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--- (Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: Let me leave self-reference out of it for the moment. TakZze nechme ted stranou na chvilku tu
referenci. I'm puzzled about how being able to refer to yourself helps you to refer to other things. Jsem
rozpacit nad tim, jak je mozné referovat, odkazovat k sobé a odkazovat k nécemu, co je vnéjsi. As | said,
referring to other things, | think also refers to itself. But let’s not talk about that. | want to talk about
something different. Nechci mluvit o té sebereferenci. The interesting thing, which | agree about entirely
in what you said, was the point that if any cause-effect relationship is going to be a matter of the effect
referring to the cause, then there will be much too much referring in the world. Zajimavé, s ¢im
souhlasim v tom, co jste Fekl, bylo, jestlize tu je kauzalni vztah a ma se stat, ma dat vznik Gcinku, ktery

| interpret the thermometer as referring...

Jiny hlas: No, no, look, my argument was that we could think of one thing referring to another in virtue
of, because the first was caused by the second. M{j argument byl, Ze miZzeme myslet o véci, ktera
objection was made, please, please, let me just clarify the situation. A tu se vznasi... nechte mé ujasnit tu
situaci. The objection was made on both sides, | think, that if that were so, then... Byla vznesena ndmitka
z obou stran, Ze kdyby tomu tak bylo, tak...

--- (Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas:

Mental ability that is best understood by this kind of computer influenced psychology that I've been
talking about is three-dimensional visual perception.

Ta mentalni schopnost, které mzeme nejlépe porozumét v té psychologii, ktera se nechava ovliviovat
modelem pocitacd, je trojrozmérné vizualni vnimani.

Certainly the illusions inside this book about the different lengths of the two lines that | showed you, that
can be explained in terms of the way that different neurons in the visual cortex are fire off and the
neurons fire off, send out a message differently according as the line they're looking at is next to another
one or not.

Zajisté ty iluze, které jsou tady publikovany o rozdilné délce téch dvou linek, jak jsem vam to ukazoval, to
muzZe byt vysvétleno tim zplsobem, Ze rlizné neurony ve vizualni klife vysilaji poselstvi, to podle toho,
jestlize ta linie je vedle té druhé, anebo jestli je spojena s tou druhou a zda se tedy kratsi.

That doesn't explain this thing yet, but | understand there are theories of neuronal organization that are
fairly close to telling us what is different in our brains when we see this thing differently.

To vsak nevysvétluje jesté tuhle tu véc, ale ja tomu rozumim zase na pozadi teorie o organizaci neurond,
které jsou ndm schopny Fict naprosto jasné, co se déje v nasem mozku, kdyz vidime tu véc tak rozdilné.
But Eccles and Popper suggest that everything in your brain will be just the same when you see it one
way, when you see it the other. This is what | understood from the book. And Eccles seems to be a
prominent researcher in his field, so | have to believe him because | can't of course evaluate his research
results.

On se mé pt3, jestli jsem tam nasel v té knize tu domnénku nebo to presvédceni, Ze se v nasem mozku
nedéje neurologicky nic odlisného, kdyZ vidime to odlisné. J4 tvrdim, Ze jo, Ze v té knize je feceno, Ze to
déla nositel Nobelovy ceny, tedy tvrdi to nositel Nobelovy ceny, ktery je sdm svétovy neurolog, Ze se
prosté nic v mozku nedéje jiného, nez Ze vnimame, tedy Ze ty mozkové pochody z(istavaji totozné i pfi
nasi rozdilné interpretaci. A Ze tedy, a to Fika ten Popper, ktery je agnostik do jisté miry, kdezto Eccles je
krestan, v tom se shoduji oba, Fikaji, Ze nelze vylozit cely nas pfistup ke svétu, vnimani, védomi,
sebevédomi bez aktivniho pfistupu.

Hejdanek:



S malym rozdilem, to vSechno teda je velmi dlsledné, protoze tu aktivitu nepousti do toho smyslového
vnimani nebo do téch neurond. Samoziejmé ta aktivita mentalni, o které on mluvi, ta pronika do téch
neurond, protoze v téch neuronech se déje néco jiného, ale ne proto, Ze by vnéjsek to ovlivhoval, nybrz
Ze to ovliviuji sami.

Well, one thing has to be added. Both are arguing that we are, when visually perceiving, we are active,
not passive. What is active? It's the self. And naturally, because of our activity, something is happening in
the brain itself. That means when we see this picture in a reversed way, then it causes or it has an impact
on neuron connections. Yes. But it can't be said that because the switches and the lines or the
connections internal in the brain has changed, so we have perceived it differently. That's... The activity of
self intervenes on the neural level. Yes. That's the reason why not only caused from outside, but it's
caused also by the activity of self.

Perhaps otherwise expressed, what is external to the brain is not only the external world, but it's the self
itself is external to the brain. So the impulses of the self influence the state of the brain.

Jiny hlas:

But I don't think | do it like that. | don't think | decide that I'm going to see it this way and that changes
what's going on in my brain. | think I look at this face, | turn my eyes, and then | see it with this face
forward. So certainly a decision of mine is involved in making me see it one way rather than the other.
But then | think is a decision which is something else going on in another bit of my brain, the decision to
look at this face.

Mné se nezda, Ze bychom mohli, Ze jsme to my, kdo rozhodujeme o tom rlznovidéni. Ja si myslim, Ze se
divam na tu predni stranu, a kdyz odhlédnu, tak vidim to stale s tou predni stranou vepredu. TakZze v tom,
jak to vidim, je zahrnuto i to mé rozhodnuti, ale domnivam se, Ze toto rozhodnuti divat se na to jinak
padne v jiné ¢asti mozku.

What about somebody who has never been able to see this with this face forward? Who always sees it
with this face... That person isn't doing any acting of the self, but they still see it in a three-dimensional
way, which is different from the person who sees it with this face forward.

A co tady s takovym clovékem, ktery by nikdy nebyl schopen vidét tu zadni sténu jako predni, ktery
vZdycky vidi tu predni jakoZzto predni? Takova osoba nevykonava zadnou ¢innost svého self, ale stale se
diva v trojrozmérném svété, co? je rozdilné od té osoby, ktera vidi jako predni tuto stranu.

Hejdanek:

This is only a hypothetical case. There are cases described where people are not at all able to see in three
dimensions. They see only two-dimensionally, but only of the first way.

Prosté to je jenom hypoteticky pripad, ktery nebyl popsan, nebo aspon se tedy nepopisuje v béznych
knizkach, které se mi dostaly do ruky. Jsou lidé, ktefi nejsou schopni vibec to vidét trojrozmérné, ale
neni mi zndmo, Ze by byli lidé, ktefi jsou schopni to vidét trojrozmérné jenom tim jednim zplsobem.

Jiny hlas: I am interested that the human being is basically split in that sense as we were talking about,
that on the one hand his brain moves this way and on the other hand it must move in another way.
Consider the famous example: you put the stick into the water and it seems to be broken and it's not.
What's your argument to this visual illusion?

Zajimalo by mé, jak se vlastné divate, ze ¢lovék je vlastné nesmirné rozpolcena bytost v tomhle smyslu, o
kterém jsme hovorili, tedy Ze na jedné strané jeho mozek postupuje takto a na druhé strané musi
postupovat jinak. Vezméte si jako priklad tedy ten stary tradi¢ni priklad: date hal do vody a ona se zda
byt lomena3, a pfitom neni. Jaky je vas argument k této vizualni iluzi?

About this, | don't think for what it's worth that one can see it both ways at once. One sees it either one
way or the other. But still, this is an illusion because it's in fact a set of marks on a flat piece of paper and
not a box at all. So like the stick in water, there is an illusion.

Pokud jde o tohle, tak si nemyslim, Ze je mozné vidét oboji najednou. Clovék to vidi bud jednim, nebo
druhym zptsobem. Nicméné je to iluze, v podstaté toto. ProtoZe ve skutecnosti je to prosté urcity nakres



na kousku papiru a neni to vibec krabice. Stejné tak jako ta hal vioZzena do vody, je to iluze.

What's your argument... | mean, you think there's a parallel between this cube and the stick. Sure, they
are both illusions. Illusions are where you have a visual judgment to some effect, this is a box, that stick is
crooked, when it's not true. An interesting thing about these visual illusions and the stick as well is that
you can have this judgment that the stick is bent not only when the stick is in fact straight, but also when
you know the stick is in fact straight.

Mate za to, Ze je paralela mezi touto kostkou a tou holi. Jisté, oboji jsou iluze. lluze jsou tam, kde mate
Gsudek zaloZeny na vizualnim vnimani, vztahujici se k néjaké véci, jako tfeba k této krabici nebo té holi,
ktera je lomena, ale neni to pravda. Takova zajimava véc, ktera se tyka téchto vizualnich iluzi a té hole, je,
Ze muZete mit ten Gsudek, Ze hil je lomena nejen v pfipadé, kdy je ta hil ve skute¢nosti rovn3, ale také
kdyz vite, Ze ta hul je ve skute¢nosti rovna.

Once more please.

Jesté jednou prosim.

You can visually judge the stick as bent at the same time as knowing, believing, that it's straight. | would
say that our visual judgments are in a sense lower level states, lower level in speed, inferior with respect
to our beliefs in thought. They are both intentional. The visual judgment is about the stick and that it's
bent. My higher level belief is again intentional, it's about the stick and that it's straight. Okay, if this is
what you're wondering about, | would then want to say that there are two different aspects of the brain,
one of which consists in my seeing it so and the other of which is a matter of my believing it so.

MuZete vizualné tedy tvrdit, soudit, Ze ta h(l je lomena a sou¢asné presné védét, véfit, Ze je rovna. Rekl
nebo nazoram, pokud se tykaji oblasti myslenkové, tedy to vizualni vnimani a myslenkové usuzovani.
Oboji jsou intencionalni. Ten vizualni Gsudek se tyka té hole, ktera se jevi lomena, a na té vyssi Urovni
myslenkové je opét intencionalni a tam usuzuji, Ze ta hal je rovna. A jestlize tomuto se tedy divite, pak
bych fekl, Ze jsou to dva rtizné aspekty mozku, jeden, ktery spociva v tom, Ze vidim tak, jak vidim, a ten
druhy aspekt té mozkové ¢innosti, ktery se tykd mého myslenkového usuzovani.

Hejdanek: Obvykle se to vyklada tak, Ze smyslovy viem je v reflexi interpretovan a ta interpretace, ze
mUZe revidovat nékteré nespravné informace pochazejici ze smyslového organu.

Jiny hlas: Obviously, it's being interpreted as that the visual perception is being reflected by a mental
reflection and it's being revised, either confirmed or revised.

Hejdanek: Tedy to, Ze se ta hal jevi jako lomena, je v té smyslové roviné v poradku, protoze vim, v ¢em se
to lomeni koreni, a protoZe to neni iluze v tom mozku, protoZe kdyz si to vyfotografuji, tak to v tom
fotografickém aparatu taky vypada jako lomené. Cili ten aparat nelze. Cili ja to musim interpretovat tak,
Ze tam nejsou dvé rlzné ¢asti mozku, Ladislave, to je pfilis hrubé, to je pfilis hrubé rozliseni.

Jiny hlas: The fact that the stick appears as bent is correct on the visual, on the sensual level, because
knowing that it's not an illusion in the brain, because if | take a photograph of this stick, it looks bent in
the photographic camera. The camera does not lie. So | must interpret it. There are no two different brain
aspects, Ladislav, this is too massive, too rough a differentiation.

Hejdanek: Ta korekce je provedena jediné diky tomu, Ze jsem schopen se intenciondlné vztahnout ne
pouze k tomu, co je v mém védomi, k tomu, co se mi jevi, k tomu, co je mi dano, ale k té véci, o které
jsem miluvil, k té véci o sobé samé. Jsem schopen se vztdhnout k véci samé a diky tomu revidovat ten
smyslovy viem.

Jiny hlas: Correction is being made only because | am able to intentionally relate myself not only to what
is in my consciousness, what is being given to me, but to that thing of which | spoke, to that thing in itself.
I am able to relate to the thing itself and because of this, | am able then to revise the visual perception.

I don't think | see how that works with the Necker cube. If the bent stick is like the photograph and then
one interprets the photograph as really being a straight stick but in water, if that's what you are
wondering about...



Nemyslim si, Ze to takto funguje s tou Neckerovou kostkou. Jestlize ta lomena hill je jako fotografie a
jestlize tedy potom tu fotografii interpretujeme, jako by tedy v té vodé byla rovna hiil...

Jiny hlas: pak toto je jako ta fotografie, kterou ja potom interpretuji jako krabici s tou predni tady s tou
sténou, ktera je tady vpredu. Ale nemyslim si na to, Ze by to byla krabice, protoze to je skute¢né nakres
na tom papire. At tedy se jakkoli snaZzim interpretovat tuto krabici... cokoli tedy udélam, vlastné
interpretuji tento nakres. Ta trojrozmérnost je v individualnim soudu a vnimani. A neni vloZena... ne
moment, you had individual or visual? Visual, all the way visual. Once more please, repeat the sentence.
Tato trojrozmérnost je v tom vizualnim vnimani. Je to vizualni zkusenost. Neni vloZena na tu vizualni
zkuSenost interpretativnim myslenim. Protoze v mém interpretativnim mysleni vim, Ze to je pouze
dvojrozmérné.

Hejdanek: Ja se obavam, Ze jde o daleko slozitéjsi véc, nezZ je tenhle nakres. To si miZeme ukazat tfeba na
obrazku néjakého psa.

Jiny hlas: It is quite different, by the pictures they are more complex, for instance let's take a man who is
owner of a dog and the dog will be shown the photograph of his master.

Hejdanek: Pes nema schopnost vlozZit interpretaci, Ze to je jeho pan. On prosté k té fotografii prijde a
udéla tam néjakou smyslovou zkusenost, jako je tahle.

Jiny hlas: He will just come to the photograph and make some sensual experience like this here. Parallelly
to our interpretation of a picture of what's over...

Hejdanek: A zaroven to zvife neni schopno to udélat. Tady to, Ze to je ta kostka nebo ta krabice, tak to je
nase interpretace, kterou vklddame do toho vizualniho vnimani. To v tom vizualnim vnimani jako
takovém neni.

Jiny hlas: So in this case, the box, it's our own interpretation which we are imposing to the visual
perception. It's not in the visual perception as such. It seems to me that you have the supposition that
what we are aware of is a two-dimensional array of shapes and colors. It's certainly true that the pattern
of stimulation on our retina, at the back of our eye, is a two-dimensional pattern. But | see no reason to
infer from that that somehow in the place where we're conscious... Zda se mi, Zze vychazite z
predpokladu, Ze to, co vnimame, je dvojrozmérné. Je zcela jisté, Ze to, co pfichazi na nasi sitnici jako
obraz, je dvojrozmérny model. Ale nevidim Zadny dlvod, pro¢ bychom z toho méli uzavrit, ze k vytvoreni
toho trojdimenzionalniho vidéni dochazi pouze v misté, kde jsme si védomi, kde mame védomi. Ackoli na
sitnici je to jen dvojrozmérné, tak nékde ve védomi se to posklada dohromady, aby to bylo trojrozmérné.
Jsem proti tomu, Ze by v sidle védomi byl jaksi self, tedy subjekt, ktery by se dival na dvojrozmérnou
obrazovku a rozhodoval, jak to ma interpretovat. To se mi zda jako Spatny zplisob uvazovani.

Hejdanek: To jsem nerekl.

Jiny hlas: I've spoken about interpretation, not about consciousness. Mluvil jsem o interpretaci, nikoli o
védomi.

Hejdanek: A ta interpretace je nutna i pro to trojdimenzionalni vidéni u psa. Aniz by tam byl predpoklad
védomi toho typu jako u ¢lovéka.

Jiny hlas: But leave the consciousness out of it again. | mean, it's still not clear to me why one wants to
give an account of these phenomena in terms of the self interpreting something that's given. Leave this
to one side, | agree this is complicated. When | look at this room, is there something that | have before |
think of it as three-dimensional which | then impose this interpretation of three-dimensionality on it?
Nechame ted stranou védomi. Kdyz tady madme popsat tento fenomén, jako by néjaké self interpretovalo
dané véci, to, co je dano. Nechme to stranou, je to komplikované. Kdyz se divdm na tuto mistnost, mam
si myslet, Ze mam néco predtim, neZ to chapu jako trojrozmérné, a ja to potom pouziji pri té interpretaci,
takze to tam vloZzim? Ale vy chcete mit néco, co odpovida pocitku pfed nazorem... kantska terminologie.
Hejdanek: His remark was that that's the problem Kant was occupied with.

Jiny hlas: Kant considered visual perception as a matter of intuition which involved imposing the
structure of space on the bare matter of sensation. Kant povaZoval vizualni vnimani jako zaleZitost



intuice, ktera uz zahrnovala v sobé to, Ze struktury jako prostor vkladame uz na ty vjemy, které ziskavame
pomoci smysl{. What I'm saying is why have this category of sensation in the first place? What work is it
doing? Why do you have the category of sensation? Why do you need it? Pro¢ potfebujete ty kategorie
pocitkd?

Hejdanek: Ja je nepotrebuju. To je jenom anglosaska tradice. Sensations, to je vynalez anglosaské tradice,
Hume a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: I'm against them too. I'm against them to the extent that | don't want to think of intuitions as a
shaping of some matter which in some sense is there to be shaped. On je taky proti nim. Jsem proti nim
do té miry, proti tém pocitklim, Zze odmita, ze by byla néjaka...

Hejdanek: ...kategorie, ktera by... Ze by byla néjaka, néjaka matérie, néjaky, prosté néjaky viem, ktery by
se zpracovaval na néjakych intuicich.

Jiny hlas: Well, he translated what | missed. You are against the sensation to that extent that you think
there is no necessity of having some material shaped by intuition.

The point in the more general context is that | can then think of visual perception as like a judgment, like
a belief, which is different from our beliefs in thought, but which just occur, they just happen, they don't
need a self to constitute them. Ta zaleZitost, ktera je v modernim kontextu, Ze si mizu myslet vizualni
vnimani jako Usudek, jako nazor, ktery se odlisuje od nasich soud( v oblasti mysleni, ale které se déji a
neni k nim zapotrebi néjakého self k jejich konstituovani.

Hejdanek: And is it perhaps not necessary to have some self to integrate them?

Jiny hlas: No, | think they come already integrated. Ladislav klade otazku, jestli neni potfeba toho self k
tomu, aby byly ty poznatky nebo ty asudky néjak integrovany. On Fika: oni uz tam prichazeji integrované.
Hejdanek: But they are different! They are chaotic, perhaps individually, but it is necessary to integrate
them as a whole.

Jiny hlas: You mean like this one is not integrated? Not only like this one, but also... Mozna Ze jsou
integrovany individualné, ale potfrebuji byt integrovany jako celek. Kdo je tedy integruje po celku?
Hejdanek: | don't think that it is a homunculus. Of course not! But there is an integration. There is a
vision. We see something. It's something concrete, but with a background. We see also in a way the
background and it's all integrated in some way. On si nemysli, Ze by to byl néjaky homunculus v mozku,
ktery by to provadél, ale je tu prosté integrace. Vidime sice néco konkrétniho, ale vidime také pozadi a
vidime to jako celek. A to neni prosté urcéeno tim vnéjskem, my to rozliSujeme, my to... Some center of
integration is necessary. Néjaké centrum integrace je nutné.

Jiny hlas: No. | see no need for such an active entity to account for the nature of our visual experience.
Neverim, Ze je potfeba néjaké aktivni entity, ktera by méla posoudit povahu nasi zkusenosti. It's certainly
integrated. My visual experience now identifies many different objects in this room and identifies them
as objects in a three-dimensional space against the background, etc. Je to zcela jisté integrované. Moje
vizualni zkusenost ted identifikuje celou rfadu rozlicnych predmétl v této mistnosti a identifikuje je jako
objekty v trojrozmérném prostoru proti pozadi atd.

Hejdanek: Allow me just... Who is this 'l'?

Jiny hlas: | am me sitting here.

Hejdanek: Well, but what is it? Is it your brain?

Jiny hlas: Sure, | mean...

Hejdanek: Your brain is not sitting here.

Jiny hlas: No, but let's... okay, that's a perfectly good point. When | say I... When was | using I? | was
talking, my visual experience identifies these objects as objects against a background. I didn't stick 'I' in
at all. Moje vizualni zkusenost identifikuje tyto predméty. Myslim, Ze zpGsob, jak tomu rozumét, neni
skrze néjaké aktivni self, které by uloZilo ten fad do té matérie... You have used it.

Hejdanek: You have used it, I'm sure.

Jiny hlas: but the way | want to account for it... Tak ted Ladislav vycita, Ze tim to znesmyslnuje, kdyz tam



mluvi o nékom, kdo by to usporadal nebo o n&jaké véci. Right. A on to ted fekne po svém.

This is the work | was referring to before. | mean, this is work on the physiology of visual perception
which I'm now going to describe in vague detail. Jde o to, Ze ta vizualni percepce, to vnimani je zaloZeno
na tomto fyziologickém pochodu.

There is work that takes the pattern of stimulation of the retina... To je uskute¢néno tak, Ze sitnice
zachycuje a ji prochazi urcity Utvar, model... which describes how arrangements of neurons in the brain
are designed to pick out edges of objects in terms of changes in the visual intensity across the pattern of
stimulation.

Hejdanek: That's the theory, how it works.

Jiny hlas: It's more than a theory. It's very convincing. Je to tedy vic nezZ tato teorie nebo prosté...
presvédcivy vyklad, Ze... Can you repeat? Right. It's the arrangements of neurons... usporadani neurond...
which are designed to pick out... které je uzplsobeno k tomu, aby shromaZdovalo... changes in intensity
at certain lines in the visual field. No, sorry, don't use the word visual field. It's certain points in the
pattern of stimulation. Usporadalo urcité body v té vizualni... rozdilnou intenzitu a zmény osvétleni
pronikajici pres sitnici. [nesrozumitelné] nad tou siti.

Let me... It's important in thinking about this... Dllezité, kdyZ na to myslime, na tuto véc... that one
doesn't think of some being, some intelligent being looking at the array of stimulation and noticing
where the light changes intensity. Ze si nesmime predstavovat tak, jako kdyby to byla jakasi bytost, ktera
by se divala na ten svazek téch stimul(i ¢i podnéti a zaznamenavala ten rozdil v tom osvétleni, v té
intenzité osvétleni.

It's a matter of the neurons being arranged. So once the retina is stimulated and then that pattern of
stimulation is transmitted up the optic nerve... Nybrz je to zalezZitost toho, jak jsou ty neurony
usporadany. A to jest, jakmile ta sitnice je stimulovana a ten zp(sob je pfenesen pres sitnici do téch
neuronovych center... As a result of that, certain neurons will... come on, like a switch will come on.
Vysledkem toho je, Ze nékteré ty neurony se pusti, asi jako spinac.

Hejdanek: No.

Jiny hlas: No, tam prosté dochazi k selekci.

Hejdanek: To, v sitnici uz dochazi k tomu prevodu.

Jiny hlas: If there is a line like this at a certain point in my pattern of stimulation on the retina... this line...
if there's something, a change in stimulation in my retina, it goes up and then this arrangement... Ze
tfeba jako tady, tato linie, kdyZ se jaksi néco zméni v tom podnétu té sitnice, intenzita svétla atd., tfeba
se tyka tady té linie, to prochazi az do téch neuronovych spoju.

There's a lot more complicated stuff like that. | mean, this is an account that's been worked out by a man
called Marr, M-A-R-R. Marr. To je zpUsob, ktery vlastné... je to vyklad tohoto muZe, ktery se zabyval timto
vyzkumem. And this is an account of what the neurons actually do, such that the net result is... now how
to put it... something happening in your brain just in case there's a physical object of that shape over
here. Je to vycet toho, co ty neurony fakticky délaji, a to takové, Ze ten cisty vytézek jaksi té prace je
néco, co se déje ve vasem mozku, tvari v tvar tomu tvaru toho fyzikalniho objektu, ktery je pred vami.
Now, | take it that it's because all this is going on in my brain that | see objects as objects in a three-
dimensional space. Ja tomu rozumim tak, Ze tedy toto je proto, Ze se toto odehrava v mém mozku, ja
vidim predméty jako predméty v trojrozmérném prostoru. That's all the explanation | need. | don't need
an active self imposing spatial intuition on sensation. To je jediné vysvétleni, které ja potrebuiji.
Nepotrebuji Zddné aktivni self, které by kladlo prostorovou intuici na vizualni pocitek. In that story,
there's nothing corresponding to the sensation, nor is anything corresponding to the active self. V tom,
jak to licim, tam neni nic, co by odpovidalo tém pocitkiim, ani nic, co by odpovidalo néjakému aktivnhimu
self.

Prominite, ja vim, Ze je to blby, Ze zarazim vas a sdm jsem kecal. Ale uz je strasné pozdé a musim vas
upozornit, Ze tedy tamto mame, tak vam chci fict, excuse me, we have to stop. It's always the necessity to



stop somewhere, sometime, even if the discussion is not finished. Therefore | should like to express you
our cordial thanks for coming, for having come here and for having here this lecture. Secondly, to express
our hope that it is not the last time you came and next time we shall go on with our... and myself | should
apologize for my being too, | don't know how to say it, argumentative...

Jiny hlas: Agresivni?

Jiny hlas: Expressive. Expressive.

Jiny hlas: Not at all. | enjoyed it and I'm very pleased to be here for so-called Charta-filosofie. Well, once
more, we thank you very much and we hope we shall see you again in the future. Thank you. And it was
excellent discussion. Diky taky véem za Gcast.



