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Jiny hlas: 26. zari 1983.

Définit une classe d'énoncés définis par Austin dans son livre...

Hejdanek: lvan mé bude nenavidét.

Jiny hlas: It is very tiring.

Hejdanek: Tu m'aideras.

Jiny hlas: Austin identifies a class of sentences which he calls performatives. And for example, it is: |
promise or excuse me. So when we say that, we say things, but we do also these things.

Hejdanek: Austin identifikuje tfidu vét, kterou nazyva performativy. Prikladem je: slibuji nebo omlouvam
se. Tim ty véci fikame, ale také je néjak délame.

Jiny hlas: And there is also other examples of these sentences like: | baptize, when you give a name to a
ship. | name this ship Queen Elizabeth Il. Christen. So we say the thing, we say the name is Queen
Elizabeth, and we do the thing, the name of the ship becomes Queen Elizabeth.

Hejdanek: Jsou tu jesté jiné priklady, jako: kitim nebo davam jméno lodi. Rikdm: davam této lodi jméno
Queen Elizabeth II. Tim to jméno vyslovime, ale zaroven tu véc déldme, to jméno té lodi davame.

Jiny hlas: In the first example, like: | promise or | excuse me, the sentence talks about what the sentence
does.

Hejdanek: V tom prvnim pfipadé, jako: slibuji nebo omlouvam se, ta véta rika to, co se déje.

Jiny hlas: So there are two levels, and there is a discourse and a meta-discourse. A discourse on a level
and a discourse of the superior level.

Hejdanek: Jsou tu tedy dvé Grovné, diskurs a metadiskurs.

Jiny hlas: | promise is a gest, an act. Yes, it is a sign in action, like a gest with hands, gestures. And it is a
commentary on the sense of the gestures. The significations, the meaning of the gestures.

Hejdanek: To slibuji je gesto, je to ¢in. Je to znak v jednani, podobné jako gesto rukou. A je to zaroven
komentar ke smyslu toho gesta, k jeho vyznamu.

Jiny hlas: There is two critics on this analysis. The first is on the second example: to christen a ship or to
marry when the Lord Mayor marries a woman and a man. It isn't the sentence which does the thing, but
it presupposes, it needs social conditions. If you said: | marry you, it doesn't work.

Hejdanek: Jsou tu dvé namitky k této analyze. Prvni se tyka téch druhych priklad(, jako je kiténi lodi
nebo oddavani. Tam to neni ta véta, ktera tu véc déla, ale ta véta predpoklada urcité socialni podminky.
Kdybyste jen tak nékomu rekli: Zenim se s tebou, tak to nestaci.

Jiny hlas: So we return to the other sentences, like excuse me and promise and so on. And then there is
another critic, who says that when we use words, it isn't for make and do things, but it is because it is
impossible to do the thing we say. | give an example: when a judge says you are convicted to two years of
imprisonment or for life prison, the judge does...

Hejdanek: Takze se vracime k tém prvnim vétam, jako slibuji a omlouvam se. A pak je tu druha namitka,
ktera rika, Ze slova nepouzivame proto, abychom ty véci délali, ale protoZe neni mozné délat ty véci, o
kterych mluvime. Prikladem je, kdyZ soudce fekne: odsuzujete se ke dvéma letim vézeni nebo na
dozivoti. Ten soudce... [zAznam kon¢i]

Jiny hlas: not stay on the door of the prison for execute the sentence.

Hejdanek: A ta druha namitka je, Ze v téchto promluvach, v téchto vyjadrenich, se takto nemuze udélat,
tim, Ze to fekne, to nevykona to vézeni. On nemize se postavit u dvefi vézeni a to tam docista zavrit.
TakZe misto toho rekne...

Jiny hlas: So, because he cannot do the thing, he says the thing.

Hejdanek: Protoze nem(ze to uskutecnit pfimo, tak to jenom rekne.

Jiny hlas: And when | say, | promise you, or | forgive you...



Hejdanek: To se neda v tu chvili...

Jiny hlas: it is impossible to verify the accuracy of the forgiveness.

Hejdanek: Ze v tu chvili, kdyZ se fekne ,,odpoustim ti“, tak v tu chvili se neda s uréitosti ovéFit, Ze je to
skute¢né odpusténo.

Jiny hlas: It takes a long, long time when there is no vengeance of my own for you are sure | forgive you.
Hejdanek: Odveta, trva to dlouhy cas, nez si ¢lovék ovéri, Ze skutecné slo o odpusténi.

Jiny hlas: So in all these cases we use words because it takes an enormous time or pain or labor to verify
the accuracy of the reality of the sentences.

Hejdanek: Protoze to bere ohromné mnozstvi ¢asu nebo bolesti nebo Usili k tomu ovérit opravdovost, tu
realitu téch vét.

Jiny hlas: But even if we accept the theory of Austin of performatives and these critics, it remains still
problems.

Hejdanek: | kdyzZ prijmeme Austinovu teorii performativnich vét a ty kritiky, tak z(stava jiny problém.
Jiny hlas: There is no procedure, mechanism, no technique to verify the accuracy or the reality of such
sentences.

Hejdanek: Neni zadny postup nebo mechanismus nebo technika k ovéreni opravdovosti nebo reality
takovychto vét.

Jiny hlas: And there is a complication... and it is one still another complication. It is that there is
sentences which are in the same case than these sentences which use because we don't make the
things. | give an example: when | say ,does you love me*“ to my wife for instance, and she replies , | love
you“, this sentence is... there is no possibility of verify the truth, the deep truth of this sentence.
Hejdanek: A pak je tu jesté jedna komplikace. Je to v tom, Ze jsou véty, které jsou ve stejném pripadé
jako ty véty, kdy se to neda uskutecnit. Dam priklad: kdyZ se zeptam své Zzeny ,milujes mé?“ a ona odpovi
»miluji té“ tak u této véty neni moznost verifikovat, ovérit pravdivost, tu hlubokou pravdu té véty.

Jiny hlas: And this is a common point with ,| promise“ and ,| excuse® and all that.

Hejdanek: A to je spolecny bod se ,slibuji“ a ,,omlouvam se" a tim vsim.

Jiny hlas: But there is a difference because , | love you“ is not a comment of the action we make by the
enunciation of the sentence.

Hejdanek: Ale je v tom rozdil v tom, Ze , miluji té€“ neni komentarem k tomu aktu, ktery délame tim
vyslovenim té véty.

Jiny hlas: When | say , | promise you*, the sentence and the enunciation, the act of pronunciation... yes,
pronunciation of this sentence, they are referring to one another.

Hejdanek: Kdyz reknu ,slibuji ti, tak ta véta a ten akt vysloveni té véty se vzajemné stvrzuji.

Jiny hlas: But when we say , | love you*, the sentence doesn't make love.

Hejdanek: Ale kdyz se fekne ,miluji té“, ta véta sama nedéla tu lasku.

Jiny hlas: So this is the difference between real performative sentences and the other. The man who
studies that class of sentences said that performatives are auto-referent.

Hejdanek: To je rozdil mezi skutecnymi performativnimi vétami a témi druhymi. Ti lidé, co se touto tfidou
vét zabyvaiji, tak rikaji, ze performativy jsou auto-referencni. Ano, sui-referencnr, reflexivni, reflexivni. Ale
»miluji té“ neni reflexivni. Ale podobnost je v tom, Ze u ,miluji t&“ neni Zadna realna moznost verifikace,
jako v pripadé ,slibuji ti.

Jiny hlas: Why cannot we verify this class of sentences? Because there are sentences which talk about,
how to say, cadre de relation, frame of relation between two persons.

Hejdanek: Pro¢ nemuzZeme verifikovat tuto tfidu vét? ProtoZe existuji véty, které mluvi o vztahovém
rdmci mezi dvéma osobami.

Jiny hlas: So they talk about at the level of a frame of relation and at the level of engagement,
investment into the frame of relation. Engagement into the frame of relation. Yes, by frame of relation,
relation between the two persons, | mean we have love relation or husband to wife relation.



Hejdanek: Cili mluvi se zde o Grovni vztahového ramce a o Grovni angaZovanosti, investice do toho
vztahového ramce. Vztahovym rdamcem minim vztah mezi dvéma osobami, tedy milostny vztah nebo
vztah mezi manzelem a manzelkou.

Jiny hlas: And so even if my wife answers to me ,I love you”, it can be interpreted in two different ways.
First, | think that she really loves me, she actually loves me. And second is | think that she will not destroy
the frame of relation.

Hejdanek: | kdyZ mi manzelka odpovi ,miluji t&“, mlze to byt interpretovano dvéma rznymi zplsoby. Za
prvé si myslim, Ze mé skutecné miluje. A za druhé, Ze nezrusi ten vztahovy ramec.

Jiny hlas: You have another example is the relation between mother and son. And when mother says to
his son 1 don't love you*, the son understands that not that she is no more his mother and she no more
loves him, she understands that in the frame of relations of love, maternal love, she wants to punish him.
Hejdanek: Jiny pfipad je vztah mezi matkou a synem. KdyZ matka rekne synovi ,ja té nemam rada“, tak
ten syn tomu nerozumi tak, Ze matka prestala byt matkou, ale rozumi tomu tak, Ze v ramci toho vztahu
dochazi k ur¢itému druhu trestu.

Jiny hlas: So it is not possibility to verify the reality of such sentences, but it has a positive effect also.
Positive effect is, in the example, the mother says... we can nullify the effect of negation in I don't love
you“ when the mother says that to his son.

Hejdanek: Cili nejde o to verifikovat pravdivost té véty, coz nejde, ale ma to pozitivni vyznam. Pozitivni v
tom smyslu, Ze nemusime brat vazné tu negaci z té vypovédi matky, kdyz rekne ,ja té nemam rada“.

Jiny hlas: So if we put the conclusion of the analysis, the performatives fails in doing things, it is but the
performatives success in establish frame of relation.

Hejdanek: Takze abychom to uzavreli, performativni véty sice nevykonavaji véci v tom smyslu, Ze se néco
¢ini, ale stanovuji rAmec toho vztahu.

Jiny hlas: But the establishment of frame of relation is very insecure and there is two possibilities in the
interpretation of such sentences I love you“ and so. The first is to accept that there is no possibility of
knowing at what level it is significant.

Hejdanek: Avsak zaloZeni tohoto vztahového ramce je velice nejisté a jsou dvé interpretace téchto vét.
Prvni je akceptovat, Ze neni moznost védét, na jaké Urovni je to vyznamné.

Jiny hlas: But you are not afraid of that. Ale nebojime se toho. And so the frame of relations is supposed
established. A tak je ten vztahovy ramec predpokladan, Ze je ustaven. In the second interpretation, we
try to decide at what level it works. Ve druhé interpretaci se snazime rozhodnout, na jaké Grovni to
funguje. And we try to... deviner...

Jiny hlas: Guess.

Jiny hlas: To guess. To guess if our partner really, actually loves me or no. A snazime se odhadnout, jestli
nas partner nas skutec¢né miluje, nebo ne. But it is impossible to decide it. A neni moZné to rozhodnout.
So we run in a suspicion and rather paranoiac system of interpretation. Takze se dostavame do
podezfivavého a spise paranoidniho systému interpretace. And this is enforced by the fact that if the
sentence is only significative at the level of the frame of relation... A to je umocnéno tim, Ze jestliZe je ta
sentence vyznamna pouze na Urovni toho vztahového ramce... | give the example: when we think that if
the wife says ,| love you, it is only to preserve the frame of relation. Ze si pfedstavime, kdyZ ta manzelka
rekne: Miluji té, tak je to pouze pro zachovani ustanoveného ramce vztahu. So there is a suspicion that
she does not love me really. A je podezreni, Ze mé nemiluje ve skutecnosti. So we see when there is a
difference in two levels, frame or real engagement. TakZe vidime ten rozdil v téch dvou rovinach - rdmec,
anebo skutecné nasazeni. And if we search to decide at what level it works, then we cannot decide.
Pokud se snazime rozhodnout, na které Grovni to funguje, pak to nemlzeme rozhodnout. And there is a
maelstrom of suspicion.

Jiny hlas: Yes.

Jiny hlas: And if we don't try to decide at what level it works, then it is possible not to establish the



frame. A pokud se nesnaZime rozhodnout, na které Grovni to funguje, pak je mozné neustavit ten rAmec.
There is then a relation between the performatives and the structure of double bind of Bateson. Existuje
pak vztah mezi performativy a Batesonovou strukturou double bind. Double bind, double lien, double
contrainte, dvojna vazba, dvoji vazba, dvoji kontradikce. | give an example: a wife has bought to her
husband two ties, one red and one green. Dam pfiklad: manzelka koupila svému manzelovi dvé kravaty,
cervenou a zelenou. And the husband takes the red, and she says: oh, you don't love the green tie?
ManZel si vezme tu Cervenou a ona se ho hned pta: Aha, tak tobé se ta druha nelibila? Tobé se ta zelena
nelibila? So the husband is... no possibility... if he chooses the green one, it is the same thing. Takze
manzZel nema moznost, i kdyby si vybral tu druhou, tak by to dopadlo stejné. He cannot take two ties, so
he chooses one, perhaps at random, but the wife interprets this: the husband doesn't like the other, and
so she says: her husband doesn't love her. NemUze si vzit obé kravaty najednou, takze si vezme jenom
jednu a ona si stéZuje, Ze ji nema rad, protoze vybral tu barvu, kterou ona nema rada. Pritom kdyby si
vybral druhou, tak by to dopadlo stejné. Cili tady je praveé ta vidlicka, ktera nema zadné vychodisko, i
kdyby si vybral tu druhou. There is another example: a mother who had told to her child not to walk
across the road. Jiny priklad je matky, ktera prikazala svému ditéti neprebihat pres silnici. And after that
she asks to him: go to the bakery and give me bread. A pak mu prikaze, aby Sel do pekarstvi a pfinesl
chleba. But the bakery is on the other side of the road. Ale to pekarstvi je naproti.

Jiny hlas: so the child is in a double bind, you see. There is one bind, and then a bind, one other bind, but
it is a contradiction.

Hejdanek: TakZe to dité je v double bind, v dvojim zajeti. Je to dvoiji zajeti, ale je v tom rozpor.

Jiny hlas: What is the relation and the similarity between the performatives that | talk about and the
double bind?

Hejdanek: Jaky je vztah a ta podobnost mezi témi performativy, o kterych jsem mluvil, a tim double bind?
Jiny hlas: It is that for make an interpretation of the two sentence or sentences of the mother, it is
necessary to put one sentence in a level and the other in an under-level.

Hejdanek: Pro porozuméni tomu pripadu s tou matkou je tfeba jednu vétu brat na jedné Grovni a tu
druhou na druhé.

Jiny hlas: For instance, we put the recommendation of the mother not go across the road in a general
level, and the order to buy and send bread in a particular case. But there is always a contradiction
between the two level.

Hejdanek: Takze napfiklad to doporuceni matky nechodit pres tu silnici v té obecné Grovni a ten prikaz jit
nakoupit a prinést chleba v tom konkrétnim pripadé. Ale stale z(stava ten rozpor mezi témi dvéma
Urovnémi.

Jiny hlas: And the inferior level suppose another superior level that is in contradiction with the superior
level we have put before.

Jiny hlas: So we see that a double bind is a complication of all that sentences that needs two levels
interpretation.

Hejdanek: Takze vidime, Ze ten double bind je komplikace vsech téch vét, které potrebuji dvé Grovné
interpretace.

Jiny hlas: And double bind is a paradoxical way of use this class of sentences.

Hejdanek: Ten double bind je paradoxni zplisob pouzivani této tridy vét.

Jiny hlas: And we have seen that in all the sentences of which the goal is to establish framework of
relation, there is a two interpretation, one paradoxical and the other is non-paradoxical. The paradoxical
one try to decide between the level but it cannot. And the non-paradoxical try not. And then the superior
level is established. But with this kind of sentences, we find that in relations between individuals, it is
impossible to maintain the exigencies, mode of truth that we need in objective sentences and it is not the
same type of verifying truth than in sentences about things and about facts.



Hejdanek: A vidéli jsme to u vSech téch vét, jejichz cilem je ustavit rAmec vztaha, kde jsou dvé
interpretace, jedna paradoxni a druha neparadoxni. Ta paradoxni se snazi rozhodnout mezi témi dvéma
Grovnémi, ale nem(iZze. Ta neparadoxni se o to nepokousi a v tom pripadé se ustavi ta vyssi rover. Tady
je ten hlavni rozdil mezi témito vétami a vétami o faktech, kterymi se snazime vypovidat o vécech a
faktech, je v tom, Ze u téchto nelze, to kritérium pravdivosti je tam mnohem komplikovanéjsi nez v onéch
pripadech.

Jiny hlas: This is a critique against the prior analysis of this kind of pragmatic use of language. Pragmatic
is when we don't care not only of meaning of semantic, but also of the conditions of pronunciation,
expression and so on. There are men like Grice who analysis the pragmatic conditions of sentences and
statements. And the condition that Grice have...explicit, are sincerity first.

Jiny hlas: On fika, Ze ty dvé explicitni jsou upfimnost.

Jiny hlas: But sincerity is not a condition that we can realize in the relations between two individuals.
Jiny hlas: Upfimnost neni podminka, kterou Ize realizovat ve vztahu dvou lidi.

Jiny hlas: It is a telos, but not a presupposition. It is a telos, a goal, but not... So, in fact, when it is
sentences and statements about facts, we can refer to the... comment on peut dire... le remplissement de
notre intentionnalité... to the fulfilling of intentionality.

Jiny hlas: Ale ve vztahu k faktim se miZeme [nesrozumitelné] naplnéni intencionality.

Jiny hlas: But in the relation between persons, we cannot obtain by linguistic...

--- (1983-09-26 Pierre Livet a Pierre Lantz (1) [LVH153VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: Yes, can we obtain it by non-linguistics?

Jiny hlas: MiZeme toho dosahnout mimojazykové?

Jiny hlas: But the problem is that non-linguistic signals...

Jiny hlas: ...signaly...

Jiny hlas: ...are to be interpreted.

Jiny hlas: ...musi byt interpretovany.

Jiny hlas: And there is a chain of interpretations.

Jiny hlas: ...v fetézu interpretaci.

Jiny hlas: And any of this interpretation is relative to a context.

Jiny hlas: A kazda z téchto interpretaci je relativni k danému kontextu.

Jiny hlas: But there is always a possibility of relate a signal to a context or to another.

Jiny hlas: Ale vzdycky je tu moznost vztahnout signal k jednomu kontextu ¢i k jinému.

Jiny hlas: So to decide this ambiguity...

Jiny hlas: ...rozhodnout o této mnohoznacnosti...

Jiny hlas: ...it is necessary to use language.

Jiny hlas: ...je tfeba uzit jazyka.

Jiny hlas: And language is the dernier recours, the last resource, the last resource of decide in the
ambiguity.

Jiny hlas: A jazyk je onou posledni instanci, jak o oné mnohoznacnosti rozhodnout.

Jiny hlas: But we have seen that language also creates ambiguity.

Jiny hlas: Ovsem jak jsme vidéli, tak jazyk sdm tuto mnohoznacnost vytvari.

Jiny hlas: So we cannot hope a perfect objectivity in this domain.

Jiny hlas: TakZze nemuZeme doufat v objektivitu v tomto oboru.

Jiny hlas: And it is not stability in the relation, affective relations is not secured.

Jiny hlas: Stabilita v afektivnich vztazich neni zajisténa.

Jiny hlas: We must satisfy us with a relative stability.

Jiny hlas: Musime se spokojit s relativni stabilitou.

Jiny hlas: Relative stability is obtained by comparison between non-linguistic signals and linguistic
interpretations.



Jiny hlas: Tato relativni stabilita je dosahovana srovnavanim mezi nelingvistickymi signaly a lingvistickou
interpretaci.

Jiny hlas: And it is obtained also by the comparison between many frame of relations, many different
frame of relations.

Jiny hlas: A ziskavame ji rovnéz skrze srovnavani mezi mnoha réznymi vztahovymi ramci.

Jiny hlas: For instance, if we are neighbors...

Jiny hlas: Napfriklad kdyzZ jsme sousedé...

Jiny hlas: ...and we are not friends...

Jiny hlas: ...a nejsme pratelé...

Jiny hlas: ...but we are not enemies...

Jiny hlas: ...ale nejsme ani nepratelé...

Jiny hlas: We can establish the framework of neighboring.

Jiny hlas: M(iZeme zaloZit onen rdmec sousedstvi.

Jiny hlas: Because we cannot hope to establish the framework of friendship.

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe nem(Zeme doufat v ustanoveni ramce pratelstvi.

Jiny hlas: So by comparison there is no suspicion on the framework of friendship. For each framework we
have two interpretations: the suspicion one and the stable one. And in this case we don't suspicion, we
have no suspicion about friendship relation and so we have stable interpretations of the neighbor.
Jiny hlas: TakZe srovnavanim toho, Ze nemame pratelsky vztah, tak mame stabilni vztah sousedstvi.
Jiny hlas: And there is the instance in the other sense. We can establish love framework because we
don't care of friendship.

Jiny hlas: V opacném pripadé mlzeme ustavit rAmec lasky, protozZe nas nezajima pratelstvi.

Jiny hlas: So it is stable but we don't care of it.

Jiny hlas: TakZe je to stabilni, ale nestardme se o to.

Jiny hlas: And all we can see signals of suspicion and anxious of the engagement in the love of our
partner and of you. We can see signals of suspicion of paradoxical interpretations.

Jiny hlas: MZeme spatfit signaly podezieni a paradoxnich interpretaci z angazovanosti v lasce naseho
partnera i vas.

Jiny hlas: So in one case we establish the framework by avoid the suspicious interpretation.

Jiny hlas: V jednom pripadé miZeme ustavit onen ramec tim, Ze se vyhneme podezfivavé interpretaci.
Jiny hlas: And in the other case we establish the framework by run into the paradoxical and suspicious
interpretation.

Jiny hlas: V druhém pfipadé ustavime onen ramec tim, Ze vejdeme v paradoxni a podezfivavou
interpretaci.

Jiny hlas: So we see that there is only a relative stability.

Jiny hlas: Tim vidime, Ze jde pouze o relativni stabilitu.

Jiny hlas: And there is political development of this analysis.

Jiny hlas: Existuje i politické rozvinuti této analyzy.

Jiny hlas: Because the search of decision in interpretation of relation is one of grounds of the search of
power.

Jiny hlas: ProtozZe hledani rozhodnuti v interpretaci vztah( je jednim z ddvod( pro hledani moci.

Jiny hlas: Is one of grounds... no, it's... c'est fondement... foundations... le terrain...

Jiny hlas: vlastné ne, jsou to zaklady, zaklady, terén.

Jiny hlas: Because the man who searches power searches to establish a frame of relation between him
and the other.

Jiny hlas: Nebot ¢lovék, ktery hledad moc, se snazi stanovit Cili nalézt ramec vztah(i mezi sebou a druhym.
Jiny hlas: And he searches definitive stability and not relative stability.

Jiny hlas: A snazi se o definitivni stabilitu, a nikoliv relativni stabilitu.



Jiny hlas: So, like a lover who is very passionate, the man who searches the power tries to impose the
frame of relation.

Jiny hlas: Podobné jako u horlivého, u vasnivého milovnika se ten, kdo usiluje o moc, snazi vnutit onen
ramec vztaha.

Jiny hlas: And it is possible to extend this analysis to the conditions of political authority.

Jiny hlas: Je mozné tuto analyzu rozsirit na politickou, na vnéjsi autoritu, politickou autoritu.

Jiny hlas: And to make the ancient distinction between auctoritas and dominatio.

Jiny hlas: A vlastné rozlisit mezi autoritou a dominanci, nadvladou.

Jiny hlas: This is the difference, it is the same difference than between decision in the relation between
individuals and relative stability.

Jiny hlas: Je to tentyZ rozdil jako v rozhodovani mezi jednotlivymi individui a relativni stabilitou.

Jiny hlas: Because in authority you accept that the other can contest your authority, but in domination
you impose your domination.

Jiny hlas: V pripadé autority prijimame, Ze ten druhy muZe soutézit o autoritu, ale v pfipadé dominance ji
vhucujeme.

Jiny hlas: And this is the same paradox: if you will impose your domination, then the domination is
always uncertain. It is always necessary to reinforce this domination.

Jiny hlas: A v tom je tentyZ paradox: jestliZze vnucujete svoji nadvladu, nadvlada je vZdy nejista, a tudiz je
neustale nutno tuto nadvladu upevinovat neustalym upeviovanim.

Jiny hlas: But if we accept the contest, then your authority is relative, it is a relative stability.

Jiny hlas: Jestlize vsak pfijmeme soutéz, pak je ta autorita relativni, pak jde o relativni stabilitu.

Jiny hlas: But... how do you say reconnaittre... Anerkennung...

Jiny hlas: Ale jde o to uznat - némecky Anerkennung -

Jiny hlas: that in the search of decision we have indecision all the time, and if we accept that absolute
decision is not possible...

Jiny hlas: Ze v hledani rozhodnuti jsme v nerozhodnuti celou dobu, a jestlize prijmeme, Ze absolutni
rozhodnuti neni mozné,

Jiny hlas: then there is a stability not of the power of one man but of the frame into which we have
authority.

Jiny hlas: pak jde o stabilitu nikoliv moci jedince, ale stabilitu rAmce, ve kterém existuje autorita.

Jiny hlas: In the tradition, this authority is for instance the authority of a professor... scientific... master of
philosophy... intellectual prestige... is a framework and not personal... the relation with a frame of
discussion and intellectual argumentation but not the authority, the domination of one man.

Jiny hlas: V tradici tato autorita, ku prikladu autorita védce, ucitele, filosofa, intelektualni prestiz, Ze jde o
vécny kontext, nikoliv osobni, Ze jde o autoritu v kontextu vécném, nikoliv osobnim, Ze tam nejde o
autoritu jednoho c¢lovéka, nybrz o autoritu véci.

Jiny hlas: O autoritu tfeba uprostied diskuse, ¢ili argumentaéni a tak dale, ¢ili tohleto. Ze to neni autorita
té osoby, nybrz je to lIépe receno vibec toho celého ansdmblu, ktery diskutuje a tak dale. Ale jak mi ten
kontext, cemu to ma byt priklad?

Jiny hlas: This example was example of what? The difference between relative stability and not a
domination without contest.

Jiny hlas: Ta autorita neni osobni, je vybojovavana néjakym presvédcenim a tak dale, je to stale nejisty
bod zase.

Jiny hlas: But the teacher tries not to personally identify with the level of the frame of intellectual
relations, of intellectual prestige, but he engages in it, involves it into this frame. So the frame is
established but not the domination of the people. You see, there is no identification between the people
and the superior level. But in domination, the people, the goal of the people is to identify, to get an
identification between their person and the superior level.



Jiny hlas: Ze v jednom pfipadé jde a v druhém nejde o identifikaci osoby s tou vyssi rovinou autoritativni.
Ze ten, kdo ma v ur¢&itém ramci tu relativni autoritu, jako je v té diskusi, spociva v tom, Ze nedochazi k
trvalé identifikaci té autority s osobou. Treba kdyz je zvolen papez, tak je trvale ta autorita papezska
trvale spojena s tou osobou. Kdezto kdyz ma nékdo autoritu tfeba v néjakém filosofickém spolku, v
néjaké filosofické spolecnosti, tak je to proto, Ze vZdycky ukazuje vétsi znalosti nez maji ostatni, které do
toho vnasi, participuje na tom, Ze se v tom |épe vyzna, Ze dovede |épe argumentovat na urcité téma,
osvédcuje tu znalost, takZe si tak dlouhodobé tu autoritu drzi, ale nikdy neni ta autorita v posledku
identifikovana s nim, ponévadz v pristim okamziku se zase muze stat néco jiného. Tak asi tohle je ta
myslenka.

To je jako to, co jsi ted vykladal o tom papezi, o té definitivni stabilité proti téhle, té relativni. Papez je
definitivni, to je spojeno s tou osobou, kdeZto tady je to prosté kdykoliv to m{iZe byt pfeskoceno.

Jiny hlas: And so there is a connection very strong between the analysis of performatives and so on and
the interpretation of the foundations of legitimacy of political authority. Because all the theory, of classic
theory, from Hobbes and Rousseau and Hegel and so on, for all these theories, the representations at the
collective level, there are individuals who are identified with the collective levels, such as the classic
sovereign. So even the democratic think about state and representative and representations of men in
state, search to establish the decision and an absolute stability. But the exigencies of democracy are that
nobody can identify and occupies the collective level. Ideal democracy. And the individuals can take
decision and so on at the collective level, only if they admit that they are also involved as all the other
individuals in the frame of relativity.

Hejdanek: | don't know what | must, maybe it would be better to pose questions or to discuss about it.
Jiny hlas: Alors, nous devons faire une courte pause ?

Pause, oui. Individuellement comme ca et continuons avec I'autre. D'accord, OK.

[nesrozumitelné] c'était assez chaotique... pas extrémement lié... pas la grande forme...

Je voudrais poser seulement cette question. Dans la vie politique contemporaine, il y a en France par
exemple la République sous le régne de Monsieur le Président, oui socialiste, et quand je compare la
situation ou le général De Gaulle est arrivé a la puissance, c'est la stabilité définitive. Dans quel point
était la puissance du général De Gaulle ? Relative stabilité et définitive stabilité ? Quand il y a en France
dans le régime démocratique, domination sans concours, et quand on changea, quand on change la
situation de la relative stabilité a domination, a imposition de la domination. Il me semble que dans
I'université, votre exposé pour moi était non visible, non tres clair. Puis-je, pourriez-vous poser un
exemple de la situation en France ?

Ja jsem se pravé chtél zeptat, jestli by to bylo trochu priahlednéjsi, tyto priklady na tu obecnost ohledné
té definitivni stability, relativni stability a ta dominace bez konkurence, kdy pfechazi prosté ta stabilita v
to vnuceni té dominace. A chtél jsem se pravé zeptat na prikladu generala De Gaulla, kdyzZ pfichazel k
moci, kdy prosté ta jeho stabilita presla v tu definitivni, Ze prosté on omezil ta prava prezidenta republiky,
Ze uz neslo udélat to, co bylo predtim, jak se ty vlady tam ménily, a vzal si na sebe vic moci. A ted
soucasna tahleta situace, do jaké miry by se dala aplikovat na tento jeho priklad.

Hejdanek: First to the second part of the question. | have no examples in university because university
professors are the trademark image, respectiveness of university professors really declined in the French
society. So there is only like Paul Ricoeur, who has authority not because of their person who is identified
with... there is no, it is not Ricoeur for instance, has authority not because of his personality, but because
of the style of thought and the submission to rules of thought. And so he is integrated in a frame of
thinking, and it is because he accepts these rules of erudition and discussion and accuracy in
argumentation and so on that he has authority. You see? But other men, more publicists and more in
fashion, have research domination.

Jiny hlas: Ta autorita nebo respekt k tém profesoriim, a pokud i v nécem ma, tak i ma v sobé autoritu, tak
je to prave jako v pfipadé Paula Ricoeura, a ta se vyznacuje jaksi tou odevzdanosti té pravdé, tém



myslenkovym principdm. Tady u néj jde o jakousi vnitini silu té myslenky, to je u Paula Ricoeura. To je
viceméné takova ta jaksi vSeobecna a dobrosrdecna jakoby ovladana tim myslenim, tim vztahem k
pravdé a tak dale. TakZe on je v podstaté viceméné v tom... k té odevzdanosti k tém pravidliim té
myslenky.

Jiny hlas: when De Gaulle for instance had domination and authority. Domination because he takes
decisions without consultation and he presents these decisions as the voice of France. So he identifies
him with the collectivity.

Jiny hlas: De Gaulle v sobé mél jaksi to jak ovladnout, tak autoritativné. To ovladnuti, Ze méa rozhodnost
bez konzultace a podobné, a vystupoval vlastné za Francii.

Jiny hlas: But he had also authority because it was in some occasions difficult to decide if he was the
representative of the right or of the left. So in the Algeria war. And so there is a relative stability because
he's not the man of one fraction of class or one class in the population, but he's also connecté...
connected and with the other interpretation and way of politics.

Jiny hlas: Autoritativné, i kdyz tato stabilita, nebot on nebyl z jedné strany, ale z obou stran.
Reprezentoval ty jiné polohy.

Jiny hlas: And all the political men when they are at the head of the state, at the top of the state, are
even if they represent a tendency and a party, are obliged to also govern in function of the others.

Jiny hlas: V8echny politické osobnosti, které jsou na vysokych mistech, vldAdnou ne pouze z té jedné
strany nebo té tendence, ale za vsechny.

Jiny hlas: So even if there is a domination of the party in which has the power, it is only a relative
stability.

Jiny hlas: | kdyz je to vladnuti v otazce dané té strany nebo té vladnouci, tak je to relativni stabilita.

Jiny hlas: And it is the definition of non-dictatorial power.

Jiny hlas: Je to definice nediktatorské moci.

Jiny hlas: [nesrozumitelné] dveé véty, reflexivni a nereflexivni. Ta otazka byla, v jakém smyslu ta reflexivni
véta je reflexivni vzhledem k tomu, co Hejdanek rekl.

Jiny hlas: Si vous pouvez parler en francais, ca me ferait plaisir. Le terme reflexif est un peu différent dans
la langue francaise que dans la langue anglaise et spécialement dans la langue allemande. Alors vous
avez dit... Je vous aime nebo Je t'aime... c'est une sentence... une proposition... un énoncé non-reflexif.
Alors dans... ce n'est pas le theme pour notre séminaire parce que si c'est vrai que dans cette proposition
n'est pas l'action d’aimer, mais seulement un commentaire, alors ce commentaire est une réflexion de
I'action méme. Ah oui, oui. Dans ce sens, la sentence ou la proposition , Je t'aime” est reflexive. Alors
maintenant vous comprenez, c'est nécessaire de m'éclairer un peu dans quel sens vous parlez sur une
proposition non-reflexive. C'est un autre sens, c’est un autre sens du terme reflexif et reflexion. Okay,
okay. Reflexif... Ja jsem jenom chtél to, co jsem ted'ka fikal. Excusez-moi.

Tak ja jsem... je rozdil mezi tim slovem ve francouzstiné a v anglictiné a u nas a zejména v némcing, ale ve
francouzstiné vlastné ta tradice je trosicku jina, nez tady pouzivame. A Ze tedy, kdyZ mluvil o tom, Ze véta
,Miluji t&“ je nyni reflexivni, Ze vlastné se to tady zaménuje, jako Ze by se jednalo o komentar k tomu.
Hejdanek: ProtozZe zaroven rikas, Ze ta véta neni le¢ komentafem toho milovani, Ze ja nemiluji tim, Ze
fikam miluji t&, nybrz Ze to tim jenom komentuji. De facto tedy je ta véta reflexi té skutec¢né akce, totiz ze
miluji. V tom smyslu tedy by bylo moZno fict, Ze ta véta miluji té...

Jiny hlas: ...prise de conscience autotélique...

In French, it is not exactly reflexiveness but suis-référentiel.

Hejdanek: Véta, kterd mluvi o sobé samé. Napfriklad tato véta méa deset slov. Véta, kterd mluvi o sobé
samé.

Jiny hlas: So the commentary refers to the enunciation and the enunciation to the commentary, so it is
relatively circular.

Hejdanek: Véta, kterd mluvi o sobé samé. Tady by reflexivni znamenalo autoreferencni. To nestadi.



Jiny hlas: It is a good question because there is a difference between autoreference and reflection.
Reflection suppose a subject that reflects within the sentence and the language...

--- (1983-09-26 Pierre Livet a Pierre Lantz (2) [LVH154VA]_Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: And the autoreference, it is the sentence who refers to the [nesrozumitelné] of the sentence.
And subject is an exterior thing.

The outside. Subject is outside.

V té autoreferenci jde o to, kde pfedmét té véty, o cem ta véta mluvi, je mimo tu vétu. Kdezto
autoreferenéni jsou ty, kde predmét, o kterém se mluvi, je uvnitf té véty nebo napfiklad ta véta sama. Cili
kdyz ta véta mluvi o sobé samé, tak je to autoreference.

Ta definice, ktera je autoreferencni, podle nékterych...

[nesrozumitelné]

Ja myslim, Ze lepsi priklad nez to toto je pomluva, svéby a tak dale, je pripad pfiznani. KdyzZ feknu:
»Priznavam se”, tak tou vétou samotnou se priznavam. To znamen4, ta véta fikala néco jiného, rika: ,ja
tady rikam, Ze se priznavam®*, a tim se priznavam.

Yeah, it's an example of autoreference, but it works, enfin, it's relative... | have an example of
autoreference, it is a relatively mechanistic autoreference in this sense. It is in French: cette phrase a 28
lettres. And in English you have to make the: this sentence has X letters, and you replace X by the number
who works. It is... je crois que ca marche avec 45, mais je ne suis pas sar.

The question is if it's true or not. The sentence may not be true, but nevertheless it is self-referential.
No, no. In French, cette phrase a 28 lettres is true. Enfin, 28 lettres is true. But it refers to the number of
letters of the sentence itself. By the way, it's difficult to translate such a sentence to another language,
you have to make another calculation. By the way, there are two types of this self-referential sentences.
The example you just made is that the sentence refers to its syntactic form. And the other case is if it
refers to its pragmatic, conversational... yes. Pragmatically self-referential is what you were saying in
that sense. Because once it is said, it plays a certain role which refers to the environment in which it was
said.

Yes, in this very large meaning. But the performatives are in a very strong way. The autoreference is
immediate, but effective. It is the fact that all pragmatic enunciations are autoreferentials, but by the
chain of enormous context, you see.

Jiny hlas: J4 jsem mu fikal, Ze jsou dvé ty autoreference. Ten priklad tato véta mad pét slov je
autoreference k té syntaktické podobé té véty. Pak jsou véty, které jsou o obsahu té véty, napriklad tato
véta neni pravdivd. A ja jsem pak jesté rikal...

No, je to vztah k sobé samé, tak je to pravda. Pokud se vztahuje k obsahu, tak je to kazda.

And also the paradox of the liar, it is also autoreferential, but semantic. Another example of this type of
sentence, for Austin, is: | confess. In court, if someone says: | confess. This just saying of that is the
confession. It is by saying it. And therefore we can replace sentences of this type by the form: by saying
this, | confess. And this , by saying this“ is the explicit self-reference. But there is a non-explicit form of
performative, so instead of saying: | promise | shall come, | can say: | shall come. So it is a non-explicit
performative.

Jiny hlas: Tyto explicitni performativni véty jsou na rozdil od toho, Ze feknu: ,slibuji, Ze prijdu®, staci Fict:
Lprijdu®. Je to také slib, ale neni explicitni. A v tom ,slibuiji, Ze pfijdu” je ta autoreference - méla by byt
vystupriovana tim, Ze ta véta ma formu: ,timto, Ze fikam, touto vétou slibuji, Ze pfijdu®.

And we see the little difference between autoreference of performatives and meta-discourse in the
conversation with two men. One says: Have you the salt? for instance. And the other replies: | have. But
the question was in fact a performative, a non-explicit performative whose goal is: give me the salt.
Jiny hlas: Treba u toho chleba. Kdyz se vas nékdo zepta: ,mate chleba?“, tak tim vlastné rika: , dejte mi
chleba“. A vtip byl v tom, kdyby na otazku: ,mate chleba?“, odpovédéli: ,,ano, a dale o tom budeme
hovorit".



And the reply is a meta-discourse.

Jiny hlas: Cili ten meta-rozhovor, meta-diskurs je i takovato véta, kdyz se odkazuje k té predchozi.

Oui, parce que ca prend la premiere proposition comme un fait. It destroys the autoreference between
the sentence and the action. The answer takes the first sentence as literal. because the other, this second
one is seeming, does not understand what the first one wanted to mean. And in fact it is almost the
same level as the appearance of the first sentence.

Jiny hlas: No, the second, the answer treats the question as in the literal meaning, as a statement on a
fact. Yes, on a fact. So statement on a fact is at one level. So it is not autoreferential. Yes. So the answer is
one level over the fact that the statement, the first statement, says.

Jiny hlas: To je v podstaté to, Ze jestlize na takovou otazku odpovim takto doslovné, tak v podstaté
prestavam odpovidat na ten impuls k jednani, ale vracim se o Uroven vys, ktera je ovsem informativni, a v
tom nejde o ten autoreferenéni vztah.

Jiny hlas: Because a better example is: have you the salt? Yes, it's true. That's another meta-discourse.
odpovéd zni: ano, to je pravda.

Jiny hlas: Because if the first say ,have you salt“ and the second gives the salt and does not answer
anything, in fact the second passes to another level because he takes this sentence which was not like
action, like an action, but it is a changing of level. He takes all the two levels. Yes. But if he answers only
Lves, | have the salt”, he remains on one level. But he takes literally the first sentence. Yes, but it means
that he cuts between the levels. That’s to mean that very often when you take a sentence literally, it is a
manner to not answer to the question. That’s a manner to stop all the dynamic of the everyday life.

Jiny hlas: Tady jde o to, Ze v tom vlastnim dialogu v tom béZném Zivoté se vlastné fixuje jenom ta jedna
Uroven, nebo Ze se tam fixuje ten jeden dialog.

Jiny hlas: The everyday life is always taking changing of level, taking another level and then another
level. And on the contrary, if you are in a situation blocked, a blocked situation, a situation without
perspective, everything is at the same level and you cannot advance. | think, do you agree with this? Yes,
and there is a friend of ours whose name is Benny Shanon who makes a theory to say that objective
statements are not the zero ground of statements. In contrary, they are sophisticated elaboration of
language and it demands many precisions on the context and all framework of reference and so on, the
date and the position and how you say, Cartesian coordinates and so on, to obtain an objective
statement. He said the first language is poetic and metaphoric.

Jiny hlas: PFesné o tom mluvi jeho teorie, v niz se Fika, ze véty zdanlivé objektivni jsou ty, které jsou
objektivni nejméné, Ze jsou naopak nejvice vykonstruované a zavislé na kontextu. Cili ty véty, které
vypadaji, jako kdyby se snaZily byt nezavislé na kontextu, jsou v podstaté ty nejvic vykonstruované, takze
v tomto smyslu jsou na nejvyssi Grovni.

Hejdanek: And | should like to say something more than that. My question is, or for me, only if the
analytic philosophical analysis is fundamental enough. If | speak, if | express some word, it's in every case
fundamentally the same situation as if | say to somebody ,1 love you*. If you speak about the salt, you are
a Frenchman in a Czech society. We only can wait that what you say means the same as we mean if we
say the same English word. But even in the same language, if somebody tells something about a more
controversial situation or aspect of things and so on, it's quite clear that we have to wait to further
sentences of his, to further exposition of his view, to be quite sure if we understand what he is thinking.
Every word is a challenge to another man to accept our point of view, if only hypothetically, not
necessarily. but only to understand what we mean. In this sense, this relative instability is combined with
everything we express. Therefore | think that the results of your analysis or of the analysis of Austin are
only a first approach to the structure of language. But if we establish these new ways, these new
methods of approach to language, then we have to go further and find that these first steps were only
cases of extreme quantitative values of some quality which is common to all other expressions. Excuse



me that it was a little too [nesrozumitelné] very [nesrozumitelné].

Mam jisté pochybnosti a chtél bych jit jesté dal, nez ta namitka, nebo ta koncepce Benesova, ktera tady
byla uvedena. TotiZ Ze cokoli fekneme, Ze ma ten charakter, jako kdyz nékdo Fekne nebo ja feknu: Miluju
té. To je slib.

Kdyz napriklad Francouz na vecirku tady fika néco o soli, tak my vlastné musime véfit, Ze ma na mysli
totéZ co my. Nejsme si tim jisti. Zvlast kdyz pak jde o néjaké komplikovanéjsi véci, a dokonce v témze
jazyce, kdyz se hovori o nécem komplikovanéjsim, tak my to slysime a musime pockat, az ten dotycny
fekne vic téch vét a az vylozi cely sv(j pFistup k véci.

A do té doby jenom jaksi v mlhavé pavuciné odhadujeme, co tim asi mysli pod timto terminem, a
zjistujeme, jaky vlastni smysl tomu dava. Ze vlastné vidycky viecko je navrh. A kdy? tedy ta analyza
jazykova zacina tak, jak tady bylo predvedeno nebo jak byla referovana ta knizka Austinovy, tak vlastné je
to jenom takovy prvni pristup, ktery nAm umoziuje vypracovat jakési metody, které pak musime
aplikovat hloubéji a pak se ukaze, Ze vlastné kazdy slovo je na tom stejné jako ten vyrok miluji té.

Jiny hlas: Ja bych se jenom bal, abyste nefekl, Ze musim pockat, a nez se dockam konce, tak se ukaze, Ze
se nesmim nikdy dockat. ProtoZe Zadné body nejsou v té reci jisté, ale to se pak kazdy, kdyz frekne miluji
té, tak také jenom se o tom chce presvédcit, definitivné to nevi.

Jiny hlas: But | agree with these views, but it seems to me that it is necessary to preserve difference
between the statements on facts and sentences with the goal of which is conversational and of relations
between humans.

S tim souhlasim, s témi vécmi, které jste zminil, ale zda se mi byt dulezité rozlisit mezi tvrzenimi o faktech
a vétami, jejichz cilem je konverzace a vztahy mezi lidmi.

Oui, mais c’est une proposition qui dit quelque chose sur le réel. Une affirmation, pas forcément un
jugement dans la littérature. Affirmation, oui, simplement la proposition qui dit quelque chose quoi. Ils
I'ont mis a la place de proposition.

When we intend to describe the world, the relative stability of the interpretation of the meaning of what
we say by the others, the interpretation by the others, is this relativity is relativity of framework of
reference.

Tady mate tu interpretaci smyslu nasich slov ostatnimi jako interpretaci v uréitém ramci, referenénim
ramci.

And there is always, | think, a possibility to script a framework of reference into another framework of
reference and ad infinitum.

Je vidycky mozné vlozit jeden referenéni ramec do jiného referen¢niho ramce, a to do nekonecna.

So the instability of the meaning of the inner framework is relative to the outer framework.

TakZe nestabilita vyznamu vnitfniho rdmce je relativni vzhledem k vnéjsimu ramci.

But there is not, it is ad infinitum, but it is not a vicious circle.

Je to do nekonecna, ale neni to bludny kruh.

And on the contrary, in sentences like | love you, the vicious circle is immediately present.

A naproti tomu ve vétach jako miluji té je bludny kruh okamzité pfitomen.

And there is not a possibility of a relative solution by reference to this progressus ad infinitum.

A neni mozné dosahnout relativniho feseni odkazem k tomuto progressus ad infinitum.

Jiny hlas: We are immediately confronted to the instability.

Jsme bezprostfedné konfrontovani s nestabilitou.

So it is perhaps a relative difference also, but it makes one more anxious, | think.

TakZe je to mozZna také relativni rozdil, ale ¢ini to ¢lovéka tzkostnéjsim, myslim.

The instability of the frame of reference.

Vezmeéte si tuto nestabilitu referen¢niho ramce.

If another literary example, if Peter answered to the question of Jesus: ,Of course | love you, you know
it.“ It was quite another framework because it was a confession, not only a turbulent expression of



emotions which are very problematic or unknown and so on.

Vezméme si jiny literarni pripad, jestlize Petr odpovida na JeZiSovu otazku: ,Samozrejmé, Ze té miluji, ty
to vis." Byl to zcela jiny rdmec, protoZe to bylo vyznani, nikoliv pouze vyraz emoci, které jsou velmi
problematické nebo neznamé a tak dale.

It's an example very interesting.

Je to velmi zajimavy pfiklad, ktery uvadite.

Only the best experiences in a certain quite distinctive situation. For instance, you go to the war. And if
your wife says, tells you: ,| love you," then it's only a form of stretching of something which you do know,
you are quite sure, it is not necessary to express it. And if it is expressed, it's only a confession of the
state, it's a statement only. And you are quite sure, you don't hesitate because you know your woman,
your wife.

Jen ty nejlepsi zkusenosti v urcité docela priznacné situaci. Napriklad jdete do valky nebo ja nevim co. A
jestlize vam vase Zena fekne: ,Miluji té," pak je to jen forma utvrzeni v néem, co uz vite, ¢im jste si zcela
jist. Neni nutné to vyjadrovat. A pokud je to vyjadreno, je to jen vyznani stavu, je to jen prohlaseni. A vy
jste si zcela jist, nepochybujete, protoze znate svou Zenu.

What | was demonstrating: it's only always the question of the context, real context, context of your
experiences and so on. And every actual using of a word has a significance which is a sediment of
innumerable older circumstances, older contexts and innumerable next, future contexts which you
await. And this sediment is something which has innumerable levels.

To, co jsem chtél demonstrovat: vzdy jde o otazku kontextu, redlného kontextu, kontextu vasich
zkusenosti a tak dale. A kazdé skutecné pouziti slova ma vyznam, ktery je sedimentem nescetnych
starsich okolnosti, starsich kontext( a nescetnych pristich, budoucich kontextt, které ocekavate. A tento
sediment je néco, co ma nescetné vrstev.

| understand.

Rozumim.

What | have said: it's necessary to distinguish these forms, but we have to know that it is only a first step
of analysis. But if we go further, the language is not built on such elementary sentences. The elementary
sentences are result of innumerable levels of innumerable old experiences.

To, co jsem fekl - je nutné tyto formy rozliSovat, ale musime védét, Ze je to jen prvni krok analyzy. Ale
pujdeme-li dale, jazyk neni postaven na takovych elementarnich vétach. Tyto elementarni véty jsou
vysledkem nescetnych vrstev, nes¢etnych starych zkusenosti a tak dale.

Excuse me that | have spoken so long.

Omlouvam se, Ze jsem mluvil tak dlouho.

Hejdanek: Ja jsem fikal, Ze ta problemati¢nost nebo ta nejistota toho, kdyZ mné nékdo, nebo ja nékomu,
nebo si vzajemné fekneme miluji té, Ze je otazkou toho kontextu, rest toho framework, toho ramce.

Ze existuje jiny literarni pfipad, opét literarni situace, kdyz na otazku Jezisovu Petr odpovida: ,Pane, ty
vi$, Ze té miluji,” tak to neni proto, Ze by bylo potreba vyckat a ja nevim co, protoZe stejné pak vime, Ze
Petr udélal strasnou hloupost a zaprel a ja nevim co vSecko. A presto tohleto je jakési vyznani. Podobné
to je, kdyz tfeba v néjaké vyznamné situaci fekne Zena: ,Miluji té," tfeba kdyzZ jdu do valky, tak to neni
situace, kdy ja bych zacal o tom pochybovat. Pokud mam s ni ty nejlepsi zkusenosti az dosud, tak to
prosté chapu jako jakysi vyraz té lasky, ackoliv nikoliv vypovéd o nécem, co je nejisté.

TakzZe kdyzZ analyzujeme tu rec tak, Zze tam najdeme ty rlizné formy, jak jsi to tady predvedl, tak je to
docela v poradku, pokud je to jenom takova, vime o tom, Ze je to prvni rovina, prvni krok té analyzy. Ale
kdyz analyzujeme dale, tak nakonec najdeme, Ze v kazdém slovu, v kazdé véticce néco takového je, a ze
vlastné vyznam kazdého slova je sedimentem nescislnych kontext minulych, ale také nescislnych
kontextll budoucich, k nimz se teprve dostavame, a je tam cela rada rovin nebo vrstev, l1épe Feceno, které
v tom jsou. TakZe takové jednoduché véty nejsou nic elementarniho, na ¢em by bylo teprve budovano,
nybrz ony jsou vysledkem ohromné komplikovaného podhoubi.



Jiny hlas: There is no [nesrozumitelné] why the answer of Peter is not doubtful.

Hejdanek: Vase odpovéd na tu vétu byla [nesrozumitelné].

Jiny hlas: It is because it supposes that the knowledge of Jesus is the frame for this love.

Hejdanek: Protoze predpokladate, Ze znalost JeziSe je rAmec pro tuto lasku.

Jiny hlas: So he doesn't treat the question of Jesus as a question, but Jesus is not partner for who tempt
to establish a relation for him. He supposes the relation is already established. And so the uncertainty
and suspicion are of course especially strong when there is when the sentences are when we will to to
establish the relation by the sentences, so in the beginning of the relation.

Hejdanek: Tudiz on tu JeZiSovu otazku nebere jako otazku, nybrz Jezis mu neni partnerem, ktery se
teprve pokousi navazat vztah, on uz predpoklada, Ze ten vztah je navazan. A proto ta nejistota a
podezfeni jsou ovsem zvlasté silné tam, kde jde o ty véty, jimiz se ten vztah teprve navazuje, tedy na
zacatku toho vztahu.

Jiny hlas: The suspicion and the uncertainty of the sentences is maximal in a beginning.

Hejdanek: Ta nejistota a podezieni jsou maximalni na zac¢atku.

Jiny hlas: Yes, but | take the example of the relation between the child and his mother are not combined
with such an uncertainty. Yes, but | take the example of the child for the converse. His mother says | love
not you and he inverse the meaning.

Hejdanek: Ano, ale ja uvadim priklad vztahu ditéte a matky, kde takova nejistota neni. Ale ja ten priklad
uvadim pravé opacné. Matka rekne ,ja té nemam rada“ a to dité si ten vyznam obrati.

Jiny hlas: So there is a strong role of the time in this case. And it is the succession of question and
sentences who plays the biggest role in stability or instability. If my wife says to me "do you love me",
there is no suspicion | think, not necessarily. But if she said repeatedly this, it perhaps it is a marker of
suspicion, you see. So it is true that there is an infinity of contexts who permits to interpret such
sentences. But the mechanism of the raising of instability and of lowering the stability is | think always
the same.

Hejdanek: Je zde silna role ¢asu v tomto pripadé a je to pravé ta posloupnost otazek a vét, ktera hraje
nejvétsi roli v té stabilité nebo nestabilité. KdyZ se mé Zena zepta: ,Mas mé rad?“, tak v tom nemusi byt
Zadné podezreni. Ale kdyzZ se pta porad znovu a znovu, tak to zacne byt znakem toho, Ze ma opravdu
néjaké podezieni, nebo Ze ta nejistota z jeji strany... tak se to mdze... Pravé mozZna naopak by se dalo Fict,
protoZe pokud to bere na Grovni pravdivosti, tak staci se zeptat jednou. Pokud to neni véc pfrilis
dynamicka, tak by méla stacit jedna odpovéd. Ale kdyz to chce slySet porad znovu a znovu, tak to
znamena, Ze to nechce slyset jako informaci, ale jakoZzto akt, jakozZto jakysi Ukon, sice mluvni, ale...

Jiny hlas: And this mechanism is the comparison with we are not in instability, but in a stability, but we
compare with another instability of a frame which is superior or inferior in intimacy or so. And it is this
comparison with only two or three frames of relations which is sufficient. But for having the frames, it is
necessary to relate them to many many contexts.

J'ai une question... comment Ladislav a dit de Jésus-Christ et Pierre... je voudrais poser une question, si
quand je dis ,je crois en Dieu tout-puissant” ou I’Eglise au nom de Dieu avec I'aide du prétre ,je te
pardonne tes péchés”. C'est aussi I'affirmation ou vérification... vous avez dit que cette sentence, que
c'est...

Jiny hlas: cette proposition, il n'y a pas méthode de vérification, mais |'activité chrétienne, le combat
pour la justice, et plusieurs d'actions et le... |'activité est vérification... est vérification de cette vie. Etil y
a la différence dans la relation objet et sans objet... avec Dieu. Dieu dans le rapport, dans la relation, et
Dieu ce n'est pas... ce n'est pas la relation avec personne. Oui, c'est... comment s‘appelle-t-on... l'inter-
objectivité sans objet... non-objectif, non-objectif, non-objectif. Dans le livre Austin, il y a aussi la sphére
de ces questions religieuses.

Hejdanek: No, Austin is very pragmatic. So, but we have to distinguish your two examples because when
the priest says , | forgive you in name of God", only the priest in a church and... an authentic priest and so



on can forgive. But it is different, [nesrozumitelné] between... | think that there are religions where the
people can be forgiven without a priest. So, | think that everybody can... christen... in emergency, |
suppose.

Jiny hlas: Dékuju moc za preklad. No ja jsem se ptal... Moje otazka byla, Ze kdyz se fika ,Vérim v Boha“
nebo knéz rika ,Odpoustim ti hfichy", do jaké miry, kdyZ on rika, Ze neexistuje metoda verifikace téchto
prohlaseni, svédci o tom ten Zivot, ta moje skutkovost pak, Ze se k néemu upinam, co je tedy véci
radostné zvésti, Ze to ovéri velmi zahy, zdali ten, kdo vysel, ze tam ta metoda existuje, verifikace, zda to
moje ,vérim“ skutecné odpovida...

--- (1983-09-26 Pierre Livet a Pierre Lantz (2) [LVH154VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: So, there are two problems in your question. The second problem is the validity of the forgive.
For Austin, he makes a distinction between... Searle also... John Searle. The book of John Searle is Speech
Acts. They distinguish between locutory, illocutory and perlocutory. Locutory is what the sentence says.
lllocutory is what the sentence makes, acts as an enunciation. And perlocutory is the presuppositions or
consequences or contextual meanings that are involved in the action and in the meaning of the
sentence. So, in , | forgive you", that it is a priest who forgives you is perlocutory.

Jiny hlas: K té prvni otazce musi byt rozliSeny dva problémy. Ten druhy se tyka toho, jak analyzovat
platnost odpusténi. Tady byla odbocka k filosofu Johnu Searleovi, ktery rozlisuje lokucionalni,
ilokucionalni a perlokucionalni promluvy. Prvni je to, co ta véta fika. Druhé je, co déla ta véta. A treti je,
za jakych okolnosti to déla. V pripadé odpusténi v nabozenském smyslu, odpusténi hrich(, je to ten treti
pripad, protoZe zaleZi na téch okolnostech, zda ten knéz je skute¢né knézem a podobné.

Jiny hlas: The first problem was for credo and verification. And the analysis of not Searle, but a man who
name is Brandom, was that there is no absolute and definitive verification at all, like Kant said. So we say
credo because we don't make the absolute faith, but so we say it.

Jiny hlas: Prvni problém se tyka té viry, credo, a verifikace, pfi které neni absolutni verifikace. V&rim v
Boha, vérim v Otce atd. On nemUzZe prosté véfit, nemUzZe se vsadit Uplné za to, protoze to nemUze
dokonale vé&Fit, tak to fika. Je to jako dobra viile vé&Fit, ale ne Ze by to mohlo byt dokonané. Cili jde o to,
jestli tam je... pokud je to takto, tak nesmi byt otazka, zda je to verifikovatelné nebo ne, ale zda ma viibec
smysl mluvit o platnosti nebo o pravdivosti. Takova otazka je Gplné mimo, protoze pokud ten vyrok sdm o
sobé svym vyféenim ma jinou roli, nez vztahovat se k néjaké situaci pravdivé nebo nepravdivé, tak ta
platnost sama je problematicka.

Hejdanek: Ne, to ovsem plati, kdyzZ vyloucis ¢as z toho. Ale o to ti jde, kdyZ rekne ,Vérim*, tak vyslovuje
néco o své kondici ted v tomto okamziku a vi, Ze tfeba zitra zrovna uz bude v néjaké depresi tfeba, takze
uz nebude a tak dale. Takze rozumis, tady jde o to, Ze to fika jako taky sv(j zavazek. Tak asi jo, Ze to neni
jenom tak nesmyslIné, jak by to viibec nemélo smysl mluvit o pravdivosti, protoZe se to neda verifikovat.
Jde o to, Ze ono se to verifikuje, ale v takovém néjakém dlouhém ¢asu, proto taky ta vyznamnost té
teologie. To se ukaZe az nékde na konci. On neni schopen totiz nejenom, Ze nékdo jinej neni schopen to
verifikovat, ale on sdm neni schopen za sebe zarucit. On to fika jenom jako slib.

Jiny hlas: There is a difference between , | believe” and ,| believe you“. ,| believe“ is a more formal and
solemn form, but not conversational. ,| believe in resurrection etc.

Jiny hlas: Tam je rozdil v angli¢tiné mezi ,vérfim“ a ,vérim ti“. To ,véfim“ je takové vic slavnostni, jako v
kredu.

Jiny hlas: The goal of which is perhaps to avoid the uncertainty of conversational form, the instability.
Jiny hlas: Snaha vyhnout se nejistoté té bézné reci.

Jiny hlas: You can make a comparison with ,| swear*.

Jiny hlas: MiZeme to srovnat s prisahou.

Jiny hlas: No, c’est en francais seulement, hein.

Jiny hlas: In Czech it’s possible too?

Jiny hlas: In Czech it’s possible.



Jiny hlas: No, I don’t think.

Jiny hlas: Mate pravdu, ze v ¢estiné konkrétné teda, Ze...

Jiny hlas: | swear.

Jiny hlas: Of course.

Jiny hlas: C'est I'institution, c’est pour respecter ce savoir.

Jiny hlas: C’est ca, oui. Mais c’est institutionnel, c’est un maniaque. Pour éviter I'instabilité.

Jiny hlas: Justement, au contraire, on ne croit pas. Au contraire.

Hejdanek: Je tam taky rozdil mezi omluvit se a odpustit.

Jiny hlas: Jo, jo.

Hejdanek: Protoze jestlize feknu, Ze se omlouvam, tak jsem se omluvil a hotovo. To se hrozné tézko u déti
napfiklad dosahne toho, aby od srdce vyjadfily tu omluvu, ale my to budeme povazovat za omluvu.
Pokud jde o omlouvam se, tak tady nema smysl mluvit o verifikaci, protoze jestlize feknu, Ze se
omlouvam, tak jsem se omluvil a slus.

U téchto dvou vét, to je | swear a | apologize, tam nema smysl mluvit o pravdivosti nebo nepravdivosti
takové véty, protoze to je vidycky automatické. Kdyz prisaham, tak pfisaham tim, Ze to fikam. Kdyz se
omlouvam, tak se omlouvam tim, Ze fikdm ,omlouvam se“. Tam neni otazka, jestli to myslim vazné nebo
ne, to je irelevantni.

Jiny hlas: Ale u odpousténi je to naopak. J4 myslim, Ze ne.

Hejdanek: Ne, ne, tam je pravé ten... ja jsem se do toho zamotal. Tam si chci ovéf¥it, jestli skute¢né
odpoustite. Takze tam je rozdil mezi ,omlouvam se“ a ,,odpoustim*®.

Jiny hlas: Forgive you.

Hejdanek: Protoze v ,,odpoustim ti“ miZzu fict ,odpoustim ti“, ale nemusim to tak myslet. Nemusim
odpustit vnitfné. Ale pokud se omlouvam, tak je to irelevantni, co se déje uvnitf mé. Jenom tim, Ze to
fikdm, se omlouvam.

Jiny hlas: No, no.

Hejdanek: Takze tam je mozno mluvit o té verifikaci, protoze mizu fict, Ze nelze ovéfit, jestli jste
skutec¢né odpustil, protoze to neni autoreferencni, to se prosté vztahuje pravé k tomu, co nelze ovéfit, a
nikoliv k sobé, jak by to bylo u ,,omlouvam se“. A odpusténi se stalo ze slova odpustiti.

Jiny hlas: C'est ca.

Hejdanek: Ted je otazka, jestli zatimco véta ,,omlouvam se" je autoreferencnr, jak je to s touto vétou
,odpoustim ti“.

Jiny hlas: I don’t understand. En quoi est-il autoréférentiel et forgive you?

Jiny hlas: Well, we had two examples. One was | apologize. When we noticed that there is no sense of
talking about truth or not.

Jiny hlas: Oui, bien sdr.

Jiny hlas: And the other case is | forgive you, where it’s a meaning that we can say about verification,
even if it’s impossible perhaps, but it’s a meaning. Now the question is whether one of them is self-
referential and the other not. Because one is talking about the act of talking the sentence, the statement,
and the other one is referring to some internal state.

Jiny hlas: Two, yes.

Jiny hlas: Yes, it is different. | think it is not... not the sentence, not the initiation. Wait, yes, yes.

Jiny hlas: But I think the difference is only of history. It is like Ricoeur, La métaphore vive and métaphore
morte. You see, it is the usure.

Hejdanek: Ten rozdil je ponékud historicky, Ze pro mé je rozdil jako mezi Zivou metaforou a mrtvou
metaforou. Plvodné to byla jina kategorie, jak se to uz stalo v tom... vime v jakém smyslu, v jaké situaci
Jindfich u Canossy.

Jiny hlas: Frederick Barbarossa came to Canossa. If he had said | apologize, it is the same situation than |
forgive, the same problem.



Hejdanek: Kdyby tehdy v Canosse Jindrich fekl ,,omlouvam se“, tak by to bylo vlastné stejné, protoZe to
nemusel myslet vazné.

Ale ja si myslim, Ze je tam ten kulturni rozdil v lidském kulturnim prostredi, to m(ze byt tam ano, tak v
jednom ohledu. Jestlize jsme v takovéto formdlnosti, tak staci, kdyz to nékdo fekne. Kdyz poslete dité,
které urazilo babicku, a reknete ,omluv se babicce", tak to dité€ se omluvi, ale my nebudeme muset
pochybovat o té omluvé, ale budeme to povazovat za vykon, za omluvu. KdeZto v jiném kulturnim
prostredi by to bylo povazovano za omluvu pouze v pripadé, Ze by to bylo poctivé, upfimné nebo néco
takového. Cili tam se ta otazka pravdivosti posouva k otazce upfimnosti, ze?

Jiny hlas: Ja myslim, Ze ty dva pfipady se daji jesté rozlisit, Ze se tady to mysli takto a tamto se mysli takto.
Hejdanek: Chci fict jednu véc, Ze jestlize je tato véta... ,tato véta ma pét slov” je autoreferencni a presto
je pravdiva. Mlzeme si to spocitat, ma skute¢né pét slov.

Jiny hlas: In the two cases there are an inner state and self-reference.

Jiny hlas: Tady se totiZ dotykdme toho problému verifikace doloZitelnosti v té performativité, ktera rika
»,omlouvam se" a [nesrozumitelné] ,odpust*, protoze on mUZze... neni mozZno verifikovat tuto vétu, a to je
dano tim, Ze véta sama nedéla normalné... ja bych fekl, Ze to nevyplyva pravé z toho jenom to, Ze tedy
neni mozno verifikovat tuto vétu, protoZe toto odkazuje k nééemu uréitému. Ze ten problém tedy neni
jako vlibec v té vété, Ze jako ta otazka, jestli viibec to slovo o odpusténi neni jako bi¢ na vlastni zada,
protoze to miZe znamenat vsechno, ze?

Jiny hlas: bylo teda sice receno, Ze to ma jenom dvé moznosti interpretace, Ze bud to znamend, myslim
tim, Ze mé skutecné miluje, nebo myslim, Ze nezrusi ramec vztahu, ale v podstaté v té vété neni nic, co by
ji omezovalo na tyto dvé interpretace. Ta véta mize obnaset vsechno, mlze obnaset to i ono, i desitky
jinych moznosti, co to znamena. A jestlize teda hledame tu moznost verifikace, tak ji nemdzu hledat v té
vété, ale musim jit nékam jinam.

The question concerns your example of the statement, the answer to the question you asked me: "Yes, |
love you." And you mentioned two interpretations, so one is that... well, two types of verification. One is
that somebody really loves... in both cases, it's difficult to do the verification. And the other one is that
he will not destroy the frame of relations.

Hejdanek: | don't... well, it was your example.

Jiny hlas: Yes, but the second sentence... two possible interpretations. One was that the other person
really loves you. And the other one was that he or she doesn't want to destroy the relationship. Now, the
comment is that such a statement may have an arbitrary number of different, not only two, but arbitrary
number of different interpretations which depends on a lot of other things. So that we cannot go from
the sentence, talk about the sentence, statement, but take into question many other things.

Hejdanek: Yes, it's true. But this sentence is used as, | think, language in affective relation is used as a last
way to decide what the context and the meaning just also mean. For instance, if we make love with your
girl, it doesn't give the certainty of love. You see? So there is always a possibility of question about not
only the frame of relation which making love establishes, but there is a question on the relation between
the frame and the involvement in the frame. And this question is only... we cannot evoke this question
by another way than words. So even if there are many, many interpretations of "l love you", the
structure of the endeavor, which is the relation between the two levels, frame and the involvement in
the frame, remains.

Jiny hlas: Ale uznava to, Ze mlze byt spousta interpretaci, nicméné Ze z(stava stale totéz, to jest ta
dualita mezi ramcem vztahu a angaZovanosti v tom ramci. A Ze ten jazyk neni teda jako jediny zplsob, a
tim méné posledni zpUsob, jak néco vyjadfit, Ze v podstaté to muiZe byt taky skutek, tfeba jako make
love, to znamena souloZit, jesté nezaklada lasku, Ze to prosté muizZou byt slova a nemusi to byt slova a tak
dale. Tak ja jsem to pochopil presné, nebo aspon to, co vlastné rekl.

Jesté se zeptam, jestli chcete néco pridat jesté viibec k tomu? Dneska uz teda asi ne, sejdeme se pfiste,
za ¢trnact dni v Gtery v 17:30 tady.



Jiny hlas: I'm afraid we should stop our discussion because many of the people must start very early
tomorrow. So we should like to express once more our best thanks to you, to be present here and to
share your free time, which is so important for us. As | used to say many times, we hope that it's not for
the last time you are here. We just... you are the first students in... both of you...

Hejdanek: Yes, yes, first time.

Jiny hlas: Well, we hope that it's not the last time. It's difficult to both of you to...

Hejdanek: So, with pleasure, with pleasure. But we hope so for you, it is not for last time for us.

Jiny hlas: Jesté se zeptam, Jirko, Jirko! MUZes teda pristé... jo, od pFisté budeme u nas.

I should like to ask you, Petr Rezek prepared a third chapter of his text about Husserl. It's now for
scrutiny. Have you some possibility to give it or send it through somebody? Do you know...

Hejdanek: No, | don't know, but is it probable that you will speak with Katefina Thorova or Martin
Palous?

Jiny hlas: Yes, but the English men will come soon.

Hejdanek: No, no. It will be better to leave it here. No, no.

Jiny hlas: No, we can take this and give to Natalie who will send it to Montefiore. It's meant for Roger
Scruton. But it's a lot of time, nobody was here and it is not possible to send it, the post is very irregular.
It's something about phenomenology, something against nothing. Okay, but it's only the small problem,
it's not sure to send it. If it is possible, then to Roger Scruton or to Kathy Wilkes. Scruton is in London,
Wilkes is in Oxford, Catherine Montefiore is in Oxford. Well, if it is possible to somebody of them. Thank
you very much. Scruton will know the name of Janat [nesrozumitelné].

Hejdanek: J4 jsem se nestacil lvanovi omluvit, podékovat mu za to video. Je tam dost drah3 ta kazeta, ze
jo?

Jiny hlas: Je to tam dodano, toto video.



