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Jiny hlas: It is my pleasure to be back here, the fifth time in Prague and the second time in
[nesrozumitelné].

Jiny hlas: TakZe popaté v Praze, podruhé tady u vas.

Jiny hlas: This means that the first time 66, then 68, then 72, but each time in fact to visit Patocka, so this
three times. And after 77 and after.

Jiny hlas: Poprvé roku 66, pak 68, 72, vzdycky v podstaté za Gic¢elem navstévy Patocky. No a pak po roce
77 a pozdéji.

Jiny hlas: And then | didn't come for a long time and | was back last year.

Jiny hlas: Pak jsem tu dlouho nebyl a pfijel jsem loni az.

Jiny hlas: So for me Prague is identified with Patocka and his filosofy in general.

Jiny hlas: TakZe pro mé Praha je identifikovana s Patockou a s jeho filosofii viibec.

Jiny hlas: Okay, so another maybe very shortly something that | would like to mention. All of you have
been very present in recent months in Belgium and in Netherlands first of all. Havel first of all and then
your [nesrozumitelné] call. Everything was shown on television, was in newspapers. People were very
well informed about this. And this goes on because you have now this Patocka day March 20th in
Brussels.

Jiny hlas: Cesko-slovenské zaleZitosti s Patockou byly v posledni dobé v Belgii, v Holandsku velice
sledovany. Havel dfive, potom i ty dalSi véci. Bylo to v televizi a v novinach. A 20. bfezna bude v Bruselu
Patocka Memorial Day. V Bruselu budou néjaké prednasky. To uz vim dopredu, slibil jsem, Ze ty texty
budou doruceny.

Jiny hlas: If | remember well, there are four papers and all of them are on the late filosofy of Patocka.
Most on the filosofy of history.

Jiny hlas: Ctyfi texty jsou pfipravené o pozdni Pato¢kové filosofii, filosofii d&jin.

Jiny hlas: Okay, in any case | sent them at the end of March by Vienna immediately the texts of these
four papers.

Jiny hlas: Tyto texty byly zaslany koncem brezna pres Viden.

Jiny hlas: Okay, yeah, that was between parentheses.

Jiny hlas: Mezi zavorkami.

Jiny hlas: Okay, so the paper | would like to present to you, it's really a bit long in fact. The text | have
here, | leave the text here. It will be published very soon in France. It's a paper in French, | wrote it in
French and | myself | have to translate it simultaneously from French into English tonight, but it's no
problem. The title of it in French is Le conte de Platon ou I'éloge de la rationalité narrative.

Jiny hlas: Ten titul zni Le conte de Platon, vypravéni nebo povidka...

Hejdanek: Povidka, mytus Platonav.

Jiny hlas: ...mytus Platon(lv a I'éloge de la rationalité narrative. To je obtizné preloZit. L'éloge, jak se to
fekne...

Jiny hlas: L'éloge... some somebody does something good, you give him I'éloge.

Hejdanek: Ocenéni, chvala.

Jiny hlas: Appreciation. Ocenéni.

Jiny hlas: Okay, but so this is a bit of a demagogic title because this paper is not on Plato and it's not on
Aristotle. | use Plato and Aristotle but I'm not a Plato specialist. I'm not a specialist in classic filosofy or
something like that. | use it as illustration for an argument | would like to make.

Jiny hlas: Cili ten titul je trosku demagogie, protoze on nebude, on neni specialista na Platona, na
klasickou filosofii, na Aristotela, viceméné je bude pouzivat k tomu, aby ilustroval urcity sv(ij argument.
Jiny hlas: Okay, so the argument | would like to make is the following one. | see and | think everybody can



see that in the history of ideas or history of filosofy there is a kind of opposition made between what you
can call narrative rationality, so this is the rationality as it is shown in stories, in story-telling on the one
hand, and on the other hand what you can call argumentative rationality.

Jiny hlas: V dé&jinach filosofie, v déjinach myslenek Ize rozlisit mezi dvéma typy racionality. Jedna je
racionalita.

Jiny hlas: So what | would like to do here is to re-evaluate narrative rationality, to use again a demagogic
term, | would like to re-evaluate Homo narrans. We always speak of Homo sapiens, Homo economicus,
Homo faber and so on. What is according to me very important is that man is also an animal that tells
stories and there's a kind of rationality in it.

Jiny hlas: A chce tady udélat takové prehodnoceni té skutecnosti, Ze ¢lovék je Homo narrans, vypravéjici,
Ze zakladni charakteristikou jeho je to, Ze je schopen vypravét pribéhy.

Jiny hlas: You can say that anthropologists like Lévi-Strauss and other ones they showed in their work, for
example Lévi-Strauss in his books called Mythologiques, that storytelling seems to be something
universal in all cultures. According to Lévi-Strauss there is no one culture in the world, also
diachronically, where people don't tell stories.

Jiny hlas: Antropologové jako Lévi-Strauss uvadéji a vychazeji ze skutecnosti, Ze schopnost vypravét
pribéhy je schopnost univerzalni, Ze neexistuje kultura, kde by tato kapacita chybéla a nebyla rozvijena,
kde by se nevypravély pribéhy.

Jiny hlas: You can say in our advanced cultures it's clear that for example fiction and novels, literature,
prose and so on takes the role of storytelling. So if you look at Kafka, Joyce, Proust and so on you can say
that this is a new kind of telling stories as well. Sublimation let's say of this original faculty in man of
telling stories.

Jiny hlas: V pokrocilejsich kulturach se ta pavodni kapacita vypravét pribéhy projevuje tvorbou romanu,
fikci, moderni literaturou. Jako pfiklad uvadi Prousta, Kafku, Joyce, ale opét je to jakysi vyraz té pavodni
lidské schopnosti story-telling, schopnosti vypravét pribéhy.

Jiny hlas: But now if you look at the history of filosofy you see that philosophers mostly think that there
is only rationality when you use arguments. So philosophical discourse itself, the discourse of
philosophers has to be argumentative. So there seems to be a certain asymmetry between the two types
of rationality, narrative rationality and argumentative rationality, because filosofie has to be
argumentative, cannot be narrative. That's not only true for philosophical discourse, it's also true for
political discourse, for educational, academic discourse. The politician who does nothing but telling
stories for example is a bad politician.

Jiny hlas: V déjinach filosofie se véfi, Ze to, o co jde, je praveé ta racionalita argumentujici, Ze story-telling
do filosofie nepatfi. Politik, ktery neni schopen ni¢eho nez vypravét pribéhy, je Spatny politik. Jako by ta
schopnost té racionalni argumentace byla né¢im zZadoucim, tim vlastnim tématem téchto oboru.

Jiny hlas: Okay. Now comes Plato and Aristotle. According to me, and that is one of the theses | would
like to defend here, is that...

Jiny hlas: A ted pfichazi Platon a Aristoteles. Podle mé, a to je jedna z téch tezi, kterou zde chci hijit...
Jiny hlas: is that the responsible person for this distinction between these two types of rationality is
Aristotle.

Jiny hlas: Je to, Ze ten, kdo je zodpovédny za to ono rozdéleni na tyto dva typy racionality, je pravé
Aristoteles.

Jiny hlas: Yeah. So in order to know what is unified rationality, this means what is rationality that
precedes let's say this rupture, this distinction between narrativity and argumentativity, we have to go
back to Plato.

Jiny hlas: Cili, abychom §li jaksi pred ten rozpad, ten zlom v té racionalit&, kdy se roz¢lenila na
argumentativni a narativni, musime jit zpatky pred Aristotela, Cili k Platonovi.



Jiny hlas: Okay. In Plato, as all you know, legein, legein first of all is discourse, is speaking, to speak,
legein. But at the same time, legein in Plato has two meanings, namely to tell stories and to reason,
reasoning.

Jiny hlas: Legein - vykladat, povidat, hovofit - ma u Platona soucasné dva vyznamy. Jednak je to ten
vyznam vypravét tu story, pribéh, a zaroven od(vodrovat. Pan profesor véera pouZil francouzsky vyraz
raconter a raisonner. Oboji je v tom legein.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So this means that we will have to take into consideration the very well-known
philosophical problematics of the relation between logos and mythos. So | have to, | will have to come
back in the second part of this paper on this problem, this enormous problem, this as you know,
enormous list of books on this problem, the relation between logos and mythos. And | would like at the
end of the paper, if you accept it, | would like to give my own interpretation of Plato's conception
concerning this relation between logos and mythos.

Jiny hlas: Cili v tom uZ v tom legein narazime na letity problém, problému je vénovano stovky knih ve
filosofii, vztah mezi logem a mytem. A v druhé casti té prednasky pan profesor by rad jaksi uvedl! jakousi
koncepci toho, jak on se domniva, Ze Platon sdm tento rozdil mezi logem a mytem chape.

Jiny hlas: Okay. But let me mention first as a small note here is that in Plato, Plato doesn't make
distinction between myth and story. So he uses only one word, namely mythos. So when you find mythos
in Plato, you can translate it by story or by myth. There is no Platonic concept of a distinction between
these two things.

Jiny hlas: Cili Platon uZiva jediné slovo mytos a znamena to mytus v nasem slova smyslu a pfibéh.
Nenajdeme tam rozliseni, je tam jediné slovo uzivané v obojim vyznamu.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So there are two, this was introduction. There are two parts in the paper. First of all, |
would like to show some characteristics of these two paradigmes, | call them paradigms, namely narrative
rationality and argumentative rationality. How can we define them? This is the first part of the paper.
Jiny hlas: Cili toto byl ivod. Ted bude prvni ¢ast té prednasky. V ni by rad pan profesor uved| dvé
paradigmata, pomoci nichZ by chtél zachytit na jedné strané tu narativni racionalitu, na druhé strané tu
argumentativni, pomoci jakychsi paradigmat, které chce v prvni ¢asti toho paperu predvést.

Jiny hlas: Okay. And then the second part of the paper is on Plato and Aristotle. | would like to start with
showing the definition, the Aristotelian definition of mythos in the Poetics and then afterwards go back to
Plato and read with you some myths, some stories of Plato. | hope you have the translation, Czech
translation of the dialogues.

Hejdanek: Yes, we have most... I'm sorry, only Greek and Latin and English.

Jiny hlas: Oh, I have the English translation but not the Czech. I'm very sorry but we have to...

Hejdanek: Well, we'll translate it by heart.

Jiny hlas: Yeah. Well, we'll do it. Okay. So | would like to go back there to some myths, some stories of
Plato which are in fact, and that's what can be interesting in it, which are myths about myths, stories
about storytelling.

Jiny hlas: V druhé casti té prednasky bude pan profesor hovofit o Platonovi a Aristotelovi. Nejdfiv vyjde z
Aristotelovy definice mytu, jak je podana v Poetice, a pak chce probrat nékolik téch pribéh( z
Platonovych dialogl. A to zejména takové pribéhy, které jsou myty o mytech, pribéhy o pribézich, a chce
tam v nich nalézt vlastni Platonovu koncepci mytu - co ten mytus je, nebo pfibéh v tom narativu, v tom
pribéhu, co je ten pribéh. Pribéh se v tom pribéhu ukazuje sam.

Jiny hlas: Okay. First on these two paradigms now of narrativity and argumentativity.

Jiny hlas: Cili ted ptjde o ty dvé paradigmata: narativita a ta argumentativita.

Jiny hlas: Okay. | don't know if you can agree here, but intuitively we have the feeling that the act of
storytelling is something very authentic, very natural, very spontaneous let's say, and that telling stories
is very close let's say to the real nature of human beings. It's also very moral in a sense. To tell stories is to
learn something about ethics and that's why for example people tell stories to their children.



Jiny hlas: Cili nevim, jestli budeme s tim souhlasit, ale zcela intuitivné Ize Fici, Ze vypravét pfibéhy nebo
schopnost vypravét pribéhy néjak bezprostfedné naleZi k lidské pfirozenosti, a zaroven jakoZe to je velice
bezprostfedni lidska schopnost. Zaroven ma jakysi eticky naboj v sobé. Détem pravé proto se vypravi
pohadky a pribéhy, presné z tohoto dlivodu.

Jiny hlas: Okay. | would like to mention here two notions you know very well. One by Wittgenstein, the
other one by Husserl. | consider narrative activity to be a language game, an essential language game in
the sense of Wittgenstein. Game as well, language game, namely the ludic aspect, ludic, how you say it
in English, the game aspect, ludic aspect. This means that there is no clear, no problematized finality in a
sense, it's a game to tell stories. On the other hand, it's a Lebensform, to use the Husserlian term, une
forme de vie, Lebensform.

Jiny hlas: Chce pouzit nebo pfipomenout dva filosofické pojmy. Wittgenstein(iv pojem language game,
jazykova hra, a na druhé strané Husserl(v pojem Lebensform, Zivotni forma. K tomu prvnimu rekl, Ze ta
schopnost vypravét pribéh ma v sobé pravé takovou tu hravost a jakousi nekonecnost této hravosti nebo
jeji neuzaviratelnost néjak, neskoncitelnost.

Jiny hlas: So, one aspect | would like to mention about stories is universality as | already told, naturality,
spontaneity. This means that the narrative activity in human beings seems to be very essential and very
universal. This means that storytelling is not an affair of experts. And here | would like to introduce the
following statement: narrativity, narrative activity is a democratic business.

Jiny hlas: Dobre. Cili fika pravé proto, Ze ta narativita tak intuitivné, spontanné, univerzalné nalezi k lidské
prirozenosti, tak v ni je cosi demokratického. Neni to byznys expertd, ale néjak to patfi ke kazdému.

Jiny hlas: This means that no social class, no intellectual expertise favor narrative competence. So
everybody can tell stories, so the narrative competence seems to be for everybody.

K vypravéni pribéht je kompetentni kdokoliv, neni k tomu potreba jakasi odbornost nebo prislusnost k
socialni tfidé nebo jak to Fikal. Kazdy mGze vypravét pribéh.

The aspect | already mentioned is the essential link of storytelling with ethics. There is always, that's why
the Fables of La Fontaine for example, but that's not only La Fontaine, take any story, normally ends by
kind of moral.

Cili a znovu opakuje ten eticky moment v téch pFibézich, které jsou vypravény. Pfipomina La Fontainovy
bajky, které konci jakymsi moralnim ponaucenim na konci, ale néco takového je v kazdém pribéhu.

And the most important narrative morality consists in its force of socialization. The force of socialization.
For example, when you tell stories to the children, when they go to bed for example, you tell them a story
or something like that, it's clear that telling stories to children is one of the main privileged means of their
socialization.

Av té kapacité vypravét pribéhy je jakasi socializa¢ni sila, schopnost zafazovat do spolecenstvi. Kdyz se
détem pred spanim v posteli vypravi pohadka, tak to je v tom toto také skryto.

Another aspect | would like to mention has been studied by Ricoeur very carefully in his recent book there
on Temps et Récit, the three volumes. This is the fact that storytelling makes present the past and the
future. So it has a very intrinsic temporality aspect. When you tell stories to children or other people, you
make present, and here | use the Augustinian concept of time, what is important is the presence of the
past, the presence of the present, the presence of the future. That's Augustine. So that's what happens
when you tell a story. Because you cannot tell stories without memory. So there is an intrinsic link
between the story and the memory.

Cas, to vypravéni pribéh(i ma cosi hluboce, je bytostné spojeno s lidskym vztahem k ¢asu. Odkazuje se na
Ricoeurovu analyzu této problematiky, jak je podavana v jeho predposledni knize, ktera se jmenuje Cas a
vyprdveéni, Cas a pribéh, Temps et Récit, kde se ukazuje, jak pfib&h vypravény shromazduje v pfitomnosti
pritomnost pfitomného, pfitomnost minulého a pfitomnost budouciho. Odkazuje se tam na ten
augustinovsky koncept ¢asu a zaroven schopnost vypravét pribéh predpoklada vztah mezi tim pribéhem
a paméti. Pribéh je to, k cemu ta pamét néjak slouzi. Ted jsem to nepostrehl presné, jak to Fikal.



So as some people mention, there is an American philosopher Fisher who works on stories, he says there
is a very true paradox in storytelling. On the one hand, storytelling seems to be an activity of the
imagination, of seems to have a link with fiction and so on. On the other hand, the storytelling shows
let's say what is the most essential, what is the most truthful, the most let's say the most natural in man.
So it's by the symbolic, by the fictional in a sense that you reach the universal and that's a kind of
paradox.

Americky filosof Fisher ukazuje, Ze v tom storytellingu je cosi paradoxniho. Na jedné strané vypravéni
pribéh je fikci, je vymysleno, ale na druhé strané ta fikce zpfitomnuje néco velice bytostné podstatného,
néco univerzalniho, néco podstatného. Néco vypovida ten pribéh o nééem podstatném pro clovéka.

So | would like to end this very intuitive characterization of narrativity by saying that the narrative
activity seems to be seems to show let's say in an exemplary way human options, human actions, but
also the historical position, but also the eternal position, the historical and eternal position of man in
nature and in culture.

On by rad zakoncil tady tu v podstaté intuitivni hrubou ¢ast analyzy té narativity tim, Ze ta narativita
zachycuje toto vsechno.

Jiny hlas: Eternal...

Jiny hlas: Vé¢né.

Jiny hlas: Historical and eternal position...

Jiny hlas: Historické a véc¢né.

Jiny hlas: Eternal universal let's say...

Jiny hlas: Univerzalni pozice, options, moznosti nebo moznosti vybéru, které ¢lovék ma.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So let's look now at the other side of the polarity here, namely argumentative rationality.
And let's make a similar kind of intuitive analysis of argumentative rationality. To argue, argumenter, to
argue doesn't have anything natural, it has to be learned.

Jiny hlas: Ted by se chtél podivat na tu argumentativni racionalitu a udélat podobnou intuitivni analyzu.
Argumentovat, schopnost argumentovat neni nic pfirozeného, tu schopnost se musi ¢lovék naucit.

Jiny hlas: Argumentation is a technique. Is a technique that is a part let's say of the educational
curriculum.

Jiny hlas: Argumentace je technika. Je to technika, ktera je soucasti jakéhosi vzdélavaciho kurikula,
Zivotopisu, jak se ¢lovék vzdélava.

Jiny hlas: To use arguments presupposes that you master logic and the logic let's say logic in the sense of
a whole of inferential procedures and this has to be learned.

Jiny hlas: Umét argumentovat znamena umét pouzivat logiku, vytvaret logicka spojeni a to je néco, co je
tfeba se naucit.

Jiny hlas: To again to make it a bit demagogically | would say syllogistics is not for everybody. And that's
why argumentation is not a democratic thing but is an affair of the elite.

Jiny hlas: Cili na rozdil od té narativity ta sylogistika, a ted on to predesila, Ze to fika demagogicky viecko,
neni pro kazdého. To se ¢lovék musi naucit, je to véci elit. Téch, kdo se to naucili.

Jiny hlas: So you can say that there are experts in argumentation. For example lawyers. Argumentative
rationality concerns always qualified persons.

Jiny hlas: Jsou experti na tu argumentaci, napriklad pravnici. Ta argumentativni racionalita je véci
kvalifikovanych osob.

Jiny hlas: This is a first characteristics. You can agree or not, but that's my intuition in this case. A second
characteristics of argumentation is that the techniques of argumentation are in fact the result of
deliberation within a community.

Jiny hlas: Ze to byla ta prvni charakteristika, nemusime s ni souhlasit, ale to je jeho intuice, a druha
charakteristika je, Ze tato argumentace je véci shody nebo dohody v rdmci spolecenstvi.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So to argue is always before an audience.



A argumentovat vzdycky pfed néjakym obecenstvem.

Yeah. So there are, you argue always within a micro-community or even a macro-community, a court for
example, but also the community of philosophers when you build up a philosophical argument, it's within
the philosophical community.

Vzidycky ¢lovék argumentuje v rdmci néjakého spolecenstvi, mikro-spolecenstvi, vétsiho spolecenstvi,
napfiklad u soudu, ale i kdyz stavite filosoficky argument, tak vzdycky je to v ramci filosofické komunity.
Yeah. But this deliberation and this agreement within the community is not purely a question of
persuasion, it's not rhetoric in the classical sense, not only persuasion, it's also a question of knowledge.
Tato zalezitost konsensu, souhlasu, ktery ma byt dosaZzen, neni pouze véci presvédcovani pomoci
argumentu, ale je to zaroven véci knowledge, poznani, védéni.

Hejdanek: On tam fekl deliberation, deliberation jako libovile, agreement na to, na ¢em se lidi mGzou
dohodnout.

Jiny hlas: Okay. This is second aspect. So there is the logical aspect, the elite aspect, the fact that you
have to master the logic, yeah. The second aspect that this is done within a community. The third aspect
is even more important, | think. | think that rationality shown by arguments, by argumentation, is
determined by an exterior criterion. So an argument has to be objective. The objectivity of reasoning
makes the value of an argument.

Shrnuje: ten prvni aspekt je logi¢nost, ovladani logiky, druhy je, Ze ten argument je v ramci komunity, to
jest, Ze se uchazi nebo odehrava v rdmci pritakani, souhlasu té komunity, a treti je, Ze se vztahuje k
néfemu vnéjsSimu, o ¢em je, a ten argument je objektivni, vztahuje se k objektivité.

In fact, you cannot conceive of an argumentation that doesn't have an object.

Nelze hovofit o argumentaci tam, kde neni o ¢em se argumentuje, nebo co je predmétem.

So you argue always about something, about an object, which is what | call an exterior criterion. You can
call it a referent. You argue about let's say a state of affairs in the world, you are argue about the actual
world or a possible world maybe. In any case you argue about an object that is independent and pre-
existent to the argumentative discourse.

Argumentuje se vzdycky o - tomu Fika externi kritérium argumentace. Argumentuje se vzdycky o
predmeétu, o stavu vnéjsiho svéta, o tfeba néjakém vymysleném svété, ale vidycky je to o nécem, co je
pre-existentni pred timto argumentativnim diskursem, pred tim, nez stavim ten argument, uz to tu je.
And | think that one of the fundamental characteristics of this exterior world, this exterior criterion, that
puts in that puts into movement let's say argumentative rationality consists of the fact that the reasoner,
that the arguer, the person who argues is not implicated in the object he's arguing about. So that's in any
case an ideal argument. An ideal argument is an argument where the arguer is not implicated in. So a
good argument is an argument where the subjectivity of the arguer or the of the person who argues
where the subjectivity doesn't color, doesn't modify let's say the object spoken about.

Idealni argument je takovy, kde ten, kdo argument vytvari, neni implikovan v objektu, o némz argument
stavi, kdy on a jeho pfitomnost neproménuje nebo neovliviiuje argumentaci, kdy ta je Cisté o pfedmétu
bez vztahu k jeho subjektivité.

So | would like to end this intuitive analysis here by saying that there is no coherent concept of
argumentative rationality that can make the economy of propositionalism. So this means that
argumentative rationality is always propositional. So the discourse of argumentation is propositional
discourse, in the classical logical sense, is a discourse which with a with an object, an external object, the
exterior object and that's why the discourse of argumentation is propositional. That's not true with
fiction for example. Fiction is not propositional.

ProtoZe argumentace je o vnéjsim objektu, tak se sestava z propozic, z vyroku o véci, o niz se
argumentuje. Toto je rozdil od fikce, kterd nema charakter propozi¢ni, tedy charakter vyrokd o nécem.
Okay. Let us say as a conclusion of this analysis here that the argumentative community in fact is
assembled around the truth of the things. In fact the argumentative community, which is a community of



experts, as | told you, this argumentative community has this elite, has the privileges of the truth.
Argumentativni spolecenstvi je shromazdéno okolo pravdy véci, a protozZe je to shromazdéni experta,
ktefi ovladaji logiku, tak je to shromazdéni téch, ktefi jsou vybaveni privilegiem na pravdu.

Okay. So this was the first series of remarks on a kind of phenomenology, let's say a very broad
phenomenology of these two types of rationality. What | would like to do now very briefly is to look at
the two theories which are responsible for the reconstruction of these two types of rationality. The two
types of theory. The first one is I- narratology. Narratology is a part of semiotics, you can say. So
narratology is responsible for the reconstruction of narrative rationality and the theory of
argumentation, which is also a discipline, a philosophical discipline, very well located, very clearly
delimited, theory of argumentation, is responsible for the reconstruction of argumentative rationality. Let
me put some names on these two types of theory.

Po tomto intuitivhim, v uvozovkach fenomenologickém popisu dvou typu racionalit by se rad vénoval
dvéma teoriim, které tyto typy rekonstruuji. Bude hovofit o naratologii, coz je teorie rekonstruujici
narativni racionalitu, a o teorii argumentace, rekonstruujici to druhé. Hodla uvést jména lidi, ktefi se
problematikou zabyvaiji; tyto filosofické teorie jsou dobre lokalizovatelné a definovatelné a hodla uvést
asi nékolik jmen lidi, ktefi se problematikou tou ¢i onou zabyvaji.

Jiny hlas: Okay, okay, some names to make it very clear what | mean by these two types of theories, eh,
naratology and thinking specially about what happened in French structuralism. You can call it semiotics,
semiotic analysis of the type of Lévi-Strauss for example, and of one nhame | take very seriously and
Ricoeur takes it also very seriously, namely Greimas. The French naratologist Greimas.

U té naratologie se chce zastavit u francouzskych strukturalist, at uz teda uvadi jméno Lévi-Strausse a
potom naratologa, o némz se zminuje Ricoeur v té knize a velice si ho vazi, ten muz se jmenuje Greimas.
On the other hand, eh, | will give some details bit later, but on the other hand, when you speak about the
theory of argumentation, this cannot be but Aristotelian very clearly, but there is surely a new neo-
Aristotelian theory of argumentation and there the name | would like to mention is my compatriot, the
most famous Belgian philosopher in fact, but he died recently, Chaim Perelman.

A v té druhé, v té teorii argumentace, ktera je v podstaté aristotelského razeni, nicméné v modernim,
tedy v jakémsi havu, tak tam uvadi jméno jeho krajana nebo také Belgicana, filosofa, ktery nedavno
zemrel, jménem Perelman.

His books have been translated in many languages, but his most important book is Traité de
I'argumentation.

Jeho knihy byly prekladany do mnoha feci a jeho nejdulezitéjsi kniha je Traité de I'argumentation,
rozprava nebo treatise, no, rozprava, pojednani o argumentaci.

Okay, very quickly now on these two types of theories. First of all on the theory of argumentation.

Cili prvni o té druhé.

So, | would say this goes very, this comes very directly from Aristotle, Aristotle, the line goes through
Peirce, Aristotle, there are lots of things between surely, then there's Peirce, Charles Sanders Peirce, the
American philosopher, Peirce, with his pragmaticism, the pragmaticism of Charles Sanders Peirce, and it
goes then to Perelman.

Cili on naznac¢uje takovou velice lajnu, o niz si vi, Ze se mnohé mezitim udalo: Aristotelés, americky
filosof, piSe se to P-I-E-R-C-E, prosim vas, Peirce, Peirce, a ten Perelman, Ze jo.

Yeah. Very quickly some, some philosophical presuppositions of this theory of argumentation, this type of
theory of argumentation. You find it very clearly expressed in Peirce, in the semiotic writings of Peirce,
and the main philosophical presupposition is the following, namely that to understand argumentation,
you have to manipulate a triangular model.

Cili u toho Peirce jde o porozuméni té argumentaci, jak bé&Zi argumentace, a Peirce tam uvadi takovy
trojuhelnikovy model, tu strukturu z tfi.

Yeah, so the three, you know the triangle in Peirce is in his definition of the sign. There is there what he



calls the representamen, is one of the poles of the triangle. You can call it, the best example of a
representamen, representamen is discourse, is linguistic expression. Second pole is what he calls the
object. So you have the linguistic sequence, or linguistic fragment let's say, you have an object. But then
the third pole is the most important one, he calls it the interpretant, interpretant. So this is the triangle.
There is discourse, there is the object of the discourse and this relation between discourse and the object
of discourse is mediated by interpretation. He calls it the interpretant. So the interpretant, you cannot see
it as an individual mental, psychological entity. It's not interpretation, it's not the interpreter, it's the
interpretant. This means, the interpretant himself, and here we enter within the enigmas of Peirce, the
interpretant itself is a sign.

Cili on se snaZi pfipomenout zakladni Peirsovy pojmy: representamen, object a interpretant. Interpretant.
Upozornuje: lingvisticka struktura, objekt, ktery ta lingvisticka struktura néjak zachycuje, a to, co tu
lingvistickou strukturu interpretuje. Upozornuje, Ze se u toho interpretanta nejedna o interpreta,
néjakého reknéme clovéka, nicméné jedna se, a tam rika, Ze zacinaji jeho zahady, je to opét znak. Neni to
Zadny aktivni subjekt, Zadny cloveék, ktery interpretuje, je to opét znak, to, co interpretuje.

Yeah, so this is interesting as a new model of rationality, because formalistic and logicistic people, they
think that rationality plays within the relation between discourse and the object.

Ti formalisté, ti lidé, co se zabyvaji logistikou, se domnivaji, Ze ta argumentativni racionalita je né¢im, co
se odehrava mezi tim diskursem a predmétem, objektem.

Yeah, but here in this case, rationality has three poles. There is no rationality without interpretation.

A u toho Peirce je to trosku jinak, existuje tam ten treti pdl, to interpretujici. Neni to prosté vztah mezi
argumentem a tim objektem, ale je tam jesteé to treti.

In fact, you can say that reasoning in this model, this Peircean model, is generated by the interaction
between the structure of discourse, of the discourse which shows reasoning, you can say, that's the first
thing. Second thing, the structure of the referent or the object of reasoning, and the structure, | call it
provisionally, the internal structure of the person who reasons, the persons who interpret, you could say.
Cili ten Peirstiv model, jakasi interakce mezi témito strukturami: strukturami toho diskursu, toho
reasoning, toho vytvareni teda téch argument(; strukturou toho objektu, o némz se ty argumenty
kladou; a on to fika opét s takovou tou opatrnosti, jakousi vnitini strukturou toho, kdo interpretuje,
vnitfni strukturou toho nositele interpretace.

Okay, now something more about interpretation here, this interpretant. You should know that Peirce is a
neo-Kantian. So he goes back to Kant. And he thinks that this theory of rationality is what Kant calls
pragmatisch. So Peirce used the term pragmaticism to qualify his own semiotics. But this goes back to
Kant. So Kant, when Kant uses pragmatisch, this means simply, pragmatisch in the second critique is used
to indicate the quality of a procedure of an activity that is teleologically related to a set of purposes and
intentions.

Ten Peirce jako novokantovec se povazuje za pragmatika, odvolava se na pojeti pragmatismu nebo toho,
co je pragmatické u Kanta. Pragmatické u Kanta je teleologicka struktura, ktera odkazuje na soustavu
Gcell a zamérq.

Jiny hlas: Purposes and intentions, zaméru.

Jiny hlas: Okay, as you know in Kant, these purposes and intentions are not individual purposes and
intentions, not idiosyncratic. Let's say that the motivation is not by the psychology of determined
individuals. The purposes and intentions when you act pragmatisch according to Kant are general
purposes. So this means that the purpose of reasoning is a general purpose. For example,
communicability, the fact that you create a community.

Jiny hlas: Cili tyto ucely, které Kant povazuje za vécné, nejsou Gcely, jak on Fika, idiosynkratické, které se
vztahuji k néjakym omezenym osobnim zajmam. Tyto argumenty jsou obecné, maji charakter nadosobni
v tomto smyslu. A jeden z téchto Gcelt je jakasi komunikativnost toho argumentu v té argumentativni
spolecnosti. To je ten obecny Gcel.



Jiny hlas: Another example of this general purpose according to Kant, there is communicability, so this
means the creation of community, but also what he calls in other words, what he means by the
[nesrozumitelné] homogenization, so making homogeneous, making homogeneous of the internal
structures of the members of community, or internal structures of...

Jiny hlas: Druhy obecny Ucel, on to fika vlastnimi slovy, ale domniva se v té interpretaci Kanta, je jakasi
homogenizace internich struktur interpretantd. Je to to, co jim je spolecné, vyhledavani toho spole¢ného
Vv nich.

Jiny hlas: Okay, you see that when you manipulate this kind of triangle model, which is Kantian inspired,
as in Peirce, then you cannot say that the value of an argument is its truth value.

Jiny hlas: Cili pokud pFijmeme tuto strukturu trojahelnika od Peirce, ktera je kantovsky zaloZen4, tak
nemuzZeme prijmout, Ze by hodnota argumentu spocivala v jeho pravdivostni hodnoté.

Jiny hlas: So this means an argument, the value of an argument is not dependent on its truth or falsity.
Jiny hlas: Value, hodnota argumentu neni zavisla na tom, jestli je pravdivy, nebo nepravdivy.

Jiny hlas: Because of this Kantian inspiration exactly, because of the necessity of interpretation and
interpretation being dominated by the pragmaticist maxim, as Peirce called it, which is Kantian.

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe je tam potreba interpretace a protoZe ta interpretace je dominovana, ovladana témi...
--- (1987-02-22 Herman Parret - O narativni racionalité (1) [LVH170VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: And you can see that to use reasons, because argumentation is this: to use reasons in the
strong filosofickém sense where reason is distinguished from cause. We have to come back on this point.
So, to use reasons is not to produce automatic inferences, for example logical inferences.

Jiny hlas: Cili vtomto kantovsko-peirceovském smyslu odGvodiovat, tedy brat s dGvody... uz ted
naznacuje, Ze pljde o vztah mezi divodem a pficinou, reason and cause... znamena nikoliv délat né&jaké
logické inference, ale pohybovat se pravé v tomto trojuhelniku mezi lingvistickou strukturou, objektem a
interpretantem.

Jiny hlas: Why not? It’s very clear why. Because the inferences you make in argumentation by
reasoning... Reasoning, | don't know in Czech if you had the same possibilities of playing with the word.
Reasoning, to use reasons, to be reasonable, same thing. Rationality in fact as reasonability.
Reasonability, to be reasonable. En francais on dit la méme chose, étre raisonnable... d'utiliser,
d'accepter des raisons. It's that whole semantic field here.

Jiny hlas: MozZna se to dost tézko prelozi, on nAm chce vsugerovat, co znamena reasoning, co znamena
be reasonable. Klast takové odlivodnéni, které je plauzibilni nebo které je divodné. Z téch logickych
inferencr vybirat takové, které jsou [nesrozumitelné].

Jiny hlas: Myslim, Ze ,zd(vodnitelnost” by tady byla nejblizsi.

Jiny hlas: No, které méa zdGvodnovaci silu. Kdyby to bylo doslovné, tak ,presvédcujici“ zaroven patrné.
MaAs pravdu, ale v tom jednom poli se rozumny ¢lovék pozna podle toho, Zze uznava rozumné ddvody a
sam fika rozumné dlvody. Musime to fict takhle, rozum aby tam byl vidycky, ponévadz jak v anglictinég,
tak ve francouzstiné se rozum porad opakuje. Urcité to tak je. Kdyby se feklo ,srozumitelny®, tak se
posune vyznam jinam.

Jiny hlas: Okay, so these inferences here are not automatic like logical inferences. That's why
argumentative inferences you make when you use reasons in argumentation are not logical inferences.
Because these inferences have two characteristics that make them deviant from logical inferences.
Namely, that these inferences have to be assumed, have to be accepted by the person who reasons.
Jiny hlas: Cili rozdil od automatického vyvozovani logickych vyvodi je takovy, Ze rozumny ddivod musi byt
prijat jako rozumny. Z celé skaly automaticky a nutné plynoucich logickych vztaht jsou to takové vztahy,
které jsou akceptovany jako rozumné.

Jiny hlas: As you know, in classical syllogistics there is no problem of the acceptability of a conclusion.
That’s not true in argumentation. You see, this is why the inferences you make when you reason
argumentatively are not logical. And another aspect is in fact because of the community boundedness of



argumentativity, the community basedness. The reasons in fact that you use when you argue are
directives that are desired by the community of the people who reason.

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe toto od(ivodnovani zaklada spolecenstvi, to argumentativni spolecenstvi, tak pravé to
jsou ty argumenty, které jsou desired, prany, nebo po nichz to spolecenstvi je Zddouci. Plauzibilni.
Pricemz uzil terminu, Ze jsou directives. Ta direktivita je vlastné zaloZzena na tom, Ze vsichni to chtéji.

Jiny hlas: So you see, it's totally different from logical inference then. And let me finish this presentation
of the filosofickych presuppositions of the theory of argumentation here: namely that argumentation,
argumentative rationality is a praxis. It's not only a theoretical activity, to argue. It's not a pure
theoretical activity, it's a praxis. Because by arguing you serve, you help the achievement of human
purposes within an argumentative community.

Jiny hlas: Z toho, co bylo Feceno, plyne, Zze argumentovani neni cisté teoretickou ¢innosti, ale jakousi
praxi. Je to tou praxi, ktera slouzi Gcellim argumentativni spole¢nosti, kterou vytvari.

Jiny hlas: Okay, this was a very quick suggestion of some central filosofickych presuppositions of the
theory of argumentation. So you see, this is Aristotle, but modified by Peirce, Peirce himself being a neo-
Kantian, and this goes into Perelman and all these people working in the theory of argumentation. That’s
a very, very interesting filosofickd discipline.

Jiny hlas: Naznacuje zde linii vedouci od Aristotela pres Peirce, ktery je neokantovec, a aZ k Perelmanovi a
tém dalsim filosoftim, kteri tuto filosofickou disciplinu teorie argumentace rozpracovavaiji.

Jiny hlas: Let me go now on the other side of our balance: narratology.

Jiny hlas: Pojdme na druhou stranu té vahy, k naratologii.

Jiny hlas: And very quickly again, some central filosofickych presuppositions. So the starting point of
narratology, of contemporary narratology — the name | mentioned is Greimas — is a person called
Propp, Vladimir Propp.

Jiny hlas: Vychozi osobou této naratologie, osobou, k niZ se odvolava Greimas, je Vladimir Propp.

Jiny hlas: Propp, Vladimir Propp, P-R-O-P-P. The name of his book, published in 1921 — if | remember
well — I read it in French so | don't know the Russian title, it's La morphologie du conte, The Morphology
of the Story. It should be in Russian Morfologija... it's translated in many, many languages.

Jiny hlas: Kniha byla uverejnéna v roce 1921, francouzsky se jmenuje La morphologie du conte, rusky asi
Morfologija skazky, tedy morfologie pfibéhu.

Jiny hlas: Propp in fact was an anthropologist and he was interested in folk tales. And he made a kind of
inventory of all the Russian folk tales. He studied something like four hundred folk tales.

Jiny hlas: Byl to antropolog a zajimal se o lidova vypravéni. Udélal jakysi inventar ruskych lidovych
vypravéni, prostudoval jich vice nez ¢tyri sta.

Jiny hlas: On se bal o tom, co se fikd v hospodé, takovych lidovych vypravéni.

Jiny hlas: More than four hundred. You speak about Propp and the tales, they are folk fairy tales. No, no,
folk tales. Only folk tales.

Jiny hlas: Cili hovofi o t&ch folk tales. Prostudoval jich ¢tyfi sta.

Jiny hlas: So this Propp was also connected with the Russian formalism and they knew him very well here
in the Prague school in the thirties. Propp was very well known by Jakobson and by all the people in here
in the thirties.

Jiny hlas: Byl tedy zndm v té PraZskeé lingvistické Skole Jakobsonem v tficatych letech.

Jiny hlas: Yeah, and but then he was a bit forgotten and he has been rediscovered in the fifties.

Jiny hlas: A byl zapomenut a znovu odhalen nebo objeven v padesatych letech.

Jiny hlas: And he is at the origin of Lévi-Strauss, Propp. So Lévi-Strauss' analysis methodology is Proppian,
so he got it from Propp.

Jiny hlas: A na ném, na tomto Proppovi stoji Lévi-Strauss, ktery od ného vzal tu analyzu, metodologie je
proppidnskd, jak rika tady pan kolega.

Jiny hlas: Greimas as well. So the whole, it is very simple and what Propp discovered.



Jiny hlas: A je to velice jednoduché, to, co ten Propp objevil.

Jiny hlas: So studying these folk tales, four hundred folk tales, Propp found out that there is a kind of,
let's say, a kind of generality in the functions, that's his technical term he uses.

Jiny hlas: On zjistil, objevil, Ze je urcita obecnost, kdyz studoval téch ctyri sta pribéh(, v tom, jak ty
pribéhy funguji nebo k ¢emu slouzi, feknéme technicky, témto sloviim.

Jiny hlas: Yeah. So it's clear that in the different folk tales that the series, the succession of events is
different. But the events themselves can be considered to be functions and they are a limited, of limited
number.

Jiny hlas: Samozrejmé ty rlizné udalosti tam mohou byt r(izné, ale zpusob, jak ty udalosti v téch pribézich
funguji, jsou v tom jakasi obecnost, tady velice omezeny pocet téch funkci v téch jednotlivych stories.
Jiny hlas: Yeah. So this has been generalized by Lévi-Strauss studying the myths of this Latin American
people, as you know, and by Greimas as well and in contemporary narratology you see that the
presupposition is that any process, meaningful process, it can be natural or cultural, it can be theoretical,
practical or aesthetic, any process of meaning can be seen as a narrative program.

Jiny hlas: A je tam jakasi zakladni idea, Ze jakykoliv proces smyslu, proces signifikace, at uz teoreticky...
ted jsem malem udélal diru do paméti... Can you repeat the... Kulturni, prirodni, teoreticky, prakticky,
esteticky, jakykoliv proces of meaning lze vidét jakoZto narativni program.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So that's very clear for in the study of literature.

Jiny hlas: Je to jasné v pripadé studia literatury.

Jiny hlas: Yeah. But also other types of meaningful objects, like for example, take a piece of music.

Jiny hlas: Ale jsou i jiné pripady smysluplnych objekt, napriklad hudebni dilo.

Jiny hlas: Take a theoretical text, like for example, a philosophical text.

Jiny hlas: Filosoficky text, studovat filosoficky text.

Jiny hlas: Or a pseudo-theoretical text, like a journalistic text.

Jiny hlas: Pseudoteoreticky text jako Zurnalisticky text, noviny.

Jiny hlas: Or take examples studied by Greimas, for example, is the urbanistic form of a city.

Jiny hlas: Urbanisticka forma mésta, Ize timto zplsobem studovat, ze?

Jiny hlas: All these objects, because they are meaningful, because they express a certain semantic
regularity and because of all that, they can be seen as chains of narrative functions.

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe viechny tyto objekty a predméty jsou smysluplné, nesou néjaky vyznam, vyjadru;ji
urcité sémantické pravidelnosti. A Ize na né nahliZet jakoZto na zretézeni narativnich funkci.

Jiny hlas: Okay. This is the first thing. So this introduction of the notion of narrative program, very central
in narratology.

Jiny hlas: Centralnim pojmem té naratologie je pojem narativni program.

Jiny hlas: Yeah. So this narrative program has a certain dynamism. And at the origin of the dynamism of
the program are what you can call the actants, not the actors, because the actors are individual entities,
but actants, les actants, it's a technical term.

Jiny hlas: Tim narativni program v sobé nese urcitou dynamiku, dynamicnost a nositelem té dynamiky je
ten clen, kterému on fika aktant. Chce ho odlisit od aktéra, od konkrétniho Cinitele néjaké akce, ale je to
to Cinici v tom pribéhu.

Jiny hlas: Okay, to make it very simple | give you an example in the case of folk tales for example, or
simple narrations, take the hero for example.

Jiny hlas: Priklad: v téch lidovych pohadkach a pribézich hrdina je aktant.

Jiny hlas: The hero is present in any folk tale. And he is a prototypical actant, this means he is defined by
his performances, that's why he's not an actor. So he's not defined by his internal psychology, but he's
defined by the things he's doing.

Jiny hlas: Kazdé lidové vypravéni ma néjakého hrdinu. Cili on je uréovan tim, co déla, t&mi svymi
performancemi, tim, jak se chov4, nikoliv zevnitf. Neni definovan néjakou svou vnitfni strukturou,



vlastnostmi, ale tim, co déla v situaci.

Jiny hlas: This is why these people say that the actant is not a psychological entity, but a role.

Jiny hlas: Aktant neni psychologicka entita, ale je to role.

Jiny hlas: Okay, so this is the actant. What happens in a narrative program? The actant, the central
actant, is let's say in his dynamism, which is the dynamism of a quest for an object of value. In his
dynamism he is let's say helped by co-actants or he is, let's say, there are some obstacles on him coming
from what you can call anti-actants. So the hero in his quest for an object of value gets some obstacles
and some aid you can say.

Jiny hlas: Cili ten hrdina, ten aktant, je charakterizovan jakousi snahou po quest, snahou realizovat urcity
vztah k urc¢itému object of value, néjakému hodnotovému predmétu. V tom mu pomahaji pomocnici,
koaktanti, a brani mu protivnici, antiaktanti. Vzdycky mu o néco jde a ma tam nékoho, kdo mu pomaha a
nékoho, kdo mu prekazi.

Jiny hlas: Okay, so what is interesting here in this model of intersubjectivity, actant with co-actants and
anti-actants you can say, that everything is thought in terms of conflict.

Jiny hlas: V této situaci, kde je aktant, koaktanti a antiaktanti, se o celé té situaci hovofi v terminech
konfliktd. Je to jakysi konflikt.

Jiny hlas: Yeah, or to use a very classical term you find in Hume for example, in terms of antipathy or
sympathy. This is the Newtonian theory of repulsion and attraction you see.

Jiny hlas: Cili tam né&jaka antipatie a nebo sympatie mezi témi. Jakoby tedy se pfipominala newtonovska
teorie pritahovani a odpuzovani.

Jiny hlas: Repulsion a attraction.

Jiny hlas: No, repulsion je... attraction je pritahovani a repulsion je odpuzovani.

Jiny hlas: So that's the sense of antipathy and sympathy. So when Hume speaks of antipathy, it's in
Newtonian terms.

Jiny hlas: KdyZ Hume tyto terminy pouZziva, tak jako v newtonovském smyslu.

Jiny hlas: Okay, but this is antipathy as anti-gravitation. No, kdyZ mé nékdo odpuzuje, Ze jo, tak je to
primo [nesrozumitelné]. No, but the important point here is the conflictual aspect, the conflictual aspect
between these.

Jiny hlas: Jde o ten konfliktni aspekt mezi témito.

Jiny hlas: Okay, | would like to add another point here, that this is the fact when you speak about these
actants, they get a modal definition, so they are defined in terms of modalities.

Jiny hlas: A tito aktanti jsou urcovani modalnimi definicemi, ted ti pfedvede.

Jiny hlas: For example, take a hero. A hero has a certain power.

Jiny hlas: Ten hrdina méa né&jakou moc.

Jiny hlas: That's a modality, power.

Jiny hlas: Moc je modalita v tomto sméru.

Jiny hlas: It's to be... here again we have to do with this terrible English. You can do it in French. In French
there are, as you know, four modalities. In English it's a bit difficult. It's vouloir, pouvoir, devoir and
savoir.

Jiny hlas: Ve francouzstiné jsou ¢tyfi modality a v anglictiné je to asi slozZitéjsi. Vouloir, pouvoir, devoir,
savoir, Cili chtit, moci, muset, védét.

Jiny hlas: Okay, in English you get in trouble because pouvoir, for example, loses the ambiguity in English
between to be able, which means to have the competence to be able of, and have the power. In French
there's only one word for it, pouvoir. So it keep... | don't know in Czech.

Jiny hlas: Ja to prelozim. To pouvoir ve francouzstiné v sobé nese jaksi oboji, co v anglictiné mirné rozlisuji
jako be able to, jako byt kompetentni, byt schopen, a moci. To pouvoir znamena ve francouzstiné oboji.
Proto tvrdi, Ze ty ctyfi modality francouzské, pouvoir a tak dale, se Spatné prekladaji do presnych
anglickych ekvivalent(, protoze vidycky maji trosku jiny vyznam.



Hejdanek: A mate to v ¢estiné podobné? Moci? Co Fikate moci? No tak moc... no jo, v ¢estiné to mozna
taky v tomhle plati.

Jiny hlas: Okay, same thing with vouloir. In French vouloir is ambiguous in French, but it's an interesting
ambiguity, namely to have the intention, je veux aller me promener, or | desire.

Jiny hlas: Chtit a prat si, touzit po.

Jiny hlas: So you see, to speak about modalities is a bit difficult, but what | wanted to say here is that the
competence of the actant is defined in terms of modalities. Take for example, | give you an example, who
is curious.

Jiny hlas: Ta kompetence toho aktanta je pravé dana, jak on tvrdi, v téch modalnich terminech. Vezmeme
priklad aktanta, zvédavec.

Jiny hlas: Yeah. In stories you find some of these people.

Jiny hlas: V mnoha pfibézich se zvédavci daji najit.

Jiny hlas: And he is curious to discover secrets.

Jiny hlas: Je zvédavy objevovat tajemstuvi.

Jiny hlas: Okay. | now try to translate this in a modal concatenation.

Jiny hlas: A on to ted teda prevede do té modalni konkatenace, jako spojeni téch jednotlivych zakladnich
modu.

Jiny hlas: The formula is the following one for curiosity, for the curious actant. | say it in French: le curieux
du secret, c'est celui qui veut savoir ce qui est mais n'apparait pas.

Jiny hlas: Zvédavy, ktery touzi po tajemstvi, je ten, ktery chce védét to, co neni... co se nejevi, n‘apparait
pas.

Jiny hlas: You have another type of curious people who want to know the truth, not the secrets.

Jiny hlas: Jsou jini typy zvédavc(, ktefi chtéji védét pravdu, ne tajemstvi.

Jiny hlas: Okay. This is a type of curiosity wanting to know the combination of what is and at the same
time appears.

Jiny hlas: To jsou ti, kdo chtéji védét to, co je a zaroven se jevi.

Jiny hlas: And so on and so on. You can make all kinds of combinations with the existing modalities,
because you don't have only these four ones | mentioned. It's very complex because you have to add
what they call epistemic modalities for example. It's not only to know, but to know has a kind of
tensivity, a kind of Spannung, with to believe for example. To believe and to know are two epistemic
modalities. So you find some actants, some heroes, for example who know all kinds of things but their
knowledge is modified by their beliefs. So this is on the epistemic level. Then you have other types of
modalities like for example being and seeming, | was using in my definition of truth and the secret.

Jiny hlas: A tak dale, Ize délat mnoho kombinaci toho. Ta situace za¢ne byt komplikovana, kdyz ty
jednotlivé aktanty chceme v rGznych kombinacich definovat. Uvadél tam jesté epistemické modality,
uvadél priklad jakychsi epistemickych modalit, to je vztah mezi knowing a believing, co ja vim a v co
vérim, a ty tam interferuji v tom uréeni toho aktanta mezi being a seeming.

Jiny hlas: Being and seeming, they call it veridictory modalities, but it doesn't matter here, there are all
kinds of modalities.

Jiny hlas: Co vidim a co se mi zda a tak dal. Téch modalit je velké mnozZstvi, ale o to ted tady nejde, spis
jde o ten zakladni pohled na to.

Jiny hlas: So this is all I would like to say on this narratological model, but what are the philosophical
presuppositions of this? First of all, the first philosophical presupposition is the, how do you say in
English, la mise entre parentheses, the putting into brackets. In German you have Husserl for example...
what is it in German? Einklammerung?

Jiny hlas: Ausklammerung.

Jiny hlas: Ausklammerung, yeah. So the putting into brackets of subjectivity. In the sense, my definition
of subjectivity, | call subjectivity the conditions of production, the conditions of production of the story.



So when you say there are conditions of production of a story which are not, let's say, given in the story,
but are out of the story, outside of the story, at the origin of the story, these are subjective conditions of
production.

Jiny hlas: Cili ted to tak zhruba chtél fict o tom naratologickém modelu, a ted n&jaké filosofické
predpoklady. Tim prvnim z filosofickych predpokladi je jakési vyzavorkovani, napfiklad vyzavorkovani
subjektivnich okolnosti, za nichz ten pribéh vznika, protoZe to neni soucasti toho pribéhu, tato zaleZitost.
Jiny hlas: In fact, according to Propp and his followers, stories are eternal objects.

Jiny hlas: PFibéhy jsou vécné objekty.

Jiny hlas: So they don't have an origin.

Jiny hlas: Nemaji ptivod.

Jiny hlas: The origin is not in the teller. Let's say the structure of the story doesn't mirror the structure of
the teller.

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe oni nepochazeji v tom, v tomto smyslu nepochazeji v tom, kdo je fika. Nezrcadli to toho
tellera, toho vypravéce. In fact, and this is according our own intuition, like myths, stories are without an
origin.

Jiny hlas: Stories, pfibéhy nemaji pocatek.

Jiny hlas: And stories don't get their meaning by the fact that they are understood by the people
listening to the storyteller. Stories don't get their meaning from the fact that they are understood, that
they are received by people listening to the stories.

Jiny hlas: Ze neziskavaji smysl od toho, Ze jsou poslouchany.

Hejdanek: Ale neziskavaiji, on fika. On rika, Ze neziskavaji.

Jiny hlas: | don't understand, they don't... the meaning of the story is in the story.

Jiny hlas: Cili protoze smysl pfibéhu je v tom pFib&hu.

Hejdanek: A ne az teprve, kdyZz mu nékdo porozumi nebo rozumi.

Jiny hlas: To say it classically philosophical, | would say stories have an immanent meaning.

Jiny hlas: Tyto stories, pfibéhy maji jaksi v tomto smyslu imanentni'smysl. So it's very strange, but the
meaning of stories is not dependent, let's say, is not based within a storytelling community. Smysl toho
pribéhu neni n&jak jako zaloZen uvnitf té komunity, ktera si ty stories vypravi. So and if we can speak
about narrative rationality as opposed to argumentative rationality, this will be a point where we have
to oppose them. How can you argue without a community? But stories exist independent from the
community. Cili tady mame jako prvni takovy zajimavy rozdil mezi tou argumentativni racionalitou a
narativni. Zatimco, jak se snazil predvést, ta argumentativni racionalita podstatné existuje v té komunité,
ktera ji vytvari, tak ta narativni jako existuje mimo ni.

Jiny hlas: Okay. Then, to come back on the point of the reasons, the dynamism we find in a story, the fact
that it starts, that there's an energy going on there, a dynamism, a development of the story, this
development of the story is not due to reasons. There are no reasons at work here. Sorry, | was... there
are no reasons at work, but only causes.

dlvody, ale pric¢inami. Jako nehraji tam roli davody v tom dynamismu, ale pficiny.

Jiny hlas: Here, | use the classic opposition, philosophical opposition of cause and reason.

Jiny hlas: Cili ted se odvolava na klasicky rozdil, filosoficky rozdil mezi pFicinou a dGvodem.

Jiny hlas: In a story, you can say that one event causes the following event.

Jiny hlas: V pribéhu lze fici, Ze jedna udalost zapficinuje druhou, je pric¢inou.

Jiny hlas: Now this was exactly the opinion of Propp. Propp, he said that the narrative program was what
he called a causal linear chain.

Jiny hlas: Narrative program podle Proppa byl causal linear chain, kauzalni linearni fetézec. This is, as we
all know as philosophers, the notion of cause is always related with natural law. Pojem pfFiciny je néjak
vzdycky vztahovan k prirodnimu zadkonu. Causes, for example, an apple falls down from the tree, that's a



causal thing. Pada jablko ze stromu, tak to je kauzalni véc. So reasons are totally different. Reasons don't
have anything to do with laws, but with strategies. Reasons, divody nemaji nic co délat se zakony, ale se
strategiemi.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So to argue, | would say argumentative rationality is strategic rationality.

Jiny hlas: Argumentativni racionalita je strategicka racionalita.

Jiny hlas: Whereas narrative rationality is, how do you say, lawful rationality.

Jiny hlas: A ta narativni racionalita je zdkonopln4, abych to teda preloZil hodné blbé&. Nebo dodrzuje
zakony, tak.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So these are some of the philosophical presuppositions of these both theories, theory of
argumentation and narratology. So it seems now, | have been dramatizing this opposition, it seems now
that it is impossible to bring these two theories together. And the question | would like to discuss now
very, very quickly, and then afterwards | go over to Plato and Aristotle, is is there any possibility of
homologating argumentation and narrativity on the level of the objects and on the level of the theories?
Jiny hlas: Tak to jsou aspon tak zhruba ty filosofické predpoklady téch dvou teorii. Zda se, Ze on ted jako
zfejmé zamérné dramatizoval tuto opozici. Zatim to vypada tak, jako by ty dvé sféry byly zcela od sebe
oddélené a ted on hodla se tedy vénovat otazkou, zda nelze néjak homologizovat, uvést v jakysi soulad
nebo prevést v jedno, a to jak na Grovni tedy téch objekt(, tak na Urovni téch teorii.

Jiny hlas: Because as I... what | have done now is something perverse in a sense, namely | was trying to
evoke simply that narrativity and argumentativity is something totally different, another type of
rationality. So, but is that true? Is it true? Because intuitively, you can say you can use stories in an
argument, for example.

Jiny hlas: Cili ted sam zpochybriuje toto ostré déleni, napfiklad tim, Ze ted pFece je mozné uvést pribéh
jako argument. MizZes pouzit pribéh jako argument. And we will see in Plato that Plato is doing this the
whole time. A u Platéna uvidime, Ze Platon toto déla furt. But on the other hand, so stories can serve as
an argument. Arguments themselves can be analyzed as stories. Ale argumenty také samy mohou byt
analyzovany jakoZzto stories, jakozto pfibéhy. So an argument itself, | will try to show this, has also a
narrative program. Argument sam v sobé také skryva jakysi narativni program. Okay. This is intuitive, in
the sense that | make a whole drama, a whole tragedy of the opposition, but am I right? Am | right? And
now | would like to at least to suggest that a homologation of narrativity and argumentativity is difficult,
but not impossible.

Jiny hlas: Cili on jako tuto véc chtél jako zdramatizovat néjak, tuto opozici, ale nicméné chce nakonec
jaksi navrhnout, Ze presto jakasi homologizace je obtizna, ale pfesto mozna téchto dvou typu racionality.
Jiny hlas: Excuse me, may | propose a ten-minute pause?

Jiny hlas: | sure, sure... Or it would be of some use. Perhaps... Oh, | don't... | am almost in the middle, so |
should finish.

Jiny hlas: Ja myslim, Ze opravdu udélame chvilicku prestavku a pak budeme pokracovat.

Jiny hlas: Oh, we'll make a short break and then we will go on. Yes, lecture. | see, because the Plato stuff
is a lot more amusing. But | think all this part concerning the narratology analysis of philosophical
discourse, | think it's very interesting. | think we will go on then we should have some time today or
tomorrow for the messages. What they should do now is to try to show that this rupture, this opposition
is not so large, not so serious as | tried to suggest.

Jiny hlas: Oni se tedy snazi predvést, Ze ta opozice neni tak velka nebo tak fatalni, jak predvadéli.

Jiny hlas: And in fact, | went back to Plato because | find a collaborator in Plato. And in fact, the whole
drama that was involved in all of this, it's Aristotle who is guilty of it.

Jiny hlas: A vraci se k Platonovi, nebot v Platonovi zde v tomto nasel spolupracovnika. A skute¢né za to
celé drama mezi témito dvéma racionalitami pada na hlavu Aristotela, ten prosté za to muze.

Jiny hlas: So there are two possibilities of, let's say, homologating the two types of rationality. One is
simply to — and the terms | use here are kind of neologisms — is to semiotize or narratologize the



theory of argumentation. Or the other way around, it's to pragmatize, pragmatisation, to pragmatize the
narratological moment.

Jiny hlas: Cili pro toto spojeni téchto dvou se nabizeji jakési dvé cesty, u nichz autor uZil jakychsi
neologismu — narratologizace té argumentace nebo semiotizace a naopak pragmatizace té narrativy.
Jiny hlas: Okay, we don't have time to do both things here, and | would like to suggest very shortly only
one of these moves. Namely, what could be done in the domain of, let's say, the application of
narratology on the domain of argumentation.

Jiny hlas: Nem(zeme tady probirat obé cesty, zmini se pouze o jedné z nich, a to sice, co lze udélat na té
narratologické pdé téch racionalnich argumentu, jak se mlze narratologie aplikovat na tu druhou
oblast argumentace.

Jiny hlas: So, | take as a prototype of an argumentative discourse, philosophical discourse or scientific
discourse.

Jiny hlas: A jako prototyp té argumentativni racionality vezmeme filosoficky nebo védecky diskurs,
rozpravu.

Jiny hlas: This is very intuitive, almost anybody will agree with it, that scientific discourse and
philosophical discourse — | don't make any distinction for the moment — that there are some
arguments in it, so that it's more or less the essence of this type of discursivity, that it's argumentative.
Jiny hlas: Opét hovori zcela intuitivné a nehodla rozlisovat mezi védeckou a filosofickou, tim filosofickym
diskursem, rozpravou, ale intuitivné Ize Fici, Ze v téchto diskursech jde o argumenty, argumentuje se tam.
Jiny hlas: So let me give you some elements of the narratological analysis of philosophical or scientific
discourse being argumentative discourse.

Jiny hlas: Cili chce ted uvést nékolik téch narratologickych pohledt na argumenty, co se tyce toho
racionalniho diskursu, argumentativniho diskursu.

Jiny hlas: The first aspect of narratological analysis of philosophical or scientific discourse would simply
— and this is trivial — would simply indicate the fact that philosophical discourse is argumentative. So, |
mean by that: philosophers and scientists, they don't like very much that their discourse looks as
argumentative discourse because in fact, because they speak the truth, they try to speak the truth, and
the truth is something universal, something general, you don't have to argue in favor of the truth. You
know what is the truth or you don't know it. So philosophers, they should know it. In fact, scientists the
same thing. They don't like the fact that you discover that their type of discourse is argumentative. So
narratology could indicate already very concretely, very specifically on the level, let's say, of the
observable aspects of philosophical discourse, that philosophical discourse is argumentative.

Jiny hlas: Ten prvni aspekt je velice trivialni. Je to ta skutec¢nost, Ze filosoficka rozprava je argumentativni.
O védecké plati totéz. Védci a filosofové neradi pfiznavaji, nebot ta filosoficka rozprava se vztahuje k
pravdé. Tedy jde tam o pravdu a nejde tam o argumenty. A to znamen4, Ze uz ten bezprostredni
narratologicky vztah, ta narratologie toto muze fici, Ze filosoficky diskurs je argumentativni, klade se v
tom argument.

Jiny hlas: One of the sub-aspects of this would be that narratology could indicate that the referent or the
object of philosophy, the external object, is an illusion. So that the object of philosophy is within
philosophy. That the object of philosophy is philosophy itself.

Jiny hlas: To, co ta narratologie dale muZe fici, Ze ten referent, objekt té filosofické rozpravy, je iluze.
Obijekt filosofie je uvnitf filosofie. Pfredmétem filosofie je filosofie sama a nic vné ni.

Jiny hlas: So this means that the referent, the external world or the set of objects or state of affairs and
events and so on, that is discussed by philosophy, that this is internal to philosophical discourse. So this is
the whole problematics of the referential illusion.

Jiny hlas: Jde tedy o problematiku té referencidlni iluze nebo iluze vztahovani se k nécemu, protoze stav
svéta a vsechny predmeéty, které se stavaji predmétem filosofické rozpravy, jsou v té filosofické rozpravé a
nejsou nic vné.



Jiny hlas: To put it a bit less dramatic, | would say that narratology could indicate that the relation
between philosophical discourse and its object is not transparent.

Jiny hlas: Ta narratologie miize indikovat, oznacit nebo zjistit, Ze vztah mezi tim filosofickym diskursem a
jejim predmétem nebo objektem neni transparentni, priihledny.

Jiny hlas: So that the argumentation in philosophy never concerns facts.

Jiny hlas: Filosoficka argumentace se nikdy nevztahuje k faktim.

Jiny hlas: Because there is no transparent relation — and here | will use the term many several times still,
speaking about American philosophers — the naivety of most of the American philosophers, thinking
that philosophy has a kind of privileged, transparent relation with its object...

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe tam neni ten transparentni vztah — a zde bude hovofit o [nesrozumitelné] jakési naivni
predstavé nékterych americkych filosof(l, ktefi se domnivaji, Ze filosofie ma jakysi privilegovany
transparentni vztah s tim svym pfedmétem.

Jiny hlas: Okay. So another thing that could be shown is that philosophical discourse, like all other types
of discourse, functions in a communication process. So you try to persuade people with philosophical
arguments.

Jiny hlas: Ten filosoficky diskurz funguje v tom procesu komunikace. Pomoci filosofickych argument( se
snazime presvédcit o né¢em.

Jiny hlas: Yeah. So and then | would also introduce here the term of polemology, that philosophical
intersubjectivity — this means the transfer of philosophical theories within the philosophical community
— is polemological, is conflictual.

Jiny hlas: V té filosofické spolec¢nosti presun filosofickych teorii je konfliktni. Hovofri v této souvislosti o
polemologii. Déje se to v rdmci polemos.

Jiny hlas: Okay. This means that philosophical theory, for example, has this manipulative aspect, and so
that philosophical communication between philosophers is not based on cooperation — and here again
the list of naive terms — not based on cooperation, on charity and humanity. These are three terms
used by American philosophers: cooperation (Grice), charity (Davidson), humanity (Quine). No,
communication between philosophers is conflictual.

Jiny hlas: Ta komunikace mezi filosofy a jejich teoriemi nespociva na milosrdenstvi, humanity, lidskosti
nebo ochoté spolupracovat. To jsou jakési zakladni terminy, s kterymi operuiji ti filosofové americti —
Grice, Davidson, predtim jsem zapomnél ta jména — Quine. Ale ty vztahy v té filosofické komunité jsou
konfliktni.

Jiny hlas: Only one definition here: the principle of charity according to Davidson is the following
principle: that when you communicate with all types of discourse, also philosophical discourse,
philosophers communicating among each other, they obey the principle of charity. So this means that
you have to presuppose in your interlocutor — that's the definition given by Davidson — you have to
presuppose in your interlocutor that he wants to tell the truth.

Jiny hlas: Ten princip charity dle Davidsona je nasledujici: kdyZ hovofis, musis u toho partnera v
rozhovoru predpokladat, Ze chce fict pravdu.

Jiny hlas: Yeah. Principle of cooperation, for example in Grice, is defined in the following way: you have
to presuppose in your interlocutor that he wants to be cooperative.

--- (1987-02-22 Herman Parret - O narativni racionalité (2) [LVH172VA] [v popisku chybi datum]_Kaz
a_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: Express, let's say, a certain conception of communication and inter-subjectivity which is
absolutely attacked by narratology, because narratology they put into the middle the conflictual
polemological aspect of any type of communication.

Hejdanek: A on tvrdi, Ze tyto koncepce komunikace jsou tedy napadany tou narratologir, ktera prave
tvrdi, Ze jakykoliv typ této komunikace ma polemologicky charakter. Charakter polemu, konfliktu.

Jiny hlas: This means that a philosophical discourse functions also as a narrative program.



Hejdanek: Filosoficky diskurs také funguje jako narratologicky program.

Jiny hlas: In which sense? In the sense that the beginning, the starting point of any motivation of doing
philosophy is conflictual.

Hejdanek: V jakém smyslu? V tom smyslu, Ze ten zacatek jakéhokoliv filosofického projektu, ten motiv
pro délani filosofie, ten pocatek je jaksi konfliktni.

Jiny hlas: And then the program as a philosopher that you are, let's say during your argumentative labor,
in the work you are doing, the discussion you have, let's say with other philosophers, past philosophers,
when you quote Kant and Plato and so on, or when you discuss with your contemporary friends, and
when you write books for other people, this whole program has to be seen as a pacification program.
Hejdanek: A cely ten program je tfeba vidét jako pacifikaci toho plvodniho konfliktu. Co tam patfi:
odvolavani se na filosofy minulosti, zplsob diskuse se sou¢asnymi filosofy, viibec cely ten program toho,
jak néjaka filosoficka kniha je napsana, vzdycky jde o pacifikaci, uklidnéni tohoto konfliktu.

Jiny hlas: So the starting point of the philosophical motivation is conflict, then the program is
pacification, and the provisional solution, the provisional end is the contract.

Hejdanek: Vychozi statek: konflikt. Program je pacifikace a jakysi provizorni stav, perspektivni stav je
kontrakt, smlouva.

Jiny hlas: In fact, by argumentation in philosophy you try to convince in the etymological sense of the
word. Convaincre, convaincre, convince. This means you try to gain a victory. The vaincre. You try to gain
a victory and that's exactly what the hero does in folk tales.

Hejdanek: V tom filosofickém diskursu chces presvédcit. A v tom francouzském convaincre je vaincre,
vitézit. To znamena, jde o to opét i v tom filosofickém diskursu, tak jako v tom pfibéhu lidovém, jde o to
zvitézit. Vojenském poli tfeba o vitézstvi.

Jiny hlas: Okay, so that's in fact, philosophy itself is a narrative program in this narratological sense. Very
quickly now, five, | simply summarize, five aspects let's say now, of very more local, because this was a
general consideration, but local aspects of the narratological analysis of argumentative discourse,
especially philosophical discourse.

Hejdanek: Filosofie také je narrativni program v tomto narratologickém smyslu. Chce ted uvést jenom
pét aspektl této narratologické analyzy toho filosofického diskursu.

Jiny hlas: First thing, philosophical discourse is not purely descriptive.

Hejdanek: Prvni véc: filosoficky diskurs, rozprava neni ¢isté deskriptivni, popisna.

Jiny hlas: Philosophical discourse as an argumentative discourse doesn't reflect reality as a mirror.
Hejdanek: Filosoficka rozprava jakozto argumentativni rozprava neodrazi skutecnost jako néjaké zrcadlo.
Jiny hlas: Remember what Wittgenstein told us that in Philosophical Investigations when he spoke in the
first paragraphs on the Augustinian concept of language, remember? The Augustinian concept of
language is language mirrors reality.

Hejdanek: Upozornil na Wittgensteina v prvnim paragrafu Filosofickych zkoumdni, kde se upozornuje na,
kriticky vztahuje k augustinovskému konceptu jazyka jakozto ¢ehosi, co zrcadli skute¢nost.

Jiny hlas: Okay, so philosophy doesn't mirror reality, there's no transparent relation with reality.
Hejdanek: Filosofie nezrcadli skutecnost, neni transparentni vztah se skutecnosti.

Jiny hlas: On the other hand, narratological criticism of philosophical criticism, in the Kantian sense, in
the sense of déconstruction since the criticism of the philosophical discourse also will attack let's say the
myth of discovery in philosophy, the myth of progress of philosophy. You see this kind of positivistic
dreams philosophers have sometimes, that you can discover something, that there's some progress
going on.

Hejdanek: Druha véc je, Ze tato dekonstrukce, ten kriticismus...

Jiny hlas: To jest ve smyslu kantovském...

Hejdanek: To jest vlastné ta reflexe...

Jiny hlas: ...ta dekonstrukce takzvana, derridovska treba...



Hejdanek: ...chce fici, Ze filosofie nic neobjevuje a nedéla Zadny pokrok.

Jiny hlas: On Fika naopak, Ze to je positivisticky predsudek, Ze se tam néco objevuje.

Hejdanek: No ano, on chce jako ukazat, Ze to je ta narrativita v tom, Cili nechce to popfit a odsunout,
nybrz naopak na to ukazuje.

Jiny hlas: And all of this is true because philosophical discourse like all argumentative discourse is related
to passion and emotion in the classical philosophical sense. And here | would again introduce Peirce. |
would say that philosophical reasoning, argumentative reasoning is not a question of induction or
deduction but a question of abduction.

Hejdanek: Filosoficky diskurs neni prost vasni a emoci toho, kdo ten filosoficky diskurs déla. Opét se
odvolava na Peirce, Ze filosofie neindukuje ani nededukuje, ale jest abdukcr.

Jiny hlas: | don't give a detailed definition of abduction here, but in opposition to induction, deduction as
you know in Peirce, abduction is related to the sentiment and to intuition. So the so-called discoveries
you make in philosophy are in fact related to the right feeling you have, to the right intuition you have.
Not intuition in the Kantian sense here, but to the right intuition.

Hejdanek: Abdukce se vztahuje k pocitlim a k intuici. Filosoficky objev néjak souvisi s dobrou intuici, s
dobrym citem pro véc.

Jiny hlas: Okay, so all of this is one aspect here which is made clear by narratological analysis or by let's
say identifying philosophical argumentative discourse with a narrative program. The second aspect is
that you should look at philosophical arguments as | already said as strategies.

Hejdanek: | na filosofické argumenty je tfeba se divat jako na strategie. Druhy aspekt.

Jiny hlas: As explicit strategies and here | introduce these terms of manipulation for example. And | don't
have a very pejorative concept of manipulation. | think that manipulation is absolutely central in all
functioning of discourse.

Hejdanek: Strategie a manipulace. Tvrdi, Ze manipulaci nepovaZuje za néjaky pejorativni pojem, za néco
pejorativniho. Domniva se, Ze v té rozpravé ma centralni postaveni.

Jiny hlas: You can speak of persuasion when you build up a philosophical argument. You try to persuade
the people, you try to manipulate the people, you try to seduce them.

Hejdanek: Kdyz chces nékoho presvédcit, tak se ho néjak snazi§ zmanipulovat a svést v podstaté, kdyz
vytvaris ten argument, aby byl presvédcivy.

Jiny hlas: This means in terms of modalities, the way | was speaking twenty minutes ago, is that the
philosopher uses canonical techniques manifesting another set of modalities, manifesting a savoir-faire,
as the French say. A savoir-faire, to know how to do.

Ten filosof také ukazuje tedy svou schopnost, Ze vi, jak to udélat. Vi jako jaky set argument( pouzit, aby...
vyzna se. Vyzna se.

Yes, to know how to do. So we have to know how to do it. Sophistic. More sophistic than philosophy.
Okay, but | would say there's no clear distinction. | would say there's a kind of intrinsic link here. And
even worse, | would say that these strategies and techniques here, that they manifest a structure of
power. And | would say then that, for example, the asymmetry between the professor and the student,
and the functioning of the whole scientific establishment and so on, that this structure of power, that
this is part, let's say, of the essence of scientific and philosophical discourse.

Podstatnd, bytostna ¢ast filosofické védecké rozpravy je ohled na tu strategii, napfiklad asymetrie mezi
profesorem a studentem, cely jak to rika védecky establishment, nebo celé to rozvrstveni védeckého
establishmentu. Tyto zaleZitosti povazuje za centralni pro strukturu z naratologického hlediska té
filosofické rozpravy. It's not for nothing that the whole Western philosophy starts with Socrates.

Neni to jen tak od ni¢eho, nebo nezacalo to jen tak, Ze se zac¢ind od Sokrata. So that has always been an
essential link between philosophy and education.

Je podstatna vazba mezi filosofii a vzdélavanim. And there is no education without power.

A neni vzdélavani, kde by nebyla jakasi moc, power. And you cannot educate when you don't have a to



know how to do.

A nem0zes vzdélavat, pokud nevis, jak to délat.

Hejdanek: To je tak trochu sofisticky prece jenom.

Jiny hlas: No pravé, to jsou ty sofisté.

To k tomu patfi.

Hejdanek: No, to vim.

Jiny hlas: But that's in any case the way naratologist could deconstruct or criticize, let's say, philosophical
argumentative discourse. By modalizing, you see, by introducing these modalities.

Tim, Ze bude prevadét ty modality. | introduce another one, even worst one, namely the where is that
idea coming from of the responsibility in the philosopher? That the philosopher is responsible for the
truth.

Kde se bere ta idea odpovédnosti, Ze filosof je odpovédny za pravdu? Look at Heidegger for example, the
prophet of the truth.

Heidegger, prorok pravdy.

So this is again a modality, namely this fact, this deontology, the deontology of the philosopher, it's the
boomerang story. So the act of philosophizing comes back on your own heads in a sense, so you create
philosophy and the creation itself makes you responsible for the act you are creating, for the things you
are creating. So it comes back like a boomerang on your own head and you present yourself as a
competence that has to do. So a devoir-faire, that has to do, that is forced to do things.

Ten filosof s tim filosofickym diskurzem je v situaci ¢lovéka s bumerangem. Ta filosofie... no bumerang...
bumerang jako u toho Heideggera.

Hejdanek: To u bumerangu, u toho Heideggera... no tak to badani a ta...

Jiny hlas: The prophet of truth.

Can you repeat again because I'm not able to translate.

Heidegger, the prophet, the Prophet des Seins.

Can you explain again this boomerang effect of philosophy?

The fact that you create philosophical theory. You create, you seem, how to say, you create a theory, but
this theory is not purely gratuitous, it comes back on yourself and gives you some obligations.
Skutecnost, Ze vytvoris filosofickou teorii. Ta teorie se pak vraci zpatky a dava ti néjaké povinnosti.

So and you are in fact you are responsible as a philosopher, you are responsible towards the truth as
such, towards society, towards all these entities with majuscule, with capital.

Filosof je odpovédny za pravdu, za spolecnost, za vsechny ty véci s velkymi pismeny, co se piSou vepredu
s velkymi pismeny. Okay, so this would be a kind of analysis of philosophical discourse in terms of
modalities here. The philosopher seen as an actant.

Filosof jakoZto aktant.

As an actant like the hero in a folk tale.

Jako hrdina v bajce. And this means the combination, the philosopher as a combination of modalities.
Filosof jakoZto kombinace téch modalit. Going further, you can discover in a philosophical argumentation
a kind of temporality, which is also comparable with the temporality of narrative program.

V té filosofické argumentaci lze také odhalit urcity druh temporality, Casovosti, ktera je opétné
srovnatelna s tou temporalitou toho narativniho programu. For example, you start with a problem and
you go to the solution.

Zacinas u problému a jdes k rfeSeni. So the whole philosophy, history of philosophy is starting with a
problem, transcending the problem stage by stage and going to a solution.

Cela historie filosofie jsou jakymsi vychazenim od problému a kracenim k feseni. In fact philosophy
always is motivated by a telos, by the telos of the victory.

Filosofie je motivovana telem jako cilem nebo Gcelem, jako zvitézit nebo aby se zvitézilo. That's not true
for all the philosophers, not for Nietzsche for example, and they are always considered to be deviant



philosophers, marginal philosophers. But let's say the kernel of philosophy, the main, the central line of
philosophy is always going from the problem to the solution.

Neplati to o viech filosofech, uvadi zde jméno Nietzscheho a viceméné tvrdi, Ze tito filosofové jsou v té
zakladni linii povaZovani za marginalni nebo jako jacisi devianti, pochopitelné. Is going let's say from the
obstacle to the victory. Normalni, tedy ten klasicky smér je od prekazek k vitézstvi, tah k vitézstvi pres
prekazky k vitézstvi.

Okay, still another aspect very quickly here. Philosophy can be considered also, in identifying with
narrative program, as what this naratologist called an actantial schema, an actantial schema. What does
that mean? This means that the voice of the philosopher as an actant, this voice is contradicted by other
voices, real actual voices or imagined voices.

Jiny hlas: so the philosopher in his discourse, he creates even imaginary opponents.

Jiny hlas: Cela ta filosoficka véc Ize vyjadfit pomoci toho aktantniho schématu nebo aktancidlnicho
schématu. Filosof vytvari jakysi hlas sv(ij vlastni a klade do toho svého diskursu protihlasy, vytvari si
oponenty, vytvafri si ty antihrdiny a ty aktanty, ktefi mu pomahaiji, i ty, proti nimz bojuje a tak podobné.
Jiny hlas: So, you can say so the internal structure of philosophical discourse is polemical, and why not
say polemological? So there is always intrinsic polemics going on. So you discuss with other
philosophers, you invent opponents, and that's the way there's some dynamism, there's some
development.

Jiny hlas: Ten filosoficky diskurs je polemologicky nebo polemicky, vytvari si oponenty a pokracuje nebo
rozviji se pravé v této dynamice toho polemu.

Jiny hlas: Okay, a last characteristic here of this narratological analysis of argumentative discourse |
would like to mention is what | call epistemic relativity of argumentative discourse.

Jiny hlas: Posledni charakteristika je epistemicka relativita toho diskursu.

Jiny hlas: | mean by this, philosophical knowledge is always necessarily modified by other epistemic
states.

Jiny hlas: Filosoficka znalost je vZzdycky nutné modifikovana jinymi epistemickymi stavy.

Jiny hlas: So again, narratology will criticize or deconstruct the naive idea that philosophical knowledge is
absolutely independent from other epistemic states like beliefs, convictions, presumptions and so on and
so on.

Jiny hlas: Ze ta naratologie bude kritizovat nebo dekonstruovat naivni viru, Ze filosofie je nezavisla na
jinych epistemickych faktorech, jako jsou viry, predpoklady, presvédceni a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: Okay, you know the Frankfurter Schule for example, these people like Habermas and the other
ones. They are very sensible for this point. So Ideologiekritik means exactly this here. It's to indicate that
there is no pure philosophical knowledge. That philosophical knowledge is always mixed up with other
epistemic states, with belief systems for example and with ideologies.

Jiny hlas: Na toto je velmi citliva frankfurtskd skola, Habermas a dalsi, ktefi tvrdi, Ze neexistuje Cista
filosofie, Ze vidycky je ta filosofie neoddélitelna od jinych epistemickych faktor(, od viry a dokonce i
ideologii.

Jiny hlas: A last aspect of this epistemic relativity is that knowledge is not only connected intrinsically
with beliefs in philosophy, but also with the axis going from certainty to uncertainty. So when you say ,,|
know that p“ in philosophy, you say ,| know that" etc. etc. This ,| know" is modified by certainty or
uncertainty. In fact, what you say most of the case is ,| am certain that p*“. So there is an intrinsic link
between knowledge and certainty.

Jiny hlas: Ta filosoficka znalost neni jenom ve vztahu k virdm, ale také k tomu, co béZi na ose od jistoty k
nejistoté. Kdyz rikam ,vim, Ze néco tak je“ nebo kdyz jsem presvédcen o tom, tak jsem vlastné
presvédcen s urcitou intenzitou. Néco vim jistéji a néco méné jiste.

Jiny hlas: Okay, so you know On Certainty Wittgenstein, he showed us very convincingly in his small
booklet On Certainty, that's the title of the book, that all states of knowledge are modified by certainty.



Jiny hlas: Wittgenstein ukazal ve své knize O jistoté, ze vSechny ty stavy védéni jsou modifikovany
jistotou.

Jiny hlas: Okay, we can even maybe discuss these points here, but this is what | mean by epistemic
relativity. So this narratological analysis of argumentative discourse in terms of modalities should exactly
put, indicate let's say this kind of intrinsic relations, for example between knowing and certainty.

Jiny hlas: To je ta epistemicka relativita. Ta naratologickd analyza mize tyto vztahy indikovat mezi
jistotou, poznavanim a tak podobné.

Jiny hlas: Okay, this was an example let's say of homolocation of this narratological model and
argumentation on the other hand. | could say many things more on this point but | don't do it. What time
is it in fact? Is it half past nine? Okay, give me another 10 minutes, 15 minutes now to come back to
Aristotle and Plato. Because this was, | would like to change totally the tonality now of what | say, my
argument. My argument in fact is finished now. But now the dramatis personae of the small scene, the
small scenette, the small scene | would like to present here are Aristotle and Plato, because | think that
Aristotle is responsible for this opposition between these two types of rationality, but when you look at
the texts in the dialogues of Plato, that there is nothing like this opposition there in Plato. So Plato can be
seen as a kind of paradise, a kind of lost paradise. And Aristotle is responsible for it in a sense. | read very
carefully these texts, but I'm not a specialist again, | say it again, but | think it is very convincing.

Jiny hlas: On ted chce prerusit tu debatu o homologizaci téch dvou teorii, té narativni nebo vztahu mezi
tou narativitou a argumentativni racionalitou, chce preladit téninu a ukazat na dvou postavach z dramatu
predvadéném v malé scéné, Platénovi a Aristotelovi, tuto zaleZitost. Aristotelés je ten, kdo je odpovédny
za to oddéleni té argumentativni racionality a narativni. Platon je pro ného ztraceny raj, tam ta situace,
kde narativita a argumentativita existuji vedle sebe v pokoji.

Jiny hlas: So this has for sure to do with the relation between logos and mythos.

Jiny hlas: Jde o vztah mezi logem a mytem.

Jiny hlas: So you know there are hundreds of books on this problem. And | don't add anything on this
point here, some very short suggestions. Let's start with Aristotle. 5 minutes Aristotle and 10 minutes
Plato. So there is a text by Aristotle, | saw it quoted many times, a text of the old Aristotle in the
fragments. And there Aristotle says, | have the translation in French here: Et plus je deviens solitaire,
isolé...

Jiny hlas: Plus j'en viens a aimer les histoires.

Hejdanek: Je to text z fragment(i, mnozi ho cituji: ¢im jsem starsi a osamocenéjsi, tim mam radéji ty
myty, historio, pribéhy.

Jiny hlas: But this is not very serious. Lots of people quote this text here to say that Aristotle has a
positive, a positive idea of myths.

Hejdanek: Cituje se tato pasaz témi, kdo chtéji Fict, Zze Aristotelés mél pozitivni vztah k mytu.

Jiny hlas: But | agree rather with Detienne, and so Detienne is a French mythologist. His book is called
L'invention de la mythologie and | agree with Detienne. It's a very interesting book.

Hejdanek: On se spis priklani k panu Detiennovi, ktery je autorem knihy L'invention de la mythologie,
Vynalezeni mytologie.

Jiny hlas: And he also thinks that this quotation here of the old Aristotle is not representative for the real
concept Aristotle has of myths.

Hejdanek: A tento badatel také je toho nazoru, Ze tato citovana véta nepredstavuje skute¢né aristotelské
pojeti, co se ty¢e mytu.

Jiny hlas: So in fact there are two... he thinks in fact that this philomythe of Aristotle is due to age and
senility.

Hejdanek: On se domniva, Ze tato philomythe, jako zaliba v mytech starého Aristotela, byla zplisobena
vékem a asi senilitou.

Jiny hlas: If you look at other writings of Aristotle, let's say the central writings of Aristotle, you will see



either that Aristotle has a very negative, very pejorative, very negative idea of myths, or that he has a
very intellectual conception of the myth.

Hejdanek: Pokud se podivame do reprezentativnéjsich Aristotelovych spist, tak tam shledame budto
velice pejorativni pojeti mytu, a nebo naopak intelektualni.

Jiny hlas: So examples of the pejorative meaning is for example when he uses mythos identified with the
incredible, the false in the story of the animals, with stories, fables, des fables, stories in the pejorative
sense, told by the people who lose their time by speaking on anything.

Hejdanek: Aristotelés Fika, Ze ty bachorky o zvifatech nebo o ¢em, to povidaji ti, ktefi ztraceji svij cas,
takovi tlachalové, co ztraceji svij ¢as.

Jiny hlas: This is in the Nicomachean Ethics, where philomythos is always seen as a bavard, as we say.
Hejdanek: V Etice Nikomachové je philomythos tlachal, tlachala.

Jiny hlas: Okay, so these are the pejorative things. But the most, the most coherent theory of the myth in
Aristotle is in the Poetics, and there he has this intellectual conception of the myth.

Hejdanek: Tu intelektualni koncepci mytu, ta se najde v Poetice Aristotelové.

Jiny hlas: So | don't analyze here the Poetics on this conception of the myth, but in the Poetics, myth is
always a theoretical object invented when you reflect and necessarily invented when you have to reflect
on the nature of the tragedy.

Hejdanek: Mytus je jakasi objekt, ktery se ukaze, objevi, vynalezne, kdyz analyzoval tragédii.

Jiny hlas: So the myth is always the product, you can say, of a systematic construction.

Hejdanek: Je to tedy produkt jakési systematické konstrukce.

Jiny hlas: You can say, and this is exactly what Aristotle says here, the myth is an object of invention, he
uses the word heureskein.

Hejdanek: A mytus je predmét, ktery musi byt objeven, heureskein, objevovani.

Jiny hlas: In fact a story becomes a myth once it is introduced in tragedy.

Hejdanek: Pribéh se stane mytem v tom okamziku nebo tehdy, kdyzZ je zdramatizovan v tragédii.

Jiny hlas: So what he says is legein gar mython touton tén synthesin ton pragmaton. This means so the
myth is the technique of the synthesis of actions.

Hejdanek: Mytus je jakasi technika, jak dat dohromady pragmata, lidské véci, akce.

Jiny hlas: | have difficulty to find the English word for rassemblement. The myth is the mise en ordre, is
putting things in order, creating a whole out of [nesrozumitelné].

Hejdanek: Usporadani, usporadani véci do urcitého radu, vytvoreni toho celku z [nesrozumitelné],
rassemblement, agencement, usporadani zaroven, mise en ordre.

Jiny hlas: So in fact the mythical character of a work of art, for example especially the tragedy, concerns
always the formality of the artistic object.

Hejdanek: Ten mytus se tyka té formality toho pfedmétu uméleckého.

Jiny hlas: So the object is mythified when the object appears as a whole, as a synthesis.

Hejdanek: A ten objekt je mytizovan, objevi-li se jako celek, syntéza.

Jiny hlas: And that's why, why according to Aristotle in the Poetics, that this is why the myth is the soul,
he calls it, or the telos of the tragedy.

Hejdanek: Mytus je tedy cil, telos tragédie.

Jiny hlas: Okay. You see that's a coherent theory. That's the only coherent theory of the myth in Aristotle,
in the Poetics there. But it's a very intellectual one, a very formalistic theory of the myth here. And it
doesn't have anything to do with Plato's conception of the myth. It's totally different, this kind of
formalistic theory of mythos here. Okay. Now let's go back to Plato. Plato.

Hejdanek: Platon.

Jiny hlas: As you know the dialogues are full of mythoi. And there are lots of attempts of the
classification of these myths. The most interesting one, it may be interesting to mention the book here, is
Frutiger.



Hejdanek: Pan Frutiger je jeden z nejzajimavéjsich... to je stara kniha z pokus, jak ty Platonovy myty v
dialozich klasifikovat.

Jiny hlas: It's a book of 1930 already, it's called Les mythes de Platon: Etude de philosophie littéraire. It's
published in 1930.

Hejdanek: Les mythes de Platon: Etude de philosophie littéraire, filosoficka a literarni étuda, je to
publikované v roce 30.

Jiny hlas: This is an old book but still the best one | think on the myths in Plato. Okay. So you can go there
and look at Frutiger to have the exhaustive list of all the myths. People agree that there are something
like 15 cases. There is general consensus on 15 cases, 15 cases of myths in Plato, but then the list are
different according to the authors, you see, because some so-called myths are not accepted by anybody.
But on 15 there is agreement, consensus.

Hejdanek: O patnacti mytech se autofi shoduji, Ze jsou to myty. No a pak jsou jesté dalsi, ale ty nékteri
berou jako myty a jini to odmitaiji.

Jiny hlas: | don't speak about the myth of creation in Timaeus, the myth of Eros in Symposium, Atlantis in
Critias, in the Phaedo there is the myth of la terre, the ground and the underground and so on. So | don't
speak about these things.

Jiny hlas: Nebude hovofit o Timaeus mytu a o mytu Eros v Symposia a o néjakych Atlantis v Critias a ve
Faidru nebo ve Faidonu. O tom nebude hovorit.

Jiny hlas: But then, it's one interesting structural consideration here is: if you accept that the three
philosophémes, the three philosophical topics of Plato are truth, beauty and goodness...

Jiny hlas: Pojdme pfipustit, Ze tfi predméty Platonovy filosofie jsou pravda, krasa a dobro.

Jiny hlas: Beauty relates with love, beauty and love. And then goodness with justice, theory of justice.
These are the three philosophémes. Then you see, and this is clear in Friedldnder, you see that there are
in fact three fundamental myths in Plato as well, which correspond with these three topics.

Jiny hlas: Krasa a laska, dobro a spravedInost, teorie spravedinosti. To jsou ty tfi filosofémy. A jsou tedy
podobné tri zakladni myty podle Friedldndera, které odpovidaji témto tfem topiktim, tém predmétiim
nebo tématim.

Jiny hlas: So you know the myth concerning truth is the myth of the cavern, the cave, in the Republic 7.
The myth on beauty is in the Phaedrus, the myth of the... how do you say the cocher again in English?
Charioteer. The charioteer.

Jiny hlas: Mytus, co se tyce pravdy, je teda ta jeskyné v sedmé knize Politeie. Mytus o krase je ve Faidros,
mytus o tom vozatajovi, ten vozataj s tim sprezenim.

Jiny hlas: And then the myth on justice is the myth of Er in the Republic 10. These are the three main
myths. | don't speak about the myth of the cave here because it's very well known. And very quickly a
word on the myth in Phaedrus, on the myth of the charioteer.

Jiny hlas: Mytus o spravedInosti je mytus Era v desaté knize Politeie. To jsou ty tfi hlavni myty. Nebude
hovofit o mytu o jeskyni, protoZe ten je znamy. Ted kratce o mytu o tom vozatajovi.

Jiny hlas: Because I'm not interested in the substance of these myths, but in what these myths learn us
about the Platonic conception of the myth.

Jiny hlas: Nejde mu o obsah téch mytd, ale o to, jak nas ty myty pouci o Platonové vztahu k mytu.

Jiny hlas: So the myth of the charioteer, if you remember it well, | have the text here, but it's not... you
know the myth with the two horses. The interesting thing about this myth is that Phaedrus, after the
myth is told by Socrates, says: "This discourse here is a lot more convincing than what you have done
before." And this is the second discourse.

Jiny hlas: Neni ddlezZité obsah mytu, ten predpokladame minimalné, Ze zname, o tom spreZeni a tak dale.
Zajimava je véta, kterou Faidros pronese poté, co Sokrates dokonéi. Rika mu: ,Tento tvdj vypravéni, tento
mytus, je daleko presvédcivéjsi nez ten, ktery jsi fekl predtim.” Sokrates tam rika totiz takové dvé reci. To
uz je druhy pribéh, druha rozprava.



Jiny hlas: The first one was abstract reasoning, as you remember. So Phaedrus says the second discourse
here is a lot more beautiful.

Jiny hlas: Ta prvni Sokratlv vyklad je argumentuijici, diskursivni. A tenhleten je teda pomoci toho mytu. A
ten mu rika: ,Je daleko krasnéjsi a presvédcivé;si.”

Jiny hlas: And it is explicitly said by Phaedrus here that the story - Plato doesn't make any distinction
between story and myth, the same thing - so that the story has an argumentative value, an
argumentative force that is superior to the abstract discourse.

Jiny hlas: A je tu vyslovné feceno Faidrem, Ze ten pfibéh - Platon nerozliSuje mezi pribéhem a mytem -
ma argumentativni silu vétsi nez ten suchy, tedy diskurs.

Jiny hlas: So if we had time we could read this, but it's very easy to find it, it's 257e. A word on the myth
of Er in the Republic now. There it's again interesting on the Platonic conception of the myth itself. You
know the Republic, big book, a real monument. The Republic finishes by the myth of Er.

Jiny hlas: Kdybychom méli ¢as, tak si to precteme, je to 257e. Ted k mytu o Er v Politeii. | zde je to
zajimavé pro to Platonovo pojeti mytu. Znate Politeiu, je to velka kniha, monumentalni dilo. A ta cela
Politeia, monumentalni dilo o deseti knihach, je zakon¢ena tim Erovym mytem.

Jiny hlas: This means that the myth of Er, that the story told by Plato, has conclusive force. Plato doesn't
add anything after having told the story. He doesn't summarize in abstract terms. No, the story is told,
it's finished.

Jiny hlas: Ten mytus tam dostava jakousi silu zavéru, takova tecka za tim vsim. Platon uz potom, co je
tento pribéh vysloven, uz nedodava nic, nesumarizuje, neabstrahuje, prosté rekne pribéh.

Jiny hlas: And there is something more on this myth of Er, very interesting. You remember the story of
the river Lethe? Er was wounded on some battlefield, he went to the underworld and then he came back
up and he brought a message of what happens with the souls of the dead. He saw how the souls pay for
their sins, they are tortured or in other cases praised, and then they drink the water from Lethe, forget
everything and go back.

Jiny hlas: Jde o feku Lethe. Mame to malinko zopakovat, o co jde, abyste to tusili. Er byl zranén na
néjakém bitevnim poli, dostal se do podsvéti a potom se dostal zpatky nahoru a prinesl zpravu o tom, co
se s témi dusemi zemrelych déla. Je tam ten dulezity krok, kdy vidél, jak ty duse pykaji za své hrichy a
podobné a muci je, nebo v opacném pfipadé chvali, a potom se napijou vody z Lethe, zapomenou vsecko
a jdou zpatky.

Jiny hlas: But what is interesting here is that Er comes back after having crossed the river Lethe and
because by accident he didn't forget what he had seen in the other world there, because he comes back
and he knows still what is justice.

Jiny hlas: Er prekrocil také reku Lethe, ale protoze ndhodou nezapomnél, co tam vidél, na rozdil od viech
ostatnich dusi, tak to mohl vypravovat. A tak se vraci a vi dosud, co ta spravedInost je.

Jiny hlas: So according to Plato in this myth of Er, the fact that we have the idea of justice is dependent
on the story of Er. Without the story of Er, without the fact that something happened with Er there and
that this is told, we wouldn't know what is the idea of justice. This means that our philosophical
knowledge of the functioning of justice in the city, in the polis, is dependent on the act of story-telling.
Jiny hlas: Skutec¢nost, Ze mame ideu spravedInosti, zavisi na pribéhu toho Era. Kdyby bez tohoto Era, bez
toho, co se s nim stalo, ten pribéh bychom prosté nevédéli. Ta fungovani spravedinosti v té obci, v té
polis, néjak zalezi nebo zavisi na tom vypravéni toho pribéhu, na tom storytellingu.

Jiny hlas: So that's, | think, you should look at the last page of the Republic 10 and you find these things
very clearly.

Jiny hlas: Posledni pasaz v té Ustavé 10, tam je to jasné Feceno.

Jiny hlas: Okay. Very quickly now, as a conclusion, | mention three small stories in Plato still.

Jiny hlas: Na zavér jako zavér uvede tak velice drobné tfi malé takové myti¢ky u Platéna.

Jiny hlas: | call them micro-stories. So you have these big stories, the big stories are the three ones |



mentioned: the cave, the charioteer, and Er; these are the big ones because they are three
philosophemes. But then you have all kinds of micro-stories, small stories, most of them are less than a
page in Plato. But the important thing is that these micro-stories are at the same time, not all of them,
but some of them are at the same time meta-stories. So they are stories about storytelling.

Jiny hlas: Cili tyhlety malé, kromé téch tfi velkych stories, o kterych uz mluvil, jeskyné, vozataj a Er, jsou
takové drobné jako prihodicky a tyto pfihodicky jsou nékdy zajimavé tim, Ze to jsou meta-stories, pribéhy
o pribézich.

Jiny hlas: Three very quickly. Three examples. The first one is in Republic 3, the example of the
Phoenicians.

Jiny hlas: Prvni priklad je z tfeti knihy Politeie, Féni¢ané.

Jiny hlas: So you know the Phoenicians were known as the best storytellers in antiquity, but at the same
time as the biggest liars.

Jiny hlas: Fénicané byli znami jako nejlepsi vypravéci pribéhd, ale zaroven jako nejvétsi Ihari.

Jiny hlas: And so the Phoenicians, the concrete story mentioned by Plato is the story of the three classes
of the state, you remember? One class, the superior class, is built in gold, and then the other one is in
silver and bronze, and so on. So there are three social classes and they are all built in another metal. So
the Phoenicians, they say, they say, according to Plato, they say that it is possible to change from one to
the other class. It could be that the metal changes.

Jiny hlas: Je to pfibéh o tfech tfidach v tom staté, to pamatujete. Ty tfi tfidy jsou vytvorené kazda z
jednoho kovu, zlato, stfibro, bronz. Nicméné je mozné prejit z jedné tridy do druhé, protoZe ten kov se
néjak maze zménit. Podle Féni¢an( pochopitelné.

Jiny hlas: But that's according to Plato not possible. And this, again according to Plato, is a proof that the
Phoenicians are liars.

Jiny hlas: A protoze to podle Platbna neni mozné, tak to je diikaz, Ze Fénic¢ané Ihali.

Jiny hlas: But what is the important point here? The important point is that you can lie by telling a story.
So it's not only argumentative discourse that serves the truth, let's say, but the mythos as well. Thus the
mythos, the myth, the story has also a truth value.

Jiny hlas: DulezZité je, ze lhat m(zes tim, Ze rikas pribéh, pribéhem. Nejde o argumentativni diskurs. | ten
pribéh ma néjakou pravdivostni hodnotu. Lze lhat pfibéhem, nejenom v néjakém tom diskursu, Ze jo.
Jiny hlas: This means that according to Plato, the story is not pure fiction, so in the sense that fiction
always refers to only possible worlds. No, according to Plato the story refers also to the actual world, in
the sense that a story can...

--- (1987-02-22 Herman Parret - O narativni racionalité (2) [LVH172VA] [v popisku chybi datum]_Kaz
b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: In conclusion, | would like to draw here is that with regard to the truth, there is no serious
distinction between mythology and philosophy or between the story and the argument.

Co se tyce tedy pravdy, neni zde néjaky vazny rozdil mezi mytologii a filosofii a story, pfibéhem a
argumentem.

Okay. This is why | say that this micro-history, micro-story is about the story because Plato is trying to
explain here a qualification, a quality of storytelling.

Platon se zde snazi vysvétlit, kvalifikovat to storytelling, zpUsob, jak se pfibéh vypravi.

Okay. I still have two small examples to finish, very quickly. In the Phaedrus now, the myth of Theuth.
Ten mytus o bohu Theuthovi z Faidra taky, vynalezce pisma.

You remember the myth of Theuth is marvelous. So Theuth invented the writing.

Theuth vynalezl pismo.

He is very proud of it. He comes to the king. And the king, instead of appreciating his invention, he says:
you did something very badly.

Prichazi ke krali a ten misto aby ho pochvalil a ocenil, tak mu fekne: udélal jsi néco strasné Spatné.



Because when we have writing system, the people will lose their memory.

KdyZ mame systém psani, pisma, tak lidi ztrati pamét.

Okay. And then, well, we don't have time to read this myth here, okay, | try to formulate my argument on
this myth here. Theuth is the inventor of the writing, of writing, and the eliminator, according to the king,
of wisdom and of storytelling as well.

Theuth je vynalezce pisma a zaroven je tedy ten, kdo odstranil moudrost a schopnost vypravét pribéh.
Because storytelling is rooted in the memory.

Not only individual memory, but also collective memory.

Nejen v individualni, ale také v kolektivni paméti.

In other words, when you tell a story, you remember the past, you presentify, you make present the past.
Kdyz vypravis pribéh, tak si pamatujes to minulé, zpfitomnujes to, co bylo.

And this is exactly what would be destroyed according to Plato by writing. So you know that's a very
general point Plato always makes, he's very much against writing.

To je tedy Platéntv vztah k pismu, k psanému, Ze on to nici. To je na mnoha mistech u Platéna.

Okay. So this means that wisdom, according to the king and to Plato, that wisdom is related to orality.
Moudrost je vztazena k Gstnimu podani, Ustnosti.

Is related to the voice, the voice which is related to memory and so wisdom in its orality is related to
storytelling.

Ta moudrost je vztazena k té oralité, k té Gstnosti, ta Ustnost k paméti a k schopnosti vypravét pribéh.

So that's again a micro-story which is a meta-story because in the myth of Theuth again Plato tries to tell
us something about the characteristics of the myth, or its oral character and its intrinsic relation with the
memory. Okay, a last one.

The last one is again in Phaedrus. It's the most beautiful myth in Plato. Again | don't know how to say it
in English, les cigales.

Nejkrasnéjsi Platontv mytus, také z Faidra, o téch cikadach.

The myth of the les cigales, or the cicadas. In Phaedrus 258. And so you know the myth of the cigale?
Cikady cesky, francouzsky les cigales. Pfedpokladame, ze ho zname, ten mytus o téch cikadach. Cikady,
ony, kdyzZ ty mazy zacaly zpivat, tak nejedly, nepily a umrely. Pouze poslouchaly ty mazy. A proto cikady
sleduiji, co délaji lidi, a kdyZ se nékdo vénuje dramatickému uméni, tak to pak feknou, kdyz umrou, té
Kalliopé. Mame Uryvek z Faidra, to je strasné pékna story.

When Phaedrus and Socrates are stopped in the afternoon in the shadow of a tree and Socrates tells him
that they will listen...

KdyzZ ten Faidros se Sokratesem se zastavi v poledne ve stinu néjakého stromu a Sokrates mu Fika, Ze tedy
budou poslouchat, Ze si budou vést ten rozhovor a Ze neusnou jako néjaci otroci v tom zpévu téch cikad.
Music and the Muse, the Pan-god...

Zpévl a miz a boha Pana a tak dale.

| can read it in French here but it doesn't make sense anyway. But in fact what | conclude from the myth
of the cigale, this is on the divine origin of music and...

Je to o bozském plvodu muzikalnosti, hudby.

Of music and also of the story. Because music and the story is very much related. Music and again this
orality thing, the voice boundedness. So storytelling is put together by Plato always with music.

Muziky a také pribéhu. Hudba a Gstnost, hlasovost. Vypravéni pribéh je u Platéna davano dohromady s
hudbou.

And in the myth itself, together with the storyteller and the musician is also the philosopher. These are
people...

Dohromady s tim muzikalnim ¢lovékem, do jedné skupiny patfi ten filosof.

So it's not like some people, these German philosophers sometimes like in Plato it's not like they're people



who try to tell us that the philosophers have to be to see to be seen together with poets and priests.

U Platona neni pravda, Ze by filosofové byli dohromady s témi basniky a knézimi...

Hejdanek: Aby k tomu mohl i Heidegger.

Jiny hlas: ...ale s muzikanty, s témi muzikalnimi lidmi tedy a s vypravéci pribeéh.

Okay, we don't have time to analyze the myth here. But in fact the myth speaks to us about the origin,
the divine origin of the story, in fact speaks to us about the metaphysical value of stories, of myths.
Mytus hovofi o jakémsi boZzském pocatku pribéhu a o metafyzické hodnoté pFibéhu.

In fact the story participates in the ideas.

Ve skutecnosti ty pribéhy néjak participuiji, se podileji na ideach.

So you can read this in this myth which | find the most beautiful myth in Plato in any case, the myth of
the cigale. And it's very interesting again a meta-myth because Plato tries to convince us with this myth
here that the myth, just like philosophy, just like philosophy in its argumentative characteristics, has a
divine origin. Because the musicians, the storytellers and the philosophers, they are all together. They are
in fact the previous lives of the cigale.

Cili Platén se nas chce presvédiit o tom, Ze co se ty¢e argumentativni sily, mytus a filosofie maji stejny
boZsky pocatek, i to storytelling.

Okay, this is Plato here. We can now look at the interpretations given of this relation mythos-logos in
Plato. I don't do this here, this is in the paper. In fact there are three main types of interpretations of this.
The first one is the minimalistic interpretation of the myth where the myth is, people look at Plato like
that sometimes, some types of interpretation, where the myth according to them Plato would see the
myth as the pre-philosophy.

Jsou tedy jakési tri typy interpretaci vztahu mezi mytem a logem, mytem a filosofii. Prvni, minimalisticky,
kdy se ten mytus chape jako jakysi predstupen té filosofie.

In fact, in the sense that Plato tells stories when he doesn't have at his disposal a better procedure, a
dialectic philosophical procedure.

Platon rika pribéhy nebo myty tam, kde nema po ruce lepsi prostredek, lepsi proceduru dialektickou.
Jiny hlas: So this is a minimalistic interpretation of Plato’s conception of myth. Tato minimalisticka
interpretace. So there is a second one, an intermediate interpretation, Brisson’s for example. Pak néjaka
stfedni, Brissonova. Yeah, where are distinguished a central use of the term mythos in Plato and a
derived use. Jakysi Ustfedni vyznam toho pojmu mythos u Platona a odvozeny. Where the central use of
mythos is where mythos is related with discourse, with logos through discourse, mythos and logos are
assimilated in this central use, because both of them are discourse. Cili ten logos a mytos je pfeveden na
spole¢ného jmenovatele, jsou to oboji ty diskurzy. But the distinction then is they are another type of
discourse, mythos is unverifiable discourse. A rozdil je v tom, Ze mytos je neverifikovatelny diskurz. And
logos is verifiable discourse, but they come together as types of discourse. Logos je verifikovatelny,
nicméné jakoZto diskurzy néjak jsou... This would be the central use and the derived use according to this
Brisson here. A odvozeny jakési poufZiti. Is the occurrences of mythos in Plato where mythos is seen as a
kind of rhetorical exercise. Mytos se objevuje, je vidén jako urcity druh rétoriky, rétorického cviceni.

To je druhy typ té interpretace. On dava prednost treti, which gives maximal weight to the myth. This is
the conception of Detienne. Tedy ktera interpretace dava nejvétsi vahu tomu mytu. To je ta Detienneova
koncepce, where the borders between mythical and logical, also between narrativity and argumentation
are equivocal, you can say. Kde hranice mezi narativitou a argumentaci a mytem a logem jsou equivocal,
jak se Fika. Equivocal, as such?

Hejdanek: Ne, naopak. Jsou navzajem spojeny. Ma to stejny jméno vlastné pro obé, pro dvé véci. To je
equivocal.

Jiny hlas: And where in fact the two, both of them come together in the notion of mythical thought, la
pensée mythique. A kde pfichazeji dohromady v pojmu mytického mysleni. Mythical thought, is this
clear? Notion of mythical thought. Pojem mythical thought, mytické mysleni, je ndm jasny. But mythical



thought has this specificity that mythical thought is a type of thought that doesn't have only relation with
truth, but mythical thought functions also in a reasoning community as an indication of rationality. Je to
takovy typ mysleni, ktery nema jenom vztah k pravdé, ale to mytické mysleni také funguje v té reasoning
community jakozto znak racionality. So this is more or less what Detienne thinks. So mythical thought, so
logos and mythos come together under the notion of rationality. Not under the notion of verifiability,
verification, as it was in the other case. It’s not related only with truth, it’s related with rationality. Takze
mytické mysleni, logos a mytos prichazeji dohromady pod pojmem racionality. Ne pod pojmem
verifikovatelnosti, verifikace, jako tomu bylo v tom druhém pripadé. Neni to spojené jenom s pravdou, je
to spojené s racionalitou. So mythical thought is an indication, is a manifestation of rationality. Mytické
mysleni je indikaci, manifestaci, zjevenim se racionality. So it’s not a question of verification, possibility of
verification, but it’s simply rationality in the sense of the community-based rationality. Neni to otazka
moZnosti verifikace, zda to je verifikovatelné, ale jde o racionalitu ve smyslu racionality zaloZené
spolecensky, community-based racionality. So mythical thought consolidates let’s say the society of the
community of reasonable beings. To mytické mysleni konsoliduje teda to spolecenstvi téch reasonable
beings, téch rozumnych, odvodnujicich bytosti. And in this sense it’s the best argument. Okay, so this is
the type of maximal weight you give on the mythical, when you translate let’s say the mythical in
mythical thought going back to rationality. So that’s it. So | don't know if my strategy has been clear here.
| wanted to go back to Plato in a bit demagogic terms again because | think that in Plato you find this
kind of original paradise that transcends the opposition of narrativity and argumentativity as it has been
installed later on by Aristotle. Pokud se to mytické transformuje v mytické mysleni, které se navraci
zpatky k racionalité. Nevi, jestli jsme dobre pochopili jeho strategii té prfednasky, zpatky k Platénovi se
vracel jako k jakémusi ztracenému riji, kde ty opozice pozdéji vytyené a vytvorené Aristotelem byly
prekroceny, fika transcend, tim jakymsi plivodnéjsim konceptem. Teda néjak se mi to vyznamové
nestymuje. What do you mean by transcend?

Hejdanek: Vyhnout se tomu. Prosté udéla krok pres to. Jako ten hrdina [nesrozumitelné], jak rikal:
jestlipak bych ten potok presel se zavienyma oc¢ima a prekrocil ten balik s téma penézma.

Jiny hlas: Well, thank you very much. Now we can start the discussion. OkamZité, neni tfeba dalsi
prestavky. Sorry that | have been too long again. In a sense too long, in a sense too short. But it’s too long
because of the translations, half of the time is translations. | want to first speak Czech or no? English is
better and then translated? It's easier for you, isn't it?

Nevertheless, | think that the last position does not mean that there is no difference between narrativity
and argumentativity. | think that this difference has an ontological also background. The argumentativity
tells or feels the being as knowable, as clear, as more transparent for human knowing. Argumentativity
catches the being in prison of arguments. The narrativity respects the secret of being, the never fully
knowable life of all being. The being, as narrativity lets the being be as the being, as a life being. | think
that these two kinds of aletheia, of telling truth, are two kinds of ontological filosofie. | repeat, the
argumentativity feels the being as knowable, as full clear, as more transparent. The narrativity respects
the secret of being. It never sees, he doesn’t see the being as knowable.

The first thing. And the second one, ted' to zkusim cesky. Ja si myslim, Ze narativita a argumentativita,
jakkoli jsou nakonec spojeny v jednu takovou syntézu u Platéna, tak prece jenom jsou svédectvim dvojiho
ontologického vychodiska. Ze ta argumentativita, jak ja ji chapu, miiZze svéd¢it o tom, Ze ten, kdo takhle
pristupuje k skutecnosti argumentativnim zplisobem, pocituje byti a jsoucna jako véditelna, naplno
znatelna, naplno nahlédnutelna. A zachycuje a uchopuje to byti v téch tenatech a do pout téch
argumentu. Zatimco ta narativita, ta se chova k tomu jsoucnu a k byti s jakymsi respektem. Respektuje
Zivost toho byti, proménlivost. To neznamena, Ze je iracionalni, ale pravé pro svou odpovédnost vici
raciu toho byti se neodvaZuje sdhnut az po ten jas, po to uchopeni, po to pojeti do pojmu, po to
uchopeni, tak jak to Cini ten argumentativni smér.

The second thing is that in Aristotle’s Rhetoric, there are two ways of legein as rhétor: enthyméma and



paradeigma. Enthyméma is a mode of syllogismus. Paradeigma is a mode of anything which is near to
narrativity. It means that also in Aristotle’s Rhetoric there are two ways of telling truth, of explaining. The
first one enthyméma and the second one paradeigma. Enthyméma is very near to syllogismus and to the
argumentation and to the argumentative way. And the paradeigma is very near to the narrative way. It
means that Aristotle also knows both ways of rhetoric activity.

Ja jsem ted prosté jenom chtél fict, Ze si myslim, Ze to, Ze jaksi Aristotelés je tady interpretovan jako ten,
ktery se stavi pIné na tu ptidu argumentativni, neodpovida tak zcela tomu, s ¢im jsem se setkal v
Rétorice, kde pro Aristotela jsou dvé takové zplsoby pravdivého presvédcovaciho projevu rétora. Jeden
se opird o enthyméma, druhy se opira o paradeigma. Enthyméma odpovida v dialektice syllogismu. To
znamena, je to ten prostredek, ktery se snazi argumentovat sice ne Cisté dialekticky, nicméné pouziva ten
zpUsob reci...

Hejdanek: No presné, presvédcuje argumentem.

Jiny hlas: Ale nejsou to... presvédcuje argumentem, dobre. KdyZ pod slovem argument neminime cisté
sylogistické vyvozovani...

Hejdanek: No to on fikal.

Jiny hlas: A druha véc je, Ze takhle uznava paradeigma, coz je primeér, coz vede zase potom, coZ uvoliuje
toho fecnika i pro takové pouziti pfesvédcovani, které nepresvédcuje argumenty, ale které uvadi priklady,
uvadi tedy mozna Ze i historie v tomto pfipadé. A neni tedy u Aristotela zcela zapomenuta tadyta druha
stranka, druha moznost rétorského projevu.

Hejdanek: Vzdyt on to rozdélil, on na to nezapomnél.

Jiny hlas: No ano, ale ja zase rikam, Ze to nerozdélil, ze zase znovu on obadva mody chape jako
plnohodnotny zplsob autentického fecnického vykonu, nikoli jesté sofistického, nybrz autentického
recnického vykonu.

Hejdanek: Rozliseny.

Jiny hlas: Rozliseny, ano, ale tak jako se uznavaji u Platéna, Ze jsou rlizni, Ze myty jsou jenom nékde a
nékde je argumentace jinde. To neni rozliSeni u Aristotela.

Hejdanek: To uz bylo tak receno.

Jiny hlas: No tak jenom jsem k tomu chtél tohle. That’s all. | think of that point of this fundamental
distinction between mythos and logos there. Two ways of telling the truth. Two different ways of telling
the truth, which are in fact two kinds of ontological filosofie, let’s say.

Jiny hlas: Can | ask you first what you mean by ontological filosofie?

Hejdanek: I hope that I said it. These two ways is that the being, the first way, is that the being is full
knowable, knowable. And the second one, that the being is not catchable in chain of arguments. It is only
possible to narrate, to say a story and through this story show the possible ways of this being or another
being, but not catch it in full clear arguments.

Jiny hlas: Yeah, but the whole problem is, are these two kinds of ontological filosofie definitely,
definitively delimited? So are these definite domains or can the same being go over from one to the other
domain? Can it be, for example, that the secret of the being, being the object of the mythos, that this
secret disappears and still remains the same being? You see what | mean. So the problem is, when you
say two kinds of ontological filosofie, do you think that mythos and logos can never be identified because
or can never be there can be no overlapping or there can be no interpenetration because their domains
are definitively delimited? Is that what you mean?

Hejdanek: No, | agree with your concept of possible unification in Platon dialogues. But | will show only
that the Platonic position and the Aristotle position are different not only in the formal way of
argumentation or of telling stories, but that there is a difference in ontological view. That means that the
mode of philosophical way is a consequence of your ontological position.

Jiny hlas: Yes, | would agree with this. | would say this is only one ontology but there are two
epistemologies if you like. There are two ways of knowing the same being. Namely, there is one



epistemology in the broad sense let's say, which makes that being transparent, and there is another
epistemology, again in the broad sense, respecting the secrecy of the being. But it's the same being. |
don't see why you need two ontologies. Why should you ontologize the difference between logos and
mythos?

To by si mohl mozna ted prelozit, protoze ja presné nechapu, o co v ty debaté jde, a mozna ostatni
nerozumi, ktefi aspon...

Hejdanek: Ja to reknu Cesky. [nesrozumitelné] because of other people they don't understand so well.
Jiny hlas: Oh, I see, yeah. But this is very fundamental here. | don't consider this distinction between logos
and mythos being ontology-based. No, me also not. The kind of mythos what | wanted to say.

Hejdanek: To je viceméné to, co jsem tam chtél Fict. Ze to, Ze je tu jakysi rozdil mezi Platénem a
Aristotelem v zpusobu filosofovani, to, Ze jeden pouziva logos a mytos pro vyjadreni a druhy daleko vic
jen ten logos a mytos pro néj je cosi, co teprve ve stafi se u néj néjak jaksi periferné a podle nékterych,
podle Brandta, tedy vlastné zcela periferné objevi, takZe to neni jenom rozdil jaksi zptsobu filosofovani,
nybrz to je rozdil v samotném ontologickém vychodisku. To byl smysl toho, co jsem chtél Fict. To, jak kdo z
nich vidi byti jako takové. A konsekvenci toho potom je i ten rlizny filosoficky styl. To bylo to, co jsem
chtél rict.

Omyl byl v tom, Ze jsem byl tady ted' jaksi mozn4, ja jsem se mozna Spatné vyjadfril, podeziran z toho, ze
vidim v mluveni o skutec¢nosti zpiisobem logu a zplisobem mytu dva nutna, diferentni, vylucujici se
zpUsoby, které jaksi predpokladaji tedy ten dvoji ontologicky pfistup. CozZ si nemyslim. Ja si myslim, ze
mezi Platbnem a Aristotelem je ten rozdil. Ale Ze Platon pouZiva logos a mytos docela jednotné vzhledem
k svému jednotnému ontologickému hledisku. To jsem chtél fict. A ne, Ze logos a mytos jsou takto
odliseny.

Jiny hlas: Ale kolega namital jeSté néco jinyho, Ze prosté jakési byti a k tomu byti se |ze vztahovat dvéma
raznymi poznavacimi zplsoby. Pomoci logu a pomoci mytu. Byti zistava jedno, jsou dva rizné zplsoby,
jak se k témuz byti vztahovat, mytos a logos. On se té ptal, proc potfebujes dvé ontologie? Pro¢ nestaci
rozdil téch dvou epistemologickych pristupt nebo dvou zplsobl poznavani, epistemickych,
ontologickych nikoliv? To byl myslim, Ze tedy, pokud jsem pochopil, to byl jeho dotaz.

Hejdanek: J& jsem se tomu vyhnul. Pro¢ potfrebuju, k ¢emu...

Jiny hlas: Pro¢ potrebujes dvé ontologie? Vy jste Fekl, Ze existuji dvé ontologicka hlediska a tim
okamzikem jste se vlastné...

No, tak tys Fekl mozna nestastné slovo dvé ontologické filosofie dokonce, jo? To on potom tam opakoval
a feknéme tedy dvé ontologie. A domniva se, Ze nejsou tfeba dvé ontologie, kdyZ se bavime o logu a
mytu jakoZto o dvou zplisobech poznavani.

Hejdanek: No ano, ale on Zadnou ontologii nema prosté.

Jiny hlas: No ja si tak... to si da s tim jako zcela souhlasit. Se vyjadfril vtom smyslu, Zze u toho Platéona ten
mytos a logos jsou dva rizné zpusoby tedy opravdovani, nebo jak by to fekl, a pfitom oba dva maji na
mysli a mifi k jednotnému...

In fact, | think that the idea of a double ontology, that's this cannot be present in Plato. There cannot be
two ontologies in Plato, that's impossible. That's the clearest case.

U Platéna nemU(Zou byt dvé ontologie, to neni mozné.

Even in Aristotle it’s impossible. Agree, agree. But then, but then | don’t see your... | have understood, but
I didn’t understand the discussion.

Hejdanek: | would show only the background of difference between Plato and Aristotle.

Jiny hlas: No, well Aristotle also can't be two ontologies.

Hejdanek: No ja si myslim, ale Ze aristotelska a platonska jsou rozdilné.

Jiny hlas: Jsou rozdilny, jo. O to jde, o tu srovnani.

Hejdanek: No, ale k tomu se musime... ne co do ontologi¢nosti nebo jako v...

Jiny hlas: Ale Ze ten rozdil... tak jsem to teda pochopil. V jedné ontologii, v té platénské, se mytos a logos



mUZou jevit jako dva kdovijaké poznavaci aspekty téhoz byti a v aristotelské ontologii je tfeba rozdélit
argumentativni racionalitu od narativni?, tak jak je to néjak minéno?

Hejdanek: V Aristotelovi, ktery zavrhuje to narativni.

Jiny hlas: To nepatf¥i do filosofie.

Hejdanek: To nepatfi do filosofie, ano. No, a ve filosofii jen ta argumentativni a ja tvrdim, Ze tady ten
posun neni zplsoben néjakou volbou pouhych prostfedkd, nybrz Ze prameni z ontologickych hledisek
jinych.

Jiny hlas: The problem is that the Platonic position doesn't distinguish, in an Aristotelian way, the
difference between narratology and philosophy. Plato can, in his dialogues, mix together the stories and
argumentation, pure argumentation. Aristotle, because of his other point of departure, other
perspective, how he sees the problem, he needs to distinguish between narrative way and argumentative
way and he refuses the narrative way. Oh, now | understand. What you mean is that there is another
ontology in Plato than in Aristotle. Yes. Oh, | misunderstood you. Sorry about that, | misunderstood you. |
thought that you said that the fact that you distinguish between mythos and logos presupposes a
different ontology. Ah, sorry for that. It's a misunderstanding between Plato and Aristotle. Oh, now |
understand, sorry. Oh, | would agree there, absolutely sure. | would agree there, but | misunderstood you
on this point. That's my fault. But then let's come back to your qualifications here of the domain of
mythos and logos. So the logos, the being of the logos, is the knowable, is the transparent, is the
transparent. | would say the being of the logos is the same being as the being of the mythos, it's clear,
but what you reach with the logos is the knowable aspect or the transparent aspect of the same being.
Cili Ze se dosahnout logem na tom stejném byti je ten transparentni, poznatelny aspekt toho byti, na
rozdil od [nesrozumitelné].

Hejdanek: Ted je to vyborné rfeceno. Ve chvili, kdy ja zredukuju byti jen na to transparentni, tak pak mazu
zastavat pozici Aristotela, Ze uz Zddné dalsi prostredky nepotrebuju. Ve chvili, kdy ale necham tu plnost
byti takovou, jaka je, pak mam tyto dvé cesty jako rovnocenné.

Jiny hlas: So you think that the Aristotelian way is to limit or to reduce being to this logical, knowable,
transparent aspect of being and to refuse what remains from being, to let it fall away? Absolutely. So the
first, Platonic ontology is based on totality of being and the Aristotelian ontology is based only on its
transparent part, if | understand well. This is what | mentioned when | spoke of the theory of
argumentation which in fact is Aristotelian. It's an Aristotelian theory, theory of argumentation where
the object is transparent, the relation of this discourse with the object is a relation of transparency. It's
very clear. So in Plato | wouldn't say, in Plato there is no serious ontological distinction between the
transparent and the secret.

Cili on tvrdi, Ze u Platéna neni vazna distinkce mezi tim transparentnim a tim netransparentnim, tim
skrytym tedy.

Jiny hlas: So on the other hand | would say that in Plato there is a... | wouldn't say that there is no
distinction between mythos and logos in Plato, but not in the functioning of it. Nefekl by, Ze neni viibec
Zadny rozdil mezi logem a mytem u Platéna, ale v tom fungovani ten rozdil... | think in Plato there is
already a conceptual distinction between logos and mythos. Both of them act, function in the same way.
To je ta konceptualni distinkce, ale oboji, mytos i logos, plsobi stejnym zptisobem.

Hejdanek: I think so. So | agree with your first point. Absolutely. But may | ask, and what, how they act,
what is the result of acting of logos or mythos? They act the same way but what they cause?

Jiny hlas: Ano, Cili moje otazka byla, jak plsobi, co teda vlastné plsobi, kdyz plsobi stejné?

Jiny hlas: Because it's not... in Plato there is no opposition, even no conceptual opposition between
narrativity and argumentativity. There is some conceptual opposition between argumentative rationality
and narrative rationality. So the both things are already both in the notion of rationality. And rationality
is the functioning not only with regard to truth, but with regard to the community.

Jo, a to, co pusobi, je teda ta racionalita. A ta racionalita pisobi nejenom ve vztahu k pravdé, ale také k



té komunité. Ta funkce toho mytu a logu je stejna, i kdyz pojmové nachazeji jakousi spolecnou plidu na
pojmu té racionality. Tam patfi logos i mytos. | think that for Plato it was very important the construction
of the polis, for example. Velice dllezita ¢ast pro Platona je teda ta vystavba nebo to usporadani té polis,
Ze jo? Pomoci mytu.

Jiny hlas: Proto jsem tomu rozumél, Ze pro to spolecenstvi je nakonec duleZitéjsi ten mytos nez logos,
ponévadz logos je pro tu elitu.

Hejdanek: Logos, je to jasné dolozeno.

Jiny hlas: Tam pro argumentaci jsou vycvic¢eni jenom néktefi lidé, kdezto pro mytos je to obecenstvo.
Hejdanek: | u Platéna je to tak, jo.

Jiny hlas: I think at the first part of your lecture, when you said that the argumentative rationality is for
elite, for experts, and the myth, narrative rationality, is more democratic, it's for the plurality of citizens in
polis. Do you think it's by Plato like that? No, this was my intuitive analysis. This was the
phenomenological part, let's say. Simply my intuitive analysis. No, | wouldn't say that in Plato there
cannot be distinction, because you cannot oppose both paradigms because they function identically. So
there is no distinction in Plato between elite and... Plato's philosophy functions in the framework of the
polis.

On to teda ted popira de facto, co bylo receno, Ze tvrdi, Ze ty paradigmata narativni a argumentativni si
neoponuiji, ale maji riznou ptsobnost.

Hejdanek: Ja si taky myslim, Ze ne, ale maji rznou plsobnost, podle toho, co bylo feceno na zacatku, ze
Platon to takhle nerozdéluje. Ale jestli tato intuitivni analyza plati, no tak potom to znamena, Ze tady ty
dva zpUsoby, jakkoli jednotné pouZivané, maji potom riiznou komunikativni funkci.

Jiny hlas: Ale ono to mélo takovy ten dramatizujici aspekt z hlediska...

Jiny hlas: Well, and he thinks that the narrativity or narrative rationality by Plato has different sphere of
efficiency than argumentative, than the... that the mythos is efficient in one sphere of...

Jiny hlas: JestliZe ta, ja tedka mluvim obecné, jestliZze ta analyza na zacatku ma platit, jestlize ta intuitivni
analyza rozdilnosti tady téch dvou zpUsobd, jak ja se to snazim vnimat, plati, tak pak samoziejmé plati i u
toho Platéna, Ze to mize mit rliznou funkci, ale nevidim, a nefikam, Ze Platon to tak nahlizel nebo Ze by
to takhle rozliSoval. Nic vic. Pokud to tak je, tak ten pocit je spravny.

Jiny hlas: Only the remark that if your intuitive phenomenology in the beginning is valid or on the right
way, so it must be concluded from it that also Plato... No, Aristotle. Aristotle, not Plato. Yeah, sure. The
distinction between elite and the people is made by Aristotle, not by Plato. Oh, but Plato also has three
sorts... philosophers, guardians... Yeah, but the philosophers are together with the musicians and the
storytellers. It's different. Not with the priests and the poets. Yeah.

Jiny hlas: On to teda odmit4, co ted bylo Feceno. Tvrdi, Ze toto rozliseni, ktery tady uved| na zacatku, plati
spise pro Aristotela, pro toho rozliSovace, na to elitdrské tedy argumentovani a demokratické povidani
pribéh(, a neplati podle néj pro Platéna. A kdyzZ jsme mu namitli toto déleni ob¢an( na ty tfi skupiny, tak
tvrdi, Ze nejenom filosofové, ale také... On mluvi o tom, Ze o tomhle nemluvi, nybrz mluvi o filosofech, o
muzickych lidech a o vypravécich pribéh.

Jiny hlas: Excuse me, I... of course | am not able to react to your lecture as a whole, in any way | am not
able to react adequately. But it seems to me that your strategy or...



