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Jiny hlas: So first of all | have to apologize because | don't speak your language.

Jiny hlas: Omlouvam se, Ze budu mluvit cizim jazykem.

Jiny hlas: Always when | am traveling and | go to foreign countries, | always try to speak the language of
the people where | go, but this time it's absolutely impossible.

Jiny hlas: Obvykle se mu to podafri, ale tentokrat je to pro néj naprosto nemozné.

Jiny hlas: So as Jarda told you, | am Flemish, this means that my native language is Dutch.

Jiny hlas: Jsem VIam, coZ znamena, Ze moje rodna fec je holandstina.

Jiny hlas: It's the same language, the Flemish Belgians they speak Dutch, same language. The difference
is something like between British English and American English.

Jiny hlas: Je to tentyZ jazyk. Rozdil mezi vlamstinou a holandstinou je asi jako mezi britskou a americkou
anglic¢tinou.

Jiny hlas: So my second language is French because in Belgium we have two official languages.

Jiny hlas: Moji druhou redi je francouzstina, protoze v Belgii mame dva Gredni jazyky.

Jiny hlas: And English is third language for me, and German fourth, Portuguese fifth and so on and so
forth.

Jiny hlas: Angli¢tina je pro mé tretim jazykem, némcina ¢tvrtym, portugalstina patym a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: | try to speak English, but we can try to have it translated.

Jiny hlas: Mame tu tlumocnika, budeme se snazit, abychom to méli preloZzené, proto mluvim anglicky.
Jiny hlas: | must say this is my fourth stay in Prague here.

Jiny hlas: Musim Fict, Ze jsem v Praze uz poctvrté.

Jiny hlas: And the first time | came here is more than 20 years ago.

Jiny hlas: Vic nez pred dvaceti lety jsem tady byl poprvé.

Jiny hlas: And so we came with four friends from Leuven University and Jan Patocka was our guide here
in Prague. So | saw the city the first time | came here maybe during five days, and Patocka served as a
guide for us this whole week almost. So | have seen Prague the first time with Patocka as a guide.

Jiny hlas: Tehdy jsem pfisel s prateli z lovariské univerzity a nasim privodcem v Praze byl Jan Patocka.
Vidél jsem tehdy mésto béhem péti dnli a Patocka nadm délal privodce skoro cely ten tyden. Poprvé jsem
tedy vidél Prahu s Patockou jako priivodcem.

Jiny hlas: Then | came back afterwards two times in all different circumstances here in this city, and
Patocka came to Leuven as well one year before he died | think, to be a member of a habilitation
committee.

Jiny hlas: Pak jsem tu byl jesté dvakrat za rliznych okolnosti. Patocka pfijel také do Lované asi rok pred
svou smrti, aby byl ¢lenem habilitacniho komitétu pro nevim koho.

Jiny hlas: For Daubignies, yes.

Jiny hlas: Pro Daubigniesho, ano.

Jiny hlas: And he stayed at our home then and so we were very close friends and then just afterwards |
saw him last time back here in Prague, maybe two, three months before he died.

Jiny hlas: Bydlel u nas, byli jsme velmi blizci pratelé a pak jsem ho vidél naposledy v Praze asi dva tFi
mésice pred smrti.

Jiny hlas: That was somewhere around the New Year.

Jiny hlas: Bylo to nékdy kolem Vanoc nebo Nového roku.

Jiny hlas: | think we came here in November, October, November.

Jiny hlas: Asi v listopadu nebo v Fijnu.

Jiny hlas: So | must say sentimentally | feel related to Prague, especially through Patocka because he was
my friend.



Jiny hlas: Takze k Praze mam takovy vnitfni intenzivni vztah pravé kvuli Patockovi, protoze to byl mj
pritel.

Jiny hlas: Then | must say | knew about your initiatives here about your seminars by the British people,
by a friend of mine who is organizing it in Oxford.

Jiny hlas: O vasem seminari jsem se dozvédél od britskych pratel, od jednoho mého pritele, ktery jej
organizuje v Oxfordu.

Jiny hlas: And afterwards | heard that in the Netherlands the same organization is doing all kinds of
things as well and some of my friends came here from Belgium, for example Donte and Carlos Steele and
so on.

Jiny hlas: Poté jsem se dozvédél, Ze v Holandsku podobna organizace déla rlizné véci také. Byli tu néktefi
moji kolegové z Belgie, napfriklad Donte nebo Carlos Steele a dalsi.

Jiny hlas: And if you agree we have the absolute will to coordinate better between the initiatives in
Britain, the Netherlands, Belgium and France and all and to help you as much as possible, especially
delivering books. But we should find a better procedure maybe of getting books here.

Jiny hlas: Budeme se snazit zkoordinovat ¢innost mezi témito ¢tyrmi zemémi véetné Francie a Holandska,
abychom vam pomohli, zvlasté pokud jde o knihy. Musime vsak najit lepsi zpUsob, jak knihy dostat sem.
Jiny hlas: Let me present myself in two minutes. So my name is Herman Parret.

Jiny hlas: Jesté dvé minuty o mné. Jmenuji se Herman Parret.

Jiny hlas: | studied filosofie in the Institute of Philosophy in Leuven University.

Jiny hlas: Studoval jsem filosofii na lovanském institutu.

Jiny hlas: And before | did filosofie, | studied what they call there Romance philology, linguistics.

Jiny hlas: NeZ jsem se zacal vénovat filosofii, studoval jsem romanské jazyky a lingvistiku.

Jiny hlas: So | learned French, Italian, Spanish there and my first interest in fact was in the theory of
literature.

Jiny hlas: Naucil jsem se prislusné jazyky a zacal jsem se zajimat o teorii literatury.

Jiny hlas: But as you know in the sixties, people interested in criticism of literature, they thought that you
had to study linguistics to say something serious about literature. This was the fashion of structuralism in
the late sixties in Paris and so on.

Jiny hlas: Koncem Sedesatych let, kdyz se nékdo chtél vénovat literarni kritice, tak se musel vénovat
lingvistice jako solidni zakladné. To byla tehdy v Pafizi méda strukturalismu.

Jiny hlas: So after my PhD in Leuven, which was a very classical PhD in filosofie, it was about Husserl,
about the Logische Untersuchungen, the first and the fourth one, and I tried to put into relation Husserl's
conception of language with the general underlying philosophy of language in Saussure and in the whole
structural linguistics trend.

Jiny hlas: Moje doktorska prace v Lovani byla velmi klasicka a tykala se Husserla, jeho Logische
Untersuchungen, konkrétné prvniho a ¢tvrtého zkoumani. SnaZzil jsem se v ni uvést do souvislosti
Husserlovo pojeti jazyka s obecnou filosofil jazyka u Saussura a celym proudem strukturalni lingvistiky.
Jiny hlas: This was my PhD thesis and it has been published in a book called Language and Discourse, a
book in English.

Jiny hlas: Moje prace byla publikovana v anglictiné pod nazvem Language and Discourse.

Jiny hlas: So after my PhD | then became the assistant of a person as you know very surely, very
important historian of phenomenology, Alphonse de Waelhens.

Jiny hlas: Po doktoratu jsem se stal asistentem Alphonse de Waelhense, vyznamného historika
fenomenologie.

Jiny hlas: And he sent me to Paris then to study better more linguistics still. And so | started in Paris and
this was in 67 to start, | started learning structural linguistics there and the semiotics in the school or in
the seminar of Greimas.

Jiny hlas: V roce 1967 mé De Waelhens vyslal do Pafize, abych hloubéji studoval lingvistiku a sémiotiku v



Greimasové seminari.

Jiny hlas: And then in the early 70s as you know there was a very new fashion in current linguistics called
transformational grammar, generative transformational grammar. This is the school of Chomsky in
America.

Jiny hlas: Zac¢atkem sedmdesatych let prisla do moédy transformacni gramatika, generativni gramatika. To
je Skola Noama Chomského v Americe.

Jiny hlas: And so | went to the States then and | stayed a year with Chomsky.

Jiny hlas: Odjel jsem tedy do Spojenych statt a stravil jsem rok u Chomského.

Jiny hlas: And this was in the early 70s and as a filosof | must say | was very unsatisfied by the whole
conception of language in Chomsky.

Jiny hlas: Jako filosofa mé vsak Chomského pojeti jazyka viibec neuspokojovalo.

Jiny hlas: So | had lots of very hard discussions with him but we were both of us were very much
interested in the history of linguistic theories.

Jiny hlas: On s nim velmi tvrdé diskutoval a ted nevim, jestli kdo z nich se asi on sam, Ze se zacal zajimat o
déjiny, déjiny lingvistiky.

Jiny hlas: Not only the history of linguistics, but of linguistic theories, of the philosophy of language for
example.

Jiny hlas: O rizné koncepce, tedy jak se vyvijely teorie jazyka, filosofie.

Jiny hlas: As you know, Chomsky considers himself to be a Cartesian and he studied, he wrote a book on
Descartes, he calls it Cartesian Linguistics.

Jiny hlas: Jako vite, Chomsky sdm sebe nazyva kartezidnem a napsal knihu o Descartovi, jmenuje se
Cartesian Linguistics.

Jiny hlas: And he also was very much interested in German philosophy, especially on Humboldt.

Jiny hlas: Zajimal se velmi také o némeckou filosofii, zvlasté o Humboldtovu teorii jazyka.

Jiny hlas: So this will be more or less already in relation with what | would like to tell in my paper there.
He was always looking in Humboldt to find passages where Humboldt tries to relate his conception of
language with his political philosophy.

Jiny hlas: V Humboldtovi predevsim hledal ty pasaze, které by se tykaly vztahu jazyka a politiky.

Jiny hlas: And | will talk about these things a bit later on.

Jiny hlas: O tomhle budeme mluvit.

Jiny hlas: Chomsky himself, he thinks that there is a relation between your political concept, the political
opinion and the idea you have of language.

Jiny hlas: Chomsky se domniva tedy, Ze nasel néjaky ten vztah mezi jazykem a politikou, no politickou
teorii, a to bude teda asi napini toho vykladu.

Jiny hlas: Okay, | come back on this point later, but as | told you, | was unsatisfied with transformational
grammar in that time and | got more and more interested in pragmatics.

Jiny hlas: Zacal jsem se, protoze mé neuspokojovala ta Chomského generativni gramatika, zacal jsem se
zajimat o takzvanou pragmatiku.

Jiny hlas: So instead of this kind of autonomous syntax and semantics you find in the Chomsky model, |
got more interested in language as it functions in a context.

Jiny hlas: Zac¢alo mé tedy spise zajimat, jak jazyk funguje v ur¢itém kontextu, kdezto Chomsky se zabyva
prosté jaksi autonomni sémantikou jazyka, prosté jak funguje ten jazyk sdm o sobé.

Jiny hlas: So this is more or less what you can call pragmatics and there are all kind of pragmatics as you
know, for example one of the main branches of pragmatics originates in Austin.

Jiny hlas: Existuje cela fada takovych pragmatickych teorii, jedna z nich vychazi od anglického, tusim,
filosofa Austina.

Jiny hlas: So what they call it now the speech acts theory. So you find, you know that book by Austin, that
small book How to do things with words.



Jiny hlas: Ta knizka té pani Austinové teda se jmenuje How to do things with words, jo, jak udélat prosté z
véci slova, ne, nebo obracené.

Jiny hlas: So this is a small book by Austin but it is at the origin of a whole movement in pragmatics called
speech acts theory and the main theorist there is John Searle.

Jiny hlas: John Searle je autorem zase teorie, které se rika teda teorie mluvnich aktd, jo, promluvy.

Jiny hlas: So there are this is only one example of a possible pragmatics, there are other kinds of
pragmatics.

Jiny hlas: To byl pfiklad z takovych téchto teorii, které se zabyvaji jazykem, jak funguje v kontextu,
napfiklad v kontextu rozhovoru.

Jiny hlas: Another very important branch of pragmatics is what they call now conversational logic.

Jiny hlas: Dale existuje i takova logika, které se Fikd konverzacni, teda logika konverzace, rozhovoru.

Jiny hlas: And the main philosopher is in fact he is an Oxford philosopher as well but he came to the
States and he taught in Berkeley just like John Searle, his name is Grice.

Jiny hlas: Grice, psano Grice, jo, je tedy zase autorem téhle té logiky.

Jiny hlas: So there are | don't give details there but as | got interested in this stuff | went there to meet
and to work with them with Searle and Grice in Berkeley then and this was almost the end of my
education let's say.

Jiny hlas: TakZe s tim Searlem a Gricem jsem se také setkal, vlastné potom, co jsem se zacal zajimat o
tyhle véci.

Jiny hlas: Every body you were interested in you met.

Jiny hlas: Ano.

Jiny hlas: Yes sure, one after another.

Jiny hlas: Mhm.

Jiny hlas: Yes because | studied with them.

Jiny hlas: Mhm.

Jiny hlas: So this is almost my let's say my intellectual biography.

Jiny hlas: Tak to je mj Zivotopis jaksi studijni.

Jiny hlas: So now | am let's say institutionally | am a member of the Belgian National Science Foundation,
I think you should compare this with your Academy of Sciences here, it's something similar.

Jiny hlas: Jsem ¢lenem belgické akademie, ktera je také v kontaktu s vasi akademii ¢eskoslovenskou.

Jiny hlas: | think it's almost the same thing, but at the same time | teach two courses, one course in
Leuven, at Louvain, course Philosophy of Language course and the course in an other university in
Belgium, Antwerp, where | teach a course on Methodology of Linguistics.

Jiny hlas: Vyucuji, mam takové dvé prednasky, v Lovani o filosofii jazyka a v Antverpach o metodologii
lingvistiky.

Jiny hlas: So if | have to circumscribe my interests, my philosophical interests, | would say | consider
myself to be a philosopher of language but with special interests for methodology and epistemology of
linguistics.

Jiny hlas: Kdybych mél fict, co je mym zajmem, je to filosofie jazyka, zamérena predevsim na metodologii
lingvistiky a na tu druhou véc jsem zapomnél, na epistemologii.

Jiny hlas: Okay. | make distinction there between methodology and epistemology of linguistics. For
example, | give you an example, methodology of linguistics is for example the problem of Universal
Grammar. Are there universals in language and should grammar be also a universal grammar? | consider
this to be a methodological problem.

Jiny hlas: Tak abych vysvétlil to prikladem, prikladem pro tu metodologickou otazku lingvistiky je otazka,
zda existuje néjaka univerzalni gramatika, zda ma existovat.

Jiny hlas: Epistemology of linguistics is a bit different. These are the classical epistemological problems.
For example, have you to be a good linguist, have you to be a rationalist or an empiricist? So is the old



question of empiricism versus rationalism for example.

Jiny hlas: A ma-li byt empiristou ¢i racionalistou v lingvistice, tak to je pfiklad na to druhé, to je tedy
epistemologie, zakladni problém z epistemologie.

Jiny hlas: Another example for example is the whole discussion on innateness.

Jiny hlas: Nebo otazka vrozenosti je také to epistemologické, zda se jazyku uc¢ime nebo zda jsou v ném
néjaké dispozice vrozené.

Jiny hlas: So and | don't know if | don't think this is of direct interest to your seminar all these topics
here.

Jiny hlas: Nejsem si jist, zda toto je pfimo jaksi zajem vhodny pro vas seminar.

Jiny hlas: | don't know but in any case | would like to to maybe to present to you in a very general way
without really without any technicalities this problem of the ideologies of linguistic theories.

Jiny hlas: Ale v kazdém pripadé bych vam néco obecné chtél povédét o souvislosti ideologii lingvistickych
teorii.

Hejdanek: Ta ideologie lingvistickych teorii. Jo takhle, jo.

Jiny hlas: So when | speak about linguistic theories, these are not only theories in linguistics, but also
theories in philosophy of language. Nejsou to ovsem pouze teorie lingvistické nebo v lingvistice, ale i ve
filosofii jazyka.

Hejdanek: Které budou zkoumat souvislosti s tou ideologii.

Jiny hlas: So you know this word of ideology is a very ambiguous word, it's a very fashionable word and
anybody uses it in a different way. Slovo ideologie je velice mnohoznacné slovo a kazdy ho pouziva po
svém.

So I should first maybe explain or tell you in what sense | use the word of ideology. Nejprve vysvétlim, jak
tomu slovu rozumim ja.

I would like to distinguish between two types of ideologies. The first type of ideologies I call them external
ideologies. Rozlisim dva typy ideologii. Prvni jsou externi, vnéjSkové.

Hejdanek: Vné&jskové.

Jiny hlas: And I only mention them in the beginning of my talk now, because | am mainly interested in the
second type of ideology, namely what you can call internal ideologies. Ty jenom zminim, ale zajimam se
spiSe o ty druhé, o interni, vnitfni, uvidime, co to bude znamenat.

Hejdanek: Vnitrni, uvidime, co to bude znamenat.

Jiny hlas: First a word on this external ideologies. | give you three examples of what I call external
ideologies. The first example is the ideology in the use of a theory. Nejprve k tém vnéjsim ideologiim.
Uvedu tfi priklady. Prvnim je ideologie v uzivani teorie.

For example you can use scientific theories, linguistic theories, or you can use some conceptions of
language in philosophy, for example, to apply them in certain very concrete circumstances and in society
as such. MuZete pouzit urcitou teorii lingvistickou v aplikaci na néjaky konkrétni socialni vyzkum.
Hejdanek: Konkrétni socialni véci.

Jiny hlas: For example, | give you one example, | remember during the Vietnam war, that the main
linguistics departments in the United States, for example, without any control of what happened with
their theories, but they unconsciously they collaborated with the military people using some linguistic
theories, for example Chomsky grammars, in the psychological war in Vietnam. Takovym prikladem je
takova nevédoma spoluprace lingvistt s armadnimi Ciniteli v psychologické valce ve Vietnamu, kde byly
vyuzity nékteré teorie, napriklad Chomsky grammars.

This is only one example. And | think that the situation of linguistics here and of philosophy of language is
not different from the other sciences. The same problem exists with biology... To je jen jeden pfiklad.
Stejné tomu bylo i u jinych véd, v biologii a tak dale.

Hejdanek: Lysenko.

Jiny hlas: Yes, Lysenko. It's a very general problem. For example, the problem of biological manipulation,



genetic manipulation, the problem of the use of nuclear physics, for example, building all kinds of plants
and so on. So | think this first type of external ideology, it exists in all sciences. Ten prvni typ vné;si
ideologie existuje ve vsech védach. Napfiklad otazka fizeni genetického kédu, pouziti nuklearnich
vyzkuma.

Hejdanek: ZneuZiti nebo pouziti, ze?

Jiny hlas: I don't speak about these things tonight. The second type of external ideology | would speak
about is what normally is considered to be the Marxist concept of ideology. O tom dnes nebudeme
Where ideology is more or less to be identified with the bad consciousness or the good consciousness you
have when you build up a theory or something like that. Je to pojeti ideologie jako Spatného nebo
nedostate¢ného uvédomeéni si své prace.

Hejdanek: Toho, co skutec¢né délas, kdyz tu védu provozujes.

Jiny hlas: It's very clear. | think that it is true that when you construct a theory, that you always get a kind
of psychological reaction, this is a kind of also psychological embedding of a theory. When you produce a
theory and it gives you good or bad consciousness, it's very clear. So | think that this exists. Nebudeme o
tom mluvit, ale presto se domnivam, Ze existuje néco jako védomi souvisejici s tim, kdyz vytvarim
néjakou teorii.

Hejdanek: TakZe mam pri tom bud dobré nebo Spatné svédomi nebo védomi. To svédomi, to
consciousness jako, to neni ve smyslu teda odvolat se na svédomi, ale prosté to povédomi je korektni
nebo nekorektni, jo, vtom smyslu. TakZe to spravné, nespravné povédomi o tom, co déldm, se to tam
néjak prosté do toho vlozi. NemUZu byt Cisty pozitivisticky idedl, ten Cisty védec. Vidycky se mi tam do
toho vpravi néco, Ze to myslim bud dobfe nebo Spatné ve smyslu, ktery prekracuje tu védu. Ale o tom
druhém typu taky nebudeme mluvit.

Jiny hlas: It's clear, as | understand Marxist philosophy, it's clear that this psychological reaction itself is
conditioned by economic and social situations, class situations and so on. But | consider it also to be an
example of external ideology. Tato psychologicka reakce je podminéna ekonomickymi souvislostmi nebo
The third example | give you of external ideology is what | would call a co-occurrent ideology, parallel
ideology, happening at the same time. To, co se paralelné vyskytuje s nécim jinym, nazveme to tfeba
paralelni vnéjsi ideologii.

Going back to Chomsky, for example, he thinks that his conception of language has an intrinsic, an
essential link with his political conceptions. Napriklad Chomsky se domniva, Ze jeho teorie jazyka ma
vnitfni spojovaci ¢lanek s jeho pojetim politiky.

Hejdanek: Nejen pojetim, ale politickym zarazenim, orientaci politickou.

Jiny hlas: To make it a bit concrete in the case of Chomsky, his theory of language is very rationalistic and
very innatistic, you can say, and very much against behaviorism and empiricism. Uvedme to na
Chomském jesté. Jeho teorie je zamérena proti behaviorismu, proti teorii uceni, je racionalisticka.
Hejdanek: To znamena, predpoklada, Ze struktura jaksi pro jazyk je vrozena, jo?

Jiny hlas: He thinks, and this is a kind what | consider to be a naivety, he thinks that there is an essential
link with his political conception which is, as you know, anarchism and socialist libertarianism. On se
domniva, a to je takové, co ja povaZzuji za naivitu, on se domniva, Ze zase je u ného, u Chomského,
spojnice, vnitrni spojeni mezi touto teorii jazyka a jeho politickou koncepci, ktera je, jak vite, anarchismus
a socialisticky libertarianismus.

Jiny hlas: | would say | call it socialist libertarianism. Socialist libertarianism. Ano, takovy socialni
libertinismus. So, it's this Chomsky’s conception. | have discussed this point many times with him. | don’t
have anything against his political conception, that’s not the point here. But | don’t think he’s right in
thinking that there is an essential link between his political conception, which is very valuable, | don’t
have anything against it, and his conception of language. J4 nemam nic proti jeho politickym nazoraim,



ale domnivam se, Ze se myli v tom, Ze by existoval néjaky bytostny, podstatny ¢lanek, spojeni mezi tou
lingvistickou teorii jeho a témi politickymi nazory. He goes so far to say that when you are an empiricist in
your epistemology, that at the same time and necessarily you have to be a racist. Racist. Rasista. Tvrdi
totiz, Ze jakmile se stanete tedy, pristoupite na opacné uceni, na to empiricistické, Zze vsecko pochazi z
uceni, tak se stanete zaroven tedy v politickém slova smyslu rasistou. When you are a rationalist and
when you believe in universal structures, for example, then you believe in also in equality between the
people and in, let’s say, equality which makes possible, let’s say, individual freedom. So this is then his
anarchist conception. Jestlize vsak budete racionalisty, tak jako je Chomsky, tak zaroven, tim zaroven se
stavate v tom politickém ohledu témi, ktefi uznavaji rovnost mezi lidmi a jesté tam bylo néco, to uz jsem
nepostrehl.

Hejdanek: No, staci, staci.

Jiny hlas: So we don't discuss this further because | consider this also an external ideology, this co-
occurrent type of ideology here. And | give you another example. So, Chomsky calls himself a humanist.
Chomsky se nazyva humanistou. If you look at structural linguistics, for example, Saussure for example,
and this has been very clear in what they called in Paris in the sixties, structuralism, this was anti-
humanism. Anti-humanism. Aha, to je nazor vas nebo Chomského? No, no, it’s the opinion of the people,
of the structuralists. That they are anti-humanist. Samotni tedy strukturalisté z téch Sedesatych let se
povazuji za antihumanisty. | mention the names of Foucault, Lacan, Lévi-Strauss, Greimas in linguistics
let’s say. This school, they are mainly called structuralists in their fields, they developed a very important
reaction against subjectivity. Oni rozvinuli tu svou teorii jaksi zamérenou proti subjektivismu nebo
subjektivité. Oni tvrdi, Ze jsou néjaké obecnéjsi struktury, které presahuji subjekt.

Hejdanek: Presahuji subjekt.

Jiny hlas: And even against the notion of man and mankind as a relevant notion in philosophy. Dokonce
se obratili proti pojmu ¢lovék a lidstvo ve filosofii, pouzivat ho jako pojem. Man, mankind has to be seen
as an effect of discourse. That’s what, for example, what Lacan tells us, and he finds it in Heidegger as
well. Clovék je pouze takovym faktem v né&jakém universalnim... vysledkem rozhovoru, vysledkem...
efektu... je vysledkem rozhovoru ¢i néjakého konani jazykového.

Hejdanek: Ne, ta posledni véta snad... a predtim... no ano. Posledni véta té knizky uvedené, Slova a véci,
Ze uvadi takovou myslenku, Ze ¢lovék je jenom obrazem v pisku, pisku na plazi, a kdyz ted pfijde ta vina
more, tak ho to prosté splachne. A v této situaci dnes jsme, Ze prosté ta vina prisla a ¢lovék neni, jsou
tady jenom ty struktury neosobni vlastné.

Jiny hlas: So this is again an example of a co-occurrent ideology. | gave two examples: the so-called
humanism of Chomsky and the so-called anti-humanism of structuralism. To jsou dva priklady na tu
soubéznou ideologii s tim spojenim vnitfnim, humanismus Chomského a antihumanismus téchto
strukturalist(l. So, my viewpoint would be that, without considering even the value of these political
conceptions or these philosophical, broad philosophical conceptions, | would say that | don’t see any
analytical or any logical link between the conception of language and the organization of society in
political filosofii. On sdm to nechce jaksi filosoficko-logicky néjak zkoumat, ale nevidi Zadny tedy dlvod
pro to, aby bylo néjaké logické spojeni mezi tou teorii jazyka a feknéme organizaci spole¢nosti. So this co-
occurrent ideology is my third type of external ideology. To je tedy ten treti typ, tahle ta soubézna
ideologie. So | don’t speak about it anymore and | arrive now at the topic of my paper, which is on the
internal ideology of theories of language. TakZe ted se obratime k vlastnimu jadru, a to jsou tedy vnitrni
ideologie teorie jazyka. So what | will be doing is to look not so much at the ideological and philosophical
presuppositions of theories of language - this would also be a possible approach, but | don’t do that.
What | will be doing is to look at the structure of the theories of language, some examples for sure, and
show that in the structure itself of the theories of language there is a kind of what | call then internal
ideology. Pokusim se vdm ukazat, Ze ve strukture lingvistickych teorii je to, co nazyvam vnitfni ideologii.
Hejdanek: Takze nejde mu ted jen o to, jaké ideologické predpoklady nebo podminky ta teorie mj, to je



to, co predchazi, z ¢eho vychazi, z toho hlediska, ale jak pfimo ve strukture té teorie jsou ideologické
prvky.

Jiny hlas: And I will distinguish in this internal ideology of theories of language two aspects which | will be
discussing now. The first aspect is the fact that any scientific theory, and this happens as well in linguistics
and other social sciences and anywhere, has certain paradigmatic options, or makes some paradigmatic
options, or you can call it also paradigmatic visions, something like that. And | will show that with some
examples that this happens in linguistics.

Jiny hlas: Tak budu mluvit o takovych dvou aspektech té interni, vnitfni ideologie lingvistickych teorii, a
sice zaprvé chci ukazat to, co plati oviem pro vsechny socialni a snad i jiné védy, totizZ Ze existuji néjaké
takové paradigmatické, vzorové budto rozhodnuti, Ze se rozhodnu tfeba, Ze budu pozorovat to nebo tak,
nebo pripadné se to da nazvat pohled, urcity typ pohledu nebo vidéni.

Jiny hlas: Yeah. So this is the first aspect of internal ideology, this choice, the necessary choice scientists
make in favor of paradigmatic options. It will be clear very soon. So the second point is that in the
discourse of the scientist...

Jiny hlas: Druhy aspekt v té strukture té lingvistické teorie bude jaksi typ diskursu, jak se tam odehrava to
jazykové déni, to uvidime.

Jiny hlas: So that in the discourse of the scientist, that there are some procedures of intensification, you
can say, argumentative intensification of the positions. You see? So it's not that scientific discourse is
something transparent, that scientific discourse is kind of logical type of discourse which doesn't have
anything to do with the personal investment of the scientist. No, it's not like that. The scientist remains
present in his discourse and uses all kinds of procedures of argumentative intensification. Something like
rhetorical.

Jiny hlas: Rhetorical argumentative, it's not...

Jiny hlas: Je to otazka tradice, Ze ten diskurs, to je vlastné komunikace mezi témi védci. To se neodehrava
jenom provadénim duakaz( v logickém slova smyslu, ale je zde cela fada dalsich aspektd, které se jinde
nazyvaji rétorickymi, nebo on to nazyval tou intenzifikaci.

Hejdanek: Argumentativni intenzifikaci.

Jiny hlas: To znamen3, jsou prosté riizné dalsi aspekty, které zplsobi, Ze jedné teorii se da divod pred
druhou, a nejsou to logické davody. Tak ja tomu budu fikat ten rétoricky aspekt, ponévadz ta
intenzifikace mi nic nefika. Takze to je ten druhy aspekt, kterému se budeme vénovat.

Jiny hlas: This second aspect of intensification has to do with the fact that a scientist, when he builds up a
theory, he has the will to speak the truth. So we have a word in French for that, it's even in English very
difficult to translate, la véridiction. So it's not vérité, it's not truth. It's not vérification in the sense of
Popper, for example, vérification, falsification. It's véridiction. So the truth has to be seen as the result of
véridiction. And there are all kinds of mechanisms of véridiction. The will to say the truth, and this is one
of the main characteristics of the scientist, of the scientific discourse, so the will to speak the truth is at
the origin, let's say, of this enormous set of procedures of intensification.

Jiny hlas: To, k ¢emu smérfuje vile védce v tom provozu védy, v tom diskursu védy, je Fici pravdu. To ma
byt vysledkem vSech téch procedur. Ne pouze ovéfit néjakou teorii, protoze ta je zase v néjakém Sirsim
kontextu. Nad tim vsim je jeden vdci cil nebo jedna vdle: fikat pravdu. Coz se da vyjadfit tim
francouzskym slovem, které v sobé obsahuje ,fikat pravdu®.

Hejdanek: Rikat pravdu.

Jiny hlas: So | come back on these two points now. The first point was the paradigmatic option. Second
point is the, call it rhetorical...

Jiny hlas: It's more easy to translate by rhetorical.

Jiny hlas: ...argumentative, always argumentative because argumentation is a bit broader than rhetoric.
Argumentation has two parts, the rhetorical part and the dialectical part. So | put both of them together,
it's a bit broader.



Jiny hlas: TakZe jsou tady ty dva aspekty. Prvni, to jsou takova ta zakladni rozhodnuti, a druh3, on ted Fika,
Ze rétorika je ovsem zase prilis Uzké oznaceni, Ze totizZ je jesté vedle toho dialektika. Tak tomu bude fikat
néjak argumentativni intenzifikace, kterd nepochazi z logiky.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So now | start my first point on the paradigmatic options or visions. Do we have a word
for vision, la vision?

Jiny hlas: Nahled. Ze to je tfeba budto rozhodnuti, nebo nahlédnuti.

Hejdanek: Mozn3, Ze to je perspektiva. Néco to nechava stranou.

Jiny hlas: Bon. Okay. Looking at the current landscape, let's say, in the theories of language, you can see
that there are two axes whereon all theoreticians of language have to put their theories on.

Jiny hlas: And the axes are parallel?

Jiny hlas: No, the axes are, there are two axes, one and the other are distinguished, let's say.

Jiny hlas: Jsou takové dvé osy. To je jako prenesené osy, nikoliv jako v geometrii. Osy, mezi kterymi osami
kazdy ten teoretik jazyka tu svou teorii umi umistit.

Hejdanek: Osy? Osy. Osy. Ja jsem myslel, Ze se vidycky k jedné z nich obrati, Ze ty své argumentace néjak
pripoji k té jedné, nebo k té druhé ose. Uvidime.

Jiny hlas: Okay. And then when | speak of paradigmatic options, these are the positions people take on
the first and the second axis.

Jiny hlas: TakZe kdyZ mluvim o téch zakladnich paradigmatickych rozhodnutich, tak tam jde o umisténi,
kam se zarazuje témi svymi argumenty ten teoretik na téch dvou osach.

Jiny hlas: So this term of paradigmatic, in fact, comes from a very well-known notion in philosophy of
science, the notion of paradigm. Especially in the work of Thomas Kuhn, who wrote a book called The
Structure of Scientific Revolutions.

Jiny hlas: D4 se to vysvétlit tim Kuhnovym terminem paradigmatu, ktery poufzil v té své knizce o vyvoji
védy, nevim presné, jak se jmenuje.

Hejdanek: Ta knizka vysla v cestiné. To je slavna kniha. To je stara kniha.

Jiny hlas: Struktura védeckych revoluci. Ale v ¢estiné snad nebyla, to byla v polstiné.

Hejdanek: Ne, byla v ¢estiné.

Jiny hlas: Byla v ¢estiné?

Hejdanek: Byla v cestiné.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So Kuhn develops this notion of a paradigm, scientific paradigms there, and his interest is
in the change of paradigms.

Jiny hlas: On se zajima o proménu téch paradigmat, to znamena takovych vzorovych struktur, skrze které
se pak vsecko [nesrozumitelné] jaksi teda vyklada.

Jiny hlas: You find the same the same notion back in Foucault, Les Mots et les Choses.

Jiny hlas: V kniZce Foucaultové Slova a véci nalézame stejnou véc.

Jiny hlas: And Foucault for example, he studies the history of three sciences in his book, biology, the
science of language and economics.

Jiny hlas: Foucault tam studuje paradigmata tfi véd: biologie, lingvistiky a ekonomiky.

Jiny hlas: Yes, and he sees that in the history of these three sciences, almost at the same time in history,
in the 18th century, a certain paradigm finishes and another paradigm starts in all three of them. In all
three of them.

Jiny hlas: Sleduje, Ze paralelné se vyvijeji ty védy tak, Ze vZdycky se uplatiuje néjaké schéma nebo prosté
paradigma, skrze které se strukturuji ty objevy a vSechno se hled3, a to se opusti v urcité dobé a zase ve
vSech tfech se objevi jiné schéma, jiné paradigma.

Jiny hlas: Yes, but | don't give the details here but it's interesting to look at, there is one of, he calls this
paradigmatic change as well. And there is another one at the end of the 19th century, another
paradigmatic change where that you find back in these three sciences again. So there is one in the 18th
and in the beginning of the 20th century with the birth of contemporary science. It doesn't, it doesn't



have very much importance here. The important thing is the problem that the problem exists of the
paradigmatic changes. And it's easy to define a paradigm, but it's not easy, it's very difficult to define the
paradigmatic changes and especially which are the reasons of the change. That's very difficult.

Jiny hlas: Nazyva to zménou paradigmat(. A v 19. stoleti, na konci a na zacatku 20. stoleti, s védou, s
moderni védou dochazi k dalsi takové zméné. To nema velky vyznam tady. DlleZité je, Ze existuje
problém téch paradigmatickych zmén.

Jiny hlas: Jako je snadné popsat to schéma ¢i paradigma, ale obtizné&jsi a velmi obtiZzné je popsat tu
zménu z jednoho do druhého paradigmatu, toho change. Jestli totiZ existuji pfimo, ano, jestli bych to
primo fekl, jestli totiz neexistuji pfimo paradigmata zmény. Jestli ty pfechody samy se neodehravaji podle
néjakého schématu. To je teda tézsi tohle.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So in philosophy of science this is really one of the central problems now. How for
example look at physics, how for example the physics of Newton developed into the physics of Einstein for
example. What is the origin of this kind of paradigmatic change in physics there?

Jiny hlas: V filosofii védy je to dnes jeden z centralnich problém(. Podivejme se tfeba na Newtonovu
fyziku, ta se vyvine v Einsteinovu teorii. Co je potom zacatkem té zmény toho paradigmatu.

Jiny hlas: Okay, so this is the general problem. Let me come back now to the theories of language there
and to the two axes | was speaking about.

Jiny hlas: Vratme se k tém dvéma osam v teorii jazyka nebo lingvistiky.

Jiny hlas: I would say that there is a lot...

--- (1986-06-22 Herman Parret - Ideologie (2) [LVH322VA]_Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: ...without the fact that science constitutes itself, constitutes itself in claps, let's say, claps le club
des savants, the club of the wise, or how do you say?

Jsem presvédcen, Ze védecky diskurs by nemohl existovat, kdyby nedochazelo k tomu, Ze védci sami se
formuji do takovych téch klub(i védca, ucencd, klubu uc¢enct a tak dal.

Jiny hlas: And this is at the origin of the scientist myth, of the myth of scientism. Scientism is simply, |
consider scientism to be a consequence of the fact that people come together and try to keep their
cohesion, you see, by creating the myth of science.

Védci si vytvareji jakousi zvlastni auru kolem toho celého, jakysi mytus védeckosti.

Jiny hlas: Another aspect | think | would like to defend here, | consider what | call academic asymmetry.
Asymmetry, no symmetry, academic asymmetry.

Jedna z takovych dalSich stranek je takova zvlastni asymetrie mezi profesorem a zakem.

Jiny hlas: Between the professor and the student. This is absolutely constitutive for scientific discourse.
To je zakladné d(lezité pro védecky diskurs.

Jiny hlas: So what happens here in this model analysis? What happens is that the professor is the person
who says that he knows, but in fact manipulates a pouvoir-faire.

Co se tam vlastné déje? Profesor je osoba, ktera vystupuje jako znalec a ve skutec¢nosti funguje tak, ze
manipuluje tu schopnost udélat, pouvoir-faire.

Jiny hlas: In the fact that he manipulates a to-be-able-to-do, a pouvoir-faire. And the student, on the
other hand, is the person who is said not to know, but is in fact the victim of the to-be-able-to-do of the
professor.

Student tam funguje jako ten, ktery nic nevi, ale ve skute¢nosti je manipulovan do pozice obéti té
schopnosti udélat toho profesora.

Jiny hlas: He is not manipulated at all, he learns to be a victim.

Neni manipulovan viibec, on se uci, uci se byt obéti.

Jiny hlas: But this started with the beginning of filosofy. Look at Socrates.

To uz je oviem od zacatku filosofie, podivejte se na Sokrata.

Jiny hlas: It's clear, so you cannot think of a science or filosofy without this kind of academic asymmetry.
There's always somebody who knows and who is consecrated by his environment as the person who



knows. And there's another person who doesn't know. So the disciple-master relationship seems to be
very essential. But you never know if you interpret this in Hegelian terms, it becomes the master and the
slave, that's clear.

UZ od Sokrata je to problém, ponévadz pravé Sokratés tam funguje jako ten, co nevi, a ty ostatni, co védi,
a on je odhaluje. Je to neodmyslitelné od té tradice, ta struktura, Ze je tady jeden, ktery vi, ten druhy,
ktery nic nevi, a ten jeden de facto stavi toho druhého do role manipulované obéti.

Jiny hlas: Okay, | say a word about the third sub-modality | mentioned, le devoir-faire, the have-to-do.

A ted k té treti modalité, k té povinnosti nebo devoir-faire.

Jiny hlas: And | give you again the list of expressions we find in scientific discourse indicating le devoir-
faire: il nous faut que...

Tady je zase seznam téch vyraz(: il nous faut que, je zapotrebi, aby, nebo musime.

Jiny hlas: Il est nécessaire de...

Je nutno.

Jiny hlas: Il est nécessaire d'admettre que... nous sommes obligés de reconnaitre que...

Je nutno uznat, Ze. Musime uznat, Ze.

Jiny hlas: Il est bon que, etc. So all this, what does that mean? This means that at the origin of scientific
discourse here, of let's say of the making to know, there's a kind of have to know. It's a very interesting
phenomenon. Namely the fact that...

Je dobré, kdy? a tak dale. Co to znamena? Ze na zacatku celého toho diskursu je jakasi zakladni linie, Ze je
tfeba védét, je nutno védéti.

Jiny hlas: It's a clear connotation of scientific discourse that scientific discourse is deontic.

Je to Uplné jasna stranka védeckého diskursu, Ze védecky diskurs je deonticky.

Jiny hlas: What | mean by that is axiological or something like that, concerning values, so it has nothing
to do with ontology. Deontic is concerning values.

Tim se rozumi jaksi axiologicky nebo hodnotové, Ze to nema s ontologii co délat. Deonticky, to je tykajici
se hodnot.

Jiny hlas: Another phenomenon of it is the fact that the scientist considers himself to be responsible. So
the whole problem of responsibility of science.

Jina stranka toho je, Ze védec sdm sebe chape jako toho, kdo je odpovédny, Cili cely problém
odpovédnosti.

Jiny hlas: So that's a really interesting thing. Because what happens here is that the scientist himself -
let's call the scientist the ideological subject. No, the ideologizing, how do you say, the subject producing
ideologies. Okay, so that the scientist himself is manipulated by his own discourse.

To je velmi zajimavé téma. Ta ideologie, ktera je v tom pFitomna, vlastné zplsobuje, Ze védec, ten subjekt
produkujici ideologie, manipuluje sdm sebou.

Jiny hlas: Yes, that he is the victim of, let's say, his own discursive praxis. And the image you can use here
is the image of the boomerang.

Védec se stava obéti své vlastni diskursivni praxe, takze ten diskurs ma funkci jakéhosi bumerangu.

Jiny hlas: Okay, that's what | mean by devoir-faire. So this is a kind of have to know, which is an essential
component, let's say, of the structure of scientific discourse, which | mainly analyze in terms of a making
to know.

To ,muset védét", povinnost védét, je zakladni komponentou védeckého diskursu a patfi nerozlu¢né k
tomu donutit ty druhé, aby védéli.

Jiny hlas: Okay, let me summarize in thirty seconds now the three theses I tried to defend.

Jesté tfi teze nakonec.

Jiny hlas: The first one is that we should distinguish between two types of ideologies. Excuse me, two
types of ideologies: internal and external.

Musime rozliSit dva druhy ideologii: interni a externi.



Jiny hlas: | gave you three examples of external ideologies. You remember, the first one was the ideology
on the level of the application of theories.

Uvedl jsem t¥i priklady externich ideologii. Jedna na poli aplikace teorii.

Jiny hlas: The second one is the Marxist conception of ideology.

Druha je marxisticka koncepce ideologie.

Jiny hlas: Third one is the co-occurrent, as | call it, co-occurrent ideology. | gave you two examples:
Chomsky's humanism and Saussure's anti-humanism, which | consider to be co-occurrent ideologies,
without any analytical link with the theory of language.

Ta treti je jesté ideologie toho spoluvyskytu. Chomského humanismus a Saussurtv antihumanismus,
které povaZuji za ideologie spoluvyskytu, aniz by mély jakoukoli analytickou vazbu k teorii jazyka.

Jiny hlas: So this is my first thesis. We have first of all to make a typology of ideologies if you like, to
distinguish different concepts of ideology.

Jiny hlas: To byla ma prvni teze. Musime nejdriv udélat typologii ideologii, chcete-li, rozlisit rizné
koncepty ideologie.

Jiny hlas: Second thesis | try to defend is that in so-called scientific debates, the philosopher has the task
to indicate that there is lots of irrationality going on in a scientific debate.

Jiny hlas: Druha teze, kterou se snazim hjjit, je, Zze v takzvanych védeckych debatach ma filosof za Ukol
ukazat, jak je tam obrovska spousta iracionality v tom, co se tvari jako naprosto racionalni.

Jiny hlas: Yes, and this means that if you look at the history of a problem, a scientific problem, you can
see that certain problematic domains are very constant.

Jiny hlas: Ano, a to znamena, Ze kdyzZ se podivate na historii védeckého problému, muzZete vidét, Ze urcité
problematické oblasti jsou velmi konstantni.

Jiny hlas: During the whole history. | mentioned the problem of the relation between language and
thought for example. And then the second axis | mentioned was the language and intersubjectivity or
language and community.

Jiny hlas: BEhem celych dé&jin. Zminil jsem napfiklad problém vztahu mezi jazykem a myslenim. A ta
druha osa, kterou jsem zminil, byla jazyk a intersubjektivita, respektive jazyk a spolecenstvi.

Jiny hlas: So these are constant, constant domains of problems, they remain. What is different here is the
paradigmatic options people make, and there my thesis is that there is no rational debate possible
between paradigmatic options and | gave you some examples.

Jiny hlas: Cili to jsou jakési konstantni oblasti problematiky, ty zistavaji. V ¢em viak dochazi k rozdiléim,
tak je to v oblasti paradigmatickych voleb. A ja tvrdim, Ze neexistuje zadny zplsob rozumného rozhovoru
mezi témito opcemi, mezi témito volbami.

Jiny hlas: And my third thesis, finally my third thesis was that the philosopher again, especially
philosopher of language, philosopher interested in types of discourses and so on, that he should indicate
in the structure itself of scientific discourse, first of all he should say that scientific discourse doesn't have
any privilege.

Jiny hlas: A ma treti teze, kone¢né ma treti teze, Ze filosof, zejména tedy filosof jazyka, filosof, ktery se
zajima o typy diskurzt a tak dale, Ze ma za Ukol ukazat ve strukture samotného védeckého diskurzu, ze
védecky diskurz neni nikterak privilegovany pred ostatnimi diskurzy.

Jiny hlas: And then when he analyzes scientific discourse with let's say with the help of the instruments,
with the instruments of modalities, he should put into the center first the function of veridiction and the
fact that scientific discourse has as its motive le faire savoir, the making to know.

Jiny hlas: A potom, kdyzZ provadi tu analyzu védeckého diskurzu s pomoci nastroji modalit, tak Ze ma na
prvni misto klast funkci veridikce a fakt, Ze védecky diskurz mé jako sv(ij motiv le faire savoir, tedy primét
k védéni. Ma na prvni misto klast - ted jsem tam néco vynechal, pfipomerite mi, kdyZ si vzpomenete - na
prvni misto klast ten, jo, kdyz zkouma tu modalitu, v terminech modality, tak Ze na prvni misto ma davat
posuzovani z hlediska toho chtit mluvit pravdu.



Jiny hlas: Yes, so two features which will be clear immediately when you do such an analysis is the what |
call the auto-destruction of subject.

Jiny hlas: TakZe dveé vlastnosti, které budou zfejmé hned pfi takové analyze, jsou to, co nazyvam
autodestrukce subjektu.

Jiny hlas: Yes, but the second aspect is then that this auto-destruction is absolutely impossible.

Jiny hlas: Ale druha véc je, Ze tahle autodestrukce je de facto absolutné nemozna.

Jiny hlas: Because of the fact that le faire savoir, the making to know rests upon these three modalities |
mentioned.

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe to ,dat védét", , pfimét k védéni“ zavisi na téchto tfech modalitach, které jsem zminil.
Jiny hlas: Okay, so this is it and | think it's a very relativistic conception of scientific discourse, very clear.
Jiny hlas: Cili to je vechno a je jasné, Ze tohleto je velmi relativisticka koncepce védeckého diskurzu.

Jiny hlas: And why is it relativistic? Because | think and | try to defend the thesis that scientific discourse
like all other types of discourses are automatically and necessarily related with internal ideology.

Jiny hlas: Proc a v jakém smyslu je to relativisticka koncepce? ProtoZe jsem presvédcen a snazim se hijit
tezi, Ze védecky diskurz, pravé tak jako kazdy jiny diskurz, je nutné zavisly na vnitfni ideologii.

Jiny hlas: Okay, that's it.

Jiny hlas: Tady to je vse.

Jiny hlas: Sorry, it has been very late, but with the translation it takes almost double.

Jiny hlas: Omlouvam se, Ze uz je dost pozdé, ale s tim prekladem to trva skoro dvakrat tolik.

Jiny hlas: It was your decision, but as you see you have to come the next time.

Hejdanek: Tak nemame uz ted velmi malo ¢asu, prosim vas, reknéte své néjaké pozndmky nebo otazky a
podobné.

Jiny hlas: Mné se docela libi ta teze, zvlast védeckého diskurzu, v éem jsme tady u té prednasky. Dobre,
tak polozime a treba odpovite. Mné se zd4a, Ze souhlasim s tim, Ze védecky rozhovor neni nikterak
privilegovany, ale z celého toho mam takovy dojem, Ze ideologii se vyhnout nelze. Nejenom ve
védeckém, ale i v jakémkoliv jiném. To znamena, Ze je to vUci pravdé, pravda viibec neni mozna, néjak se
k ni vztahovat. Je to mam chapat jako vysméch tomu, kdyz uz nékdo chce hovofit pravdu? K tomu bych
koukal to, co jsme tady €etli, nebo co to znamena? Ze to ma vlastné bliz k tomu, Ze to naopak zdGraziuje
néco, co by jako koncepce nebyla zfejmé mista? Za druhé tam neni asi jasné, proc¢ se mluvi o diskurzu a
co se tim vlastné mysli, jestli fe¢ nebo jazyk. Jazyk, podstata, to je chybéjici, to je v tom, kdyz to, jo...
[nesrozumitelné].

Hejdanek: Dobre, tak jesté nékdo? Mysl a jazyk, o tom se mluvi. Dobfe, no tak jako Heidegger to nemysli.
Dobre, on byl Heideggertv oponent, dobre. No tak v té prvni pfednasce, tam uz to neexistuje. Dobre, no
ale tak, co teda, dobfre, tak to je diskuse. Ty jsi fikal: ,Dohodneme se," a ted jsi rekl asi pét bod( nejmir.
No tak at kazdej si z toho pak vybere a poloZi jednu néjakou tu nejzakladnéjsi otazku ne, tak rekni jednu
véc a ja ji prelozim. Nebudu vykladat vsecko, ponévadz kdyz to chci zjednodusit, tak nem(zu, ale
nemUzZeme tady pl hodiny diskutovat o tom, co mu feknem. TakZe to byl prvni bod, cos chtél, s téma
pojmama, ne?

Jiny hlas: Dobre, tak jestli je to, je-li to viibec aplikovatelné na to slovo pravda. To uz je zas jiny problém,
kdo bude chapat pravdu jako pravdu ve vyroku, to uz je zase jiné, to je v té filosofii...

Jiny hlas: If | understand well, you conceived your lecture as a politics of scientific discourse, or as a
relativistic conception of scientific discourse. But you used a formulation that the scientific discourse, as
every other discourse, is relativistic. Does it mean that there exists no approach to know the truth at all,
or if all approaches are deep rooted in ideologies? Does it mean that we have no opportunity to know
what is the truth?

Jiny hlas: Pokud jsem dobre rozumél, pojal jste svou prfednasku jako politics of scientific discourse nebo
jako relativistické pojeti védeckého diskursu. Ale pouZil jste formulaci, Ze védecky diskurs, jako kazdy jiny
diskurs, je relativisticky. Znamena to, Ze neexistuje viibec zadny pristup k poznani pravdy, nebo jsou-li



vsechny pfistupy hluboce zakofenény v ideologiich, znamena to, Ze nemame Zadnou moznost poznat, co
je pravda?

Jiny hlas: It's the right question to ask after my very relativistic talk, it's very clear. But it's the big
question, it's not a detailed question, but it's a very big question. And so my answer has to be big as well.
What | am talking about is also big. It's not foolish to look for the truth, because we cannot do otherwise.
To look for the truth - | am not contesting first of all that we don't look for the truth, that's not true.
Secondly, | think that to look for the truth is the only thing we can do simply, but what | am attacking is
the concept of truth, that's totally different. That's all. | am attacking not in abstraction the concept of
truth, but let's say the classical theories of truth. That's what | am attacking. So | really believe so that we
can't do anything but looking for the truth, but that looking for the truth requires the formulation of
ethical laws. So looking for the truth is an ethical problem. But if you look at the classical theories of
truth, there the theories of truth are part of the epistemology or part of the theory of meaning, you can
say. That's exactly what | am against it and | would like to reintroduce truth-saying and looking for the
truth - that's your expression - looking for the truth, willing the truth, be motivated to find the truth,
saying the truth, this is the problem, this is absolutely adequate, this we should develop a whole ethics
around it, that's clear. But if you look at the classical theories, you will see that truth is always defined in
terms of correspondence.

Jiny hlas: Je to samozrfejmé pochopitelna otazka po tom, co jsem rikal o tom relativistickém pohledu.
Neni to jen detailni otazka, je to velka otazka. | moje odpovéd musi byt velka, i kdyz to, o ¢em jsem
mluvil, bylo taky velké. Neni blaznivé se snaZit najit pravdu, protoze nemuzZeme jinak. Netvrdim, Ze
nemame hledat pravdu. Myslim, Ze nemQzeme délat nic jiného nez hledat pravdu. Co kritizuiji, je urcité
pojeti pravdy. Nekritizuji pojeti pravdy v abstrakci, ale klasické teorie pravdy. Ukazuji rozpory v klasické
teorii pravdy. Naprosto souhlasim s tim, Ze nemuzeme jinak nez hledat pravdu, ale co chci tvrdit, Ze to
neni problém jen gnoseologicky, ale Ze je to otazka eticka, Ze tedy hledat pravdu je eticka zaleZitost.
Naproti tomu, kdyz se divate na tradi¢ni teorie pravdy, tak tam to je pfedmét gnoseologie nebo
epistemologie a je to otazka teorie minéni. Proti tomu pravé vystupuji a chtél bych znovu uvést mluveni
pravdy a hledani pravdy - to je vas vyraz - hledani pravdy, chténi pravdy, byt motivovan k nalezeni
pravdy, mluveni pravdy. To je ten problém, to je naprosto adekvatni, kolem toho bychom méli vyvinout
celou etiku. KdyzZ se podivate na klasické pristupy k pravdé v dé&jinach filosofie, jsou tu dva klasické, vzdy
ve smyslu korespondence - bud' logické pojeti pravdy, nebo psychologické pojeti pravdy. Pokud jde o to
logické, tam jde o pravdivost jako vlastnost, a ta spociva ve srovnani s objektivni realitou, respektive se
strukturou objektivni reality. Tam jde o korespondenci mezi strukturou mysleni a strukturou objektivni
reality. Druhé pojeti, to je zajimavé u Husserla, ktery je stavi proti sobé, je pojeti pravdy devatenactého
stoleti.

Hejdanek: You speak totally in parallel with one of our philosophers here, Masaryk's disciple Rddl, who
thinks in the same direction with what you now told. Tedy moje pozice je, Ze orientace na pravdu je
zalezitost eticka, zalezitost celoZivotni, nikoliv pouze noeticka nebo racionalni. Ano, look for, to je hledat.
Cili hledat pravdu, to je jedna véc. Jina vé&c je snaZit se mluvit pravdu, protoZe tam, kdyz se podivate bliz,
tak cela tradice o tom mluveni pravdy mluvi ve smyslu korespondencni teorie.

Jiny hlas: ... the second one, which is probably 19th-century conception of truth, which is, as you can say
it like that, which is more or less destroyed by the anti-psychologism of the beginning of our century. I'm
thinking of Husserl, of Frege, of Russell and the whole beginning of analytic philosophy and so on. Very
anti-psychological. In 19th-century you find a theory of truth where theory of truth goes back to another
type of cornerstone, not reality but the structure of subjectivity, let's say.

Hejdanek: Ta druha linie, ta je hlavné charakterizovana tim 19. stoletim a byla likvidovana ve 20. stoleti
tim silnym proudem antipsychologismu reprezentovanym nejenom Husserlem, ale taky Fregem,
Russellem i celym novopozitivismem a analytickou filosofii, a kde tedy se srovnavala, nachazela se jakasi
srovnani, ale v tomto pripadé se strukturou mysleni nebo s tou subjektivitou.



Jiny hlas: So I think we should escape this kind of opposition and by the way | worked on this problem
looking at Husserl and Marty, for example, in the, | mentioned to you that, in the beginning of our
century there was an enormous debate going on between Husserl who took the logical position on truth
and Marty, M-A-R-T-Y, Marty, Brentano's disciple, discussion with Husserl especially in the Logische
Untersuchungen. And Marty was the defender of the psychologistic thesis.

Hejdanek: Tedy ta logicka linie reprezentovana zejména Husserlem, ktery tvrdé potiral ten
psychologismus, ale Husserl(v ucitel Brentano a jiny Brentantv Zak Marty naopak zase kritizoval tvrdé
Husserla, zejména v Logickych zkoumdnich a je tedy reprezentantem té druhé psychologické linie.

Jiny hlas: And | would say that we should escape this classic opposition by looking at concrete discourses.
So to put it very simplistically | would say to replace logic and psychology by language theories.
Hejdanek: A mam za to, Ze se neda délat ani jedno, ani druhé, a Ze musime jak tu logickou, tak tu
psychologickou teorii vyménit za, nahradit tou analyzou reci, lingvistickou.

Jiny hlas: So, and then to go back to the original place where the theory of willing to say the truth should
be placed, to ethics. | think we should develop an ethical theory. But | don't take this too heavily, you see,
this ethics here. | would say we should try to find a model of organization of societies, macro-societies,
micro-societies, small groups, intersubjectivity and so on. This is what | mean by ethics, the way of
organizing society, societal life. It's clear that there also we should admit that we are looking for the
truth. Otherwise we cannot even think of a society. Micro-society... don't speak of society, let's speak
about intersubjective relations. We cannot start even thinking about love, about conversation even,
about communication when we don't admit in the other person that he's willing to look for the truth.
That's what Davidson calls truthfulness. We have to admit this and this is why Kant is so important,
because this big principle, principle of charity, that's the name, maybe he talked about this here,
Davidson. The principle of charity says that in order to communicate we should admit that your
interlocutor says the truth. | would say is willing to say the truth. That's what Davidson calls charity, the
principle of charity. To be charitable towards your interlocutor, you have to admit simply that he's willing
to say the truth, otherwise there is no communication possible. You can say there is no society possible.
And this is ethics. This is where Kant, Kant is the main philosopher according to me because in Kant
comes together a theory of communication and a theory of, let's say, an ethical... no, comes together
ethics and a theory of communication. When you take together the second and the third Critique,
especially in the Critique of Judgment. | don't know if | have been clear here, but so truth is among us.
Truth is, it's not in a kind of abstract subjectivity, a solipsistic subjectivity. It's not in a reality, truth. Truth
is among us. Truth is in an intersubjective relation. Truth is in micro-societies, in macro-societies and so
on.

Hejdanek: Trva na tom, Ze pravda neni ani v néjaky solipsisticky subjektivité, ani v objektivni realité,
nybrz pravda je mezi nami. Kdyz jsem fikal, Ze je tfeba to vidét eticky, tak teda pozor, chapu to tak, ze
opravdu jde v téch mikrospolecenstvich uz i ve velkych spole¢nostech... Spole¢nost viibec neni mozna
bez toho, Ze by Slo o pravdu, usilovat o pravdu je konstitutivni pro intersubjektivni vztah. Neni to tedy
tak, Ze by to bylo néco mimo objektivizovatelno. A jesté tam byl ten charity... dlleZité je, to tam prosté
cituje Davidsona, ze velice dulezité je to, cemu fika charitativnost nebo jak bychom to cesky rekli. Je to
otevrenost vici druhému, kterého bereme jako toho, komu jde o pravdu. Bereme ho jako partnera v
usilovani o pravdu, bez toho to nejde, a toto je ta zakladni eticka stranka té véci. Ze on tim nemysli teda
presunout do néjakeé jiné discipliny, nybrz ten d(iraz na to, Ze ta pravda je v téch intersubjektivnich
vztazich, Ze je mezi ndmi.

Jiny hlas: To say it maybe with a kind of aphorism | would say that looking for the truth, | am grateful for
that expression, | think you are right to speak about that in these terms, willing the truth, looking for the
truth and so on. | would say for me this is totally identical with willing to communicate and willing to be
with the others. And this is absolutely the Heideggerian notion of Mitmenschsein.

Hejdanek: Jsem velmi rad, Ze jste s touto otazkou prisel, Ze jste uZil i téch termind. Rekl bych tedy, Ze Usili



o pravdu Ze je totozné s Usilim byt spolu, vztahovat se jeden k druhému a to... to jesté néco... Cili jaksi to
spolulidstvi, jo, Ze je totoZné s prosté vztahem k tém druhym jako spolu-lidem.

Jiny hlas: In Kant he develops the notion of Mitmenschsein, yeah, in the Kritik der Urteilskraft.

Hejdanek: Jo, a uz jsem zapomnél predtim to, Ze fika, Ze ten velkej myslitel tady, kterej s timhle pfisel, byl
Kant a Ze praveé ten termin toho spolulidstvi Ze je uzit Kantem v jeho Kritice soudnosti.

Jiny hlas: And the role of the third critique is very interesting in Kant. So | consider the third critique, the
Kritik der Urteilskraft, to be, let's say, the coming together of the first and the second one. So, of the Kritik
der reinen Vernunft and praktischen Vernunft. Praktische Vernunft, let's say the practical organizing,
practical way of living, let's say this thing comes together with the theoretical Vernunft in the third
critique. So the third critique is where the theoretical and practical reasoning come together, let's say in
that in that kind of aesthetic view you can say of man, where man is with others, together with the
others. And so Kant develops a theory, an aesthetic theory of common sense, common sense, common
sense means sensus communis. Sensus communis, the sense we have in common with others.

Hejdanek: Tady u Kanta to ma tu duleZitou funkci, ta Kritika soudnosti, Ze vlastné spojuje, je tim
jednoticim principem Kritiky Cistéeho rozumu a Kritiky praktického rozumu. A spociva to sjednoceni v tom,
Ze jaksi tady je ten dlraz veden na to, co je lidem spolecné. Mluvi se o common sense, to je to obecné
minéni. V ¢estiné to nezni tak dobre. Sensus communis, to je to, to je ten smysl, kterej je ndm spolecne;.
Ze tedy tam v tom je pravé pfitomno ten odkaz nebo ta, to pové&domi, Ze jsou tady ti druzi a Ze s nimi
spole¢né mame néco.

Jiny hlas: And this is why there is a kind of relation between Kant and Wittgenstein, it's very clear,
because sensus communis... Looking for the truth for Kant, in my interpretation of Kant, and in
Wittgenstein, looking for the truth is to accept common sense.

Hejdanek: Tady je vztah souvislosti mezi Kantem a Wittgensteinem, ten pravé ten smysl, obecny smysl.
Tak jak vidim Kanta a Wittgensteina, tak u obou respekt k pravdé znamena respekt k tomu obecnému
minéni.

Jiny hlas: No, toto uz stacilo. Pravda bez bazné a bez hany, abychom to vylepsili. Dobre, tak uz to
nerozvadéjme. UZ musime koncit. UZ bylo toho dost, ale musime koncit pro pristé. Jo.

Jiny hlas: Well, perhaps the common sense of the students here is that we have to end now. Some of
them have to start early in the morning to go to work. It's already eleven. Well, perhaps we cannot
remain in any illusion that we could get to an end in this debate. It was very instructing, instructive, very
interesting, valuable. We only can express our thanks for your lecture and for your discussion. We were
very pleased that you could come. We are sorry that it was so unexpected that we couldn't organize a
more... how to express it... that we couldn't organize that more people come. But technical measures
enable us to make them know what you told us. And we hope that you can inform your colleagues in
Leuven and Brussels and so on that it has a certain sense to come here. And if they come, we should be
very glad to see them. And of course, especially we should be very glad if you could come next time and
to go on with lecturing and discussions with us. Thank you very much.

Jiny hlas: Thank you. So | can also say that if | can be of some help in any circumstance or in any domain, |
am very willing, | am very open. As | told you in the beginning, | am even almost sentimentally related to
all of you through Patocka. And if | can be of some help... thank you very much. It is a help that you have
come.

Jiny hlas: Yeah.

Jiny hlas: But even in the future with books and so on or with even with some advice, you never know, |
don't know how to do it, but in any case | keep in touch with you through the British or the Dutch groups.
Together with the Dutch, it's the very best possible thing for you. Okay. Well, thank you very much. I'll try
to find... this will be published, | have the proofs here of this paper, this will be published very soon now,
and so I'll try to give it to somebody who comes here next time. All right.

Hejdanek: | think it's worth to translate it and it was very interesting | think and the sources of your



conception are quite different of what we know here in our Czech tradition, but there are some points
where we at once we understand... we are not sure if it is all right. We understand something
[nesrozumitelné] some of your conclusions in certain views already known here and therefore | think
text which could be reflected and discussed here more could make it more clear and to prepare us for
the eventual next...

Jiny hlas: So this is a very general paper. Most of my work is more technical, it's very technical. But this is
more general thing, but | have some of this on veridiction, for example, | have another paper. And | try to
once it is published there, | try to find somebody who can bring it with him next year or something like
that. Thank you in advance. And also thanks for the books. There again | have... do you know people in
Prague who are interested in philosophical psychology?

Hejdanek: I'm not sure. There are psychologists and psychoanalysts, but I'm not sure...

Jiny hlas: Among the philosophers... among the philosophers...

Hejdanek: Vlastné nevim, Ze je néjaky filosof zajimajici se o filosofickou psychologii.

--- (1986-06-22 Herman Parret - Ideologie (2) [LVH322VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: Another aspect of that same image is that language reorganizes itself constantly.

Jiny hlas: Dalsi aspekt téhoZ obrazu je, Ze jazyk se ustavicné sam reorganizuje.

Jiny hlas: A language adapts itself to the needs of a concrete community.

Jiny hlas: Jazyk stale sam sebe adaptuje za G¢elem potreb konkrétniho lidského spole¢enstvi.

Jiny hlas: This is the conception of Wittgenstein. Language is something living, it's a living force.

Jiny hlas: To je koncepce Wittgensteinova. Jazyk je néco Zivého, Zijiciho.

Jiny hlas: It's not a kind of abstract form.

Jiny hlas: Neni to Zadna abstraktni forma.

Jiny hlas: And that is exactly what Wittgenstein calls Lebensform.

Jiny hlas: A to je presné to, ¢emu fikal Wittgenstein ta Zivotni forma.

Jiny hlas: Form of life, forme de vie. | am very much in favor of this conception of language, in any case.
Jiny hlas: Form of life, forme de vie. Ja plné véfim tomuto pojeti, v kazdém pripadé.

Jiny hlas: And this is among others the conception of language which is at the origin of pragmatics, for
example.

Jiny hlas: M(iZeme fict, Ze toto pojeti ma své jisté pragmatistické koreny.

Jiny hlas: Looking at the other side now, looking at the other pole of the axis, looking at the names |
mentioned, Humboldt and Chomsky again.

Jiny hlas: KdyZ se podivame na tu druhou stranu, totiZ na tu, kterou jsme charakterizovali témi jmény
Humboldt a Chomsky.

Jiny hlas: There the conception of language is totally different. Language is never ordinary for Chomsky as
it is for Wittgenstein. Language is very concrete in Wittgenstein, it's ordinary, ordinary language.

Jiny hlas: Tam je to pojeti jazyka naprosto odlisné. U Wittgensteina je jazyk vidycky tim béznym jazykem,
konkrétnim jazykem. Nic takového nevidime u Chomského nebo u Humboldta.

Jiny hlas: According to Chomsky, language is - the word he always uses - is sublime.

Jiny hlas: U Chomského je jazyk vlastné sublimaci néceho konkrétniho, bézného Zivota.

Jiny hlas: And language is always considered by Chomsky and by Humboldt as well as a kind of privileged
faculty of man.

Jiny hlas: Zaroven je jazyk jakousi privilegovanou schopnosti ¢lovéka na rozdil od jinych bytosti.

Jiny hlas: In a sense you can say that Chomsky just like Humboldt - you can consider him to be a romantic
and an idealist at the same time - that these people have an aristocratic view of language.

Jiny hlas: Chomsky i Humboldt predstavuiji jakési aristokratické pojeti jazyka, podobné jako u Humboldta
Ize najit jakési romantické prvky.

Jiny hlas: It's clear that the linguistic faculty or the faculty of speaking in Humboldt and Chomsky affirms,
is an argument you can say, in favor of the uniqueness and the dignity of man.



Jiny hlas: Pro Humboldta i pro Chomského ta potvrzena nebo zjisténa schopnost ¢lovéka mluvit je
argumentem pro dustojnost clovéka.

Jiny hlas: This is what | mean by form of the mind.

Jiny hlas: To je to, co minime formou mysli.

Jiny hlas: With still another connotation maybe | should mention, namely that the essence of language
always remains mysterious, extraordinary, is never concrete, it's always hidden, caché, hidden.

Jiny hlas: S tou vedlej$i poznamkou, Ze jazyk ve své nejvlastnéjsi podstaté nikdy neni jenom redukovan na
tu kaZdodenni rovinu, Ze je nécim skrytym, nécim iracionalnim nebo nécim jako rozvrhem a podobné.
Jiny hlas: These are the sketch, my sketch of these two poles. | hope that this is clear, that these are
absolutely contradictory conceptions.

Jiny hlas: To jsem tu jenom lehce naznacil, ale myslim, Ze je dostate¢né zjevné, Ze to jsou ostre
protikladné koncepce.

Jiny hlas: I should add maybe here between brackets, entre parentheses, one note here on this Chomsky
conception of language, namely this is a kind of hypocrisy in this conception.

Jiny hlas: Jenom v zavorkach podotknu, Ze ta koncepce Chomského je zvlastnim druhem pokrytectvi.
Jiny hlas: He always speaks of language in terms of creativity.

Jiny hlas: Velmi ¢asto mluvi o jazyce v terminech tvofivosti.

Jiny hlas: But there are two concepts of creativity going on.

Jiny hlas: Jsou ovsem dvé koncepce tvorivosti.

Jiny hlas: There is one going back to Humboldst, it's clear, and this is the romantic concept of creativity.
Jiny hlas: Jedna jde zpatky k Humboldtovi a to je jasné romanticka koncepce.

Jiny hlas: There is in Chomsky a kind of nostalgia for the romantic creativity, it's clear.

Jiny hlas: TakZe i u Chomského najdeme jakousi nostalgii po téhle romantické slozce.

Jiny hlas: The creativity when we speak about creativity in poets, for example.

Jiny hlas: O tvorivosti u basnik.

Jiny hlas: But on the other hand, there is another concept of creativity going on.

Jiny hlas: Ale je zde jesté jiné pojeti tvorivosti.

Jiny hlas: The creativity which is in fact algorithmic, algorithmic creativity.

Jiny hlas: A to je tvofrivost, ktera je de facto algoritmicka.

Jiny hlas: So this is the creativity of the computer.

Jiny hlas: To je tvorivost pocitaca.

Jiny hlas: This means you put the input is a kind of formula, you put a formula in it.

Jiny hlas: Vlozite tam jakysi program.

Jiny hlas: Just like when you speak as a human, the universal grammar we have in the head, puts a
formula in our faculty of speaking, same thing, so input is a formula and then output what comes out is a
kind of infinite set of sentences.

Jiny hlas: Mozek tady predstavuje ten pocitac, do toho date jakysi vklad, ten input toho jazyka, a vysledek
je, ze vam to vyplivne nekonecnou radu vselijakych kecd.

Jiny hlas: That's a notion of algorithmic creativity.

Jiny hlas: To je ta algoritmicka tvorivost.

Jiny hlas: Chomsky believes in both types of creativity, but he mixes them together.

Jiny hlas: Chomsky vérFi na oboji a ted je smésuje.

Jiny hlas: And this is the hypocrisy.

Jiny hlas: To je ta pokryteckost.

Jiny hlas: Because he gives the impression to speak about something very noble.

Jiny hlas: Déla dojem, jako kdyby mluvil o né¢em velmi vzneseném.

Jiny hlas: But in fact he speaks about something very vulgar, namely the computer.

Jiny hlas: Ale de facto mluvi o nécem naprosto vulgarnim, totiZ o tom pocitaci.



Jiny hlas: And in fact when he is Cartesian, he makes the distinction as Descartes does between res
cogitans and res extensa.

Jiny hlas: Vzhledem k tomu, Ze se povazuje za kartuziana, tak déla ty rozdily mezi res cogitans a res
extensa.

Jiny hlas: But his hidden hope is to find a possibility of reducing res cogitans to res extensa.

Jiny hlas: Ale jeho velkou nadéji je, Ze vposledku se mu podafri redukovat res cogitans na res extensa.
Jiny hlas: This is why | think, and he says it very clearly in most recent papers now, that the mind, he
always speaks about the mind, he has this hypothesis of the mind, but in fact he believes that the mind
has to be identified with the brain.

Jiny hlas: A on to i piSe ve svych poslednich pracich, Ze ta mysl, o které mluvi, ta hypotéza mysli, ma byt
identifikovana s mozkem.

Jiny hlas: And so the paradox of the whole story is that Chomsky, with his sublime conception of
language, with his very aristocratic conception of language, is in fact a reductionist, a biological
reductionist.

Jiny hlas: A tak z toho vyplyva ten zvlastni paradox, ze Chomsky, ktery vystupuje a je bran jako ten
sublimni analytik jazyka, de facto je nejhrubsim redukcionistou, biologickym redukcionistou.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So | hope to make you feeling a bit of the paradoxes in this whole story here, because this
has again to do with ideology, you see, with this kind of fixation on options.

Jiny hlas: Doufam, Ze se vam aspon nastinily ty paradoxni stranky téchto véci, tito myslitelé, a Ze z toho
muzete nahlédnout i jakousi vazbu na ty ideologické [nesrozumitelné].

Jiny hlas: So it's interesting to look at the criticism of Wittgenstein, the criticism he has of existing
theories of language. So it's a kind of, how do you say it in English, it's impossible because Wittgenstein
lived before Chomsky, but | consider Wittgenstein's theory to be a kind of early criticism of Chomskyan.
Jiny hlas: Je to zajimavé, Ze se to vyvinulo tak, Ze ackoliv Wittgenstein je starsi nez Chomsky, tak mizeme
Wittgensteinovy analyzy povaZovat za ranné kritiky Chomského.

Jiny hlas: And what Wittgenstein is criticizing in the Philosophical Investigations, the conception of
language he always criticizing, is a conception combining what he calls essentialism and formalism.
Jiny hlas: A ty kritiky Wittgensteinovy mizZeme chapat nebo interpretovat, oznacit za kombinaci
esencialismu a formalismu.

Jiny hlas: It is a characteristic of the criticism or of the thing criticized? No, of the thing criticized.

Jiny hlas: J& jsem to preloZil blbé, to, co tam kritizuje Wittgenstein, je nepfipustna forma kombinace
obojiho.

Jiny hlas: What does Wittgenstein mean by essentialism? Simply the fact that this conception of language
he's criticizing, and you find back in Chomsky then, is not, is not a theory of language as a concrete fact,
as | told you earlier. It's not language seen as something happening among people in the world, as
concrete speech acts, as discourse, but an essentialistic, again this aristocratic view of language.

Jiny hlas: Tedy ten esencialismus v pojeti Wittgensteina spociva v tom, Ze jazyk neni chapan, vidén jako
néco, co se déje, co je v akci, co funguje, nybrz co se separuje, co se izoluje do jakési samostatné sféry
mimo cas a prostor.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So he combines, Wittgenstein combines in his criticism this essentialism with formalism.
And it's clear that in Chomsky again we find a lot of formalism. You can say that universal grammar in
Chomsky is in fact is nothing but a form, a kind of formal structure without any, even not a semantic
content. There is no content of meaning in it. It's a kind of formal machine. You should look at the, again
at the computer maybe as the best, as the best illustration of it. It's a form, you put kind of formal
formulas in it, very formal constraining formulas, without any semantic content. And this produces, let's
say, sentences.

Jiny hlas: U Chomského je to naprosto zfejmé vidét, on to, ¢im se zabyva, vlastné abstrahuje ze
skute¢ného jazyka, jak probihd, takZe dokonce ty jeho véty takzvané, ty jsou separovany od jakéhokoli



obsahu a predstavuji jakési prazdné formy.

Jiny hlas: So our two positions here can be labeled, let's say, a formalist conception of language where
you look at language as a form of the mind, this was our first option, this is a formalist conception. The
other conception, the Wittgensteinian conception, let's call it the functionalist conception. Here | use
again a couple of concepts which are very common in philosophy of language now: formalistic versus
functionalistic.

Jiny hlas: TakZe kdybychom to chtéli néjak oznacit nalepkami, tak bychom mohli fict, Ze ta jedna
koncepce nebo linie koncepci Humboldt-Chomsky je formalistickd, zatimco ta druha, Wittgenstein, to je
funkcionalistickd. A cela fada modernich teoretik jazyka se k tomu hlasi, pfimo i k tomu terminu
funkcionalisticky.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So now it is interesting to notice with these two authors, Chomsky and Wittgenstein, that
both of them think that there is no relation at all between form and function.

Jiny hlas: A zvlastni je teda, Ze obé ty strany se vétSinou domnivaji, Ze neni Zddného vztahu mezi formou
a funkci.

Jiny hlas: For example, Wittgenstein thinks... no, no, let's first about Chomsky. Chomsky thinks that you
can define the nature of language without taking into consideration the functioning of language. And
let's take the most important function of language, the communicative function of language. So Chomsky
thinks that you can define the nature of language without taking into consideration communication, for
example.

Jiny hlas: Chomsky si mysli, Ze mlzZete definovat povahu jazyka, aniz bychom viibec brali zretel k tomu,
jak jazyk funguje. Konkrétné to je vidét na tom, jak je prehlizena komunikace. Chomsky se domniva, Ze
mUZete presné definovat jazyk, aniz byste vzali jakykoliv ohled k povaze komunikace.

Jiny hlas: So there he is very fanatical on that point. Very fanatical. So communication is something very
secondary, something very accidental with regard... yes. So the real linguistic activity is the activity in the
mind, the form of mind. So in the mind, and the fact that we communicate afterwards is only an accident.
Jiny hlas: On je v této véci naprosto fanaticky. Komunikace je pro néj druhotna zaleZitost, je to
nahodilost, ktera se pripojuje dodatec¢né. Ta vlastni aktivita je aktivita mysli. Jakykoli kontakt s ostatnimi
je jenom druhotna a ndhodna zalezZitost.

Jiny hlas: So again, | repeat, he is very fanatical about this.

Jiny hlas: Znovu bych opakoval, Ze je Gplnym fanatikem v této véci.

Jiny hlas: He writes, all his most recent books for example are really polemics about this point.

Jiny hlas: Jeho nejposlednéjsi knihy jsou ostrymi polemikami pravé v tomto bodé.

Jiny hlas: So this is again Chomsky, so the form is absolutely independent from the function.

Jiny hlas: Cili pfedpoklad je, Ze forma je naprosto nezavisla na funkci.

Jiny hlas: Looking at Wittgenstein, he too thinks there is no relation between form and function, but
there we should interpret it in the other way around.

Jiny hlas: U Wittgensteina najdeme také presvédceni, Ze to spolu nesouvisi, Ze je to nezavislé, ale v
opacném smyslu, to jest...

Jiny hlas: | don't know if you remember in the Philosophical Investigations, there's Wittgenstein develops
a theory of what he calls deep grammar.

Jiny hlas: Nevim, jestli si pamatujete, Wittgenstein tam rozviji v téch Zkoumdnich teorii o takzvané
hloubkové gramatice.

Jiny hlas: So this notion of deep grammar is interesting in Wittgenstein. Remember that Chomsky also
considers his grammar to be a deep grammar, but it's a totally different thing.

Jiny hlas: Zajimavé je, ze i Chomsky mluvi o hloubkové gramatice, ale pfitom u kazdého to znamené néco
naprosto odlisného.

Jiny hlas: For Wittgenstein, it's very clear what it is. A deep grammar is when you construct a deep
grammar, when you elaborate a deep grammar, this means that you go through the superficial forms,



the superficial grammatical forms of a language sequence, you go through it in order to discover in the
depths the richness and the variety of the functioning of language.

Jiny hlas: U Wittgensteina je to tedy naprosto jasna véc. On si predstavuje, Ze kdyz pfistoupite k jazyku a
odhalite ty formy gramatické, tak skrze ty konkrétni gramatické stavy, kdyz projdete, tak dojdete k tém
hloubkovym vztahtm, kde se odhaluje ta nejvlastnéjsi fungujici struktura jazyka.

Jiny hlas: To know something about the depths of language, you can say according to Wittgenstein, you
should not look at the grammars, they don't learn you very much about the depths of language use. You
should look at how language - here again that notion of function - how language functions in a very
detailed, a very concrete, a very diversified way in intersubjective relations and in communities.

Jiny hlas: Z toho vyplyva, Ze Wittgenstein se viibec nedomniva, Ze byste k té hloubkové gramatice mohli
dospét tim, Ze budete studovat gramatiky, ale Ze se musite obratit k celku jazyka a v naprosto
konkrétnich pripadech, Ze se v téch konkrétnich jazykovych situacich teprve mizete dostat do téch
hloubek toho jazyka. Ty gramatiky samy vam nemohou v niéem pomaoci, ty pravé to odvedou Uplné
jinam.

Okay. So here | finish my presentation of the second paradigmatic axis.

Jiny hlas: Tady skoncim tu charakteristiku toho druhého...

Jiny hlas: So | repeat my two axes. The first one was on, let's say, on the representational function of
language. There | had these two positions: expression and articulation.

Jiny hlas: Na jedné strané tedy byla ta reprezentativni a dvoji - vyjadfovaci a artikulacni.

Jiny hlas: The second paradigmatic axis was on, let's say, the way has a relation to intersubjectivity and
community. And there | distinguished two positions again. The first position mentions that there is no
relation with community, this is the conception where language is seen as the form of mind. The second
option is the option where language is seen as a form of life.

Jiny hlas: No a ta druha byla na doklad vztah( a tam na jedné strané byla koncepce jazyka jako formy
mysli a na druhé jako formy Zivota.

Okay. So and my feeling here, my experience even of scientific discussions among philosophers of
language and linguists is that these positions are paradigmatic in a sense that they are marked by
irrationality, and there is no rational debate possible between these positions.

Jiny hlas: A ten m(ij moment je, Ze tyhle typologie jsou zaloZeny na paradigmatickych volbdch, které jsou
zakotveny iracionalné a Ze neexistuje Zddna moznost racionalni debaty mezi nimi.

Jiny hlas: So this is why | should to explain this a bit, that | have to add now maybe in 10 minutes, five to
10 minutes let's say, my last point.

Jiny hlas: To bych chtél tedy jesté malicko vysvétlit a jesté takovych pét, maximalné deset minut bych k
tomu dodal.

Jiny hlas: This on what | called earlier this intensification, this argumentative or rhetorical intensification
of these paradigmatic poles, which according to me, when you take both aspects together, which
constitute the ideologies, but the internal ideologies of linguistic theories.

Jiny hlas: Tady znovu chci formulovat to, co jsem uved| na zac¢atku, kolem souboru té argumentativni
intenzifikace paradigmatické volby, ktera je ideologicka.

Jiny hlas: So this kind of small analysis | would like to start now, you can call it maybe semiotic, | don't
know.

Jiny hlas: Tuto analyzu byste mohli nazvat tfeba sémiotickou.

Jiny hlas: Let's say, a kind of semiotic analysis of scientific discourse, here where the example is the
discourse of linguists and philosophers of language.

Jiny hlas: Je to vlastné analyza toho rozhovoru, v tomto pripadé rozhovoru téch teoretikd jazyka.

Okay. So the first thing we should start off is to be convinced that science, scientific discourse is not
something that happens in the heaven. It doesn't happen independently from the makers of the
discourse.



Jiny hlas: No a to prvni, co ndm ta analyza pfinese, Ze ten védecky rozhovor, diskurs, neni veden v
néjakém nebi, takZe by byl nezavisly na konkrétni situaci téch, ktefi ten rozhovor vedou.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So the starting point is that scientific discourse as well is a discursive praxis.

Jiny hlas: Startovnim bodem tedy je, Ze védecky diskurs je diskursivni praxi.

Jiny hlas: and that we can distinguish many types of discursive praxes without mentioning scientific
discourse to have a certain privilege. We can say there is ordinary language discourse, there is poetic
discourse, there is didactic discourse, and another type of discourse is scientific discourse.

Jiny hlas: Jo, takZze mizeme prosté tento védecky rozhovor povaZovat jenom za jeden zvlastni pripad
rozhovoru, jako jsou tfeba politicky diskursy nebo nebo obycejny v debaté tfeba a tak dal, a tak je taky
takovej védeckej diskurs.

Jiny hlas: So this seems to be common sense. But how is it possible that scientists themselves, |
mentioned already that point, have a serious, a real resistance?

Jiny hlas: Na prvni pohled by se zdalo, Ze to je dost banalni véc a Ze to souhlasi s obecnym vidénim véci. A
ted je otazka, jak je mozny, Ze sami védci jsou naprosto rezistentni vi¢i tomuto, tomuhle pomérné
banalnimu pohledu.

Jiny hlas: According to scientists, there is a hierarchy in the types of discourse.

Jiny hlas: Pro védce existuje jakasi hierarchie v typech rozhovoru.

Jiny hlas: And scientific discourse is on top of it.

Jiny hlas: A ten védecky diskurs, ten je postaven aZ na tu Spicku.

Jiny hlas: It gives us the last and the best explanation of phenomena in the world.

skutecnosti.

Jiny hlas: Okay. But this is precisely this kind of resistance among scientists which makes us, let's say,
makes us very suspicious of the underlying ideological motivation of scientists themselves.

Jiny hlas: Ale je to pravé tato zvlastni nepochopitelna rezistence védct proti tomu pomérné banalnimu
pohledu, ktera nas ¢ini velmi podeziravymi ve vztahu k tomu jejich, nebo velmi podeziravymi v tom
smyslu, Ze v tom vidime teda néjakyho toho certa do kopyta vopsanyho, ideologickyho.

Jiny hlas: And we should admit from the first start that when we try to characterize the specificity of
scientific discourse, that we should admit that what is important in scientific discourse is the function of
veridiction. Here | come back on that veridiction thing.

Jiny hlas: KdyZ chceme néjak charakterizovat ten védecky diskurs, tak tam musime vidét, Ze tam zvlastni
misto, dulezitost ma ta pravdomluvnost, coZ neni presné to, ta veridikce, Ze toto, ta ville fict, fikat
pravdu.

Jiny hlas: This is not true with poetic discourse, that's not true in everyday language. We are not
obsessed by saying the truth.

Jiny hlas: Ano, to neni pFipad tfeba v diskursu basnickém, literarnim, ani kazdodennim. My prece
nemame Zadnou obsesi furt mluvit pravdu.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So this is why a scientist is in fact a victim, the victim of his own farce and his own
motivation to say the truth. Veridiction. So the motivation of saying the truth, truth-saying. In French we
say veridiction. Truth-saying.

Jiny hlas: Ano, takZe védec se ukazuje jako obét té své fanatické snahy mluvit pravdu.

Jiny hlas: And it's clear that the conditions of let's say of truth-saying are not to be identified, do not
have to be identified with the conditions of truth. Something completely different.

Jiny hlas: Jo, a ted' si musime uvédomit, Ze ta pravdomluvnost nesmi byt zaménovana za jednu z
podminek odhalovani pravdy.

Jiny hlas: Okay. One of the main aspects, one of the main let's say features of this truth-saying, that farce
of truth-saying scientific discourse, is that the scientist in fact has the mentality of auto-suicide, auto-
destruction, self-destruction.



Jiny hlas: Zajimava véc na tom je, Ze v tom, v té posedlosti mluveni pravdy, Ze vlastné je jakejsi prvek v
tom védeckém diskursu, je jakejsi prvek niceni sebe, autodestrukce, sebelikvidace.

Jiny hlas: This means the following thing simply: that the ideal scientific discourse, according to the
scientist, is a discourse where the producer of the discourse is totally absent.

Jiny hlas: To je vidét z toho, Ze vlastné idealem toho védeckého diskursu je situace, kdy ten, kdo v tom
rozhovoru je aktivni, je kompletné nepfitomen, je prosté vyloucen.

Jiny hlas: That's the ideal. That's again to be opposed with poetic discourse, for example. The poet tries
to be present in his discourse.

Jiny hlas: To je zase naprosto v rozporu s tim, jak je to tfeba v poezii, ponévadz basnik chce byt pfitomen
v té poezii.

Jiny hlas: So this means that the scientist considers the requirement that his discourse should be
universally transmissible. That's what the scientist thinks of science. Science should be universally
transmissible. All people on the world, any individual, should be able to understand a scientific result in a
sense because this is universal.

Jiny hlas: Z toho vyplyva, nebo v té Gzké souvislosti s tim, Ze védecké zjisténi jsou jako ta sdélitelna nebo
prosté jsou univerzalni, plati pro vsechny, nezavisle na tom, o koho jde.

Jiny hlas: Yes. But the condition of this universal transmissibility is that the producer of the theory should
remain absent. So the absence of the subjectivity is the condition of the universal transmissibility.

Jiny hlas: Ale podminkou toho, aby vysledky védy byly prenosné na kohokoliv, je, aby ten, kdo je pfinesl,
tam zGstal nepfitomen.

Jiny hlas: Okay, and that's the way it goes with scientific discourse. If we look at it in terms of modalities,
and this is the new perspective | would like to introduce in my semiotic analysis now, the modalities. So
we should look at scientific discourse as, in French | would say, faire savoir. Faire savoir. Making to know.
So the motivation of the scientist will be the let's say the modal investment of the scientist in his
discourse will be the investment of faire savoir. Making to know. Other people making to know. So
communicability, communication is absolutely first because of the universal transmissibility.

Jiny hlas: TakZe zase dal se fict, kdybychom se na to podivali ze sémiotického hlediska, tak bychom mohli
mluvit o modalité téch, toho zkoumani védeckého nebo téch vyrokl védeckych. Mohli bychom to
charakterizovat tim, co Francouzi fikaji faire savoir, nechat védét nebo dat védét, prosté zplsobit, Ze se
lidi dozvi, Ze berou na védomi. Tohle nenechat odejit bez pouceni, to je jako...

Jiny hlas: So this faire savoir, this making to know, has to be as direct as possible in order to reach
universal transmissibility. So this means that a scientist has to abstract from all types of manipulation
and seduction and suggestion and indirection in speaking and so on. For him [nesrozumitelné]...

Jiny hlas: Tento idedl, viechny presvédcit, vnutit jim to védéni, je spojen zaroven s takovym
presvédcéenim, Ze je mozno to zvédéni predavat nezavisle nebo oddélené, odloucené od jakékoli
manipulace, jakékoli sugesce, jakéhokoli seduction, svadéni, svidnictvi.

Jiny hlas: And this is precisely the whole range of phenomena which indicate very clearly that a scientist
is victim of the existing ideology of scientific discourse, it's clear.

Jiny hlas: A to vSechno nam ukazuje na to, Ze védec je obéti jakychsi iracionalné zaujatych voleb, co to je
vlastné védecky diskurs.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So when you look at the scientific discourses with the good analysis, for example | have
friends in Paris for example who analyzed very specifically texts even of physicists.

Jiny hlas: Mam fadu pratel ve Francii, ktefi se konkrétné zabyvaji velmi detailni analyzou napfriklad text
fyzikd.

Jiny hlas: There you will see in this analysis, this is the school of Greimas in Paris who is doing these
things, you will see that there is in the most formal scientific texts that there are all kinds of strategies of
persuasion.

Jiny hlas: A ty ukazuji pozoruhodnou véc, Ze i v téch nejexaktnéjsich pracich jsou tam pfitomny rozsahlé



strategie presvédcovani.

Jiny hlas: Very subtle.

Jiny hlas: Velmi jemné, subtilni.

Jiny hlas: Another phenomena is what | call in theory, | should maybe explain it, the metaphorization of
the 'l', me-l, of the 'I'. The metaphorization of the 'I' being the scientist in his discourse on the whole
structure of his discourse. So the metaphorization of the 'l' means simply that the scientist has at his
disposal all kinds of procedures to disappear as an 'l', to metaphorize himself.

Jiny hlas: Jedna z takovych pozoruhodnych véci je, Ze tam dokazuji, jakymi nejvynalézavéjsimi zplisoby
ma k dispozici ten védec, aby metaforizoval své ja. To jest, Ze nejriiznéjsimi zplsoby naléza cestu, jak jako
ja, jak vymizet.

Jiny hlas: It's for example one of the clearest cases of this type of analysis, a scientist will never say "I
state that" etc. etc.

Jiny hlas: Jenom ukazka, jak védec se brani, prosté v praci fict, Ze zjistil jsem tohle a tohle.

Jiny hlas: He will say "one could say that"...

Jiny hlas: ...uZije formulaci "dalo by se Fict, Ze"...

Jiny hlas: ...or he could say "my research laboratory or my colleagues say that"...

Jiny hlas: ...nebo fekne "z mého vyzkumu vyplynulo" nebo "moji kolegové rikaji, ze"...

Jiny hlas: ...or he will simply say "it is proved that" etc.

Jiny hlas: ...a nebo nejc¢astéji fika "bylo prokazano, ze"...

Jiny hlas: ...without mentioning that he proved it.

Jiny hlas: ...vibec se nezmini, Ze to byl on, kdo to dokazal.

Jiny hlas: And so on and so forth. This is what | call metaphorization of the 'l'. So the 'l' cannot appear.
Jiny hlas: To je to, ¢emu v té teorii fikAme metaforizace toho ja. Prosté to ja se tam nesmi objevit.

Jiny hlas: So another aspect of this analysis | would like to give, all these marks, all these indications in
the scientific discourse of the auto-justification, the constant auto-justification.

Jiny hlas: To byla jen mala ukazka takové analyzy, vSechno tohleto slouzZi jako forma sebeospravedInéni
toho védce.

Jiny hlas: Yes. You cannot for example think of a scientific text which is full of hesitations, you cannot
think of it. There is always a justification of so-called truth, but what is justified are not truths but is the
motivation of truth-saying.

Jiny hlas: Je pozoruhodné, ze do té prace prosté nepatfi pochybovani, ale tam ustavi¢né ten védec
ospravedliuje to, co déla. On neospravedInuje vysledky, nybrz ospravedIfuje to, Ze fika pravdu. On se
ospravedliuje v té véci, ze délal vSechno pro to, aby fekl pravdu.

Jiny hlas: So now the last word | will say in this kind of analysis here of scientific discourse is that so we
agreed about the fact that one of the main features of scientific discourse is that the modality on the
basis of it is to let to know, faire savoir, to let to know or making to know. Okay.

Jiny hlas: Vysledek toho, co jsme fekli, je, Zze védec cili k tomu, aby vSechny ostatni postavil do situace, ze
védi. To jest, aby jim vnutil jakési védéni.

Jiny hlas: Now, my analysis of this making to know is that making to know, the faire savoir, presupposes
or rests upon three what | call three sub-modalities again, namely to know how to do, savoir-faire. The
faire savoir rests upon, presupposes savoir-faire.

Jiny hlas: TakZe tam je takova hricka, Ze tedy tohleto zpUsobit, aby lidé védéli, Ze vlastné je zalozeno na
tom védét, jak plsobit.

Jiny hlas: Okay. And the other one, there are two of them.

Jiny hlas: Tri véci.

Jiny hlas: Yes, | repeat. The making to know, le faire savoir, rests upon or presupposes le savoir-faire, le
pouvoir-faire and le devoir-faire. | try to translate in English, le savoir-faire...

Jiny hlas: ...to znamena to védét, jak to udélat...



Jiny hlas: ...pouvoir-faire, to be able to do...

Jiny hlas: ...byt schopen to udélat...

Jiny hlas: ...and devoir-faire, have to do.

Hejdanek: Ano. Muset to udélat. Ano. Jako povinnost to udélat.

Jiny hlas: One minute more about these three modalities here. So, le faire savoir repose sur un savoir-
faire. Savoir-faire, does it have the same connotations in Czech when you say savoir-faire?

Hejdanek: It's alright in Czech. In this case. To znamena zpUsobit, Ze ti druzi védi, znamena védét, jak
pUsobit.

Jiny hlas: And then if you look at scientific discourses, for example, you find all types of expressions like
the following ones. | read my little list in French here. On sait que, on se rend compte que, on a vu que, il
est évident que, etc.

Jiny hlas: A to jsou takové vyrazy jako...

Jiny hlas: On sait que, we know that...

Jiny hlas: ...vi se, Ze...

Jiny hlas: On se rend compte que...

Jiny hlas: ...Fika se, zZe...

Jiny hlas: On a vu que...

Jiny hlas: ...bylo zjisténo, Ze...

Jiny hlas: Il est évident que...

Jiny hlas: ...je evidentni, Ze.

Jiny hlas: All of these are expressions marking, indicating the savoir-faire, to know how to do, so the
others will know.

Jiny hlas: To vSechno jsou vyrazy, které ukazuiji, Ze se vi, jak to udélat, aby ti druzi tedy védéli.

Jiny hlas: The second, the pouvoir-faire is very important as well, so to be able to do...

Jiny hlas: Byt schopen to udélat je taky velmi dulezité.

Jiny hlas: And this is again a point that scientists resist enormously, namely that in all scientific discourse,
there is an argument of authority...

Jiny hlas: A to je bod, v kterém rezistuji, v kterém odporuiji, Ze v kazdém védeckém diskurzu existuje
argument autority...

Jiny hlas: ...an argument of force and manipulation.

Jiny hlas: ...argument moci a manipulace.

Jiny hlas: For example, the scientific community constitutes themselves in, in French again, it's a nice
word, in the cercle d'éminence grise. How do you say, éminence grise? The circle of grey eminences.
Jiny hlas: Jako kruh sedych eminenci, Ze vlastné existuje kruh Sedych eminenci.



