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Jiny hlas: To be back here after seven years of trying. Even trying in Beijing, Czechoslovak Embassy in
Beijing or the Embassy in Rome to see if | might get a visa from there. But now it's succeeded.
Hejdanek: Sedm let jsem se pokousela a jezdila jsem do Polska a do jinych zemi a sem jsem se nemohla
dostat, konecné se to podafilo. Mam z toho radost, Ze jsem tady.

Jiny hlas: | have a paper but don’t worry, | shall not read it. | shall talk to the paper.

Hejdanek: Mam napsany referat, ale nebojte se, nebudu ho ¢ist.

Jiny hlas: And | should also say I'm not someone who works in the philosophy of religion. I'm really in
philosophy of science.

Hejdanek: Ja také nepracuji v tom oboru filosofie nabozenstvi, ale filosofie védy.

Jiny hlas: But sometimes | put my toe into other waters.

Hejdanek: A nékdy zabrousim do jinych vod.

Jiny hlas: And another thing this group should know is that like many of my colleagues I'm not really
influenced by German philosophers after Kant.

Hejdanek: Na rozdil od nékterych svych jinych kolegi a mnohych bychom mohli dodat, nejsem ovlivnéna
némeckou filosofii po Kantovi.

Jiny hlas: So starting with Kant, he famously said he destroyed reason to make room for faith.
Hejdanek: Tedy kdybychom zacali tim Kantem, tak o ném se fika, Ze rozbil rozum nebo rozrusil rozum,
aby nasel znovu misto pro viru.

Jiny hlas: And Hume before him said our most holy religion is founded on faith, not on reason.
Hejdanek: A Hume uz pred nim prohlasil, Ze svaté nabozenstvi je zaloZeno na vire, nikoli na rozumu.
Jiny hlas: And he indeed claimed to have thought that reason was even hostile to religion.

Hejdanek: A chtél tim naznacit své presvédceni, Ze rozum je pfimo nepratelsky ve vztahu k vife.

Jiny hlas: Now there is room for reason when we ask the question: what are we, we human beings?
Hejdanek: Ale presto je to otazka rozumu, kdyzZ se taZeme, co jsme my, lidské bytosti.

Jiny hlas: And the sciences of course can give us certain answers to this.

Hejdanek: Rtzné védy nam pochopitelné mohou davat rGizné odpovédi na tuto otazku.

Jiny hlas: But there’s a very tempting question that arises. You want to say: but | might not have been
Kathy Wilkes, | might not have been female, | might not have been human.

Hejdanek: Ale je tady takova zvlastni neobycejné intenzivni otazka: Co vlastné jsem, vzdyt ja vlastné bych
nemusela byt Kathy Wilkes. Ja bych nemusela byt Zena. Ja bych nemusela byt ¢lovék.

Jiny hlas: So is there any room for the further question of what we are that might or might not survive
the death of the homo sapiens, the death of what science describes?

Hejdanek: A tak vznika otazka, jestli prece jenom tady nékde neni néco, co preziva, kdyz zemre biologicka
bytost homo sapiens, ¢lovék fyzicky.

Jiny hlas: So | have five questions.

Hejdanek: Mam pét otazek, pét problému, které chci tady probrat.

Jiny hlas: The first one is what survives?

Hejdanek: Prvni z nich je: Co preziva?

Jiny hlas: | think throughout all recorded history we've always found in society some kind of dualism.
Hejdanek: Rekla bych, Ze v celych dé&jinach nachazime jakési rysy dualismu.

Jiny hlas: But the line between what gets buried and rots in the ground and what somehow survives is
drawn by different cultures at very different levels.

Hejdanek: Ale v rGznych kulturach to délitko vedli na rliznych rovinach a na rGznych mistech mezi tim, co
umira a co néjak preziva.

Jiny hlas: In Homer we have the rather ghostly smoky breath-like psyche that leaves the body with the



last breath and then goes to have a rather nasty existence in Hades.

Hejdanek: U Homéra tfeba je psyché, ja to nebudu prekladat, protoZe to neni to, cemu my fikdme
normalné duse. To je jakasi takova kourova podstata, ktera prosté odejde z téla a neponechava tam to
vSecko tomu mokrému zivlu toho podsvéti.

Jiny hlas: Now with Heraclitus the psyche is still if anything what does survive, but it's much more the
logos and it’s much more the pure intellect that gets absorbed or identified into the cosmic logos, the
eternal Heraclitean bonfire.

Hejdanek: U Hérakleita je to taky, fika psyché, jenomze to je néco, co spise pripomina logos, takovou jaksi
obecnou inteligenci, néco, co tedy zUstava pfi tom viem, co se proménuje, co vznika, zanika a tak dal. Je
to jen ta ryzi myslenka.

Jiny hlas: So that seems not to be the survival of the individual man Heraclitus.

Hejdanek: U Hérakleita se zd4, Ze neexistuje nic takového jako preziti individualni.

Jiny hlas: Now contrast Socrates. But there are two Socrates: one from the Apology which | think is
probably historically true and one from the Phaedo which I think is Plato.

Hejdanek: Néco jiného nachazime u Sokrata. A nyni musime hned rozlisit dvojiho Sokrata: Sokrata
Apologie, Obrany, a Sokrata z Faiddnu, coz je vlastné Platon, nikoli Sokratés.

Jiny hlas: About immortality. | think | would like to read the quotation from the Apology. This is Socrates
in the Apology, he is agnostic about whether there is an afterlife. But he says if there is, then... he goes
on: | should like to spend my time in the other world as here, in examining and searching people’s minds
to find out who is really wise among them and who only thinks that he is. What would one not give,
gentlemen, to be able to question the leader of that great host against Troy, or Odysseus or Sisyphus? To
talk and mix and argue with whom would be unimaginable happiness.

Hejdanek: O nesmrtelnosti. Ja jsem si to nepfipravil, ja to taky nemam doma ¢esky, mam ji zase v
angli¢ting, takZe to musim prekladat. Sokratés nevi, jak to bude vypadat po smrti. A fika, Ze jsou dvé
moznosti: Ze bud Ze to bude jako tady a Ze bude chodit od jednoho ¢lovéka k druhym a bude je zkoumat,
zkouset a zjistovat, co si mysli a jestli je to pravda a jestli mezi témi, co si o sobé mysli, Ze jsou moudfri, tak
opravdu najde moudré. Ze to bude délat tak, jako to délal. Takze tim padem tedy vlastné bude mit
mozZnost tfeba obracet se s otazkou na takové vidce, jako byli u Tréje, dotazovat se Odyssea nebo Sisyfa
a tak dal. Takze s nimi bude moci mluvit a argumentovat. A pokud by to tak bylo, zda by to nebylo
nepredstavitelné stésti.

Jiny hlas: So this is Socrates looking forward to being just as awkward and difficult, asking difficult
questions in the afterlife as he was in Athens.

Hejdanek: No, takZe by tam vlastné v tom posmrtném zZivoté délal totéz, kladl by stejné otazky jako tady.
Jiny hlas: But when we get to the Phaedo, we've got | think Plato a passionate horror of anything to do
with the senses, with locomotion, with the emotions. What survives is pure wisdom, the intellectual eye
of the psyché. None of this bouncing around asking awkward questions as you find in the Apology.
Hejdanek: Kdyz vsak prejdeme k Faidonu, tak tam najdeme pfimo Gzkostlivou obavu mit cokoli do cinéni
se smysly a smyslovym vnimanim a tak dal. VSechno se redukuje na pouhou rozumovost, na pouhé
chapani.

Jiny hlas: So this is pure a priori cognition. And it's very difficult to identify that with this individual
person.

Hejdanek: Takze tam vlastné zGstava jen a priori, apriorni védéni, protoze vsechno ostatni by bylo jen z
téch smysl( a ty jsou tam odstranény. TakzZe jakakoli individualnost tam jako by se ztracela.

Jiny hlas: Now Aristotle, who is my favorite philosopher, was entirely different from Plato. His psyché was
entirely different from this picture of Plato's.

Hejdanek: U Aristotela - a to je muj nejoblibenéjsi filosof - je to vsechno docela jinak a tam u ného ta
psyché znamena néco docela jiného.

Jiny hlas: The psyché was what everything had that was living. So mosquitoes and grass have psyché just



as much as human beings do. Less complicated, but they have it just as fully.

Hejdanek: Duse je néco, co maji vsechny zZivé bytosti, takze mouchy a trava, vSechno ma svou dusi.

Jiny hlas: And it included in it all the capacities of living creatures. So it includes as well as rational
intellect, it includes digestion, metabolism, growth, locomotion, the whole of the ensemble of capacities
that are required by and characterize a living creature of a certain type.

Hejdanek: A duse je odpovédna za vsechno, co patfi k tomu Zivotu, to jest netyka se jenom mysleni - u té
travy tézko o mysleni Ize mluvit -, ale patfi k tomu vSechno: zazivani, mistni pohyb... prosté vsechny
mozné pohyby, akce a aktivity, to vSechno je néco, co je vzdycky Gzce spjato s dusi.

Jiny hlas: But now the psyché in Aristotle is a sub-class of a form of an object.

Hejdanek: Psyché pro Aristotela je vlastné podtfidou toho, ¢emu fika forma, morfé.

Jiny hlas: And a form cannot exist without being embodied.

Hejdanek: A forma neni moZn3, lec tak, Ze je vtélena, Ze je tedy uskute¢néna.

Jiny hlas: So the form of an individual ceases to exist when that individual dies.

Hejdanek: TakZe ta forma konc¢i tim, Ze ten jednotlivec, ta jednotliva bytost, hyne.

Jiny hlas: Some of you will possibly notice that I'm sliding over a very awkward bit in De Anima 3.5, but
we could return to this in discussion if you like. It's an embarrassment to me, in Aristotle means.
Hejdanek: Je tam jakysi problém, ke kterému se tfeba vratime, a ja to ted preskoc¢im.

Jiny hlas: Now despite the huge differences, all the Greeks including Aristotle put most weight on
intellect and rationality. | mean, although all psyché capacities characterize the human, the capacity that
is characteristic of him alone and the most interesting capacity is his reason and his intellect.

Hejdanek: Navzdory tém rozdilim, o kterych jsme si tady néco malo rekli, plati pro vsechny recké

Jiny hlas: It has often I've often wondered whether ballet dancers or boxers or pianists would agree with
this identification of the purely rational intellect with what matters most about human identity.
Hejdanek: Casto si kladu otazku, mohou-li lidé jako tfeba tanecnici nebo pianisté souhlasit s tim, 7e ta
nejvyssi, pro clovéka nejcharakteristictéjsi viastnost je praveé intelekt.

Jiny hlas: Now with Descartes we had a really dramatic difference because consciousness was made into
the single defining characteristic of the mens.

Hejdanek: K pronikavému obratu dochazi u Descarta, ktery jako prvni déla z védomi néco, co pfimo a
vyhradné charakterizuje ¢lovéka.

Jiny hlas: So what counted as being the essence of Descartes was thought, imagination, reason, not
seeing but the experience of seeing, pains, emotions, the phenomenal, the subjective, the
introspectable, what we are incorrigible about.

Hejdanek: Descartes ma na mysli tu intelektualni aktivitu, kterd nema tak docela co do ¢inéni se
smyslovosti, se smyslovymi viemy a s praktickymi aktivitami, které se normalné vzdycky k té subjektivni
strance pripocitavaji, nybrz ma na mysli jenom tu intelektualni stranku.

Jiny hlas: Evidently you could go on for a long time citing different pictures of what really mattered about
human identity. But | don't think it's necessary to chase variations of this any further.

Hejdanek: Mohli bychom a mozna méli ukazovat ty rozdily, jak se to u rliznych myslitelt chapalo, kde se
vedly ty hranice, ale pro nas dnes tohle nema cenu ¢init dale.

Jiny hlas: Because whether you like him or whether you detest him, Freud and other psychoanalysts have
transformed the way that people now see themselves in the 20th century.

Hejdanek: At uz ho mame za pravdu, nebo nemame za pravdu, lidé jako tfeba Freud pronikavé zménili
nahled na to, co je ¢lovék v nasem stoleti.

Jiny hlas: But it seems that if we want individual survival something recognizably me it's got to be
something that includes our personality our character our traits our foibles our interests our
preoccupations and in other words what is it what goes up to make our character and personality.
Hejdanek: Dnes to vypada tak, Ze kdyz chceme charakterizovat sebe nebo néjakou jinou lidskou bytost,



tak prosté nemlzeme odhlizet od vasni a sympatii, antipatii a predsudkt a ja nevim, co vSecko tam
jmenovala, protoZe to patfi k té osobnosti. Nedovedeme si predstavit osobnost, ktera by byla zbavena
téchto vlastnosti. To pravé je to, co osobnost charakterizuje.

Jiny hlas: But of course, clearly some people in the history of thought here have not, have evidently not
wanted individual survival. Eastern mysticism, Heraclitus, Plato and others. We have to remember this
fact.

Hejdanek: Dale je zcela mimo pochybnost, Ze v d&jinach lidstva existovaly kultury nebo jednotlivci, jimz
vlbec neslo o osobni individualni preziti.

Jiny hlas: Now my second question...

Hejdanek: Pardon, napfiklad ty vychodni kultury, Ze, nebo byl to ten Hérakleitos a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: The second question sounds very similar. It's in fact very different. The second question is: What
do we want to survive?

Hejdanek: Pfejdéme k druhé otazce. Ta zni: co chceme, aby prezilo?

Jiny hlas: What is it that matters to us?

Hejdanek: Co je to to, co nas zajima, o¢ nam jde?

Jiny hlas: We are, despite what is the implication of a Cartesian picture, we are essentially social animals,
as Aristotle realized, of course.

Hejdanek: Na rozdil od Descarta my si uvédomujeme, Ze ¢lovék je, nebo Ze my jsme podstatné socialni
bytosti, tak jak to vidél Aristotelés.

Jiny hlas: I am quoting from Aristotle: He who does not need human company is either a beast or a god.
Hejdanek: Cituji Aristotela: Ten, kdo nepotrebuje druhé lidi, je bud zvife, nebo blh.

Jiny hlas: If we think this, what matters to us to a very large extent implicates our social concerns,
responsibilities, activities, engagements, friends, family, our long-term interests, world peace,
environmental protection, animal liberation, if you like, and a whole list of such concerns and
preoccupations.

Hejdanek: A protoZe tedy tomu je takhle, tak se musime tazat, co z téch socialnich vztah, to jest z téch
vztah( pratelstvi, nepratelstvi, podminek socialnich, valky, nestésti a ja nevim, co tam vsecko bylo - co
tohle vsecko jaksi, a taky pozitivné, co udélame: vykon, dilo, néjaké vytvoreni néjaké tvorby... Co z toho
preziva? Co ma takovy charakter, Zze nekondi s lidskou smrti?

Jiny hlas: So one Oxford philosopher Derek Parfit has a thesis that has become very influential in Britain
today.

Hejdanek: Anglicky pozoruhodny filosof Parfit napsal knizku, ktera se stala znacné dllezitou a vyslovil
myslenku, kterd méla velky vliv.

Jiny hlas: To simplify very much, what matters, what we should wish to survive is not myself, this
individual person, but other selves who will continue to carry on our interests, to defend our
preoccupations, to carry on our battles for us. We would survive in our wills but through other people
who are taking them on in succession of us.

Hejdanek: Parfit ukazal, Ze to, co skutecné chceme, aby nas prezilo, nejsme my - oproti tomu télu tfeba,
té bytosti Zivé - ale Ze jde o nejraznéjsi plany, praci, linie ¢innosti, které nekonci s nami, nybrz jichz se
mohou ujmout ti druzi uz za naseho Zivota a pokracovat v nich i po nasi smrti. TakZze nam vlastné jde o
néco, ¢eho se mohou ujmout ti druzi a pokracovat v tom.

Jiny hlas: So what matters about me does survive my death, but it survives it in this world.

Hejdanek: Tedy néco, co se mé hluboce tyka, mé presahuje, ale preziva to tak, Ze to potrebuje ty druhé,
aby na tom pracovali dal.

Jiny hlas: And indeed some people claim that the concern with individual survival is relatively late
phenomenon dating roughly from the Renaissance.

Hejdanek: A néktefi myslitelé ukazuji na to, Ze ta myslenka toho osobniho preziti je relativné pozdni a Ze
vlastné vznika teprve v renesanci.



Jiny hlas: And a quite different but equally influential view about what matters about me derives from the
American philosopher Thomas Nagel.

Hejdanek: Jind koncepce, ktera ukazuje, Ze jde o preziti néceho skutecné mého, nejhloubéji mého, je
koncepce amerického filosofa Toma Nagela.

Jiny hlas: He has the thought that 'l' is independent of all the properties that are in fact true of him. He
expresses it: | might not have been Tom Nagel. Every property true of Tom Nagel, he says, | might not
have had that property. And for all of them together as well. | might not have been Tom Nagel. This is the
line he pushes.

Hejdanek: Tom Nagel formuluje tu svou myslenku takto: To, co jsem j4, to je néco nezavislého na vsech
nahodilych vlastnostech, které mam. To jest jak vlastnostech fyzickych, tak vlastnostech, které jsem nabyl
studiem treba nebo praci, zkusenosti nebo svou zasazenosti do déjin a podobné. Tedy on to formuluje
tak: J& bych prece nemusel byt Thomas Nagel, ja bych mohl byt nékdo jiny.

Jiny hlas: A very clear way of putting this point is to say is there a difference, intuitively there is an
enormous difference between two thoughts. | might have been the Emperor of China (first thought).
Second thought: | might never have existed but there might have been an Emperor of China.

Hejdanek: Ja jsem tam jesté nedodal, jak fikal: nemusel bych byt Tom Nagel, tak mohl bych byt napfiklad
¢insky cisar. Jesté to jsem tam vynechal. A ted' se k tomu vraci: je zakladni rozdil mezi tim, kdyz fekneme:
mohl bych byt nikoli Tom Nagel, nybrzZ cisar ¢insky, a kdyz rekneme: mohl bych nebyt, ale mohl by byt
¢insky cisar. Cinsky cisaf by n&jaky mohl byt, ale ja bych mohl nebyt. To neni totéz, jako kdyz Feknu, Ze ja
bych mohl byt ¢insky cisar.

Jiny hlas: It's a very compelling thought, there must be a difference in one world | exist, in another world |
don't exist.

Hejdanek: To je strasny rozdil, protoZe v prvnim pripadé ja existuju a v druhém pripadé ja neexistuju.

Jiny hlas: And a big but a big problem is ex hypothesi we can say nothing about this spark that is 'l'
because it does not have any properties.

Jiny hlas: No a z toho vyplyva, Ze vlastné nemUzZeme nic fict o tom ja, protoZze nema Zadné vlastnosti.
Third question is why do we want to survive death? A ted treti otazka: Pro¢ chceme, abychom prezili?
Now not everybody does. Pardon, nejsem si zcela jist, jestli jsem tomu spravné rozumél. Why do we want
to survive, to znamena, ze my preZijeme, nebo Ze néco prezije?

I think that we survive. Yes, I'm not considering... you're quite right, it's obscure though. Jo, tak v celém
rozsahu: pro¢ chceme, abychom my prezili.

Some people don't want to. Néktefi lidé nechtéji. There's a profound temperamental difference between
those who think that death is not an evil thing because it is not the end, there is more to come
afterwards; others who think death is not an evil because it is the end. This is a very profound
temperamental difference here. Jsou lidé, ktefi jaksi nemaji obavu pred smrti, ale jsou dvojiho druhu a
mezi nimi je obrovsky rozdil. Jedni fikaji, Ze neni tfeba se smrti bat, protoZe to neni konec. Ze pak pfichazi
jaksi jiny Zivot. A druzi Fikaji, Ze neni tfeba se smrti bat, protoZze potom uz nic neprichazi.

Confusing this issue is the problem of the, in Britain we call it the paradox of non-existence. A jakousi
takovou smési nebo konfazi toho dvojiho je to, o ¢em se mluvi jako o paradoxu neexistence. What have
we lost if at death we simply cease to be? Otazka zni: co jsme vlastné ztratili, kdyZz smrt znamen3, ze
prestaneme byt? This is easiest seen if we look at the other end of the scale to birth. Consider a couple
who decides to have one child rather than two, or consider China where you are ordered to have only one
child. To se objasni, kdyz se koukneme na druhy konec $kaly, totiZ na narozeni. UvaZzujme o rodicich, tedy
dvojici, ktera se rozhodne mit dvé déti, nebo aplikace teda na Cinu, jsou nuceni se omezit na jedno.
Hejdanek: To jsem nerozumél, jedno dité spis nez dvé déti, jo?

Jiny hlas: Jo, dobfe, no, tak uvazujme o tom ditéti, které se nenarodi. J4 vim, jenomZe tady pravé slo o to:
se rozhodnou mit dvé déti, ale maji nafizeno, aby se nenarodilo to druhé, Zze maji povoleno jedno dité.
Hejdanek: Oni se nerozhodnou sami o sobé. Jsou rozhodnuti pro dvé, ale sméji mit jenom jedno.



Jiny hlas: So there's no nobody who loses out by not being born, right? Je tady néjaka ztrata pro to dité,
které se nenarodi, kdyZ neni? It's tempting sometimes to say: I'm glad | was born. Nékdy nas to 1ak3,
abychom rekli: To jsem rad, Ze jsem se narodil. But we can't say how unhappy | would be if | was not
born. Ovsem je nesmysl fikat: Byl bych nestasten, kdybych se byval nenarodil. There's a nice little piece
Sophocles said in one of his more melancholy moments: never to have been born counts highest of all. Jo,
a jeden z vyrok( sofistickych je, teda: Nikdy se nenarodit je to nejstastnéjsi. But consider the old Jewish
reply to that: How many are so lucky? Not one in ten thousand. Ale porovnejte, jak na to odpovédél
jeden zid stary, fikal: No, jenomzZe takovych Stastlivcl neni ani jeden z deseti tisic.

So on the other end of the scale it's compelling, it's very tempting to say | don't want to die, but who or
what has lost something if we do? Samozfejmé, Ze to miZeme velmi ¢asto pocitovat a myslet, jaksi
nechceme umfit, ale co jsme ztratili, kdyz jsme zemfreli?

Well, this paradox is not the only puzzle in this question. V této otazce oviem tento paradox neni tim
hlavnim [nesrozumitelné]. If we try to make sense of the idea of eternity, it is very difficult to make it
attractive. Jestlize chceme presné prohloubit myslenku vécnosti, tak je velmi obtizné ucinit tuto vécnost
jakkoli atraktivni. We might try to say it will be an existence outside of time. Mzeme Fici, to je existence
mimo cas. But | doubt that our imaginations can wrap themselves round this idea, can make it sound
sensible. Pochybuju, Ze si miZeme néco bliZze predstavit ve svych myslenkach, jak mGze vypadat teda byti
mimo cas. But if it is eternity, then it's difficult to describe something which isn't ultimately boring. Ale
pokud jde o véénost v béZzném smyslu, tak je velmi nesnadné to vylozit tak, aby to nebylo nudné. At the
minimum, a desirable eternity must make boredom absolutely unthinkable. Any eternity that we really
could want and desire would be something that would make it unthinkable to be bored. Cokoli si
predstavujeme jako Zadouci v této vécnosti, tak vlastné je nemyslitelné realizovatelné v té vécnosti,
uskutecnitelné v té vécnosti. No doubt Plato believed that he could spend eternity contemplating the
forms, but | rather doubt that this is actually the case. Obvykle se ma za to, nebo obvykle se nemysli, ze
by tohleto chybélo u Platona, ale ja o tom pochybuju. Pochybuju, Ze na tohle nékdy mohl Platon sazet.
Aristotle and Mill, John Stuart Mill, | think describe better what it is that makes for human flourishing,
eudaimonia, when they defined the greatest human good in terms of activity, striving. Aristotelés a Mill,
John Stuart Mill, mnohem lépe vystihli, co to znamena Zit na vé¢nosti nebo... v této souvislosti, u mé
néjak upada pozornost. So eudaimonia, human good, human flourishing, seems to require agency,
activity, and hence of course striving, struggling, and of course therefore the possibility of failure. K tomu,
co u Aristotela eudaimonia nebo ¢emu tam rika jako rozkvét, rozvoj, patfi usilovani, zapas a z toho
samoziejmé také moznost nezdaru.

Jiny hlas: Jo, k tomu patfi také moznost neuspét a tedy nezdar.

Jiny hlas: But anything without activity can start to look appalling, | think. George Bernard Shaw said a
lifetime of happiness no man alive could bear it, it would be hell on earth.

Jiny hlas: Shaw, Ze kdyby mél ¢lovék stravit cely Zivot ve Stésti, tak by to bylo k zalknuti, pekelny.

Jiny hlas: Because look, rats can have an electrode inserted into a certain part of the brain and by
pressing a bar they can stimulate this and it's been called an ecstasy center because the rats will go on
pressing this bar until they drop down dead or drop down from starvation. They will not stop pressing the
ecstasy unit.

Jiny hlas: Krysdm je mozno voperovat elektrodu na urcité misto v mozku tak, Zze tlakem mohou si vybudit
takzvané extatické centrum, coz se anglicky [nesrozumitelné], nebo se tomu rika ecstasy centrum. Ta
mys, kdyzZ to jednou zakusi, tak furt macka a furt macka, az chcipne nebo prosté padne vysilenim. Neni
schopna prosté s tim prestat.

Jiny hlas: I think all of us would struggle to avoid being wired up to such an electrode.

Jiny hlas: Mam za to, Ze kazdy z nas by se velice branil tomu, aby mu voperovali takovouto elektrodu.
Jiny hlas: Even though once it was implanted we might not want to stop.

Jiny hlas: | kdyz, kdyZ uz by ndm ji nékdo voperoval, tak asi bychom nikdy neprestali.



Jiny hlas: Which I think indicates how much we regard our greatest good, greatest happiness, as activity
rather than this 24 hours a day ecstasy.

Jiny hlas: Tim by se dalo argumentovat, jak vlastné si vazime své aktivity mnohem vic nez
¢tyriadvacetihodinové denni extaze.

Jiny hlas: I would like here to draw your attention to a fact | find very curious. That throughout history no
attempts to make heaven attractive have succeeded.

Jiny hlas: Chtéla by vam tady predvést nebo upozornit vas na to, Ze vlastné v celych dé&jinach jakykoliv
obraz, ktery chtél pribliZit nebe, se nepodarilo udélat tak, aby byl atraktivni.

Jiny hlas: In literature and in art it's generally portrayed as a slightly superior earth with better climate,
no mosquitoes, etc.

Jiny hlas: V literatufe a v umeéni se to li¢i jako takova lepsi zemé s lepsim klimatem, nejsou tam komafi
atd.

Jiny hlas: In literature and in art. Whether on the Sistine ceiling or in literature.

Jiny hlas: Prosté v literature se to li¢i jako, Ze tam prosté nejsou mouchy a Ze je tam dobré pocasi a tak,
vsechno je to takové hezké.

Jiny hlas: Or else it sounds frankly unattractive. | remember as a child there was a hymn we had to sing
with two lines: "prostrate before thy throne to lie and gaze and gaze on thee".

Jiny hlas: Jako dité si pamatuiji, jak jsme zpivali pisen, jak se klanime nebo poloZzime pred nohama tvyma
a budeme na tebe zirat a zirat.

Jiny hlas: And at the age of eight | thought this would be both uncomfortable and boring after a while.
Jiny hlas: A uZ jenom to zpivani nas uz u toho unavovalo.

Jiny hlas: But there's never been any difficulty in portraying hell. Never.

Jiny hlas: Naproti tomu nikdy nebyla potiz vylicit peklo. Nikdy.

Jiny hlas: Hell is fiery, hell is freezing, hell is oneself, hell is other people, room 101 in 1984 allows
everybody to put in what they will hate most, and of course in 1984 it was rats, but everybody can put
their own horrors into room 101.

Jiny hlas: Predvadi celou Fadu vizi, jednou je to strasné horké vsecko tam, podruhé je to naprosta zima
nebo peklo jsou ti druzi, ten Sartre, Ze, nebo v Orwellove liceni pekla a tak dale, prosté nejriznéjsich
obraz(l pekla bylo dost, kdyz tak mi do toho skocte.

Hejdanek: Ja taky sdm jsem peklo, Ze.

Jiny hlas: I think a related point is that in literature it seems to me it's much easier for writers to portray
really three-dimensional villains than real saints. There are some exceptions, but in general the really
saintly person comes out as rather two-dimensional, but the villains are always completely real, often
anyway.

Jiny hlas: Je také daleko snazsi a atraktivnéjsi vylicit lumpa, vylicit lumpa, aha, kde na rozdil od toho, kdyz
mame svatou postavu, tak ta vzdycky vypadne hrozné plose.

Jiny hlas: And a final note on this why we want to survive. This of course is surely depends on how much
we are concerned with individual survival. My own, Kathy Wilkes' survival.

Jiny hlas: Ten vyvoj dosel tak, Ze pro nas ta otazka preziti znamena uz tak samozrejmé, Ze jde o nase
individualni.

Jiny hlas: Because if what survives is just my rational pure a priori intellect indistinguishable from yours,
or if it's some joint transcendental logos, | might think well it would be nice if that survived in the sorts of
way | might think it would be nice if golden eagles survived, but there's no personal concern with it.

Jiny hlas: Ne, Ze by to bylo docela odcizené nebo jedno, kdyzZ by Slo o toto preziti té ryzi intelektuality, té
a priori myslenky a tak dale, ale je to néco jako kdyz nam jde o preziti néjakého zvirete nebo ptaka,
prosté neni to nas nejvnitinéjsi zajem.

Jiny hlas: Then the fourth question is who survives.

Jiny hlas: Ctvrta otazka je, kdo preziva.



Jiny hlas: Because evolutionary theory tells us of our continuity with other animal species.

Jiny hlas: Evoluéni teorie mluvi o kontinuité naseho lidského s jinymi druhy.

Jiny hlas: Phylogenetically we are cousin to the great apes.

Jiny hlas: Vlastné fylogeneticky jsme pfibuzni lidoopu.

Jiny hlas: And the animals that seem closest to cognitive capacities are dolphins and the great whales.
Jiny hlas: A néktefi savci jako delfini a velryby maji vysokou inteligenci.

Jiny hlas: Of course we can draw distinctions between ourselves and other animals, but these will be
distinctions of degree and not of kind.

Jiny hlas: Samozfejmé mazeme urcit rozdily mezi zviraty a nami, ale jsou to rozdily stupné, nikoliv druhu.
Jiny hlas: Chimpanzees can be taught to use language.

Jiny hlas: Simpanze miZeme naucit tomu, aby uZivali feci.

--- (1989-06-05 Kathy V. Wilkes - Death and the Self (1)_s2_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: Anencephaly with no brain at all.

BohuZel obcas se narodi déti, které maji moc velky mozek nebo Zadny mozek.

So would be considerably lower in cognitive power than most animals.

A jsou pak vlastné na tom daleko h{if nez vétsina téch vyssich zvirat.

And psychopaths, extreme cases of a psychopath are literally incapable of the characteristic human need
and ability to reciprocate other people’s attitudes, reactions, and...

A takové poskozené déti jsou neschopny navazat kontakty a prosté vibec brat na védomi druhé lidi a tak
dale.

Certainly consciousness, pain, affection and altruism are found among other animals.

Védomi, utrpeni, cit a altruismus se daji najit i u jinych zvirat.

Possibly no non-human animal is a moral agent.

Snad je tomu tak, Ze Zadné jiné zvife neni moralni bytost.

But there’s a nice parenthesis, | found a book written in 1904 about the medieval attitude to animals.
Jenom tak v zavorce pfipomenu, Ze jsem nasla moc péknou knizku z roku 1904 o tom, jak se lidé chovali
ke zvifatiim ve stfedovéku.

They had trials with qualified lawyers representing locusts, rats, dogs, horses, pigs.

Meéli pravniky, ktefi zastupovali rlizna zvirata.

Hejdanek: Pfimo jako na soudé.

Jiny hlas: Ano, na soudé tedy vystupovala takova prasata nebo koné, psi.

For example, there was much discussion about whether a dog with rabies could plead insanity in the
court.

Tak bylo tfeba mnoho diskusi o tom, jestli pes, ktery onemocnél vzteklinou, tak jestli mize byt
odpovédny...

Hejdanek: Jestli je odpovédny, jestli mze byt ospravedinén.

Jiny hlas: And one other little example, there was another question whether a herd of locusts
condemned to death should have the services of a priest before they were killed.

Mnoho jinych Uplné jinych soud(, mnoho zlocincll odsouzenych k smrti muselo mit pfed popravou
mozZnost se setkat s knézem.

Hejdanek: To je realita, to se opravdu délo.

Jiny hlas: So the question of who or what survives is a real one, particularly as we take pleasure in living
organisms that are not humans.

It seems arbitrary to restrict whatever survival we have in mind just to one animal, there seems no
principled reason to exclude the rest of the animal kingdom, but that will mean mosquitoes just as much
as golden eagles and chimpanzees.

TakZe neni tady zadny davod, ktery by nads mohl omezit v té otazce nesmrtelnosti jenom na ¢lovéka. A
proc to nerozsifit na vsechna ostatni zvifata? A Ze by se to potom tykalo vsech, viibec i komar( a



Simpanza.

And then it's only a small jump of the imagination to think of intelligent organisms on other planets, why
not?

Je tu také otazka mozZnosti inteligentnich bytosti na jinych planetach.

Well, last question, I'll skip a lot here. And it is, I've called it: Where do we want to survive?

A posledni otazka, kterou se budu zabyvat: Kde chceme prezit?

We've already seen that our pictures of heaven are mostly rather childish pictures, just a rather brighter
world than this one.

Uz jsme vidéli, Ze nase predstavy, obrazy nebe jsou hodné détinské, prosté jen o néco jasnéjsi svét nez
tenhle.

Hell is clearly undesirable, although it often seems more interesting.

Co je nezadouci, tak ¢asto budi vétsi pozornost, zajem.

But in China it is a curse, you're cursing somebody when you say, ,May you have an interesting life.”

V Ciné je curse, kletba, at mas zajimavy Zivot.

Hejdanek: ,Abys mél zajimavy Zivot.“ To byl prosté takovy odsudek, Ze vam zaleZel Zivot.

Jiny hlas: Jo, jo, jo, o pohrdani, ze...

There’s an English saying too: ,The devil has all the best songs.”

Jo, a existuje anglické pfislovi, Ze dabel ma vzdycky nejkrasné;jsi pisné.

From the tradition, frankly, purgatory looks the most attractive.

Ocistec uz tradicné vyhlizi tak jako pro umeélce nejvic atraktivné, nejvic se s nim da délat.

And here to many people | think the Greek Olympus with its polytheism was more attractive than any
heaven produced by a monotheistic religious tradition.

A polytheistické fecké naboZenstvi mélo jako mnohem vic prileZitosti, pritazlivosti nez monotheismus.
Hume once more said that the greatest advantage of polytheism is its tolerance.

Nejvétsi prednosti polytheismu je tolerance.

If you've got lots of gods in your setup, each one has his own specialties and weaknesses. So they're not
so very far from human beings.

Jestlize méate cely pantheon, tak kazdy z boh(l ma své liblstky, své zvlastnosti, a tak se vlastné bohové
tolik nelisi od lidi.

And you could aspire to get further up the ladder towards divinity. Roman emperors of course were
given divinity as soon as they died.

Také je snadnéjsi prosté krok za krokem, stupen za stupném se bliZit k tomu boZskému. Rimsti cisafové
samoziejmé dostali boZstvi, jakmile zemfreli.

And of course they were very tolerant of other religions. If they conquered a tribe which had its own
god, they'd say, ,Oh well, throw him in too.”

A taky je to tolerantn&jsi k jinym nabozenstvim. Tak jako to bylo v Rimé, kdyZ se ukazalo, 7e n&jaky narod
podrobeny ma svého boha, tak ho tam prosté pridali taky.

Jiny hlas: but in a monotheistic religion, there's one God with all the power and with all the omniscience.
V monotheismu je jenom jediny blh a ten méa veskerou moc a taky vsevédoucnost, omniscience.

And he's as far away from ordinary mortals as, as Hume put it, the sun to a candle.

A pak najednou je tam takovy rozdil, propast mezi Sluncem a svickou.

Hejdanek: Ano.

Jiny hlas: So the appropriate attitude to such a deity has to be subjection, humility, prostrate before the
throne as the hymn says.

A pak tam samozirejmé dochazi k té naprosté poddanosti, tomu, prosté se mrstit tam pred sebou na zem
pred tim bozZstvem.

Hejdanek: Ano.

Jiny hlas: The extent of the difference, as it were, damns all of us. Makes it impossible for us. The extent



of the difference between the monotheistic deity and us.

Nakonec teda ta obrovska propast zptsobuje, Ze vlastné my to ani nemdzeme udélat, Zze k tomu nemame
mozZnost viibec.

I mean, you will all know that terrifying order in the New Testament: ,Be ye therefore perfect, as your
Father in heaven is perfect.”

To nejhorsi, co v Novém zdkoné mlzeme Cist: Budte dokonali, jako Otec vas v nebi je dokonaly.

Yes, tomorrow.

With such an injunction you cannot live up to, the only position is sackcloth and ashes, repentance,
humility.

S takovymbhle prikazem nebo pokynem prosté nem(zete Zit, jedind moZnost je teda se naprosto vzdat,
odevzdat.

And a corresponding inability to depict a heaven in which characteristic human individuality can flourish.
No, a tedy to znamena, Ze se musime vzdat takového nebe, kde by snad mohla ta lidska individualita
kvést, rozkvétat.

Hejdanek: To je taky v tom monotheismu, Ze jo?

Jiny hlas: To depict such a heaven or...?

To je ta moZnost [nesrozumitelné]... we have to resign to make images about it or to resign to such a...
Well, it's impossible it seems to me that the distance between what we see of as our human flourishing
and such a God as that is such as to make impossible a depiction of a heaven in which we can truly
flourish.

Tady prosté, Ze se nemizeme udélat néjakou predstavu, nemUlzeme vykreslit, jak by to mohlo vypadat,
protoze to prosté nedava smysl.

So now | shall be very, very quick in conclusion, | shall summarize this. This is the conclusion now.

| suggest we cannot wrap our imaginations around a desirable afterlife.

Zda se tedy, Ze vlastné nem(zZeme si vytvorit Zadné akceptovatelné predstavy o tom, jak by mohl vypadat
Zivot po smrti.

That does not involve activity, struggling and freedom.

ProtoZe by to nemohlo znamenat Zadnou aktivitu, Zddny pokoj nebo freedom, tedy svobodu, coZ je k
tomu. No prosté nic z toho tam neni.

But this is inconceivable without the other side of this coin, which is the chance of failure, of pain, of
obstacles.

A tohle pravé neni myslitelné, to by totiz nebylo myslitelné bez opaku, to jest ztraty, omylu, hfichu...
selhani.

And | think a heaven in which all this is happening is rather childish. That heaven is like this world only
brighter and sunnier.

Takze musime vzit v Gvahu, Ze jakékoli ty predstavy o tom, jak to v tom nebi je, vSechno je to jako takové
jasnéjsi a krasnéjsi a tak, tak Ze prosté nejsou nic nez détinskost.

Hejdanek: Cili to takhle, kdyby tam byly moznosti toho negativity, toho selhani a téch obtizi, tak by to byl
détinskej obraz nebe, jako kdyby to bylo jenom takovy trochu lepsi tohleto pozemsky.

Jiny hlas: Aha.

If, however, we give up individual survival as Kathy Wilkes and take something like that Heraclitean
picture, Eastern mysticism, the Platonic Phaedo picture, or the idea of an existence outside of time like
numbers, then this is not something in which | can engage myself as something | want.

A tak kdyz si ty obrazy néjaky udélame, a nebo i kdyz teda sdhneme k tfeba k jinym, jako je tfeba toto, to
byti mimo ¢as, jako jsou tfeba Cisla nebo tak, tak tam vzdycky ztracime vse, co patfi k tomu zajmu o sebe,
to jest, ¢im jsme zainteresovani na sobé.

Except, of course, in the sense that | want Golden Eagles to survive. A disinterested hope.

Kromé toho, Ze by slo o néjakou nadéji zcela disinterested na vlastnim osudu, jako je tfeba to, aby byla



zachovana néjaka specificka entita.

Final note. Of course, we have all experienced great delight from totally unexpected and unimagined
sources, even here on this earth.

A nakonec tedy my mame zkusSenost velky radosti, i kdyZ se ndm néco stane z Gplné necekanyho zdroje.
And so by comparable reasoning, reason cannot exclude the possibility that somewhere there is an
unimaginable dimension that we cannot conceive of until we find ourselves there. Until we are there,
until we turn the corner of death and there we are in this unimaginable.

Cili rozum nem0ze odmitnout tu moznost, 7e nas mize potkat néco, co si nedovedu predstavit, dokud se
tam doopravdy nedostaneme.

But we can say nothing about this, reason can only admit this possibility.

Nem(iZzeme o tom nic Fict, o tom muze jenom rozum pripustit tuto moznost.

So | suggest that Hume was right: our most holy religion should be founded on faith and not on reason.
rozumu.

Jiny hlas: The point that was absolutely key was the distinction between Socrates and the other
philosophers. Is that clear? This whole question of individual survival? Is it clear how different it is for
instance in Socrates or in Plato? Where there is individual survival? Or is it not?

The point about the metaphysics of ideas all the time, for eternity. But for example Aristotle depicts
quite nicely the God or the Nous who knows himself, for eternity, without...

But the sources of satisfaction for God are a little bit different from the sources of satisfaction for
humans.

Well, yes, but perhaps the desire for eternity and the life after death is something as the hubris of desire
of being God.

Yes, but that would not be individual survival then, would it?

Hejdanek: Takze tam v té prfednasce se vyskytla takova véta, Ze jako neni tak docela jasné, jestli Platon by
byl opravdu rad, kdyby mél vécné nazirat ideje. Tak rikdm, Ze jeho Zak Aristotelés to velice krasné popsal,
jak Gzasny je Zivot boZského rozumu, ktery nic jiného nedéla, nez nazira sebe sama, totiz opravdu jsou to
ty bozské ideje. A to je zabavicka. No, a ona Fika, Ze to ale neni teda individualni duse, tak to ja jsem taky
nemyslel.

Jiny hlas: But there's a very interesting feature of Book 10 of the Nicomachean Ethics. This God is pure
activity, right? How can you have more than one immaterial pure activity, pure form? He does talk about
gods in the plural. | don't see how he can, because matter individuates and there's no matter there. In
the Eudemian Ethics it's singular. One God, the God. Nicomachean Ethics very strangely, he talks about
theoi, the gods in the plural. But | cannot see how on his own metaphysical principles you could have
more than one entity defined solely by this form activity.

Hejdanek: Ted jesté k tomu teda to, [nesrozumitelné] na tom, Ze Aristotelés na jednom misté v Etice
Nikomachové mluvi o pluralité boh(, ktefi maji tuhle tu vyzna¢nou - vyznacny zpUsob Zivota. Pricemz
ovsem je to v rozporu s témi ostatnimi principy jeho filosofie, kde ten B(ih jsa teda pouhou prostou
aktivitou nezatizenou zadnou - Zadnym materialnim principem nemuze teda byt individuovan, protoze
individuace je zplsobena pravé tou materii, Ze. TakZe tohleto prosté se ji vymyka z toho aristotelského
kontextu, aniz by si to mohl né&jak vysvétlit.

Jiny hlas: And can | just pursue that point one more time? Because this is the main puzzle about the
second half of the Nicomachean Ethics, Book 10, and the parallel part in the Eudemian Ethics, is how to
make theoria, contemplation, sound attractive. Again, it's the old problem, how can you make this sound
like something which is a characteristically human mode of flourishing? How is this compatible with the
rest of the ethics? With the eudaimonia flourishing, eu dzén, living well and doing well? Theoria? | mean,
this is where the thing seems to come apart. It's fascinating.

Hejdanek: Takze znovu se tu vysype ten problém, jak je to moZné, Ze Aristotelés mluvi o tom o tom



bozském zplisobu Zivota v té druhé ¢asti téch etickych spis(, kdyz v té prvni ¢asti predvadi ten dobry Zivot
lidsky jako jako tu aktivitu toho vezdejsiho Zivota, teda na rozdil od té teoretické rozkose, kterou ma ten
neindividuovany Blh, jestli to méa néjaky smysl.

Jiny hlas: That's why | said that Aristotle was embarrassing for me from time to time. | wish he didn't say
that about theoria and | wish he had not written the fifth chapter of the third book of the De Anima
where he talks about the active intellect as immortal and imperishable.

Hejdanek: Ze by rad né&kdy, aby ten Aristotelés nenapsal nékteré véci, které tam jsou v kolusi.

Ja bych chtél tedy v prednasce k tomu patému bodu o tom, kde chceme prezit, byly zminény také
vychodni mystici. A ja bych chtél fict tady o tom zavéru, Ze tedy naboZenstvi je zaloZeno na vife a ne na
rozumu. Chtél bych uvést nékteré zapadni mystiky jako Thomase Akvinského nebo Terezii z Avily, ktera
pravé nevypinala rozum, ktera praveé pri kontemplaci ten rozum velmi pouzivala. A teprve az vtom
spojeni nebo v tom setkani s tim nekonecnym, tam teprve jako prestal existovat subjekt, objekt, ze ano.
A ona méla to nahliZeni na to takzvané nebe, ona se v ném ocitala a to v tom Zivotopisu na to poukazuje.
Takze ta predstava u zapadnich mystik(l toho nebe, ta byla vyformovana. Ted jak bych to fekl anglicky.

| am trying to express my question to you. In your lecture, you have told something about Eastern
mysticism. In the fifth question, where do you want survive? And in your conclusion also you have
expressed that the religion is founded on the faith, not on the reason.

Jiny hlas: but | want to show, for instance, Western mysticism, for instance Thomas Aquinas or Teresa of
Avila from Avila, yes, in Spain, mystic woman. And in the development of the state of heaven, yes, in
contemplation, Teresa, for instance, used the reason. And Thomas Aquinas also used the instrument of
reason to want to progress - no, progress, but evaluate, reveal the reason, thought. Yes, developed, yes.
And it’s not only the faith. In the Unio Mystica, Unio Mystica is perhaps without reason, only intuition,
yes, only intuition. And you have expressed that the imagination about heaven wasn't clear, or wasn't
clean or clear. Yes, clear, yes, now. Yes. But in this mysticism, Western mysticism, according my opinion,
yes, this, this imagination was clear.

Good. Just one question before | try to say anything. Are you suggesting that what might lie in wait for
the rest of us is something like what people like Teresa and Aquinas have achieved already? Something
like that, only open to all of us and not just these people?

Hejdanek: Ptal se na to, jestli to, co vidéla ta Tereza, jestli bylo otevieno tim padem také pro vsechny pro
nas, anebo jenom pro ni.

Jiny hlas: | think that for every, every man who seeks the connection with the mystery that is named
God, for instance, yes, or this...

So this, so what those people can achieve on this earth might be what would count as paradise, heaven,
for everybody else? Yes?

Hejdanek: To, ¢eho dosahnou tihle lidé tady na zemi, jako Terezie, tak je néco, co vlastné ceka vsechny v
nebi. Je to tak?

Jiny hlas: Yes, it’s roughly... then | want to make a distinction between accepting that something is the
case, like Teresa or Aquinas or others, and being able to imagine that state. | find that no easier to
imagine than Aristotelian theoria. | think that it's not accidental link between mysticism and mysterious,
right? So | think what | want to say about mysticism of Eastern or Western varieties is again what | find
much easier to discuss, the Aristotelian theoria, and to say again there seems to be a great tension
between where the vast majority of people find satisfaction and flourish and what we know that a few
people achieve, but may not want ourselves.

| did say, you remember, in conclusion, that reason was not competent to rule anything out. So | wanted
to leave open just that possibility that you mentioned, that it might be something that we’ve never
imagined possible before. Reason, | think, is helpless to rule out this possibility. It seems to me neutral
on this matter. I'm only arguing you can’t use reason to make it more probable or more likely or indeed
more plausible, or more intelligible for that matter.



To bylo zhruba o tom, Ze ja jsem to pochopil tak, Zze Terezie mize pravé byt hrstka lidi, které nahlédnou
do té mystiky a takto prosté... Ze ten rozum kazdopadné vypina v urcitych téch momentech, ze to neni
prosté asi smérodatné pro tu vétsinu lidi. Neni ndhoda, ze mysticismus a mysteriéznost, ze patfi k sobé,
jo, to je ta tajemnost, Ze tedy vlastné to z(stava tim tajemstvim.

Hejdanek: No ne, mystery, mysteriéznost, anebo jak rikas treba, mysticismus a mystika je velky rozdil.
Mystika je néco okultniho, ta hleda prosté [nesrozumitelné], kdezto [nesrozumitelné] je... ale ta mystika
ma to patreni, ta skutecné jako sjednava nejen tu kfestanskou viru, ale pomaha orientovat i rozum v téch
riznych meditacich, kontemplacich, v tom prosté pribliZit se té pravdé, setkat se s tou pravdou. To
mystika prosté napliuje.

Ostatné pripomnéla zavér své prednasky, kde praveé rekla, Ze rozum nema jaksi moznost, nebo neni tady
k tomu, aby odmital tyhle ty pozadavky té viry, jo. Cili rozum jenom nem{iZe ty pfedstavy toho tfeba
posmrtného Zivota nebo toho nebe nebo takového néceho, té vécnosti, nemuzZe pojmout, nem(iZe to
myslet, jo, ale nem(zZe predvést néjakej diikaz nebo néjakou namitku proti tomu, aby si to nékdo
predstavoval jako jinak neZ rozumem, jo. Takze ona proti tomuhle nic nema. To ted jako znovu
pripomnéla.

Jiny hlas: You already started your speech with citation of Jung, and it could be understood as a sign of a
certain understanding of faith, in such a way that it is something not only different from reason, but
something like partner or opposition. It was started also it is something strange for reason and so on. But
it's only a certain conception of faith. We have to control these presuppositions, these original items,
themes, concepts with which we work then. Philosophy consists primarily in reflecting, in coming back to
one's own conceptions and controlling if we think, if we really do what we think that we do and so on.
Second, if we ask about the survival of self, then in my view it's quite necessary to ask first about how
the self lives before the death. And it was quite out of question in the... It depends how can we start with
the survival of self if we don't know how the self is present during the life. And then we can make some
comparisons or some srovndni, no, not comparisons then, compare the differences or the identity.

Then, if, and that, and then | shall stop. If we should reflect the question about the survival of self
together with the presence of self during the life, the first question is what can we understand as a
certain guarantee of the self. Should we, if we have these extreme problems about the self before the
birth, then we have to start with the questions how the self becomes self at all. Is it auftauchen, is it
emerging from nothing, without any help, or is it called by the God, through the God to existence, or
how is the self starting to be? Then we can continue, go on, and if we can clear how the self can start to
be, then we can also answer to the question how it can survive.

Hejdanek: Ty tfi otazky jsou jednak uz tim, jak nase host, nase - se to neda dobre fict - jak startovala
citaci Junga, tak uz to naznacovalo, Ze to je jenom docela urcity, Ze ten rAmec chapani je docela urcity.
TotiZ, Ze vira je chapana jako néco nejenom Uplné jinyho nez rozum, ale Ze je to néco, co je jako
partnerem, negativnim partnerem rozumu, co je na stejné urovni, co tady je bud jedno pod druhy, nebo
je to navzajem v rozporu a tak dale. To samo o sobé je potreba néjak zdtvodnit a vylozit. Tedy to, Ze se
vibec nemluvilo o tom, co to je vlastné vira, co to je rozum, povaZzuju za metodicky nedostatek. Druha
véc, co to bylo?

Jiny hlas: To jak urcité vznika to ja.

Hejdanek: To je aZ na konec, to je treti. Nevim, co jsem fekl. No, ja ted reknu tu treti, teda, Ze je strasné
ddleZity - jo, uZ vim co. KdyzZ se tazeme, jak ja muZe prezit, tak predpokladem po mém soudu je objasnit,
jak ja vlibec Zije v priibéhu Zivota. KdyzZ tohle neni jasny, tak jak miZe bejt jasny, jak Zije po svy smrti,
nebo po smrti téla teda, po smrti a tak dale. Jaky je vztah mezi ja za Zivota a tim Zivotem. Teprve kdyz
tohle objasnime, tak se Ize nebo mUiZe se o tom predpokladat, pro to, jak se objasni, jak to ja mGze prezit,
kdyz ten Zivot skoncil.

Ta otazka se s tim musi hrozné trapit a sice i v ty odpovédi, v ty odpovédi tam mél vlastné néjaky docela
urcity stupen zapomnéni na tohle, na to, jak je to ja vlastné naplnény né&jaké formy zde, dava smysl tedy



na to preziti po ty smrti. To byl velky nedostatek, takze si nemyslim, Ze bychom se néjak zvlast poucili,
kdybychom k tomu 3li. A jinak je to pochopitelny, kaZzdej z nds o tom bude premejslet, pokud tedy o tom
bude premejslet.

No a posledni véc byla, Ze kdyZ se poukazalo na potiZe, ten rozpor, ten paradox toho ditéte, které se jesté
nenarodilo a co se s tim déje a tak dale. Tedy kdyzZ se tdZeme potom, jak to je s tim prezitim, no tak prvni
véc se musime zatazat, jak vibec to self, toto ja vznika. Jak to, kdyZ odmitneme, Ze je odjakZziva, jak si to
myslel Platén. No tak pak ovsem teda musime néjak fesit, jak to ja vznika. A kdyz to ja, kdyz ten vznik ja si
objasnime, no tak pak samozrejmé ten, kdo garantuje ten vznik, ten asi muZe taky garantovat to preziti.
Takze tam byly vynechany tyhle ty tfi véci, ktery po mém soudu by k Feseni té otazky prispély velmi
podstatné a pak by to nemuselo konc¢it tak, jak to koncilo.

Jiny hlas: Okay. Okay. | think there were three points. When referring to Jung, you were suggesting that
what is needed is a different conception of faith. Now, here the straightforward immediate reply would
be historical, that what Hume was doing was being negative about what reason could do, and claiming
that reason could not establish the existence of a deity, the existence of miracles, life after death. He was
saying reason is helpless in the face of all that. So then he said, perhaps, to avoid bringing down the
wrath - he was nearly excommunicated twice - he said well...

Hejdanek: But he stopped with his philosophy because of that and he started with his histories.

Jiny hlas: The famous remark where he dropped the miracles from the Treatise and the way he described
it, he said he castrated it. Fancying up its noble parts. Yes. But then you see, he said, but look, that's
reason. You can have faith if you want. But that was a very ironic thing to say because Hume didn't want
it at all. But it was dangerous to say that. So he said, look at me, how splendid | am, I've defended the
Christian religion from those false friends who tried to found it on reason. But this was a naughty thing
to say.

--- (1989-06-05 Kathy V. Wilkes - Death and the Self (2)_s1_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: Tak, Ze jemu $lo o zAchranu viry, nikoliv o napadeni viry. Cili on hlavné ukazoval na omezenost
rozumu. Presto se dostal dvakrat do tézké situace a mél byt snad exkomunikovan, ale on argumentoval
vidycky tim, Ze prosté ti, co ten rozum tak vychvaluji a chtéji pouzivat na vsechny tyhle véci, tak Ze jsou
faleSnymi prateli viry, faleSnymi prateli ndboZenstvi a Ze ten rozum je jenom omezeny a tak dale, Ze se mu
nesmi moc davat volné pole.

And so Hume would reply to you: Reason can't do it. You could have whatever picture of faith you like. |
mean, he's not attacking faith, you see, and he's not trying to characterize faith. He's just saying reason
can't do it. So it must be something else, call it faith, have it as you want. You have your faith. And how
you characterize it...

Hume nenapada viru a tedy i ted by odpovédél, Ze nema nic proti tomu, co... Ze kazdy si mUze vérit, jak
chce, ale 7e té vife ten rozum nemize pomahat. Ze tedy kdo vé&fi na to, Ze viru mdze zaloZit na rozumu,
tak je vedle. To je asi tak vse.

Now your second question was the self: how is it present during our life? And here you won't be
surprised to discover that I'm really an Aristotelian here. It's present in the way form is present in matter,
and particularly the form of living creatures is present in the matter that makes them up. You see where
we will disagree, certainly, I'm sure, judging from our conversation before. | think it's not the question of
how is it present during life is a little bit analogous to someone looking at a car and saying: But where is
the horsepower?

I mean, you could say: look, here's the carburetor, here's the fuel tank, here's the distributor cap. Yes,
sure, but where's the horsepower? Right? And you have to...

Hejdanek: And you want to ask where is the horsepower after the demolition of the car?

Jiny hlas: No, even when it's a functioning car. Somebody comes through and says: My car has sixty
horsepower. [nesrozumitelné] the survival of the self, then you ask about the horsepower after the
moment where the car was demolished.



Yes, but | mean, sorry, but like all analogies, | was only trying to use it for one purpose. I'm suggesting
that just as it is a mistake to look at a car and say: But where is the horsepower? So it is a mistake to say:
Just what is it in the mind that is the organism? And how is it present during life? | would say it is the
joint, or what it is, rather as in the car, is the cooperative and continuing and contributory and
interlocking functions, capacities and competencies, rational, imaginative, perceptual, sensory, all that
interlocking. But there's not a little thing there over and above it.

Hejdanek: Yes, but then you know in advance that nothing like survival of this cooperation is possible.
Then it's only a rhetorical question.

Jiny hlas: Well, to quote a rather cynical remark of Peter Strawson, he ended a chapter saying: This is
why, no doubt, the orthodox have wisely insisted on the resurrection of the body.

K tomu Strawsonovi, Ze pfirovnala tu otazku jako kdyz se nékdo pta u fungujiciho auta, kde jsou ty konské
sily. Proti ¢emuz jsem horlivé namital, Ze v tom uz je vélenéna problematika té otazky, kde je ta konska
sila, kdyZ to auto uz je rozbity.

Cili to byl argument sice ad hominem, ale platny, jak ja bych fekl. Potom sloZila, Ze chtéla ukazat na tom
pripadé, Ze nema smysl se ptat, kde je ta konska sila, nybrz Ze to fungovani toho auta je prosté ta
spoluprace vsech téch pacek a kolecek a tak dale, co tam vsechno je, Ze to prosté funguje.

No a jsem Fikal: V tom pripadé ovsem, kdyz to takhle vylozZite, tak predem vi, Ze kdyzZ to prestane
fungovat, tak Ze nic uz nezbyde. TakZe vlastné ta otazka, co prezije, je vlastné rétoricka. Ona uz sama vi,
Ze to neni Zadné filosofovani, Ze to neni Zddné zkoumani, Ze uz predem vi, Ze nic neprezije.

No a to néco, co jsem ted zapomnél. Strawson, ze nékde fika na zavér takovéhle... Jo, Ze to je pravé ten
ddvod, pro¢ ortodoxni kfestané trvali na zmrtvychvstani téla. Jakoze by ta duse neméla kde... Ze prosté
kdyz to takhle funguje a tak dale, takze prosté no.

And the third point about how we, how it becomes a self from birth, you'll equally be unsatisfied with
this reply. Because again, this time | would make the analogy with the from the infant, the development
of muscles, of muscular coordination. In the mental, psychological domain, the development of
capacities to recognize other people, then to recognize that other people have their own wants, wishes,
desires, the ability to reflect upon one's own desires, the learning from experience and tutors and
parents about responsibility, praise, blame. The development and growth of the psychological,
motivational, cognitive capacities. It develops as the physical develops. So | want to say that there is not
a question.

Hejdanek: And then it ends. Therefore the question what survives has no... no meaning.

Jiny hlas: Well, this, you see, this would make, this would be the sort of self that one could call, maybe,
almost analogous would be character, personality. The unique, the unique way in which someone's
character, personality develops and manifests itself.

Hejdanek: And it can influence other people and in this way... the over-living of this character is in other
people who can imitate this character or go on in this direction and so on. Then it has a sense, yes.

Jiny hlas: Na tu tfeti odpovéd na tu treti otazku pry bude stejné neuspokojiva. Je potfeba se podivat na
to, jak tfeba rostou u embrya nebo u malého ditéte svaly, jak se vytvari kostra a tak dale. Takze prosté
tohle vSechno, ta souhra, to je to, jak vznika to ja.

Opét jsem namitl: No to znamena, Ze pred smrti teda z toho nic nezbyde a ta otazka zase nema smysl, co
to prezije. To je zase jenom rétorické. A namitka byla: Presto jenom mé smysl, protoze existuje néco
takového, jako je lidsky charakter, osobnost.

Hejdanek:

A ja jsem - no, to téZ neni zcela prihledné - tak jsem mu fekl: ,No a to znamen3, Ze tfeba praveé tato
osobnost, ten lidsky charakter, urcity zp(isob Zivota, ten muze ovlivnit dalsi, takze ty potom tedy pod
vlivem toho charakteru mohou jaksi nabyvat podobného charakteru, orientovat se stejné, pokracovat v
tom a tim tedy tak ano, to je zp(isob, jak o tom preziti Ize mluvit.”

Jiny hlas:



No, ja bych se zeptal Ivany, nebo jestli byste se tam mohl néjak pfemoct, vzhledem k tomu, Ze na za¢atku
tedy rekla, Ze ona neni ovlivnéna tedy tou post-kantovskou filosofii, tak nebudu uvadét argumenty post-
kantovské. | pres tazani pana Hejdanka mi zlistava nejasny jeji vztah k rozumu a k vife, a proto se na to
znova ptam.

She doesn’t want to go back to the arguments of post-Kantian philosophy, when you refuse that, but
nevertheless she wants to know what's your view on reason and faith, what do you, how do you
understand these two concepts?

No, protoze na konci v podstaté uvadéla priklad s tim, Ze tady to nebe nedokazeme zadnym zp(isobem si
vykreslit a ani nikdy nemame jistotu o tom, jestli opravdu vypada tak nebo tak. A kdyz tohle rekla, tak
pak uvedla, Ze pak véri, Ze to ndboZenstvi je zaloZené na vife. Chce ti tedy nakonec Fict, Ze vira je to, co
nam ukaze, jak to nebe vypada? Kdyz ten rozum je nedostatecny? A to je prvni otazka. A druha, kdyz
hovofi o tom ja, o kterém nem(iZeme nic fict, protoZze nema zZadné vlastnosti, tak to zase znamena, kdyz
se vratim k tomu konci, kde ona zddrazni tu viru, tak je to vira, Ze ja véfim v sebe? A ten rozum nema
Zadnou pozitivni roli? Vzdava se ona rozumu, pficemz ten rozum ji pfivadi k tomu, Ze nakonec ona na
zakladé toho vyargumentovani toho rozumu ukaze, Ze je to vira, kterd ndm tohle dava? A nebo Zadnou
pozitivni hodnotu toho rozumu nevidi?

Hejdanek:

Tak tu druhou otazku az potom. Na tu prvni jsem zapomnél tedka. Prvni otazka se tyka toho nebe, jo, uz
to je dobry.

Jiny hlas:

There were two questions based on this position. At the end of your lecture you said that the reason is
not able to depict for us the heaven or eternity. And the question is if you want to say that the faith is
able to do that? And what does it mean then? Perhaps we stay at the first question just...

A jesté rekni soucasné s tim ja taky, ono to spolu souvisi.

At the same time we must take the second question together with the first. How do you mean it? Is it the
faith which constitutes the notion of self, or is it the reason who constitutes the notion of self?

Ta argumentace je jina, pockej. Ona fekla, Ze o tom ja nejsme schopni, protoZze to nema zadné vlastnosti.
A znamena to tedy z toho jejiho zavéru, Ze ta vira, na rozdil od toho rozumu, nam...

Hejdanek:

To byla ale pozice jenom jednoho toho tady amerického filosofa.

Jiny hlas:

No, ale myslim, Ze ona s tim souhlasila. V podstaté ona o tom ja neni schopna Fict stejné jako o tom
posmrtném a tak dale. To jsou véci, o kterych na zakladé rozumu nejsme schopni fict, tam se dostavame
v podstaté do neresitelnych situaci.

Hejdanek:

To ostatné uz u Kanta, Ze jo, ty tfi problémy se tam dostaly do antinomir.

Jiny hlas:

The second problem is about how is it with the characteristics of the self. If it is so as Thomas Nagel says,
that there are no attributes, then if it is subject of object of the reason or of the faith. | don’t understand
exactly the question.

Jiny hlas:

Right. Okay. | did not say that faith was able to depict a vision of heaven.

Jiny hlas:

Nerikala jsem, Ze vira je schopna popsat tu predstavu nebe.

Jiny hlas:

I think it rather in this manifestation and in this direction of faith would be the faith that there is
something even if unimaginable.

Jiny hlas:



Ze v takovéhle vite by bylo to, e néco takového jako nebe je, ne Ze by bylo predstavitelné.

Jiny hlas:

I would think it would be a large constituent of a character, personality, self for those people who have it.
Jiny hlas:

A mysli si, Ze ta vira je jeden z velkych... je to, co v nejvétsi mife vytvari charakter téch lidi, ktefi ji maji.
Jiny hlas:

The features of... | think | will duck the question of trying to say what reason is, it has defeated better
philosophers than me. | could give a list of characteristics that we tend to associate with reason.

Jiny hlas:

Ze se nebude snaZit podat definici toho, co je rozum, na tom ztroskotali v&tsi filosofové, jenom se pokusi
udélat seznam néjakych takovych vlastnosti rozumu.

Jiny hlas:

Its use in explaining phenomena...

Jiny hlas:

Vysvétlujici jevy.

Jiny hlas:

Justifying...

Jiny hlas:

OspravedInuijici.

Jiny hlas:

Supporting... giving reasons or... well, something more than... not as much as proof, just something that
makes more probable.

Jiny hlas:

Podporujici, to znamena podavajici pravdépodobné podplirné dikazy.
Jiny hlas:

The use of evidence...

Jiny hlas:

Pouzivani evidence.

Jiny hlas:

Logical consistency...

Jiny hlas:

Logicka konzistence.

Jiny hlas:

Not only internal consistency, but consistency with other beliefs in other spheres.
Jiny hlas:

Nejen vnitfni konzistence, ale konzistence vzhledem k ostatnim sféram a predstavam.
Jiny hlas:

Its vulnerability, its openness to counter-examples and retreat.

Jiny hlas:

Schopnost vzit na védomi opacné nazory a uvazovat o nich.

Jiny hlas:

I do not believe that these characteristics are true of faith.

Jiny hlas:

A nemysli si, Ze tyhle ty charakteristiky by byly moZné fict o vire.

Jiny hlas:

And since | disagree passionately with Tom Nagel’s propertyless |, | don’t feel called upon to defend that.
Jiny hlas:
A protoze s Thomasem Nagelem hluboce nesouhlasi, Ze to ja nema Zadné charakteristiky, tak se to tam



taky nebude snaZit obhajovat. To byl jenom on jako jeden z prikladd, jak se to da taky prehlédnout, to
nebyl jeji postoj.

Jiny hlas:

Ano, ale vzdyt ona celou dobu v téch viech péti bodech uvedla, Ze v podstaté tyhle véci, jako je tfeba
vécnost a tak dale, tak kdyz se ptala po tom, jestli maji néjakou existenci, vyloucila, Ze maiji tu existenci,
ktera je tak néjak zfejma, jako pes tady je néjakym zplisobem. A podobné ten ¢lovék, kdyz se ptala po
tom j4, tak vyloucila, Ze by to bylo néco, co by tady bylo jako ten pes.

Jiny hlas:

Pockej, tak to ale byla opacna pozice. Ona tim chtéla predvést, ze vétSina nazor( o tom vééném zivoté
nebo o nesmrtelném Zivoté se tykaji pravé neindividualniho ja. To znamena rozumového, a priori,
transcendentalniho a tak dale.

Jiny hlas:

Ano, a ted ona chce to ja prosté ztotoznit s nécim individualnim, co je tady pred nami pritomné.

Jiny hlas:

Ona fikala: ,Nam dneska, my tomu rozumime tak, Ze nam jde o otazku, jestli prezivda moje individualni
ja." O to v té prednasce $lo.

Jiny hlas:

Ano, ale to individualni ja neni to individualni ja, které vidim pred sebou, jeho individualni ja, nebo tak to
mUzZe byt ja toho druhého. Pockej, ja ted nevim, na co se ptas.

Jiny hlas:

Ptam se furt na totéz, jestli ona tedy rozumové muze néjakym zplsobem se vztahnout k tomu ja.

Jiny hlas:

So you have to answer in which way you reasonably conceive the self? What do you mean by your
individual self by your reason?

Jiny hlas:

The sum total of the ordered complex of an individual's psychological characteristics, dispositions, traits,
preferences, interests, preoccupations, affections.

Jiny hlas:

Tedy jako soucet usporadané struktury toho vieho, co se tedka fikalo, to znamena - ted' si vzpomerite, co
se fikalo - predsudky, schopnosti, zajmy, sklony. V podstaté je to koncept strukturalisticky, ktery skrta
tomto pripadé clovéka.

Jiny hlas:

I've rarely seen anyone looking so dissatisfied.

Jiny hlas:

Well, I have to defend Ladislav when he wanted to... to think about the phase looking not only for the
questions of the life of the soul after the death, but also looking at the life of the soul before the birth and
so on. Because then he is right, if you answer the question of how it is with the birth of the soul, then you
have nothing to ask afterwards how it is with the death, because wouldn't it be really better to leave
some space for belief that the soul is not built up as the body is and so on?

Jiny hlas:

You've changed it to soul now, haven’t you? From self or character, you’ve changed it to soul.

Jiny hlas:

Yes, | changed to the discussion which was here before. | just wanted you to leave the same space as you
left for the faith for the immortality, to leave it for the faith for the before...

Jiny hlas:

Before birth?

Jiny hlas:



Or to the problem of birth of the soul.

Jiny hlas:

Well, | didn’t speak about the soul. | have spoken about the self.

Jiny hlas:

Jo, ja jsem se chtél snazit tady otazku hajit LAd'u v tom, co fikal pred chvili, Ze ta otazka o tom posmrtném
Zivoté je malo, Ze by se taky mélo dat pozor na to, jaké je to s tim prednarozenim, respektive jak ta
duse...

Hejdanek:

Jiny hlas:

Can we just tap down the question to a manageable little bit of your question? Do you want to deny that
something like a thought that | need to buy more coffee is realized by physical events occurring in the
brain? Do you want to be a dualist, in fact, about part of our mental life? What I... Yes, yes. | mean you
say you want to leave room for the possibility that the self is something apart from the physical
physiological development. Does this mean that you are wanting to move off into some form of dualism?
Mental-physical dualism? Psychological-physical dualism?

Jiny hlas:

Ona se pt3, jestli tim, Ze Zddam ten prostor pro takovouto viru, tak jestli ho tim nutim k néjakému
dualismu, Ze by myslenka na to, Ze si mam jit koupit kafe, se realizovala nékde jinde nez v mém fyzickém
mozku. A ja tedka teda rfeknu, Ze jsem jenom chtél, aby totéZ misto pro tu viru, které tam nechala na
konci prednasky, pokud jde o to, co si rozum nemUze predstavit jako zplsob té vé¢éné existence, nechala
prosté néjak taky pro ten opacny pél pred tim narozenim. Ted nevim, jestli to ma smysl, se ptame.

Jiny hlas:

Well, | just wanted you to leave the same tolerance which you left for the faith at the end of the life, to
leave it also to the rest as Ladislav wanted. And then | don’t want to press you to any dualism or such
questions.

Jiny hlas:

But I don’t need to leave the gap there, because it’s all perfectly explained for me without it. | mean
there’s nothing there, to my mind, that needs explaining except in the story of how our characters and
personalities grow. I’'m not quite aware where you get the problem of the death and eternity when there
is no problem.

Well, we get a problem if we... one very important distinction on which a great deal hinged was when we
are thinking about survival after death, whether we want to survive as myself, as Kathy Wilkes. Whether
we want to be, as Socrates thought, Socrates bouncing around in Hades asking people awkward
questions just like here. Or someone who is recognizably Socrates in character, personality, interests,
traits. If that is the sort of survival that we want, and there’s a long strong strand in the tradition that
does want that, then | think we want to say my...

Jiny hlas: the... my character, my personality, my self, this must be continued, or else it will not be me
that survives. But there isn't a problem about where it comes from that the story of development,
learning, experience cannot supply.

Jiny hlas: Well, but you said by my reason | cannot answer such a question.

Jiny hlas: About the death end?

Jiny hlas: About the survival or | can answer it as negatively perhaps directly to say. But you left some
space for faith. Why do you do that when you do not want to leave such a space for other such
questions?

Jiny hlas: Well, you see, if you build faith at the beginning, then | think you are thinking of the self much
more like a soul, a little spark that's either there or not. When does it come in? For that you would need
faith to say well, it comes in at the moment of conception, or it comes in at the moment of birth, or it



comes in on the fourth birthday.

If you think of the soul, not self so much now, soul as a spark that is either there or not that might be in
this in the Emperor of China, a Tom Nagel sort of thing, then | think you've got a little immaterial entity
and you have to tell a story about where it comes from. Reason can't do that, so there's room for faith.
Right.

In that case you would need faith at the other end of the scale, but that would be a very different sort of
thing. And if that survives, there's no reason to suppose it seems to me that it's going to be Kathy Wilkes.
It's going to be Tom Nagel's propertyless...

Jiny hlas: Mozna bych nejdfiv mél preloZit to, na co se ptal. Ze totiz ona vlastné fika, Ze to jako neni
problém nebo kdyz jo, tak prosté je to problém toho, Ze teda samoziejmé vira by méla za sv(ij predmét
takovou predstavu, jakoze teda duse skoci do novorozenéte jako néjaka jiskra, Ze jo, imateridlni entita,
nemateridlni entita. No a pak je teda problém, prosté jestli rozum muze tohleto néjak reflektovat, nebo
jestli to teda zbyva jako predmét viry.

No tak jo, no nevim, ja se porad ptam... Tak ted je to zostfené, proc teda tam nechavala na konci té
prednasky to misto pro tu vitu, kdyz tady na tom zacatku, pfi tom nalezani, ji to tak vadi, jo? Je to
srozumitelny?

Jiny hlas: Jo, so once more. | don't know if | put the wrong question or some nonsense, but why then you
leave the room for any faith concerning the survival when you struggle so much against the place or
room for faith concerning the genesis...

Jiny hlas: Two things. First, because reason is alone, to my mind, perfectly adequate to account for the
genesis, development and maturity of the self, character, personality. We don't need anything else,
reason can do it beautifully.

Jiny hlas: Tak rozum je pro ni dostatecné schopny vysvétlit ty problémy narozeni, zrani, dospivani a tak
dale, no.

Jiny hlas: And the second reason is less respectable. But an earlier version of this paper was given to a
rather religious society which met in a church, and so perhaps one explanation of why | left room for
faith was you might say politeness, or you might say cowardice.

Jiny hlas: No prosim, tak to tady mate. Tak druhej méné zavaznej diivod je, Ze tu prednasku prednasela
nékdy pred néjakym v kostele a tak tam to misto pro tu viru nechala bud ze slusnosti nebo ze zbabélosti.
Tak a mate to.

Jiny hlas: Also because | am not an atheist. But | can't... | am not an atheist. | am not a non... I'm an
agnostic. | don't know, right? You know, you have the same agnostic/atheist difference.

Jiny hlas: No to pravi, Ze jako vyznava své vyznani, ze neni ateista, ale taky neni teista. Prosté nevi, takze
agnostik.

Hejdanek: Well, excuse me, in my view, two possibilities are open. If we ask about the self.

The first possibility is nothing like self exists. It's only... it's the answer of the structuralists. In my view, |
don't know if | understand you enough, but in my view, you stand very near to structuralism.

The second possibility is that it is a reasonable problem what the self really is about, or what we can say
about. And then we have again two possibilities. First, to think over it in a traditional way and to ask
about the objective self. It means not about the illusion of self, but about the objective self.

And the third possibility, that is the second of the two, is that it is something but no thing. It is nothing
objective, but it is not only subjective, it's not only subjective illusion. It is a sort of reality which is not
objective, but which is eminently important. | don't know any other third possibility which could
represent a satisfying answer to the question about the self.

And in my view, all your answers were compatible, at least with the structuralists, it means that the self
doesn't really exist, it is no real thing, it is only the coexistence and collaboration of all processes and so
on. But, well, | agree with you that it is nothing real in the traditional way of thinking. But | can't agree
with dissociating the self into all this complex of living and functioning of the organism and so on.



And the second possibility, that the subject is something, excuse me, | use now the German term, the
Subjekt, it's more impressive in my view. The self conceived as the German Subjekt, that it is something
objective. It's a nonsense because the self... it's I, and | am never any object. | can never be any object.
Therefore, it's a nonsense, it's a paralogismus. If | accept that something like self is in question, then |
cannot reduce it to any object. Because then it's only question of various processes and the coexistence
of these processes and so on, but nothing like a responsible self exists. Therefore, for me the only
possibility is the third one. Excuse me, but | already told it before, now I shall shortly say it.

Ja si myslim, Ze kdyz se ma filosofie zabyvat tou otazkou self, tak jsou tady tfi mozZnosti. Bud se fekne, Ze
nic takového jako self neexistuje, to jest, Ze to podobné jako strukturalisté délaji, Ze prosté subjekt
neexistuje, to je ta ztrata subjektu ve filosofii u Heideggera a u jinych. Druhd mozZnost je, Ze to self se
pripusti jako skutecny problém a ted jde o to zjistit, co to je vlastné zac. A pak jsou tady dvé submozZnosti.
Bud, Ze zkoumame to self jako néjaky predmét, jako objekt. To je nesmysl, protoZe ex definitione, ktera
alespon v té némecké tradici, ktera misto self nebo das Selbst mluvi o Subjekt, tak... coZ je pochybna
zalezitost, my jsme si na to zvykli o tom mluvit, tak pravé proto je to subjekt, protoze to neni objekt.
Objekt je néco jiného nez subjekt, subjekt nemUiZze byt nikdy objektikovan, pak prestava byt subjektem.
TakZe to je nesmysl. Cili zbyva jenom tfeti moZnost, 7e subjekt je n&jaka skute¢nost, ale neni to zadny
predmeét. Neni to Zadna véc. A ted musime obratit celou filosofii naruby, abychom nasli zptsob, jak
myslet o nééem, co je skutecné, ale co neniredlné, to jest vécné, ponévadz res je véc.

Jiny hlas: VSecko tady bylo, hlavné v ruské filosofii 20. stoleti.

I'm bothered about the expressions like "no such thing", "real existence", and "objective" when
contrasted with "subjective". Because although none of these would be an analogy to the self, | would
like to throw in the following list of things with existence that cannot clearly be given an existential
underwriting or can be said to really exist. I'd like to translate that before | give my list. I'm bothered by
saying "no such thing", "real existence", contrasting objective with subjective.

Jiny hlas: Pokud jsem daval... ja jsem moc nedaval pozor tedka... tak chce predvést takovy seznam
pripad(, kde se tézko da mluvit o tom, jestli to je subjektivni, objektivni a takovéhle néjaké dvojice.

Jiny hlas: Here is a list of things which have existence that is unlike things.

Jiny hlas: Cili jde o existence, které jsou jiného typu nez véci, nez stoly a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: Numbers.

Jiny hlas: Cisla.

Jiny hlas: Hamlet.

Jiny hlas: Hamlet. To je Hamlet, ta osoba. In Shakespeare. The center of gravity of an object.

Jiny hlas: Centrum pfitazlivosti néjaké konstrukce.

Jiny hlas: Horsepower.

Jiny hlas: Co?

Jiny hlas: Horsepower.

Jiny hlas: Horsepower. Konska sila.

Jiny hlas: Time.

Jiny hlas: Cas.

Jiny hlas: Forms.

Jiny hlas: Formy.

Jiny hlas: Beauty.

Jiny hlas: Krasa.

Jiny hlas: Quarks.

Jiny hlas: To clocks?

Jiny hlas: Quarks. In quantum mechanics.

Jiny hlas: Kvarky, kvarky. Now these are all things which have, which for very different reasons are all

such that people don't quite know what to do with the existential quantifier or to say "really", "really"?



Jiny hlas: Tak to jsou vechno véci, které z velice riznych divod( vyvolavaji problém ohledné své
existence, Ze se lidé ptaji, zda to opravdu je.

Jiny hlas: And I've always found the distinction between objective and subjective very unclear.

Jiny hlas: Mné vzdycky se zdalo, Ze rozdil mezi subjektivnim a objektivnim je velice nejasny.

Jiny hlas: There's a lot we can say about many subjective phenomena.

Jiny hlas: MZeme toho hodné Fict o subjektivnich jevech.

Jiny hlas: And the second point is more frivolous. | met a Polish student writing a thesis in English on the
term "subjective" and he claimed to have found 90 different senses of the word.

Jiny hlas: Néjaka polska studentka, ktera psala praci o pojmu subjektivni, a nasla 90 vyznamu toho slova.
Jiny hlas: So | want to say that I'm not saying there is no such thing, unless "thing" is taken in a way that
would also rule out numbers, horsepower, time, forms, beauty, possibly quarks.

Jiny hlas: TakZe jestli pojem véci vylucuje tyhle vSechny pripady, co vyjmenovala predtim, kornské sily,
kvarky, Cisla a tak dal, tak potom by souhlasila s tim, Ze dusevno neni takova véc, neexistuje.

Jiny hlas: And that won't satisfy you either.

Jiny hlas: Ani to té neuspokoiji.

Hejdanek: | just like to say that there are some post-Kantian philosophies which have tried to handle
with this problem, how to say, in some streams of phenomenology.

Jiny hlas: Hm.

Hejdanek: Phenomenology, for instance, Husserl... Husserl in one of the papers which wasn't published
during his life, speaks about the self as a monade in a Leibnizian sense. And he speaks about the society
of monades and that each monade is the self, could we say, or has... each monade has only one history,
and it means its own history. And that there are so many histories how many monades are and so on. It's
a complete objectifying concept of the self.

Jiny hlas: Well, yes, but then it was necessary for Heidegger to come and show what possible... to handle
it in this way.

Hejdanek: Yes, of phenomenology, | wanted some words. | think also worth talking...

Jiny hlas: about reality, real existence in this bunch of things that I listed. We need a contrast, because
Hamlet is real and exists when contrasted with Hamlet's grandchildren, but not real when contrasted
with Richard the Third. So the contrast class determines what you are going to say about whether
Hamlet is real. Did Hamlet really marry Ophelia? No. Did Hamlet really have children? No. Did Hamlet
really die before he... Did Ophelia really die? Yes. All these things when contrasted with this. And so, in
order to decide questions of reality, objectivity, and existence, we need to know within what domain of
discourse we're talking. Because the soul is not real in the same sort of way as

--- (1989-06-05 Kathy V. Wilkes - Death and the Self (2)_s2_cleaned.flac) ---

Hejdanek: Well, | am afraid that there is a certain confusion. We have to decide the complication, but
also the very positive effect of the language is that every word has many meanings. And that every word
as a hame, as a sound, is combined with a certain, nevim jak se to fekne, nest, hnizdo anglicky, nest.
With a certain nest of couples of concepts and conceptual constructions, it means these intentional
objects. For instance, if | determine a certain taxonomical identity or some kind of, | don't know, a certain
sort of cacti. Well, it's a certain definition which determines all necessary qualities which are to be seen
at the real cactus, so that such a cactus can be designated as such. Well, then | have the real vegetable, is
it a vegetable? No, no, what is it?

Jiny hlas: It's a plant.

Hejdanek: Plant, yes. A real plant, concrete real plant. Then | have a taxonomical unit and | have a variety
of concepts without which | couldn't determine this taxonomical unit. This taxonomical unit is a
construction, nothing like that exists, it's something like triangle. But it has some qualities, but meant
qualities, thought qualities or thought-over qualities. It's only an intentional object. If we speak about
Hamlet, he is in no sense real. But if we speak about his sons or daughters or so, then it's only because



we construct the living Hamlet as a construction, as an intentional object. But it's something different if
we mean, as Heidegger interprets it, if we mean a crown, half-crown tale, which is meant as from... z
¢eho je? ...a coin which is from a certain material, from some | don't know if it's silver or | don't know.
Jiny hlas: Is it gold? No, half-crown is no gold. No noble half-crown.

Hejdanek: But the conception of half-crown is not round or is not a circle, the conception. Only the
crown is a conception. | conceive the crown as a coin, but it's something different from a real coin which
| can see or with which | can pay and so on and so on. Therefore, there is a certain confusion if we make
quite exactly and regularly the difference between the different meanings of a single word. We speak
about the crown or half-crown, then we can mean half-crown as a real, half-crown as a coin in
abstraction, then we can mean half-crown as a concept also. And we cannot admit any confusion if we
have to speak exactly. Therefore, it is not true that the Hamlet is in certain sense real and in other
context not real. No, he is a constructed person of the theater, of a play. But he is constructed as living,
as being prince and so on. But he isn't a real prince, because it's only a conception. It's only something
like this young boy from Athens to which this sophist is speaking and then Socrates to whom is speaking
then in this dialogue. It's no reality, it's only a mental reality or thought-of reality. No real reality.

Jiny hlas: Well, your real reality seems to be one thing... [nesrozumitelné]

Hejdanek: Zatimco s timhle by Husserl nemél az tak velké rozpory s Heideggerem. Jako co s tim. To s témi
modama z té Prvni filosofie... no a to uz nechame, Ze to uz bylo jenom to.

Prosté mné se zda s tim Hamletem, Ze tu véc zamlZuje tim, Ze se tam dopousti konfuze rdznych vyznam
toho slova. Ze prosté nevyhodou, ale na druhé strané vyhodou, jak se zda, lidského jazyka je, Ze pouziva
slov, za nimiz nikdy neni jednotny vyznam, nybrz za nimi je vzdycky téch vyznam cela halda. A jak jsme
tady rikali, to je zbytecné tady povidat, vZdycky jsou to dvojice, dvojcata jakasi, pojem a intenciondlni
predmét. A téch je tam vidycky celé hnizdo. Takze kdyZ my to slovo pouZijem, tak musime zaroven, kdyz
chceme presné myslet, urcit, kterou tu dvojici mame na mysli, a nemdizeme skakat z jedné do druhé. A
kdyz tedy mluvim o tom Hamletovi, tak my musime fict, kterou tu dvojici mame na mysli. Vlezeme do hry
a vzivame se do toho déje, no tak pak ovsem muizZeme fict, Ze Hamlet Zije, Ze jedna a tak dale. Ovsem
celou tu dobu vime, Ze to je jenom za toho predpokladu, Ze my tu hru povazujeme na chvili za
skutecnost. Ale ta hra Zadna skutecnost neni, to je konstrukce. A bez té konstrukce, bez toho, Ze to
chapeme, Ze se do toho viivame, prosté neni viibec divadlo mozné. Tam se fakticky nic nedéje, tam
Zadny princ skute¢ny neni, tam chodi néjaci lidi, ktefi s princem nemaiji nic spole¢ného, ze? A my tomu
tak rozumime, Cili my jsme ochotni to prijmout. Ale je to ve skutecnosti, je to konstrukce, je to tedy néco
jiného a v Zadném smyslu se neda o tom Hamletovi fict, Ze je realny. Jo? A fikat, Ze je realny ve vztahu ke
svym eventualnim vnukdm nebo, co to tam... To je podobné, jakoZe tfeba trojahelnik rovhoramenny je
realny ve vztahu ke kruhu.

Jiny hlas:

I think I just, this is good. | think | disagree with everything. | think you've got a prejudice in favor of the
concrete when it comes to reality. You're after Aristotle's ontos on, the really real. Right? Because you
see, | don't... | entirely accept that language is a human construction. Language is a human construction.
Humans...

Hejdanek:

Not language.

Jiny hlas:

No, | know you didn't say that, but this is part... | do accept. | do not accept that cacti are. | know that our
concept of a cactus, in which we use our own language...

Tak, prosim t&, G€astné to. Ostatni taky poslouchejte, co on tedka Fikal. Ze to za prvé mné vy¢ita
predsudek realné reality, Aristotle's ontos on. Ze se zajima pravé o to aristotelovské ontos on. On mné
teda vycita tyhlety véci, co mné pfijdou jako nejpfirozené;jsi véci na svété. A Ze, jak to bylo tedka, co to
Fikal? Ze souhlasi s tim, Ze jazyk je lidska konstrukce, zatimco kaktus ne. Well, ready?



Okay. So when we put a cactus in our taxonomy, because we are using language, our own framed
language, then of course in that sense our description of the cactus is loaded with meaning and human
reference and intentionality. But the world out there determines what concepts can and cannot go into a
cactus, because they are causally active quite independently of human intentions and plans. Cacti do
certain things and don't do certain other things. They can cross-fertilize each other, but not an oak tree.
Cacti independently of us and our language have got causal knots in the frame of nature which our
concepts attempt to match. We are trying to fit our concepts onto what cacti are, look like and can do,
which is not a product of our intentions. Right.

Tak kaktus kdyz myslime, tak samoziejmé to, jak ho myslime, je plno nasich lidskych vyznamu a tak dale.
Ale ty nejsou libovolné, protoZe se Fidi tim, jak ten kaktus tam venku na svété vypada a je. A to znamena
tedy, Ze ty nase vyznamy, které tam v tom pojmu jsou, nem(iZou odporovat tomu, jak to tam s tim
kaktusem kauzalné vypada, Ze prosté oplodniuje jiny kaktus a ne skrivanka a tak dale. Jo? Jesté néco?
Staci.

Hamlet, you said, is in no sense real. Now this | can't accept, because you said Hamlet is a construction.
That's true. And normally when you construct something, there is something which has been constructed,
really. Okay? We don't... a triangle doesn't exist.

Tak ona fika, Ze nesouhlasi s tim, Ze by Hamlet byl Gplné neexistujici, protoZe kdyZ néco konstruuju, tak
prece konstruuju néco, co tedy pak existuje, kdyz jsem to zkonstruoval.

What doesn't exist is a four-sided triangle.

Co neexistuje, je... co to Fika? CtyFstranny... no, €tvrta strana trojuhelniku. To je to, co skute¢né
[nesrozumitelné]. Jasné.

| entirely agree that we have to distinguish between words that are used to refer to a half-crown, that
half-crown, when we're referring to that object which you can put in a slot machine, and when we're
talking about what a pity it is that half-crowns are no longer legitimate currency in Britain. When we're
not talking about any specific object to which we're referring, we're referring to a category which has
disappeared. And then we can talk about surely the British monetary system would be better if we
introduced a double half-crown. Now that seems to be to say: look, here's a concept, perhaps we ought
to create something that we could fit it onto. And then we can talk about concepts, we can talk about
how the concept of the self is a very difficult one to understand. So of course we need to distinguish what
we're doing at each stage, whether we're using something to refer. But | do not see how we can't refer to
Hamlet unless you have the prejudice in favor of the concrete, in favor of what John Austin rather
memorably called medium-sized samples of dry goods. Those are the really real things, anything else is
only sort of half-way semi-real or not real at all. If | always say "real" as distinct from what?

Ona prosté obhajuje tu pozici toho pojmu skutecnosti, ktery ma jako v3elijaké nuance a stupné a tak
dale. Takze vidycky prosté podle ni zalezi na tom, v jakém diskursu se pohybujeme, a podle toho
muZeme mluvit o skute¢nosti téch véci, coz teda plati i pro toho Hamleta. A tomu vtipu jsem nerozumél,
jak to fikala, Ze nékdo fikal... tak to preskoc¢im. Uz jsem to zapomnél, za co to... ten vtip, cemu se vSichni
smali, tak ten jsem nerozumél. Ale jako jesté kdyZ se vratim k tomu Hamletovi, jo, tak tam prece existuje,
kdyzZ ona fika, Ze kdyz ho zkonstruuji, tak Ze ten Hamlet je. Tak téch Hamlett pak existuje tolik, kolik lidi
¢te Shakespearova Hamleta nebo vidi jej. Ano. TakZe prosté téch Hamlet( teda tady je potom... ale ten
strom tady jako, ktery tady roste, je jeden, i kdyz ho kazdej vidime jinak, jo, ale je to furt ten jeden. Ty sis
zrovna strom vybral. No ne, ale tak... to je jedno s kaktusem. No tak s kaktusem, kaktus. Ale strom ma
taky tenhle problém [nesrozumitelné].

Not quite. Not quite because it's like the cacti. Because what you say about a cactus is largely determined
by what the cactus is and does. So what you can say about Hamlet is very much determined by what
Hamlet does actually, really, in that Shakespeare play. You can't go around saying: well, my Hamlet is not
Danish but Norwegian. My Hamlet behaves like Sophocles, like Oedipus.

Rozumim, prosté ti Hamletové zase nebudou tak moc odlisni, bude tam to podobné, ta podobn3,



podobné omezeni jako u téch kaktusa.

Hejdanek:

Ano, tak tu otazku jesté musim polozit jinak. Pokud nikdo nebude ¢ist Shakespearova Hamleta, tak ten
Hamlet tady nebude. Ale ten kaktus, i kdyZ se na néj nikdo divat nebude, nebude ho urcovat taxonom,
tak ten kaktus tady bude.

Jiny hlas:

No, to uz je velice problematické tvrzeni, dobfe, ale zkusime to vyhnat néjak, jo? Chces, tak ja to Feknu.
He says that if nobody would read Shakespeare's Hamlet..., there would be no Hamlet, but if nobody
would conceive a cactus, there would be a cactus. | don't know if... but he says so.

Jiny hlas:

If you were to destroy all copies of the play and all video films of the play...

Hejdanek:

Excuse me, a copy of the play, it's no Hamlet, it's only paper with some signs. No Hamlet.

Jiny hlas:

Well, cacti are only atoms in motion.

Hejdanek:

No, no, no, this is a living being. It's a living being. It's even... independent on us. But Hamlet doesn't
exist independently. We have to understand the paper with the signs as a play about Hamlet.

Jiny hlas:

He doesn't exist independently of Shakespeare. That's who he doesn't exist independently of, that's true,
because Shakespeare made the construction.

Hejdanek:

No, no, this construction which was made by Shakespeare doesn't exist. What exists is only the paper of
his manuscript.

Jiny hlas:

But then Shakespeare doesn't exist at all.

Hejdanek:

Yes, of course. Tento problém je s tim, Ze samozfejmé tehdy, kdyZ ho psal ten Shakespeare, tak Hamlet
existoval, ale kdyZ dnes nikdo tu knihu necte, tak ten Hamlet tady neexistuje. Jenom néjaky potistény
papiry, ale Zddnej Hamlet.

Jiny hlas:

A Shakespeare existoval?

Hejdanek:

No, prej existoval, prej. Ale o tom ja se nepfu. MoZna Ze to napsal nékdo jinej se stejnym jménem. To je
jedno, jestli on existoval nebo ne. Tady jde o toho Hamleta, jo?

Jiny hlas:

There is some difference between Shakespeare and Hamlet. I'm not denying that. I've been trying to say
how many different ways there are of being and not being, depending on what your contrast class is.
Shakespeatre is real by comparison to anybody here.

Hejdanek:

It's a question of terminology. What we mean by the word being.

Jiny hlas:

Or real or exists.

Hejdanek:

Yes, of course. But we agree that there are certain differences, a difference between the sort of being of
Hamlet and the sort of being of a cactus.

Jiny hlas:

But that was the point | was trying to persuade you to think about, that there are different sorts of ways



of talking about things as existing, as being real, depending on whether it's going to be something like
beauty, or something like Hamlet, or something like quarks, or something like horsepower. All these are
going to be different.

Hejdanek:

But it wasn't necessary to convince me, because | started with the argument that we cannot confuse
these different sorts of existence or being.

Jiny hlas:

But you did say Hamlet is not real in any sense.

Hejdanek:

In any sense... yes, of course. But do you make a difference between the reality or being of Shakespeare
and being of Hamlet? Then, in this way, how Shakespeare existed or was, Hamlet never can be or was or
shall be so. It was the meaning | wanted to underline. You told us that within the play, he is... |
understood it perhaps falsely, that within the play he is real in the same sense as in the normal life
Shakespeare.

Jiny hlas:

No, no, I've wanted to emphasize always that real is relative to some contrast class. You've got to say
within what domain you're talking about, whether it's real, being real or not real, existing or not existing.
That's all | wanted, the points | wanted to get across. | mean, you see, that's with some physicists who
would say that tables are not real in contrast to atoms. This is a reductive sort of remark that you do get
some extreme reductive physicists.

Hejdanek:

It's already the problem of the Greek atomists. Nothing is real, only atoms and the vacuum.

Jiny hlas:

And then you can break down atoms into quarks and positrons and neutrons.

Hejdanek:

So in the beginning we thought we know what it means to say to be, and now we have another thing. It's
also a certain basic difference between the sort of existence or being of this table and of a cactus.
Because it's only an aggregate. It's not integrated within itself, but the living beings are individuals
independently from anybody from us, from the visitor, from the Beobachter.

Jiny hlas:

In that respect, Hamlet is more like us than a table, because Hamlet is integrated.

Hejdanek:

By us.

Jiny hlas:

By us, yes, | don't deny that.

Hejdanek:

And you could mention also the war. War is something like a quark. It's... only dead people and falling
missiles and so on exist, but no war. A war exists only in our view, not real, real.

Jiny hlas:

Well, I'm afraid we have to stop, and I'm afraid that many of the present participants couldn't take part
in the discussion, but it was a very enjoyable discussion.

Hejdanek:

Yes, | don't know if for you, but we were very pleased first that you were able to come, that you real
came, and that you could give us this lecture.

Jiny hlas:

Not so pleased as me, | promise.

Hejdanek:

We shall be very glad if you come again.



Jiny hlas:

So will I. It's not entirely in my own hands. Thank you so much. Wonderful evening.
Hejdanek:

Takze pratelé, jaA mam pro vas, excuse me...



