdanek: A z toho plyne, Ze ten treti historicky cas je také ¢as vypravéni, vzdycky.

Jiny hlas: And in this sense it bridge the gap between the mortal time we experience, as Heidegger says
in Sorge, and the cosmological time we observe.

Hejdanek: V tomto smyslu je tedy ten historicky ¢as jakymsi mostem, ktery spojuje zkuSenostni ¢as, jak
fika Heidegger v Starosti, s kosmologickym ¢asem pozorovani.

Jiny hlas: And this bridging between these two concepts of time has an ethical importance.

Hejdanek: A toto premosténi, tento most spojujici zkusenostni a védecky ¢as ma sv(j eticky vyznam.
Jiny hlas: Because it shows that we cannot divide our world into two parts, one with the cosmological
time and another with the existential time, but they are linked together.

Hejdanek: Ten vyznam spociva v tom, Ze nemlzeme nas svét rozdélit na dva oddily, v jednom plati tenhle
¢as, v druhém plati ten druhy. Vidime, Ze ty dva casy jsou spojeny, Ze spolu souviseji, a tedy ani ten
vesmir nebo ten svét nemizeme rozdélit na disjunktni oddily.

Jiny hlas: And that will increase the possibilities of understanding between people from the two spheres,
between for instance natural science people who presuppose the natural scientific concept of time and
existentialist philosophers.

Hejdanek: V tomto spojeni je také zaloZzena moznost, aby si lidé, ktefi toho dvojiho pojeti ¢asu pouzivaiji,
aby si rozuméli, dejme tomu pfirodovédci s filosofy.

Jiny hlas: It is a great problem that in our century Husserl and Heidegger have strengthened the gap
between existential concept of time and natural scientific concept of time.

Hejdanek: Problém je to, Ze v tomto stoleti Husserl a Heidegger vlastné zdlraznili tu mezeru, tu propast
mezi existencialnim a védeckym ¢asem.

Jiny hlas: They are going deeper in the existential analysis of what existential time is, but in the same
time as Heidegger has said, they consider the scientific concept of time as vulgdre Zeit.

Hejdanek: Prohloubili chapani existencidlniho ¢asu svou analyzou toho, co ten existencialni ¢as je, a
zaroven nazvali ten védecky ¢as vulgarnim casem, vulgdre Zeit.



Jiny hlas: And so what Ricceur has done is also to criticize this idea of vulgdre Zeit in Heidegger.
Hejdanek: Takze Ricceur mimo jiné kritizuje Heideggerovu myslenku vulgarniho ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: It is not appropriate to think to consider the scientific time as a vulgdre Zeit in relationship to
the existential time.

Hejdanek: Neni primérené chapat védecky c¢as jako vulgarni v poméru k existencidlnimu casu.

Jiny hlas: It should in following Heidegger be vulgdre Zeit because it should only be time as far as it could
be deduced from the existential time.

Hejdanek: Podle Heideggera je vulgarni proto, Ze se odvozuje od existencidlniho ¢asu, Ze je od ného
odvozen.

Jiny hlas: The whole sense of time should be taken following Heidegger from the existential experience
of time.

Hejdanek: Cely smysl ¢asu se podle Heideggera musi odvijet od existencialniho ¢asu, musi pochazet z
existencialniho ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: But from the existential concept of time you cannot understand the historical time, you cannot
understand the calendar for instance.

Hejdanek: Ale jenom z konceptu existencialniho ¢asu nemuzete porozumeét ¢asu historickému. Samotny
existencialni ¢as nestaci na to, aby ¢lovék porozumél napriklad kalendari.

Jiny hlas: So it is characteristic in Heidegger that his time is circular as in the old Babylonian idea of time,
each year time starts again.

Hejdanek: Je charakteristické, Ze u Heideggera Cas je kruhovy, Ze je cyklicky, Ze podobné jako ve starém
Babyloné kazdym rokem zacina znova.

Jiny hlas: And he cannot understand a long historical time even if he speaks very much about historicity
and so on.

Hejdanek: A a¢ casto mluvi o déjinnosti, nemze vlastné vysvétlit ¢as déjin, dlouhy cas déjin.

Jiny hlas: But in taking seriously what historical time really is, that it is a sort of linking outside
observation with inner experience, | think Ricoeur has deeper understand what time really is.

Hejdanek: Tim, Ze Ricceur vzal historicky ¢as vazné a ukazal, Ze je to néco, co spojuje vnitfni zkusenost s
vnéjsim pozorovanim, domnivam se, Ze hloubéji pochopil, co je to historicky cas.

Jiny hlas: Now | will come to my own conclusion which is a sort of making a step further than Ricceur and
also perhaps an indirect criticism.

Hejdanek: Ted se dostavam k vlastnim zavér(m, které jsou jakysi krok dal za to, co fika Ricceur, a jakasi
implicitni kritika.

Jiny hlas: | have spoken about the prefiguration and the refiguration of time.

Hejdanek: Mluvil jsem o té pripravné, prefigurativni a refigurativni fazi ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: And we have seen that it is not only time which is prefigured and refigured, but also ethics is
prefigured and refigured. By the story, prefigure and refigure by the story.

Hejdanek: A vidéli jste, Ze to, co je prefigurovano a nakonec refigurovano, neni jenom cas, ale také etika.
PFibéh prefiguruje a refiguruje nejen cas, ale také etiku.

Jiny hlas: Then I think that in order to understand what forms the ethics, we come to the problem of
configuration of ethics. Configuration was the word taken for the second step of mimesis in a story.
Hejdanek: Abychom se ted dostali k té etice, musime si vS§imnout toho prostifedniho kroku mimese, totiz
konfigurace etiky. Jak vypada konfigurace etiky?

Jiny hlas: Have we to say, is ethics configured by narrative?

Hejdanek: Mame Fict, Ze etika je konfigurovana vypravénim?

Jiny hlas: To this question Ricceur hesitates and it seems as if he thinks that ethics is already given before
there are telling stories.

Hejdanek: Ricceur na tuto otazku vaha, nedava jasnou odpovéd. A zda se, Ze je presvédcen, Ze etika je
konfigurovana driv, nez se vypravéji pribéhy.



Jiny hlas: But | think that we cannot understand ethics without understanding the role of narratives in
shaping ethics.

Hejdanek: Mné se zd3, Ze etika se nem(ze utvorit...

Jiny hlas: If ethics is not simply a morality and not simply some principles or some laws or rules, but if is a
view of life...

Hejdanek: Jestlize etika nejsou jenom pravidla, nejsou jenom moralka, ale je to jisty pohled na Zivot...
Jiny hlas: | think if it is a view of life, a narrative imagination is necessary to develop this view of life.
Hejdanek: ...k rozvinuti tohoto pohledu na Zivot je vypravéni pfibéhd nezbytné.

Jiny hlas: Because without emplotment, without telling stories, there would be no sense in unfolding
some models for action, models of activity.

Hejdanek: ProtoZe bez té zapletky, bez toho pfibéhu, nema zZadny smysl rozvijet modely jednani, modely
¢innosti.

Jiny hlas: Ethics must from the start have been configured by story.

Hejdanek: Etika musi byt od samého zacatku konfigurovana, to znamena predstavovana, v té mimesi,
pfibéhem.

Jiny hlas: Saying this, the question arises, how can we judge, how can we evaluate stories?

Hejdanek: Tady vznika otazka, jak mizeme posuzovat, hodnotit pribéhy?

Jiny hlas: If ethics is itself based on stories.

Hejdanek: Je-li etika sama zaloZena na pribézich.

Jiny hlas: Is this not a vicious circle?

Hejdanek: Neni to bludny kruh?

Jiny hlas: That depends, but | will say it is not a vicious circle if we distinguish different levels of
narrativity.

Hejdanek: To zaleZi na tom, jestli je, nebo neni. A domnivam se, Ze to neni bludny kruh, kdyZz budeme
rozlisovat r(izné Grovné narativity.

Jiny hlas: If we say that the narrative configuration of ethics to which we refer in order to justify the
choice of evaluation of stories tends to be found on a different level than that of these stories
themselves. The narrative... if we say that the stories by which we evaluate other stories is on another
level than the stories we evaluate.

Hejdanek: Nemusi to byt bludny kruh, kdyz Fekneme, Ze pribéhy, které konfiguruji etiku, to znamen4, na
jejichz zakladé budeme potom posuzovat jiné pribéhy, lezi na jiné, jsou na jiné Urovni nez ty posuzované
potom hodnocené.

Jiny hlas: Thus it is true that there is story more fundamental than others.

Hejdanek: Je pravda, Ze jsou pribéhy zakladné&jsi a pfibéhy méné zakladni.

Jiny hlas: But this does not mean that the ethical criticism is arbitrary.

Hejdanek: Ale to viibec neznamena, Ze by eticka kritika byla libovolna.

Jiny hlas: I think that the stories on which an ethics well-rooted in life are founded are those whose
guiding power remains throughout history. Who are so strong and have demonstrated their ability to
encourage people in difficult situations. Thus the story which... the fundamental story by which we
evaluate other stories are these story which we repeat or we tell because they have shown their ability
and their guiding power in difficult situations.

Hejdanek: Ty zakladni, zakladni pribéhy jsou pribéhy, které vypravime znovu a znovu, protozZe prokazaly
svou schopnost vést.

Jiny hlas: The ability to guide, the guiding power.

Hejdanek: Aha, jo, Ze maji tu ukazovaci nebo fidici schopnost, ze prokazaly svou schopnost jaksi vést a
ridit.

Jiny hlas: Therefore | conclude that it is not a vicious but a healthy circle to consider that we evaluate
stories by stories.



Hejdanek: Takze zavér je, Ze to neni bludny kruh, ale docela v poradku, kdyZ dochazime k tomu, Ze
nakonec budeme pribéhy, jedny pribéhy hodnotit na zakladé jinych, zakladnéjsich pribéhu.

Jiny hlas: Finally I will say some few words about what Ricoeur is saying about the aporia of time.
Hejdanek: Nakonec bych chtél fici par slov o tom, ¢emu Ricoeur fika aporia ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: Slepa ulicka, taky. Because this is the aporia of time, the difficulties of time is what is
considered since Augustine as the big problem of what time is.

Hejdanek: Tato aporia ¢asu je to, co se uz od Augustina povaZuje za jakousi obtiz ve vysvétleni, co vlastné
cas je.

Jiny hlas: And the first aporia of time is how we can at the same time measure... measure the
development of things in time and consider that time is not a thing.

Hejdanek: Prvni aporia Casu je, jak mizeme méfit zmény véci v ¢ase a zaroven fikat, Ze ¢as neni véc.
Jiny hlas: And this was already also the problem in Aristotle that he could not consider time as a thing,
but it was must be something linked to things.

Hejdanek: Tenhleten problém se vyskytuje uz u Aristotela, ktery také nemze fici, Ze by ¢as byl véc, ale je
néco, co je s vécmi vazano.

Jiny hlas: To this aporia Ricoeur has answered by his idea of historical time which is linked to things but
also to the existential experience.

Hejdanek: Na tuto aporii Ricoeur odpovida svym pojetim historického ¢asu, ktery je zaroven vazan k
vécem a zaroven vazan k té existencialni zkusenosti.

Jiny hlas: The other aporia of time is the problem that time is at the same time one and three.
Hejdanek: Druha aporia Casu je ta, Ze ¢as je zaroven jeden a troji.

Jiny hlas: There are one time, but there are past, present and future.

Hejdanek: Zaroven je jeden ¢as a jeho tfi rozméry, to jest minulost, pfitomnost a budoucnost.

Jiny hlas: How can we be in the same time and this time is nevertheless divided?

Hejdanek: Jak mGzeme byt v jednom a tomtéz case, kdyzZ ten cas je takto rozdélen?

Jiny hlas: Ricoeur speaks about this problem in considering the idea of narrative identity.

Hejdanek: Ricoeur o tom mluvi, kdyZ mluvi o problému vypravéci identity.

Jiny hlas: The idea of narrative identity is the idea that we understand as link or connection in our life by
telling our life.

Hejdanek: Ta myslenka spociva v tom, Ze tu spojitost, soudrznost ve svém Zivoté nachazime tak, ze ho
vypravime.

Jiny hlas: And a nation, for instance the Jewish nation, is an example of how a people can have a
narrative identity by telling its own story.

Hejdanek: A fada narod(, napriklad Zidovsky, je pfikladem toho, jak lidé mohou mit narativni identitu,
identitu, ktera je zalozena na vypravéni svého pribéhu.

Jiny hlas: So it is by the idea that time is understood by narratives that we can and that Ricoeur gives an
answer to the second aporia of time, how can time be one and divided.

Hejdanek: A timhle zplisobem se Ricoeur pokousi odpovédét na druhou aporii ¢asu, totiz na to, jak ¢as...
Ze Cas je zaroven jeden a zaroven tedy troji.

Jiny hlas: But there is a third aporia of time which consists in the difficulty of conceiving how we live in
time.

Hejdanek: Treti aporia ¢asu se tyka nesnazi, jak pojimat, Ze Zijeme v Case.

Jiny hlas: It is also the problem of the genesis of time, of the becoming of time.

Hejdanek: Je to také problém geneze ¢asu, vzniku ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: Because if we live in time and time is not what we are ourselves but something that we are
within, then the genesis of time is not the same as our own genesis.

Hejdanek: Jestlize my Zijeme v ¢ase, to znamena, ¢as neni nase vnitfni zaleZitost, my v ném néjak zZijeme,
pak to znamena, Ze ten ¢as vznika jinak nez vznikdme my.



Jiny hlas: This has been an old problem and I recur before also to Plato who was obliged in Timaeus to
take his refuge to myth in order to speak about the genesis of time.

Hejdanek: Widerkehr tady odkazuje na Platdna, ktery v Timaiu byl dokonce nucen se jaksi utéct k mytu,
aby mohl néco frict o vzniku, plivodu casu.

Jiny hlas: And Augustine endeavored by way of plaints and eulogies or psalms or something like that to
relate his mortal life to eternity. He used plaints and hymns in order to relate his mortal life, his finite life
to eternity. Augustine expresses himself in plaints or in hymns or eulogies. Plaints and eulogies.
Hejdanek: Augustin v narku a v dobroreceni, Augustin pouziva plaints jako narky a eulogies jako
chvalozpévy, aby spojil ¢asny a vécny Zivot.

Jiny hlas: The problem of time here is that the human being has finded himself as a little finite being in
a...

--- (1988-05-09 Peter Kemp - Etika a narativita (Paul Ricoeur) (2) [LVH110VA]_Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---
Jiny hlas: And this problem, what is the meaning of our being in time, in this cosmological time, and what
is the genesis of this cosmos, is the third aporia of time.

Hejdanek: Treti aporia ¢asu spociva pravé v tom, jaky je smysl, co tim chceme fict, kdyz rfikame, Ze Zijeme
v Case a jak vznika ten velky kosmologicky cas, kde se bere.

Jiny hlas: And to this aporia it seems, and Ricoeur has been obliged at the end of his work to recognize,
that we cannot solve this aporia by considering narrative.

Hejdanek: Zda se a Ricoeur sdm to uznava, Ze na tuto treti aporiu neumime odpovédét pomoci té
narativy.

Jiny hlas: It seems that lyrical poetry and lyrical myth is better capable to express this relation between
man and cosmos than the stories.

Hejdanek: Zda se, Ze lyrické basné a myty vyjadruji vztah mezi ¢clovékem a vesmirem [épe nez pribéhy.
Jiny hlas: The consequences of that seems to me that other forms of reflection on time is necessary to
take up than the forms that Ricoeur has considered.

Hejdanek: Domnivam se, Ze z toho plyne, Ze se musi vzit v Gvahu jesté jiné formy vztahu k ¢asu nez ty, o
kterych mluvi Ricoeur.

Jiny hlas: For instance Bergson has reflected on the duration of consciousness inserted in the duration of
the universe.

Hejdanek: Tak napfiklad Bergson uvazoval o trvani védomi vloZzeném do trvani vesmiru.

Jiny hlas: But Ricoeur has in his book rejected discussion with Bergson.

Hejdanek: Ale Ricoeur ve své knize odmita diskutovat s Bergsonem.

Jiny hlas: | have convinced him later on personally that it is an error and he had said that now it is his big
fault.

Hejdanek: Profesor sdm ho pozdéji osobné presvédcil, Ze to je omyl a Ricoeur snad tu chybu napravi.
Jiny hlas: But | think also that the way in which Derrida considered time in his philosophy is a way of
considering the mortal being, the relation between mortal being and the world. Between mortal being
and the world.

Hejdanek: Domnivam se, Ze zplisob, jakym o ¢ase uvazuje Derrida, je také Givaha o vztahu mezi
smrtelnou bytosti a kosmologickym casem.

Jiny hlas: The reflection in Derrida about what he calls différance, the active creation of differences and
the way in which time is postponed, is also a way of reflection on the relation between human being and
the world.

Hejdanek: To, ¢emu Derrida Fika rozdil... ne, différance. To nejde prelozit. Je to novy termin, différance s
a, a je to podtrzeno. Zatimco tamto je fakticky rozdil, tak tohle je vytvareni, kreativni, tvorivé vytvareni
rozdild. Vytvareni rozdill a néjaké postponovani ¢asu, to znamena odsouvani, odkladani ¢asu, to jsou
také zplsoby uvaZzovani o byti ¢clovéka ve vesmiru.

Jiny hlas: This was only a suggestion, | cannot develop that here. | will conclude and say that if narrativity



as a narrative vision of the good life constitutes the foundation of ethics.

Hejdanek: Tohle byla jenom takova poznamka, kterou tady nemohu rozvadét. Chci uzavfit tim, Ze jestlize
narativita jakozto zaklada etiku jako nazor dobrého Zivota.

Jiny hlas: Then perhaps mythico-poetical discourse plays a fundamental part in the very motivation
underlying the configuration of ethics. If we say that narrativity is necessary in order to understand
foundation of ethics. But then the poetical discourse, the lyrical discourse might play a fundamental part
in the way in which we motivate the configuration of ethics. The reason why we configure ethics.
Hejdanek: Jestlize jsme Fekli, Ze vypravéni hraje zakladajici roli v etice, ze vypravéni zaklada etiku, zda se,
Ze lyricky a vlibec basnicky zpUsob traktovani hraje rozhodujici Glohu v motivaci tohohle toho, proc etiku
zakladame.

Jiny hlas: So as we have made a narrative philosophy, perhaps we should also make a lyrical philosophy,
which engrave a world view on the practical vision of the lifespan. Thank you.

Hejdanek: Tak jako se vyskytla narativni filosofie, tak bude mozna treba vytvofit lyrickou filosofii, ktera by
si vSimala tohoto aspektu casu.

Udélame desetiminutovou prestavku, jesté nez, protoZe se obavam, Zze by nékdo mohl utéct, a aby si
neodnesl| tuto informaci, tak pristi sobotu 17. listopadu tady je Carlos Steel, Belgic¢an, s vykladem
Platonova Sofisty. A za tyden v pondéli, normalné, uz ne v svatek, tak bude de Font, analyza akce z
hlediska logického. Doufadm, Ze neutecete, pro jistotu jsem to rekl. Ted je desetiminutova pauza a potom
diskuse.

Jiny hlas: Thank you too much to my translator.

Ja bych se chtél zeptat na ten ¢as historicky, ktery se tam Ricoeur snazi resit na diferenci, kterou Cinite
Hejdanku a Husserlovi. On tam déli ten cas existencialni a ten védecky a praveé ten védecky ¢as povazuje
za ten ¢as vulgarni. Ja totiZz nevim, jak se to dalo rozumét tomu, Ze tfeba védecky ¢as, konkrétné
modelovany tfeba v jaderné fyzice néjaké udalosti, jak tam muZe fungovat ten historicky cas, ktery ma
spojovat ten ¢as védecky s tim ¢asem zkusenosti. Mné se zd3, Ze spis bych to rozumél tomu pojeti, tomu
existencidlnimu u Husserla a Heideggera.

Jiny hlas: Kteri teda chapou, Ze tam té zkusenosti nasi musi byt minimalné, nebo nechapou v tom
spojeni. Jak teda ja, jak tfeba konkrétné, kdyz teda, jak mGzu pochopit ten védecky ¢as na néjakém
modelovani néjaké té udalosti v tom mikrosvét&? Ze se mi zd4, 7e ten samotny zptisob je jaksi odtaZity od
urcité treba mé existencialni zkusenosti. Nebo to znamen4, ze ten védecky prestoZze smim teda do toho...
Hejdanek: Ten problém je v tom, co fika Husserl o konstrukci. Ten fyzikalni ¢as je mou konstrukci, ja ho
neprozivam. Kdezto ten existencialni ¢as neni ma konstrukce, ja ho prozivam. Ten mizu dodatec¢né
prizplsobovat treba tém svym konstrukcim, pokouset se, jenze ono to nejde a proto teda je to to dvoji. A
ten historicky ¢as oviem, toto tam bylo taky Fe¢eno, Ze nestaci na to, aby zaloZil ten kosmologicky &as. Ze
je mostem, ale nicméné neni schopen ten kosmologicky ¢as zaloZit. To je mostem v tom porozuméni, ale
ne tak, Ze by vyloZil, co to je, nebo Ze zalozil, dokonce umoznil, aby se to Iépe chapalo, ten kosmologicky
c¢as. Jenom do toho jsem skocil, ja to predlozim. Ale jenom jsem se chtél ujistit, jestli jste minil toto, na co
jsem mél odpovidat, a nebo jsem se minul? Vy jste fikal, Ze chcete vylozZit néco o tom c¢ase historickym,
¢im jste zacal.

Jiny hlas: Ano, ano. No jakym zpUlsobem teda, ja nerozumim tomu, jakym zpsobem on mysli to
premosténi toho ¢asu védeckého s tim casem existencialnim. Well, | should ask more questions because |
didn't quite understand the question. Now [ shall try to translate. The question is how to conceive or how
to interpret the historical time... well better to say how to conceive its function as a bridge between these
two times, the cosmological one and the existential one. In which sense can we or what's the meaning of
the word bridge, if first, the historical time according to Ricoeur is not able to represent a basis of the
cosmological one, and if there has to be some self-constitution of the cosmological time not only as a
scientific construct. Well, in which sense it is a bridge? Only for understanding? That's perhaps the
question.



Hejdanek: Yes, but it is not only for understanding, but in the first step it is for understanding. How... if...
the problem is, is there two times? Is there the scientific time and is there human time? Because as it has
been developed since Augustine's reflection of human time where he rejects the Aristotelian idea of time
as something that could measure the movement of things, just until Heidegger's rejection of the
possibility for scientists to understand nothing about time, then it is a way of saying that these two
things have to do with each other because we link them together. It shows that they are not... they are
not so different that they could not be combined, that they could not constitute a one time. And it also,
it's shown by the way that we in order to understand the cosmological, astronomical time, use the
historical time. We place the history of cosmos in connection to our own, to the history of humanity. Well,
it remains on the base, on the level of interpreting. It remains on the level of interpreting, but since these
two concepts of time create conflicts in our culture between two worlds, as C. P. Snow has said, there are
two cultures, the natural scientific culture and there is the humanistic culture. Since there is this conflict
in our culture, | think that the bridge has an ethical significance in order to... to let people understand
each other and therefore to... to elaborate a culture which is not divided in these two camps which
cannot understand each other. So it has an effect on the cultural life and on the scientific life. If the
scientist must recur to existential time in order to understand what really time is as historical time which
they cannot avoid, and also if the philosophers of existential time must recur to a more outer, a more
external time in order to understand what dating is, then they... they are linked together and this will
have an ethical effect on the cultural life.

Jestli jsem mu spravné rozumél, on se vyhnul tomu filosofickému aspektu vasi otazky a soustredil se na
podtrzeni toho takrikajic duchovniho nebo kulturniho dlsledku pokusu o nalezeni néjakého toho
premosténi. To jest, Ze je straSné nemozné pro ¢lovéka dnesniho furt Zit ve svété, ktery je vlastné
rozdéleny tim, Ze kazdy ma ten cas jiny.

Jiny hlas: Dvé kultury.

Hejdanek: Dvé kultury, Ze to jsou, Ze v rdmci jedné, Ze prosté Zijeme kaZdou nohou jinde, a Ze teda to m3,
ale...

Jiny hlas: ja jsem ten ddraz na to kladl pri té otazce, jestli jde jenom o interpretaci, a nebo o jakési co vic,
v ¢em vic je to pfemosténi nez v pokusu o interpretaci. Zda se mi, Ze ackoli to odmitl, Ze to neni jenom
interpretace, tak de facto potvrdil, Ze to je jenom interpretace. Ale, ja nevim, kdyzZ tak trvejte na svém
dal, ja uz se nebudu k tomu vyjadrovat.

Jiny hlas: Ja jestli bych se jenom mohl vratit k tomu jinym zptisobem. Newtonovska fyzika byla nazorn3,
moderni fyzika ztratila svou nazornost a proto se stava predmétem spise matematiky. A ja jsem se chtél
zeptat ve vztahu k té narativité: ta narativita se pravé, ta je mozna jediné skrze urcitou nazornost. To
znamena, ted je problém, kdyZ my narativné vypravime véci, které se tykaji vlastné té moderni fyziky a
vykladame o ni narativné, vykladame o moderni fyzice, nebo jestli ten jazyk, ta narativita je adekvatni
skutecné k té metodé nebo zplsobu té moderni fyziky? Nebo k té technice té védy?

Hejdanek: Ta ndzornost... No, je to znamé, anschaulich, ten termin... Anschaulichkeit. [nesrozumitelné] |
shall try to translate this. Anschaulich. The term in English Anschaulichkeit. | know what it is. You know it.
Well, | shall use it in German. The traditional or old physics was anschaulich, and the modern physics is
no more anschaulich. Well, it seems to our colleague that narrativity is narrowly connected with
Anschaulichkeit. Is it possible to speak about bridging between these two worlds, two cultures, if the
narrativity of historical time is not able to be anschaulich?

Je to obtiZzné na to odpovédét, protoZze k tomu je zapotrebi mit jisté aspon zakladni znalosti z moderni
fyziky, a to nemam ani ja, a asi ani Ricoeur, fikam. Cetl jsem Prigogin(iv a Stengersové slavnou knihu,
Novd smlouva nebo La Nouvelle Alliance, a néco v souvislosti s touto knihou. A v této knize, aby
porozumél vesmiru, odkazuje na Bergsona a Bergsonovu ideu tvofivého casu, ¢asu jako tvoreni.

Jiny hlas: And it shows that in this idea, in discussion of theoretical physics, some theorists are interested
in philosophical ideas about time. What Prigogine can use is not Heidegger and Husserl, but Bergson.



Because Heidegger and Husserl only reflected on the inner time, Innerzeitigkeit, and not on the
cosmological time.

Hejdanek: A tam je to pfiznacné - ja néco asi vynecham, tak mé doplrite -, Ze Prigogine prosté neni
schopen aplikovat nebo uzit to pojeti Husserlovo nebo Heideggerovo, protoze ti mluvi pravé jenom o
vnitfnim ¢asu, a to je prosté nepouzitelné pro ty jeho kosmologické cile nebo prirodni a tak dale. Takze
proto se vraci k tomu Bergsonovi. Néco jsem vynechal.

Jiny hlas: And then | think that Ricoeur's reflection on time would also be useful for theoretical physicists
if it concerns the extent that problem is of dating something, dating the universe, dating what has been
going on. And | am not speaking about theoretical problem of how to understand theoretical structure of
the universe, which is perhaps not to be anschaulich, but we have still the problem how to speak in sense,
with meaning about the age of the universe, of dating what occurs in the universe. And there, in this
sense, narrativity would still be useful, would be necessary.

Hejdanek: Asi stru¢né: ja se nechci poustét do teoretickych Gvah, jak mluvit o strukture vesmiru nebo o
téch udalostech vesmirnych, ale nepochybné je, Ze pro tu kosmologii a astrofyziku je nezbytné urcité
udalosti datovat. A to datovani neni mozné bez jisté narativity, a tedy poufZiti jistého typu historického
¢asu, nebo aspon néjaké zakladni struktury historického casu.

Jiny hlas: A mné se zd4a, Ze je tam jesté jeden problém, jestli se viibec ta fyzika mUZe obejit bez toho
vypravéni o tom. Protoze kdyz se nechaji vzorecky, tak jsou to vzorecky a je otazka, jestli se jim da
prisuzovat smysl. A jakmile se za¢ne prisuzovat smysl a kdyz se v tom hleda néjaky smysl, tak uz tam
jakési vypravéni vznika. Kdyz tady vysla ta knizka Prvni tfi minuty, Ze jo, tak to je vypravéni. To uz nejsou
jenom vzorecky.

Jiny hlas: J4 jestli k tomu mazu jenom vstoupit, tady vysla kniha na Slovensku od ruského fyzika, ted jsem
zapomnél jméno, jmenuje se to Cas v mikrosvete, makrosvete a megasvete, kde z principu ukazuje, 7e uz
v asu mikrosvéta a ¢asu megasvéta nelze porozumét, protoZe uz je Uplné jiny nez ¢as v makrosvété. To je
ten - a tady se mluvi jenom o tom védeckém ¢ase. A pokud tam chce pfriblizit porozuméni pro tyhle dva
Casy, které jsou i matematicky UplIné jiné nez v béZzném pozorovani, to, co mize ¢lovék vidét, protoze o
nich se nelze presvédcit nazorem, tedy nécim timto, tak jejich zprostfedkovani jde pribéhem, po
historickych udalostech. Vsechny ¢astice mikrosvéta jsou historické udalosti, které zaznamenavame. Oni
primo Fikaji, Ze to tam vibec tak neexistuje, Ze my tu ¢astici mizeme vidét jenom ve chvili, kdy se dotkne
néjakého mériciho pfristroje, ktery pracuje na pojmech a predstavach z makrosvéta. A Ze to je ten kontakt
s néc¢im jinym, a my zaznamenavame historickou udalost zaniku té ¢astice, jediné tak se o ni dozvime. Ale
ona tam jako takova tam presné vibec neexistuje. Tam to pole vypada jinak, ten ¢as tam vypada jinak.
To, kdy ji zachytime tu ¢astici, tak ji vytrhneme z tohoto prostredi a my ji nezachytime, my jenom
precteme stopu po ni. My ji uchytit nemuizZeme. A to celé, ten pribéh, ty déje v megasvété i v mikrosvété,
nelze - tam pfimo Fika - nelze jinému nez ¢lovéku, ktery mysli v matematice, tedy v matematickém svété,
zprostredkovat jinak nez vypravénim. To tam je pfimo expressis verbis feceno.

Jiny hlas: It was a remark or a reference to a Russian author, a book of whom was published in Slovakia
about three cosmological or scientific times in these three worlds of microworld, macroworld and
megaworld, and that all these times are very different and that it is possible to find something common
for them only through narration or narrative form of explication. It was an example that even Russians
could attribute in this form, it was not a discussion, a question.

Jiny hlas: Jenom v ¢em je ten rozdil? On v tom zavéru ndm nabizi, Ze je jiny pribéh, Ze je néjaky narativni
pribéh a n&jaky pribéh mytu. Ze to neni jedna oblast narativity. Jestli byste to mohl vysvétlit.

Jiny hlas: A question: you discerned between the narrative form and the mythical form. Our colleague
should be glad if you could make it more clear this connection or reference of these two items or these
two terms: mythical and narrative.

Hejdanek: I should perhaps not - better to distinguish between narrative and lyric. Because the myth can
both be considered as a story and as a poem. Lépe je teda mluvit o rozdilu mezi narativitou a lyrikou,



protoze kdyz mluvime o mytu, tak ten mizeme chapat jednak jako lyriku, jednak jako narativu.

Jiny hlas: Lépe je teda mluvit o rozdilu mezi narativitou a lyrikou, protoZe kdyZ mluvime o mytu, tak ten
miuiZeme chdpat jednak jako lyriku, jednak jako narativu. But perhaps the myth in origin is both a poem
and a story, but when they developed differently, we must say that a story tells a sequence of events. You
have to start the story somewhere, you have to end it, and this sequence of events which constitute the
plot. But the poem describes a situation or état d'ame in French, a sort of feeling or experiences of what
is. It is not a sequence of events, but the state, a status of the world.

Hejdanek: Cili k narativité nebo k pfibéhu patfi, Ze to né&jak za¢ina a né&jak koné&i a mezitim to ma jakousi
sérii udalosti, zapletku. Naproti tomu v lyrice nic takového neni, tam je jakysi zazitek toho, jak véci jsou, a
neni to srovnano do toho pFib&hu. Cili rozdil je tenhle, nikoliv rozdil narativity oproti mytu. Mytus je jak
proéza, tak lyrika; tam je to oboji. Proto se to neda tak jednoduse srovnat mytus a narativita. Mytus je
také narativita, ale také to maze byt lyrika. Cili 1épe je to srovnavani s tou lyrikou.

Jiny hlas: Ze tam je to oboji. Proto se to nedd tak jednoduse srovnat mytus a narativita, ponévadz mytus
je také narativita, ale také to mize byt lyrika. Lépe je to srovndni s tou lyrikou. May | formulate a
question? If we can acknowledge that in myth there is also a certain narrativity, then if it is true what you
have said about the story evaluating other stories, then in speaking about logos reflecting logoi, it's quite
clear to be able to reflect, it's necessary to establish first in the first step a certain distance and then to re-
establish the identity or better to say to approach back to something already expressed through logos.
But in this mythical narrativity there no distance exists, within the myth, within the realm of myth there
exists no distance through the myth. The basic strategy or basic form...

Hejdanek: of mythical approach is the identification with a prevalent image or something like that, with a
hero, with a god and so on. A story about a story or a story evaluating a story, it is something like a
reflection but without this distance, something like pre-reflection. Is it possible to find such pre-
reflections in other parts of the world than in Israel, in old Israel? | think there is a certain pre-reflection,
but | don't know if ever, if any other culture developed something like that. Perhaps I think it's possible
to understand the story about Abraham's start of going into a new area unknown, not objectively
imaginable, maybe interpreted as an experience of this pre-reflection. That it is not only story, but it is a
story about this orientation of faith to the future which is unknown, but in which we can hope or orient
our hopes and so on. But is it possible to speak about stories evaluating stories within the real myth? In
Israel it was no more myth. It was something very antimythical, antireligious. Therefore | ask if it is not
only a consequence of our logical approach of interpretation of mythical narrativity, but if we don't
impute something which didn't exist there. Excuse me that | was so long.

Ja jsem Sel zpatky k tomu zhodnocovani nebo posuzovani pfibéhu urcitym tim klasickym, néjakym tim
hlubokym pribéhem. A fekl jsem, Ze to je vlastné jakasi forma nebo pre-forma reflexe. O reflexi v té
oblasti logos postaveného proti mytu vime, ovsem vime zaroven, Ze tam tato reflexe je umozZnéna
odstupem. Mytus nezna Zzadny odstup, proto se tazu, jestli takové to vypravéni o vypravénich nebo
vyhodnocujici jina vypravéni, jestli jesté Ize dokumentovat odjinud neZ ze starého lzraele. Tam jisté
néjaka takova ta prereflexe byla, ale naproti tomu uz tam byl zaroven zapas proti mytu, takze to neni
mozno posuzovat jako tu mytickou narativitu. Cili taZu se, jestli viibec v ramci skute€ného mytu, mimo tu
oblast starého lIzraele, je mozno mluvit o tom, Ze néjaké pfibéhy mohou vyhodnocovat jiné pribéhy.

Jiny hlas: | try to understand what you are saying. Are you saying that in evaluating a story we create a
distance to a story?

Hejdanek: Yes.

Jiny hlas: And you say that this distance, you find it in the Israeli mentality toward the stories, or what
are you saying?

Hejdanek: Yes, which at the same time was antimythical.

Jiny hlas: Antimythical.

Hejdanek: Yes. But | don't find anything like that within the real myth.



Jiny hlas: But in what sense is it antimythical?

Hejdanek: Orientation in the sense of Mircea Eliade, for instance. The basic structure of the mythical
orientation is the orientation to archetypes, archetypical figures of heroes, ancestors, divine ancestors or
gods, and the basic structure of mythical life is to orient all the life to these archetypes and to imitate
them, to identify themselves with them. Therefore any distance... it is a certain distance from himself to
identify himself with something different, but it is observed or understood as a self-identification. The
self, different originally from the archetype, is dismissed from the memory. In first... in the formation of
logos is to be seen the first form of a certain distance which is observed as basic for any approach of
knowledge, of conceiving and so on. Without such a distance it's not possible to understand anything.
Therefore it's in a certain way something opposite to logos. The Greek philosophers understood logos as
something very opposite to myth. But this... excuse me... this orientation to archetypes remains even in
the tradition of logos till our days because, for instance, the scientific approach, for instance experiments
in laboratories, are to be exercised in such a way that everyone could repeat it in the same way. Such
relics or reminders of the mythical approach remain in the new science. But according the Jews, it was
necessary to change the orientation for one hundred and eighty

Jiny hlas: degrees

Hejdanek: in quite opposite direction. We are confronting ourselves not to things which were, but to
things which come, and therefore we wait for the next future with hope, not with fear. And we are not
interested much about what doesn't exist more. That's in Isaiah, for instance: ,Don't remember things
which were, | am preparing a new way,“ and so on. Therefore | think there are two different ways how to
opposite myth. One is in Israel, one in Greece. And the Greek...

Jiny hlas: Excuse me, both are archetypical? Obé jsou archetypicky typy postojd proti tomu?

Hejdanek: No, the basic thing for the new Israel invention is that they invented anti-archetypes. To go
out from where we live and to go to quite unknown country. It is impossible to do it twice or three times.
Everyone has to choose his own unknown country. It's not possible to...
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Hejdanek: I shouldn't say that then, finish it.



