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Jiny hlas: Prvniho druhy 88, Onora O'Neillova.

Jiny hlas: It is a privilege for me to be here this evening, and | shall try to talk quite slowly and to pause
frequently enough for translation. But if you feel | am going too fast between remarks, then make me
pause.

Je to potéseni a privilegium pro mé, Ze tady mohu mluvit. Budu mluvit tak pomalu a srozumitelné, jak jen
mozno. Kdyby ndhodou byla néjaka potiz, tak mi feknéte.

Jiny hlas: | shall be very glad if | could say shorter sentences. Excuse me. It is my fault, not yours.

Budu se snazit mluvit v kratkych vétach. Omlouvam se, je to moje chyba.

Jiny hlas: I shall try. The problem that | want to talk about is that of finding an adequate foundation for
an account of human rights.

Téma, o kterém chci mluvit, je nalezeni hlubsiho zakladu pro pojeti fady lidskych prav.

Jiny hlas: For many purposes, we do not need an account of foundations. We can appeal, for example, to
the international documents and charters.

V mnoha prfipadech se vlastné nemutzZeme ptat po zakladech, miZeme se jenom odvolavat na
mezinarodni dohody, napfriklad listiny prav.

Jiny hlas: Or we can simply, as very commonly, rely on some agreement, we can simply assume
agreement and argue from there.

A v nejvétsim poctu pripadll se mizeme opirat jenom o jakysi souhlas, kterého mizeme prakticky
dosahnout v urcité spolec¢nosti, tfeba v nasem krouzku.

Jiny hlas: Nevertheless, | think the question of foundations is important for two reasons.

Nicméné mam za to, Ze snaZit se o to najit néjaké zaklady je velmi dllezité, a to ze dvou dlvodu.

Jiny hlas: First, we do sometimes need to justify the international documents or the points of agreement.
Jde totizZ o to, Ze nékdy jsme postaveni pred Ukol ospravedInit nékteré formulace mezinarodnich dohod
nebo bod{ néjakych téch listin.

Jiny hlas: Second reason why we need to consider foundations is because there are often disputes about
which rights exist.

Zadruhé velmi ¢asto dochazi k situaci, kdy predmétem diskusi a tedy i nesrovnalosti je, o ktera prava
vlastné jde. Ktera to jsou prava a ktera ne.

Jiny hlas: If we look around us, we find various suggestions about appropriate foundations for
discussions of human rights.

Kdyz se rozhlédneme kolem, tak vidime, Ze takovych pokust( o zd{vodnovani lidskych prav je cela rada.
Jiny hlas: For example, we find quite frequently the claim that human beings have dignity, therefore they
have rights. In my belief, this is too vague.

Tak tfeba slysime, Ze protoZe lidska bytost ma svou dlstojnost, ma tedy také néjaka prava. Podle mého
soudu to nestaci, je to prilis vagni.

Jiny hlas: Secondly, we often find utilitarian or consequentialist arguments in favor of rights.

Nékdy slysime také utilitdrni anebo, jak by se to reklo, disledkové zd{ivodiiovani lidskych prav.

Jiny hlas: In my opinion, these are too weak. Tato argumentace je zase velmi slaba.

Jiny hlas: Would it be fair to our translator for me to finish this paragraph? They are weak because
consequentialist reasoning always makes action instrumental to happiness.

Takze ja to tady jesté dokoncim a prejdeme k dalsi sekvenci. May | ask you repeating once more?

Jiny hlas: They are weak because they always make action instrumental to happiness. And first, it is
impossible to measure happiness; secondly, it is impossible accurately to calculate means to happiness.
Ta vada, ta slabost spociva podle mého soudu v tom, Ze vSechny otazky méf¥i jako instrumentalni



vzhledem ke stésti vétsiny. Ta vada spociva prfedevsim v tom, Ze predevsim je nesnadné, ne-li nemozné,
vymezit, co to je stésti. A zadruhé je velmi nesnadné, nemozné vymezit, jakymi prostredky toho stésti Ize
dosahnout.

Jiny hlas: In summary, this is the last sentence of this section, in summary, my objection to utilitarian
thinking would be not that it is intrinsically implausible, but that it is too plastic, too amorphous.

Kdyz bych to shrnul, tak mé namitky proti utilitdrnimu mysleni nebo utilitarni argumentaci jsou nikoli, Ze
by se o tom nedalo mluvit, Ze by to nebylo mozné k diskusi, nybrzZ Ze jsou to argumenty takové pfilis
plastické, o které se vlastné nelze oprit.

Jiny hlas: Maybe we should talk just for two minutes. Is that speed going to be all right? All right. All |
have done so far is to make some background.

Hejdanek: Ze to je prosté rozbred|é, rozbredlé. Prosté ty argumenty neznamenaiji nic jednoznaéného.
Plastické, to zni tak pékné, to je skoro pochvala. Ale ona to myslela jako namitku, Ze to je moc tvarné a ze
z toho nic neplyne. To jsem chtél jenom upresnit.

Jiny hlas: Ale ono to bylo jako...

Hejdanek: Ne, par vét. Dobre.

Jiny hlas: So it is my intention to try to look in a different direction for the foundations of a theory of
human rights.

TakZze mym Umyslem je se porozhlédnout urcitym smérem k tém zakladiim, predpoklad(im lidskych prav.
Jiny hlas: | shall begin with a very few historical reminders.

Pripomenu nékolik takovych historickych pfipominek, tedy pohled dozadu.

Jiny hlas: First, human rights theory has as its background the natural law within which it is not rights but
obligations that are fundamental.

Lidska prava maji jako svij zaklad, vychazeji z prirozeného prava, kde oviem jde v podstaté o povinnosti.
Jiny hlas: this suggests to us that it might be interesting to see to what extent a non-theological approach
could make obligations fundamental.

Yes, this suggests that it might be of interest to us to see to what extent a non-theological approach also
can make obligations fundamental.

To by bylo pro nas zajimavé vidét, jak by neteologické zdGivodnéni v sobé zahrnuje urcita ty povinnosti.
A second historical remark. We observe that the first time the natural law tradition was led in the
direction of human rights, it led to many difficulties, in particular there were criticisms from Bentham,
Burke, Hegel, Marx.

Ta druha poznamka se tyka toho, jak prirodni zakon, pfirozeny zakon, ktery byl zakladem, jak vyvolaval
urcité... Bentham, Burke, Hegel a Marx, jak z téchto rtiznych pozic kritizovali.

Since we see criticisms of human rights both from historicist thinkers, whether conservative or left, and
from utilitarians, we must wonder whether modern human rights theory will have the same difficulties.
KdyzZ tedy vezmeme v (ivahu, Ze vlastné ta teorie lidskych prav byla kritizovana jednak tedy témi
konzervativnimi mysliteli, zaroven tedy témi utilitdrné smyslejicimi, tak by nas mohlo zajimat, jak vlastné
v moderni dobé, jaké kritice vystavena jsou lidska prava v moderni dobé.

Many of the features of modern human rights thinking do attract analogous criticisms.

Cela rada téch ryst toho moderniho zdlivodiovani vlastné pritahuje ten velmi podobny kriticky pohled.
For example, it... human rights are said to be too abstract,

Napriklad, Ze lidska prava jsou pfilis jaksi abstraktni,

too arbitrary,

pfrilis svévolnd, libovoln3,

and indeterminate.

a neurcita.

Let me describe the present situation, it will of course be to some extent a caricature.

Dovolte mi popsat tu sou€asnou situaci, bude to do jisté miry karikatura.



There is a great deal of work on human rights, but rather little of it is foundational work.

Existuje cela rada praci tykajicich se lidskych prav, ale velmi malo jich je zdkladnich, zdGvodnuijicich.
Equally, there is a great deal of hostility to the foundational work that exists, from historicists,
particularly neo-Hegelians and Wittgensteinians, but many others too.

A existuje samoziejmé cela rada nepratelskych postoji k témto zdlivodnénim, jednak tedy od téch, kteri
jsou stoupenci Wittgensteinovy filosofie nebo neo-hegeliani.

Not only do they claim that rights are too abstract, they claim that theories of rights omit much that is
important.

Nejenom Ze oni argumentuji, Ze ta teorie je prili§ abstraktni, ale Ze také ta teorie vynechava celou fadu
zasadnich prvka.

In particular, they neglect or even make impossible an account of the good for man.

TotiZ Ze ta lidska prava jaksi zanedbavaji nebo vibec vypoustéji to, co je dobré pro ¢lovéka. Takovyto
pozitivni...

For example, Ronald Dworkin has said modern liberalism is agnostic about the good for man.
Hejdanek: Jako ten Ronald Dworkin... jeden z nich teda z téch modernich kritik(l, ten jmenuje se Ronald
Dworkin... napsal D, W, dvojité O, R, K, I, N.

A... jeho kniha se nazyva Vzit prdva vdziné, Taking Rights Seriously... vytykaji jim, Ze... Well, the objection
of Ronald Dworkin is that they are not thinking about fundamental good for man.

Jiny hlas: He does not see it as an objection, he sees it as an achievement. He regards it as an
achievement...

Hejdanek: ...povazuje to za urcity jaksi vysledek nebo néceho dosahl tim v teorii...

Jiny hlas: ...that modern liberalism is agnostic about the good for man. That is to him an achievement,
but for the critics that is a disaster.

Hejdanek: Pro ten liberalismus jakoby to byl urcity vysledek pozitivni, Ze... ale pro ty kritiky je to naopak
negativum, Ze totizZ ten liberalismus moderni je agnosticky... to, co je dobré pro ¢lovéka, to vlastné ten
moderni liberalismus ze svych pozic agnosticismu neni schopen vyjadrit.

Jiny hlas: If | was to summarize the critics in one sentence, they claim that human rights theories are
morally shallow and sometimes callous.

Hejdanek: Kdybych to mél shrnout takhle v jedné vété, tak rekla, Ze ty teorie jsou pfilis takové plytké,
mélké a... and the other expression was callous, chladné.

Jiny hlas: So, in the face of this opposition, | will now try to sketch an alternative program.

Hejdanek: Tvari v tvar k této kritice bych ted chtéla naskicovat tento alternativni program.

Jiny hlas: The method which | will consider is generally called constructivist.

Hejdanek: Metodu, kterou tedy pouziji, se obecné nazyva konstruktivismus.

Jiny hlas: This word is used by John Rawis...

Hejdanek: Tento nazev je uzivan tim, uz jsme ho tady méli, to byl Rawls, Ze... John Rawls, tedy napsal o té
distributivni... about distributive justice.

Jiny hlas: Yes. He wrote a book, A Theory of Justice, 1970.

Hejdanek: Napsal v roce 1970 knihu, ktera se nazyva tedy Teorie spravedInosti.

Jiny hlas: However, he uses the label constructivist in three lectures called 'Kantian Constructivism'...
Hejdanek: Ale ten nazev toho konstruktivismu pouziva v takovych tfech oddilech, jedna kantovsky
konstruktivismus,

Jiny hlas: in Journal of Philosophy, 1980.

Hejdanek: obecné tedy... v Journal of Philosophy, 19... ne, promin, v Casopise pro filosofii 1980... Journal,
Journal! Ja jsem rozumél general... Journal, jo... Ne, ne, to je moje vina... To je ¢lanek, ktery uverejnil v
tom casopise v roce 1980, Kantovsky konstruktivismus.

Jiny hlas: Rawls's ambition both in the book and in these lectures is to use weak and uncontroversial
premises. Tak jeho ctizadosti v té knize i v téch studiich je uzivat slabych a pfitom vieobecné



neproblematickych predpokladu.

His assumptions are simply that there is a plurality of human beings who are in some minimal way
rational. Jeho predpokladem je, Ze tu je prosté pluralita lidskych bytosti, které jsou v minimalni mire
racionalni.

Although the best known example of this approach is John Rawls, | believe that it can be executed in a
more promising way. | kdyz to neni zcela nejlepsi priklad, presto si myslim, Ze by to mohlo... You mean
the example you...? No, | shall do the program in a better way, | think. | kdyz tedy John Rawls neni
nejlepsim prikladem pro ten program, ten alternativni program, ktery by chtéla rozvinout.

In particular, | do not want to follow Rawls' approach, because in his most recent work he is, in my
opinion, going in a neo-Hegelian direction. Nechtéla by se pravé na néj orientovat, protoze vtom svém
nejposlednéjsim dile vlastné jde neohegelovskou cestou.

So the approach that | shall sketch this evening goes back to Rousseauian and Kantian origins. A tak ten
pristup, ktery by chtéla dnes vecer naznacit, se orientuje na rousseauovskou a kantovskou, kantovské
zaklady.

I shall first sketch recent attempts at a constructivist approach that takes rights as fundamental, as Rawls
does. Chtéla by tedy, tak jako to ¢ini Rawls, ktery bere prava jako fundamentalni... I shall agree with
Rawils that the constructivist method is right. Souhlasim s tim, Ze ta konstruktivistickd metoda je spravna,
tak jak to Cini Rawls. | agree with him that... | use the same method but make obligations fundamental.
Souhlasi s nim, ale povaZuje za zakladni povinnosti.

| believe that this more strictly Kantian approach reveals certain advantages. Myslim, Ze tento pfisnéjsi
kantovsky zpUsob vyjevuje urcité vyhody. UkazZe si nejprve nékolik téZzkosti, které plynou z toho Rawlsova
pristupu k pravim.

This approach is often seen as an attempt to work out the most extensive liberty compatible with like
liberty for all. Tento princip je ¢asto vykladan jako zasada maximalni svobody, ktera je srovnatelna s
obdobnou svobodou vsech ostatnich.

You may ask right away what justifies us in assuming that liberty is... has priority, that it is the most
fundamental value. MiZete se hned zeptat, zda svoboda je skute¢né tim zakladnim pravem. | believe that
is a serious problem, however | shall put brackets round it because | believe it is... Domnivam se, Ze to je
vazny problém. Uzavorkovala by to. Navrhovala by soubor svobod, které je mozno zastavat vsemi aktéry
spolecnosti.

This means not just that the rights must be consistent, but that the obligations which those rights impose
on other agents must be consistent. To neznamena jenom konzistenci téch prav, nybrz i ty povinnosti,
které jsou rozvrzeny na ty ostatni aktéry, jsou konzistentni. So it is not a weak criterion. Neni to slabé
kritérium. However, it is insufficient, because there are many possible sets of consistent rights. Avsak je
nedostatecné, protoZe je mozno si predstavit celou Fadu jinych soubort prav. So the construction says,
take the maximal set of such consistent rights. Ta konstrukce tedy fekne: vezméme v Gvahu maximalni
soubor takovych prav. However, how are we to measure rights to know which set of consistent rights is
maximal? We have no metric. Ale jak budeme mérit maximu téch soubort prav, kdyZz nemame zadné
méritko? The construction, | think, fails. It is indeterminate because we cannot measure rights. Ta
konstrukce selhava v tom, protoze nemuizZeme méfit prava. An example that will suggest this difficulty is
this. Priklad, ktery to ozfejmi, je tento: how do we determine which is larger? The right of access to public
places or the right of assembly, say for political purposes, in public places? Jak zméfime, které pravo je
VEtsi? Pristup na verejna mista, anebo pravo politického shromazdéni na verejnosti? | do not see that we
have any way of telling which right is larger than the other. Domnivam se, Ze nemame zadny zpUsob,
abychom ur¢ili, které z téchto dvou prav je vétsi.

Jiny hlas: Some people say that the problem has been to consider only liberty rights. Nékteri lidé Fikaji, Zze
cely problém spociva v tom uvaZovat pouze o svobodé. Maybe if we considered a wider range of human
rights, the construction could be made to work. Mozn4, Ze kdybychom uvaZovali o SirSim rozsahu lidskych



prav, Ze by tento konstrukt mohl fungovat. Let us try the experiment. Prozkoumejme urcity experiment.
Consider now rights both to liberty and, as it is often called, rights to welfare. Prozkoumejme tedy dvé
prava: pravo svobody a pravo na slusnou Uroven Zivota. In short, drop the assumption of the priority of
liberty, the assumption that | had in brackets. Tak tedy nejprve ten predpoklad, Ze tedy na prvni misto
dame to pravo svobody, coZ jsem tedy mél v zavorce.

Now we ask ourselves whether we can determine the greatest set of rights of both sorts compatible with
like rights for all. A nyni tedy posuzujme, jestli ty soubory téch prav... I didn't understand you. Well, now
consider whether we can construct a unique greatest set of rights. Jestli mizeme tedy konstruovat takovy
jednotny, pokud mozno nejrozsahlejsi soubor prav. Once again, | believe we cannot. The construction
fails because we lack a metric. Ja tedy tvrdim, Ze to selze, protoze nam chybi to mé¥itko. I'm afraid | can't
check your translation. | try to translate. Yes, | know, but if you say to me... whether it was right... You
know... You will catch.

The problem is that there are many consistent sets of liberty and welfare rights. Je tu cela rada takovych
konzistentnich soubor(i prav, jednak tykajicich se svobody, prav tykajicich se urcitého stupné blahobytu
nebo Zivotni Urovné. This | believe is one of the reasons why we have so many disputes in this area. A to
je dlivod, pro¢ mame tolik disputaci na toto téma. Can we find reasons for preferring one set if we are
unable to maximize? Jsme viibec schopni najit néjaké méritko, jimz bychom uprednostnili jeden z téchto
souborq, kdyz tedy nemame tu moznost toho méfitka? This is a very serious problem politically. Politicky
je to velmi znacny problém. For example, we can find consistent sets of rights that include any one of the
following: pure capitalist property rights, Cisty... pure... Cisty... pure capitalist property rights, tedy pravo
na Cisté kapitalistické pravo osobniho vlastnictvi. Alternatively, a mixture of capitalist property rights and
social welfare rights. A nebo takovou smésici obojiho, tedy to pravo, které kapitalista prosté vydobude
formou zisku, aby si ho ponechal, a socialistické...

Hejdanek: CoZe? Tam nebylo socialistické, tam bylo social welfare.

Jiny hlas: Jasné. Social, ne socialist.

Hejdanek: Jasné. Social a social welfare.

Jiny hlas: J& jsem se chtél zeptat, co pak je to toto pure capitalist?

Hejdanek: No, podivejte se, jak to uznavaiji katolici.

Jiny hlas: Jak katolici?

Hejdanek: Pravo katolikd na privatni majetek.

Jiny hlas: Aha. Jo, to je v podstaté, to je cisté kapitalistické, jo.

A third possibility: Nebo tfeti moznost. A very strong set of rights to welfare and minimal private
property rights. Velmi silny nebo uprfednostnény ten soubor tykajici se té Zivotni Grovné, socialniho
blaha, a naopak velmi minimalni soubor prav tykajici se toho kapitalistického. I do not know an argument
that could demonstrate that one of these sets of rights is maximal. Ja nenalézam Zadny argument, jimz
by bylo moZno podepfit, Ze ten ¢i onen soubor prav je maximalni. Accordingly, | retreat at this point. Z
toho dlivodu se tudiz ja stahuji z tohoto bodu. I retreat first with some reflections about why the problem
has arisen in this form. Stahuji se s tim, Ze ukazu v reflexi, pro¢ k takovému tazani nebo k témto
problém(im doslo. Perhaps part of the problem is that the method of construction is very ambitious. Cast
téch problémi vyplyva z toho, Ze ta metoda konstruktivisticka je prilis naroc¢na nebo pfilis si narokuje.
This approach has aimed to determine all rights in one move. Tento pristup ma snahu urdit ta prava
jakoby jednim tahem. This is why the approach that | have been sketching was committed to the notion
of finding a maximal set of rights. Byla zamérena na to, aby stanovila pravé to maximum téch prav.
Would it be possible to provide an argument that would establish some rights even if not all rights? Zdali
pak by neslo se pokusit stanovit néjaka prava misto vsech, i kdyzZ to nejde stanovit vSechny? So | change
direction. A tak ja zménim smér uvazovani. Now I try to develop the Kantian-Rousseauian direction of
thought. Ted se pokusim rozvinout ten rousseauovsky a kantovsky smér uvazovani. | shall look at the
idea that human obligations must be principles of action that can be acted on by all... | shall look at the



idea... Podivame se ted na tu myslenku, that human obligations Ze lidské povinnosti are principles which
can be acted on by all or by all agents... are principles which can be acted on by all agents. Zze povinnosti
nemohou byt... acted upon... ze to nemohou byt zasady, které by platily pro vsecky, nebo podle kterych
by se mohli fidit vSichni.

Hejdanek: Ne, ale ona tvrdi, Ze ne. Jo, to je jako, kterou nemdzou vsichni délat, kterou nemuzou
napodobit.

Jiny hlas: cannot or can... they can be acted on by all agents.

Ja jsem slysel can't.

They can be acted on... This is important because at least in the English speaking world many
interpretations of Kant misread him here.

Je to velmi co je dllezité, protoze cela fada interpretaci ho jaksi v Kantovi v tomto bodé se myli, v
takovéto interpretaci. They look at what everybody would want... They ask what principles do we want
everybody to act on.

Ptaji se, jaké principy jaksi jsou Zadouci, podle nichZz by mohli vSichni lidé jednat. | am only looking at the
modal notion: what principles can everyone act on.

Ja se ted chci zamérit pouze na tu modelovou predstavu, které principy, které by mohli lidé zachovavat.
Ne tam, tam to predtim totizZ tys to prelozil taky jako mohli, ale ono to bude, jako Ze museji zachovavat.
Hejdanek: Ought?

Jiny hlas: I haven't said ought yet, no ought yet, just... no want, just can.

Hejdanek: Mohl jesté.

Jiny hlas: Slabé, slabé. Here there is no reliance on maximizing.

Zase tady se nespoléha na néjakou maximalizaci. | am not looking for a maximal set of principles that can
be acted on by all.

Ja se ted nesoustfedim na ten maximalni soubor téch prav, podle nichz by mohli vSichni jednat. We
merely reject principles that cannot be acted on by all.

My jenom ted odmitame principy, podle kterych by nemohli jednat lidé. Perhaps we will not identify all
principles of obligation.

Mozna ze nebudeme identifikovat vsechny principy povinnosti. But we can start.

Ale zacneme. However, in one way, this Kantian approach by way of obligations is stronger and more
ambitious than a rights-based approach.

Tento kantovsky pristup, to jest cestou téchto zavazk(, povinnosti, vsak je silnéjsi a jaksi mifi dal nez ten
pristup, ktery vychazel z téch prav. For it may be that it permits us to construct imperfect obligations.
Imperfect, unvollkommene Pflicht.

MoZna Zze ndm umozni, abychom konstruovali nedokonalé... unvollkommene Pflicht... obligation.
Obligations, yes. Obligations without corresponding rights.

Zavazky, povinnosti. To jest povinnosti, jimzZ by neodpovidala Zadna prava. There are, of course, various
ways in the tradition of distinguishing perfect from imperfect obligations.

Samoziejmé existuji rizné cesty v tradici, jak rozliSovat nedokonalé od dokonalych povinnosti. Maybe we
can talk about that later. Now I'm going to go through the construction of principles of obligation.

MozZna Ze o tom budeme mluvit pozdéji. A tedy chci se ted soustredit na tu konstrukci téch povinnosti,
prav jako povinnosti. We work indirectly by finding principles that cannot be acted on by all and rejecting
them.

Plajdeme tou cestou, Ze budeme vyhledavat principy, na zakladé kterych nemohou jednat vsichni, a my je
odmitame. For example, | will give now three examples of the same pattern of argument. Take a principle
of coercion.

Uvede tfi priklady stejného druhu. Vezmeéme priklad nasili. Universal coercion.

Hejdanek: Donuceni, donucovaci moci, pfesné fe¢eno. Donuceni. Vezméme donucovaci moci.

Jiny hlas: Coercion works by limiting or destroying others' capacities to act.



Ta donucovaci moc tedy omezuje nebo likviduje schopnost jinych jednat. Therefore, coercion cannot be
practiced by all of a set of rational beings.

A tudiz nemUze byt ta donucovaci moc praktikovana vsemi ucastniky, vsemi. The point is just this: those
who are victims of others' coercion are not themselves able to act, nor therefore to coerce.

Jde o to, Ze ti, ktefi jsou obétmi donucovaci moci jinych, nejsou schopni samotni jednat, a tim méné tedy
donucovat. So the principle of coercion is not one that can be universally adopted. Hence we must regard
a principle of non-coercion as obligatory for any plurality of rational beings.

A tudizZ princip donucovaci moci neni univerzalni, aby platil pro vsechny. A tudiZ musime povazovat
princip nedonucovaci moci, tedy nenasili...

Hejdanek: Jako zavazny, obecné pro vsechny.

Jiny hlas: In fact, any even rational beings, not necessarily human beings.

Pro vSechny racionalni bytosti. Parenthesis: so far I've followed the Kantian argument in talking about
rational beings and | have not yet said anything specific about human beings.

Ja sleduiji jaksi ten kantovsky koncept, a proto mluvim o racionalnich bytostech, zatim jsem nerekla nic o
lidskych bytostech. Second example: consider a principle of violence.

Druhy priklad: uvazme princip nasili. | contrast violence and coercion. Coercion manipulates the will,
violence may be brute violence.

Ja davam do kontrastu nasili a donucovaci moc. Donucovaci moc se tyka vile, tedy donutit vali druhych,
kdeZto nasili mGze byt Gplné jaksi divoké, tedy bezuzdné, krvavé. Violence once again limits or destroys
some agent's capacities to act.

Tedy opét nasili omezuje nebo ni¢i schopnost jednat. So violence again cannot be universally adopted.

A tudiz opét nasili nemiZe byt univerzalné prijato. Hence non-violence is obligatory among a plurality of
agents.

A tudiz zase naopak nenasili je povinné nebo zavazujici pro viechny.

Jiny hlas: A third example. Consider a principle of deception.

Hejdanek: Treti priklad. Deception... svodu nebo... podklamu, klamu.

Jiny hlas: That is on the level of the rights, deception, intersubjective approach. Deception could be fraud
or lying.

Hejdanek: Podvod, podvod, svod.

Jiny hlas: It may take many forms. A principle of deception destroys or damages some person's capacities
to communicate.

Hejdanek: A tak tento princip tedy poskozuje a narusuje schopnost lidi, nékterych, komunikovat.

Jiny hlas: Deception therefore cannot universally guide the communication of rational beings.

Hejdanek: A proto tedy nemf(zZe ten podvod byt takovym vidéim... vést tedy jednani, komunikaci
racionalnich bytosti.

Jiny hlas: And yet deception presupposes beings who attempt to communicate.

Hejdanek: A presto predpoklada podvod bytosti, které jsou schopny komunikovat.

Jiny hlas: Consequently, any rational beings who aim to communicate must adopt a principle of non-
deception.

Hejdanek: A tak tedy - vysledek toho - vSechny bytosti, které spolu komunikuji, musi pfijmout zasadni
princip nepodvadét.

Jiny hlas: I should emphasize that all of those are argument sketches. More is needed to fill in the
arguments completely.

Hejdanek: Samozrejmé pfipominam, Ze jsou to vSechno takové jenom skici, bylo by potfeba dalsiho
zdGvodnéni.

Jiny hlas: But let me now go on to one of the classical objections. It is an objection that Hegel made to
Kant.

Hejdanek: Ale dovolte mi, abych presla k jedné z klasickych namitek. Je to Hegelova namitka vici



Kantovi.

--- (1988-02-01 Onora O'Neill - Lidské potieby, povinnosti a prava (1) [LVH178VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac)
Jiny hlas: ...are too abstract.

The objection | believe is correct, unavoidable and not fatal. Pfipoustim, Ze tato namitka je spravna,
nevyhnutelna, ovsem neni fatalni.

There are certain other interpretations of abstraction which I will omit. Vynecham ted nékteré dalsi
namitky tykajici se pravé té abstraktnosti. Which would be fatal. Které by ovsem byly fatalni.

However, the most standard interpretation of abstraction is simply that many predicates are omitted. Ze
ta ty interpretace... Moment, ted jsem se v tom ztratil. To je béZna namitka, nebo prosté pojimani té
abstrakce tak, Ze mnoho predikatd je vynechano.

Shall I say it again for you to check it? The most standard interpretation of abstract is that many
predicates are omitted, that one says very little about something. To jsme tedy rekli k té abstrakci, ze
spociva v tom, Ze pfilis mnoho je vynechano, takze malo se rika.

In that interpretation of abstraction there is no way of avoiding abstraction. V této interpretaci abstrakce
se tak neda zabranit abstrakci. There are many areas of life where we habitually use abstract ways of
thought, ranging from mathematics and accountancy to theology. Je prece cela fada oblasti Zivota, kde
ze zvyku nebo nutné pouzivame abstraktni zplsob, od matematiky a Gcetnictvi az po teologii. And we do
not think that these ways of thought are unacceptable because they are abstract. Presto se
nedomnivame, Ze by tyto zpUsoby byly nepfrijatelné, i kdyzZ jsou abstraktni.

All that we are really looking at when we say that principles of obligation are abstract is that they do not
determine their own application. To, k ¢emu pfihlizime, kdyz fekneme, Ze jsou tyto principy povinnosti
abstraktni, Ze totiZ neurcuji svou vlastni aplikaci.

However, this is such a standard feature of reasoning about action that we can, | think, not object to it.
Ted jsem nerozumél tomu jednomu slovu, to ascertained, tomu nerozumim. Co to je? Can you please
repeat? It is such a usual, standard feature of practical reasoning that | think we cannot object to it. Je to
takovy obvykly rys praktického zd(vodrovani, takZe si myslim, Ze nem{zZeme proti tomu nic namitat.
What it means is that we will face certain tasks. Co to ovsem znamena, Ze stojime tvari v tvar urcitym
Ukoltim. Even when we have established fundamental principles of obligation, we will still need to
understand how the principles are to be applied to particular cases. | kdyZz mame tedy vypracovan nebo
stanoven ten zakladni princip povinnosti, stale potfebujeme védét, jak tyto principy je mozno aplikovat
na konkrétni pripady.

For example, there is the long-running debate whether capitalist property relations are coercive. Je tu
takova dlouhodoba diskuse, jestli ty kapitalistické principy vlastnictvi v sobé zahrnuji tu donucovaci moc,
jsou nasilné, jsou tedy nasilné, kapitalistické. | don't want to go over the possible solutions to this
debate, because that would take a long time. Zabralo by mnoho ¢asu, kdybychom se vénovali FeSeni
tohoto problému.

But it suggests at least this: that the movement from a principle of non-coercion to a claim that certain
social relations are just is a complicated and necessary stage of any argument about rights or obligations.
Ale prece nam to zahrnuje to, Ze ten pohyb, jestlize vychazime tedy od nedonucovaciho principu k
naroku, Ze urcité socialni vztahy jsou spravedlivé, je velice komplikovanym, ale ddlezitym stadiem v té
diskusi.

It also suggests that there may be different interpretations of principles of obligations in different
historical periods. A to také predpoklada, ze muze byt rGzna interpretace v raznych historickych
obdobich téch principl povinnosti.

Now, so far | have said nothing about the specific characteristics of human beings. Zatim jsem nerekla nic
o specifické charakteristice lidskych bytosti. All that | have looked at is the conception of principles which
can be adopted by all of a plurality of rational beings, and perhaps even only at a plurality of potentially



rational beings. Zatim jsem prihlédla k principam, které bud mohou, nebo nemohou byt prijaty vsi
pluralitou racionalnich bytosti, a vlastné mozna jen pluralitou potencialné racionalnich bytosti.

And all that | have gestured towards so far is a theory of justice, or part of a theory of justice. Only three
things: non-coercion, non-violence, non-deception. Vlastné jsem se az potud jen zminila o ¢asti teorie
spravedInosti. Tfi véci: tedy pokud jde o nikoliv donucovaci moc, nenasili a bezpodvodné nebo
nepodvadéni.

At this point | am reminded of a dark saying of Kant. At this point? | am reminded of some dark words of
Kant... Dark?

Hejdanek: Dark, dark, jasné. To mé pfipomina tedy temné slovo Kantovo.

Jiny hlas: ...who said in Perpetual Peace...

Hejdanek: Jo, ve spise K vécnému miru, ano.

Jiny hlas: ...the problem of justice can be solved even for a nation of devils. Ten problém spravedinosti
nemuzZe byt fesen kvuli pojeti nebo predstavé zla... Co? Nation of devils? Nation of devils.

Hejdanek: Narod, narod. Nemuze bejt vypracovan pro narod dabli nebo cert(. Jasné, tak se omlouvam.
Jiny hlas: Pojd sem, pojd sem. Ne, Cesky. Slovanské.

Jiny hlas: | believe he was thinking of arbitrary rational beings.

Jiny hlas: A myslim si, Ze mél na mysli teda pred sebou svévolné, arbitrary, Willktir, Willkdir,
Vernunftwesen.

Jiny hlas: That can be misleading. Let me put it without using the word arbitrary. | believe he was
thinking of rational beings regardless of whether they are human beings.

Jiny hlas: A ja se domnivam, Ze by to mohlo byt jako zavadéjici, ten preklad, jak jsem to prelozil, tedy to
svévolné. Ona se domniva, Ze mél na mysli prosté bytosti nehledé na to, Ze jsou lidské bytosti. Rozumite
tomu dobre? No, tak po selsku prelozeno.

Jiny hlas: Kant had many speculations about other sorts of rational beings, by the way.

Jiny hlas: Mimochodem Kant spekuloval o celém druhu téch racionalnich bytosti tohoto typu. To je o
mnoha vécech zpravy, o riznejch.

Jiny hlas: | want now to consider human beings, rational beings like us.

Jiny hlas: Chci teda ted uvaZzovat racionalni bytosti, lidské bytosti jako jsme my.

Jiny hlas: We are clearly finite rational beings.

Jiny hlas: Jsme prece jasné konecné racionalni bytosti.

Jiny hlas: Often people interpret finite rational being as being whose rationality is finite.

Jiny hlas: Casto se to chape tak, Ze ty kone¢né racionalni bytosti jsou vlastné bytosti, které maji kone¢nou
racionalitu.

Jiny hlas: I think it is interesting to remember the other aspects of our finitude.

Jiny hlas: Myslim, Ze je zajimavé zminit jiny aspekt nasi konecnosti.

Jiny hlas: Evidently we are temporally and spatially finite.

Jiny hlas: Samozrejmé Ze jsme prostoroveé i casové konecné bytosti.

Jiny hlas: And we are embodied and vulnerable.

Jiny hlas: My jsme télesni a tim zranitelni.

Jiny hlas: In particular we are physically and psychologically mutually vulnerable.

Jiny hlas: A jsme tedy fyzicky i socidlné vzajemné zranitelni.

Jiny hlas: That of course is quite incomplete.

Jiny hlas: To, co fikadm, je tedy tak nahrubo.

Jiny hlas: Now let us consider what difference it makes that we are not really interested in non-human
rational beings, but in human rational beings.

Jiny hlas: A ted zkusme uvaZovat, jaky to ma skutecné vyznam, kdyz se zajimame o lidské bytosti, nikoli o
racionalni bytosti.

Jiny hlas: First, | believe it makes a difference to our interpretations of the principles of perfect obligation,



the principles of justice, which | already mentioned.

Jiny hlas: Myslim, Ze to ma predevsim vyznam, pokud se ty¢e nasich téch principt povinnosti, zavazki,
princip( spravedinosti.

Jiny hlas: | will take the example of coercion.

Jiny hlas: Vezmu ten priklad donucovaci moci.

Jiny hlas: And ask the question: what is coercive for a human being?

Jiny hlas: A zeptam se, co tedy je donucovaci pro lidskou bytost?

Jiny hlas: Since Aristotle we have usually the answer that force and threat coerce.

Jiny hlas: Od Aristotela mame obvykle tu predstavu, Ze donucuije sila, force, a to je hrozba, threat je
hrozba.

Jiny hlas: But what is a threat? It varies with vulnerability.

Jiny hlas: Ale co je hrozba? Ta hrozba se vlastné lisi nebo méni podle zranitelnosti.

Jiny hlas: Those of you who have read stories about the Mafia will have met the notion of an offer you
can't refuse.

Jiny hlas: Ti, ktefi cetli ty pfibéhy o mafii, budou védét o tom, Ze existuje nabidka, kterou nelze
odmitnout. Asi patrné ze strany téch mafiana, jo?

Jiny hlas: You mean there is an offer that cannot be rejected by those who are offered by the Mafia?
Jiny hlas: Yes, because it is real... the Mafiosi are really threatening, but they make it look like an offer.
Jiny hlas: Prosté je to tfeba nabidka, Ze, ale je to nabidka, kterou cini mafie, ptsobi vlidné a v tomto
smyslu to, co je vlastné nabidkou, se stava hrozbou.

Hejdanek: Podepsané hrozba, Zze? Spis nez se stava, presné. No, ale to je s tim spojené patrné.

Jiny hlas: | use this example just to remind us that coercion is quite easy when people are quite
vulnerable.

Jiny hlas: Uvadim ten pfiklad, abychom si uvédomili, Ze vlastné ta donucovaci moc je velmi snadna,
pokud jsou lidé zranitelni.

Jiny hlas: And therefore that a policy of non-coercion is more demanding when people are vulnerable.
jsou lidé zranitelni.

Jiny hlas: I'm going to use as my example one from the underdeveloped world.

Jiny hlas: Vezmu si jako priklad situaci z toho nerozvinutého svéta.

Jiny hlas: A peasant in India will sell the grain that he grows.

Jiny hlas: Rolnik v Indii prodava obili, které vypéstoval.

Jiny hlas: However, usually he will have to sell to the grain merchant who has lent him money.

Jiny hlas: Ale obvykle to musi prodat tém obchodnikiim s obilim, ktefi mu puijcili penize.

Jiny hlas: In this situation he is unable to bargain for a fair price.

Jiny hlas: A za této situace neni schopen sjednat takovou cenu, ktera by byla odpovidajici.

Jiny hlas: After all he knows that he will need another loan.

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe on vi, Ze bude potfebovat vzapéti dalsi pajcku.

Jiny hlas: Consequently the grain merchant does not have to coerce him to pay him very little.

Jiny hlas: A tudiz ti obchodnici viibec nepotrebuji, aby ho donucovali néjak zvlast, aby jim prodal to obili
za vyhodnou cenu pro né.

Jiny hlas: However, | believe finitude is even more interesting when we consider other obligations.
Jiny hlas: Ale presto se domnivam, Ze ta konec¢nost je zajimava i pokud budeme mit na mysli dalsi
zavazky.

Jiny hlas: There may be principles which could be universally acted upon among ideal abstract rational
beings but cannot be universally acted upon among human beings.

Jiny hlas: Mame urcité principy, univerzalni, podle nichZ by mohly jednat viechny racionalni bytosti, ale
neni mozno podle nich jednat v rdmci lidskych bytosti.



Hejdanek: Excuse me, | should prefer to make a little more air, more... more... more... to oxygenation for
several minutes, to make a small pause.

Jiny hlas: Mné taky.

Jenom maloucko, na chvilku vyvétrat, protoze mam dojem, Ze je tady takova jako atmosféra pred
udusenim.

Je to tam trochu citit? Staci, nebo jesté chvili?

Jesté ne.

Uz, citit citelné.

Uz to jde, Tomasi, jo?

Jde to.

Such offer some examples of principles of imperfect obligation.

Ted ukazu tedy ty priklady nedokonalych zavazk( a povinnosti.

No podivej se, tam je ten problém, Ze aniZ by ho museli donucovat ti velci obchodnici, protoZe on je na
nich zavisly témi dalsimi pQjckami, tak vlastné jenom naznadi, Ze ta cena bude takova, Ze on to musi
akceptovat. TakZe to nasili nemusi byt uplatiiovano nebo ta donucovaci moc nemusi na sebe brat formu
takové brutalni podoby.

Otéazka terminologicka, Ze se to nepovaZuje za donuceni, fakticky to donuceni je.

VSecko probéhne podle smluvnich...

Je to kontrakt, mé to pravni podobu, vypada to, Ze je to vSecko se vzajemnym souhlasem, a de facto ta
slabsi strana je donucena.

Short explanation of the situation of the Indian...

Yes. And if | understood you presented it as an example of the interpretation of the perfect obligation...
No, it was back to the coercion.

To the coercion, yes.

Now we are looking at finitude and imperfect obligations.

Ted tedy mame pred sebou konecnost a nedokonalé povinnosti.

The examples that | offer are adaptations of Kantian points, but they are adapted for greater social
relevance.

Tedy jsou to, co ted uvedu jako priklady, vlastné adaptace toho kantovského pohledu, ale povazuiji je za
priklady, které maji znacny spolecensky dosah.

Consider first the principle of neglecting or refusing to develop human talents.

Vezméme situaci, kdy tedy je zanedbavan nebo kdy se odmitne rozvoj lidského talentu.

Human beings do not acquire their talents merely by growing up.

Lidské bytosti nenabyvaji talentt, nadani pouhym faktem, Ze rostou.

Yet any human plan of action relies on talents having been developed.

A presto kazdy plan lidské akce je zaloZen na talentu, nadani, které bylo rozvinuto.

Whatever | do | rely on somebody having developed skills and abilities.

Cokoliv délam, spoléham se na nékoho jiného, kdo rozvinul své schopnosti, dovednosti.

Therefore, the principle of neglecting talents cannot be universally acted on by human beings.

A proto ten princip nedbani talent(i a dovednosti se nemuze stat univerzalnim principem spolecenského
souziti.

So it appears that the construction suggests that non-neglect of talents is obligatory.

A tudiz tedy naopak, Ze nezanedbavani talent(l, dovednosti, to se ma stat univerzalni povinnosti,
univerzalnim zavazkem.

A second example: The principle of neglecting or refusing to help others when they need help to remain
alive and able to act.

Druhy priklad: Tedy princip poskytnuti pomoci tém, ktefi jsou v nouzi a tu pomoc potrebuji k tomu, aby
mohli z(stat nazivu a dale jednat.



Notice that this principle would be irrelevant among self-sufficient rational beings.

Je jasné, Ze tento princip by vibec nefungoval, kdyby platil pro sobéstacné... selfish? Self-sufficient?
Sobéstacné, pardon.

For example, in science fiction we meet many examples of self-sufficient rational beings.

Napriklad v science fiction, v romanech science fiction, tam se objevuji ty postavy, které jsou sobéstacné.
However, among human beings, need for help will arise, including specifically need for help if people are
to remain alive and able to act.

Ale specificky u lidskych bytosti je potfeba, aby tomu byla poskytnuta pomoc, maji-li lidé prezit a maji-li
jednat, aby byla ta pomoc poskytnuta.

Hence, the principle of refusing or neglecting to help others in such need cannot be universally acted
upon.

A tudiz nem(Ze byt univerzalnim principem princip neposkytnout nebo odmitnout pomoc tém, ktefi ji
potrebuiji.

So non-neglect of help to those in serious need is obligatory.

A tedy obligatorni povinnosti je tedy poskytnout a neodmitnout tu pomoc.

Now, why are these latter principles said to be principles of imperfect obligation?

Proc jsou tyto principy nedokonalymi principy?

What is different about the principle of non-neglect of talents and non-neglect of help to those in
serious need?

Jaky je rozdil mezi tim principem nezanedbavat rozvoj talentd a povinnosti poskytnout pomoc?

Perhaps these are such important matters we should think of them as matters of justice.

Jsou to jisté dulezité véci, mGzeme je povaZovat za zalezitosti spravedInosti.

However, there is a serious reason why they cannot be principles of perfect obligation.

Ale je tu prece jen vazny dlivod, pro¢ nemohou byt povazovany za dokonalé principy.

If perfect obligations are obligations with correlative rights...

Jestlize ty dokonalé povinnosti jsou korelativni k pravu, k pravu...

Then obligations that cannot be performed for all others cannot be perfect obligations.

Pak ty povinnosti, které nemohou byt provedeny... performed? Uskutecnény, naplnény.

Jiny hlas: ke vdem ostatnim, nemohou byt tedy témi dokonalymi. But these obligations cannot be
performed for all others. Ale tyto povinnosti nemohou byt skute¢né provedeny vici vsem. Nobody can
develop all talents in all others, nor even all talents in him or herself. Nikdo nem{iZe rozvinout nadani
nebo talenty v téch druhych, nem{Ze to ani v sobé. Nobody can help all others in all their needs, or even
all their serious needs. Nikdo nem(iZze pomoct vsem v jejich potfebach, nouzich, i kdyzZ jsou tyto potfeby
nebo nouze znacné, vazné. Hence, we cannot interpret these principles as principles of universal
obligation with correlative universal rights. A proto nemuizeme interpretovat tyto povinnosti jako
dokonalé a korelativné s nimi také prava pfislusna.

Stated in this very abstract form... Kdyz to tedy prohlasime v této velmi abstraktni podobé... these
principles do not allocate recipients, that is right-holders, to the bearers of obligation. Stated in this very
abstract form... these principles do not allocate holders of rights to each bearer of obligations. Tyto
principy nerozmistuji drZitele prav ke kazdému, nerozmistuji a nestahuji tyto nositele prav k nositelim
téch povinnosti. It is only if we talk about the interpretation or institutionalization of these obligations
that we would come to think about who is owed performance by whom. Jenom tehdy, mluvime-li o
interpretaci nebo institucionalizaci téchto povinnosti, pak musime myslet na to, who is owed
performance by whom... kdo... owed... owed... Let me put it the other way: who owes whom
performance. kdo je komu zavazan k ¢emu, k tomu vykonavani, k tomu uskuteénovani ke kterému
dalSimu ¢lovéku.

Hejdanek: No prosté, Ze vzajemny zavazek clovék je k E¢emusi, ale ne konkrétné k urcitému ¢lovéku, takze
prosté ten problém, aby nebyl nikdo vynechan, je tady ponechan té interpretaci.



Jiny hlas: But when we think about interpretation and institutionalization in this way, we will be talking
about institutionalized rights although they will have been justified by fundamental obligations. Ale
jestlize uvazujeme o té interpretaci a institucionalizaci timto zptsobem, pak hovofime o
institucionalizovanych pravech, i kdyz budou ospravedinény témi zakladnimi povinnostmi. By contrast,
when we were talking about perfect obligations, then we had fundamental obligations with
corresponding fundamental rights. Naproti tomu, kdyZ budeme mluvit o dokonalych povinnostech, pak
mame zakladni povinnosti odpovidajici zakladnim praviim. The argument did not then refer to any
process of institutionalization. That argument did not refer to any process of institutionalization. A ten
argument nem(ze byt tedy vztaZzen poukazem na jakoukoli institucionalizaci.

Let me now make a few comments on what I've tried to do. Ted bych chtéla uvést nékolik takovych
poznamek k tomu, co Cinim. I believe it is a merit in a theory to allow for imperfect obligations in ethics.
It is a merit to have a theory that allows for imperfect obligations. Je jisté opravnéni v té teorii téchto
imperfect obligations v etice, ktera pripousti ty nedokonalé obligace, ty povinnosti. In particular, | think
this offers a first step to recovering an adequate and serious account of charity and humanity. Nabizi to
first step, prvni krok k ozdraveni a podani si toho vyctu... recovering an adequate and serious account of
charity and humanity... pfiméreny a vazny vycet charity, dobrocinnosti a lidskosti, humanity, charity and
humanity. Which has three features. Coz ma tfi rysy. First, it does not assimilate charity and humanity to
mere benevolence and beneficence as these are interpreted in consequentialist thinking by reference to a
subjective conception of the good. Neasimiluje to charitativnost a lidskost na pouhou takovou
benevolenci a beneficence, jo, benevolenci a jakousi dobrocinnost, dobrocinnost, jak jsou tedy
interpretovany v tom pojeti konsekvencialistickém s odkazem na tu koncepci subjektivniho dobra. Those
theories make it equally important to be nice to one's friends in trivial matters and to be concerned about
human needs. Tyto teorie prikladaji stejnou vahu, stejnou dllezitost byt jaksi, chovat se slusné, pékné k
priteli v takové trivialni situaci a pfi setkani s velmi naléhavymi lidskymi potrebami.

A second merit of this approach is | believe that it leaves open the question of whether imperfect
obligations should ever be enforced. Put in force, or enforced... enforced by law. Takovou druhou
zasluhou tohoto pfistupu je, Ze nechava otevrenost, zdali ty nedokonalé povinnosti by mély byt enforced,
vynuceny, vynuceny, posileny pravem, podepreny pravem. Thirdly, | have tried to offer an account of
imperfect obligations which depends upon an anatomy of finitude rather than on rehabilitating an
account of the good for man which may be highly contentious. Rather than on reconstructing an account
of the good for man... Za treti, nabidla jsem, predloZila jsem takovy vycet téch of imperfect obligations,
téch nedokonalych povinnosti, ktery je zavisly na té anatomii konec¢nosti, spiSe nez na rehabilitovani
vyCtu dobra pro ¢lovéka, které muzZe byt vysoce sporné, spise nez jaksi rekonstruovani vyctu dobra pro
Clovéka.

Jiny hlas: Coz by byl program vysoce contentious, to je v tomto smyslu rozporny, kontroverzni.

Hejdanek: Ne, contentious, to je contest, vis, od contest, to znamena problém sporny, sporny,
controversial.

Jiny hlas: Ted to shrnu ve dvou vétach. Pokousela jsem se tedy poskytnout zdGvodnéni prav tim, Ze jsem
hovofila o teorii povinnosti a predkladala spise model, radé&ji modal nez maximal koncepci, a domnivam
se, Ze to poskytuje Sirsi etickou teorii, coz ovsem nevylucuje abstrakci. Ale myslim si, Ze to nam predklada
Ukoly, vici nimz se musime postavit, nez abychom jimi byli porazeni.

Ja tedy bych se chtél dotazat, jestli jsem spravné pochopil aspon tedy néjaky ten moment v té prednasce,
zda tedy pravo svobody a pravo na slusnou Uroven, nedaji se tedy tato prava maximalizovat a nejsou
prosté jako méFitko. Presto bych chtél zminit rok 1968 v Ceskoslovensku. Do Ceskoslovenska pfijizdi
hlavni planovac Ruska Bajbakov a ted fika: ,Jo, pratelé, chcete svobody, budete je mit, ale prestaneme
okamzité s vami obchodovat, zddné materialy od vas neodebereme.” A tu ted Tesly, kterych bylo 125
000, takovym programem, ktery by nikde jinde neprodali nez v Rusku, se okamzité pfiklonily s
generalnim reditelem, Ze tedy ti Rusové pro udrZeni standardu deseti tisic teslak( budou tohle dodavat a



tudiz se podrobi i té okupaci. A ted pravé fict, to pravo svobody, kterou jsme poZadovali, tu svobodu od
strachu a ty svobody naboZenské a vsechny ty svobody jsme prodali za pravo na tu slusnou, na to, jak ona
fikala, na welfare right. Cili ze vlastné doslo, obé tato prava, nebo miiZe nastat situace, kdy se stavaji tato
prava v pozici proti sobé. Jisté, stoji proti sobé i v té Indii, to tam taky bylo. A chtél bys tedy védét, jestli
se da tento jev timto vloZit, tedy Ze jde zvolit méritko, méfitko pro tato prava tou konzumaci nebo tim
pohybem, Ze chci ten standard a ty svobody opustit. Ne, zméfit, neni méritko, jak to chces zméfFit? Je to
praxe zZivota, je to pohyb. Konkrétné se tady poloZila cesta udrZeni toho standardu a tim uprednostiuji
svobody opét tomu diktatu moskevskému.

Hejdanek: No ale Tomasi, krot se, nechceme, aby nam sem vtrhli. Takze je to zbytecné, ten priklad muze
byt docela normalni, nemusi takhle vyboc¢ovat. Nejsme na taboru lidu.

Ja se domnivam, Ze ten problém je vétsi, neZ si uvédomujete, protoze to neni jenom konflikt mezi
pravem na svobodu a pravem na slusny konzum, je tady jesté také problém rtiznych svobod uvnitf toho
prava na svobodu a samozrejmé uvnitf toho prava na onen standard. Ten pfistup, ktery jsem ja zvolila,
totiz z téch urcitych principt zavazk( a povinnosti, v tomto kontextu je trochu rozdil, kdyz hovofime o
téch kritériich. Tady by ten problém byl v tom, ptat se, jestli tedy urcity soubor instituci by byl v souladu
se vsemi principy, které jsme schopni identifikovat. Pak se ta otazka musi ptat tak, jestli to usporadani
narazi nebo porusuje princip non-coercion, non-deception, non-violence a jakékoli jiné principy, které
identifikujeme, jestli je to v souladu, nebo jestli tam dochazi ke konfliktu. A jestlize uzndme lidskou
konecnost, pak ten problém je tim ucinén jesté nesnadnéjsi.

Jiny hlas: In many theories, people operate with an idealized conception of human agency.

Jiny hlas: V mnoha teoriich lidé operuiji s idealizovanou koncepci jednani

Jiny hlas: and forget how easily people are coerced, deceived, and damaged.

Jiny hlas: a zapominaji, jak snadno jsou lidé vystaveni donucovaci moci, nasili, nebo jak jsou predmétem
podvodd.

Jiny hlas: And | believe a lot of the political impetus of thinking in this way arises from insisting that we
confront the reality of human vulnerability.

Jiny hlas: A ja se domnivam, Ze mnoho politickych podnétt vznika z toho, Ze trvame na tom, Ze bereme v
Gvahu realitu lidské zranitelnosti.

Jiny hlas: That of course does not mean we find a unique solution. | doubt that it is plausible to look for a
unique set of just institutions.

Jiny hlas: To ovsem neni zpUsob, jak bychom nasli to jediné reseni. Ja se domnivam, Ze neni
pravdépodobné, Zze bychom se shodli na néjaké jedné sadé instituci.

Jiny hlas: So if for criterion you were looking for an algorithm, | have none.

Jiny hlas: JestliZze byste toto povaZoval za kritérium, za algoritmus, tak ja Zadny nemam.

--- (1988-02-01 Onora O'Neill - Lidské potfeby, povinnosti a prava (2) [LVH179VA]_Kaz a_cleaned.flac)
Jiny hlas: Nejprve strucné, pak to bude nutné i podrobnéji a detailné. Ja nenahlizim, jak plyne logicky, tu
logiku nenahlizim, jestlize odmitneme donuceni, protoze neni aplikovatelné vseobecné, jak z toho plyne,
Ze tudiz mame vseobecné aplikovat nedonuceni. Stejné tak, jestlize fekneme, Ze nasili vSeobecné
nem(ze byt aplikovano, tak jak z toho plyne logicky, Ze kdyZ tomu tak je, tak Ze miZe nebo dokonce ma
byt aplikovano to nenasili. J4 se domnivam, Ze tam logicka konsekvence neni, Ze to je zkrat neboli
Kurzschluss a Ze pravé tak jako nasili neni samo o sobé dostate¢né univerzalni nebo univerzalné
aplikovatelné, tak Ze ma jisté limity taky to nenasili nebo to nedonuceni a Ze jak zkuSenost uci, Ze prosté
bez urcitého nasili, bez urcitého donuceni Zadna spolecnost nem(iZe existovat. Jako uz stari myslitelé také
tvrdili a tak dale. J4 jsem nenahlédl ten logicky tunel. Mné ani nejde tak o to stanovisko k nasili, jako spis
proc tak jednoduse se predpoklada, Ze ta logicka souvislost tady je. Podle mého soudu ta konsekvence
neexistuje v této véci. DA se to Fict... And to express it now very shortly. | don't see how our insight in the
inability to universalize the coercion or the violence, how you could go on as if it were logically



consequent that it is possible or it is hecessary to universalize the non-violence or the non-coercion. |
don't see the consequence.

And that is why you're quite right that in the arguments as stated | think it does not follow tightly at all. |
said they were argument sketches. | believe it can be made tight and let me see if | can do it off the top of
my head.

On chce ted tu vnitfni souvislost mezi tim dvojim uchem predstavit jako presvédcivéjsi, uzeji ho sepnout.
To uze, uze.

Hejdanek: Uzeji, to je dvakrat, to je jako lepej, jako Sifej.

Jiny hlas: No, to je blbost. To neni...

Hejdanek: To se lepej, to jsme o tom diskutovali pred péti lety.

Jiny hlas: The idea is that we make our principles only principles that it is open to all to act on.

Ta myslenka je tato: jestli nase principy jsou jenom principy, které mohou byt otevieny vsem a kymkoliv
prijimany...

In a way, that is just saying that the same principles hold for all. There is no privilege in morality.

V moralné oblasti neexistuje Zadné privilegium, je to totéz, jako kdybychom rekli, Ze vlastné ty principy
jsou principy pro vsechny.

Now there is a deep ambiguity here.

Je tu hluboka takova dvojznacénost nebo viceznaénost.

And that ambiguity is what do | mean by our principles or my principles.

A ta se tyka toho, co vlastné minim, kdyZz mluvim o principech.

Any act falls under many descriptions.

Kazdy akt, kazdy ¢in mlZe byt popsan nékolika zplsoby.

And consequently we can generate many different principles that a given act exemplifies.

A mGzeme tedy uvést celou radu princip(, které by byly dokladem pro ten dany ¢in.

The conception that I'm working with, which | did not make explicit...

Ta koncepce, se kterou ja pracuji a kterou jsem neucinil explicitni...

...is that we can think of a certain principle as the guiding principle of an act, a life or an institution.
...je, Ze mlZzeme uvazovat o urcitych principech jako o vldcich v tom smyslu, Ze jsou vdci pro ¢in, pro
instituci nebo pro Zivot.

I am not assuming that this principle is the one that we have before our minds.

Ja netvrdim, Ze by to mél byt princip, ktery mame vsichni pred sebou v mysli...

Jiny hlas: ...Ze mame jenom v ty hlavé jako.

Hejdanek: Ne, ne, Ze mame jenom tenhle jediny princip, ktery mame pred mysli.

Jiny hlas: If you like, it is an anti-Cartesian reading of the Kantian enterprise.

Jestli chcete, je to tedy antikartesianské ¢teni Kanta.

Hejdanek: Naopak, antikartesianské ¢teni Kanta, naopak, ne antikartesianské. Jo, jo, ano.

Jiny hlas: And now [ hope | can try to start answering your question.

A ted doufam, Ze budu moci zacit odpovidat na vasi otazku.

If  am commiitted to act only on principles which can be acted by all...

Jestlize ja tedy mam co Cinit s ¢cinem na zakladé principu, podle néhoz nemohou jednat vsichni...

...and the principle of coercion is one that cannot be acted on by all...

...a princip nasili je takovym principem, podle néhoZ nemohou jednat vsichni...

...then | am commiitted to reject the principle of coercion.

...pak tedy jsem zavazan odmitnout tento princip nasili.

Now | do not think there is a gap between rejecting the principle of coercion and acting on the principle
of non-coercion.

A tu si myslim, Ze neni Zddna propast mezi tim odmitnout ten princip nasili a jednat podle principu
nenasili.



I am not thinking of non-coercion in a very positive way as involving pacifism, it is just rejection of
coercion.

Ja tady nemyslim jednat podle toho principu nenasili jako cosi velice pozitivné rozvinutého, napfiklad ze
bych byl stoprocentné pacifisticky, nybrz prosté nepouzit to nasili.

Approach of old philosophers, also of especially of English philosophers, Anglo-Saxon philosophers, the
state of the society is such that they are generally always present people who react violently to others.
Therefore, for the society for itself and for its... justice and so is necessary to have a certain
institutionalized and legalized force or coercive power and so on. Yes. Therefore it has certain limits but
within this limits the coercion or the violence is necessary and therefore acceptable. Do you want to say
it in Czech for the sake of the tape before | answer?

Hejdanek: Ja to moZna zopakuju. Prosté tradi¢ni vyklad starych filosof(l, a zejména také anglickych,
anglosaskych, je, Ze spole¢nost je zafizena tak, Ze vzdycky tam v ni jsou néktefi lidé, ktefi se nepodfidi a
ktefi vyuzivaji své vétsi sily nebo néceho k tomu, aby nasilné tlacili ty ostatni. A spolec¢nost se proti tomu
m0ze branit Gcinné jenom tehdy, kdyz institucionalizuje néjakou donucovaci moc. Samoziejmé, ta ma své
limity, ktera si s takovymi vécmi poradi. A to znamena, Ze i kdyZ odmitneme nasili jako princip, tak ho
muZeme v jistych mezich pouzit, protoze jinak se bez toho ta spole¢nost ocitne v anarchii nebo pfimo v
rukou terorist(.

Jiny hlas: I myself would prefer not to go back to the English political philosophers for thinking about this
problem. Because their conception of the justification of state power typically appeals to desires or
preferences. And it is not merely that | have tried not to use maximizing notions, | have tried also not to
introduce any references to desires or preferences.

Hejdanek: J4 sama bych se chtéla neuchylovat k anglickym tradicim anglického mysleni o téchto
problémech, protoze u nich to zdlvodnéni statni moci se az prilis odvolava na preference a prani. Ja jsem
se rozhodla nezdlraznovat tu maximalizaci a... co? No tak, to tam bylo. NybrZ poukazovat k tém... k tomu
prani a preferovani. Ne, Ze o tom chci mluvit, spis... no, to mate na mysli, ty prani a preference, no tak, to
tam bylo. Ale myslim, Ze ten konec byl opakovani, protoze jsme to vSichni takhle pochopili. Dobre, jo.
Jiny hlas: I would prefer to go back to the tradition of Rousseau and Kant at this point and think about,
for example, Rousseau in discussing the social contract when he thinks about whether we can form a
conception of a form of government that is sur illégitime. And this seems to me to be an attempt to
provide an account of that sort of coercion which is only undertaken for the prevention of coercion.
Hejdanek: Tak ja teda davam prednost vychazet z té kantovské a rousseauovské tradice. U té
rousseauovské tradice mam na mysli tu socialni smlouvu, podle niz tedy vlastné ta donucovaci moc statu
ma byt tedy takovou, ktera by byla sur illégitime.

Jiny hlas: Sur illégitime. The two words.

Hejdanek: To znamena sur illégitime.

Jiny hlas: The two words.

Hejdanek: Ze ma byt teda moci nad tou nelegalni. Sur, jo.

Jiny hlas: No, sur... secure and legitimate.

Hejdanek: Takze, aha, Ze ma byt zajistovat a legitimné, jo, v ramci zakona. Cili nad tu nacionalni, nad ta
statni ma teda prevysovat socialni.

Jiny hlas: I did not present an argument on this point, but | suspect that the only argument that will fit
with the conception | sketched will be one that tries to pick out coercion that is required to prevent
coercion.

Hejdanek: Jediny argument, ktery by odpovidal té naskicované koncepci, ktery by tu vyhovoval podle
mého nazoru, je takové donuceni, které by bylo namifeno proti donucovani. Takové nasili, které by bylo...
Jiny hlas: It's something like Emery Reves, | think, after the war published a book, | don't know what was
the name, Emery Reves originally from Hungary. It was a political bestseller after the war. | don't know
the name immediately. He wrote another book, less known, Democratic Manifesto, and there he



expresses: it is not allowed to use any violence except against those who use violence. It's a sort of
defense of democracy. Democracy for all except those who are against democracy. That's in this sort.
Jiny hlas: That is the idea. Where do we stand in the translation?

Hejdanek: Tady jsem si pripomnél jakéhosi Emeryho Revese, o kterém vy nic nevite, ktery... The Anatomy
of Peace byl nazev té prvni knizky, Anatomie miru, a ten napsal také jesté jinou knizku, Demokraticky
manifest, a tam ma takovou zakladni tezi, Ze prosté svoboda pro kazdého kromé pro ty, ktefi chtéji zrusit
svobodu, nebo a tak dal. Prosté nikdy nepouzivat nasili, lec vici tém, ktefi chtéji zneuzit pouzivani nasili
proti té spole¢nosti. Cili je to zptsob obrany demokrat(i nebo demokracie proti protidemokratdim. Tedy v
tomto smyslu je to tak minéno.

Jiny hlas: But you may guess from what | said about coercion that | would wish to complicate the matter
by thinking in a more Foucauldian way about the varieties of possible ways of coercion.

Hejdanek: Ale mozna jste si vSimli, Ze tim, Ze jsem vychazela z toho... ne, ted jsem to pustil.

Jiny hlas: Can you say that once more? Just the second half.

Jiny hlas: I would want to think in a more Foucauldian way, like Foucault.

Hejdanek: Ze teda uvazuju o tom... [nesrozumitelné] v smyslu toho Foucaulta... no, viceméné. Jo, je to
ono.

Jiny hlas: Yes, and the way Foucault talks about coercion.

To, jak on smysli o nasili.

And so, | would not | think believe that one can tell a simple story about...

A prece jenom se nedomnivam, Ze je mozné fict takovyhle jednoduchy pripad nebo pribéh,

...which justifies a certain amount of state power as the only sort of coercion that is legitimate.

ktery by ospravedInil pouze statni moc jako priklad té donucovaci moci.

Hejdanek: Nebo ospravedInil takovej kus toho nasili jenom pro tu statni moc, ktera by do toho nahlidala.
Ze to prosté jednoduse nelze tak né&jak pfilis jednoduse Fict, Ze by to bylo komplikovany. Jesté bych se
chtél vratit do historie.

Jiny hlas: I can't hear you. Okay.

Jo, tak pokud...

Hejdanek: Asi k tomu principu poskytovani, neposkytovani pomoci tém, ktefi potrebuji. V osmatficatém
roce, do jaké miry my jsme byli v Mnichové pfinuceni pravé témi spojenci, at uz Anglii nebo Francii, pravé
jako institucionalizovanou prosté moci, tedy tim doducenim prakticky, Ze jsme dopadli takto. Jestli by ten
model pravé toho doduceni pri téchto spojeneckych zavazcich, které byly, by se dal také aplikovat pravé
na tato prava, na to neposkytnuti pomoci a tak dale tém, ktefi potrebuiji.

Jiny hlas: The thought of neglecting to help those who are in need, now applied on international level,
reminding the unhappy 1938 where France and England have neglected or have refused to help us and
there are many many consequences, despite that it was obligatory the duty of these allies. How would
you judge this?

I would judge that one very clearly and have all my life. My father was the only member of the British
diplomatic service who resigned his career because of our decision not to support Czechoslovakia.

Tak chtéla bych na to odpovédét tak, ze muj otec byl jediny v diplomatickém sboru, ktery rezignoval,
protoZe nesouhlasil s timto tehdy, kdyz ndm odmitli tu pomoc.

A personal answer, but for this question...

To je osobni odpovéd, tak asi sem...

May | put a question as a theologian, only a theologian. | understood from your sketch that you prefer
the approach in which the obligatory aspect of the human rights predominate. In my theological
tradition, Barthian, Barthian tradition, the preference is being always on the grace, on what we are
given. So and consequently then, what is our right as children of God being given the grace of God. So the
grace as the starting point compared with the obligations which are comparable with Gesetz, the law.
That is something which is consequence of being given the grace of God then the consequence is to be



obedient and to follow this grace. So do you think that grace as a starting point for thinking about the
human rights wouldn't be the more preferable starting point?

It's very complicated that, and do you need to translate yourselves?

Ja jsem prosté rekl, Ze samozfejmé jako teolog se mi zda a je to odpovidajici té tradici, ve které jsem ja
teda byl vycvicen, Ze to prvni je akt milosti nebo dar, to, Ze ¢lovék je obdarovan, Ze je pro ného néco
ucinéno, Ze to je prosté to vychodisko. A ta povinnost nasledovani, Ze je odpovédi, Ze je tim, co je
druhotné. A ted ona naskicovala ten svij koncept tak, Ze vlastné nelze vyjit od téch prav, od toho, na co
ma ¢lovék narok nebo co mu je dano, nybrz od téch povinnosti. Ze to je vlastné schiidn&jsi a pfimérené;si
celé té problematice. Tak ja jsem na ni ted polozil dotaz, co si o tom mysli, naopak na to vychodisko
milosti.

This answer will be a bit indirect.

Bude to ta odpovéd ponékud nepFima.

But ask what is the first question that we make central when we talk about rights. | think it is, crudely,
what should | get?

A ta otazka je, co je teda centralni, kdyZ hovofime o pravech. Hrubé receno, je to tedy: co ja mam dostat?
That is to say it takes the perspective of the recipient on human rights.

A teda to vlastné zaujimame takovou perspektivu toho, kdo pfijima v souvislosti s pravy.

Then one can ask, what is the first question when we talk about obligations. And that is, as is well known
from Kant, the question what ought | do?

A pak je mozZno se ptat, co je ta prvni otazka, kdyZz mluvime o povinnostech, zavazcich. A pak to je zndmo
z Kanta, co mam cinit.

I would prefer to say: what ought we do?

Ja bych radéji dala prednost tomu Fict: co mame cinit my?

In that the first person singular formulation may neglect some questions.

ProtoZe ta formulace v singularu maze zanedbat, pominout nékteré aspekty.

Now when we move into a Christian framework, it seems to me that we will be more concerned with
what we should do than with what we will get. It is more blessed to give than to receive.

Kdyz se teda ted dostaneme do toho krestanského ramce, tak si myslim, Ze by nas mélo vic zajimat to, co
mame Cinit, nez to, co dostavame. Je daleko poZzehnanéjsi nebo je, jak se tam fika, blazenéjsi ten, kdo vic
dodavi, nez ten, kdo prijima.

Hejdanek: Blazengjsi... no, ne to neni blahoslavenstvi, ale je to nékde jinde, je to citat, jo.

Jiny hlas: Is it a citation? Yes. That does not bring in the question of grace, but | think it gets us nearer to
being able to connect the two ways of thinking. Because as | understand it, within a Christian framework
we need to ask about grace as a requirement for our acting. And so if our conception of human agency
and its finitude is complemented by a theory of grace, it does not seem to me to undercut...

Je to citat? Jo. To nas neprivadi do té otazky milosti, ale prece jenom nas to pfibliZzuje k tomu, abychom
mohli spojit ty dva zplsoby mysleni. ProtoZe tak, jak ja tomu rozumim, v kfestanském ramci musime
rozumét milosti tak, jakoZe to vlastné klade na nas naroky, jak mame jednat. A tak jestlize nase pojeti
lidského jednani a jeho konecnosti je doplnéno teorii milosti, nezda se mi, Ze by to podkopavalo...
Hejdanek: nase pojeti povinnosti. A tak zietelné vychazime z té teorie té konecnosti a ted myslime na ty
nase... Moment, moment.

Jiny hlas: The sentence got too long. No, no, but it was very rich on content. So let me try again. So if we
complete our theory of action...

Hejdanek: Jestlize svou tedy dotdhneme svou teorii Cinu...

Jiny hlas: ...with a theory of grace...

Hejdanek: ...tim, Ze tam zapojime teorii grace, milost...

Jiny hlas: ...then it seems to me we will have more understanding of what obligations depend on.
Hejdanek: ...pak budeme mit jaksi hlubsi pochopeni toho, jaké jsou s tim spojeny povinnosti.



Jiny hlas: But at least as | understand the Christian tradition...

Hejdanek: Aspon tedy tak, jak ja rozumim té kfestanské tradici...

Jiny hlas: ...it is not part of its aim to dispense with the conception of obligation...

Hejdanek: ...pak to neni jaksi, nejsme vyvazani z téch povinnosti.

Jiny hlas: It is not part of its aim to dispense, to get rid of.

Hejdanek: Neni jaksi jejim Gmyslem, jejim cilem této tradice kfestanské nas vyvazat z povinnosti.

Jiny hlas: Though | am aware that there may be certain strands in the Christian tradition...

Hejdanek: | kdyzZ tu mizou byt urcité rysy kfestanské tradice...

Jiny hlas: ...which are very antinomian.

Hejdanek: ...které jsou velice antinomistické, nezakonné, ano.

Jiny hlas: But I think that | leave the commentary to you here. | turn the commentary to you about the
antinomian aspects of Christianity.

Hejdanek: That means you think that eventually the theory of grace doesn't contradict the theory of
obligation, but is strengthened in the end.

Jiny hlas: Well, it would be one context in which you could put a theory of action.

Hejdanek: Je mozno to prosté dat do jednoho kontextu. To znamena, nestoji to proti sobé. Ten diraz na
milost nestoji proti tomu té teorii téch povinnosti.

Jiny hlas: But I do not know what to do about the antinomian sort of Christian. When, for example, Luther
would say...

Hejdanek: Ano.

Jiny hlas: ...the Christian is perfectly free and everything is the all good action is a spontaneous expression
of faith. Whether that gets rid of the concept of obligation, | am not sure.

Hejdanek: Ano. Nevi si s tim v tomto pripadé rady s takovym tim antinomistickym rysem té tradice, tfeba
u Luthera, kdyz rekne, Ze krestan je tedy naprosto svobodny. Jak to potom, jestli to zahrnuje nebo
nezahrnuje prosté i ten vztah té povinnosti viici druhym.

Jiny hlas: Of course, because at the same time as he expresses himself that Christian is absolutely free, he
is at the same time absolutely servant.

Hejdanek: Ano, ano.

Jiny hlas: But it's no logic, it's a dialectic.

Hejdanek: Ano, ano.

Jiny hlas: A k tomu bych jenom poznamenal, Ze Emmanuel Levinas, kdyZz mluvi o zranitelnosti téla,
vulnérabilité de I'hnomme, il parle avant la liberté la responsabilité. Odpovédnost je pfed svobodou a
pohledéni do tvare, ta zranitelnost clovéka, Ze je prosté ta vyzva. Tady proti tomu je, jak se Fika,
donucovaci moc je v té zranitelnosti, Ze tam prosté jde ta hrozba té zranitelnosti prosté clovéka pri té
donucovaci moci. TakzZe Levinas se k tomu vydéluje prosté tou odpovédnosti. Ta tvar ¢lovéka, Ze je pro
mé jako rozhodujici pohledéni do tvare, abych si uvédomil, Ze asi ta donucovaci moc tam jako kondi.
Nebo ne?

Hejdanek: No ne, tak ja bych to jenom jesté mozna zkusil prelozit. Ja bych to, jestli jsem té pochopil,
rozumél jsi mu?

Jiny hlas: I know | was being asked a question about Levinas, and | am not very good on this.

Hejdanek: No. Pane u Francie?

Jiny hlas: Oui. Je peux traduire ceci. Quand vous parlez de ce sujet de la vulnérabilité de 'hnomme avec la
menace, la menace de I'nomme, je pense que Levinas a exprimé avec accent que la responsabilité est la
premiere avant la liberté. Et quand je vois la face de 'homme, c'est I'acceptation aussi de la
responsabilité pour cet homme et au-dela de ma mort et aussi la vie de cet homme.

Jiny hlas: I am going to answer in English. Saying that, whereas | think | begin to understand Levinas in
face to face, | do not understand what is "au-dela de I'étre". Is that the more recent book? And so what |
say may be very ignorant about Levinas.



Hejdanek: MUzu to prelozit. Zatimco si myslim, Ze rozumim tomu Levinasovu dlirazu na face to face, tvar
druhého, nejsem si tak jist, jestli rozumim tomu au-dela de I'étre, té problematice byti, Ze toho, no.
Jiny hlas: It seems to me that Levinas stresses very much the incompleatability of obligation.

Hejdanek: Zda se mi, Ze Levinas velice silné zdlrazinuje nedokoncitelnost, netplnost, Ze, nedovrsenost
této véci.

Jiny hlas: He has these ideas | can never do enough for the other.

Hejdanek: Kdy fika, Ze nem@zu nikdy udélat dostatec¢né pro druhého.

Jiny hlas: And therefore | am unavoidably infinitely guilty.

Hejdanek: A proto jsem tedy nevyhnutelné nekonecné vinen.

Jiny hlas: Now, it seems to me that there are some reasons for holding on to the distinction between
justice and charity.

Hejdanek: Myslim si, Ze v této souvislosti se domnivam, Ze prece jsou jaksi dobré dlivody, abychom vidéli
ten rozdil mezi tou projevenou laskou, charity, charita, a spravedinosti.

Jiny hlas: Justice is a set of obligations that can be done, and often is, but they can be carried out.
Hejdanek: SpravedInost je tfeba chapat jako soubor povinnosti, zavazk(, které mohou byt jako
uskutecnény, i kdyz nebyvaji.

Jiny hlas: Whereas the imperfect obligations, charity, these we can never complete.

Hejdanek: Zatimco ty nedokonalé povinnosti, jako je tedy ta charity, charita, Ze, ty nem(zZeme nikdy
dokoncit.

Jiny hlas: By the same token, | am not sure why we are infinitely guilty when we do not complete them.
Hejdanek: Jaksi z toho tedy plyne, jak to, Ze jsme nekonecné vinni, kdyz to nemlzeme tedy splnit.

Jiny hlas: I have one other comment. What does it mean to be face to face with the other?

Hejdanek: Mam jesté jednu poznamku. Co to znamena stat face to face, tvari v tvar tomu druhému?
Jiny hlas: This is a metaphor that is easy for us to understand, say, in a room.

Je to metafora, které je mozno dobre porozumét zde v mistnosti.

Jiny hlas: And very difficult to understand when we are talking about the question you raised, the
question of world poverty.

A je to velice nesnadné, kdyZz mluvime o takovych vécech, jako kdyz jste zminil vy, svétovou chudobu
nebo ten priklad z toho tficatého roku.

Jiny hlas: You mean the world poverty or... World poverty, poverty in the third world.

Chudoba v zemich tretiho svéta.

Jiny hlas: And are we face to face with our contemporaries in Ethiopia?

Vskutku stojime face to face svym soucasnik(im v Etiopii?

Jiny hlas: For instance, Mother Teresa in Calcutta in India. It's a very nice example for this role of face to
face.

Matka Tereza v Kalkaté je hezky priklad toho stat face to face. No ale ten problém je tady prece rozdilny.
Jiny hlas: It seems to me there's a great difficulty going back into Christian ethics in thinking this thing
through. The way people understand the parable of the Good Samaritan is a clue to how different
people's understanding is here.

Zda se mi, Ze je velice obtizné jit zpét do krestanské etiky a promyslet to. ZpUsob, jakym lidé rozuméji
podobenstvi o milosrdném Samaritanu, je klicem k tomu, jak rozdilné je zde lidské chapani.

Jiny hlas: Who is my neighbor? Who is the other?

Kdo je muj blizni? Kdo je ten druhy?

Jiny hlas: The question is whether within the human rights the right for individual private property is a
right that should be acknowledged. Can we answer that question in abstraction from historical context?
Otazka je, zda v ramci lidskych prav ma byt uznano pravo na soukromé vlastnictvi. MlZzeme na tuto
otazku odpovédét, kdyz budeme abstrahovat od historického kontextu?

Jiny hlas: Let us acknowledge that the right to personal property is not so controversial.



Reknéme tedy, vyjdéme z toho, Ze vlastnictvi osobni neni tak kontroverzni.

Jiny hlas: In so far as we can talk of property in the Stone Age, we are probably talking of personal
property.

Pokud mizZeme mluvit o vlastnictvi v dobé kamenné, mluvime pravdépodobné o vlastnictvi osobnim.
Jiny hlas: When we get to the area of controversy, which was defined by Marx as the question of private
property in the means of production.

Jakmile se dostaneme do té kontroverzni oblasti, kterou Marx definoval jako otazku soukromého
vlastnictvi vyrobnich prostredka.

Jiny hlas: It seems to me that we do not really have just one possible right there.

Zda se mi, Ze tu nemame jen jedno mozné pravo.

Jiny hlas: It is a bundle of rights which can be and have been differently constructed in different capitalist
societies.

Je to svazek prav, ktery mize byt a byl v rliznych kapitalistickych spole¢nostech rzné konstruovan.

Jiny hlas: So that one may have restrictions, for example, on the types of property that can be alienated.
In one capitalist country there may be restrictions, for example, it may not be possible to sell certain
works of art.

TakZe mohou existovat omezeni, napriklad co se tyce druht majetku, které Ize zcizit. V jedné
kapitalistické zemi mohou existovat omezeni, napriklad nemusi byt mozné prodavat urcitad umélecka dila.
Jiny hlas: Or to take something very elementary, the right to own land is quite differently interpreted, say,
in two capitalist societies very similar, Britain and the United States.

Nebo abychom vzali néco velmi elementarniho, pravo vlastnit plidu je interpretovano zcela odlisné
napfiklad ve dvou velmi podobnych kapitalistickych spole¢nostech, v Britanii a ve Spojenych statech.

Jiny hlas: For example, in the United States, the land holder has far greater rights and can exclude others
from access.

Napfriklad ve Spojenych statech ma drzitel pldy mnohem vétsi prava a mlze ostatni vyloucit z pristupu.
Jiny hlas: And may have property down to the low tide mark. This may not work in Czechoslovakia with
no sea.

A miZe mit majetek az k ¢are odlivu. To v Ceskoslovensku bez more asi nefunguje.

Jiny hlas: In Britain, nobody may have property below the high tide mark.

V Britanii nesmi nikdo mit majetek pod ¢arou prilivu.

Jiny hlas: And there is a network of rights of way on all land.

A na veskeré pldé existuje sit verejnych cest.

Jiny hlas: When we talk about even such a notorious right as the right to private property in the means of
production, it seems to me we are talking about a very complex set of rights and one that has been
profoundly transformed by the computer revolution, which has greatly altered the form of the capital
markets of the world, stock exchanges and so on.

Kdyz mluvime i o tak notoricky zndmém pravu, jako je pravo na soukromé vlastnictvi vyrobnich
prostiedku, zda se mi, Ze mluvime o velmi slozZitém souboru prav a o souboru, ktery byl hluboce
proménén pocitacovou revoluci, jez znacné zménila podobu svétovych kapitalovych trh(, burz a tak dale.
Jiny hlas: So | do not suspect we can reach a unique answer here. We have to consider an enormous array
of possibilities.

Takze se nedomnivam, Ze zde mizZeme dospét k jediné odpovédi. Musime zvazit obrovskou skalu
moznosti.

Jiny hlas: Whether that's a happy situation or not | don't know.

Nevim, jestli je to Stastna situace, nebo ne, to nevim.

Hejdanek: Ano. No dal, tak jak tady byly nacrtnuty ty koncepce nebo ty riizné pohledy, a presto ¢inim
relativné podobnou namitku jako pan profesor Meisner, tedy vici oném aktivistiim, ktefi se zabyvaji témi
pravy, totiz zda i poté, co pfijmeme [nesrozumitelné] ty principy téch povinnosti, tak zda nezlistane



moznost konstruovat tedy zase velmi mnoho, teoreticky nekone¢né mnoho - ale to je jedno kolik -, ale
prosté mnoho téch soustav povinnosti, které vsechny budou vyhovovat témto pozadavk(m, a z(istane
tedy tentyZ problém, ktery stal pred témi konstruktivisty, ktefi vychazeji z téch prav, totiz ten problém,
jak tedy tady vybrat. J4 se domnivam, Ze ona tedy rekla, ze védomé od toho problému vybéru upusti, ale
zda se tedy domniva, Ze kdyz ten problém, ktery diskreditoval ty konstruktivisty vychazejici z téch prav, je
pro né néjakym zpUsobem diskreditujici, tak jestli totéZ neplati i pro ten jeji model. Chcete si to fict?

Jiny hlas: My question is whether a sort of the same criticism as you proposed to constructivists who base
their conception on rights, whether the sort of the same criticism could be claimed against your position,
because it seems to me that even if we accept these principles of obligations, of perfect and imperfect
obligations, there still would be - would be a variety of different sets of obligations and we still would not
have a criterion [nesrozumitelné]

--- (1988-02-01 Onora O'Neill - Lidské potieby, povinnosti a prava (2) [LVH179VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac)
Jiny hlas: There is a sense in which | have met that objection only by aiming lower. | have not attempted
to give a complete list of principles of obligation and | gave a short list.

Ja jsem tu nepredlozila takovy kompletni seznam téch pozadavku, jenom kratky seznam, a tim bych

A consequence of this may be, | think your objection is quite correct, that there are many different social
formations which we can argue will lie within all these principles of obligation.

Hejdanek: No jo, to jo, ale... ale to, Ze souhlasi, to jo, ale Ze existuje cela fada socialnich...

Jiny hlas: VAm nechal domluvit, promirite.

...Ze by existovala cela rfada spolec¢nosti, ktera by se vesla do tohoto redukovaného seznamu téch
povinnosti také, ktera by se prosté dala popsat tak, Ze souhlasi s timto seznamem povinnosti.

The question is whether we should be worried about that.

Zda se tim mame znepokojovat, to by byla ta otazka.

Now, that | think cuts quite deep. It depends what you're looking for in ethics.

To jde trochu hloubéji. ZaleZi na tom, na co se v etice divate.

People often think that what we should be looking for is something we may call a universal practical
algorithm which given a problem will define one and only one answer.

Lidé se domnivaji, Ze to, o co ndm vlastné jde, je takovy univerzalni praktikovatelny algoritmus feseni,
dany problém, u né€jz bude hledana nebo dana jedna a tataz urcita odpovéd.

An example of a theory which aims to provide that is utilitarianism.

A jedna z takovych teorii, které se zda, Ze poskytuji to Feseni tohoto typu, je utilitarismus.

| believe that the family of theories which we have been discussing, theories of rights and obligations,
are non-algorithmic.

A ja se domnivam, Ze ta rodina teorii, o nichZ jsme uvazovali, o teoriich prav a teoriich povinnosti, Ze neni
algoritmicky resitelna.

What they provide is a decision procedure or maybe more than one decision procedure and for example
they will enable us to classify acts or institutions, for example as forbidden or permissible or obligatory.
Co poskytuji tyto teorie, Ze ndm davaji jakousi proceduru, porad toho reseni, nebo mozna vic reseni, a
umoznuji klasifikovat Ciny a instituce jako tfeba zakazané, nebo dovolené, nebo povinné, obligatorni.

I do not think I have suggested any line of argument which will always show that there is one and only
one permissible act.

Myslim si, Ze jsem nepredvedla takovou linii argumenta, ktera by vlastné vyustila jen v jedno jediné
feseni.

This happens not to bother me, but | can see it might bother some people.

Mé to neznepokojuje, ale ukazuje se, Ze to znepokojuje jiné lidi.

Given such explanation, | would like to ask once more whether in this view, this so-to-speak non-



algorithmic view, we should use the term principle, because... and another question which might be
connected with this is a question whether Kant's ethics really is non-algorithmic.

Tak za tuto odpovéd, kterou jsem dostala, se chci zeptat, jestli jednak Kantova etika mize byt
povaZovana za nealgoritmickou, a to predtim jste fikala, Ze... jestli miZeme viibec mluvit o principech,
kdyz jde o nealgoritmické.

Hejdanek: On, Ze si mGzeme o principech, kdyz jde o nealgoritmické.

Jiny hlas: I'll take the second question first, the question about Kant's ethics.

Tu druhou otazku zodpovim prvni, totiz o tom, zda je Kantova etika algoritmicka nebo ne.

| believe that sometimes when we look at the examples of the Grundlegung or certain other passages...
Ja se domnivam, Ze kdyZ se podivame na nékteré priklady uvedené v Grundlegung nebo jiné oddily...
However, when we look at the Metaphysik der Sitten and the discussions of casuistry and also when we
consider the structure of the theory, that it is impossible for it to be algorithmic.

Avsak kdyz se podivame na Metaphysik der Sitten a diskuse o kazuistice a kdyzZ se podivame na strukturu
jeho teorie, tak je nemozné, aby byla povazovana za algoritmickou.

But your question about whether we should use principles goes very deep. Let me try approaching it in
this direction, it isn't the only direction, by raising the question: how are we to pick out acts, how are we
to individuate acts?

Ale ta vase otazka, zda miZeme vibec pouZivat principy, ta jde velmi hluboko. Tedy zkusim odpovédét v
tomto sméru, neni to ovsem jenom jediny smér. Tedy jak my popiSeme nebo jak individuujeme akty...
popsat ten akt tak, aby se charakterizoval.

Hejdanek: Charakterizovat ten €in.

Jiny hlas: Now, if, which | have not here discussed, but if we were for example to have a... it is interesting
that one libertarian thinker used...

Je zajimavé, Ze jeden myslitel, libertaridn, myslitel o svobodé, poutzil...

...to make a constructivist theory of rights which actually works.

...pouzil konstruktivistickou teorii prav, ktera funguje.

And it works because he is able to give a determinate interpretation of the idea of maximal liberty.

A ta prace funguje proto, Ze je schopen dat velice urcitou interpretaci o maximu svobody.

Because we have a metric for space. If an act is just a movement in space, a liberty is just a space in
which we are not prevented from moving and a maximum equal liberty is a maximum equal space where
there is no interference.

ProtoZze mame totiz méritko prostorové. Pokud kazdy ¢in je pohyb v prostoru a svoboda je ten prostor, v
némz nam neni branéno, abychom se pohybovali, a maximalni rovna svoboda je maximalni rovny
prostor, kde nedochazi k Zadnému zasahovani.

Jiny hlas: The writer who has done this is Hillel Steiner, who is at the University of Manchester.

Profesor Manchesterské univerzity Hillel Steiner.

It is very ingenious.

Je to velmi vynalézavé davtipné.

I regard it as unsuccessful for an external reason, which is that | do not believe he can develop a
sufficiently weighty conception of liberty to explain why he is interested in rights at all.

Ja to povazuju za nelspésné spis z takového vnéjsiho dlivodu, sice se domnivam, Zze nem(iZe rozvinout
dostatecné vaznou koncepci svobody, aby vysvétlil, proc se vibec zajima o prava.

Now this would be a way of thought which allows us to get away from principles. Of course, another way
of getting away from principles for individuating acts is utilitarianism.

A to by byl takovy zplisob myslenkovy, ktery by nam dovolil, abychom odhlédli od principt. A jiny zpGsob,
jak mozno odhlédnout od toho principu, kdyz chceme popsat ten jednotlivy €in, je utilitarismus.
Because there we can supposedly individuate acts by their position in causal sequences.

ProtozZe tady mGzeme individuovat ten akt tak, Ze ho zase zaradime do toho sledu pficin a nasledka.



I am not sure that | know of other positions where it would be easy to get away from principles. But this
is not a satisfactory argument because | have simply gestured to two cases where you can get away and |
have not explained why there should not be other cases.

A nevim o Zadném jiném podobném zplsobu, jak bychom se mohli zfici principl. Ale to samoziejmé neni
uspokojivy argument, protoZe jsem zatim poukazal jen na dva zpUsoby, jak je moZno se vyhnout tém
principlim, a nevysvétlil jsem, proc by to nemohly byt i jiné pripady.

A comment now on principles. | take this very generally for being the sort of description of an action that
may be indispensable for non-physicalist theories of rights or of obligations, but also for theories of
virtue.

Jesté poznamku k tém principlm. Ja to beru velice obecné jako popis ¢inu, ¢ehoZ se nem(iZe vzdat teorie
lidskych prav nebo teorie povinnosti, ale také teorie ctnosti.

Jiny hlas: Maybe there was a terminological problem because at first | understood under the concept of
principle perhaps something stronger than | now understand. As | now understand it, it is something like
a maxim.

MozZna tu byl terminologicky problém, protoze ze za¢atku jsem chapal ten pojem principu mozna o néco
silnéji, nez jak mu rozumim ted. Jak tomu ted rozumim, je to néco jako maxima.

Jiny hlas: Only maxim is a subjective principle, you remember. It is the principle of an agent at a time.
Practical principle is abstracted from who holds it when. That's the only difference.

JenZe maxima je subjektivni princip, jak si vzpominate. Je to princip jednajiciho subjektu v urcitém case.
Prakticky princip je abstrahovan od toho, kdo a kdy ho zastava. To je jediny rozdil.

Jiny hlas: Then maybe | changed my mind. That | now understand the principles in this explanation a bit
differently than before. Before | understood it as something stronger or more fundamental. Now it is
closer to the Kantian concept of maxim, isn't it? Only with the difference that with those maxims he
reminds us that it is about the subjective moment, while the principles look away from that subjective
aspect. Who, to whom.

On to ted vsechno promyslel, Ze ted chape ty principy v tom vysvétleni trosku jinak nez predtim. Predtim
je chapal jako silnéji nebo zasadnéji. Ted se to blizi tomu kantovskému pojeti maximy, ze? Jenom s tim
rozdilem, Ze u téch maxim pfipomina, Ze jde o ten subjektivni moment, zatimco ty principy odhliZeji od
toho subjektivniho aspektu: kdo, komu.

Jiny hlas: Well, | understand the necessity to develop such a system as you tried to develop, because |
believe that if we did not try, we would not... that we have to try. But still | would like to ask whether it is
in your opinion fruitful to try to construct a system where there are the same rights and the same
obligations for all. Even for example for... that's not an objection, but you surely understand that there
are problems, for example, with children and with adolescents, all this kind of things.

Rozumim tomu, Ze je samozrejmé dobré zkouset konstruovat takové systémy, jaké jsou, prosté proto,
abychom to zkusili. Ale chtél bych se znat na vas nazor na to, zda je uZitecné snazit se pozadovat od etiky,
aby kladla na viechny stejné naroky, aby vsem poskytovala stejna prava. A zminil jste déti a
handicapované.

Jiny hlas: Yes, | thought about that one quite a bit and it seems to me that it is one of the places, further
places where the advantages of thinking about principles of obligations rather than rights shows up.

Ja jsem o tom premyslel a myslim si, Ze to je jedna z téch véci, kde se projevuje, Ze pravé dokonce ten
postoj, ktery vychazi z téch povinnosti, je vlastné presnéjsi nez ten, ktery vychazi z téch prav, kde je to
vlastné vyhodnéjsi. To je jeden z téch argument, proc vlastné tenhle pristup je lepsi.

For the following reason: there have been great difficulties in the discussions of, for example, children's
rights in giving any account of the extra obligations that we may think we have to children on account of
their special vulnerability etc. Rather, the children's rights movement, if we may call it so, is constantly
suggesting that we should treat children like anybody else.

Z toho dlvodu, protoze byly velké nesnaze pravé tykajici se problému téch prav déti v tom, jak stanovit



jakési zvlastni povinnosti vici détem pravé s ohledem na jejich zvlastni zranitelnost atd. To hnuti za prava
déti, pokud ho tak miZzeme nazvat, neustale vychazi a potvrzuje to, ze bychom vlastné méli s détmi
zachazet jako s kymkoli jinym.

Jiny hlas: JestliZe se soustfedime na ty véci jako nenasili nebo Ucta, kterou jsem tady nediskutoval zvIast,
nebo rozvoj nadani a ta pomoc, kterou je potreba poskytnout tém, ktefi maji z(stat naZivu a schopni
dalsi akce, tak budeme mit principy, jak jednat i také jednat v{i¢i détem. To znamena, Ze musime vzit tu
specificnost té konecnosti velmi vazné. A ta se teda tyka treba i téch déti.

Thank you, very good questions.

Hejdanek: I don't know if | shall use now the term principle adequately to the last development of our
discussion, but I should like to bring your attention to the fact that the Christian tradition in its very
beginning was combined with a certain neglecting or perhaps even refutation of an ethics based on
principles. And it was not because it should be now based on subjectivity, but in any case it was a
consequence of a basic insight that any principle - it means it should be perhaps neglected or overcome
or | don't know how to express myself, to make relative from a new point of view which understands the
situation of the other man more serious, more with more sympathy, with more love and so on. And we all
are sure that this very beginning of the Christian approach to ethics, to principle ethics, has been lost
during the centuries and that it should be newly rediscovered and so on and even perhaps today it should
be rediscovered and newly understood. But it is a certain idea or a certain conception where principles
exist, they are not only neglected, they are only relativized, they are observed, and as | see it, it could be
understood perhaps not completely but essentially as a utilitarian approach not to ethics, but to ethical
principles.

Takze jesté jednou ¢estinou.

Jiny hlas: You have to translate yourself first.

Hejdanek: Nevim, jestli toho slova principu, ktery tady bylo pravé tak upresnéno ponékud, i kdyz bych se
neodvazil ho znovu opakovat, jestli ho pouZiju adekvatné, ale mam dojem, Ze kfestanska tradice alespon
na svém pocatku védéla o nécem, nebo prosté stanovila jakysi negativni nebo spis relativizujici vztah ke
kazdé principialni etice nebo etice postavené na principech. A to nikoliv proto, aby etiku nebo etické
zavazky desubjektivizovala, ale nicméné nepochybné s tim cilem, aby ukazala, Ze kterykoliv principle, ten
princip, to jest jakykoliv pfikaz formulovany néjak urcité, v urcité situaci prestava platit nebo nema se tak
docela presné dodrzovat, protoZe tady je o néco hlubsiho. Mam dojem, Ze i kdyz to v pozdé;si tradici
krestanské, v pozdéjsich stoletich bylo ztraceno a muselo to byt vzdy znovu a jenom z¢asti Uspésné znovu
odkryvano, takze tady je jakysi zp(isob vztahu k principlm, ktery ty principy zcela nevylucuje, zcela
neanuluje, ale relativizuje. To znamena, ja bych to - mozna Ze to nevystihuje vse - nazval utilitarnim
pristupem nikoliv k etice, nybrz k principim etiky.

I hope you will not think this reply trades on a merely verbal distinction. Doufam, Ze necekate, Ze bych to
vysvétlil jenom na zakladé takového verbalniho rozliseni. Because | have the greatest respect for the
Christian rejection of an ethic of rules. ProtozZe ja mam maximalni respekt vici tomu krestanskému
odmitnuti etickych pravidel. In short | do draw distinction between rules and principles. Proto ja délam
rozdil mezi pravidly a principy. I take it that the Christian criticism of Pharisaic ethics is a criticism of an
ethic of rules. Ja myslim si, Ze kiestanska kritika farizejské etiky je kritika etiky pravidel. And that many of
the parables of the Gospels point in the same direction. A Ze mnoha evangelickd podobenstvi ukazuji
tymzZ smérem.

Jiny hlas: Kriticky vG¢i tradici farizejské. For example, when Christ picked the grain on the Sabbath. Ze
kdyz vymita zrno v sobotu, o soboté, u¢ednici jdou pres pole a vymitaji tedy a farizeové jim to vytykaji,
proc to délaji v sobotu.

My thought is that there is quite a difference between a very general principle and specific rules. And
Christians after all do have principles, for example the Christ’s summary of the law, thou shalt love the
Lord thy God and thy neighbor as thyself, is two principles. Myslim si, Ze je tady rozdil mezi velmi



obecnym principem a specifickym pravidlem. Treba ten souhrn Jezisav, totiz to dvojprikazani lasky k Bohu
a Clovéku, to vlastné sestava ze dvou princip(.

It has been a criticism of Kantian ethics since Hegel for being that it is an ethic of rules. When we look at
the Kantian definition of duty in the Grundlegung, he says that it always includes the notion of a good
will. | believe we have in modern times often gone back to, if | may put it this way, a Pharisaic conception
of duty. So that we think of an account of obligation or duty as something that would have to be a set of
rules. And in making this move, | believe we move towards an impoverished conception of obligation.
Indeed, an inadequate conception, not a... Hegelem pocinaje byla kritizovana kantovska etika, Ze je to
etika pravidel. KdyzZ se podivime na Kantovu definici povinnosti v Grundlegung, tak on tam fika, ze to
vzdycky v sobé zahrnuje pojem dobré vile. My jsme se v moderni dobé vratili k, jestli to tak mohu Fict,
farizejskému pojeti etiky, takZe povazujeme ten soubor prikaz(l jako dany soubor pravidel. Timto smérem
se pohybujeme k takovému zchudnuti nebo ochuzeni té problematiky, a to k neadekvatni koncepci.
Hejdanek: Mné neni docela jasné, jestli miizeme zaménovat obecnost mravniho prikazu s jeho
principidlnosti, nebo kdyZ ano, tak jestli jesté dale to mizeme zaménovat... | have two problems in this
direction. First, the first one is if we could understand a moral principle as a maximally general or
generalized expression of a duty. Do we understand, well, this criticism you expressed now, exercised now
against the hypocrites, the Pharisees, was a criticism oriented against concrete rules or too concrete
rules? If we take rules suitably general, then it's all right. | think that the principle understood as a very
general rule is fundamentally not different from the concrete rules. That it was not the aim of the
criticism of Jesus to argue against the concreteness of the rules of Moses, but against the rules as such.
Then of course | know it’s dependent on the terminology, our terminology, but therefore | speak so
without definitions. Now, if Jesus underlines the inner responsibility of a man in the face of God, it is not
the same as to come to the highest general terms, but it is an appeal to inner consciousness - and not
conscience, conscience - to inner conscience and not to the general aspect of the situation, but to the
most concrete aspect of the situation. The concrete, the individual situation has its special norms, which
cannot be suitably expressed by general terms, but which represent an inner appeal to me and | am in
this situation irreplaceable by anyone else in other situations. | understand in this way what Jesus
underlines. Therefore, any generalization, if concrete or very abstract, can only help us. Therefore, it
should remain only an instrument, not a real rule, a real...

Jiny hlas: guiding absolute imperative. And therefore the categorical imperative of Kant is on the false
way, because it goes in the direction to the most general level of expressions, but it's the 100% opposite
of what Jesus wanted. It's an appeal, we know already in the prophets, about the law, which the Lord will
give into our hearts and so on. | don't know the exact [nesrozumitelné] hearing of the English Bible, but
you understand it. Therefore | think that in a relative sense, all these principles, concrete and general,
rules, concrete and general, could help us, could represent a certain orientation, but not a definite,
ultimate, absolute orientation, because the most important thing we need is an open and listening
conscience, which has to be appropriate to the individual situation and not to general, more or less
general... Excuse me, | found no other way how to express myself than such a long [nesrozumitelné].

No. | understand it. But you will have to translate it.

Hejdanek: Ty posledni, myslim, Ze ty posledni dvé, tfi posledni véty, ty jsou presné to, co jsi chtél Fict.

Ja jsem se k tomu dostal dost obtizné, jak jste mozna slyseli. Mam ten dojem, Ze to rozliSeni na abstraktni
a prilis konkrétni pravidla nebo zasady nebo povinnosti prosté neméni v podstaté na véci nic. | ty velmi
obecné principy nebo zasady v podstaté nejsou ni¢im jinym nez ty konkrétni. Ten apel nebo ta kritika
JeziSova proti farizeGm byla namifena proti tém pevnym zasadam jako takovym, to znamena i proti tém
obecnym jako proti tém pfilis konkretizovanym a tedy kazualnim.

V podstaté jde o tu otevienost, Ze jeho diraz byl na to, Ze v konkrétni situaci je ¢lovék postaven pred
urcitej apel, kterej je rovnéz konkrétni, kterej nemuze byt prfenesen na zadnou jinou situaci a na zadnyho
jiného ¢lovéka. A tohleto je to otevrené svédomi, ktery ma tomuhle porozumét. Samozrejmé vsecky ty



prikazy a obecné néjaké principy mohou byt pom(ckou a neni tfeba je néjak likvidovat. Jde o to, Ze
nejsou nikdy ni¢im definitivnim, absolutnim, tim poslednim, ale Ze jsou skute¢né jenom instrumentem,
jak pomoct, a rGizné instrumenty museji byt pouzivany v rGznych situacich.

V podstaté o co jde, je néco jiného nez byt poslusny néjakych prikaz(i formulovanych. To rozhoduijici je
porozumét, co v té situaci mam délat, aktualné ted, hic et nunc. V tomto smyslu to neni odmitnuti téch
principl zcela, nicméné jsou podfizeny, jsou evidentné jakousi pomoci a v zasadé mohou byt
relativizovany, mohou byt v urcité situaci zcela pominuty, jestlize se to udéla ve jménu - to jsem nerekl
jesté tam, to fikaval Radl - ve jménu néceho vyssiho. Nejsou pominuty proto, abychom se na né vykaslali
a chovali se jako zvér, nybrz kv(li vyssi spravedlnosti. A to je ovsem také termin JezZis(iv.

Only a final... it is possible to relativize or suspend certain obligations or certain principles, but only in
the name of higher ones.

Jiny hlas: Higher justice.

Hejdanek: Higher justice.

Jiny hlas: Well, once more | apologize. I'm a very heterodox Kantian. And | agree with a great deal that
you said there. In the end, the important distinction is, | think, not that between greater and lesser
generality. That distinction becomes important only because we are there distinguishing between the
underlying principle that guides action and the varied ways in which it may have to be manifested in
different circumstances. So that | think any Christian would agree, for example, that a life that is guided
by love for others is going to do very different things in specific concrete situations. And with that picture
of the relationship between principle and act, I'm in full agreement.

Hejdanek: Podstatny problém neni, jestli ma dojit k mensi nebo vétsi generalizaci téch principl, nybrz jde
o to, aby ten princip byl takové povahy, Ze by umoznoval v rlznych situacich se chovat primérené tém
situacim, tak jako tfeba princip lasky. Ta formulace by byla jenom takovy pomocny privodce.

Jiny hlas: Now, the reason why | would still go through the rationalist route to these issues is that I'm
worried about losing the audience if we talk about the appeal, the hearing of conscience. That is to say,
that those who have Christian faith will listen and others will say: "Well, goodbye". Now, there is, | think,
a question with which I'm sure you're all familiar, about the status of reason here.

Hejdanek: A ten dlvod, proc prece jenom by $la touto cestou racionalni povahy k témto problémudm, je,
Ze by se obavala, Ze kdybychom se omezili pouze na ten apel na nase svédomi, Ze bychom ztratili
publikum. Ze ti, ktefi maji to povédomi kiestanské, ti by naslouchali, ostatni by Fekli adieu. Doufam, Ze to
je jesté otazka, o které vsichni vite, to je ten status rozumu.

Jiny hlas: The question, | suppose, can be put picturesquely: whether the death of God in European
philosophy has happened or can happen.

Hejdanek: Ta otazka, kterou takto malebné mizZeme postavit, jestli tedy v té evropské smrti Boha, v té
tradici, jestli Bih zemfrel, nebo by mohl zemfit.

Jiny hlas: Ale vlastné v filosofické?

Hejdanek: Ano, v evropské filosofické tradici. Yes.

Jiny hlas: And I do not want to keep you a whole lot of hours more in order to discuss a conception of the
vindication of reason. And | would like to in a way, but | do not.

Hejdanek: Nevim, jestli tedy mam vas ted zdrzet u té, i kdyz bych rad, u toho problému vindikace rozumu
nebo justification.

Jiny hlas: That question, justification of reason, critique of reason, and whether that is possible without
appeals to a [nesrozumitelné].



