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STUDIE

The Distortion of Petr ChelCicky’s Ideas through the
Prism of Leo Tolstoy’s Teachings

Konstantin Troitskiy Shisheeva

Independent researcher
konstantin.e.troitskiy@gmail.com

The article examines Leo Tolstoy’s distorted perspective on Petr Cheléicky’s ide-
as. The distinctive feature of this perspective is characterized by an emphasis on
several superficial similarities between Chel¢icky’s criticism of war and Tolstoy’s
anarchist pacifism. At the same time, the prism in Tolstoy’s perspective distorts
or ignores significant discrepancies in their beliefs, including very different foun-
dations of their teachings — such as their views on Holy Scripture, the Aposto-
lic tradition, the Church, faith, dogmas, morality, and world history. From these
fundamentally divergent beliefs arise the ideas of Cheléicky and Tolstoy’s, which
seem similar and not vice versa. This misrepresentative perspective has undes-
ervedly gained popularity among scholars, portraying Chel¢icky as a precursor to
Tolstoy and thereby creating a flawed historiography. This perspective is not only
incorrect but also contradicts Tolstoy’s own assessments and rather impoverishes
the theoretical foundations for the struggle against violence in the world.

Key words: Chel¢icky, Tolstoy, Christianity, history, church, pacifism, violence,
state

At the end of the 19th century, more than 400 years after his death,
the Czech preacher Petr Chelcicky suddenly gained worldwide recogni-
tion. This resurgence happened largely due to Leo Tolstoy, who praised
Chelcicky’s ideas, pronounced him as a person who “revived Christian
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truth,” and made significant efforts to disseminate Chel¢icky’s main work,
The Net of Faith.? From Tolstoy’s comments on Chelcicky, it seems to
follow that the Russian writer fully shared the Czech preacher’s principal
ideas. In this way, Tolstoy tried to construct a historiography of his teach-
ings, tracing their main sources not only to the Sermon on the Mount but
also to the statements of various prophets and thinkers, among whom
an important place was given to Chelcicky. Although Tolstoy was neither
the first nor the last to claim a supposed close resemblance between his
worldview and Cheléicky’s vision, he undoubtedly played a crucial role
in the fact that Chelcicky’s legacy is often perceived through the prism of
his, namely Tolstoyan, highly specific teachings.

Since the beginning, scholarly studies of Cheléicky’s legacy have
primarily focused on his rejection of war, his demands that Christians
abstain from secular affairs, and his criticism of the medieval papacy.
In the comments on Chelcicky, Tolstoy also concentrated exclusively on
these topics, ignoring other subjects that were of crucial importance for
the Czech thinker. But perhaps they were about uninteresting matters
for Tolstoy? No, on the contrary, Cheléicky’s works address many issues
that were significant not only to the Czech preacher but also to Tolstoy
himself, for example:

» The meaning of world history;
« The significance of Jesus Christ;
» The foundational truths of Christian faith;

 The problem of the criterion of how to distinguish true Christianity
from false;

1 Tolstoy (1957b, p. 46).

2 It should be noted that Tolstoy’s legacy continues to play a role in popularizing Chel¢icky’s tea-
chings. For example, Tom Lock, editor of the English translation of Chel¢icky’s O boji duchov-
nim (On the Spiritual Battle), notes, “I became interested in Petr Chel¢icky when I was reading
Tolstoy’s The Kingdom of God Is Within You, in which he laments the lack of information about
Chelcicky and exposes the ‘conspiracy of silence’ that surrounds the Gospel’s message of nonvi-
olence” Lock (2009, p. IV).
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» The nature of the Church;
 The source and significance of the Bible for Christianity;

o The nature of the Eucharist.

Upon closer examination, it turns out that Chelcicky and Tolstoy held
exceptionally divergent views on these subjects, and this, for its part,
led to salient differences in their critiques of violence, the state, and in-
stitutionalized forms of Christianity. In other words, the vastly different
principles and premises led to what both Tolstoy himself and many re-
searchers have seen as points of similarity between Tolstoyan ideas and
Chelcicky’s teachings. The problem is that, to this day, pointing out the
differences between these principles and premises has not, to the best of
my knowledge, become the topic of any serious study.

Tolstoy regarded moral life as a complete and uncompromising re-
jection of violence, seeing the primary social sources of violence in the
state and church-based forms of Christianity. When Tolstoy had learned
of Chelcicky’s criticism of war, secular power, and the medieval papacy,
he decided to present the forgotten Czech thinker as a herald of “true
Christianity.” However, the fact is that the fundamentals of Chel¢icky’s
teachings, as well as his understanding of what “true Christianity” is, were
not only different but often incompatible with Tolstoy’s views. Further-
more, Cheléicky’s criticism of war, the medieval papacy, and secular power
is not as close to Tolstoy’s philosophy as Tolstoy portrayed it. Actually,
Tolstoy selectively appealed to Chelcicky’s ideas to emphasize superficial
similarities with his own views — even to the point of attributing some
modern concepts to the medieval Czech thinker — while remaining silent
about the glaring discrepancies in their fundamental beliefs.

The discovery of these differences and the correction of historiography
are long overdue and necessary tasks, but this is not all that makes my
article original and relevant to the topic. Tolstoy integrated the rejection
of violence into his complex, ambiguous, controversial, and contradictory
religious-philosophical worldview, which is characterized by a categorical
rejection of the Apostolic tradition, the Church, Holy Scripture, Christian
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dogmas, and Sacraments. In contrast, Chelcicky not only confessed the
Apostolic tradition and Christian dogmas but also grounded his teachings
in them.

Any attempt to compare the ideas of Chelc¢icky and Tolstoy inevitably
encounters various obstacles. The problem is not only in their peculiar
styles and modes of argumentation but also in the fact that these two
thinkers lived in different eras (the late Middle Ages and the late modern
period), within distinct civilizational contexts (Western Catholicism and
Russian Orthodoxy), and, in addition, had different social, economic, and
intellectual backgrounds. Another difficulty is that both Chelc¢icky and
Tolstoy were similar in their unsystematic and contradictory presentation
of sophisticated religious and philosophical themes, the understanding
of which, moreover, was in the process of continuous modifications. At
the same time, the purpose of my article is not to provide a full-scale
comparative analysis of their teachings, which would require far more
extensive and detailed research. Below, I will just (1) examine the scopes of
Tolstoy’s knowledge of Chelcicky’s ideas, (2) identify Tolstoy’s perspective
on Chelcicky’s views, (3) critique that perspective, and (4) call attention
to the inconsistencies in simplified historiography (that historiography
in which Chelcicky acts as Tolstoy’s predecessor while the significance of
carnal differences in their views on the most important issues are either
ignored or downplayed).

Below, I focus on a critique of Tolstoy’s reception of Chelcicky’s ideas,
including their deliberate distortion. As I will demonstrate, even the ex-
cerpts from The Net of Faith translated into Russian — which essentially
became Tolstoy’s principal source of Cheléicky’s teachings — contain ideas
that are radically different from those that formed the basis of Tolstoy’s
religious-philosophical worldview. I will refer to the Czech text of The
Net of Faith as well as to other works by Chel¢icky only when necessary.

Spreading the Opinion about Similarity

According to Tolstoy, his acquaintance with Chelcicky’s ideas began with
a “letter from Prague,” written by a “professor of the local university.”
In that letter, the unnamed professor pointed out that Tolstoy’s views



Konstantin Troitskiy Shisheeva 7 |

were similar to those of the Czech preacher.? Initially, researchers thought
that this professor was none other than Tomas Masaryk, but some recent
investigations have rejected this claim. It now appears that the letter’s
author was the physician, writer, and translator Pavel Durdik.+ Moreover,
Durdik was probably the first to suggest the supposed similarity between
the ideas of Cheléicky and Tolstoy, which occurred in 1885.5

In 1886, another professor from Prague, Jaroslav Goll, found the affi-
nity between the ideas of Chelc¢icky and Tolstoy. Goll wrote a review of
Tolstoy’s essay What I Believe?, in which he casually noted that many
years before the Russian novelist, similar views had been expressed by
Cheléicky.® In 1911, Adolf Cerny, also a professor at Prague University,
reacted to Tolstoy’s death with a brief obituary, asserting that Tolstoy had
become “the synthesis of the searching Slavic spirit” and had adopted
Chelcicky’s position in affirming the “teaching of the rule of God and
universal humanity (uéeni bohovlady a vSelidstvi).”” To the best of my
knowledge, the opinion regarding the close affinity between the teachings
of Chelcicky and Tolstoy — with a special emphasis on the categorical
rejection of violence — has prevailed among Czech researchers up to the
present day.8

Although Masaryk was not the author of the aforementioned letter,
he repeatedly asserted the similarity between the ideas of Chelcicky and
Tolstoy, especially when he was already concentrating on political activity.
For example, in an article published by a political magazine, he directly
stated that Chelcicky’s interpretation of Christian love “fully anticipated
Tolstoy’s famous doctrine.” While Masaryk was rather critical of Tolstoy’s
doctrine of “non-resistance,” another Czech political figure, Premysl Pitter,
devoted a small book to Cheléicky, Tolstoy, and Masaryk. As an ardent
pacifist, Pitter spoke enthusiastically about Chel¢icky and Tolstoy, declar-
ing that “Chel¢icky, transferred to modern times, is Leo Tolstoy.”*°

Tolstoy (1957d, p. 16).

See Malecek (2002).

Ibidem, p. 126.

Goll (1886, p. 184).

Cerny (1911, p. 103).

See, for example, Hoblik (2013).
See Masaryk (1917, p. 37)

10 Pitter (1931, p. 13).

O 0NN OO A~ W
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In 1893, after a lengthy delay, the Czech text of The Net of Faith was
finally published in the Collection of the Department of Russian Language
and Literature of the Imperial Academy of Sciences (hereinafter referred
to as the Collection). Alongside this text, several excerpts, translated
into Russian by Yuri Annenkov (hereinafter referred to as the excerpts
from The Net of Faith), were also published. The Introduction to this
publication, prepared by Vatroslav Jagi¢ on the basis of a manuscript
written by his Czech disciple (Josef Karasek), contained a profoundly
wrong statement:

“The thinker most similar to Chelcicky is Leo Tolstoy. His
thoughts on the state, the Church, and the early times of
Christianity are very similar in their essence to Chelcicky’s
thoughts on the same subjects. Moreover, both thinkers rely
on a single source, i.e., the Bible.”

Assertions of not merely similarity but near identity between the views
of Chelcicky and Tolstoy early became commonplace also among Rus-
sian scholars. In an article from 1906, a Slavic philologist, Alexander
Yatsimirsky, despite the fact that his small paper was about Cheléicky,
devoted a disproportionate amount of space to uncritical quotations from
Tolstoy’s text on Cheléicky.? Also during Tolstoy’s lifetime, another Slavic
philologist, Stepan Kulbakin, published an article with the telling title
“Petr Chelcicky, the Czech Tolstoy of the 15th Century.” Kulbakin’s entire
article is built around the supposedly “striking similarity” between the
ideas of Chelcicky and Tolstoy.'

In the USSR, scholars of Czech and Russian literature rarely compared
the teachings of Chelc¢icky and Tolstoy. There is no evidence that the
erroneous conclusion regarding the close affinity between their ideas had
ever been questioned. On the contrary, in a brief commentary on the issue,
Irina Porochkina asserted:

11 Jagic¢ (1893, p. XXXV).
12 See Yatzimirsky (1906).
13 See Kulbakin (1909).
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“The fact that Tolstoy so freely and confidently expounded the
content of The Net of Faith and also sensitively captured the
artistic expressiveness of this Czech monument of literature
suggests the idea that the writer was familiar with Chelcicky’s
work in the original text and not from the Russian excerpts.”

As will be seen below, Tolstoy neither expounded “confidently” on the
content of The Net of Faith nor “was familiar with Chel¢icky’s work in
the original.”

Another Soviet scholar, Lyudmila Lapteva, not only did not dispute
the conclusion regarding the alleged similarity between the teachings of
Chelcicky and Tolstoy but, on the contrary, coined the term “Chelcicky-
-Tolstoy phenomenon,” which supposedly points to the possibility of “the
emergence of similar ideas even in completely different historical eras.”

After the collapse of the USSR, it appears that Russian scholars have
shown little interest in the topic.

The conviction that the ideas of Cheléicky and Tolstoy were similar has
also prevailed among researchers from English-speaking countries. Thus,
Enrico C. S. Molnar, who translated the first part of The Net of Faith into
English, pointed out:

“Basing his conviction on Christ’s teachings, he (Chelcicky)
fully adopted the position of the early Church Fathers and in
many ways anticipated Tolstoy and Gandhi in trying to seek
the source of war.”®

It appears that the historian of pacifism, Peter Brock, shared this opinion,
while writing that Tolstoy was right in seeing Chel¢icky’s significance in
the “doctrine of non-resistance.”” Another Canadian researcher, Jarold
K. Zeman, began the Introduction to Murray L. Wagner’s monograph
on Cheléicky with a quote from Tolstoy.’® Wagner himself, comparing

14 Porochkina (1983, p. 14).
15 Lapteva (1985, p. 223).
16 Molnar (1947, p. 38).
17 Brock (1957, p. 61).

18 Zeman (1983, p. 17).
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Chelcicky with Tolstoy, classified both as “separatists,” meaning those
who sought to separate Christian communities from the state.” It appears
that this faulty stance has not been challenged in the 21st century. For
example, Craig Atwood pointed to the similarity between Cheléicky’s and
Tolstoy’s views, summarizing Chelcicky’s ideas as follows:

“The church of the true disciples of Christ should withdraw
from pomp, hypocrisy, deception, and violence. Though they
would suffer at the hands of the unrighteous, they would find
peace in their own hearts and life everlasting. Five centuries
later, Tolstoy would echo these sentiments.”2°

It seems that Atwood did not realize that even the idea of the Church was
entirely unacceptable to Tolstoy.

Tolstoy’s Acquaintance with ChelCicky’s Ideas

Tolstoy’s letters and notes rather make it more complicated to answer the
question concerning the depth of his acquaintance with Chelcicky’s ideas
and even with The Net of Faith. The history of this acquaintance can be
divided into two stages.

The first stage (1886—1894) is associated with Tolstoy’s seminal reli-
gious and philosophical work, The Kingdom of God Is Within You.

The aforementioned letter to Tolstoy dates back to 1886.2* From that
time, the Russian writer sought to familiarize himself with Chelcicky’s
works. Tolstoy succeeded in his search three years later. In April 18809,
he asked Nikolay Strakhov whether The Net of Faith had already been
published by the Imperial Academy of Sciences. In June of the same year,
Tolstoy mentioned that Strakhov had brought the prints of The Net of
Faith, adding, “A very remarkable work, and, although I expected a lot
from it, I was not disappointed.”2?

19 Wagner (1983, p. 51).

20 Atwood (2009, p. 150).
21 Malecek (2002, p. 132).
22 Tolstoy (1953b, p. 250).
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The Russian authorities did not permit the printing of The Kingdom
of God Is Within You, so it was published in Paris in 1893. There, Tolstoy
devoted two and a half pages to Chel¢icky, writing about him in glowing
terms. That same year, immediately after the publication of excerpts from
The Net of Faith, Tolstoy expressed gratitude to the director of the Saint
Petersburg Public Library “for Cheléicky” and wrote that he would send
a “note” about this publication “here and there.” It is difficult to come to
any other conclusion than that Tolstoy received the issue of the Collection,
which included (1) the full Czech text of The Net of Faith, (2) some Russian
excerpts from it prepared by Annenkov, (3) Jagié’s introduction to the
edition written on the basis of Karasek’s manuscript, (4) the full Czech
text of Replika proti Mikulasi Biskupcovi, and (5) some excerpts from it
translated into Russian by Jagi¢ himself.

The second stage (1905—1906) is marked by Tolstoy’s text about Chel-
¢icky, which the Russian thinker wrote for A Calendar of Wisdom. Later,
this brief text was placed as a preface for several subsequent reprints of
the Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith.

Tolstoy’s renewed interest in Chel¢icky dates back to the end of 1904—
beginning of 1905. On January 30, 1905, Dusan Makovicky wrote that
Tolstoy had told him about receiving “Chelcicky,” which had been sent
to him by the publisher Ivan Gorbunov-Posadov.2+ This is confirmed by
a letter from Tolstoy to Gorbunov-Posadov, dated the same day.?> On
January 31, Tolstoy said to Makovicky, “Yesterday I read it and marked
the passages (for A Calendar of Wisdom).”?¢ Perhaps Tolstoy, who had
received the issue of the Collection ten years earlier, had returned that
issue, given it away, or even lost it, which is why he asked Gorbunov-Po-
sadov to send it to him again. That same day, Makovicky translated The
Net of Faith for Tolstoy, doing it “ex abrupto from Czech, with difficulty
and with pauses.” Although neither the extent nor the duration of these
studies is known, most likely they were limited to one or several days, as
Makovicky does not mention them again. In February and March, Tolstoy
23 Tolstoy (19532 p. 434).

24 Makovicky (1979a, p. 157).
25 Tolstoy (19564, p. 213).

26 Makovicky (1979a, p. 157).
27 Ibidem, p. 158.
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returned to Chelcicky several times in private conversations and read
the Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith aloud to family, friends, and
guests.2® On March 30, Tolstoy asked Makovicky about the authorship
of the Czech preface to The Net of Faith, to which Makovicky made an
erroneous assumption that Chelcicky was the author. Tolstoy agreed with
the wrong conclusion, pointing to the supposed “similarity of language.”

On March 31, 1905, Tolstoy announced that he had finished writing the
text about Cheléicky for A Calendar of Wisdom. According to Makovicky,
Tolstoy casually remarked:

“Today I finished Chelcicky. I am glad. The Czech text of The
Net of Faith differs from the Russian version prepared by
Jagi¢ (Annenkov); perhaps the most important parts are mi-
ssing, or perhaps the content is well summarized.”s°

Then Tolstoy asked Makovicky whether The Net of Faith had been pub-
lished in the Czech lands of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, to which Ma-
kovicky gave a negative answer and reported on the publication of Postilla
there. Tolstoy responded, “What is this?”3!
This demonstrates, first, that Tolstoy did not read the full text of The Net
of Faith; second, that he was beset by doubts concerning the accuracy of
his understanding of Chelcicky’s teachings; third, that Tolstoy mistakenly
attributed the translation of the Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith
to Jagic¢ and knew nothing about Postilla (despite the fact that the Intro-
duction to the Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith contains a brief
description of Postilla!); fourth, that in spite of all this, Tolstoy wrote
a text about Chelcicky and, moreover, as will be demonstrated further,
he made in it a categorical statement regarding all of Chelcicky’s writings.
In a letter to Vladimir Chertkov dated April 17, 1905, Tolstoy once again
mentioned that he had written a text about Chelcicky and added that he
had selected some “passages” for A Calendar of Wisdom.3? It was this

28 Ibidem, p. 206.

29 Ibidem, p. 228.

30 Ibidem, p. 230.

31 Ibidem.

32 See Tolstoy (1957¢).
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text that Tolstoy placed in A Calendar of Wisdom as a “weekly reading”
for September and as a preface to some pieces from the Russian excerpts
from The Net of Faith.

Tolstoy made reference to Chelcicky several more times in April, but
after that, mentions became rare. One of the notable exceptions occu-
rred in June 1905, when Pavel Biryukov read aloud to Tolstoy Cheléicky’s
work O trojim lidu (a Russian translation of which had been published
a year earlier). Tolstoy enjoyed this work even more than The Net of
Faith, and proclaimed, “There the comparisons are long and difficult to
understand. Now, at first, it is simple and lively. I will read it.”s3 According
to Makovicky’s notes from 1906 and 1907, Tolstoy returned to Chel¢icky
just a few times, mainly in connection with the publication of A Calendar
of Wisdom and because of the republication of the Russian excerpts from
The Net of Faith by Gorbunov-Posadov. Of particular interest is Makovic-
ky’s mysterious note from July 1906, when Tolstoy said to several guests:

“The Russian text (The Net of Faith, published by the Imperial
Academy of Sciences) is not a translation but an abridged, yet
very detailed and precise presentation of the original. Dusan
Petrovich, you and I have compared them, and there were no
deviations.”34

The comparison apparently consisted of the aforementioned “ex abrupto
translation,” with which Makovicky had such difficulty, and after which
Tolstoy expressed doubts about the accuracy and completeness of the
Russian version. However, a year later, Tolstoy praised these excerpts
and, for some reason, claimed that it was “not a translation” but a “precise
presentation of the original.”

In his letters and conversations, despite numerous laudatory remarks
about Chelcicky, Tolstoy did not go into detail about his understanding of
Chelcicky’s teachings. It is true that in The Kingdom of God Is Within You,
Tolstoy devoted two and a half pages to Cheléicky; however, half a page
describes how he first learned about Chelcicky, another page is filled with

33 Makovicky (19794, p. 324).
34 Makovicky (1979b, p. 174).
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quotes about Chelcicky from Alexander Pypin and Vladimir Spasovich’s
History of Slavic Literature,> and the remaining paragraphs retell these
quotes.3® As a result, the only work in which Tolstoy demonstrates his
understanding of Chelcicky’s ideas is a short essay for A Calendar of
Wisdom, included later as a preface to several reprints of the Russian
excerpts from The Net of Faith. This text by Tolstoy will be the focus of
my analysis below.

Intention

At the very beginning of The Net of Faith, Chelc¢icky formulates the
basic idea of both the work and his entire teachings as, in Annenkov’s
translation,? to “restore the state of affairs that was before and to cling
to it with God’s assistance.”3® Chelcicky compares the current state to
“a heap of ruins of a demolished building,” which he wants to rebuild.*
Although Tolstoy is extremely dissatisfied with the current state of
affairs in the 19th century (just as Chelcicky was with the state of affairs
in the 15th century) and wants radical change, his vision of that change
differs significantly. The Russian writer does not aim to restore any past
state of affairs; rather, he emphasizes the destruction of the present state of
affairs to pave the way for a radically new future. Moreover, Tolstoy’s focus
on the future and his belief in spiritual progress are evident in his writing
about Chelcicky, where he notes that Chelcicky’s ideas were not accepted
because they were too far ahead of their time. After that, Tolstoy adds:

“The Net of Faith is an ancient book in terms of time, but its
purpose and content are remarkably new. It is so new that
contemporary people are still far from being prepared by true
enlightenment to be able to comprehend it. However, its time
will come — and indeed, it is already approaching.”+°

35 See Pypin & Spasovich (1881, p. 880—-885).

36 Tolstoy (1957d, p. 16—18).

37 Here and below, I translate into English the Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith prepared
by Annenkov. I rarely use either the Czech text or Molnar’s translation, since Tolstoy relied on
Annenkov’s version with all its advantages and disadvantages. I set aside considerations of An-
nenkov’s translation accuracy and his method of selection.

38 Chelcicky (1893b, p. 342).
39 Ibidem.
40 Tolstoy (1957b, p. 49).
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This difference in principal intentions between the Czech preacher and the
Russian writer can be traced to their use of metaphors. Tolstoy also em-
ploys the metaphor of a building, but instead of “restoring” it, he declares
in The Kingdom of God Is Within You the inevitability of the destruction
of the existing building and expresses the exigency to construct a new
one in its place.* The meaning of the metaphor also differs. According
to Chelcicky, the image of a building refers to the Church as a gathering
of true believers spiritually separated from secular power. In contrast,
Tolstoy uses this image as an analogy for the entire human world. He seeks
to replace the current world of nation-states, religions, and churches with
a new one — a universal, mono-religious, stateless, non-church society
that will embrace all people across a heaven-like world.

History

The views of Chelcicky and Tolstoy on the course of history are completely
divergent. While Chelcicky preaches a return to the purity of the Primitive
Church and rejects chiliasm, Tolstoy, who does not recognize any positive
image of the Church, appeals to the future, confident that the “truth of
Christianity,” as he understands it, will eventually be revealed throughout
the world.

The dissimilar perspectives on history and the desired future inevitably
resulted in a fundamental discrepancy in the understanding and evalua-
tion of early Christianity. Although Tolstoy, Tolstoy, whether intentionally
or not, tried to downplay these divergences, they remain evident. Thus,
in the text about Cheléicky, after several introductory remarks, Tolstoy
writes:

“At first, the truth of Christianity in its true meaning was
accepted only by a few simple, unimportant, and poor people.
However, as it spread among a large number of people, inclu-
ding the rich and noble, it became more and more perverted.
And since the establishment of the Church — beginning with
the time of Constantine, as Chelcicky tells us — it has become

41 Tolstoy (1957d, p. 286).
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so corrupted that its principal, true, and vital meaning has
become totally obscured and replaced by superficial forms
that are alien to the essence of Christianity.”+

Tolstoy presents the just-quoted words either as a retelling of Chelcicky’s
teachings or as their disclosure; however, they not only fail to correspond
to the ideas of the Czech preacher but directly contradict them. According
to Tolstoy, (1) the “perversion” of the truth of Christianity was cumulative
in nature, (2) this “perversion” was associated with an increase in the
number of people among whom Christianity was spreading, and (3) the
“perversion” reached its apogee under Constantine the Great.

In fact, Chelcicky does not speak of a gradual perversion of Christian
truth; rather, he tirelessly repeats about the rapid and sharp decline re-
sulting from the rapprochement between the Church and secular power
under the auspices of Constantine the Great.*3 At the same time, Cheléicky
frequently highlights the “purity and innocence” of the Primitive Church,
specifying the duration of this purity as the first “three hundred and twenty
years.”# In addition, Chelcicky does not associate the increase in the num-
ber of Christians with the corruption of Christian truth; on the contrary,
he underscores that “the breaking of the net did not occur because of the
multitude of believers.”#5

Sources of the Christian Faith: Holy Scripture,
the Apostolic Tradition, and the Church

Chel¢icky identifies the source of true Christianity in Holy Scripture, the
Apostolic Tradition, and the Church. According to the Czech preacher, the
“net,” or Christian truth, is woven from Holy Scripture. Chel¢icky writes:

“As a net is woven and knitted, one knot after another, un-
til there is a great and complete net, so the truths of Holy
Scripture are added one after another, until they collectively
embrace both the entire multitude of believers and each in-

42 Tolstoy (1957b, p. 46).

43 See, for example, ChelCicky (1893b, p. 346, 349, 354, 356, 357, 365, 395)-
44 Ibidem, p. 365.

45 Ibidem, p. 343.
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dividual with all his or her spiritual as well as physical cha-
racteristics.”#¢

Even when considering only the Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith,
Chelcicky’s position remains indisputable: Holy Scripture, or the Bible,
is the source of true Christianity and comprises both the New and Old
Testaments.#”

According to Tolstoy, the only source of “true Christianity” is reason. As
early as the 1880s, Tolstoy (1) criticized the very concept of Holy Scripture,
(2) rejected all existing translations of the Gospels, and (3) discarded
everything in the New Testament that did not align with his teachings.
Furthermore, Tolstoy not only does not consider the Old Testament to
be divinely inspired but sums up its content as “the alien faith of the
Jews,”#® declaring it to be full of “abominations.”# Tolstoy contrasts the
Old Testament with his interpretation of Christ’s teachings and, among
other things, declares that “a person who believes in the divine inspiration
of the Old Testament” cannot simultaneously “believe in the moral law
of Christ.”s°

It is important to emphasize that Tolstoy does not contrast the Old
Testament with the New Testament, nor even the Old Testament with
the Gospels, as he does not recognize the divine inspiration of the New
Testament. Furthermore, Tolstoy has a sharply negative assessment of
the epistles of the Apostle Paul, calling his teachings “false Christianity.”s*
While Tolstoy is somewhat more tolerant of the epistles of other apostles,
he expresses strong dissatisfaction with the Acts of the Apostles, consi-
dering it “seductive.”>* Regarding the Book of Revelation, Tolstoy briefly
dismisses it as “nonsense.”s3

However, that is not all, since Tolstoy does not acknowledge the divine
inspiration of the Gospels. He considers the distinction between the cano-

46 Ibidem.

47 Ibidem, p. 358, 374, 387.
48 Tolstoy (1957a, p. 15).
49 Tolstoy (1957d, p. 60).
50 Ibidem.

51 See below.

52 Tolstoy (1957a, p. 17).

53 Ibidem, p. 16.
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nical Gospel texts and the apocryphal ones to be misleading, claims that
not everything in the Gospels is of equal value, suggests that the essential
elements should be separated from the unimportant, and insists that some
episodes of the Gospels should be excluded altogether.5* This approach
led Tolstoy to compose his own “gospel,” distorting or discarding what
he regarded as inconsistent with reason, including all references to the
miracles performed by Jesus Christ.

According to Chelcicky, Christian truth was initially accepted not me-
rely by “a few simple, unimportant, poor people,” as Tolstoy puts it, but
by the Apostles, who were sent by Jesus Christ to preach and establish the
Primitive Church, or the custodian of Christian truth. This idea is reflected
even in the title of Cheléicky’s work and the Gospel story he uses as the
basis for The Net of Faith, since Christ’s command to cast the net again
is interpreted as Christ’s command to the Apostles to preach Christianity
throughout the pagan world. It was the Apostles who converted the pa-
gans to Christianity and provided their communities with an authentic
Christian organization.

While Tolstoy regards the Apostolic Tradition as often misleading
and inconsistent with reason, Chelcicky argues that “reasonable people
should look to the foundation established by the Apostles.”s In the same
way, answering the question of how to separate true faith from falsehood,
Chelcicky refers to the faith of the Apostles, to whom it was given “by God
through Jesus Christ,” and strongly advises “not to be distracted by those
new creeds to which people are now being encouraged.”s® Furthermore,
Chelcicky places special emphasis on the words of the Apostle Paul, whom
he regards as an indisputable authority.

Apparently, Tolstoy’s expression about “a few simple, unimportant,
poor people” who accepted Christian truth “in all its meaning” was deli-
berately crafted in such a vague manner. On the one hand, this creates the
illusion that his views align with Chel¢icky’s ideas; on the other hand, it
omits any mention of the Apostles. Remarkably, in the same The Kingdom
of God Is Within You, just below the passage where Tolstoy makes refe-

54 Ibidem, p. 16—17.
55 Chelcicky (1893b, p. 345).
56 Ibidem, p. 344.
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rence to Chelcicky, he declares that the Apostles did not understand the
true essence of Christianity and misled people by fundamentally distorting
Christ’s teachings.””

Although Tolstoy occasionally cites the Apostle Paul to support his
own words and even includes a quote from 1 Corinthians as one of the
epigraphs to The Kingdom of God Is Within You, in fact, the Russian
writer rejects the Apostle Paul’s teachings and expresses strong antipathy
toward him. Already in the early 1880s, Tolstoy stated, “The Acts of the
Apostles, like many of Paul’s epistles, often have nothing in common with
the Gospel.”s® Tolstoy’s most detailed attack on the Apostle Paul, with
criticism that often turns into outright abuse, occurred in 1907. In a short
essay, Tolstoy explicitly asserts that in order to discover Christian truth,
people must “free themselves”® from Paul’s teachings, which he describes
as “false,” “immoral,”® “measly,”® “grossly superstitious,”®* “fabricati-
on,” and “perverted,”®* among other terms. He also attacks the Apostle
Paul personally, labeling him a “Pharisee,”® a “preacher of lies,”®® “very
vain, frivolous, hot-blooded,”®” and an “unenlightened, self-confident,
petty-vain, boastful, and cunning Jew.”%® Furthermore, Tolstoy claims that
the Apostle Paul’s “false Christianity” is not limited to the Epistles but also
permeates other New Testament texts, including the Gospels, which were
“more or less adjusted to the already existing Pauline teachings.”® Finally,
Tolstoy declares the incompatibility of Christ’s teachings with the Apostle
Paul’s ideas, which he argues are supposedly “obvious to everybody who
has comprehended the essence of the great Christian teachings.””° Nota-

57 Tolstoy (19574, p. 44).
58 Tolstoy (1957a, p. 17).
59 Tolstoy (1956b, p. 350).
60 Ibidem.

61 Ibidem, p. 352.

62 Ibidem.

63 Ibidem, p. 353.

64 Ibidem, p. 354-.

65 Ibidem, p. 350.

66 Ibidem.

67 Ibidem, p. 353.

68 Ibidem, p. 352.

69 Ibidem, p. 354-.

70 Ibidem.
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bly, two years before this essay, Tolstoy praised Chelcicky as a hero who
“really understood Christian truth””* without paying attention to the fact
that the Czech preacher’s ideas are based on the Apostle Paul’s teachings.

Tolstoy’s rejection of the Apostolic Tradition is closely tied with his
refusal of the very concept of the Church. This refusal became a recurring
theme in Tolstoy’s works and one of the key points of his religious and
philosophical teachings. Tolstoy not only criticizes Catholicism, Ortho-
doxy, and Protestantism but also declares the incompatibility between
the concept of the Church and Christianity itself. Unlike Chelcicky,”
Tolstoy did not view the Church as the keeper of true Christianity or
as a unifying body for believers. Instead, he saw it as the cause of the
distortion of “true Christianity,” the origin of divisions among Christians,
and the source of violence. For example, in the essay Church and State,
Tolstoy writes:

“There is no concept or word more godless than the concept
of the Church. There is no concept that has given rise to more
evil; there is no concept more hostile to Christ’s teachings than
the concept of the Church.””

In The Kingdom of God Is Within You, Tolstoy devotes many pages
to the supposed opposition between any “church” organization and
“Christianity.””4

Taking all this into account, it becomes clear why Tolstoy writes in the
above quote that “...since the establishment of the church (from the time
of Constantine, as Chel¢icky tells us) the truth has become so distorted...”
thereby developing his idea of the opposition between the Church and
Christianity. This idea is of such importance for Tolstoy that he attributes
it to Chelcicky, despite the fact that such a view was not just alien to
Chelcicky but directly opposed his fundamental convictions, which the
Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith demonstrate very well.

71 Tolstoy (1957b, p. 46).

72 See, for example, Cheléicky (1893b, p. 408).
73 Tolstoy (19571, p. 477).

74 Tolstoy (1957d, p. 39—67).
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Tenets of the Christian Faith

If, according to Chelcicky, Holy Scripture, the Apostles, and the early
Church are the sources of Christian truth, this is not the case for Tolstoy.
It follows that both thinkers held radical differences not only regarding
the sources of Christianity but also concerning its main content. However,
Tolstoy tried to blur these differences in his writing about Cheléicky:

“Indeed, unlike his predecessors Hus, Luther, Melanchthon,
and Calvin, in his book (The Net of Faith) and also in other
works, Cheléicky does not dispute dogmas, church and papal
ordinances. Chelcicky only demonstrates that the lives of
people who consider themselves Christians are not Christian
lives; that a Christian cannot exercise power, cannot be the
owner of land or slaves, cannot wallow in luxury, cannot lead
a slutty life, cannot execute other people, and most impor-
tantly, cannot kill or participate in wars.”7s

Here, Tolstoy pushes the reader to the incorrect conclusion that, for
Chelcicky, the “dogmas, church and papal ordinances” played no sig-
nificant role, and that the Czech preacher was solely concerned with the
problem of aligning life with the guidelines set by Christ in the Sermon on
the Mount. In this push, Tolstoy goes so far as to proclaim that Chelcicky
did not dispute dogmas and papal decrees either in The Net of Faith or
“in other works.” This, however, is patently false, since, on the one hand,
Chelcicky sharply criticizes some newly established institutions and dog-
mas; on the other hand, he ardently defends all Christian dogmas of the
Primitive Church, and his criterion remains the law of Christ. And what is
more, Chelcicky approaches these matters not superficially or incidentally,
but with thoroughness and careful attention.

Regarding Chelcicky’s criticism of the newly established institutions
and dogmas, it is sufficient to mention two works, namely O ocistci pra-
vém a jistém a nejistém (On the Truth of Purgatory and Uncertainty), in
which the Czech preacher rejects the doctrine of Purgatory, and Zprava

75 Tolstoy (1957b, p. 47).
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o svatostech (Instructions on the Sacraments), where he renounces the
recognition of four of the seven sacraments of the Church, acknowledging
only Baptism, Confession, and Communion. Concerning the defense of
dogmas, it is necessary to mention Replika proti Mikulasi Biskupci Ta-
borskému, which is entirely devoted to the ardent defense of the reality
of the body and blood of Christ in the Eucharist against those who, as
Chelcicky believes, were inclined to consider this sacrament as a purely
symbolic act. Cheléicky condemns this view as “a great sin,” “a great evil,”
“amockery,” and “an outrage.”® It is especially noteworthy that this fiery
retort was addressed to Mikulas, who, like the Taborites, probably initially
shared Chelcicky’s pacifist convictions.”” As noted above, Tolstoy had the
Russian excerpts from Replika proti Mikuldsi Biskupci Taborskému, since
they were published together with the Russian excerpts from The Net of
Faith in the Collection.

Even in the excerpts from The Net of Faith, there are episodes in which
Chelcicky challenges papal regulations, including, for example, the Pope’s
authority to forgive sins.”® Moreover, in the Introduction to The Net of
Faith, published both in the first edition in 1893 and in its reprints, Jagic¢
compares Chelcicky’s ideas with Hus’s views, specifically on the issue
raised by Tolstoy. What is even more interesting, there is documentary
evidence demonstrating that Tolstoy not only read the Introduction but
did so just before writing his text about Chelcicky.” Among other things,
the Introduction notes that although the “center of gravity” of Chelcicky’s
teachings lies in ethics, along with that the Czech preacher “went further
than Hus in most dogmatic issues.”® The Introduction also mentions
Chelcicky’s defense of the truth of the Eucharist.®* In other words, it is
difficult to come to any other conclusion than that either Tolstoy studied
the available scholarly literature on Chelcicky extremely poorly or deli-
berately and grossly distorted the Czech preacher’s thought.

76 Cheléicky (1893a, p. 514).

77 See Fudge (2000, p. 82).

78 See, for example, Chelcicky (1893b, p. 352).

79 According to Makovicky, Tolstoy said over tea on March 9, 1905: “A little while ago, I read the
biography of Chel¢icky and the Introduction to The Net of Faith” Makovicky (1979a, p. 204).

80 Jagié (1893, p. XXVI).

81 Ibidem, p. XXVIII-XXX.
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The question arises: why did Tolstoy, who was aware of the limitations
of his knowledge regarding Chelcicky’s ideas, make such a risky assertion
in the first place? The answer very likely lies in Tolstoy’s categorical
rejection of all Christian dogmas. This rejection is a persistent theme
throughout Tolstoy’s religious and philosophical works. It is enough to
note here that in The Kingdom of God Is Within You Tolstoy declares
the incompatibility of dogmas with the Sermon on the Mount, viewing
his main task as the rejection of any dogma. There, Tolstoy directly
writes, “The Sermon on the Mount or the Nicene Creed — one excludes
the other.”®? For Tolstoy, Christ is simply a man with outstanding moral
teachings. As a result, Tolstoy vehemently attacks the tenets of original
sin, the divine-human nature of Christ, and redemption — that is, the
core creeds of any Christian denomination. Tolstoy goes so far as to
proclaim:

“People who believe in an evil and reckless god — who cursed
mankind, doomed his son to sacrifice, and condemned some
people to eternal torment—cannot believe in a god of love.”®3

In other words, Tolstoy’s idea of God is emphatically non-Christian and
even anti-Christian — if, of course, by Christianity, as it should be, is un-
derstood the faith in Christ as the God-man and Savior of the world. 8
Apparently, Tolstoy did not dare to attribute this position to Chelcicky.
However, in order to present his teachings as closer to those of the Czech
preacher than they actually were, Tolstoy decided to make a risky and
false statement that dogmas were unimportant to Chelcicky.

Following the dogmas, Tolstoy also categorically rejects the Sacraments
without any exception, not simply dismissing God’s participation in them,
but even considering them harmful. Tolstoy confesses:

“I consider all the sacraments to be ignoble and coarse
witchceraft, inconsistent with the idea of God and Christian

82 Tolstoy (1957d, p. 66).
83 Ibidem, p. 60.
84 See, for example, Berdyaev (2000).
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teachings, and, moreover, a violation of the most direct com-
mandments of the Gospel.”®

For Chelcicky, on the contrary, true Christianity is founded on belief in
the divine-human nature of Christ and other fundamental Christian dog-
mas proclaimed by the Primitive Church. At the very beginning of The
Net of Faith, Chel¢icky formulates the starting point for his subsequent
reflections and the crucial criterion for distinguishing good from evil.
According to Cheléicky, this criterion is encapsulated in the Apostles’
Creed:

“In the world, only Faith can preserve a human being from
misconceptions and the wiles of the devil. Only Faith enables
us to distinguish between good and evil. Only through Faith
do we partake in spiritual and divine things. Thus, we believe
that God is the Holy Trinity: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.
We believe in one God, the Creator of heaven and earth, and
that Christ, the Son of God, is truly God and truly man, who
was conceived by the Holy Spirit in the womb of the Virgin
Mary and born by Her. We also believe in other spiritual and
heavenly things and in the future resurrection of the dead,
both good and evil. Without Faith, it is impossible to please
God.”8

As can be seen, Chelcicky is convinced that true Christianity is impossible
without adherence to the fundamental Christian tenets. This is evident
from his writings, including the Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith.
The crucial importance of the Sacraments of Baptism, Confession, and
Communion to Cheléicky has already been mentioned above.

Prohibition of Violence
Both Tolstoy and researchers pay special attention to the suggested simi-
larity between Tolstoy’s doctrine of “non-resistance to evil by violence”

85 Tolstoy (1952, p. 249).
86 Chelcicky (1893b, p. 343).



Konstantin Troitskiy Shisheeva 25 |

and Chelcicky’s criticism of Christians’ participation in wars. Indeed,
there is a resemblance here, but several nuances must be considered.
An analysis of Chel¢icky’s and Tolstoy’s critiques of violence warrants
a separate study; I will limit myself to a few theses.

Tolstoy’s rejection of Christian tenets, the Sacraments, and the Church
follows from his moralist position—that he places several moralist prin-
ciples at the core of his perspective. According to Tolstoy, the central
characteristic of a moral act is its autonomy and reasonableness.®” This
is why Tolstoy is convinced that people can achieve a perfect moral life
through their own efforts, emphatically rejecting the need for grace or
assistance from God.® These views stand in direct opposition to the con-
victions of Chel¢icky, which Tolstoy should have understood, as the belief
in a person’s inability to do good without God’s help is evident in the
Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith.*® Furthermore, in the Russian
excerpts from Replika proti Mikulasi Biskupci Taborskému, Chelcicky,
pointing to the “sinful law,” rejects the ability of people to do “good deeds”
only by their own free will and without God’s grace.?° In other words,
Chel¢icky was aware of a view that was close to the position that Tolstoy
voiced much later and categorically dismissed it.

According to Tolstoy, the rejection of violence is a necessary condition,
or even the foundation for moral action, while one’s attitude toward vi-
olence is a criterion for evaluating the validity or invalidity of particular
philosophical or religious teachings. From this rejection Tolstoy derived
his criticism of the Old Testament, the law of Moses, and the idea of Christ
as the Judge of “those who are living and those who have died.” It is no
coincidence that Tolstoy, for example, writes:

“A person who believes in Christ as God, who will come again
in glory to judge and execute those who are living and those
who have died, cannot simultaneously believe in Christ, who
commands us to turn the other cheek to the wrongdoer, re-

87 See, for example, Guseynov (2012).

88 See, for example, Gelfond (2020).

89 See, for example, Chelcicky (1893b, p. 342, 358—359, 401-402, 405).
90 Cheléicky (1893a, p. 525—527).
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frain from judging, forgive, and love our enemies.”"

In Tolstoy’s thought, morality as a whole—and the rejection of violence as
its central element—are fundamental, self-sufficient, absolute, and uni-
versal. For Tolstoy, violence is always evil, everywhere, and under any
circumstances. Tolstoy is not ready to accept the Old Testament, many
provisions of the New Testament, and the teachings of the Apostles pre-
cisely because, in them, God appears as one who allows or engages in
what Tolstoy considers acts of violence. In other words, Tolstoy judges the
Bible, the Apostles, Christians, and even God on the basis of their attitude
toward what Tolstoy regards as violence. He believes that the absolute
prohibition of violence (or rather, what he terms “violence”) must apply
not only to all people—past, present, and future — but also to God.

The answer to the question of “What is violence?” and the nuances of
the rejection of violence in Cheléicky’s teachings differ in many ways from
those presented in Tolstoy’s works. Chelcicky explicitly declares an abso-
lute prohibition for Christians to participate in wars and to directly supp-
ort the coercive apparatus of secular authorities. According to Chelcicky,
this stance follows from the doctrine of Christ’s person and the radical
transformation brought about by Christ’s life, death, and resurrection.
In relation to the incarnation of Christ, the events of the Old Testament
were a preparatory stage during which what is now called violence was
not prohibited.?* At the same time, Cheléicky regards the law of Moses as
a “good law” for the Old Testament’s era.’

Thus, while recognizing the absolute nature of the prohibition for
Christians to participate in wars, Chel¢icky does not consider this prohibi-
tion to be atemporal and universal. He allows for violence by authorities in
the pre-Christian world and, after the coming of Christ, by non-Christian
authorities in cases of defense against brutal attacks by criminals.% For

91 Tolstoy (1957d, p. 60).

92 Chelcicky writes, “The will of God is to preserve the temporary well-being of people through
authorities, but David and other pious kings also contributed to the spiritual well-being of their
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Chel¢icky, God is exempt from the prohibition of violence, or, rather, the
term “violence” is not applicable to God’s actions in principle. This is why
even in the Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith, Cheléicky’s threefold
division of justice can be traced: (1) the secular court of authorities, which
employs violence and in which he forbids Christians to participate;® (2)
the Christian court, based on love;*® and (3) the Last Judgment, where
each person’s fate will be determined — either to heavenly bliss or to he-
llish torment. Moreover, according to Chelcicky, justice and the Kingdom
of Christ are tightly linked with the idea of the Last Judgment, to which
the Czech preacher repeatedly appeals and about which he warns those
he criticizes with so much energy.*”

Thus, in contrast to Tolstoy’s views, the rejection of violence in Chel-
¢icky’s thought, although absolute for Christians, is derived from the will
(law) of God and is neither self-sufficient nor universal in nature. This is
obvious even from the Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith, yet it is
ignored by Tolstoy.

Violence and the State

Tolstoy and many scholars present Chelcicky’s criticism of the state as
another key point of similarity between Chelcicky’s and Tolstoy’s teach-
ings. Here, it is important to note that during Cheléicky’s time there were
no “states” in the sense that Tolstoy often uses it, since in the time of the
Czech preacher neither modern nation-states nor modern empires had
taken shape.?® While Tolstoy, in his four-page text on Cheléicky, uses the
word “state” (rocymapctBo) seven times and once the expression “state
power” (rocynapcrBenHas Biacth), Cheléicky refers to kings, kingdoms,
emperors, and secular authority but not to the “state” (stat). Although
Annenkov twice uses the word “state” (rocymapctso) in the Russian
excerpts from The Net of Faith, in both instances they are inaccurate

95 Ibidem, p. 347.

96 Ibidem, p. 346.

97 Ibidem, p. 358-359, 363.

98 See, for example, Nelson (2006).
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translations: the first translates the word “kralovstvi” (kingdom),* and
the second translates the word “zemiech” (land).*°

Intensifying the above-quoted words concerning Chel¢icky’s rejection
of war, Tolstoy adds a new detail that refers to the question of the state.
Tolstoy writes:

“He (Chelcicky) demonstrates that the union of Christianity
with the state, as it is currently observed, has wrecked and
destroyed Christianity. But it should be the other way around:
Christianity, when united with the state, should destroy the
state. And he (Chelcicky) proves that this is possible — that the
absence of state power not only does not destroy the order in
people’s lives but destroys the disorder and evil from which
people suffer.” o

In this passage, three theses are attributed to Chelcicky by Tolstoy: (1) the
complete unification of Christianity with the state has destroyed Chris-
tianity; (2) the state is the source of evil and violence, bringing disorder;
and (3) consequently, the state must be destroyed through unification,
or rather, absorption of the state by Christianity. However, only the first
thesis has some points of contact with Chelcicky’s thought, and, as will
be shown, even this is true only with reservations. The other two theses
reflect Tolstoy’s ideas, which are alien to Cheléicky’s views, as is obvious
even in the Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith.

1. It should be noted that Tolstoy speaks of the “destruction of Chris-
tianity,” and the term “destruction” implies the end of its existence. In
addition, following his rejection of the idea of the Church, Tolstoy does
not refer to the union of the Church and the state but rather to the union
of Christianity with the state. As explained above, Tolstoy considers even
the Apostles to be those who misinterpreted Christ’s teachings and misled
people. Given this, it is unclear what kind of “destruction of Christianity”

99 Comparing the Russian translation (Chel¢icky (1893b, p. 352) and the Czech original text (Chel-
¢icky (1950, p. 47).
100 Comparing the Russian translation (Cheléicky (1893b, p. 352) and the Czech original text
(Cheléicky (1950, p. 50).
101 Tolstoy (1957b, p. 48).
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Tolstoy had in mind; rather, his ideas suggest that “Christianity,” in his
very specific understanding, either never truly existed or was destroyed
at the root by the Apostles.

For Chelcicky, the Apostles are the first faithful teachers of the Church
and the disseminators of Christian truth. The turning point for him is
the infiltration of secular power into the Church during the time of Con-
stantine the Great. Chelcicky does not claim that Christianity has been
destroyed, but rather that the original purity of the Church has been lost.

2. Tolstoy’s ideas about the state are contradictory. For example, he
admits that “the justification of the necessity of state violence by protecting
people from perpetrators” has some grounds.'°? At the same time, he tends
to equate the state, power, and violence, asserting that “to rule means to
violate™°3 and portraying any state as the main, if not the sole, source of
violence at the social level. Moreover, he compares state officials to ro-
bbers, even in the context of the Roman Empire.**4 The situation becomes
completely confusing because Tolstoy unequivocally favors robbers over
state officials. This is especially noteworthy given Tolstoy’s rejection of
violence, which one might expect to be consistently categorical regardless
of who commits the violent act. However, this is not always the case with
Tolstoy. Although he does not justify robbers or, for example, terrorists,
unlike state officials, they find some kind of excuse in his writing, as Tol-
stoy portrays their violence as a derivative of state violence.'*

Chelcicky does not consider those he usually calls “earthly kings” (krali
zemskymi) or “secular authorities” (svétské moci) to be inherently evil
and sources of violence. He is only convinced that a person who has come
to know and profess Christ can live without relying on these authorities,
although it is necessary for such a person to coexist with them. Chelcicky
repeatedly emphasizes that secular authorities are established to provide,
and in some cases do provide, protection from violence.!°¢

Chelcicky does not formulate Tolstoy’s later inversion, which attributes
the violence of criminals to the existence of the state. On the contrary,
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Chelcicky acknowledges the need for non-Christian societies to have
earthly authorities in order to prevent evil (which criminals could com-
mit) as well as to protect society from “final destruction.”°” Moreover,
Chel¢icky thinks about life under secular authority as preferable to life in
a gang, and he does not present secular authorities as a source of violence
or as an absolute evil. For Chel¢icky, the root of violence is not in secular
authorities but in the fallen and sinful nature of humans. Therefore, accor-
ding to Chelcicky, for those outside Christianity, earthly authorities “are
necessary for the preservation of the human race on earth, which would
perish as a result of sinfulness if the kings did not restrain it. So, the kings
are needed as medicine, as a plaster for a purulent ulcer.”°®

Furthermore, for Cheléicky, evil does not lie in secular power itself, but
in its conflation with the Church, which does not need such power. This
perspective differs significantly from that of Tolstoy, who rejects the very
idea of the Church and equates the state with violence.

3. What has just been said led Chelcicky and Tolstoy to different practi-
cal conclusions about how to act in relation to the state.

Tolstoy declares the harmfulness of the state and not only denies any
obligations toward it but also believes that everyone has a duty to work
toward its destruction, albeit without resorting to violence. In short, Tol-
stoy’s project consists of mixing the earthly and the sacred into moralized
teachings.

Chelcicky does not call for the elimination of secular power; on the
contrary, he emphasizes its inevitability and the duty of Christians to
fulfill their obligations toward it, if, of course, these obligations do not
contradict Christ’s teachings. Chelcicky’s project involves the separation
of the sacred from the earthly — that is, the distancing of Christians from
secular power on significant spiritual and practical matters. This per-
spective is also evident in the Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith,
although Tolstoy left it without attention.

107 Ibidem, p. 359.
108 Ibidem, p. 372.
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Conclusion

Tolstoy’s understanding of Chelcicky’s teachings is characterized by in-
completeness and limitations, primarily because it is based almost exclu-
sively on the Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith. Although Tolstoy
had access to translations of two additional works by Chelcicky, as well
as to several academic texts on Chel¢icky’s teachings, he either did not
study them seriously or deliberately disregarded them. The latter seems
the most plausible explanation for why Tolstoy does not mention Replika
proti Mikulasi Biskupci Taborskému, the Russian excerpts from which
were published alongside those from The Net of Faith.

Tolstoy confined himself to Chelcicky’s criticism of wars, the medieval
papacy, and secular power, without mentioning several other important
topics on which the views of the Russian writer and the Czech preacher
differ markedly. Even regarding the themes “under consideration,” Tolstoy
did not so much convey Cheléicky’s ideas from the Russian excerpts from
The Net of Faith, as he adjusted them to his own perspectives on these
subjects, at times going so far as to directly attribute his personal views
to Chel¢icky.

Even the Russian excerpts from The Net of Faith demonstrate a wide
range of divergences between the ideas of Cheléicky and Tolstoy. These
differences concern not minor issues but the very foundations of their
teachings. The most glaring discrepancies involve questions about who
Christ is, the foundations of Christianity, the nature of faith, and more.
Thus, Chelcicky and Tolstoy differed radically in their assessments of the
Apostles, the Church, Holy Scripture, Christian tradition, and various
practical aspects of life. Despite some similarity in their criticism of vio-
lence and secular authorities, even the Russian excerpts from The Net of
Faith clearly display that this resemblance is very far from complete and
is characterized by multiple important nuances.

Tolstoy’s opposition to ecclesiastical and traditional forms in favor of
his concept of “true Christianity” not only fails to be convincing but also
restricts the possible foundations for the principal rejection of violence
— an essential rejection the world needs so much. Instead of embracing
diverse theoretical and doctrinal bases for the rejection of violence, Tolstoy
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attempted to anchor it in his highly pretentious, controversial, and contra-
dictory views on God, religion, faith, the Bible, Christianity, the Church,
history, and more. Some of these controversies and contradictions catch
the eye even in Tolstoy’s attitude toward Cheléicky’s teachings. On the
one hand, Tolstoy emphasized that “true Christianity,” in its rejection of
violence, was discovered by Chel¢icky. On the other hand, Tolstoy either
failed to notice or deliberately ignored that, contrary to his categorical
assertions, Chelcicky discovered it by affirming the Old Testament as
a part of Holy Scripture, relying on Apostolic teachings, professing various
dogmas, practicing some Sacraments, striving for an ecclesiastical form
of Christianity, and expressing views on faith, sources of morality, and
world history that differed from Tolstoy’s.
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Abstrakt

Zkresleni myslenek Petra Chel€ického prizmatem uéeni Lva Tolstého
Clanek zkouma zkresleny pohled Lva Tolstého na myslenky Petra Cheléického.
Charakteristickym rysem tohoto pohledu je zdaraznovani nékolika povrchnich
podobnosti mezi Chel¢ického kritikou valky a Tolstého anarchistickym pacifis-
mem. Zaroven vsak toto Tolstého ,,prizma“ zkresluje nebo opomiji vyznamné roz-
dily v jejich nazorech, véetné zasadné odlisnych zéklada jejich uceni — jako jsou
jejich postoje k Pismu svatému, apos$tolské tradici, cirkvi, vife, dogmatim, mo-
réalce a svétovym déjinam. Praveé z téchto zdsadné rozdilnych vychodisek vychazeji
myslenky Chel¢ického a Tolstého, které se jevi jako podobné, nikoli naopak. Toto
zavadéjici pojeti si nicméné nepravem ziskalo popularitu mezi badateli, kteii tak
Chelcického vykresluji jako pfedchtidce Tolstého, ¢imz vytvateji chybnou histo-
riografii. Tento pohled je nejen nespravny, ale také odporuje samotnym Tolstého
hodnocenim a navic ochuzuje teoretické zaklady boje proti nésili ve svété.

Klicova slova: Chel¢icky, Tolstoj, kiestanstvi, déjiny, cirkev, pacifismus, nasili,
stat

Troitskiy Shisheeva, K. (2024): ,,The Distortion of Petr Chel¢icky’s Ideas throu-
gh the Prism of Leo Tolstoy’s Teachings.“ Filosofie dnes 17 (1): 3—36. Dostupné
z filosofiednes.ff.uhk.cz
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Text se soustiedi na otazku, pro¢ a jak bychom méli pedagogicky pracovat
se sporem o relativismus. Usiluje zaprvé pochopit, v jakych souvislostech
a z jakych pri¢in studujici tthnou k zastavani relativistickych nazord;

a zadruhé popsat, jaké prostredky maji pfi tematizaci sporu o relativis-
mus pouzivat vyucéujici. Prvni ¢ast textu rozebira na zakladeé rozsahlého

terénniho vyzkumu projevy tzv. studentského relativismu u zakid jednoho

vefejného gymnazia; ukazuje, Ze védomi rozmanitosti moznych odpovédi

na diskutované otazky samo o sobé nevede k ¢etnému deklarovani relati-
vistickych nazorti; a tematizuje jeho dalsi mozné pficiny. Druh4 ¢ast textu

hé4ji tvrzeni, podle kterého predstavuje vhodny ramec pro praci se sporem

o relativismus i s jinymi kontroverznimi tématy problémové orientovana

vyuka. Zakladnim predpokladem obhajovaného pfistupu je, Ze by vyuka

filosofie méla prohlubovat a rozsifovat svobodu studujicich, pomoci rozli-
Seni vétsiho poc¢tu moznych nazort na probirany problém a zvazeni souvi-
sejicich argumentd. Pokud se tyka samotného sporu o relativismus, klicové

je podle predkladané argumentace tematizovat stiedni cesty mezi krajnim

relativismem a predpokladem jiz poznané absolutni pravdy.

Klicova slova: vyuka filosofie, problémové orientovana vyuka, relativis-
mus, etika

1 Tato prace vznikla za podpory projektu ,,Za hranice bezpe¢nosti: role konfliktu v posilovani
odolnosti“, reg. ¢. CZ.02.01.01/00/22_008/0004595, financovaného Evropskym fondem pro
regionalni rozvoj.
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Uvod

Predkladany text zvazuje, proc a jak bychom méli pedagogicky pracovat
se sporem o relativismus. Usiluje pritom o dosazeni dvou zakladnich
cilii: 1. pochopit, v jakych souvislostech a z jakych priéin studujici tthnou
k zastavani relativistickych nazori; a 2. popsat, jaké prostiedky maji pri
tematizaci relativismu pouzivat vyucujici.

V prvnim oddile rozebirdm na zakladé rozsahlého terénniho vyzkumu
projevy tzv. studentského relativismu u zaki a zakyn? maturitniho ro¢niku
prazského verejného gymnazia.? Konstatuji, ze se deklarace relativistic-
kych nazorii nejéastéji objevuje v odpovédich na tézko zodpovéditelné
otazky obecného charakteru, ,.co je krasa?“, ,jaké jednani je moralni?“,

,»€0 je dobro?“, ,co je pravda?“ a ,,co je skute¢nost?“ Konstatuji rovnéz, ze
se deklarace relativistickych nazort objevuje jen velmi vzacné u otazek, na
néz lze zfejmeé podle zakt dat jednu obecné platnou odpovéd (napf. ,,co
je clovék?“); a jen v o malo vétsi mife u otazek, na které sice podle zakt
spise jednu obecné platnou odpovéd dat mozné neni, které vSak jsou
spiSe konkrétni povahy (napf. ,jaké politické zrizeni je nejlepsi?“ nebo
,»0 je cilem lidské existence?*). Védomi rozmanitosti moznych odpoveédi
tedy samo o sobé nevede k cetnému deklarovant relativistickych nazort.
Hypoteticky lze uvazovat o tom, ze zaci deklaruji relativistické nazory ob-
zvldsté casto u otdzek, u nichz jsou splnéné tyto podminky: 1. Zaci nemaji
k dispozici zadné obsah vystihujici odpovédi na dané otazky, které by se
Jjim alespori na osobni roviné jevily jako spravné ¢i vérohodné zdiivod-
nené. 2. Nerelativistické odpovédi na dané otazky se mnohdy jevi jako
nedostatecné zdilvodnéné, piesto jsou vSak nékteré z nich prosazovany
jako obecné platné, a to i mocensky.

V dalsich oddilech tematizuji otazku, jak by méla na studentsky rela-
tivismus reagovat vyuka filosofie. Pfedevsim se soustfedim na to, jak by
se méla na jedné strané vyhnout riziku, Ze bude neimyslné podporovat

2 U dalsich vyskytt pouzivam kvili Gspornosti vyjadiovani generické maskulinum.

3 S pojmem ,studentsky relativismus®” se lze setkat v didaktické literatute. Balg pise: ,,,Toto je
pouze mij nazor.’ ,To miZe byt pravda pro tebe, ale nemusi to byt pravda pro mne.* ,Neexistuje
Zadna objektivni pravda [the truth].’ ,Kazdy mé svoji vlastni moralku.’ [...] V literatute vénované
didaktice filosofie byl pro odliseni jakychkoliv postoji, nazor ¢i zavazki vyjadfovanych témito
(pseudo-)relativistickymi nebo skeptickymi vyroky zaveden termin ,studentsky relativismus*.”
Balg (2020, s. 123). Tuto i dalsi citace (pokud neni uvedeno jinak), pielozil autor.
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tézko prijatelny a spise §kodlivy krajni relativismus, spojeny s neochotou
racionalné rozliSovat mezi rizné zdivodnénymi teoriemi; a jak by se méla
zaroven na strané druhé vyvarovat toho, ze bude studujici manipulativné
prresvédcovat, Ze nejsou vérohodna zadn4 relativisticka stanoviska. Podle
zde predkladané argumentace usnadiuje snizovani obou rizik problémoveé
orientovan vyuka filosofie. Takto pojata vyuka se ve zkratce sousttredi na
formulovani filosofickych otazek a snahu o jejich spole¢né zodpovidani,
pri¢emz historické i soucasné teorie bere v itvahu prave tehdy, kdyz pred-
stavuji nejvhodnéjsi (nejpresvédcivejsi, nejsrozumitelnéjsi...) varianty
zakladnich pristupti k feseni téchto problémi.+

Primarni zameéreni studie je oborové didaktické. Zejména mi jde o to,
jak s relativismem pracovat pti vyuce tvodu do filosofie. Vychazim proto
hlavné z oborové didaktickych pojednani a piehledovych texti urcenych
pro zakladni orientaci v tématu. Cerpam rovnéZ z mnohaletych diskusi,
které o vyuce filosofie vedu s zaky a zdkynémi, studujicimi i kolegy a ko-
legynémi.s

Studentsky relativismus u Zaki maturitnich roénik
prazského verejného gymnazia

Od skolniho roku 2005/2006 do skolniho roku 2021/2022 jsem vyucoval

na Gymnaziu Na Vitézné plani povinny tvod do filosofie. Od r. 2010 jsem

uchovaval odpovédi na filosofické otazky, které jsem zakiim kladl v ramci

vstupni celottidni aktivity. Zaznamy vznikaly pro ucely vyuky, umoziiovaly
mi totiz vracet se k odpovédim v dal§im priibéhu kurzu. Domnivim se

nicméné, Ze z nich také 1ze odvodit nékteré skute¢nosti, které mohou byt
relevantni pro rozhodovani o Zzadouci podobé vyuky filosofie na stiednich

skolach nebo tvodu do filosofie na skolach vysokych. Popis celé aktivity
obsahuje ptiloha ¢. 1. Zde uvadim zakladni skuteénosti, dtlezité pro in-
terpretaci zjisténych informaci.

4 Podrobnéji koncept problémové orientované vyuky filosofie predstavuje Tiedemann (2017).
V praxi pak principy problémové orientované vyuky uplatiiuje nap¥. ucebnice Weiterdenken
(Sistermann, R. & Backhaus, S. (eds.) (2012): Weiterdenken. Schroedel, Braunschweig).

5 Za cenné pripominky k pracovnim verzim ptedkladaného textu dékuji Ondieji Galuskovi, Jaku-
bu Jirsovi a predeviim sv§m dlouholetym kolegtim, Marku Fajfrovi a Petie Sebesové. V nepo-
sledni fadé pak dékuji véem svym zakim a zdkynim z Gymnazia Na Vitézné plani.
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V prtibéhu prvni vyucovaci hodiny jsem promitnul schéma vybranych
filosofickych otazek, které jsem formuloval priméarné na zakladé uéebnice
Konrada Liessmanna a Gerharda Zenatyho O mysleni®:

€O IE CiLEM
LIDSKE
EXISTENCE?

JEELOVEK
SVOBODNY?

o PRO
CLovEkA
ZNAMENA

SMRTELNOST?

JAKE
JEDNANT
JE MORALNI?

JAKE
POLITICKE
ZRIZENT
JE NEILEPS{?

2 €EHO sE
SKLADA
0, CO JE?

co
JEDOBRO?

COJE
pRiroDA?
0 JE o E

KRASA? POZNANI?

0 150U
Ak EeMu sMERUIT
DEINY?

ok
SPRAVEDLNOST?

EXISTUE BOH?

A MUZEME JEHO

BYTH &1 NEBYTI
DOKAZAT?

o JE
NABOZENSTVI?

IAKIE
v EASE A PROSTORU
USPORADAN
o VESMiR?
PRAVDA?

JAKE METODY
BYCHOM MELI
POUZVAT
PRI POZNAVANI
SvETA?

JAKA 150U
PRAVIDLA
SPRAVNEHO
MYSLENI?

Kazdy zak si nasledné vylosoval seznam 3 ¢i 4 navzajem pribuznych ota-
zek ze schématu. Stejny seznam mélo vzdy nekolik zakt. Pokud nékomu

nevyhovovaly otazky, které si vylosoval, mohl si je vyménit. Do zacatku

pristi hodiny méli Zaci o otazkach premyslet, mohli si je i zkousSet pisemné

zodpovédét, nesméli ale vyuzivat zadné vnéjsi zdroje (internet, knihy, jiné

osoby). Z odpovédi, které se zpravidla nepodobaji slovnikovym hesliim,
soudim, Ze zaci pokyn vétSinou respektovali.

Prvni polovinu druhé vyucovaci hodiny zaci pracovali v malych skupi-
nach (zpravidla po 3 — 4 osobach), v nichz sdileli stejné otazky. Diskutovali
o nich a zapisovali vlastni stru¢né odpovédi (nejcast€ji od ne€kolika slov po
kratsi vétu), z pocatku na flipchartové papiry, posledni 2 roky do sdilenych
soubort. Pokud se na odpovédi ¢lenové skupiny neshodli, méli zapsat
odpovédi vice. Ve druhé poloviné vyucovaci hodiny se volné pohybovali
po trideé, Cetli si jiz zapsané odpovédi, diskutovali a doplnovali uptesnéni
¢i alternativni nizory. Zakladni pokyn znél, aby na konci hodiny kazdy
souhlasil alespon s jednou odpovédi na kazdou otazku. J& jsem poslouchal

6 Liessmann & Zenaty (1994).
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diskuse a v pripadé potieby zaky povzbuzoval, napt. k vysvétleni prilis
struénych zapist nebo k zaznamenani myslenek, s nimiz autori nebyli
plné spokojeni.

Aktivita jako celek vychézi z urc¢itého pojeti smyslu vyuky filosofie.
Vyuka filosofie miize a ma sledovat vice cilti. Zaci by v jejim ramci méli
ziskat uréité znalosti.” Méli by rozvijet schopnosti interpretace, argumen-
tace a komunikace.® Mé€li by si ale také podle mne uvédomit, Ze se jich
filosofické otazky tykaji, Ze na né dokonce nutné odpovidaji svymi ¢iny ¢i
rozhodnutimi a Ze jim vyuka filosofie miize pomoci, aby jejich odpovédi
byly reflektovanéjsi, védoméjsi a v tomto ohledu svobodnéjsi. Predpo-
kladem pro dosazeni tohoto cile je, aby zaci a) vyjadrili své nazory nejen
implicitné, jednanim, ale i vyslovné, tedy zptisobem, ktery umoziuje
podrobit jednotliva stanoviska védomé reflexi; b) seznamili se s predpo-
klady a disledky svych stanovisek i s alternativnimi odpovéd'mi a diivody,
které k nim vedou jejich stoupence. Kdy? si reflektované uvédomujeme
své nazory, zname nejsilnéjsi divody, jimiz je 1ze podlozit, a kdyz jsme si
védomi alternativnich pohledii i jejich zdivodnéni, je nase volba skutec¢né
svobodna.

Nyni bych se rad zastavil u nékterych jevii, které lze vypozorovat na
odpovédich zakt. Jejich zaznamy pochopitelné nepredstavuji vysledek
plnohodnotného vyzkumu nézorii ceskych stredoskolakt. Aktivita méla
do jisté miry hravy charakter, Zaci sice podle mne zpravidla své odpovédi
mysleli vazné, opakované se ale objevovaly i odpovédi humorné (napf.
krésa je ,kratka sukné v kombinaci s hezkyma nohama, kratké nohy
v kombinaci s hezkou sukni, kratky kilt v kombinaci s dlouhyma nohama,
krasna sukné v kombinaci s hezkym chlapem®). Je také mozné, Ze by zaci
jinych skol odpovidali jinak (u verejnych prazskych gymnazii by mne
vyznamné odlisné odpovédi spise prekvapily, na jinych typech skol by je
naopak bylo mozné oc¢ekavat). Navzdory tomu vsak, domnivam se, za-
znamy predstavuji zajimavy vhled do mysleni prazskych gymnazistii a lze

7 Ramcovy vzdélavaci program pro gymnazia za vystupy Gvodu do filozofie povazuje mj. to,
Ze "zak objasni podstatu filozofického tdzani, porovna vychodiska filozofie, mytu, nabozenstvi,
védy a uméni k uchopeni skutec¢nosti a ¢loveka; rozlisi hlavni filozofické sméry, uvede jejich
klicové predstavitele a porovna feseni zakladnich filozofickych ot4zek v jednotlivych etapach
vyvoje filozofického mysleni.“ Ramcovy vzdelavaci program pro gymnazia (dale RVP-G) (Vy-
zkumny tstav pedagogicky v Praze, 2007, s. 42).

8 Rudisill (2011).
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je chapat jako vysledek pomérné rozsahlého terénniho vyzkumu, ktery
miiZe pomoci orientovat oborovou didaktiku filosofie ¢i reprezentativni
vyzkum nazort ¢eskych stredoskolaku.

Zaznamy mam k dispozici z celkem 22 tfid, nejstarsi jsou z r. 2010,
nejnovejsi z r. 2021. Gymnazium ma ctytlety a Sestilety program. 14 trid
bylo v $estiletém programu, 8 v programu ¢étyfletém. Uvod do filosofie
je v obou programech vyucovan v poslednim ro¢niku. Jednotlivé t¥idy
navstévovalo zpravidla 30 zaki. S ohledem na absenci nékterych z nich
lze odhadovat, Ze se na zodpovidani otazek podilelo celkem asi 600 osob.
Pii pedagogické praci se zdznamy mne zajimaly predevsim odpovédi, které
souvisi s vyznamnymi filosofickymi problémy. Vsimal jsem si také toho,
které nazory se projevuji v odpovédich na vétsi mnozstvi otazek. Ve vSech
tiidach se vyskytl jeden motiv, ktery spliiuje obé kritéria. Ve zkratce ho
Ize oznacit jako spor o relativismus.

V souvislosti s nékterymi otdzkami se mnohdy objevovaly odpovédi,
které lze oznacit za projev studentského relativismu. To neni neoceka-
vatelny jev. Studujici vyjadruji relativistické postoje Casto i podle jinych
pedagogii, zejména v souvislosti s moralkou.® Nelze nicméné tvrdit, ze
moji zaci byli relativisté. Zaprvé proto, ze se ve vSech tfidach objevovaly
i Cetné nerelativistické odpovédi. Z celkového poc¢tu zaznamenanych odpo-
védi jich dokonce byla jasna vétsina. U nékterych otazek se relativisticka
odpovéd neobjevila za celou dobu ani jednou. Zadruhé proto, Ze zdznamy
casto zachycuji relativistické odpovédi v konfliktu s odpovéd'mi nerela-
tivistickymi. Nékdy odpovéd relativisticka reaguje na odpoveéd, ktera je
predkladana jako obecné platna, jindy je potadi opacné. V jedné tiidé
napr. prvni skupina na otazku ,jaké jednani je moralni?“ odpovédéla:
~Morélni jednani je relativni pojem, zalezi na jedinci, jaké ma vlastni z4-
sady a v jaké spolec¢nosti a nabozZenstvi se vyskytuje a co od néj dana
spolec¢nost ocekava.“ Jini zaci ale nerelativisticky zareagovali: ,,Spole¢nost
muze prijimat i jednani, které za moralni nepovazujeme. Takové jednani,
které se neprohiesuje proti lidskosti (jednajici souciti s ostatnimi).” Tieti
komplikaci predstavuje skute¢nost, ze relativismu existuje vice druht
au nékterych odpovédi nelze rozlisit, k jakému druhu relativismu se autor

9 Balg (2020), Burkard (2017), Pojman (2013), Talbot (2012).
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hlasil. Kdybychom mé zaky prosté oznacili za ,relativisty”, vnitini slozitost
uvazovaného jevu i neurcitost odpoveédi bychom zakryvali.
Jaké druhy relativismu pripadaji v ivahu? Martin Kusch uvadi, ze

Ize relativismus clenit podle toho, jaké prvky doplnime do schématu
»X je relativni vii¢i y“: x mize odkazovat napt. na objekty (ontologicky)),
pravdu (aleticky)), vyznamy (sémantickij), moralni hodnoty nebo normy
(mordalni) ¢i poznani (epistemicky)); y mize odkazovat napft. na jedince
(individualni, Kusch pouziva vyraz ,protagorovsky*), ¢i kultury (kulturni).
Dilezité je také odlisovat relativismus deskriptivni (ten, aplikovany na
moralku, tvrdi, Ze mezi moralnimi normami a standardy existuji zasadni
rozdily), normativni (normativni moralni relativismus tvrdi, ze zasadni
rozdily mezi moralnimi normami ¢i standardy nelze racionalné vytesit
a ze bychom se méli zdrzet souzeni zastancii odliSnych moralnich systém1,
resp. Ze bychom je méli soudit pouze na zakladeé jejich vlastnich stan-
dardi) a metodologicky (ten, aplikovany na moralku, tvrdi, Ze bychom
»PT1 zkoumani morélnich systémii [...] radéji méli ke kulturnim rozdilim
pristupovat ,nestranné‘ a ,symetricky‘).“:° Metaeticky relativismus tvrdi,
Ze moralni soudy nejsou objektivné, univerzalné nebo absolutné pravdivé
¢i nepravdivé, o jejich pravdivosti a nepravdivosti ma smysl vypovidat
jen ve vztahu k moralce daného jedince ¢i kultury.** Carson dodava, ze se
metaeticky relativismus miize objevovat v krajni varianté (Zadné moralni
soudy nejsou objektivné pravdivé) a varianté umirnéné (na nekteré mo-
ralni otazky neexistuje objektivné platna odpovéd).> Carson také odlisuje
nejextrémnéjsi formu metaetického relativismu, kterou oznacuje jako
iracionalismus (,at uz osoba véii jakymkoliv moralnim souddm [...], tyto
soudy jsou pravdivé pro tuto osobu a moralni soudy nejsou pravdivé nebo
spravné v zadném jiném smyslu“3). Dalsi druh predstavuje situac¢ni mo-
ralnt relativismus (,,spravnost ¢i nespravnost ¢inu je ,relativni vii¢i‘ situaci,
v niZ k ni dochazi“4). Carson, Talbot i Burkardova navic upozornuji, ze
se jako neurdity studentsky relativismus miiZze projevovat postoj nékdy
vyvolavany stejnymi pric¢inami, napt. zkusenosti neshody ohledné moral-
10 Kusch (2020, s. 2).

11 Carson (1999), Kusch (2020), Seipel (2020).

12 Carson (1999).

13 Carson (1999, s. 180).
14 Tamtéz, s. 165.
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nich soudi, avsak od relativismu odli$ny: skepticismus (,,moralni skeptik,“
pise Carson, ,,popira, Ze lidé mohou znat odpovéd na moralni otazky“s).

Tato rozliSeni zde uvadim ze tfi diivod. Umoznuji zaprvé urdit, jaké
prvky v zdznamech odpovédi lze chapat jako projevy relativismu. Zadruhé
je pri analyze vyskytu téchto prvka dulezité sledovat, ktera rozliSeni uplat-
nuji sami z4ci a ktera se v jejich odpovédich neprojevuji. Sledovani tohoto
prvku pak, zatieti, dava informaci o tom, s jakymi rozliSenimi by mohlo
byt vhodné zaky seznamit.

Jaké odpovédi mych zaki jsem pti analyze chapal jako projevy relati-
vismu? Slovo ,relativni®a slova pribuzna se vyskytlo v odpovédich, které
chapu jako relativistické, pomérné vzacné, celkem jen 10x (napf.: ,,Pravda
je relativni.“). Nebylo ovSem vhodné sledovat jen vyskyt vyrazu ,relativni®,
nebof relativismus muize byt vyjadifovan i pomoci jinych slov a ne kazdé
pouziti slova ,relativni“ poukazuje na zastavani relativismu (pomérné
castou odpovéd ,cas je relativni“ napr. nepokladam za projev relativi-
smu, nebof Einsteinova teorie relativity, na kterou zaci patrné odkazovali,
relativismus nehlasa). Daleko castéji zaci vyjadrovali studentsky relativi-
smus pomoci vyrazu ,subjektivni®, celkem 50x (napt. ,Moréalni jednani
je subjektivni pro kazdou socialni skupinu.“). Velmi casté bylo omezeni
platnosti pomoci vyrazu ,,pro“ (pro jedince, pro kazdého, pro spole¢nost
atd.), celkem 30x (napft. ,,Nikdo nedokéze posoudit, co je moralni a co
ne, kazda spole¢nost povazuje za moralni néco jiného. To, co je pro jednu
spole¢nost moralni, nemusi byt moralni pro spole¢nost jinou.“ Nebo: ,,Pro
kazdého je pravda to, co si on mysli, Ze je pravda.“). Pomérné casto také
zaci vyjadrovali studentsky relativismus pomoci slova ,,individualni®, cel-
kem 13x (napr. ,,Krasa je individualni a kazdy své zalibeni vnim4 jinak.“).
V nékterych ptipadech se vjedné odpovédi objevilo vice uvedenych vyrazi.
Jako projev relativismu jsem chéapal také jina vyjadireni nesouci obdobny,
existenci objektivné platné pravdy popirajici, vyznam (napt. dobro je ,to,
co jedinec povazuje za spravné“ nebo ,,v riznych kulturach je moralka
odlisné, takze jedina spravedlnost neexistuje®). Nékteré odpoveédi se mi
jevily z hlediska klasifikace nejisté ¢i relativistické jen zcasti. V takovych
pripadech je fadim jako hraniéni (napf. ,jedinci, ktery se nachazi v urcité
spolecnosti, piijde vétsSinou normalni to, co povazuje tato spole¢nost za
moralni“).

15 Carson (1999, s. 169), Talbot (2012), Burkard (2017).
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V kolika ttidach se objevily relativistické a hrani¢ni odpovédi u jednot-
livych otazek, shrnuje nasledujici tabulka (celkovy pocet tiid je 22, otazky
jsou fazeny podle poctu tfid s relativistickymi odpovéd'mi):

Otazky

Pocet tiid s relativistickymi odpovedmi

1.,,Co je krasa?“

20 trid s relativistickymi odpovédmi + 1
trida s hrani¢ni odpovédi

2. ,Jaké jednani je moral-
ni?“

18 ttid s relativistickymi odpovédmi + 2
tridy s hrani¢nimi odpovéd'mi

3.-4. ,Co je dobro?“ a ,,Co
je pravda?“

15 trid s relativistickymi odpovéd'mi +
v obou pripadech 1 tfida s hrani¢ni od-
povédi

5. »,Co je skute¢nost?“

13 trid s relativistickymi odpovédmi + 1
tiida s odpovédi hraniéni

6. ,Existuje Bih? A mi-
Zeme jeho byti ¢i nebyti
dokazat?“

12 trid s relativistickymi odpovédmi + 1
trida s odpoveédi hranicni

7. ,<Jaka jsou pravidla
spravného mysleni?“

10 trid s relativistickymi odpovédmi + 1
trida s odpovédi hraniéni

8. ,,Co je spravedlnost?“

8 trid s relativistickymi odpovédmi, + 1
trida s odpovédi hraniéni

9. ,,Z ¢eho se sklada to, co
je?“

5 trid s relativistickymi odpovéd'mi + 1
tiida s odpovédi hrani¢ni

10. ,Jaké politické ztizeni
je nejlepsi?“

5 trid s relativistickymi odpovéd'mi

11.,,Co je uméni?“

4 tridy s relativistickymi odpovédmi

12. ,,Co je cilem lidské exi-
stence?”

3 tridy s relativistickymi odpovédmi + 1
trida s odpovédi hrani¢ni
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2 tridy s relativistickymi odpovéd'mi + 4

13. ,,Je ¢lovek svobodny?“ 9 1, .
3 Y tridy s odpovédi hraniéni

14. ,,Co pro ¢lovéka zname- | 2 t¥idy s relativistickymi odpovéd'mi + 1
na smrtelnost?“ trida s odpoveédi hranicni

15. ,Co jsou a k ¢emu smé- |1 tfida s relativistickou odpovédi + 2 tii-
ruji déjiny?“ dy s odpovédi hranic¢ni

16. ,,Jaké metody bychom
méli pouzivat pti poznava- |1 trida s relativistickou odpovédi
ni svéta?“

17. —20. ,,Co je priroda?“,
,Co je zivot?“, Jak je v
Case a prostoru usporadan
vesmir?“

zadna trida s relativistickou odpoveédi +
vzdy
1 tfida s odpovédi hraniéni

21. —24. ,,Co je ¢lovek?“,
LJak vznikl zivot?“, ,,Co je
véda?“, ,Co je jazyk?“

zadna trida s relativistickou odpovédi,
zadna ttida s odpovédi hrani¢ni

Tabulka ukazuje, Ze se vyskyt relativistickych odpovédi u jednotlivych
otazek vyrazné lisi. Zaroven je k ni vhodné dodat né€kolik komentar:
Ani u témat, u nichz se relativistické odpovédi vyskytly v nejvétsim
poctu tiid (krasa, moralka, dobro, pravda, skute¢nost), nelze tvrdit, ze
se zaci typicky hlasili ke studentskému relativismu. V 5 tfid4ch se sice
objevily pouze relativistické odpovédi u otazky ,jaké jednani je moralni?“,
ve 4 tfidach u otazky ,.co je krasa?“ a vzdy v 1 tfidé i u otazek, ,co je
dobro?“ ,co je pravda“ a ,,co je skute¢nost?“ Opravdu typické ale bylo, Ze
se relativistické odpovédi objevily spolu s odpoved'mi nerelativistickymi
(napft. krasa je ,soubor prvki, ktery je sim o sobé dokonaly, aniz bychom
museli néco pridavat nebo odebirat®, moralni jednani ,neublizuje
ostatnim®, dobro je ,to, co prospiva a neublizuje®, pravda je ,exaktni
popsani skuteénosti“, skutec¢nost je ,to, co existuje nezavisle na tom, zda,
jak a kym je to vniméno & popsano®). Casto se také objevil vislovny
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spor mezi relativistickymi a nerelativistickymi stanovisky (napr. na
odpovéd’ ,pravda = to, v co my véfime®, reaguje namitka ,,mizeme vérit
v lez“ a alternativni odpovéd ,pravda musi byt dok4dzana“). Nékdy se
polemika s relativismem odrazi v jediné odpovédi (napr. ,Pravda je
obecna nevyvratitelna skute¢nost. Pravda neni néco, co nékdo rekne, ze je
pravda, ale je to to, co se skute¢né stalo nebo tak je.“) To samé ovsem plati
i 0 polemice s predpokladem obecné platné odpovédi (napr. ,Neexistuje
jen jedno dobro, kazdy ma jinou predstavu o dobru. Co pro jednoho
znamena dobro, mtize pro druhého znamenat zlo.“).

Pokud jde o druhy relativismu, odpovédi zaki vétsinou vyslovné rozlisuji
mezi relativismem individualnim a kulturnim a vyrazné castéji se hlasi
k individu&lnimu relativismu. P¥i analyze odpovédi obsahujicich prvky
relativismu jsem zaznamenal 99 projevii rozpoznatelného individualniho
relativismu, 23 projevii rozpoznatelného kulturniho relativismu a 30
projevi, u nichz byl projev z hlediska ¢lenéni nejednoznacény. Pokud
jde o otazky, u nichz se relativistické postoje objevovaly nejcastéji,
plati nasledujici: Kulturni varianta relativismu se viibec nevyskytovala
u otazky ,co je skute¢nost? (6 projevi individualniho relativismu,
8 projevi z hlediska ¢lenéni nejednoznacénych), témér se nevyskytovala
u otazek ,co je krasa?“ (20 projevil individualniho relativismu, 1 projev
relativismu kulturniho, 4 projevy neurcité) a ,,co je dobro?“ (14 projevi
individuélniho relativismu, 2 projevy relativismu kulturniho). Spise
neobvykla byla také u otazky ,.co je pravda?“ (12 projevi individualniho
relativismu, 5 projevi relativismu kulturniho, 5 projevii nejednoznaénych).
Casto se naopak objevovala u otazky ,jaké jednani je moralni?“ (11 projevii
individualniho relativismu, 10 projevi kulturniho relativismu, 3 projevy,
které jsou z hlediska tohoto ¢lenéni nejednoznacné). Pokud jde o moralni
relativismus, pokladam za dilezité, zZe odpovédi zakt spise nereflektuji
rozliSeni mezi deskriptivnim relativismem, normativnim relativismem
a metaetickym relativismem. Jasn€ odliSené nejsou ani dalsi podkategorie
(krajni a umirnény metaeticky relativismus, situa¢ni moralni relativismus).

Pokladam rovnéz za diilezité popsat, u jakého druhu otazek se relativi-
smus objevuje. Relativistické odpovédi se ocekavatelné jen velmi vzacné
objevuji u otazek, na které Ize ziejmé podle zakt dat jasné zdivodnénou
obecné platnou odpovéd, typicky na zakladé vysledki empirickych véd
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(,coje clovek?“, ,co je jazyk?“, ,,co je véda?“, ,co je pfiroda?“, ,co je Zivot?“,
sjak vznikl zivot?“, ,jak je v Case a prostoru usporadan vesmir?“). Pozoru-
hodné nicméné je, Ze se deklarace relativistickych postoji objevuje ziidka
i u otazek souvisejicich s filosofii ¢lovéka (,,co je cilem lidské existence?”,
sje ¢loveék svobodny?“, ,co pro ¢lovéka znamena smrtelnost?“), u nichz
pravé jednu obecné platnou odpovéd spise poskytnout nelze, a to ani
podle zaka. Ti totiz na uvedené otdzky, mnohdy i v ramci jedné tiidy,
odpovidali riznorodé (v jedné tridé se napr. na otazku ,,co je cilem lidské
existence?“ objevily mj. tyto odpovédi: ,zachovani druhu; prozit hod-
notny zZivot; dosdhnout néceho, za co budu uznavan; dosahnout nécéeho,
co prispéje lidstvu; poznat sam sebe; védéni; cil neni“). Pomérné malo
vyslovné relativistickych odpovédi se objevuje také u konkrétnéjsich ota-
zek normativniho charakteru, ,jaké politické zfizeni je nejlepsi?“ ¢i ,,co je
spravedlnost?“, prestoze sii u nich zaci uvédomuji, Ze na né lze odpovidat
rtiznorodé (napft. v jedné tridé odpovédéli zaci na otazku ,jaké politické
zFizeni je nejlepsi?“ mj. takto: ,,osvicena monarchie nebo osviceny dikta-
tor; takové, co vyhovuje nejvice lidem; to, ve kterém kazdy ¢lovék bojuje
sam pro sebe a svoje blizké — je to pro ¢lovéka prirozené!; takové, které
neni zapottebi — stat, kde neni zapotrebi vymahat nic silou a vSe funguje
samovolné (anarchie); monarchie — spojeni moderny a tradice, napi.
Velka Britanie; demokracie®). Védomi rozmanitosti moznyjch odpovedi
tedy samo o sobé spise nevedlo k ¢etnému deklarovani relativistickych

postojil.

Zaznamy neumoznuji rozpoznat, jaké (dalsi?) priciny cetnost deklarace
relativistickych postojii zptisobily. Nabizim nicméné hypotetické vysvétleni.

Zaprvé lze predpokladat, ze ne€které otazky — ,,co je krasa?“, ,jaké jednani
je moralni?“ nebo ,co je pravda?“ — jsou v mysli zakt s relativistickymi
postoji asociativné propojeny. Jde o kulturné sdilené a snadno dostupné
spojeni. To ale samo o sobé€ neni dostatecna odpovéd, miizeme se
totiz ptat, co zptisobilo toto spojeni, pro¢ napt. neni u zakd, ¢i u Sirsi
spolec¢nosti, s deklaraci relativismu asociativné propojena otazka po cili
lidské existence. Pri¢ina mtize spocivat v nasledujicich skute¢nostech:

Pravdépodobnost deklarace relativistickych postojii, je, domnivam
se, vyrazné zvySena, kdyz zaci nemaji k dispozici zadné jiné odpovédi,
které by se jim alespon na osobni roviné jevily jako spravné ¢i vérohodné
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zdivodnéné. Tak lze alespon vysvétlit to, Ze se deklarace relativismu
objevuje nejcasteji u obecnéjsich otazek, u nichz neni snadné slovné
vyjadrit jakykoliv, tfeba i jen na osobni roviné obecnéji platny, postoj.
To, myslim, plati zejména o otazce ,,co je krasa?”, u niz Ize ¢astou odpovéd
»Jje to subjektivni / individualni“ chapat i jako odpovéd z nouze, volenou
proto, Ze odpovidajici nebyl schopen popsat, co spojuje jevy, které se
mu osobné jevi jako krasné. Tato pri¢ina se miiZze podilet i na ¢astém
vyskytu relativistickych odpovédi u nesnadné otazky ,,co je pravda?“ nebo
na kontrastu v éetnosti vyskytu relativistickych odpovédi u obecnéjsich
otazek ,jaké jednani je moralni?“ ¢i ,co je dobro?“ na jedné strané
a konkrétnéjsich otazek ,jaké politické zrizeni je nejlepsi?“ nebo ,,co
je cilem lidské existence?“ na strané druhé. Cetné&jsi vyskyt vyslovné
relativistickych nazort lze, jinymi slovy, chapat jako vyraz chybéni
vérohodné alternativni odpovédi v mysli vétsiho poctu zakt (nebo i Sirsi
spoleénosti jako celku), tedy také jako vyzvu pro vyuku filosofie zaky
s nékterymi primérené vérohodnymi odpovédmi seznamit.

Cetné&jsi deklarovani relativistickych postojii mfize byt rovnéz
zplisobeno tim, Ze se nerelativistické odpovédi na dané otazky osobam
deklarujicim relativismus ¢asto zaroven nejevi jako dostatecné vérohodné
zdtivodnéné, napr. kvili rozmanitosti odpovédi ¢i vnimané nedokonalosti
jejich zdivodnéni, zaroven jsou vSak né€které z nich presto prosazovany
jako obecné platné, a to i mocensky, prostfednictvim rodiny, statu,
cirkve, médii ¢i jinych instituci véetné skoly. Jakkoliv je toto vysvétleni
hypotetické, 1ze tvrdit, Ze se rozmanitost predkladanych odpovédi i tlak
na prijeti nékterych z nich jako obecné platnych objevuje u vSech otazek
s nejcastéjSim vyskytem relativistickych odpovédi. Mnohé instituce
prosazuji jako obecné platné nékteré odpovédi na otazky ,jaké jednéni
je moralni?“ a ,co je dobro?“.*® Mnohé, zejména média a Skola, héaji,
predevsim v konkrétnich souvislostech, obecnou platnost nékterych
odpovédi na otazku ,.co je pravda? a ,co je skutecnost?“ Také u otazky
,»C0 je krasa?“ se s rozmanitymi podobami individualniho vkusu stietava
tlak na prevzeti nékterych koncepci domnéle pravé krasy, tlak sice

16 Moralka se [...] nékdy pochybnym zpisobem vmésuje lidem do Zivota. Soudce, knéz a statesinové,
rada vznesenych a dobrotivych, sice lidem natizuji, co maji délat, ale oni sami s diisledky obvykle
Zit nemusi.” Blackburn (2022, s. 49).
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rozptylen€jsi a spojeny spise s vrstevnickymi skupinami a médii nez
oficidlnimi institucemi garantovanymi statem, presto vsak citelné
prozivany, zejména u dospivajicich. Tvari v tvai mocenskému tlaku pak lze
chéapat deklaraci relativistického postoje jako obranu prava na jiné, osobné
zvolené odpovédi, pripadné jako vyraz nedtvéry vici zdiivodnénim,
kterymi zastanci prosazovanych nerelativistickych odpovédi haji své
teze. U otazek, u nichZ je rozmanitost odpovédi v soucasné spolec¢nosti
prijimana jako neproblematicka ¢i méne problematicka, napf. ,.co je cilem
lidské existence?“, se nemusi obrana tohoto prava jevit jako nutna. Lze
tedy uvazovat o tom, Ze spor o relativismus neptedstavuje jen Casty jev
v odpovédich zakd, ale Ze vice ¢i méné reflektovany vyskyt tohoto sporu
v Sir§im spolecenském kontextu miize byt jednou z pticin toho, Ze se
v odpovédich viibec objevuje deklarace vyslovné relativistickych postoji.

Studentsky relativismus miize byt pochopitelné zptisobovan i jinymi
pric¢inami. Anne Burkardova napf. zminuje ,politické a kulturni klima, ve
kterém je povazovano za ptijatelné pouze vyslovit své minéni, misto aby
¢loveék argumentoval ve prospéch svych nazort a podporil je dikazy.“”
Dominik Balg podobné uvazuje o psychologickych souvislostech mezi
studentskym relativismem a ,,pozadavky na toleranci®, ,pomérné popular-
nimi a béznymi ve verejné rozprave®.’* V navaznosti na toto propojeni pak
uvadi, Ze se zaci a studenti mohou prestavat hlasit k relativismu u témat,
u nichz je ,tolerantni postoj obecné povazovan za nevhodny“ (rasismus,
sexismus...) nebo u nichz se jevi jasné, jak bychom se k nim méli vztahovat
(napt. smrt zptisobena nedobrovolnym hladovénim je Spatnd).»

Systematické zodpovidani otazky, proc¢ zaci deklaruji relativistické
postoje jen v ne€kterych kontextech a nikoliv v jinych, by ovsem vyzadovalo
doplnéni predkladané studie vyzkumem, ktery by se od poc¢atku soustredil
prave na toto téma. Domnivam se nicméné, Ze i zde nacrtnuté zvazeni
moznych pri¢in miize pomoci pti promysleni otazky, na kterou se budu
soustredit v nasledujici kapitole: pro¢ a jak by méli se studentskym
relativismem pracovat vyucujici.

17 Burkard (2017, s. 298).
18 Balg (2020, s. 126).
19 Tamtéz, s. 129.
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Studentsky relativismus a vyuka filosofie

Studentsky relativismus predstavuje vyzvu pro vyuku filosofie. Projevy
relativismu mohou svédcéit o nenaplnéné poticebé zakt mit k dispozici jiné
vérohodné odpovédi na uvazované otazky. Vyuka by méla zaky s takovymi
odpovéd'mi seznamit (Zaci je, pochopitelné, nemusi prijmout, méli by ale
védét o jejich existenci). Studentsky relativismus je zaroven pro vyuku
filosofie vyzvou v tom smyslu, ze zastavani nékterych druhi relativismu
muze pribéh vyuky ohrozovat. Jestlize se zdk domniva, Ze jsou odpovédi
na filosofické otazky cisté subjektivni, spiSe nebude motivovan zabyvat
se diikladné filosofickymi teoriemi nebo nazory a argumenty spoluzaki.2°
Nasledujici odstavce se budou sousttedit na to, jak obéma vyzvam dostat,
resp. Celit.

Pedagog by mél v prvni radé motivovat stoupence studentského
relativismu k aktivni ti¢asti na vyuce. Zasadni se mi jevi brat jejich nazory
vazné a spolec¢né zvazovat divody, které mohou k zaujeti relativistickych
stanovisek vést. Zaci by se rovnéz méli naudit rozliSovat mezi riiznymi
druhy relativismu. Méli by pochopit, v ¢em jednotlivé druhy spocivaji
a jaké dtvody svéd¢i pro né i proti nim. Teprve potom budou moci
reflektované zvolit, co a proc vlastné chtéji zastavat.

Dale by mél byt studentsky relativismus probiran v kontextu sporu
o relativismus. Teprve z n€j 1ze, domnivam se, porozumét tomu, proé¢
relativismus vznika a jaké cile sleduje. Pokladam proto za vhodné spolecné
s zaky reflektovat, Ze spor o relativismus neni bezdtivodny. Je pochopitelné,
Ze je kladen narok na obecnou platnost nékterych odpovédi na otazky ,jaké
jednani je moralni?“, ,,co je dobro®, ,.co je pravda?“ nebo ,,co je skute¢nost?*
Sdilime jeden svét, potfebujeme tedy do jisté miry koordinovat sva jednani.
Je ovSem rovnéz pochopitelné, ze jednotlivci i spolecenstvi haji své
nazory proti tlaku na prijeti jedné pravdy, jestlize tento tlak vnimaji jako
neopravnény, napr. silovy nebo nedostate¢né zdtivodnény. Pfinejmensim
jako kolektiv chapali oboji i moji zaci. Takto lze alespon vysvétlit, pro¢
se v jejich odpovédich objevovaly prvky relativistické i nerelativistické,
proto na toto téma probihala ve tfidach opakované ziva diskuse. Cilem
vyuky by podle mne mélo byt spor o relativismus prevadét do védomé

20 Blackburn (2022), Talbot (2012).
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podoby a kultivovat, tedy pomahat obéma stranam vyjadfovat vyslovné
sva stanoviska a péstovat komunika¢ni navyky, které umozni bud’ spory
prekonavat v kompromisech ¢i syntézach, nebo vytvaret pravidla pro
souziti osob, které se nazorové neshodnou. Je také vhodné, aby zaci
pochopili, Ze narok na obecnou platnost nékterych odpoveédi lze smirit
i s Zddouci mirou respektu vii¢i rozmanitosti odlisnych odpovédi, Ze jej
Ize dokonce smifit s urc¢itymi druhy relativismu.

Uvedené cile mize pedagog naplnovat pomoci riznych prostredki
a s riznou mirou aspéchu. Zaprvé je, domnivam se, vhodné ptipustit,
ze nékteré formy vyuky filosofie mohou ptfimo podporovat krajni
relativismus, vcetné jeho negativnich disledk, zejména nedtaveéry viici
smysluplnosti spole¢ného hledani zdiivodnénych odpovédi na filosofické
otazky. Jako potvrzeni krajniho relativismu mize byt, i kdyz snad mylné,
chapané napi. odvolavani se na intuice, pokud je predkladané jako
néastroj reSeni filosofickych problémii, napt. v souvislosti s moralnimi
dilematy. ,Nefilosofiim,“ piSe Talbot, ,mliZe odvolavani se na intuice
do znac¢né miry pripadat jako odvolavani se na nazory nebo predchozi
prresvédceni.“?* To ale neznamen4, Ze je vhodné ve vyuce nenabizet zddna
reSeni filosofickych problému. Také neuzavirané hledani argumentt pro
i proti jednotlivym stanoviskiim, spojené s diirazem na diskusi, které ve
Skolnim prostiedi pti vyuce filosofie ¢asto kontrastuje s vétsim diirazem
na predavani nauky v jinych pfedmétech, miize u zakt podporovat sklony
ke krajnimu relativismu.?? Zatimco empirické védy zjistuji fakta — mtize
si zak tict — ve filosofii se pouze stfetavaji nazory, mezi nimiz se nezda
byt mozné rozhodnout. Relativistické sklony mohou byt prohloubeny
obzvlaste vyrazneé, kdyz se pedagog omezi na vysvetlovani jednotlivich
stanovisek, aniz by spolu s zdky hledal odpovédi na filosofické otazky
jako takové a ukazoval, jak je k témto odpovédim mozné dospét. Toto
riziko pokladam za velmi vyrazné v ¢eském prostiedi, kde byvaji jako tvod
do filosofie ¢asto predkladany v podstaté pozitivisticky pojimané déjiny
filosofie. Resi se tedy dominantné to, kdo si co o ¢em myslel, nikoliv to, jak
mohou znit co mozna nejpresveédcivéjsi odpoveédi na samotné diskutované
otazky.

21 Talbot (2012, s. 181).
22 Talbot (2012); Burkard (2017).
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Riziko se ale na ceské prostiedi neomezuje. Charakteristicky
expresivnim jazykem psal o nediivéie vici filosofii jako diisledku diirazu
na déjiny filosofie jiz Nietzsche:

»A konecéné, pro vSechno na svété: co je nasim mladikim po
déjinach filosofie? Ma je ten zmatek minéni zbavit odvahy
mit minéni? M4 se jim vStépovat, aby se pripojili k jasotu nad
tim, jak daleko jsme to dotahli? Maji se snad dokonce ucit
nenavidét filosofii a pohrdat ji? Bezmala by se chtélo vérit
tomu poslednimu, vime-li, co se studenti natrapi kviili svym
zkouskam z filosofie, aby si do svych nebohych mozk{ napé-
chovali nejblaznivéjsi a nejkrkolomnéjsi napady lidského du-
cha vedle téch nejvelkolepéjsich a nejobtiznéji pochopitelnych.
Jedina kritika néjaké filosofie, jez je mozna a jez také néco
dokazuje, totiz zkusit, zda podle ni 1ze Zit, se na univerzitach
nikdy neprednésela: vzdy se jen slova kritizovala slovy. A ted’
si predstavme mladou hlavu, jez nema4 jesté prilis Zivotnich
zkuSenosti, jak je v ni vedle sebe a pres sebe ve slovech naku-
peno padesat systémii a padesat kritik téchto systémt — jaka
spoust, jaké zdivoceni, jaky vysméch na vychovu k filosofii!
A vskutku se také zcela nepokryté nevychovava k ni, nybrz ke
zkousce z filosofie: jejimz vysledkem jak znamo obvykle byva,
zZe si zkouSeny, ach, prilis zkouseny! — s hlubokym povzde-
chem prizna: , Diky bohu, Ze nejsem filosof, nybrz kifestan
a obcéan svého statu!“ Coz kdyby byl pravé tento hluboky
povzdech tim, o¢ statu jde, a kdyby ,,vychova k filosofii“ byla
jen zrazovanim od ni?“3

Rozsahlou citaci zde uvadim piredevsim kviili jejim aforistickym kvalitdm:
Nietzsche vybizi k navdzani, rozviji tvahy a klade otazky, jimz by se podle
mne méli vyucujici filosofie vystavit. Osobné bych se pouze vyvaroval
konspiracné-teoretického tonu posledni véty citace. ,,Stat“ i dalsi aktéri
se pri vymezovani své koncepce vyuky filosofie zaprvé ¢asto prosté drzi

23 Nietzsche (2023, s. 214—215).
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tradice, zadruhé sleduji vice, mnohdy ne zcela souladnych cili.2+ V jinych
ohledech nicméné pokladam Nietzscheho popis za nepfijemné vystizny.
Obdobné také pise o moznych negativnich disledcich vyuky filosofie
soucasna didakti¢ka Burkardova:

»,KdyZ se setkavaji s ohromujicim mnozstvim konfliktnich
nazorl podporovanych filosofy v pribéhu staleti a kdyz se
dozvédi, kolik neshody panuje mezi souc¢asnymi filosofy,
nékteri studenti zpochybni podnik filosofie jako takovy. Mo-
hou byt znepokojeni tim, Ze se i znalci filosofie neshodnou
témér na ni¢em a Ze se zdaji byt neschopni vytesit jakykoliv
vyznamny filosoficky spor. Nékteri studenti premysli, zda ma
viibec smysl diskutovat o filosofickych otazkach. Zd4 se, ze ve
filosofii ma kazdy jen sviij nazor.“*

Neustaleny postoj, pii kterém jedinec pod vlivem védomi rozmani-
tosti moznych stanovisek a (zdanlivé?) nerozhodnutelnosti mezi nimi
kolisa mezi tim, Ze ,ma kazdy jen svilj nazor” (Burkardova), a tim, Ze se
dokonce jiz ani neodvazuje vlastni nazor mit (Nietzsche), piredstavuje
optimalni zdroj pro vyslouvné relativistické reakce na filosofické otazky,
pro odpovédi typu ,to je relativni®nebo ,,to je subjektivni“. Domnivam se
nicméne, Ze vyuka filosofie nemusi krajni relativismus podporovat, nebo
je prinejmensim mozné pravdépodobnost takového vysledku vyrazné
snizit. Je ovSem tfeba vyhnout se nékterym rizikovym postuptim a nékteré
vhodné postupy naopak pouzivat.

V nékterych pripadech to nemusi byt obtizné. Kdyz napf. intuice podro-
bujeme kritické reflexi, nase prace s nimi je jasné odliSena od odvolavani
se na nazor. Jestlize zaci zakusi, Ze lze racionalni argumentaci vyvratit

24 V RVP-G je napt. ucivo filosofie popsano jako ,podstata filozofie — zékladni filozofické otazky,
vztah filozofie k mytu, ndboZenstvi, védé a uméni“ a ,filozofie v déjinach — klicové etapy a sméry
filozofického mysleni®. (Vyzkumny astav pedagogicky v Praze, 2007, s. 42). Mohlo by se tedy zdat,
Ze ,stat” filosofii rozumi téméi jen déjiny filosofie. Vystupy ale obsahuji i cile, které predpokladaji,
Ze vyuka filosofie ma zprostiedkovavat také to, jak spravné filosofii péstovat: zak ,eticky a vécné
spravné argumentuje v dialogu a diskusi, uvazlivé a kriticky pfistupuje k argumentiim druhych
lidi, rozpozné nekorektni argumentaci a manipulativni strategie v mezilidské komunikaci.“
(Tamtéz, s. 42).

25 Burkard (2017, s. 298).
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i zdanlivé velmi presvédcivé intuice, mtze je to dokonce vyrazné vzdalit od
krajné relativistického stanoviska, podle kterého pro kazdého plati prosté
to, co se mu jevi jako platné.2¢ Pokud jde o tematizaci riiznorodych teorii
nebo uvadéni argumentd pro a proti, situace je slozit€jsi. Do jisté miry
a v urcité podobé se jedna o zadouci postupy. Diilezité nicméné je, aby (a)
Zaci nebyli mnozstvim teorii zahlceni (to je riziko, které zminuji Nietzsche
a Burkardova), aby (b) pedagog odolal pokuseni nadmérné zdiiraziiovat
rozdily mezi jednotlivymi teoriemi a aby (c) nedoslo k redukci vjuky
filosofie na vjuku znalosti o minulych ¢ stavajicich teoriich.

Vsechna uvedena rizika snizuje problémouvé orientovana vyuka
filosofie. Takto pojata vyuka se soustiredi na formulovani filosofickych
otazek a snahu o jejich spoleéné zodpovidani, pri¢emz historické i soucasné
filosofické pozice bere v ivahu pravé tehdy, kdyz predstavuji nejvhodnéjsi
(nejpresveédcivejsi, nejsrozumitelnéjsi...) predstaveni zakladnich pristupt
k reseni diskutovanych problému. Znalost filosofickych teorii je tedy
uplatiiovana a vyzadovana i v ramci problémové orientované vyuky,
neni nicméné pojiméana jako cil, nybrz vzdy pouze jako prostiredek. To
samo o sobé snizuje pravdépodobnost zahlceni zakii mnozstvim teorii.
Jestlize pedagog usiluje tematizovat nejvhodnéjsi piredstaveni zakladnich
pristupli, nemusi se zabyvat celou historii jejich vzniku, ale miize si
vystacdit vzdy jen s jednim prikladem, ktery dany ptistup v kontextu
tematizovaného problému nejlépe zastupuje. Jestlize je naopak jako cil
vyuky pojimano piredavani znalosti o déjinach filosofie (jestlize, jak iika
vystizné Tiedemann, vyuku filosofie chapeme jako ,,péci o kdnon“*), jevi
se kazdé vynechani historicky vlivného autora jako nevhodné, v pripadé
obzvlasté vyznamnych osobnosti jako neprijatelné. A to i tehdy, jestlize
je nepravdépodobné, Ze by se teorie daného autora jevila zakiim jako
vérohodna, nebo jestliZe by ji bylo mozné ve vyuce nahradit historicky
sice méné vlivnym, ale presvédc¢iveéjsim ¢i srozumitelnéjsSim zastupcem
daného pristupu.

Pedagog, ktery primarné usiluje predavat znalosti o filosofickych teori-
ich, mlize mit také sklon neimérné zvyraznovat rozdily mezi nimi. Mize,
26 Pedagogicky ilustrativni se mi jevi argumentace, kterou Thomsonova vyvraci — ji diive hajenou

— intuitivni ptijatelnost zésahu ve scénafi tramvajového dilematu ,ptihlizejici u vyhybky*

(Thomson, 2008).

27 Tiedemann (2017, s. 88).
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zaprvé, akcentovat zejména jejich krajni varianty. Zadruhé miize soustie-
dit pozornost na situace, v nichz diskutované teorie dochazi k odliSnym

zavérim. Oba postupy jsou pochopitelné, ale nejsou stastné. Jestlize jde

napt. pedagogovi predevsim o to, aby zaci védéli, co je deontologicka

etika a co konsekvencialismus, bude mit zfejmé sklon zdiiraznovat hlavné

pojmove Cisté, proto i krajni varianty obou ptistupti, napt. Kantovu etiku

nebo Singertv utilitarismus ¢inu; a bude mit sklon soustredit pozornost

na pripady, v nichz tyto teorie vedou k hodnoceni, které se 1isi jak od

posouzeni z hlediska druhé tradice, tak od predpokladanych moralnich

intuic zakd, napr. na Kantovo stanovisko zcela zakazujici Ihani, nebo na to,
Ze utilitaristé ¢inu ve vyjimecnych pripadech schvaluji zabiti nevinného.
Popsané soustiredéni pozornosti ovSem v mysli zakl vytvari nereprezen-
tativni a v tomto smyslu nepravdivy obraz skute¢nosti. Kant a utilitaristé

¢inu se totiz na soudu o spravnosti jednani zpravidla shodnou, napt. zabiti

nevinného je nespravné z pohledu obou tradic v naprosté vétsiné situaci.
Existuji také autori, ktefi haji umirnénéj$i moralni teorie. John Stuart Mill

napft. do své utilitaristické etiky pravdomluvnosti integruje kantovsky di-
raz na obecné pravidla ¢i zdjem na dlouhodobém udrzeni hodnovérnosti

vypovédi, dodava ovSem, ze bychom ve vyjimecnych situacich — napf-.
zlocinci — That méli.?® Extrémnost pedagogem zdiraznovanych pozadavka

a vnimana mira neshody mezi jednotlivymi autory (,,i znalci filosofie se

neshodnou témér na ni¢em*, piSe Burkardova) snadno mohou prohlu-
bovat nedivéru zak viidi filosofii.

Pedagog mtize soustredit pozornost na rozdily mezi teoriemi i v ramci
problémoveé orientované vyuky, napi. proto, aby zaujal zdky pomoci
prozivaného konfliktu.? Jestlize mu ale opravdu jde o feSeni problému,
mél by také upozornit na to, v ¢emz se teorie shoduji nebo jak by mohly
byt, neshoddm navzdory, zatfazeny do syntetizujicich celkd. Neni pfitom
ani nutné, ani vhodné, aby byla takova reseni predkladana jako definitivné
prokéazana pravda. Postaci, kdyz budou primérené vérohodn4, jako
provizorni zavéry, které mohou orientovat nase soucasné jednani;3°

28 Mill (2011).

29 Willingham (2021).

30 ,,Uré¢ité neni snadné nalézt né&jaky stabilni postoj k tomu, jak ptisny by mél byt zakaz lhani,“
piSe Blackburn, ,[m]yslim si ale, Ze se nékde stala chyba, pokud do samého jadra etiky klademe
extrémni pozadavky. Jadrem etiky musi byt poZzadavky rozumné.“ Blackburn (2022, s. 46).
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a kdyZ bude dostate¢né vérohodny proces mysleni, pomoci kterého jsme
k nim dospéli a pomoci kterého je mtizeme prekonavat k dokonalejsim
alternativam.

Spor o relativismus a hledani strednich cest

Popsany pristup lze aplikovat pfimo na problém sporu o relativismus.
V nasledujicim oddile popisu, jak konkrétné v tomto ohledu mohou
vyucujici postupovat. Téma pokladam za dtlezité, a to primarné ze dvou
dtvodi: 1. Jak ukazuji vyse, spor o relativismus predstavuje vyznamny
fenomén v mysleni samotnych zakd, jiz proto bychom ho méli ve vyuce
tematizovat. 2. Vyucujici mohou snadno podléhat pokuseni postupovat
pri probirani relativismu spiSe nevhodné, napt. relativismus vyvracet,
jako obecné nepftijatelnou teorii.

Pokud jde o druhy bod, jeho ziejmé nejdiilezitéjsi pricina je popsana
v predchozi kapitole. Vyucujici mohou pokladat studentsky relativismus
za postoj, ktery brani efektivni vyuce, byva totiz spojen s presvédéenim,
Ze nemé smysl hledat spravné odpovédi na filosofické otazky, nebot na né
ma prosté jen kazdy sviij nazor. Mohou se proto snazit studujici presvédcit,
Ze relativismus predstavuje neudrzitelné stanovisko.

Ja sam jsem tak do jisté miry postupoval a predkladal studujicim jako
vyvraceni krajniho individualistického relativismu argumentaci, kterou
naznacuje Platon v dialogu Theaitétos a rozviji Myles Burnyeat v ¢lanku
Protagoras and Self-Refutation in Plato’s Theaetetus. Platoniv dialog
interpretuje Protagortv vyrok, podle kterého je ¢lovék mérou vSech véci,
jako vyraz krajniho individualistického relativismu, presvédceni, podle
kterého je pro kazdého pravda to, co se mu jevi jako pravda.’' Platonova
a Burnyeatova argumentace nasledné usiluje dolozit, Ze jde o neudrzitelné
stanovisko, a to z nasledujicich dtivodi: 1. Protagorova nauka je v rozporu
s zivotni praxi Prétagory i jinych zastanci relativismu. Nedavalo by napf-.
smysl platit za vyucovani re¢nického umeéni, pokud by pro kazdého bylo
ucéinné takové presvédcovani druhych, které se mu jevi jako t¢inné.3?
2. Protagoras musi pripustit, ze Protagorova nauka neni pravdiva pro

31 Platén (2007, 170a).
32 Tamtéz, 170a—b.
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jeji odpirce.?3 Jestlize tvrdim, Ze pro kazdého je pravda to, co se mu jevi
jako pravda, pak musim pripustit, Ze pro odpiirce tohoto nazoru neni
pravda, Ze pro kazdého je pravda to, co se mu jevi jako pravda. 3. Krajné
relativistické stanovisko nelze vyslovit, aniz by se ¢lovek jeho vyslovenim
dostal do rozporu s krajnim relativismem. Jestlize predkladam vyrok ,,pro
kazdého je pravda to, co se mu jevi jako pravda“ jako obecné pravdivy,
protifeé¢im si. Mohu ov§em fici: ,,Pro mne je pravda, Ze pro kazdého je
pravda to, co se mu jevi jako pravda.“ I tento vyrok nicméné, vyslovenim
samotnym, predkladam jako nerelativné pravdivy. Lidskéa fec totiz pracuje
s timto principem: ,x je F* je pravdivé pro osobu a pravé tehdy, kdyz je
»X je F je pravdivé pro osobu a“ prosté pravdivé. Mohu sice relativizaci
prohlubovat, fict napft. ,,Pro mne je pravda, Ze pro mne je pravda, Ze pro
mne je pravda...“ Nemohu ale relativizovat do nekonecna. Jakmile se
zastavim, predlozim vysledny celek jako nerelativné pravdivy.3+
Tuto argumentaci osobné pokladam za velmi presvédéivou. Vyvracet

studentsky relativismus ve vyuce mtze byt piresto nevhodné. Talbot
tvrdi, Ze bychom se ke studentskému relativismu méli v roli vyucujicich
vztahovat stejné jako k jinym teoriim. MiiZzeme a mame tedy predstavovat
argumenty proti relativismu, neméli bychom ale studenty presvédcovat, ze
je spravné relativismus opustit.35 ,,Snahy presvédcit zastance studentského
relativismu, aby zménili své nazory,” piSe Talbot, ,mohou byt neuctivé
a Casto piehlizi divody, které studenty k zastavani relativismu vedou.“3°
Anne Burkardova podobné varuje, aby se pedagogové nesnazili studenty
odvést od relativismu pomoci jednostranné argumentace proti tomuto
stanovisku. Takovy postup by podle ni manipulativné zneuzival
ovlivnitelnost studenti, plynouci napr. z jejich nezkusSenosti ¢i omezeného
pristupu k odborné literature, a porusoval by ,princip kontroverze®,
podle kterého by pedagog mél piredkladat témata jako sporna, jestlize
v souvislosti s nimi dochézi ,k rozumnym sporiim mezi védci a dal§Simi
odborniky.“3” Napf. platnost Burnyeatovy rekonstrukce Platénova
argumentu proti krajnimu relativismu v dialogu Theaitétos predmétem
33 Tamtéz, 170e—71b.

34 Burnyeat (1976).

35 Talbot (2012).

36 Tamtéz, s. 171.
37 Burkard (2017, s. 305).
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takovychto sporti je.3® Plati rovnéz, ze né€které druhy relativismu jsou
nékterymi odborniky obhajované.3?

S Burnyeatovou argumentaci je pochopitelné presto mozné ve vyuce
pracovat. Vyucujici by ji nicméné nemél predkladat jako vyvraceni
relativismu obecné. To by ostatné bylo zjevné neadekvatni. Argumentace
utoci na jedno konkrétni stanovisko, totiz krajni individualisticky
relativismus. Popis by dokonce bylo vhodné jesté upresnit. To, co
argumentace usiluje vyvratit, je nazor, podle kterého je pro kazdého
pravda to, co se mu jevi jako pravda. Tento nazor bychom mohli
oznacit jako nejkrajné€jsi individualisticky relativismus, pripadné jako
iracionalismus (v souvislosti s metaetickym relativismem jej, pripominam,
Carson definuje takto: ,at uz osoba véri jakymkoliv moralnim soudtim [...],
tyto soudy jsou pravdivé pro tuto osobu a moralni soudy nejsou pravdivé
nebo spravné v zadném jiném smyslu®).

Mize a ma vyucujici vyvracet toto stanovisko? Lze, domnivam
se, tvrdit, Ze tento nazor mizeme predkladat jako tézko udrzitelny az
neudrzitelny, aniz bychom se tim provinovali proti principu kontroverze.
Jeho neplatnost v kazdém pripadé predpoklada i postup, ktery navrhuje
Talbot. Ten doporucuje, abychom relativistim mezi studenty ,,pomohli
[...] nahlédnout®, Ze i existence relativisty ,,vyzaduje peclivé mysleni
a filosofické diskuse o etice a etickych teoriich.“«° M4 byt spravné:

~pomoci studentiim si uvédomit, Ze ¢asto nevi, ¢emu sami veri
a ze Casto ve skutecnosti nevéri tomu, ¢emu si mysli, Ze veri.
Porozuméni vlastnim nazortim vyzaduje hluboké a dikladné
mysleni a ¢loveék ¢asto nejlépe zjisti, cemu veri, pomoci diskuse
s ostatnimi. Kromé toho mohou byt vlastni nazory navzajem
v napéti a i pro moralniho relativistu je dtlezité, aby tato
napéti vytesil, coz vyzaduje systematicky pristup a prisnost.“#

Optimélni metodou k dosazeni uvedenych nahledti méa byt podle Talbota
diskuse, ve které studujici zminuji priklady situaci, v nichz se jim

38 Nawar (2020).

39 Burkard (2017).

40 Talbot (2012, s. 172).
41 Tamtéz, s. 175.
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samym nebo jejich znAmym nejprve néco jevilo spravné, pozdéji vsak
dana osoba zmeénila nazor, a priklady situaci, v nichz byly nazory dané
osoby ve vzijemném napéti. Talbot také rozliSuje povrchni (superficial)
a skute¢né (actual) nazory a tvrdi, Ze by i studujici-relativista mél uvazovat
o zdtivodnénich svych nazort a o logické bezrozpornosti vlastniho mysleni.
Uvadi rovnéz, Ze i stoupence relativismu nékdy setkani s odliSnymi nazory
dovede k ,,objeveni vlastnich nazord, o nichz nevédéli, Ze je maji, nebo je
miiZze motivovat k prijeti novych nazori.“+? Pedagog se, jinymi slovy, nema
snazit o vyvraceni relativismu, podle kterého je pro kazdého pravda to,
co po kritické sebereflexi a zvazeni alternativnich nazort nahlédne jako
pravdivé. Smi ale vyvracet relativismus, podle kterého je pro kazdého
pravda to, co se mu na prvni pohled jevi jako pravda (,,élovék nemuze,’
pisSe Talbot, ,prosté Fici: ,Zd4 se, Ze Fred véri, Ze to a to je nespravné,
proto je to pro Freda nespravné.““43). Nejkrajn€jsi individualisticky
relativismus ¢i iracionalismus je tedy také podle Talbota tézko prijatelny
az neprijatelny. Za jeho hranice vystupuje jeho argumentace jiz tim, ze
navrhuje pouzivat jako kritérium platnosti moralniho systému logickou
soudrznost: ,,Existuje,” piSe Talbot, ,objektivni a sdileny standard, ktery
1ze pouzit k hodnoceni nazorti, coz ndm umoznuje ¢init tvari v tvar neshodé
a subjektivité pokroky a pomahat ostatnim, aby tyto pokroky nahlédli.“+

Kdyz Burkardovéa popisuje legitimni strategii pro praci s nedivérou
studentt vuci filosofii, hovoii obdobné o ,piedloZzeni metaetickych
nazori, které tvrdi, ze nadm prijeti urcitych verzi [...] relativismu [...]
nezapovida zapojeni do smysluplné etické diskuse.“45 Dodava také, ze
i prezentovani argumentace proti relativismu muize byt adekvatni u studentti
dostatec¢né schopnych abstraktniho mysleni. ,,Predlozeni argumentii proti
metaetickym nazortim studenti miize byt pro takovou skupinu vyzvou,
ktera mlze motivovat k prepracovani téchto nazorti nebo i vylepseni jejich
obrany. Bylo by tedy v souladu s principem kritického mysleni.“4¢

Riziko manipulace ze strany pedagoga je nicméné vhodné brat vazné.
Je ostatné otazka, zda i Talbotiv postup neni do jisté miry manipulativni.

3

42 Tamtéz, s. 178.
43 Tamtéz, s. 177.
44 Tamtéz, s. 180.
45 Burkard (2017, s. 313).
46 Tamtéz, s. 313.
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Nemyslim si napft., Ze je vhodné nazory, které mtize jedinec zaujmout po
reflexi a diskusi, predkladat jako nazory, které vlastné meél uz predtim,
pouze o nich nevédél (,pomoci studentim si uvédomit, Ze ¢asto nevi,
¢emu sami veri a Ze Casto ve skutecnosti nevéri tomu, ¢emu si mysli, Ze
veri“), pripadné jako nazory ,skutecné®, skryté pod nanosem nazori
spovrchnich®. Takova terminologie, domnivam se, individualistickym
relativistim slovné podsouva systém mysleni, ktery by bylo spise vhodné
oteviené a disledné prezentovat jako systém neindividualisticky, systém,
v némz se ovliviiuje vétsi mnozstvi osob a v némz diky tomu vznikaji nové,
drive neexistujici nazory.

Jak konkrétné tedy maji vyucujici postupovat? Mohou napriklad
predlozit studujicim Burnyeatovu argumentaci jako vyjzvu, se kterou
se maji pokusit vyrovnat a — pokud by chtéli krajni individualisticky
relativismus héajit — dolozit, v ¢em a pro¢ tato argumentace neplati.
Takova vyzva je zaroven spojena s dlilezitou pointou: Je otazka, zda lze
vyvratit platnost Burnyeatovy argumentace, aniz by se i tim vyvracejici
nedostal do rozporu s tezi, podle které je pro kazdého pravda to, co se
mu jevi jako pravda. Napi. Burnyeatovi samotnému se jeho argumentace
ziejmé jevila pravdiva. To souvisi s dileZitou skutec¢nosti, ktera je zasadni
i pro Platonovu argumentaci proti Protagorovi: Krajni relativismus nelze
h4jit argumenty, snad dokonce ani vyslovit, aniz by se mluvéi dostal
do pragmatického rozporu. Pokud Ize viibec disledné zastavat krajni
relativismus, pak nejspise neochotou podilet se na spolecném hledani
pravdy, obrazné fefeno stazenim se do soukromého svéta. To je volba,
kterou lze ucinit. MiiZeme ale také tvrdit, Ze by to nebylo spravné, nebot
ve skutecnosti zijeme ve spole¢ném svété a potrebujeme se, prinejmensim
na nékterych vécech, dohodnout.

Z obtizné ptijatelnosti krajniho individualistického relativismu ale
jesté neplyne, jaky postoj k pravdé je spravny. Je napiiklad mozné, ze
je stejné jako krajni relativismus nepftijatelny i jeho krajni opak, ktery
bychom mohli shrnout takto: , Existuje prave jedna pravda a tuto pravdu
plné vystihuje prave jedna jiz nalezena (a mnou / nami pfijimana) teorie.”
Také diisledné zastavani tohoto tvrzeni ostatné vede k zavéru, Ze nema
smysl poustét se do spolecného hledani pravdy (pro¢ hledat néco, co uz
mame). Nelze také vyloudit, ze n€kteri zaci voli relativismus prave proto,
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Ze se jim zd4 nespravna takovato, jednu teorii absolutizujici, koncepce.
Pokud se ale takto rozhoduji, podléhaji klamu, ktery je, pokud jej nékdo
zamérné vyuziva k porazeni protivnika, zdkladem argumentacniho faulu
falesné dilema. Opomijeji tedy, Ze existuji i jiné alternativy nez krajni
relativismus a predpoklad jiz poznané absolutni pravdy.

Osobné pokladdm prave tematizaci téchto alternativ za nejdilezit€jsi
slozku pedagogické préace se sporem o relativismus. Zaprvé proto, Ze si
jich zaci viibec nemusi byt védomi, jejich tematizaci proto doopravdy
prohlubujeme intelektulni svobodu zaki, rozsitujeme rejstiik moznosti,
z nichZ mohou volit, a pomahadme jim odhalovat, v ¢em konkrétné
uvazované moznosti spocivaji. Zadruhé se domnivam, Ze prave tyto stiedni
cesty mohou nejspise orientovat nase uvazovani a jednani. Umoznuji
totiZ rozliSovat méné a vice ptijatelné teorie. A motivuji zaroven k hledani
takovych teorii, které by byly co do své platnosti ¢i funkénosti optimalni.

Konkrétnéji receno: V kontextu teorie poznani lze jako stredni
cesty mezi krajnim relativismem a predpokladem absolutni pravdy
tematizovat napt. Popperovu a Kuhnovu filosofii védy. Jejich obsah
reflektuje a zakomponovava nékteré nazory ¢i postrehy, z nichz miize
vychazet i studentsky relativismus (védecké teorie se v ¢ase proménuji,
jejich obecnou platnost nelze plné potvrdit, lidé nemaji primy pristup
k objektivné existujici skutecnosti...), zaroven vsak lze nejen podle
Poppera, ale také podle Kuhna rozlisovat teorie, u nichzZ mame dobry
divody predpokladat jejich platnost, a teorie, u nichz takové divody
postradame.+

Domnivam se, ze je obdobné diilezité soustiedit se na stfedni cesty
mezi krajnim relativismem a predpokladem jiZ poznané absolutni
pravdy pri vyuce etiky. Pravé v normativnich souvislostech totiz studujici
k relativismu tihnou obzvlasté ¢asto. Primarné pro ucely filosofického
seminare na stfedni §kole jsem proto pripravil dvoustranny pracovni list
vénovany sporu o moralni relativismus. I s planem vyuziti je k dispozici
v ptiloze tohoto ¢lanku. Prvni strana obsahuje stru¢né shrnuté argumenty,
které maji zaci posuzovat a vztahovat k riznym druhiim relativismu. Druha
obsahuje popis dvou moznych strednich cest. Konkrétné jde o ,pluralisticky
relativismus“ Davida Wonga a ,velmi skromny objektivismus“ Louise

47 Kuhn (2022, s. 226—228).
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Pojmana. Pracovni list také popisuje, s jakymi druhy relativismu jsou
a s jakymi nejsou obé stanoviska slucitelna.

Zaver

V zavéru svého textu bych rad stru¢né predstavil kontext, v némz o sporu
o relativismus osobné uvazuji. Domnivam se zaprvé, Ze spor o relativismus
predstavuje vyznamny fenomén, a to nejen ve vyuce filosofie. I mimo
skolni prostiedi totiz probihaji konflikty, v nichz se stfetavaji na jedné
strané stanoviska odpovidajici krajnimu relativismu (,,kazdy ma svoji
pravdu®) a na strané druhé stanoviska pracujici s predpokladem jiz
poznané absolutni pravdy (,,pravdiva je prave jen moje teorie®). Zadruhé
se domnivam, Ze jsou oba postoje skodlivé a Ze jsou navzajem paradoxné
provazané. Za pouziti jazyka Hegelovy filosofie a psychoanalyzy bychom
snad mohli Fici, Ze jde o navzajem dialekticky podminéné mezni protiklady,
tézko prijatelné az neprijatelné reaktivni vytvory, mezi nimiz neustalené
kolisaji mnozi ticastnici soucasné spolecenské diskuse. Cilem pro vyuku
filosofie i pro spolecnost jako takovou by podle mne mélo byt tyto
protiklady prekonavat, coz mj. znamena nabizet umirnénéjsi teoretické
systémy.
Pokud jde o filosofii, osobné se domnivam, Ze je zadouci i vtomto oboru
— normativni ¢i aplikovanou etiku nevyjimaje — podporovat obdobny
pristup, s jakym se miizeme setkavat v empirickych védach. Nepredkladat
tedy obhajované teorie ani jako vystizeni absolutni pravdy, ale ani jako
pouha vyjadreni osobniho nazoru. Neni to podle mne neopravnéné. Také
filosofické teorie — véetné teorii etickych — totiz mohou byt falzifikovany;
a také filosofické teorie — vcetné etickych teorii — se mohou v rtizné
mife osvédcovat pri feseni problémi. Domnivam se zaroven, ze je
uplatniovani tohoto pristupu vécné i moralné prospésné. Zastavani
krajniho relativismu i zastavani predpokladu jiz poznané absolutni pravdy
totiz komplikuje Gi¢ast na spolecném hledani co nejvhodnéjsich reseni.
Predpoklad jiz poznané absolutni pravdy navic byva spjat s postojem
osobni ¢i skupinové nadiazenosti. Ten pak — zejména v jeho vyhrocenych
podobach — poklddam za vyznamné moralni zlo, nebot jeho zastavani
ospravedlnuje podtizovani (pronésledovani, vylucovani...) osob, které
uvazovany nazorovy systém nesdileji.



Spor o relativismus a problémové orientovana 64 |
vyuka filosofie

Pokud jde o $irsi pedagogicky kontext: Hledani optimalnich filosofickych
teorii predstavuje ukol, pro ktery lze ziskat i nase zaky. PredevsSim proto,
Ze jde o ukol, ktery miize byt prozivan jako silné smysluplny. Ale i proto,
zZe jde o tkol, pti jehoz plnéni 1ze organicky navazovat na podnéty z jejich
vlastniho myslenkového svéta. V pripadé sporu o relativismus napi. hledani
stfednich cest mezi krajnim relativismem a predpokladem jiz poznané
absolutni pravdy umoznuje prijmout nadmitky proti krajnimu relativismu
a zaroven uchovat prospésné postoje, které ziejmeé vedou nékteré jedince
k deklarovani relativistickych nazort, predevsim sebekriti¢nost, pokoru
a respekt k nazortim druhych.

V tivodni aktivité, na kterou se sousttedi prvni ¢ast mého ¢lanku, jsem
zakim kladl mj. otazku ,jaka jsou pravidla spravného mysleni?* Otazka
se mi z odstupu jevi neprili$ $tastné polozena, mj. kviili mnohoznac¢nosti
vyrazu ,,spravny“ (Slo mi primarné o spravnost logickou, zZaci ovsem vyraz
casto chépali jako odkaz na spravnost moralni). Téma spravného mysleni
je nicméné vyznamné pro didaktiku filosofie, nebot vyuka filosofie by méla
mj. — snad i zejména — ucit myslet;*® a tento cil predpoklada rozlisitelnost
spravného a nespravného mysleni, ¢i pfinejmensim mysleni vice a méné
spravného. Pokladam za dilezité, jak casto se v odpovédich zZakt na
souvisejici otazku objevil nejen relativismus (10 tiid s relativistickymi
odpovéd'mi, napft. ,je to individualni®), ale také postoj, ktery miizeme
oznacit jako nihilismus, napft. ,nejsou”, ,mysleni nema pravidla“, ,néco
jako spravné mysleni neexistuje®. Tyto ¢i podobné odpovédi se objevily
celkem v 11 tfidach. Také u této otazky lze zaroven relativistické ¢i
nihilistické odpovédi chapat mj. jako vyzvu pro vyucujici, aby zakim, kteii
maji sklon takto odpovidat, nabidli vérohodné alternativy. Tato vyzva se
mi pritom jevi splniteln4, a to z nasledujicich divodu:

Z4ci zaprvé zpravidla znaji zakladni logické principy, nebof se s nimi
setkavaji v jinych predmeétech, zejména v matematice. Lze i, domnivam
se, predpokladat, ze uznavaji jejich platnost. Ziejmé si je ,pouze” mnozi
nespojuji s myslenim obecné ¢i diskusi o otazkach, které nejsou svou
povahou cisté matematické nebo (prirodo-) védecké. Vyucujici filosofie
tedy napt. nemusi logiku probirat od zac¢atku, postaéi, kdyz zprostredkuje
toto spojeni, demonstruje mj., ze 1ze logické principy pouzit pii reseni

48 Sebesova (2017).
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moralnich problémi, napft. Ze lze s jejich pomoci vyvracet moralni teorie
dokazovanim jejich vnitini rozpornosti.

Zadruhé ani v pripadé otazky spravného mysleni neplati, ze by moji
zaci byli prosté nihilisté ¢i krajni relativisté. Jejich odpovédi obsahuji
i Cetné prvky, které ladi spiSe s jinymi, umirnénéjsimi postoji, napr.
s metodologickym relativismem & kritickym racionalismem. Zci napt.
uvadeéli, Ze spravné mysleni je logické, kritické, objektivni, bezpiredsudecné
nebo oteviené (spravné myslici ¢lovek neulpiva ,na stereotypech, klisé®,
zvazuje ,vSechny moznosti“, diva se na problém ,z nékolika thli“, bere

»,V tvahu nazory jinych®, netrva ,za kazdou cenu na svém nazoru®).
Obdobné odpovédi se objevily také u otazky ,jaké metody bychom
méli pouzivat pii poznavani svéta?“. I zde zaci zminovali objektivitu,
bezpredsudecnost a otevienost vii¢i novym myslenkam ¢i zkuSenostem
druhych (,komunikovat s lidmi z cizi kultury“, ,snaha porozumét
kultufte, historii, tradicim a dal$im aspektiim, které formovaly mindset
obyvatelstva“, ,pokusit se o hledani rozdild mezi kulturami a hledat
pozitivni aspekty dané kultury, které by mohly obohatit kulturu nasi®,
»mit otevirenou mysl k ndzortim ostatnich®). Tyto a podobné odpovédi se
objevily celkem v 17 tridach, jen vyraz ,,otevienost” a vyrazy pribuzné se
vyskytly v 7 tiidach.

Metodologicky relativismus nevylucuje dosazeni objektivné platné
pravdy. Vyzaduje jen, abychom nejprve nestranné posoudili uvazované
teorie. Jde o postoj, ktery ladi s citovanymi odpovéd'mi i se zakladni
metodou soucasné akademické filosofie. Problémoveé orientovana vyuka
filosofie je ve svém jadru uplatnénim této metody v pedagogickych
souvislostech.# Jiz proto, domnivam se, miize pomoci pti kultivaci sporu
o relativismus i jinych filosofickych sporii, na nichz se podileji nejen
akademicti filosofové, ale také nasi Zaci ¢i studenti.

49 Tiedemann (2017).
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Priloha ¢. 1 - Vstupni kladeni a zodpovidani filosofickych otazek

Metodicky list pro vyucujici
Cile:

Z4ci a zAkyné' pisemné vyjadiuji vstupni nazory na zakladni filoso-
fické otazky. Diky tomu se nad nimi mohou béhem vstupni aktivi-
ty i v dalsim prabéhu kurzu reflektované zamyslet a zvazovat jejich
platnost, na zakladé odhalovani jejich predpokladi a disledkd a na

zakladé srovnani s alternativnimi stanovisky.

ZAci rozvijeji svoji schopnost vyjadrovat se k filosofickym otazkam
srozumitelné, vécné a presveédcive, a to v istnim i pisemném projevu.

Postup:

V priibéhu prvni vyuéovaci hodiny nejprve navrhuji z4ci vlastni priklady
typickych filosofickych otazek, sdili je a diskutuji o tom, zda se opravdu
jedné o otazky filosofické. Nasledné vyucujici promitne vlastni schéma

s Vs e

vybranych filosofickych otazek:

CO JE CiLEM
LIDSKE
EXISTENCE?

Je CLovEk
SVOBODNY?

COFRO
CLovEka
ZNAMENA

SMRTELNOST?

JAKE
JEDNANT
JE MORALNI?

co
JE DOBRO?
COJE
SPRAVEDLNOST?

ol colE
KRASA? POZNANI?

z CeHo SE
SKLADA
To, €O JE?

IAKE
POLITICKE
ZRizeni
JE NEILEPS?

EXISTUIE BUH?
A MUOZEME JEHO
Byl &1 NeBYTT
DOKAZAT?

o Jsou
A K EEMU SMERWIT
DEnny?

COJE
PRIRODA?

COE
NABOZENSTVI?

IAK JE
v CASE A PROSTORU
USPORADAN

VESMIR?

COJE
PRAVDA?

JAKE METODY
BYCHOM MELI
POUZiVAT
PRI POZNAVANT
SVETA?

JAKA IS0U
PRAVIDLA
SPRAVNEHO
MYSLENI?

U dal$ich vyskytti pouzivam kvili tspornosti vyjadiovani generické maskulinum.
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Z4ci maji poté popsat pravidla, podle nichz jsou ve schématu otazky
usporadany (kazdé sousedi s otazkami, s nimiz vécné nejvyraznéji sou-
visi; uprostired jsou otazky nejobecnéjsi, na okrajich otazky konkrétnéj-
$i; dole jsou otazky souvisejici s poznanim a jeho néstroji; nahote jsou
otazky souvisejici s filosofii ¢loveéka; vlevo jsou otazky relevantni kromé
filosofie i pro spolecenské védy; vpravo otazky, kterymi se kromé filoso-
fie zabyvaji také védy prirodni).

Schéma a uvazovani o ném nazorné predvadi §iti filosofie, jeji vztahy
s empirickymi védami a to, zZe spolu i zdanlivé nezavislé otazky piimo
¢i nepiimo souvisi. Je nicméné dobré dodat, Ze 1ze formulovat i mnoho
jinych filosofickych otazek a Ze schéma predstavuje do zna¢né miry své-
volny vytvor (napi. otazka tykajici se Boha je umisténa doprava hlavné
kviili zachovani symetrie). Vyucujici mohou pouZit i jiné otazky. J4 sam
bych dnes volil pesttejsi formulace, zejména bych méné casto pouzival
otazku ,,co je x?“ nebo bych k ni doplnoval navazujici otazky, které jed-
noznacné zjistuji nazor (napf.: ,,co je uméni? jaky vyznam ma uméni pro
lidsky zivot?*). Kdyz pouzivam podobné vstupni aktivity v kurzech pro
vysokoskolské studenty, formuluji otazky v zavislosti na obsahu kurzu,
typicky 1 otazku na kazdy problém, ktery v kurzu tematizujeme.

Pfed koncem prvni hodiny si kazdy zak vylosuje papirek se 3 ¢i 4
pribuznymi otdzkami. Stejny papirek ma vzdy nékolik zakt. Pokud
nékterym zakim nevyhovuji otazky, které si vylosovali, mohou si je vy-
meénit. Do zacatku pristi hodiny maji zaci o otazkach premyslet, mohou
si je i zkouset pisemné zodpovédét, nesmi ale vyuzivat zadné vnéjsi zdro-
je (internet, knihy, jiné osoby). Tento pokyn je vhodné zdtraznit a zda-
vodnit (,,cilem je, abyste vyslovné vyjadrili své soucasné nazory, nikoliv
to, abyste odpovédi nasli na Wikipedii, coz byste samoziejmeé zvladli®).

Je také vhodné vysvétlit zakladni smysl celé aktivity. Je mozné se in-
spirovat nasledujicim vysvétlenim: , Na filosofické otazky nemusime od-
povidat vyslovné, nemusime o nich hovotit nebo psat. Urcité odpovedi
ale nutné vyjadiujeme svymi ¢iny. Pravdépodobné jste nikdy nenapsali
knihu o otazce ,Co je dobro?‘ Urcité pojeti dobra nicméné projevujete
svymi rozhodnutimi, napiiklad tim, jestli po skoncéeni vyuky pijdete
do knihovny, nebo do restaurace. NemiiZete se nerozhodovat. To plati
V nedéli bud’ ptjdete do kostela, nebo neptijdete. (Pripadné v patek do
meSity atd.). Diky vyuce filosofie se mtizete zaprvé ucit vyjadiovat své
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odpovédi na filosofické otazky vyslovné, coz vam dovoli se nad nimi re-
flektované zamyslet. Na vyslovné vyjadiovani vasi obvykle nevyslovené
filosofie se budeme sousttedit béhem vstupni aktivity. Zadruhé se diky ni
miiZete seznamit se zdiivodnénim postoji, k nimz tihnete, i s alternativ-
nimi odpovédmi a divody, které k nim vedou jejich stoupence. Kdyz si
reflektované uvédomujeme své postoje, zname nejsilnéjsi divody, jimiz
je lze podlozit, a kdyZz jsme si védomi alternativnich pohledti i jejich zdi-
vodnéni, je nase volba skutecné svobodna.“

Prvni polovinu druhé vyucovaci hodiny Zaci pracuji v malych
skupinéch (zpravidla po 3 az 4 osobach), v nichz sdili stejné otazky. Dis-
kutuji a zapisuji vlastni struéné odpovédi, bud na flipchartové papiry,
nebo do sdilenych souborti na notebooku, tabletu ¢i mobilu. Pokud se
na odpoveédi ¢lenové skupiny neshodnou, maji zapsat odpovédi vice. Ve
druhé poloviné vyucovaci hodiny se Zaci pohybuji po tride, ¢tou jiz za-
psané odpovédi, diskutuji a doplnuji uptfesnéni ¢i alternativni nazory.
Zakladni pokyn zni, aby na konci hodiny kazdy souhlasil alespon s jed-
nou odpovédi na kazdou otazku. Vyucujici naslouché a v pripadé potreby
zaky povzbuzuje, napf. k vysvétleni prilis stru¢nych zapisti nebo k zazna-
menani myslenek, s nimiz autofi nejsou plné spokojeni (,,jde o to, abyste
vyjadrili sviij stavajici nazor, vysledek nemusi byt dokonaly®).

Seirazeni otazek do skupin:

1. Co je ¢lovék? Co je cilem lidské existence? Co pro ¢loveka znamené
smrtelnost?

2. Je ¢lovek svobodny? Jaké jednéani je moralni? Co je dobro?

3. Co je priroda? Co je zZivot? Jak vznikl zivot?

4. Co je spravedlnost? Jaké politické ziizeni je nejlepsi? Co jsou a k ¢emu
smeéruji déjiny?

5. Co je skutec¢nost? Co je pravda? Co je poznani?

6. Z ceho se sklada to, co je? Jak je v ¢ase a prostoru usporadan vesmir?
Co je véda?

Co je véda?

7. Co je jazyk? Jaké jsou pravidla spravného mysleni? Jaké metody by-
chom méli pouzivat pfi poznavani svéta?
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7. Co je jazyk? Jaké jsou pravidla spravného mysleni? Jaké metody by-
chom méli pouzivat pii poznavani svéta?

8. Co je naboZenstvi? Existuje Bith? A mtizeme jeho byti ¢i nebyti doka-
zat? Co je krasa? Co je uméni?

Priloha €. 2 — Pracovni list vénovany sporu o relativismus
Metodicky list pro vyucujici
Cile:

e Zaciv praxi uplatnuji definice riznych druhti moralniho relativismu.
Tim si ovéruji a zpiresnuji své porozumeni.

e Zaci na prikladech argumentii relevantnich pro riizné druhy moral-
niho relativismu rozvijeji svou schopnost posuzovat platnost argu-
mentace.

e Zaci zaujimaji promysSlené a odlivodnéné stanovisko ke sporu
o moralni relativismus.

Postup:

Vyucujici nejprve uvede téma vyucovaci hodinou vénovanou 2 az 3 kon-
krétnim moralnim problémiim, na kterych je mozné ilustrovat zavaznost
diskuse o moralnim relativismu a motivovat zaky k jeho promysleni.
Problémy miize vyucujici zvolit podle svych preferenci. Nina Rosenstand
napi. v ucebnici The Moral of the Story vyuziva shrnuti romanu Alice
Walkerové Possessing the Secret of Joy, vénovaného tzv. Zenské obrizce.
V reakci na zvolené problémy by také méli zZaci zformulovat vstupni na-
zor na moralni relativismus.

Na zacatku druhé hodiny vyucujici seznami zaky s definicemi rtiznych
druh@ moralniho relativismu, jak jsou rozlisené v ¢lanku (relativismus
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deskriptivni, normativni, metodologicky, situac¢ni, metaeticky umirné-
ny a metaeticky krajni, iracionalismus). Vyzve je nasledné ke vstupni-
mu zamysleni. Napft.: ,Se kterymi druhy mate sklon souhlasit a se kte-
rymi nikoliv? Diskutujte kratce o svych nazorech ve dvojici a navrhnéte
1 argument, s jehoZ pomoci byste mohli vami zvoleny druh relativismu
podporit, nebo naopak vyvracet.“ Nasledné Zaci ve dvojicich ¢i malych
skupinach pracuji asi 30 minut s prvni stranou listu. Idealni je, aby méli
po celou dobu pred o¢ima i definice druhi relativismu (napf¥. v prezen-
taci) a aby mohli vyucujiciho pozadat o asistenci, pokud by jim nékteré
slozky byly obtiZné srozumitelné. Vystupem préace je pisemna formulace
zakladniho zavéru pro problém sporu o relativismus (viz tkol ¢. 4 na
prvni strané listu).

Na zacatku treti hodiny zZaci sdili své zavéry pro problém sporu o re-
lativismus a diskutuji o nich. Nasledné si prec¢tou druhou stranu pra-
covniho listu. Zavér celého bloku je vhodné vénovat reflexi. Ukol miize
znit napf. takto: ,V ¢em a jak byste po cetbé 2. strany pracovniho listu
upravili své zavéry pro problém sporu o relativismus?“

Postup lze rizné upravovat a vyuzit nejen na stiredni skole, ale i v ivo-
dovych kurzech na vysokych skolach.

Pracovni list pro studujici
Strana 1:

1. PFi Cetbé si poznamenavejte, zda s argumenty ¢i tvrzenimi
souhlasite, nebo nikoliv.

2. Rozhodnéte, ktery druh ¢i které druhy relativismu jednot-
livé argumenty podporuji ¢i usiluji vyvratit.

3. Zamyslete se, se kterymi druhy relativismu souhlasite, se
kterymi nesouhlasite a u kterych si nejste jisti.

4. Jaky zakladni zavér pro problém sporu o relativismus z va-
sich rozhodnuti vyplyva?

1. Obvykle je nespravné lhat. Lze ale tvrdit, Ze existuji situace, v nichz je
lez ptijatelna, napt. kdyz je nutna k zdchrané Zivota nevinného. Podobné
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Ize tvrdit, Ze existuji situace, v nichz je prijatelné zabit druhého ¢lovéka,
napft. v sebeobrané. (Carson)

2. Vyzkumy dokladaji, ze se moralni systémy rtiznych kultur napadné lisi.
Tradi¢ni kultura obyvatel FidzZi, popsana v 19. stoleti, napt. povazovala
za povinnost, aby déti za uréitych podminek ritualné zabily své rodice.
Neékteti lidé si rozmanitost moralnich systémi uvédomili jiz davno. V 5.
st. pt. n. 1. uvedl fecky historik Hérodotos ptiklad indického kmene Kala-
tifi, jehoZ ¢lenové pojidali maso svych mrtvych rodiéi, coz bylo pro Reky
neprijatelné, zatimco ¢lenové kmene Kalatii pokladali za neprijatelné
téla mrtvych spalit, coZ byl pohiebni zvyk Rekd. (Blackburn, Pojman)

3. Z toho, Ze se nazory riznych spole¢nosti na moralku lisi, jesté neply-
ne, Ze neexistuji kritéria umoznujici rozhodnout, ktery moralni systém
je spravny. Lidé se mohou lisit i v ndzorech na védecké ¢i matematické
zakony, z toho ale jesté neplyne, Ze ve védé ¢i matematice neexistuje zad-
né objektivni pravda. (Plati také, Ze by pripadné shoda vSech soucasnych
obyvatel Zemé na urcité moralni zasadé — nebo na urcité védecké nebo
matematické teorii — jesté nedokazovala, Ze je tato zdsada — nebo tato
teorie — spravna. Bylo by mozné, Ze se vSichni soucasni obyvatelé Zemé
myli.) (Carson, Pojman, Rachels, Seipel)

4. Nékteré napadné rozdily mezi moralnimi systémy nejsou zptisobené
tim, Ze se lisi zdkladni moralni principy jejich zastanci, ale tim, ze za-
stanci téchto systémi prijimaji odlisné teorie o tom, jak funguje svét.
Napft. uvedena tradi¢ni kultura obyvatel Fidzi predpokladala, Ze existuje
posmrtny zivot, ve kterém mé clovek tak télesné zdatné a atraktivni télo,
jaké mél v okamziku ptred smrti. Povinnost ritualné zabit své rodice vy-
plyva z této teorie a, nami sdileného, moralniho principu, podle kterého
by déti mély poméhat svym rodi¢tiim. Také sami zabijeni rodice tento akt
schvalovali. (Carson)

5. Neni spravné odsuzovat stoupence jinych kultur prosté proto, zZe se
jejich zvyky jevi nespravné ¢i nepochopitelné na zakladé nasich vlastnich
standardt. Méli bychom se vzdy zamyslet i nad tim, zda uvedené zvy-
ky nelze obh4jit na zakladé hodnot a principt dané kultury. Nekriticky
predpokladat vlastni moralni nadiazenost neni spravné i proto, zZe se ta-
kovy postoj miize projevovat imperialistickymi sklony. Méli bychom byt
pokorni a tolerantni. (Blackburn, Pojman)
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6. Pokud bychom vzdy predpokladali, ze bychom se méli zdrzet souze-
ni odliSnych morélnich systémi, resp. ze bychom jejich stoupence méli
soudit pouze na zakladé jejich vlastnich standardi, nebylo by mozné kri-
tizovat ani jednotlivce ¢i kultury hlasajici netoleranci. Museli bychom se
dokonce zdrzet i souzeni takovych osob jako Adolf Hitler ¢i sériovy vrah
Ted Bundy, nebot jejich zloc¢iny podle v§eho byly v souladu s jejich vlast-
nimi standardy. (Carson, Pojman)

7. Pokud bychom vzdy ptedpokladali, Ze bychom méli soudit ¢leny jed-
notlivych kultur vyhradné na zakladé standard dané kultury, museli
bychom tvrdit, Ze vSichni reformatofi jednali nespravné, nebot normy
a hodnoty reformatora se od stavajicich norem a hodnot jeho kultury
nutné lisi. Museli bychom napt. tvrdit, Ze nespravné jednal Jezis, nebo
Ze nespravneé jednali lidé, ktefi v 18. stoleti prosazovali zruseni otroctvi.
(Pojman)

8. Ani lidé, ktefi prohlasuji, Ze jejich nazory na moralku nejsou o nic
spravnéjsi nez nazory ostatnich, nejednaji disledné v souladu s timto
postojem. Casto napi. jednozna¢éné odsuzuji konkrétni typy jednani,
s nimiz nesouhlasi, v nasi kultufe napt. nacisticky holocaust. (Blackburn,
Pojman, Rachels)

9. Lze racionalné kritizovat i né€které vyrazné odliSné moralni systémy.
Presvédcivé mohou byt zejména empirické ¢i logické argumenty proti
usudkiim uzivanym samotnymi zastanci danych systémt. Neéktefi za-
stanci tzv. Zenské obiizky napft. tvrdi, Ze jde o ¢innost prospivajici lid-
skému zdravi, empirické studie ale dokladaji opak. Nékteri zastanci pod-
Fizeni Zen muzim tvrdi, Ze jsou zeny emocionalnéjsi a hiire se ovladaji
nez muzi, zaroven ale tvrdi, Ze jsou Zeny pro muZze neodolatelnym poku-
Senim, mezi obéma tezemi se pritom zda byt rozpor. (Levy)

10. Lze racionélné a nezavisle na standardech jedince nebo kultury zda-
vodnit, Ze néjaka sdilend moralni pravidla potfebujeme. Potiebujeme
naprt. néjaké normy regulujici nasili ¢i stanovujici normy pro rozdélova-
ni zdrojt. Bez takovych norem totiz nemiize fungovat spole¢nost. (Blac-
kburn)

11. Lze racionalné a nezavisle na standardech jedince nebo kultury zda-
vodiiovat, Ze jsou nékteré moralni systémy ¢i principy lepsi nez nékte-
ré jiné moralni systémy ¢i principy. Lze totiz dolozit, Ze vice pomahaji
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vzkvétani jednotlivel i spolec¢nosti. Lze napt. dolozit, Ze pravidlo ,neza-
bijej nevinné lidi“ je pro lidské vzkvétani lepsi nez pravidlo ,zabij, koho

oV v

mizes“. (Pojman)

12. V nékterych pripadech nicméné moralni neshodu racionalné vytesit
nelze, nebot neméme k dispozici presvéd¢ivé divody, kterymi bychom
dolozili, Ze je urcity postup spravnéjsi nez jiny. Plati to napt. o nékterych
sexualnich zvycich nebo o tom, jak konkrétné mame pohibivat mrtvé.
(Rachels)
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Strana 2:

Pirec¢téte si shrnuti jednotlivych navrhua a diskutujte o tom, do
jaké miry s nimi souhlasite.

Levy haji pristup, ktery oznacuje jako pluralismus. Wong pise obdob-
né o pluralistickém relativismu. Oba se shoduji na zakladnich tvrze-
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nich: Moralni systém musi plnit uré¢ité funkce (nap¥. usnadnovat reseni
mezilidskych konflikti a podporovat spolupraci uvnitt skupiny). Nepla-
ti, Ze by tyto funkce dobie plnil jakykoliv systém. Napt. skupina, ktera
by nezakazovala svévolné zabijeni, by nepiezila. Miize je nicméné plnit
vice systémi a v uré¢itych ohledech mezi témito systémy nemusi byt moz-
né jednoznacné rozhodnout. Nelze napt. jednoznacné fici, do jaké miry
bychom méli klast dliraz na osobni autonomii jedince a do jaké miry
bychom méli zdiiraznovat soudrznost spole¢nosti jako celku. Osobni au-
tonomie i spolec¢enska soudrznost jsou dilezité hodnoty, kazd4 moralka
by méla zohlediiovat ob€, rizné moralky ale mohou riizné fesit konflikty
mezi nimi. Wong zaroven, v duchu metodického relativismu, doda-
va, Zze bychom se méli vyhnout zjednodusujicim stereotyptim a jednotli-
vé moralni systémy diikladné studovat. Dosdahneme tak lepsiho pocho-
peni odlisnych kultur a tfeba si i uvédomime, ze rtizné tradice mnohé
sdili a lisi se spise v dlirazech na jednotlivé hodnoty nez v hodnotéach jako
takovych (podle Wonga napr. i spiSe individualistickd americka kultura
uznava vyznam mezilidskych vztahi a spise kolektivisticka konfucianska
kultura cti moralni autonomii a respektuje urc¢itou miru osobni svobo-

dy).

Pojman héji stanovisko, které charakterizuje jako ,velmi skromny
objektivismus“. Moralni objektivismus podle néj neznamena to samé
jako moralni absolutismus, presvédceni, podle kterého existuji moralni
principy, které nesmime nikdy porusit. Pfipousti tedy, Ze miize platit si-
tuacni relativismus. Uznava také, zZe do znacné miry plati deskrip-
tivni relativismus, Ze se tedy moralka v riiznych kulturach lisi. Pfijima
rovnéz zakladni principy metodického relativismu: méli bychom byt
pripraveni revidovat vlastni moralni principy a méli bychom se snazit
chapat i moralni systémy odlisné od toho naseho. Popira nicméné, 7e
z rozmanitosti stavajicich moralnich systémi plyne krajni metaeticky
nebo normativni moralni relativismus. I kdyby neexistovaly na
lidech nezavislé, objektivné existujici hodnoty, miiZzeme a mame pies-
to hledat objektivné platny moralni systém. Ten lze napt. popsat jako
systém nejlépe naplnujici lidské potieby a zajmy. Usilovat o shodu na
takovém systému neni marné, nebot nékteré moralni principy (napft.
»hepusob zbyte¢nou bolest nebo utrpeni®, ,,opétuj sluzby (projevuj vdéc-
nost za to, co druzi ucinili pro tebe“) lze presvédciveé ospravedlnit. I ob-
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jektivné platny moralni systém nicméné muze pripoustét urcitou roz-
manitost, napt. pokud jde o Fazeni téchto principti (tj. jak fesit konflikty
mezi nimi), aplikaci na rtizné prostredi nebo formulaci konkrétnéjsich
pravidel, u nichz lze héjit rizné varianty (napi. zda je lepsi monogamie,
nebo polygamie, do jaké miry madme pomahat druhym). Objektivni mo-
ralni systém zaroven jesté nemusime znat. Méli bychom se ale snazit
o jeho zformulovani, na zakladé svého rozumu i vciténi do druhych lidi.
Do zna¢né miry obdobné pise Blackburn, zZe si bez Boha-zakonodarce
zakony ,mizZeme vytvorit“. Svoji knihu uzavira témito vétami: ,musime
pochopit, Zze zodpovédnost, jakkoli nepatrnou, neseme vsichni. Pokud to
s nasi etikou dopadne Spatné, mizeme si za to sami.”

Levy, Wong i Pojman shodné tvrdi, Ze mtzZe existovat vice funk¢énich mo-
ralnich systémt a Ze se jednotlivé moralni hodnoty a principy mohou
dostavat do konfliktii, u nichz lze héjit rizna feseni. Wong dodava, ze
bychom z faktu moralni neshody méli odvodit nasledujici obecné platné
moralni pravidlo (mohli bychom také hovotit o metapravidlu, pravidlu
pro FeSeni konflikti mezi moralnimi pravidly): méli bychom byt ochotni
konstruktivné spolupracovat také s lidmi, kteri zastavaji vyrazné odlisny
moralni systém nez my.
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Abstract

The Dispute over Relativism and Problem-Oriented Teaching of Phi-
losophy

The text focuses on the issue of why and how we should work pedagogically
with the dispute over relativism. It seeks, first, to understand in what contexts
and for what reasons students tend to hold relativistic views; and, second, to
describe what strategies teachers should use when thematizing the dispute over
relativism. Based on extensive field research, the first part of the text discusses
the manifestations of so-called student relativism among students at a public high
school; it demonstrates that awareness of the diversity of possible answers to the
issues at stake does not in itself lead to the frequent expression of relativistic
views; and it discusses other possible causes. The second part of the text defends
the claim that problem-oriented teaching provides an appropriate framework for
dealing with the dispute over relativism and other controversial issues. The basic
premise of the advocated approach is that teaching philosophy should deepen
and broaden the students’ freedom, by means of distinguishing between multiple
possible views on the problem under discussion and by considering related
arguments. As far as the dispute over relativism itself is concerned, the key,
according to the argument put forward, is to thematize the intermediate paths
between extreme relativism and the assumption of already known absolute truth.

Key words: teaching philosophy, problem-oriented teaching, relativism, ethics

Kral, M. (2025): ,Spor o relativismus a problémové orientovana vyuka filosofie.”
Filosofie dnes 17 (1): 37—78. Dostupné z filosofiednes.ff.uhk.cz
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Tento ¢lanek se zaméfuje na analyzu konceptu hnévu v homérské Iliad€, pricemz
klade diraz na tii klicové vyrazy: pijvig, xoAog a kotog. Ukazuje, Ze tyto pojmy
nesou odli$né sémantické, socialni a kosmologické konotace, které odrazeji kul-
turni normy a hierarchii antického svéta. Zatimco yoAog predstavuje okamzitou
a ovladatelnou emoci, k6tog se vyznacuje dlouhodobym charakterem a orientaci
na spravedlnost. Naopak pijvig, jako centralni téma eposu, propojuje lidsky hnév
s bozskym kosmickym ¥adem. Clanek vychézi z odbornych interpretaci Leonarda
Muellnera, Thomase Walshe a Douglase Cairnse a usiluje o jejich zptistupnéni
¢eskému Ctenari. Analyza odhaluje, jak Achilleus misi vlastnosti x0Aog a ko6tog
ve své reakci na Agamemnona, a zkouma, jak se pijvig postupné presouva z boz-
ské sféry (Apollon, Zeus) do svéta epickych hrdint. Text zaroven poukazuje na
kulturni specifika homérské spolecnosti, kde jsou emoce tizce propojeny se so-
cialnimi pravidly (6¢poteg), a upozoriiuje na vyznamové posuny pii prekladu
téchto pojmi do cestiny. Vysledky ukazuji, Ze pochopeni rozdilii mezi jednotlivy-
mi vyrazy pro hnév je klicem k hlub§imu porozumeéni nejen homérskeé poetice, ale
i hodnotam a hierarchiim starorecké kultury.

Klicova slova: pijvig, xoAog, kotog, hnév, Homér, Ilias, fecka epika, emoce,
kosmicky rad, spolecenské pravidla, 6¢moteg, Achilleus, Agamemnoén, bohové
alidé
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Uvod

V této studii se zamérujeme na homérsky epos Ilias a jeho tustredni motiv
— hnév, ktery je s timto dilem neodmyslitelné spojen. Uvodni vers eposu
(ufjviv &e1de Bed IInAniadew AxAfjog) explicitné urcuje hnév Achillea
jako hlavni osu vypravéni, které sleduje nasledky naruseni rovnovahy
mezi jednotlivei i mezi smrtelniky a boZstvy. Homérské texty obsahuji
nejméné trindct rtznych vyrazi pro hnév, naptiklad: uévog, ueveaiverv;
Buuog; xoAog, yorotobat, oxvieaBai; yalemaiverv, xaremog; ddvooeabarl;
xweobat, kotog, KoTeW; uivig, unvietrv, unviBuog, unviua.! Hnév zde pred-
stavuje klicovou emoci, ktera se manifestuje v mnoha podobach, a jeho
pochopeni je nezbytné pro interpretaci téchto textt.

Clanek se zaméiuje predevsim na vyrazy pijvic, xoAog a kotog, které jsou
podrobné analyzovany na zakladé odborné literatury (Muellner, Walsh,
Cairns)? a doplnény o vlastni lexikalni prizkum vybranych pasazi Iliady.
Text zaroven usiluje o pribliZzeni téchto konceptii ¢eskému ¢tenari — nejen
prostfednictvim c¢eskych piekladi (Vanorny3, Mertlik4), ale i stru¢nym
shrnutim kontextu jednotlivych epizod, v nichz se dané vyrazy vyskytuji.
PrestozZe studie vychazi z existujicich filologickych a antropologickych
interpretaci, klade si za cil nejen shrnout jejich hlavni zavéry, ale rovnéz
upozornit na specifika, kterd mohou byt ve sttedoevropském ctenarském
prostoru opomijena — zejména pokud neni znalost feckého jazyka ¢i dé€je
eposu samozrejmosti.

Zamérujeme se na verbalni a lexikalni projevy hnévu, avsak nelze
opomenout, ze staroveka fecka kultura ¢asto zahrnovala také neverbalni
zpusoby jeho vyjadfeni. Jednim z nich je zahalovani se — gesto, které
na prvni pohled nemusi plisobit jako prostredek k vyjadreni hnévu, ale
v kontextu archaického Recka nabyva vyrazné symbolické hodnoty.

Pouziti gesta zahalovani se jako reakce na urazku je dolozeno i ve vy-
tvarném umeéni, zejména v zobrazenich hnévu Achillea a Aianta po jejich
vefejném ponizeni. U Achillea vsak toto gesto vychazi z hlubsich kotent.
Ackoliv se v Iliadé primo nezahaluje, jeho stazeni z komunity Achéjct,

Walsh (2005, s.2).

Muellner (1996), Walsh (2005), Cairns (2001).
Homér (2020).

Homér (1980).

A W Nn
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odmitéani socialni interakce a inik pied spolec¢nosti predstavuji obdobu
tohoto projevu. Tento akt skryvani a odmitnuti vizualni komunikace 1ze
chépat jako kulturni ekvivalent odtazitosti, symbolického preruseni vazeb
a vzdoru proti naru§enému spole¢enskému potradku.

Stranéni se spolecnosti jako vyjadieni hnévu se v archaické a epické
poezii objevuje opakované. Tato dynamika strukturuje roli Achillea v Ili-
adé, ale nalezneme ji i u dalSich postav, jako jsou Meleagros?, jenz slouzi
jako jeho paradigma, Paris, Aeneas ¢i celé achajské vojsko, které podle
Agamemnodna svym odmitavym postojem nasleduje Achilletv vzor.

Podobny motiv nachazime také v Batrachomyomachii, kde se bohyné
Démétér — rozhnévana tinosem své dcery Persefony — stahuje nejprve
z kruhu bohti a nasledné i od lidi, na které se brzy rovnéz rozhnéva. Béhem
této doby ziistava zahalena a odmita kontakt s okolim az do chvile, kdy
jeji hnév odezni a smutek se rozplyne. U Démétér pozorujeme jak prvek
odloudeni od spoleénosti, tak samotné zahalovani se®. Jak upozornuje
Cairns, zahalovani se jako reakce na urazku nepredstavuje jen vnéjsi pro-
jev ponizeni, ale i trvalé odmitnuti socialni interakce. Je to forma protestu,
ktera zdiraziuje zavaznost ptivodniho ¢inu a signalizuje trvajici naruseni
rovnovahy.” Z tohoto hlediska miizeme ptibéh Démétér ¢ist jako paralelni
strukturu k hnévu epickych hrdin — jeji bozsky hnév ma spolecenské
i kosmické dtsledky a jeho vyjadreni prostrednictvim odlouceni a zahaleni
se rezonuje s tim, co pozorujeme v Iliadé.

Pouziti zahalovani se jako projevu hnévu?® je tieba chapat v kontextu
feckych asociaci. Zaprvé jde o vztah mezi hnévem a cti, zadruhé o pro-
pojeni cti a zraku. Mit spravny smysl pro ¢est v fecké kulture znamenalo
uvédomovat si, jak ¢lovek plisobi na ostatni, prokazovat nalezitou actu
druhym a védét, kdy je vhodné navazat oéni kontakt a kdy se mu vyhnout.
Recké pojeti hnévu jej tak ¢asto zasazuje do ramce cti.

Cairns rovnéz zdliraznuje, Ze zahalovani se jako projev hnévu je treba
vnimat v souvislosti se skupinovou dynamikou, kde je normou vzajemné
5 Meleagros se rozhnéval na svou matku a pobyval u své manzelky, zatimco ostatni bojovali

s Karéty. Homér (2020, IX., 550—587).

6 ,Prudky zal ji zachvatil srdce. S kaderi boZskych jala se rukama svyma si skvély strhavat zéavoj,
rouskou pak tmavé barvy si piikryla ramena obé.“ Homér (1959, s. 22).

7 Cairns (2001, s. 18—21).
8 Zahalovani se se objevuje i ve spojeni s jinymi emocemi a situacemi, muze byt vyjadienim
smutku, Odysseus se zahaluje u Fajaki, aby schoval slzy, atd. Cairns (2001, s. 24).
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uznavani statusu jednotlivct. Poruseni této normy vede urazenou stranu
k preruseni komunikace, ¢imz se symbolicky upozornuje na ztratu vzajem-
nosti. Zahalovani neni jedinym zptisobem, jak takového efektu dosdhnout
— podobné muzZe pisobit fyzické staZzeni se, odmitnuti o¢niho kontaktu
nebo mlceni. Zahalovani tak patfi mezi projevy hnévu, které zahrnuji
odmitnuti interakce s tim, kdo urazil.?

Pro lexikalni analyzu vybranych situaci v homérském eposu Ilias jsme
zvolili zpév I. (1—245), zpév XVI. (1—65) a zpév XXIV. (22—-75). Tyto pasaze
spojuje spoleény motiv hnévu — at uz jde o hnév lidi, nebo o bozsky hnév
smeérovany viici lidem. Hnév zde slouZi jako zastupujici emoce, typicka
pro heroické postavy.

Analyza zahrnuje také analogické situace, kdy hnév projevuji bohové
viici sobé navzajem. Cilem je ukazat paralely a vztahy mezi chovanim
bohti a lidi v rdimci homérského svéta. Aby bylo mozné 1épe porozumeét
vybranym epizodam a postavam, stru¢né zde naértneme déjové pozadi
Iliady.

Epos Ilias se odehrava béhem posledniho roku trojské valky a soustredi
se na spor mezi Achilleem, nejvétsim hrdinou reckého vojska, a vrch-
nim velitelem Agamemnonem. Konflikt zac¢ing, kdyz Agamemnoén urazi
Apollonova knéze a nasledné odebere Achilleovi jeho valecnou kotist —
Briseovnu. Achilleus to vnima jako tézké poniZzeni a na protest se stahuje
z boje. Tato absence klicového bojovnika ma vazné nésledky pro priibéh
valky, které vyvrcholi smrti Achilleova druha Patrokla. Achilleus se poté
vraci do boje, zabiji Hektora — nejvétsiho hrdinu Tréjant — a potupné
vlaci jeho télo. K zavéreénému smitreni dochazi az tehdy, kdyz kral Pria-
mos prichazi prosit Achillea o té€lo svého syna. Epos kon¢i scénou pohibu
Hektora, nikoli pAdem Troje.

V nasledujici ¢asti nejprve struéné predstavime obsah analyzovanych
pasazi a poté se zamérime na lexikalni analyzu reckého textu. Cilem této
analyzy je identifikovat vyrazy, které autor ve vybranych situacich pouziva
k vyjadieni hnévu, a zasadit je do kulturniho a poetického kontextu.

K reckym textim® prikladame preklad O. Vanorného, ktery v po-
znamkach pod éarou porovnavame s prekladem R. Mertlika®2. Ceské texty
9 Cairns (2001, s. 24—25).

10 Texty prejimame z: Homer (1920).
11 Viz Homér (2020).
12 Viz Homér (1980).
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jsme pii zkoumani vyuzili k presné lokalizaci mist, kde je hnév zminén;
zaroven a predevsim vsak sledujeme, zda se v prekladech objevuji riizné
vyrazy pro hnév.

Zpév |. (1-245)

Uvodni zpév Iliady predstavuje Achilletiv hnév jako tstiedni téma eposu.
Konflikt za¢ina, kdyZ Agamemnoén urazi Apollonova knéze odmitnutim
vykupného za Chryseovnu, coz vede k bozimu trestu a propuknuti hnévu.
Hlavni eskalace vSak nastava, kdyz Agamemnon odebere Achilleovi jeho
podil z koristi, divku Briseovnu. Tento ¢in Achillea hluboce zranuje,
protoze vnima ztratu koftisti jako porusent cti.

Achilletiv hnév se projevuje jak v jeho verbalnich vypadech, tak v jeho
rozhodnuti stdhnout se z boje. Jeho zlost dosahuje vrcholu, kdyz zvazuje
nasilnou odplatu, ale bozsky zasah Athény jej priméje ovladnout se. Tento
moment ukazuje kontrast mezi okamzitym hnévem (x6A0¢) a hlubokou,
trvajici zlosti (ufjvig), kterd bude dale formovat jeho roli v ptibéhu.

Lexikalni analyzu vybranych ¢asti prvniho zpévu za¢neme slovem
,hnév* (unvig), které otevira cely epos a zaroven stanovuje jeho ustredni
téma.

Prvni situace

Uvodni vers eposu jasné predstavuje Achillefiv hnév (pfjviv) jako centralni
téma pribéhu. Tento hnév, namireny proti Agamemnonovi, ma fatalni
dopady na Danajské vojsko:

LHiviv aede Bea IInAniadew AyAfjog s
»,O hnévu'4 Péleovce, 6 bohyné, Achilla zpivej,“s

13 Homer (1920, I, L., 1).

14 V Mertlikové prekladu se také objevuje hnév: ,,0 hnévu Achilleové, tak zhoubném, nam zpivej, 6
Miso!“ Homér (1980).

15 Homér (2020, I1.,1., 1).
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Druha situace

Nasledné se objevuje hnév boha Apollona (xoAwBeig), ktery zaneviel na
Agamemnona kviili jeho neuacté ke knézi Chrysovi':

,ANTO0S0 KaosALao vVao: a0y o BAGLALA XOAWOEEi“
,Létin a Ditiv syn. Ten na krale zaneviev®* hnévem,“

Treti situace

Knéz Chryses se modli k Apollénovi, aby potrestal Danajce za urazku,
kterou mu zpiisobil Agamemnén odmitnutim vykupného za jeho dceru.
Apollon vyslysi prosbu svého knéze a v hnévu (ywopevog) sestupuje
z Olympu, pripraven prinést zkazu:

»0G E@at’ evxouevog, Tol & ékAve oifog ATOAA WY,
Bfj 8¢ kot OVAVUTIO0 KAPVWV XWOUEVOG Kiip,

TOE DOUOLOLWY EXWV AUPNPEPER TE PAPETPTV:
EkAay&av 8 Gp’ dloTol £ HGuwv Xwouévolo,

aVToD KvnBévtog: 0 8 Tjle VUKTL £01KWG.“2°

»Témito prosil slovy — i slySel ho Apollon Foibos:

S olympskych povstal vysin a kracel, rozhnévan v srdci?,
Lucisté na pleci maje a toulec zamceny kolkol.

Rézem rinkot $ipt se rozzvucel, jak se dal v pochod,

s pleci rozhnévaného.> — I kracel podoben noci.“

16 Chryses, knézboha Apollona, ptich4zi do feckého tdbora prosit o navraceni své dcery Chryseovny,
kterou ziskal Agamemnon jako valeénou korist. Kdyz je jeho prosba odmitnuta, Apollon sesila
mor na fecké vojsko.

17 Homér (1920, I, 1., 9).

18 Mertlik: ,Létin a Didv syn. Ten rozhnévan na krale vznitil (...).“ Homér (1980)
19 Homér (2020, I, 1., 9).

20 Homer (1920, IL, I., 43—47).

21 Mertlik: ,(...) a kracel rozezlen v srdci,“ Homér (1980).

22 Mertlik: ,Na plecich rozhnévaného hned $ipy zacaly fincet,” Homér (1980).
23 Homér (2020, I1., I., 43—47).
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Ctvrta situace

Apollonova zloba (ufjviv) se po devét dni projevovala trestem, ktery zasahl
Achajce i jejich majetek. Desatého dne Achilleus svolava vojsko a zada
véstce Kalchase, aby odhalil diivod Apollonova hnévu:

@ AyAed kédeal pe Al pide pudYoacOat
URVLIV ATOAAWVOG eKaTNBeAETA0 AVAKTOG: “24

~Achille, Diovi mily, ty velis pti¢inu Fici,
Procze se Apollon vladce tak rozhnéval,? Nemylny
Strelec.“2¢

Pata situace

Kalchas se zdraha odhalit diivod Apollonova hnévu (pijviv), protoze se
obava reakce Agamemnona. Popisuje obecné dva druhy kralovského hnévu
— okamZzity (x0Aog), ktery muize rychle vyprchat, a dlouhodoby (kotog),
jenz pretrvava, dokud neni pomsta dokonana. Kalchas zde nevysvétluje
pouze konkrétni pricinu Apollénova hnévu, ale zaroven charakterizuje
povahu hnévu mocnych muzt — jako varovéani pro Achillea, jehoz zada
o ochranu:

LN Yap dlopat &vSpa xoAwoépey, 5g péya Tévtwy
Apyeiwv kpatéel kal ol meiBovtal Axatol:
Kpeloowv yap BactAeds Te xwoeTaL avspl xépni:
el ep yép te XOAOV ye kal avTiipap kataméyn,
GAAG Te kai petomoBevy Exel kOTOV, S@pa teEAéaan),
¢v otBeooLy £olot: oV 8¢ ppacat el HE CAWOELS. %

LJistéze muz, jak myslim, se rozhnéva,* ktery je mocnym
Vsechnéch Danaii vladcem — a vSechno ho posloucha muzstvo.

24 Homér (1920, IL, 1., 74—75).

25 Mertlik: ,,(...) pro¢ se Apollon hnéva,“ Homér (1980).

26 Homér (2020, I, 1., 74-75).

27 Homer (1920, IL, 1., 78—83).

28 Mertlik: ,myslim, Ze zaplane hnévem ten muz“ Homér (1980).
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Prili§ mocny je kral, kdyz k slabsim zahoti hnévem:2°
kdyby i tentyz den snad potlacil vzplanuti hnévu,3°
prrece jen ve své hrudi i pozdéj podrzi zasti,!

dokud nesplni pomstu — tu uvaz, chces-li mne chranit!“s2

Sest4 situace

Achilleus oteviené vzdoruje Agamemnoénovi a ohlasuje, Ze se stahne z boje
a vrati se domt se svymi druhy. Agamemnon na jeho rozhodnuti reaguje
pohrdanim a prohlasuje, Ze je mu lhostejny Achilleiv hnév (kotéovtog):

L,olkad’ lwv oLy vnuol te of|g kal 6oTg ETdpolot
Mupuidoveosotv dvacaoe, 6€Bev § €yw oVK dAeyilw,
o008’ 60opatl KOTEOVTOG: ATEIA oW &£ TOL WEE:“33

,Dom jdi se svym lod’'stvem a se svymi vlastnimi druhy,
Vladni si nad Myrmidony — mné na tobé zalezi malo!
Lhostejna je mi tva zlost34 — ma hrozba je naopak tato:“s

Sedma situace

Achilleus pftislibi ochranu Kalchasovi, ktery odhali, ze Apolléniiv hnév
(ufjvig) prameni z odmitnuti vykupného za Chryseovnu. Agamemnoén
souhlasi s jejim navratem, avsak v odveté odebere Achilleovi jeho podil
z koristi — Briseovnu3¢. Tento ¢in vyvola Achilletiv hnév (x0Aog), ktery
nadale roste:

29 Mertlik: ,,(...) kdyZ k poddanym zaplane hnévem® Homér (1980).

30 Mertlik: ,,a kdyby plamen hnévu tyZ den snad piece jen zdusil® Homér (1980).

31 Mertlik: ,,i pozdéji uchova zasti,“ Homér (1980).

32 Homér (2020, I, 1., 78—83).

33 Homer (1920, I, I, 179—181).

34 Mertlik: ,,0 tviij se nestardm hnév“ Homér (1980).

35 Homér (2020, I., 1, 179—181).

36 Briseovna byla Achilleovym podilem z véale¢né kotisti. Jeji odnéti Agamemnoénem Achilleus
vnima jako tézké verejné ponizeni a poruseni vale¢né cti.
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LIMAELBNG 8" €€altic dTapTnpoiS EMéecaLY
Atpeidnv mpooéelte, kai o0 Tw Afjye x0Ao10:“%

»Znova pak Péléovec se oboril na Atreovce
vypadem hrubych slov, neb dosud nemirnil3® hnévu.“3

Osma situace

Achilleus obvinuje Agamemnona z toho, ze ho pripravil o kofist, ¢imz
urazil jeho Cest. Ve své frustraci prisaha, Ze se uz nebude tcastnit boje.
Tento akt vzdoru rozhnéva také Agamemnona, ¢imz se konflikt mezi
obéma postavami déle vyosttuje:

LATPEBNG &’ ETépwOev eunvie: (...)“4°
SAtretiv syn byl rozzufen# téz.“+

Zpév XVI. (1-65)

V Sestnactém zpévu Patroklos, rozhnévan na Achillea za jeho neochotu
usmirit se a vratit se do boje, prosi o pomoc pro Danajce. Achilleus, stale
ovlivnén svym hnévem (pufjvig), odmita osobné bojovat, ale souhlasi,
zZe Patroklos mtize pouzit jeho zbroj k oklamani Tr6jant. Patroklos tak
vstupuje do boje v Achilleové vyzbroji s cilem zachranit danajské lodé
a stany. Zaroven doufa, ze svym ¢inem priméje Achillea, aby prehodnotil
sviij postoj a vratil se do valky.43

37 Homer (1920, IL,, 1., 223—224).

38 Mertlik: ,,vZdyt doposud neustal v hnévu:“ Homér (1980).
39 Homér (2020, I, 1., 223-224).

40 Homer (1920, I1., 1., 247).

41 Mertlik: ,Rovnéz Agamemnon se zlobil.“ Homér (1980).
42 Homér (2020, I, 1., 247).

43 Tamtéz, Il., XVI., 1-65.
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Devata situace

Patroklos naléh4 na Achillea, aby opustil sviij hnév (veuéoa)#4, protoze
Danajci trpi pod tihou netspéchu v boji:

LN vepéoa: tolov yap dyog BePinkev Axaiovg.“4s
s,nezlob* se jen! - - vzdyt takova strast lid danajsky tisni!“+

Desata situace

Patroklos vy¢ita Achilleovi jeho netstupny hnév (x6A0¢) a pfipomina mu
utrpeni danajskych viidcii, kteti byli v bitvé zranéni. Vyjadfuje obavu, aby
ho nikdy takovy hnév neovladl:

LU €ué Y’ 00V 00TOG ye AdBotL X6Aog, BV 6b @uAGooELs s
»,0 kéz takovy hnév+ bych nepojal, jaky je v tobé!!“s°

Jedendacta situace

Achilleus vysvétluje, Ze jeho hnév (unviBuog) prameni z ponizeni, kterého
se mu dostalo od Agamemnona. Pripousti vsak, Ze uz diive prohlasil, ze
sviij hnév odlozi, pokud boj dospéje az k danajskym lodim. Souhlasi proto,
aby Patroklos oblékl jeho zbroj a vedl jeho vojaky do bitvy:5*

5

o

SOAAX T eV TpoTeTVYXOAL Edoopey: oVS’ Apa TTWG NV
AOTIEPYEG KEXOADOOAL £Vi ppeaiv: iToL £y Ve

44 Vyraz vepéoa mize oznacovat rozhoiceni, stud nebo hnév, ktery vzniki jako reakce na
nespravedlnost. V tomto kontextu ma blizko ke ,spravedlivému® pobouteni, ale Patroklos jej
chépe jako zranujici tvrdohlavost.

45 Homer (1920, I1., XVL., 22).

46 Mertlik: ,nesmis se hnévat (...)“ Homér (1980).

47 Homér (2020, IL., XVI., 22).

48 Homer (1920, II., XVI., 30).

49 Mertlik: ,Mne aspon takovy hnév at nepojme, jaky ty chovas,“ Homér (1980).

50 Homér (2020, Il., XVI., 30).

51 Zaména Patrokla za Achillea — diky jeho vyzbroji — je kli¢ova pro vyvoj eposu. Trdjané se
domnivaji, Ze Achilleus se vratil do boje, coZ zptisobi do¢asné zhroucenti jejich postupu. Patroklos
je vSak zabit Hektorem, coZ definitivné vyvola Achilleovu pomstu.
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0V TIpiv UNVIOUOV KaTaTauo£pey, GAN OToT Gv o1
Vijag EUAg A@IknTaL AUTNH TE TTOAEUOG TE.“5

,»Co vSak stalo se driv, jiz nechejme! Neni pfec mozna
porad ve hrudi své byt rozhnévan!5 — vzdyt jsem ja tehdy
minil, Ze ten sviij hnév5 diiv neskon¢im — leda az tenkrat,
az by se vale¢ny ryk k mym vlastnim korabtim dostal.“55

Zpév XXIV. (22-75)

Achilleus, zdrcen smrti Patrokla, se rozhodne pomstit Hektorovi, a¢ vi, ze
to povede k jeho vlastni smrti. Tento ¢in vnimé jako nezvratné naplnéni
svého osudu, prestoze je si védom toho, ze smrt Hektora neutisi jeho bolest.
Po obdrzeni nové zbroje od Héfaista se Achilleus vraci do boje, kde zabiji
Hektora s pomoci Pallas Athény. Hektorovu mrtvolu pak potupné vlece
za svym vozem zpét do achajského tadbora. Tento ¢in vyjadiuje Achilletiv
extrémni hnév (ufjvig), ktery se stava symbolem jeho neuhasitelné touhy
po pomsté.

Dvanacta situace

Ve dvacatém c¢tvrtém zpévu Achilleus, stale ovladan hnévem (ueveaivawv)s®
a zalem nad smrti Patrokla, po devét dni vla¢i Hektorovo télo kolem
trojskych hradeb:5

,0G 0 pev "Ektopa 8lov deikilev peveaivwv: “s
,On tak ve hnévu5® svém tam slavného Hektora hyzdil.“®°

52 Homer (1920, Il., XVI., 60-63).

53 Mertlik: ,,vé¢né byt rozhnévan v srdei“ Homér (1980).

54 Mertlik: ,diive neskon¢im urputny hnév* Homér (1980).

55 Homér (2020, Il., XVI., 60—63).

56 Vyraz peveaivwv oznacuje rozhotéené odhodlani nebo bojovy hnév, ¢asto spojeny s potiebou
pomsty. Srovnej: LSJ: GreekEnglishLexicon. Vidime, Ze u Achillea se spojuje s hlubokym zalem
a vede k neptirozené tvrdosti vii¢i mrtvému Hektorovi.

57 Homér (2020, Il., XXIV., 22-75).

58 Homer (1920, II., XXIV., 22).

59 Mertlik: ,Tak tedy Achilleus v hnévu tam slavného Hektora hyzdil.“ Homér (1980).
60 Homér (2020, Il., XXIV., 22).
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Na zZadost krale Priama, ktery ptichazi do achajského tabora s podporou
bohii a v roli prosebnika, Achilleus nakonec svoli k vydani Hektorova t€la.
Tento akt predstavuje obrat od zaslepeného hnévu k soucitu a znamenéa
zavérecné smireni mezi dvéma znepratelenymi rody.*

Analyza situaci hnévu z lexikalniho hlediska

V nésledujicim prehledu uvadime recké vyrazy pro hnév, které se objevuji
v analyzovanych pasazich, a jejich preklad v ¢eské verzi Otmara Varnorného
(zroku 1931)%2. Zatimco Fecky original rozliSuje jemné vyznamové odstiny
mezi jednotlivymi typy hnévu, v ¢eskych prekladech byvaji tyto nuance
Casto sjednoceny pod obecné vyrazy jako ,hnév, ,zloba“ ¢i ,rozhnévan®.
Tato tendence mlize mit vliv na ¢tendfovo vnimani charakterti i motivaci
postav. Nize uvadime konkrétni priklady:

Vyrazy souvisejici s pjvig:

pfjviv — O hnévu Péléovce (...)%
gunvie — byl rozzuien téz°%
unviBpov — sviij hnév diiv neskonéim®

pevealvwv — ve hnévu svéme®e
Vyrazy souvisejici s x0A0¢:

x6Aov — vzplanuti hnévu®

x6Ao10 — dosud nemirnil hnévu®®

61 Tamtéz, Il., XXIV., 23—-804.
62 Viz Homér (2020).

63 Homér (2020, I, 1., 1).

64 Tamtéz, I1., 1., 247.

65 Tamtéz, Il., XVI., 63.

66 Tamtéz, Il., XXIV., 22.

67 Tamtéz, I, 1., 81.

68 Tamtéz, I1., 1., 224.
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X606 — kéz takovy hnév bych nepojal®

Vyrazy souvisejici s ywopat:

XwOpevoG§ — rozhnévan v srdci”

xwoetal — k slabsim zahoti hnévem™

Vyrazy souvisejici s k0tog:

KOTOV — pozdéj podrzi zasti”

koTéovtog — lhostejné je mi tva zlost”

Dalsi vyrazy:

EMUENPETAL — pro¢ rozhnévan jest’

vepéoa — nezlob se jen’

Lexikalni variabilita feckého originalu a jeji
odraz v ¢eskych prekladech

V této podkapitole srovnavame vybrané vyrazy pro hnév v Ilias, jejich
lexikalni odstiny v feckém originalu a zpisob, jakym jsou tyto vyznamové
rozdily (¢i jejich absence) zachyceny v ¢eskych prekladech Otakara
Vanorného (z roku 1931)7° a Rudolfa Mertlika (z roku 1974)7.

69 Tamtéz, Il., XVI., 30.
70 Tamtéz, II., 1., 44.

71 Tamtéz, I, 1., 8o.
72 Tamtéz, II., 1., 83.
73 Tamtéz, I, 1., 181.
74 Tamtéz, II., 1., 93.
75 Tamtéz, Il., XVIL., 22.
76 Viz Homér (2020).
77 Viz Homér (1980).
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~

WAL

Il. I, 1 — pfjviv Gelde Oea:

Vanorny: ,,0 hnévu Péleovce, 6 bohyné, Achilla zpivej.“
Mertlik: ,Zpivej mi, Mazo, o hnévu Achillea, syna
Pélea.”

Oba prekladatelé voli vyraz hnév, ¢imz ztraci kosmologickou vylu¢nost
tohoto vyrazu (ufjvig je vyhradni bozsky nebo posvatny hnév).
unvipog

Il. XVI, 60 — pnviB oV KATATIVOENEV:

Vanorny: ,ten svijj hnév diiv neskon¢im®
Mertlik: ,,sviij hnév diiv nezapomenu®

Oba zachovéavaji vyraz hnév, Mertlik mirné€ posouva k subjektivni paméti
(nezapomenu), Vaniorny ziistava u trvani (neskoné¢im). Vyznamova
specifika slova unvi0pog vsak zistavaji v prekladu neoznacena.

XO0AoG / x0Aowo
Il. XVI, 33 — x0A0g:

Vanorny: ,takovy hnév bych nepojal”
Mertlik: ,kéZ by mne takovy hnév nikdy neovladl®

Oba preklady dobte zachycuji dynamicky charakter y6Aog jako vasnivé,
télesné emoce, prestoze ceStina nema jednoznacny vyraz, ktery by odlisil
X606 od pijvig.
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KOTOG
I1. 1, 82 — 6@pa teAéoon KOTOV:

Vanorny: ,dokud nesplni pomstu®
Mertlik: ,,dokud nedokona svou zast“

Mertlik pouziva slovo zast, které 1épe vystihuje dlouhodoby a usazeny
charakter kotog, zatimco pomsta (Vanorny) vystihuje vysledek, nikoli
trvalost emoce.

HEVEALVWV
Il. XX1IV, 22 — peveaivwv:

Vanorny: ,ve hnévu svém*
Mertlik: ,,zurivy, plny zloby“

Mertlik zde zachycuje intenzitu a vnitini naboj 1épe nez Vanorny, ale chybi
kontext rozhorc¢eného cilevédomi.

Z analyzy je patrné, ze CeStina postrada jednoznacné ekvivalenty pro
jemné vyznamové rozdily mezi vyrazy uijvig, x6A0g, k0Ttog aj. Preklada-
telé vétsinou voli obecné vyrazy jako hnév, zloba, rozhofcenost, pricemz
nékteré vyznamové nuance (napt. ¢asovy aspekt u kdtog, sakralni rovina
ufjvig) zlistavaji skryty. Presto vsak i tyto rozdily — byt mirné — ukazuji, ze
vnimavy ¢tenar muiize alespon ¢astecné postrehnout lexikalni variabilitu
originalu.

Rozbor vybranych vyrazli pro hnév: pfjvig, x6Aog a k6Tog

Nyni pfistoupime k rozboru vybranych situaci hnévu. Analyzu vSak nelze
omezit pouze na pouziti jednotlivych vyrazti bez zohlednéni jejich kontextu
a vzajemného vztahu. Tato prace se zaméfuje na tii klicové vyrazy pro
hnév: pijvig, k6TOG a X6A0G.
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Vyraz pufjvig byl zvolen, protoze predstavuje Gstiedni téma celého
eposu a zaroven jeho prvni slovo. Vyrazy k6tog a x6Aog byly vybrany
s ohledem na jejich vzajemnou souvislost, ktera odrazi rozdily v povaze
a trvani hnévu.

Témito lexikalnimi otazkami se zabyvaji Thomas R. Walsh a Leonard
Muellner, jejichz studie budou vyuzity k analyze vybranych situaci. Vyrazy
popisujici hnév nesou nejen lexikalni vyznam, ale také politické, moralni
a kulturni konotace.” Ve vykladu vychazime zejména ze studii Muellnera
a Walshe, jejichz zavéry dale rozvijim ve svétle konkrétnich pasazi z Iliady
a jejich ceskych prekladt. Zvlastni pozornost vénuji tomu, jak riizné typy
hnévu formuji vztahy mezi hrdiny a bohy, a jak se tyto vyrazy vazou na
strukturu eposu i jeho hodnotovy systém.

Muellner zdtraznuje, Ze kazda spole¢nost ma sviij soubor konvenénich
metafor pro popis emoci, které zahrnuji poselstvi o jejich obsahu, odlis-
nosti a zptisobu vyjadiovani. Piestoze nékteré metafory mohou byt sdilené
mezi riznymi spolecnostmi, je dilezité si uvédomit, Ze pravidla, ktera
z téchto metafor vyplyvaji, a tedy i samotné emoce, nejsou univerzalni.”

To znamen4, Ze nase vhimani hnévu je ovlivnéno modernim kulturnim
ramcem, ktery se li$i od poetické spolec¢nosti Iliady. Tato odliSnost miize
vést k tomu, Ze nekteré klicové rysy epického pojeti hnévu ztistanou pro
moderniho ¢tenare skryté.

Hnév je natolik béZznou soucasti zivota homérského valecnika, zZe je
snadné prehlédnout rozdily mezi jednotlivymi vyrazy pro tuto emoci.®°
Walsh a Muellner vS§ak ukazuji, ze vyrazy k0tog, X0A0G a pijvig se lisi
nejen svou sémantikou, ale i intenzitou a kontextem. Zatimco Walsh se
zaméfuje na KOTOG a X0A0G, Muellnerova studie detailné zkouma pijvi.

Mfjvig jako dlouhotrvajici hnév

Mijvig, vyraz stojici na zacatku Iliady, predstavuje podle Muellnera hlu-
boky, dlouhotrvajici hnév, ¢asto spojovany s bohy nebo Achilleem. Aristar-

78 Walsh (2005, s. 6).
79 Muellner (1996, s. 1).
80 Walsh (2005, s. 10).
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chos (2. stol. pt. n. 1.), vyznamny alexandrijsky filolog, definoval pfjvig jako
»dlouhotrvajici zast (k6to¢)“ a odvozoval jej od slovesa pévw (,,vytrvat®),
coz moderni lingvistika povazuje za nepodlozZené. Tuto interpretaci vsak
prevzal i Eustathius ve 12. stoleti.

V 19. stoleti se tato definice objevila v dilech Schmidta a Ebelinga,
kde byla pfjvig popisovéana jako ,pretrvavajici nebo ,nezapomenutelny*“
hnév. Schmidt zdiraznil, Ze pijvig se odliSuje od k0TOG svou spravedl-
nosti a trvanim a Ze je obvykle pripisovana bohiim a Achilleovi. Zatim
vsSak chybi vysvétleni, proc je pravé Achilleus vyjimkou, a co to znamena
v ramci eposu.®

Tato debata ziistava klicova pro pochopeni rozdilu mezi pijvig a dal§imi
vyrazy pro hnév, jako je k0106, a jejich ndbozenskymi a moralnimi aspekty.

Antropologicka interpretace ufjvig (Muellner)

Muellner pfi studii terminu pfjvig aplikuje antropologicky pristup k emo-
cim, ktery chape emocni terminy jako kulturné specifické koncepty, nikoli
univerzalni pocity.®? Zdaraziuje, zZe ufjvig neni pouhy nepratelsky hnév
mezi jednotlivci, ale kosmicka sankce a spolecenska sila s drastickymi
dtisledky pro celé spolecenstvi.8s

Muellner identifikuje dvé kli¢ové charakteristiky pufvig:

1. Vznika porusenim nabozenskych a spolecenskych tabu, i kdyz to ne-
musi byt vzdy zjevné.

2.V homérské poezii se objevuje jako opakujici se sekvence s proménli-
vymi pfi¢inami, coz odrazi kompozi¢ni strukturu basné.

Podstatné jméno pijvig je v Iliad€ vyhrazeno bohtim a Achilleovi, zatimco
odvozené sloveso se vztahuje i na dalsi hrdiny. Muellner ukazuje paralely
mezi ufjvig Achillea v prvnim zpévu a hnévem Dia v patnictém zpévu, kde
Ditiv hnév reflektuje kosmické poradky a bozskou autoritu.®4

81 Muellner (1996, s. 2).
82 Tamtéz, s. 4.

83 Tamtéz, s. 8—9.

84 Tamtéz, s. 9.
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Paralela Achillea a Dia

V patnictém zpévu se Zeus rozzlobi na Héru za jeji lest, prikaze ji svolat
bohyni Iris a Apolléna a varuje Poseidéna, aby okamzité ukonéil sviij
zasah do boje. Poseidon, a¢ nespokojen, nakonec ustupuje s tim, ze pokud
Tro6ja nebude znicena a Danajci neziskaji slavu, jeho hnév (ufjvig) bude
pretrvavat naveky.%s

Analogii mezi situaci Achillea a Agamemnodna a Poseidona a Dia vidime
v jejich konfliktu o autoritu a rovné postaveni. Agamemnon se vyvysuje
nad Achillea svou moci a vékem (,,0¢ jsem mocné;jsi tebe“®; ,7e vékem nad
ného pred¢im“®”) a bere mu Briseovnu, aby ukazal, Ze ostatni nemaji pravo
se mu rovnat (,,a zhrozil se pristé i jiny“®). Podobné Poseidén v patnactém
zpévu vyjadiuje svou nespokojenost s tim, Ze je Zeus povazovan za vyssi
autoritu, prestoze jsou si rovni.

Oba — Achilleus i Poseidon — se vSak rozhodnou pfimému stretu
vyhnout, ¢imz odrazeji téma pijvig, které zahrnuje pocit spravedlivého
hnévu vyvolaného porusenim rovnovahy. V pripadé Achillea
a Agamemnona se Ufjvig objevuje primo (,€unvie* u Agamemnodna®;
LUnvie” u Achillea®). U Poseidona a Dia ziistava nevyslovené, ale jeho
funkci plni blizké synonymum y6Ao0¢, jak ukazuji vyrazy jako ,,&viikeoTog
X0A0G“ (,nezkrotny hnév,“o") nebo ,,dAgvduevog x6Aov almov (,vyhnul
se nahlému hnévu,“?).93

Podle Muellnera neni pufjvig pouhym emocionalnim stavem, ale sankei
chranici integritu kosmického radu. Vyvolani pfjvig znamena poruseni
zékladnich pravidel (O€pioteg), ktera definuji hierarchii a sménnou hod-
notu.% Tato pravidla jsou boZského ptivodu a jsou pfimo spojena s Diem,
ktery je predava kralim.%

85 Homér (2020, Il., XV., 1-118).
86 Tamtéz, I1., 1., 186.

87 Tamtéz, I1., IX., 161.

88 Tamtéz, I, 1., 186—187.

89 Homer (1920, I, L., 247).

90 Tamtéz, I1., 1., 488.

91 Homér (2020, Il., XV., 217).
92 Tamtéz, II., XV., 223.

93 Muellner (1996, s. 30).

94 Tamtéz, s. 26.

95 Homér (2020, I., 1., 238—-239; IX., 97—99).
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ufjvig a poruseni OepLoteg

V prvnim zpévu Iliady je pfjvig vyvolana narusenim hodnotového systému
zalozeného na distribuci a vyméné. Apollon se hnéva na Agamemnona
za odmitnuti vykupného za Chrysovu dceru, Agamemnoén na Achillea
za zpochybnéni jeho autority a Achilleus na Agamemnona za odebrani
jeho podilu z koristi. Poruseni 6¢uioteg v téchto piipadech ohrozuje
spolecensky rad i kosmickou hierarchii.

Muellner zdiraznuje, Ze pfjvig chrani hierarchii nejen v komunité
smrtelniki, ale i mezi bohy. Poruseni téchto pravidel destabilizuje svét
a ohrozuje jeho kontinuitu.?® Naptiklad v patnactém zpévu nachazime,
7e Héra zpochybriuje Diovu nadfazenost, ale 0£ptg implicitné podporuje
jeho misto v hierarchii.?”

Otazkou podle Muellnera zlistava, nakolik tato epicka hierarchie odrazi
skute¢ny socialni kontext eposu, nebo zda jde pouze o metaforu pro idealni
rad.o®

Muellner analyzuje pfjvig Achillea v kontextu svétového radu, kterému
predseda Zeus. Tento ad, chranény pfjvig jako nejvyssi sankei, vznikl
po Diové porazce jeho predchtidcti a stabilizaci kosmu. Preneseni pijvig
od Dia k Achilleovi v Iliad€ reflektuje prechod od mytu o bozich k epické
poezii.»

Prenos pfjvig z bohl na smrtelniky

V Iliad€ je pfjvig postupné prevadéna z boht na hrdiny. Homér
v Prooimionu uvadi pfjvig Achillea jako tstfedni téma, ale vypravéni
za¢ini Apollénovou pijvig, které slouzi jako model a prostrednik mezi
Diovou a Achilleovou pijvig. Apolléon reaguje na urazku od Agamemnona
(odmitnuti vykupného za Chryseovnu) podobné, jako Achilleus reaguje
na odebrani Briseovny.

Achilleova pfjvig tak nachazi sviij vzor v Apollonovi i Diovi. Vypraveéni
prvniho zpévu nejen ukazuje zplisob, jak miize byt pfjvig uklidnéna,
96 Muellner (1996, s. 36).

97 Homér (2020, Il., XV., 87—-103).

98 Muellner (1996, s. 50).
99 Tamtéz, s. 94—-129.
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vyvolana ¢i odvracena, ale také propojuje kosmicky ad s epickym svétem
smrtelnikti. Apollon, jako Diova ,,prava ruka,“ symbolicky premostuje tuto
propast a pripravuje pidu pro Achilleovu pijvig.

Muellner ukazuje, ze pfjvig jako kosmicka sankce je zasadné odlisna
od moderni piredstavy hnévu, ktery je vhiman jako individualni emoce.
V Iliadé se vSak objevuji dalsi vyrazy pro hnév, zejména x6A0¢ a kOTOG,
které predstavuji rtizné dimenze této emoce.'*°

XOAog a kotog podle Walshe

Véstec Kalchas v prvnim zpévu odlisuje x6Ao¢ jako okamzity, nestaly hnév,
a k010G jako trvalejsi, orientovany na dosazeni odplaty.'°* Zatimco x0A0g
je bézny (v eposu se objevuje 138krat), K0T0G je vzacnéjsi (27krat) a vaze
se na hierarchii a trvani. Walsh ukazuje, Ze x60¢6 je ¢asto spojen s fyzic-
kou reakei a nespravedlnosti, zatimco k010> mé téméi kosmologickou
povahu a je ztélesnén Diem jako bohem spravedlnosti.'©3

XoAog je podle Walshe charakterizovan jako zvladnutelny hnév, ktery
1ze kontrolovat nebo podnitit, a objevuje se v konfliktech a osobnich ztra-
tach. Kdyz je Achilleus urazen Agamemnonem, jeho reakce misi vlast-
nosti x0A0g a k610G, coz odrazi prechod mezi témito kategoriemi v ramci
kulturnich a epickych tradic. Achilleus tak pretvari obé formy hnévu do
unikatni podoby, ktera prekracuje tradi¢ni normy.1°4

Zaver

Analyza vyrazi uijvig, YoAo¢ a kotog v Iliadé ukazuje, ze hnév v homérské
poezii nelze chapat jen jako psychologickou emoci, ale jako komplexni
kulturni a kosmicky fenomén. Vyrazy pro hnév nesou vyrazné sémantické

100 Tamtéz, s. 130—-138.

101 Homér (2020, I., 1., 78—84).

102 V nami vybranych pasaZich se tento vyraz objevil dvakrat, v Iliadé jej také najdeme napft. ve
ver$ich: ,,0AAToat Tp&ag, Tolow kOTOV atvov £0ec0e (Homér, I1., VIIL., 449), ,videq dBaviTwy,
Tolow koTov aivov évijoeg” (Homér, Il., XVI., 449) ¢ i 8¢ pet’ Aduritouv viov kotéovoa
BePrxel (Homér, I1., XXIII. 391). V téchto pasazich se hnév vztahuje k bohtim nikoliv k lidem,
a proto nejsou pro nasi analyzu vhodné.

103 Walsh (2005, s. 21-182).

104 Tamtéz, s. 234.
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rozdily, které odrazeji specifickou strukturu homérského svéta: uijvigjako
bozsky a posvatny hnév spojeny s narusenim kosmického radu, yoAog
jako télesna, rychla reakce na bezprostiedni urazku a xdtog jako trvala
zast vedouci k odplaté. Kazdy z téchto termini je soucasti hodnotového
systému, v némz spravedlnost a rovnovaha hraji klicovou roli.

Achilleova ufjvig, jakozto tstfedni téma eposu, predstavuje bod, v némz
se protinaji tyto kategorie. Jeho hnév je reakci na poruseni pravidel
Oéuiotes — naruseni cti, statusu a rovnovahy moci. Zaroven vsak v sobé
nese prvky individuélni bolesti a touhy po uznani. Prechod unvi¢ z bozské
sféry do svéta smrtelniki, jak jej ukazuje struktura eposu, predstavuje
nejen vyvoj poetického zanru od mytu k epice, ale i zpiisob, jakym Iliada
propojuje osobni zkusSenost s celospole¢enskymi disledky.

V neposledni radé tato analyza ukazuje, Ze jazyk hnévu v Iliadé neni jen
poeticky prostiedek, ale nositel kulturnich hodnot. Piesnost a rozliSeni
jednotlivych vyrazii pomaha ¢tenafi nahlédnout do vnitfniho svéta postav
a pochopit dynamiku vztahi v epickém vypravéni. Porozuméni témto
vyraziim tak prinasi hlubsi vhled nejen do homérské poetiky, ale i do
mysSleni archaické fecké spolecnosti, ktera povazovala rovnovahu, éest
a rad za zakladni stavebni kameny lidského i bozského svéta.
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Abstract

Expressions of Anger in the Iliad: An Analysis of pijvig, k0tog, and
X0A0¢ in Human and Divine Contexts

This article focuses on the analysis of the concept of anger in Homer’s Iliad,
with particular emphasis on three key terms: pijvig, x6Aog, and k6tog. These
expressions carry distinct semantic, social, and cosmological connotations that
reflect the cultural norms and hierarchical structures of the ancient world. While
x6Aog represents an immediate and controllable emotion, kotog is characterized
by its long-term nature and orientation toward justice. By contrast, pfjvig, as the
central theme of the epic, connects human anger with the divine cosmic order.
The article draws on the interpretations of Leonard Muellner, Thomas Walsh, and
Douglas Cairns, aiming to make their insights accessible to a Czech readership.
The analysis reveals how Achilles combines elements of x6Ao¢ and k6tog in his
reaction to Agamemnon and examines the gradual transfer of pijvig from the
divine realm (Apollo, Zeus) to the world of epic heroes. The study also highlights
the cultural specificities of Homeric society, in which emotions are closely tied
to social norms (8¢uoteg), and reflects on the challenges of translating these
concepts into Czech. The findings suggest that understanding the nuances
between different expressions of anger is essential for a deeper appreciation of
Homeric poetics as well as the values and hierarchies of ancient Greek culture.

Key words: pfjvig, x6Aog, k6Tog, anger, Homer, Iliad, Greek epic, emotions, cosmic
order, social norms, themistes, Achilles, Agamemnon, gods and mortals
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This article seeks to challenge the standard assumption of Revolution Studies that
the occurrence and course of political revolutions can in principle be understood
as conforming to scientific law. It develops a critique of the scientific ambitions
of the study of revolutions. It does this by examining the successes and failures
of theories of revolution, including Marxism, and theories of the so-called first to
fourth generations of Revolution Studies, in explaining real-world revolutionary
events. The empirical failures of Revolution Studies lead to a more fundamental
questioning of the possibility of applying a framework from the hard sciences to
complex social phenomena. This is based on the philosophical critiques of using
the methodology of the hard sciences to study social phenomena. It draws on the
work of Karl Popper, Friedrich Hayek, Michael Strevens, and others. Ultimately,
it argues that it is unlikely that we will ever be able to formulate meaningful sci-
entific laws of revolution. Hence the only thing we can do about revolutions in
a strictly scientific manner is to collect empirical observations about them. This
would, however, result in dry lists of empirical observations that would be unlike-
ly to satisfy the two main reasons why revolution studies exist, which are simply
satisfying curiosity about revolutions and informing practical decisions. In order
to satisfy curiosity and inform practical decisions, this article argues for the intro-
duction of elements from the art of rhetoric into the study of revolutions. In other
words, revolution studies must construct appealing, though not strictly scientific
narratives, to give readers the illusion that their questions about revolutions have
been answered.

Keywords: Revolutions, Revolution Studies, Philosophy of Social Science, Rhe-
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I spent much of 2022 thinking about a very specific question: Will a re-
volution break out in Russia? For most of that year, I was working in
Ukraine, so the answer to that question had real, practical implications for
me, but I was also just curious. What would it take for Russia’s quiescent
population to rise up and bring down the fearsome authoritarian edifice
of Vladimir Putin’s regime?

It should be possible to come up with an answer. There is, after all,
a whole field of political science called revolution studies and over the last
two centuries, it has produced no shortage of literature trying to explain
and understand revolutions. Sadly, revolution studies has not been a very
successful field. Not only did it not help me predict whether a revolution
would happen in Russia, it is not even very good at understanding and
explaining past revolutions.

This essay will argue that the reason why it has not been successful is
because it adopts a flawed epistemological approach. Revolution studies
is a field of political science.' Hence, as the name implies, it maintains
pretensions to using scientific methods adopted from the hard sciences
where certain specific variables lead to particular outcomes; if the vari-
ables in a revolutionary situation are the same, the outcome will be the
same. In other words, political scientists in the field of revolution studies
try to formulate generally applicable laws that explain revolutions, in
a manner similar to how physicists formulate general laws explaining
motion in the field of mechanics.

The problem is that applying such scientific methods to highly complex
systems, like human societies in the throes of revolution, is an extremely
fraught endeavor, simply because, in practice, the number of variables de-
termining an outcome is practically infinite and the variables themselves
are messy and difficult to define clearly. It is unlikely that it will be possible
to formulate neat laws with a comprehensible number of clearly-defined
operational variables that reliably lead to an expected outcome.

In this article, I will not argue a priori that it is impossible to apply the
principles of the hard sciences with their variables and laws to the study
of human society or that human societies are somehow fundamentally

1 Scholars from outside the field of political science — i.a. historians, sociologists, anthropologists
— also study revolutions, but this article focuses on the political scientific literature exclusively.
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different to natural systems. Quite the contrary, in some cases, especially
in fields where quantitative data are abundantly available, like macroeco-
nomics or psychology, that approach can work quite well. As a starting
point, I will accept the paradigm nearly all contemporary political science
uses, that is, the scientific paradigm of formulating general laws and, from
those laws, general theories (political science, after all, does call itself
a science).2 What I will then try to explain is that, specifically in the field
of revolution studies, close to two centuries of scholarship have failed
to show that hard-scientific principles are applicable and, furthermore,
there is little reason to believe that future research has a hope of changing
the situation. Hence, an alternative epistemological approach is needed.3

This alternative approach is needed because we cannot simply aban-
don the study of revolutions, even though we are, as the following pages
will show, unable to meaningfully study them in an exclusively scientific
manner. There are two main reasons why the continued study of revolu-
tions is practically inevitable, both of which I alluded to in the opening
paragraph of this essay. First of all, revolution studies is an applied field.
Understanding whether or not a revolution might break out in Russia has
important implications for policy, military strategy, and the daily lives of
millions of people. Secondly, people are genuinely curious about revoluti-
ons. Not only do they want to know whether they might soon be titillated
by images of the Kremlin burning on YouTube, they are also interested in
past revolutions. The war in Ukraine has, for example, renewed interest
in Ukraine’s 2014 Euromaidan Revolution. And a recent big-budget film
about Napoleon starring Joaquin Phoenix indicates that even the period
of the French Revolution still inspires the popular imagination.

Rather than trying to put a futile hard-scientific veneer on revolution
studies, this essay advocates a radically different approach. It argues for
introducing an element of art, specifically the art of rhetoric, into the

2 Nelson (1987b, p. 202).

3 Authors working within certain post-modern scholarly approaches such as heuristics or post-
structuralism would argue that the principles of science simply cannot be used to study human
societies, because societies can only be understood as complexes of socially constructed symbols
and meanings, not as objective physical reality. This is an interesting idea that is not without
merit, but it is slightly beyond the scope of this essay to address these postmodern methodolo-
gies. This essay accepts as its axiom that even in human societies there is a physical reality that
can be studied.
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study of revolutions, combined with a scientific methodology designed to
explore phenomena that are only hazily understood. Though understan-
ding revolutions through art may seem a slightly shocking proposition,
given the gravity of most revolutionary situations, the final part of this
essay will flesh out why this approach is not unprecedented, and why
it is more honest than the existing failed scientific approaches. Before
that final section, however, this essay includes two preceding sections.
The first section examines in detail the reasons why it is difficult to use
the methods of the hard sciences in the study of human societies. The
second part delves into the literature from the field of revolution studies
to demonstrate why this field is almost a perfect case study of the episte-
mological problems outlined in the first section.

Why Science Isn’'t So Great at Studying Human Societies

A whole scholarly career could happily be spent discussing what science
is and what it should do. At the risk of oversimplification and cherry-
-picking, the following paragraphs will briefly look at a small segment of
the literature on this topic that is relevant to the overall argument of this
essay and helps understand, epistemologically, why revolution studies has
not been a very successful field. Four concepts related to the definition
of science, which are both relevant to the argument of this essay and
that come up prominently in the literature on the definition of science,
are observation, explanation, prediction, and falsification. The following
paragraphs will look at them in more detail.

The fundamental building block of science is the systematic observa-
tion of empirical phenomena. Once it has systematically observed some
interesting phenomena, for a scholarly activity to qualify as science, it
must then try to explain and predict these phenomena.* The formal in-

4 In addition to explanation and prediction, most sciences also include a descriptive aspect. For
example, for a publication to qualify as scientific in the field of astronomy, it is enough for it to
describe the discovery (i.e. the existence, hitherto unknown) of a new celestial body. Not much
space is devoted to the descriptive aspect of science in this paper, because the field of revolution
studies explicitly abjures the descriptive aspect of studying revolutions. In other words, merely
identifying and describing a revolution in a certain country would not count as scientific activity
in the field of revolution studies. This is generally in keeping with established practice in many
of the social sciences (see Belcher (2019, p. 63)).
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troduction of the — fairly intuitive — concept of observation into science
is often credited to Francis Bacon in his book The New Organon. In The
New Organon, Bacon wanted to understand the phenomenon of heat.
He approached the problem of heat by simply listing as many examples
as he could of heat (such as the sun’s rays or fibrous fabrics like wool)5 or
situations where heat was conspicuously absent (moon rays, for example)®
that he had empirically observed in the world around him.

Once scientists have collected some empirical observations, they then
proceed to explaining them. Explaining phenomena, in its simplest form,
is answering “why” questions. Another way of formulating this condition
is to say that all events have a cause and explanation involves discovering
causes.” Of course, the progression is rarely as neat as the preceding sen-
tences might suggest. In most cases, scientists are collecting empirical
facts when some sort of explanation for a given phenomenon already
exists. Empirical observation and explanation, and prediction and falsi-
fication, which will be dealt with in the following paragraphs, often take
place simultaneously.

The next significant concept in the definition of science, predicting
phenomena, does not strictly mean guessing at future events. Rather,
it means that, if a scientist knows what the value of certain variables is,
she will know the outcome of a given situation.® In the so-called hard, or
natural, sciences these variables are often numerically quantifiable, but
qualitative variables can also be used in prediction.

In the social sciences, prediction works in fundamentally the same
way, though with some nuances. Some social scientists will happily apply
the term prediction in the way it is employed in everyday speech and
use the general laws of their field to prognosticate future events. Think
of economists who often try to predict future economic outcomes based
on laws of supply and demand, public debt, etc.® Other scientists, for
example, those in the field of revolution studies, do not claim to predict

Bacon (2000, p. 110).
Ibidem, p. 129.
Hempel (1994, p. 44).
Ibidem, p. 45.

Gordon (1993, p. 609).
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future events. That does not mean that they do not engage in prediction.*
Though they abjure predicting whether a revolution will break out in
a particular country at a particular future date, they do try to formulate
general laws based on certain variables that are present in all revolutions
and that determine their course and outcome.* Implicitly, their claim is
that if the same variables are present in any society, now, in the past, or
in the future, a certain revolutionary outcome will result (a revolutionary
outcome could be a successful revolution or an unsuccessful revolutionary
attempt, for example).

Predictions and explanations concerning more complex, abstract
phenomena, like evolution or gravity, are called theories. Theories are
based on laws, sometimes just one law, but usually several. Prediction
and explanation, in relation to both theories and laws, are connected
to falsification, which is another broad concept that often comes up in
explanations of what science is. This concept was introduced by philoso-
pher Karl Popper, who, to some extent normatively, described science as
a search for falsification.’? According to Popper’s approach, for a law or
theory to be scientific, it must be falsifiable, that is, if we observe a case
where the outcome predicted by a law or theory does not actually occur, we
can consider that law or theory to be invalid or, in other words, falsified.®

It should be noted that Popper’s concept of falsification is nuanced and
complex. Furthermore, it has been updated and criticized since it was first
introduced, most prominently perhaps by Thomas Kuhn, who showed
that in scholarly practice falsification takes much more than one case that
does not conform to a theoretical prediction.* Furthermore, in the social
sciences, some theoreticians, perhaps most prominently Adam Przeworski
and Juan Linz, have argued in favor of abandoning a must-happen/can-
not-happen approach to prediction and falsification. Instead they argue
in favor of a probabilistic approach to scientific laws.'s In other words, in

10 Hempel (1994, p. 46).

11 I make this claim based on a study of the political-scientific corpus of literature on revolutions.
There is hardly a mention of a country where a revolution has yet to break out, but the author
expects a revolution to break out within a specific future timeframe.

12 Williams & May (1996, p. 29).

13 Popper (2005, pp. 9—10, 33).

14 Kuhn (1996), Gordon (1993, p. 615), Hammersley (2008, p. 167).
15 Przeworski & Teune (1982, p. 19).



Jakub Jajcay 107 |

the social sciences, predictions do not have to be empirically correct every
time for a law to be valid. It is enough if they get it right with a certain
probability. That said, even probabilistic laws must be empirically tested
and can be falsified if they consistently fail to predict empirical outcomes.*

Though falsification is an intuitive concept, its application in the social
sciences does include some specificities, one of which is particularly re-
levant to the argument of this essay. Specifically, some laws and theories
that use scientific jargon are, in fact, unfalsifiable, and hence, unscienti-
fic.” They can be hard to spot, especially in the social sciences. According
to Karl Popper, complex ideas like Marxism and Freudianism belong
to the category of unfalsifiable theories, because in practice they are so
broad-ranging, flexible, and unclearly defined, that it is impossible to
find a real-world occurrence that cannot somehow be twisted to confirm
them.®

Bearing all that in mind, the use of the term falsification for the ar-
gument of this article is highly simplified. Nevertheless, as the following
pages will show, theories in the field of revolution studies have been fal-
sified to the extent that they meet almost any definition of falsification.
Hence, we need not concern ourselves too deeply with all the finer details
of the concept of falsification as used by Popper or later authors.

Furthermore, falsification, as well as explanation or prediction, do not
always have to happen in science. There have been historical instances
when there simply were no theories to explain or predict a given phe-
nomenon or competing theories existed simultaneously, of which none
could be falsified and they were roughly equal in their ability to explain
and predict observed phenomena.

The situation with two equally plausible theories obtained, for example,
in the first half of the nineteenth century during the debate between the
caloric and kinetic theory of heat. Proponents of the caloric theory claimed
that heat was a fluid moving from hotter to cooler bodies, while the kinetic
theory claimed heat was the result of molecular motion. Both theories
were fairly successful at explaining and predicting some phenomena and

16 Munck & Snyder (2007, pp. 478, 481).
17 Hugh & Sharrock (1997, p. 91).
18 Ibidem, p. 88.
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unsuccessful in others. Experiments that could falsify the caloric theory
would only appear in the middle of the century.*

This did not mean that science stopped. Rather, it reverted to collecting
more empirical observations. In Bacon’s case, his lists of examples of
heat led to the formulation of coherent theories of the phenomenon, both
by Bacon himself and later authors. In the case of the caloric vs. kinetic
debate, empirical observations, in the form of more sophisticated expe-
riments, eventually settled the question.

Though the concepts of explanation, prediction, and falsification work
well in some scientific fields, attempts to explain and predict tend to run
into problems when they are applied to what Friedrich Hayek terms com-
plex phenomena.2° Complex phenomena are systems where an outcome is
determined by a very large number of different, complicated variables.?*

Max Weber uses an interesting analogy that illustrates what a complex
phenomenon is and why predicting and explaining outcomes in it is diffi-
cult. Think of a process that produces a seemingly random outcome, like
putting five dice in a cup, shaking it, and casting the dice on the table. It
is practically impossible to predict the combination of numbers on the
dice or to explain why a certain combination arose once we have cast the
dice.?? Theoretically, however, it might be tempting to claim that if we
knew exactly the shape and composition of the dice, their initial position
in the cup, the exact angle and speed with which we shook it, and a whole
host of other physical variables, we could, in fact, make a prediction.
While it is perfectly true that the laws of physics apply to the dice in the
cup, that these laws are well established, and that the motion of physical
bodies like dice can successfully be described using these laws, it soon
becomes clear that the number of variables that would have to be taken
into account to produce a successful predictive or explanatory theory for
the dice is too large to be actually possible.

Weber’s dice serve as an analogy for the many complex phenomena in
our empirical universe, but they are, if anything, a system much simpler

19 Strevens (2020, ch. 4).
20 Hayek (1994, pp. 61-62).
21 Ibidem, p. 57.

22 Weber (1949, p. 182).
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than phenomena observed in human societies, because unlike studying
physical phenomena, the variables needed to study complex systems like
human societies are rarely clearly defined or discrete entities.?3 Take, for
example, the concept of class, which is a crucial variable in many Mar-
xist theories. Industrial societies, according to Marx, have several major
classes, such as the aristocracy, bourgeoisie, proletariat, and lumpen-
proletariat. In the real world, determining who belongs to which class
is not easy. Are fast-food workers proletarians or lumpenproletarians,
for example?24 Hence, it is very difficult to determine the class structure
of a society with any precision and, therefore, explaining and predicting
based on this variable is fraught at best.?s Significantly, the problem of
precisely defining variables also explicitly applies if we adopt the proba-
bilistic approach to falsification. Writing specifically about this approach
Adam Przeworski and Henry Teune state that for variables to be useful,
they must be “empirically understandable”.?

The real world which we inhabit contains some simple phenomena
and a great many complex phenomena. Hayek asserts that many of the
phenomena that the theoretical hard sciences study are simple.?” That
is why hard sciences are relatively successful at formulating laws and
generally applicable theories. Human societies, as well as individuals, on
the other hand, most often seem to behave like the dice in Weber’s cup.
The laws of science apply to them fully, and it would be tempting to believe
that if we identify and evaluate all the right variables, we will be able to
explain and predict outcomes, but in reality, this is not usually the case.*®

23 Hammersley (2008, p. 29).

24 An early reviewer of this article argued vehemently that fast-food workers are not lumpenpro-
letarians, while I remain equally convinced that they are (though without the negative connota-
tion that this terms sometimes carries). Low levels of unionization are but one indicator of low
class consciousness among this group. Its members are also characterized by a high fluctuation
and precarity of employment and wages that are among the lowest in developed societies. This
disagreement with my reviewer, in a roundabout way, proves my point. Reasonable people can
disagree about which class fast-food workers belong to, with both sides marshalling reasonable
arguments. This makes operationalizing the variable of class difficult. In case a reader is not
convinced by the example of fast-food workers, there are other examples of ambiguous class af-
filiations, like a small vendor renting her shop.

25 Malcolm (2016, p. 66).

26 Przeworski & Teune (1982, p. 20).

27 Hayek (1994, pp. 56-57).

28 Ibidem, p. 55-56.
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There are some exceptions. According to Hayek, the use of statistics
can go a long way to reducing complexity. When using statistics, variables
must be made more clear-cut and precisely defined. By reducing the hu-
man experience to numbers, which involves a large dose of abstraction,
simplification, and de-personalization, systems become less complex.?®
Hence, social sciences where large amounts of quantitative data are avai-
lable can have a certain amount of success in producing general laws
and theories. Economics has arguably been the most successful of the
social sciences in using this strategy to its advantage, mainly because
quantitative statistical data is abundant in economics.3° But outside a few
exceptional fields like economics and psychology, the systems under study
in social science are so complex that no general laws or theories have
emerged so far and, not only that, there is no reason to believe that we
will ever be able to discover the right combination of variables to produce
such laws.3!

Revolution Studies and the Search for
a Theory of Revolution

An example of a field where scholars have tried to apply the principles
of science to the understanding of human societies is revolution studies.
Revolution studies, as the name implies, is a field of political science that
tries to understand revolutions. Revolutions are events where mass popu-
lar action tries to, or succeeds in, bringing down a government. Though
there are some differences in how various scholars define the term, there
is, overall, a high degree of consensus on what constitutes a revolution.
Hence, the definition of revolution includes things like revolutionary civil
wars and mass protest movements.3? Coups, regicides, and other changes
of government that do not involve mass public action are not, on their own,
revolutions, although coups, regicides, etc. can be a part of a revolution if
they are accompanied by mass public action. Revolutions can be peaceful
or violent, and they can take place completely outside the constitutional
29 Scriven (1994, p. 74), Hayek (1994, p. 59).

30 Hayek (1994, p. 62).

31 Scriven (1994, pp. 72—73), Hayek (1994, p. 66).
32 See e.g. Skocpol (1994, p. 5), Foran (1997), Lawson (2019, p. 5).
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order of the state or largely within it (like the so-called Velvet Revolution
in Czechoslovakia in 1989, where a transfer of power was negotiated after
a peaceful wave of protests). Revolution studies also concern themselves
with revolutions that were unsuccessful in that, despite a mass uprising
against the government, no change of government took place. These could
perhaps more accurately be termed failed revolutions or revolutionary
attempts, but they are still an object of study of revolution studies.

Some scholars refer to revolutions as the “sex of politics” indicating
that they are both highly significant and highly fascinating events. As
such they have been the object of specialized study in the field of politi-
cal science for over a hundred years. Fundamentally, revolution studies
have tried to answer two questions: Why do revolutions start and why do
some revolutions succeed and others fail? Revolution studies, as a field
of political science, tries to study these questions in a scientific manner,
that is by formulating general laws and (based on those laws) theories
of revolution that would explain and predict the outbreak and success
of revolutions.?3 In other words, revolution studies tries to justify the
inclusion of the word “science” in the term “political science”. In this,
they try to set themselves apart from, i.a., historians and journalists who
happily write about revolutions without the rigors of theory.

Obviously, if revolution studies could find general laws and theories,
that would be great.3+ Unfortunately, revolution studies has not been
a very successful field. As John Foran, one of the leading contemporary
scholars of revolutions, states in the introduction to Theorizing Revo-
lutions, a volume that tried to survey exhaustively the state of the art
in revolution studies, a comprehensive theory of revolutions is “ever-
-elusive™s. As the following pages will show, most proposed theories of
revolution have been falsified by observing specific cases of revolution,
which simply do not accord with what the theories predict. If there is one

33 Revolution studies usually claim to be looking for theories of revolution, rather than laws. Strict-
ly speaking, this is correct, as revolution studies tries to explain a complex, abstract phenom-
enon. The literature on revolutions rarely mentions the word “laws” explicitly though implicitly,
of course, the use of variables to predict outcomes indicates that revolution studies is, indeed,
also searching for laws that form the basis of those theories.

34 Scriven (1994, p. 72).
35 Foran (1997, p. 6).
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thing that revolution studies has proved, it is that, like the dice in Weber’s
cup, the number of variables that determine a revolutionary outcome is
so large that taking them all into account is impossible. This is reflected
in the overall trajectory of research in revolution studies over the past few
decades. Attempts to formulate simple, clear theories of revolution based
on a small number of laws, based in turn on a small number of simple
variables have given way to so-called multi-causal theories that are so
vague and broad-ranging that they are almost unfalsifiable. Attempts to
find general scientific theories, or laws, of revolution are usually divided
into four schools or generations, based on certain shared traits and also
the chronology of their development (although the generations overlap
temporally to a large extent).3¢

The first generation of revolution studies, usually dated to the period
before the Second World War, viewed revolutions as a disturbance in the
equilibrium of society, often using a medical metaphor.3” Revolutions were
seen as a sort of illness in the body of society that had specific symptoms
and a specific course. By extension, this approach emphasizes a certain
set revolutionary cycle, starting with economic development that leads
to rising expectations among the population. Simultaneously, some new
ideology takes hold among the intelligentsia. The combination of these
factors leads to a revolutionary challenge against the regime.3® Following
the fall of the regime, there is a phase of radical government followed by
a phase of moderate government, known, based on the example of the
French Revolution, as the Thermidorian phase.3? According to scholars
of the first generation, this cycle is, in its main features, present in all
revolutions.# In simplified terms, the variables that the first generation
of revolution studies worked with were economic development and the

36 See e.g. Foran (1993). Other taxonomies of the literature on revolution do, of course, exist, but
they are not much more useful. Timothy Wickham-Crowley (1997), for example, divides the
literature based on how much emphasis they place on four variables: structure, contingency,
cultural factors, and social factors. The trouble with Wickham-Crowley’s taxonomy is that it is
highly reductive. It does not fully take into account the various types of variables that can enter
into the study of revolutions.

37 Goldstone (1982, p. 189).

38 Lawson (2019, p. 48—49).

39 Grinin & Korotayev (2022, p. 111—112n).

40 Lawson (2019, p. 48—49).
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presence of a new ideology among the intelligentsia. If these two factors
were present, revolution, with all its ensuing phases, would follow. This
makes it precisely the type of general theory or law that would make
revolution studies a proper science.

There is just one big problem. The theories of the first generation of
revolution studies are not very good at explaining revolutions. Most re-
volutions simply do not conform neatly to the pattern described above.
Though there may be certain superficial similarities in the course of va-
rious revolutions around the world, one would be hard-pressed to find
aradical phase and a Thermidorian phase following the anti-Communist
revolutions in Eastern Europe at the end of the 1980s, for example. Even
in older revolutions, it is often a stretch to claim that they conformed to
the first-generation model. First-generation scholars could plausibly claim
that following the Bolshevik Revolution, the Thermidorian phase started
with the implementation of the New Economic Policy in 1922 that allowed
the resumption of small-scale capitalist activity in the Soviet Union.# But
the model does not really have an explanation for the abandonment of
the policy in 1928 and a return to a regime, under Stalin, that was argua-
bly even more radical and repressive than the initial post-revolutionary
regime under Lenin. Crane Brinton, one of the most influential of the
first-generation scholars, dismisses the Stalinist terror as an anomaly
that does not conform to the normal pattern of revolution caused by the
“backward[ness of Russia] in political and economic structure”.+> On
a more general note, Brinton admits that the various phases, which all
revolutions supposedly have in common, take on vastly different forms
and durations in different revolutions.“? The phases are, in fact, so varied
that it is entirely possible to conclude that the whole theory of revoluti-
onary phases is actually a case of apophenia. Certainly, at the very least,
the phases of revolution are not a general and universally applicable law,
and, thus, it seems that first-generation theories have been falsified by
empirical observation of real-world revolutions.

Rather than using the body as a metaphor for the state or society and
illness as a metaphor for revolution, some scholars have tried to explain

41 Halliday (1999, p. 201).
42 Brinton (1968, p. 208).
43 Ibidem, p. 205.
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revolution based on economic or psychological variables. These economic
and psychological explanations have their roots in the nineteenth century
and eventually led to the formulation of theories of what would later be
called the second and third generations of revolution studies. Perhaps
the most famous explanation of revolution based on economic factors
can be found in classical Marxism (which, of course, predates most of the
works of the first generation cited above). In Marxist theories, the develo-
pment of capitalism is a fundamental variable that results in revolution.
According to Marx’s Manifesto of the Communist Party, capitalism leads
to industrialization, the alienation of labor, a crisis of capitalism, and
revolution.# In other words, according to Marx, the fundamental law of
revolution is simple. If capitalism develops then revolution results. Marx
views revolution as inevitable in capitalist societies. Once again, this is
a general law that seems to be scientific.

Other theoreticians, many of whom definitely did not share Marx’s
normative or descriptive outlook, have also attempted to explain revolu-
tion based on a small number of economic variables. Barrington Moore
Jr., a quintessential writer of the so-called third generation of revoluti-
onary theory, tries to explain revolutions based on the class structure of
the societies where revolutions occurred. In his work Social Origins of
Dictatorship and Democracy (1966), Moore identifies three social classes
that determine the form of government in the state: the aristocracy, the
bourgeoisie, and the peasantry. If the bourgeoisie and the aristocracy feel
threatened by the peasantry and form a coalition to oppose it, a fascist
dictatorship results. If the bourgeoisie is weak and the peasantry is stron-
ger than the aristocracy, a communist revolution followed by dictatorship
will result. If the bourgeoisie is strong, the peasantry is weak and the
aristocracy joins forces with the bourgeoisie or cannot resist it, a libe-
ral-democratic revolution will result.#s Though class structure is a more
nuanced phenomenon than the mere existence of capitalist development,
Moore’s main project shares with Marx the desire to understand revolu-
tion by observing one socio-economic variable and formulating a general
law based on it.

44 Marx & Engels (1977, ch. 1, esp. 48).
45 Moore (1966, p. 413—414).
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Ted Gurr, another scholar who is definitely not a Marxist, also explains
revolution as the result of economic development. Gurr is considered
to be part of the so-called second generation of revolutionary theory,
although his most famous book, Why Men Rebel (1970), came out later
than Moore’s Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy, which be-
longs to the third generation. Gurr explains that economic development
sometimes creates feelings of “relative deprivation” among populations.
Relative deprivation means that members of a population believe they
are enjoying fewer benefits than they are entitled to. When a sufficient
number of people develop this belief, revolution results.+

The trouble with theories that try to reduce revolution to a small
number of simple economic variables comes down to two of the major
problems with using scientific methods to study societies that were in-
troduced in the preceding chapter. First of all, such theories are very
difficult to substantiate empirically and hence are often easily falsified.
They simply do not conform to a large number of empirically observable
cases of revolution in the real world. Secondly, seemingly simple and
clearly-defined variables are often more complex and include a very large
number of historical and structural phenomena, which cannot easily be
abstracted and simplified to be used as inputs for laws or theories.

Take the Marxist interpretation, which suffers primarily from the first
shortcoming, i.e. the lack of empirical substantiation. A cursory look at
Western Europe or the US shows that capitalist development does not
inevitably lead to a socialist revolution, undermining the core tenet of
Marx’s revolutionary theory. A socialist revolution did occur in tsarist
Russia, a country that Marx and Engels declared was not far enough along
the road of capitalist development for a socialist revolution to take place.®

Moore and Gurr have been famously criticized by Theda Skocpol, a stu-
dent of Moore’s and herself a prominent theorist of revolution, for the
deficiencies of their theories. These deficiencies can be clearly illustrated
using the case of Germany, which Moore claims had a strong aristocracy
and a relatively weak bourgeoisie, resulting in a fascist dictatorship. This

46 Gurr (1970, p. 44).
47 Ibidem, p. 24.
48 Newman (1955, ch. VIII).
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was because, according to Moore, the Stein-Hardenberg Reforms that
took place in Prussia in 1807—-1814 created a strong, labor-repressive
aristocratic class. Clearly, a lot took place between 1814 and the rise of
fascism in Germany, and Skocpol argues that a lot of it actually worked to
strengthen the bourgeoisie and weaken the aristocracy, making Moore’s
claims empirically dubious.#

Furthermore, it is difficult to measure the relative strengths of the
classes, opening Moore’s work to the criticism that what are said to be
clearly defined variables, are, in fact, messy, unclear abstractions. Skocpol
points out that it is difficult to believe, as Moore implies, that the French
Revolution resulted in liberal democracy, because the bourgeoisie was
strong, whereas the Russian Revolution resulted in communism because
the bourgeoisie was weak. Over a hundred years of capitalist development
between the French and Russian revolutions would probably have ensured
that the Russian bourgeoisie in 1917, though perhaps not dominant, had
a social role at least as important as the French bourgeoisie in 1789.5°
It seems that rather than reducing the causes of revolutions to a small
number of clear and easily-observable variables, Moore includes anything
that supports his argument and leaves out anything that does not.

As for Gurr, Skocpol rightly points out that the concept of relative de-
privation is also difficult to measure,* so determining the level of relative
deprivation in a society, and inferring a connection between levels of rela-
tive deprivation and revolutions is impossible.>? Since the level of relative
deprivation cannot be measured, it can only be estimated by unrigorously
looking at a huge range of empirical conditions present in that society.
This makes it problematic as an operational variable. Furthermore, some
feelings of relative deprivation exist in nearly every society, yet not every
society experiences revolution.53 The explanation of revolutions provided
by Gurr is therefore unsatisfactory.

49 Skocpol (1973, p. 24).

50 Ibidem, p. 13.

51 Gurr (1970, pp. 64—65) does try to develop some methods for quantifying relative deprivation.
It is doubtful whether his methodology is universally applicable and depends on proxy variables
that hardly express the totality of people’s perceptions of their material well-being.

52 Skocpol (1979, p. 115).

53 Ibidem, p. 34.
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Skocpol tried to remedy these deficiencies by providing her own theory
of revolutions. Although she still tries to provide a set of simple laws that
explain revolutions, she has had to abandon the idea that a small number
of clear variables can serve as the inputs for these laws. In fact, most of
the variables that she describes as leading to revolution are broad and
impossible to define precisely. As a result, she once again uses imprecise
common-sense assessments that are based on imprecise, unclearly-defi-
ned variables that are difficult to operationalize. In her book States and
Social Revolutions, Skocpol claimed that revolutions result when state
institutions are unable to meet the aspirations of their populations and si-
multaneously face some form of outside military threat.5+ State institutions
are a broad and complex category, as are the aspirations of the population.
State institutions can fail to meet the expectations of their populations in
myriad different ways. This means that there is no precise, clearly-defined
way to determine whether states have let their populations down. Despite
this, it is very difficult to determine how important these failures were in
the revolutionary uprising. It is difficult to say when exactly economic con-
ditions became intolerable, or whether economic problems on their own
were enough to cause an uprising or when corruption among politicians
becames unbearable, etc. Once again, the only way to determine whether
this variable of the state failing its population is actually present is to
unscientifically, holistically look at an almost infinite number of variables
in a state and see if we are convinced that the state institutions are indeed
failing to meet the demands of the population.

Skocpol’s States and Social Revolutions came out in 1979, the year of
the revolution that overthrew the shah of Iran. In the same year, left-wing
Sandinista rebels ousted the dictatorship of Anastasio Somoza Debayle
in Nicaragua. Skocpol later admitted that her theory, as presented in
States and Social Revolutions, did not explain the Iranian and Nicaraguan
revolutions. In 1994, she published another book, Social Revolutions in
the Modern World, that attempted to incorporate the theoretical lessons
learned since 1979.5 In it, she concedes that other variables, especia-

54 Ibidem, p. 280—281.
55 Ibidem, pp. 3—4.
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lly culture and ideology, play a role in revolutions.5 In the case of Iran,
she credits the use of Shia religious symbolism and the organizational
structure of the clerical establishment with a major role in the overthrow
of the shah.5

But even bringing in the extra variables of culture and ideology does
not fully explain revolutionary events in all countries around the world.
Goldstone, for example, criticizes Skocpol, because she does not satisfac-
torily explain why the factors leading to state breakdown and revolution
were present at precisely the moment when the revolutions occurred.s®
Goldstone insists on bringing in the variable of demographics as a major
determinant of when revolutions happen. According to him, political
crises, such as revolutions, result when state institutions are unable to
cope with population growth and this population growth combines with
limited or uneven development and any of a number of problems in the
military, political, or economic field.>

Generally speaking, the introduction of every new variable into a theory
of revolution always seems to lead to more empirical challenges suggesting
that the new variable is insufficient to explain why a revolution happened
and why it succeeded or failed. As a result, authors of the so-called fourth
generation of revolutionary theory have reached for what they call multi-
-causal explanations. They see revolutions as “amalgams of systemic crisis,
structural opening, and collective action, which arise from the intersection
of international economic, political, and symbolic factors”.®® Since revo-
lutions are undoubtedly complex, multi-causal phenomena, this would
seem a welcome development, but it leads to a situation when it is difficult
to formulate these complex, multi-causal explanations of revolution into
rigorous general laws or theories. Precisely because they try to incorporate
so many factors, most of which are not clearly defined, they must resort,
in great measure, to unscientific, intuitive, common-sense thinking. Since
no one knows, for example, how much foreign military threat and what
form of foreign military threat is needed to facilitate revolution, the best
56 Ibidem, pp. 204—205.
57 Ibidem, p. 249.
58 Goldstone (2016, pp. 173—-173).

59 Goldstone (1997, pp. 103—104).
60 Lawson (2019, pp. 51-52).
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we can do is look at the available information on the military threat facing
a country and unscientifically assess how it might impact a revolutionary
situation. It is almost impossible to turn external military threat into a true
operational variable. An analogous process pertains to nearly all of the
various variables in multi-causal explanations of revolutions. As a result,
these multi-causal theories of revolution are at risk of losing any form of
scientific rigor and turning into mere historiographical or journalistic
accounts of revolution.

This is the impression that a reader can get, for example, from read-
ing George Lawson’s case studies in his book Anatomies of Revolution,
where it seems he has included almost any fact that seems to fit with his
broad argument, in the interest of multi-causality. His emphasis on what
he calls “historicity” allows for the inclusion of practically any fact from
a country’s history that seems to have contributed to a revolution.®* His
category of “relational social action” allows for the same in relation to the
economy and the actions of governmental institutions.® The result is that
his case studies of various revolutions, spanning from the revolution in
Haiti (1791—-1804) to the Euromaidan revolution in Ukraine in 2013—2014,
resemble superficial historiographical vignettes, based exclusively on
secondary sources. It should be added that Lawson explicitly distances
himself from a merely historical interpretation of revolutions.

Even worse, some aspects of multi-causal theories of revolution are
practically unfalsifiable. The clearest example of this appears in theories
that try to incorporate the variable of systemic crisis in their explanations
of revolution. Some form of systemic crisis is present in any society at
any given time. Operationalizing the variable of systemic crisis would
require a clear definition, something that simply is not present in the
existing literature. Rather, it seems that most authors look for some kind
of systemic crisis, usually in the form of vaguely defined economic pro-
blems, post-hoc in the revolution they study. This, for example, is the case
with John Foran’s (2015) influential study Taking Power: On the Origins
of Third-World Revolutions, which tries to examine a large number of
revolutions from different regions and historical periods using a compa-

61 Ibidem, pp. 73-74.
62 Ibidem, p. 60.
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rative method. Foran does find some measurable evidence of an economic
downturn in each of the cases of successful revolution that he studies, but
in nearly every case, the metric used to show the existence of a downturn
is different. In Chile before Allende’s election (which Foran considers
a revolution), the symptom of downturn was inflation. In Mozambique’s
independence war (also apparently a revolution) it was the movement of
Portuguese capital out of Portuguese colonies.® This results in a weak
argument because we could probably find some measurable evidence of
an economic downturn in any society at any given time.

We could, perhaps, give revolution studies, and especially its fourth ge-
neration, the benefit of the doubt and assume that its authors are working
with a probabilistic approach to prediction, rather than a must-happen/
cannot-happen approach. This benefit of the doubt requires the reader
to make a fairly substantial independent inference from the existing re-
volution-studies texts. Practically nowhere do revolution studies authors
state that their predictions are probabilistic rather than must-happen/
cannot-happen. Furthermore, if the theories were probabilistic, there
would have to be cases that do not conform to the predictions. Scouring
the revolution-studies literature reveals nary a mention of a case where
all the expected variables were present, but the predicted outcome did
not result. The reader could independently assume that they exist, but
would find no trace of them in the literature. At very least, if revolution
studies is working within the probabilistic approach, it is guilty of very
un-thorough scholarly writing.

Still, it might still be tempting to put the past failures behind us and
build a modified version of revolution studies that does take lessons from
previous scholarship, but formally and explicitly introduces the element
of probability into the field. This methodology has not been much used
in revolution studies to date. It does have one major drawback, however.
Even an explicitly probabilistic theory of revolutions would still need to
work with variables. Here probabilistic theories of revolution would again
encounter the problem that in complex systems, the number of variables is
just too large in order to meaningfully incorporate them into a prediction
or explanation. Furthermore, the operational variables used in probabili-

63 Foran (2015, pp. 121, 179).
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stic predictions and explanations must be “empirically understandable”,
something that previous writing on revolutions, with its endless lists of
nebulous variables has shown to be nigh on impossible. We could then try
to limit the number of variables and abstract and simplify them. This, ho-
wever, basically involves bringing the unsuccessful theories of the second
and third generation, with their attempts to explain revolutions based on
simple variables, back in through a probabilistic back door.

The quality of many case studies in revolution studies also indicates
a broader problem with political scientists trying to create universal, or at
least broad-ranging, theories of revolution. This problem is closely related
to the problem of empirical falsification. It is simply extremely difficult for
one scholar to have expert knowledge of a large number of case studies of
revolution. Most scholars are loth to admit this weakness, but any subject
matter expert with deep knowledge of a particular case study will likely
find many empirical problems in the cursory versions of revolutionary
events included in broad-ranging theoretical works. Skocpol’s account of
the Iranian revolution in Social Revolutions in the Modern World contains
many glaring errors of fact that even an undergraduate in the field of
Middle East Studies would pick up on. Skocpol, for example, claims that
Iran is the only state with a Shia majority, which is patently not true. She
also claims that the Iranian revolutionary movement coalesced under
the leadership of Ruhollah Khomeini, which allowed it to create a united
front against the regime.® In fact, the situation in revolutionary Iran was
confused and unclear with a number of factions competing for dominance.

Goldstone, to his credit, is one of the few scholars who at least tries
to explicitly address the problem of weak empirical knowledge®, but his
argument is not very convincing. He does not deny that each of his case
studies of revolutions in the early modern world is probably going to be
dissatisfying to a specialist in the particular historical period or region
that he is discussing. So, he encourages specialists to focus on the other
case studies in his volume, that is, the ones where they do not possess
expert knowledge. In other words, Goldstone resigns himself to the fact
that his empirical understanding of each revolutionary situation will not
be state-of-the-art.

64 Skocpol (1994, p. 242).
65 Goldstone (2016, p. xxvii).
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Certainly, simplification and abstraction might be needed to create
general theories, and every text, even the most narrow and detailed case
studies produced by erudite specialists, is bound to contain some errors of
fact. This, however, does not excuse what many, if not all, revolution stu-
dies scholars have done with their case studies. To return to the example of
Skocpol’s interpretation of the Iranian Revolution, it is not unreasonable
to say that the events of that revolution simply did not happen in the way
that Skocpol describes them. In other words, Skocpol created a partially
fictional, imaginary version of the Iranian Revolution and then proceeded
to try to create a general, and very real, theory of revolutions based on
those fictional, imaginary events. This is somewhat akin to trying to for-
mulate a theory of international relations based on the events described
in The Lord of the Rings. Furthermore, errors of fact are less catastrophic
in scholarly works that only attempt to draw limited conclusions from
the events they narrate. If the goal is simply to describe events as they
happened, small imprecisions have no effect on the overall narrative. If
the goal is to create a general, global theory, imprecisions undermine the
very foundations of that theory by falsifying it even before it is published.

Perhaps the biggest contribution of the fourth generation of revolution
studies is that they have convinced the critical reader that contemporary
political science simply does not have a coherent theory of revolutions.
After over a century of systematic scientific research into revolutions,
we still cannot explain or predict them. Without saying so explicitly, the
fourth generation implies that the number of variables that affects revolu-
tionary outcomes is huge and any new case study may add new variables
to the list. It is practically impossible to incorporate all of these variables
into one theory.

How to Salvage Revolution Studies

While it is impossible to rule out completely that political science will one
day stumble upon just the right combination of operational variables that
will lead to a successful theory of revolutions, the long-term development
in the field of revolution studies seems to suggest the opposite.®® Each

66 Popper (2005, p. 198), Scriven (1994, p. 72).
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new theory of revolution includes a longer list of ever-vaguer variables.
Despite this, their predictive and explanatory power is weak. But that
does not mean that we can simply stop studying revolutions, because, as
mentioned in the introduction, people are still curious about revolutions
and revolutions do affect life and policy choices in significant ways.

As a result of revolution studies’ inability to explain revolutions, the
field finds itself in a situation similar to that of Francis Bacon when he
was writing about heat. Fundamentally, Bacon’s approach was to collect
ad hoc examples of the phenomenon in the hope that a theory would later
emerge. Should revolution studies then resign itself to a similar approach
of collecting ad hoc observations about revolutions, with the added disa-
dvantage that, as argued above, this collection of observations is unlikely
to ever result in a theory? Strictly speaking, this would qualify as science.

On some level, this solution would be possible, and from an epistemolo-
gical point of view, it would even be honest. But it would require revolution
studies to resign, at least for the foreseeable future, from addressing the two
main issues that currently form its raison d’etre: the fact that revolution
studies is an applied science, and that scholars and readers are simply
curious about revolutions. Instead, it would produce dry, ad hoc lists of em-
pirical observations about revolutions devoid of prediction or explanation.¢”
A corollary of this approach would be that if it was not scholars providing
practical knowledge about revolutions, or satisfying readers’ curiosity, it
is almost certain that somebody else would. In other words, non-scho-
lars using non-scientific methods would answer the “why” questions and
provide the predictions relating to revolutions. Revolution studies would
become an even more obscure discipline of impractical academics in back
rooms producing tedious lists of unconnected observations of revolutions.

In fact, the weakness of the Baconian approach of ad hoc fact collection
is apparent to the modern reader reading Bacon’s treatment of heat in
the New Organon itself. If someone is curious to learn about heat, her
curiosity is unlikely to be satisfied by reading the random, tedious, and
often incorrect list of instances of heat that Bacon observed (returning to
the case from Bacon cited earlier, in the view of modern science, fibrous

67 It should be noted that this raison d’etre is not based on philosophy, but rather on practical
considerations.
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fabrics like wool do not produce heat, for example). Quite frankly, most
modern readers come away from reading the New Organon, at least if
they consider it a treatment of the topic of heat, rather than a classical
philosophical work, thinking it is rather lame. On a side note, I might also
point out that the New Organon has a lot in common with the works of
the fourth generation of revolution studies. They also contain somewhat
random, tedious observations that are often incorrect.

In order to stay at least somewhat within the framework of its existing
raison d’etre of being an applied science that actually satisfies curiosity
about revolutions, revolution studies needs to pull off a sort of confidence
trick. Before the rigorous, methodologically-minded reader closes this
article and mentally tells me to go kick rocks, I should mention, however,
that the confidence trick I will propose is fairly well established in the
literature on the methodology of the social sciences.

To understand the first part of this confidence trick is related to the
understanding of curiosity about revolutions, and beyond that, the concept
of curiosity in general, is. In this, the work of scholar Robert Nisbet is very
helpful. Nisbet, in his book Sociology as an Art Form, identifies curiosity
as the major driving force in any scholarly endeavor.®® In other words,
answering the “why” questions is what drives scholars of all kinds in their
work. With the occasional exception, only once they have satisfied their
curiosity do scholars fashion their findings into formal theories or try to
fit them into an existing theoretical framework.® Nisbet writes primarily
about scholars in the field of sociology, but his findings also apply to other
sciences.

Curiosity is not a strictly rational drive. It is rather more akin to aesthe-
tic taste or the need for beauty, another not-fully-understood human trait
that, nevertheless, nearly all humans share.” It makes sense, therefore,
that science and art are, in some ways, very similar. Nisbet is not opposed
to the idea that there is a need to formulate general laws and theories in
the social sciences. But he does call for an acknowledgement and emphasis
on the aesthetic function of science.

68 Nisbet (1976, p. 4).
69 Ibidem, pp. 15-16.
70 Ibidem, p. 19.
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The view that art and science are based on the same fundamental
human impulses is not unique to Nisbet. Plato declared that the drive
for understanding astronomy was essentially the same as the drive to
produce aesthetically pleasing work.” Kepler saw no difference between
the motivations of the astronomer, the theologian, and the artist.” Popper
says that every discovery contains an irrational element or creative in-
tuition. Popper also quotes Albert Einstein, who says that the effort to
discover general laws can only be realized based on an initial dose of
intuition. There is no systematic way to discover such laws.”? And Juan
Linz, a prominent exponent of probabilistic and comparative approaches
in the social sciences, when asked by an interviewer why he continues to
do research even though social science has produced little meaningful
knowledge on human societies, replied, “I have fun”.7

In more recent times, the unity of art and science is one of the themes
running through The Rhetoric of Human Sciences series (edited by Dierdre
N. McCloskey and John S. Nelson).” The series provides details on how
this unity is applied in the social sciences. Broadly, it argues that discourse
in the social sciences is fundamentally rhetorical, i.e. its purpose is to con-
vince the audience of the author’s position or to stimulate discussion.” For
this purpose, authors in the social sciences use a number of artistic literary
devices, but that does not mean that the series’ position is anti-scientific or
anti-quantitative (quantitative language can also be convincing). Rather,
according to McCloskey, the content of the argument is one of several
rhetorical elements necessary for crafting convincing arguments, the other
two being structure and style.”” That means that without solid research
content to back up an argument, it will probably not be convincing.

Additionally, several of the series’ authors argue that science rarely
conforms to any formal methodology based on a philosophy of science.
Rather, scientists are usually convinced, in the rhetorical sense of the

71 Plato (Book VII), Nisbet (1976, pp. 4-5).
72 Nisbet (1976, pp. 4—5).

73 Popper (2005, pp. 8—9).

74 Munck & Snyder (2007, p. 177).

75 Published by University of Wisconsin Press (Madison, WI, 1985-1998). For a more specific ex-
ample, see Nelson, Megill & McCloskey (1987, p. 3).

76 McCloskey (1998, p. xx).
77 Ibidem, p. 10.
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word, of the validity of an argument or theory, and not because a theory
conforms strictly to a formal philosophical definition of what a scientific
theory should be.” A major driving force is, once, again, primarily aesthe-
tic taste.” Based on this, McCloskey strongly suggests an alternative defi-
nition of science, different from that based on any current philosophical
theory. Anything that is the subject of long-term, systematic inquiry, and
scholarly speech would qualify.8°

Though McCloskey’s book is about economics, all of its conclusions
can be applied to other social sciences as well. On a side note, it should
also be noted that the rhetorical approach is not unknown even in the
philosophy of the hard sciences. Paul Feyerabend, in his book Against
Method, describes how, in its early years, Galileo’s views on cosmology
gained traction not because they were supported by superior empirical
evidence (they were not), but rather because Galileo was able to argue for
his views more convincingly than were his rivals. The supporting empirical
evidence reliably emerged only later.®

Specifically in relation to the field of revolution studies, Nisbet and
the authors of the Rhetoric of the Human Sciences series would probably
say that it cannot hurt to try to find a scientific, theoretical framework
that we could use to frame our empirical findings, but since, as I have
discussed above, no such framework exists, and probably never will, this
will be a futile endeavor. To return to the metaphor of the New Organon,
it would be more fruitful to try to produce a more interesting, a more fun,
an easier to read version of the New Organon’s treatment of heat that
would leave the reader convinced that she had actually learned something
and satisfied her curiosity. And herein lies the crux of the confidence trick.
In addition to the ad hoc collection of empirical facts about revolutions,
these facts need to be presented in a convincing way to give the reader
the feeling that they have explained something.

Crafting convincing arguments is more of a rhetorical, artistic activity
than a scientific one. This does not mean that the approach is unscientific.
The scientific aspect is satisfied by basing all scholarly writing on empirical

78 Nelson (1987a, p. 414), McCloskey (1998, pp. 156, 176).
79 McCloskey (1998, p. 180).
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81 Feyerabend (1993, chs. 6 & 7, esp. p. 65).
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observation. Revolution studies is collecting and evaluating empirical
evidence on revolutions as best it can. The rhetorical, artistic aspect can
best be viewed as another, separate level in the methodology on top of the
scientific methodology intended to satisfy the reader’s curiosity.

Since satisfying curiosity is an artistic pursuit, it is difficult to clearly
define rules for how it is to be done, much like no-one can tell you how to
paint a pretty picture or compose a pleasing piece of music. One element of
a revolution-studies text that satisfies curiosity, as I alluded above, is that
it will have to convince readers that it has explained something, without
actually explaining anything in the strict scientific sense using laws and
theories. This can, however, be done without being devious. It is simply
necessary, when the text moves beyond the Baconian observation of dry
facts, to make explicitly clear that it is abandoning a strictly scientific
discourse and that the author is moving into (rhetorical) argumentation,
speculation, guesswork, or unfounded conclusions. In practice this me-
ans that authors in revolution studies can provide some explanations
and predictions, but they must alert the reader that they are not, in that
moment, being strictly scientific. And they certainly should not deploy
the language of general laws and theories.

Beyond that, writing a text that is convincing and satisfies curiosity is,
nominally, shamelessly simple and can be learned in a high-school Eng-
lish or writing class. Convincing texts must be clear, well-structured, and
engaging. Of course, as many high-school students failing their English
classes will attest, this is easier said than done.

There is one further element that lies at the intersection of the artistic
and the scientific aspects of writing revolution studies. The texts must
try to be as exhaustive as possible, i.e. they must take into account as
much of the available relevant empirical information on the revolution or
revolutions that they are studying as possible. There are two reasons for
this. The first is based on the Baconian approach. As mentioned several
times previously, science should simply try to collect as much relevant
information as possible in the hope of that information eventually con-
verging into a theory.

The second reason is rhetorical. To be convincing, texts must take into
account as much of the available information about a given revolution as
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possible, in order to avoid “but-what-about...?”-type questions. Naturally,
it is never going to be possible to take into account all the information
that could be relevant to a revolution, but a satisfying answer is one where
there are few, if any, glaring omissions. At the same time, it is part of the
artistic skill of the writer to constantly bear in mind the need to avoid
producing a text that reads like a dry list.

Nevertheless, even if a scholarly work satisfies the curiosity of a reader
or scholar, that still leaves the question of the practical applicability of
revolution studies. Very few people seriously advocate making random
policy decisions in any field, much less in relation to momentous events
like revolutions. An aesthetically-pleasing, curiosity-satisfying answer is
not necessarily a policy-relevant answer. Here, we must bear in mind that,
for all its scientific veneer, revolution studies never explicitly claimed to
be designed to inform policy decisions (though it implicitly does engage
in prediction). Not only that, the track record of attempts to actually
predict the outbreak or course of revolutions has not been good. Hence,
we are not really losing anything by abandoning revolution studies as an
applied science. There is no reason to believe that decisions informed by
convincing scholarship that satisfies curiosity will fare significantly worse
than decisions informed by the existing scientific theories of revolution.
Of course, what constitutes a successful policy decision is another thing
that is so vague and difficult to define that it verges on the metaphysical.

An Analogy as a Conclusion

In 1961, John Muth published an economic study of US agricultural mar-
kets.®> Muth concluded that economists, that is, scientists, are no better at
predicting developments in agricultural markets than are the people who
work in these markets, i.e. farmers and traders in agricultural commodi-
ties. Economics had not produced any fancy scientific models that could
predict something that Wisconsin dairy farmers did not already know.
Of course, it is possible to object that Muth’s study is dated, or that its
empirical conclusions are incorrect, or that revolutions are fundamentally
different to pigs and soybeans, but that is not quite relevant to the reason

82 Muth (1961).
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why I bring up this study here. Rather, I am using it as an analogy. Like
agricultural markets, revolutions will continue to exist with or without
the interventions of political scientists. People who are affected by them
will continue to make decisions on how to react.

Just because Wisconsin dairy farmers do not need economists and
agricultural markets would function just fine without scientists trying
to study them, does not mean that economists should give up and go
find a different job. There is still a role for explaining the functioning
of agricultural markets. Similarly, just because policymakers and even
publics can do just as well as political scientists in predicting revolutionary
outcomes for practical purposes, that does not mean that understanding
revolutions is useless.

Hence, the fundamental question is how to understand revolutions in
a meaningful way. Since scientific approaches based on explanation and
prediction have not been successful, and likely never will be, a funda-
mentally different approach is needed. This article proposes emphasizing
the aesthetic, curiosity-satisfying aspect of the study of revolutions in
addition to collecting empirical data on them. This approach would satisfy
the main reasons why revolution studies exist in the first place: because
people are simply interested in revolutions and revolutions have major
practical implications. At the same time, the approach does not abandon
the scientific premises of revolution studies, maintaining an emphasis on
the collection of empirical observations and, hence, at least some level
of scientific rigor. If some readers find this approach unsatisfactory, they
can feel free to do better. If they are able to provide stronger predictions
and explanations than revolution studies has provided hitherto, I will be
the first to congratulate them.

Finally, this article is not just a critique of a very specific and arcane
field of political science. Rather, it is intended as an outline of a new
epistemological approach applicable to a variety of subjects in the social
sciences. This is because revolution studies is not the only area where
scientific approaches have failed. I am nearly certain that scholars in many
fields will find that the objections raised here to the use of science in
the study of revolutions apply equally to their research. Like revolution
studies, those fields might also benefit from approaching their work as
an artistic, rather than a purely scientific, endeavor.
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Abstrakt

Budovanie pevnejsich vedeckych zakladov pre stadium revolicii

Clanok poukazuje na to, Ze vznik a priebeh revolicii nie je mozné skiimat cez
prizmu vedeckych zakonov, a to aj napriek tomu, Ze existuje cely pododbor polito-
l6gie s nazvom revoluéné $tadi4, ktory sa snazi presne takéto zakony formulovat.
Clanok poskytuje prehl'ad doterajsich tispechov a netispechov revoluénych $tadii
v ich snahe formulovat vS§eobecné teérie a vedecké zakony o revolaciach, ktoré by
dokazali vysvetlit a predvidat skutoéné, empiricky pozorované pripady revolicii,
pricom sa ststred’uje na tedrie z najvyznamnejSich smerov revoluénych stadii,
Marxizmu a tzv. prvej az $tvrtej generacie revoluénych $tadii. Prichadza k zaveru,
Ze revolucné $tudia zlyhali v snahe vysvetlif a predvidat revoltcie, ¢o ho privadza
k otazke, ¢i je vobec mozné pouzivat vedecké metddy na vyskum komplexnych
spolocenskych javov. Vychadzajtac z prac Friedricha Hayeka, Thomasa Kuhna,
a Michaela Strevensa konstatuje, Ze je méalo pravdepodobné, Ze sa niekedy po-
dari objavit zmysluplné vedecké zakony, ktoré by vysvetlovali priebeh revolacii.
Jedina naozaj vedecka ¢innost, ktort je v stvislosti s revoliciami mozné realizo-
vat, je zbieraf o nich empirické pozorovania. To by v§ak viedlo k vzniku suchych
zoznamov empirickych pozorovani, ktoré by neplnili dve zdkladné funkcie, pre
ktoré vznikli revoluéné $tadia: uspokojenie zvedavosti o revoltaciach a poskyto-
vanie informadcii pre praktické rozhodnutia v stvislosti s revoltaciami. Na to, aby
boli splnené tieto dve funkcie, ¢lanok argumentuje, ze je do Stadia revolicii po-
trebné zakomponovat prvky z umenia rétoriky. Inymi slovami, je potrebné, aby
revoluc¢né §tudia produkovali atraktivne, aj ked nie ¢isto vedecké, texty ktoré daju
Citatelom iltziu, Ze zodpovedali ich otazky v stivislosti s revolaciami.

KIacové slova: Revoltcie, stadium revoldcii, filozofia spoloc¢enskych vied, réto-
rika
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Text je recenzi knizni publikace od Richarda Shustermana jménem Philosophy
and the Art of Writing. Cilem nasledujicich stranek je seznamit ¢tenére s proble-
matikou, jiz se autor v této knize vénuje, a rovnéz priblizit autortiv vlastni postoj
prostiednictvim postupného shrnuti kapitol a kritického zhodnoceni knihy jako
celku.
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Ve své nejnovejsi knize se Richard Shusterman pousti do avahy o psa-
ném projevu. Historie této tematiky jisté saha stejné daleko jako lidsky
vynalez zachovavani feci systémem znacek. Mezi nejranéjsi dochované
stexty o textu“ se radi jiz Platonovy dialogy, v nedavnéjsi paméti dale pak
urcité utkveéli Jacques Derrida a Richard Rorty, ktefi prozkouméavali vztah
mezi literaturou, textem a filozofii. Shustermanova Philosophy and the
Art of Writing (Filozofie a umeéni psat)! tvori velmi zajimavy prinos do
této stale trvajici debaty, ktery mé ovSem daleko k dokonalosti.

1 Shusterman, R. (2022): Philosophy and the Art of Writing. Routledge, New York.
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Téma textuality ve filozofii bylo tudiz vzdy piitomné, a¢ mnohdy spise
okrajovéjsi, a to i presto, ze text je jednim z hlavnich ne-li pfimo hlavnim
médiem filozofie. Ale Zijeme ve svété presyceném médii novymi a autor
se prave této reality ve své praci dotyka, a tak cela kniha budi dojem
jisté chvaly pisma a obrany pred technologiemi, které proces produkce
textu zjednodusuji, ¢i pfimo automatizuji. Shusterman se ovSem nijak
nevyjadiuje k existenci jazykovych modeld, nejspis protoze titul vysel
necely rok pred spusténim prvni komerc¢ni verze modelu ChatGPT. Ovsem
inicialni vyzkumy a prototypy existovaly ddvno pred nim. Mozna se kniha
da vnimat rovnéz jako urcity apologeticky predvoj ,lidského“ textu pred
LSumelym®.

Richard Shusterman je pomérné€ zndmym jménem na poli pragmatické
filozofie a estetiky. Jeho akademicka draha je véncena nékolika uznava-
nymi publikacemi. Za zminku stoji urcité jeho Pragmatist Aesthetics:
Living Beuaty, Rethinking Art (Blackwell: 1992), jez je jedin4 kniha do-
stupné ¢eskym a slovenskym ¢tenaiim jako Estetika pragmatizmu: Krasa
a umenie Zivota. (Kaligram. 2003). Dale editoval kriticky avod k Pierru
Bourdieuovi (Bourdieu: A Critical Reader. Blackwell. 1999). V nedavné
dobé vysla napft. studie klasického erotického umeéni: Ars Erotica: Sex
and Somaesthetics in the Classical Arts of Love (Cambridge UP. 2021).

Autor rovnéz zavedl pojem somaestetiky (somaesthetics) a dal tak zivot
zatim mladému badatelskému sméru, ktery se vS§ak odkazuje na velmi
prastaré koreny. Termin predstavil ve Practicing Philosophy: Pragma-
tism and the Philosophical Life (Taylor & Francis. 1996). Své predstaveé
o definici somaestetiky autor vénuje nékolik radkt v recenzované knize.
Somaestetika méa byt projekt velmi blizky prvnimu vymezeni filozofie,
coby umeéni zit s mimoradnym diirazem na vtélenou (embodied) dimenzi
filozofické praxe. Jedna se tedy o ameliorac¢ni piistup k lidskému télu, jez
je chapano jako centrum vjemi a jako samotné misto pro kreativni sebe-
utvareni.2 Rovnézi ve svém nejnovejsim titulu pristupuje k problematice
filozofické praxe, konkrétné k produkci textu, skrze somaesteticky ramec.

Ne nahodou jsou predmétem hlavni stati myslitelé, jiz disponovali
velmi osobitym autorskym stylem. V ramci dila jsou to pak spise starsi
filozofové, literati a basnici, kterym autor vénuje prostor. Pokryta je fada

2 Shusterman (2022, s. 13).
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autor od starovéku az po mezivale¢nou generaci. Richard Shusterman
takto ¢ini pfi pomérné atlém rozsahu knihy, o malo presahujicim sto
stranek a ¢erpé pritom z velmi rozmanitého vybéru myslenkovych tradic.

Jelikoz se tedy autor nezabyva jenom ryzimi filozofy, ale také lyriky
a spisovateli, otazka po vymezeni poli piisobnosti literatury a filozofie je
radéji zodpovézena jesté v predmluvé. Takto je filozofii prisouzeno privi-
legovanéjsi postaveni prave skrze somaestetické paradigma , Filozofie je
vice nez jen literatura [...], protoze je vice nez jen jazyk®s.

Prvni kapitola se zabyva vymezenim literatury a filozofie historicky.
Je poskytnuty piehled problematiky od Platonova Faidra aZ po moderni
autory jako Beauvoir, Wittgenstein, Rorty, anebo Foucault, Austin apod.
Toto ¢ini knihu velmi pfistupnou Sir§imu obecenstvu, vezmeme-li navic
v potaz, ze u né€kterych myslitelli, jimiz se kniha zabyva v dalsich kapi-
tolach, Shusterman také dodava prehled jejich osobniho Zivota. Zaroven
pritomnost biografii vytvari v knize jistou asymetrii mezi informacemi
dtlezitymi a trividlnimi. Zajisté kontext autorova zivota je dilezity, zvlasté
pak u myslitelt jako je Augustin anebo Kierkegaard. V knize vsak tyto pa-
saze ptsobi prilis§ dlouze a jsou vyéerpavajici — kdyz by zajisté odbornéjsi
Ctenar spise uvital delsi vysvétleni autorovy vlastni somaestetické teorie.
Kniha nejspis trochu pracuje s predpokladem, Ze se somaestetikou jsme
seznameni z autorovy minulé tvorby.

V druhé kapitole nam autor prezentuje, jakym konkrétnim zptisobem
miiZe psani ustanovovat vlastni subjektivitu. Takto miizZe text a filozofie
splilovat Géel nabyvani védéni a ujistovani subjektu v souladu s antickou
predstavou ucelené perfekce, coby vnitini harmonie a jednodélnosti.
Zaroven vSak hodla demonstrovat i naprosto opacnou funkei textu, ktera
miiZze do jedincova mysleni vnaset pochyby a vést k roztristéni ¢i odci-
zeni. V kapitole se postupné sousttedi na Augustina z Hippa, Michela
de Montaigna, amerického jezerniho basnika Williama Wordswortha
a Sgrena Kierkegaarda.

Na Augustinoveé pripadé jsou demonstrovany obé funkce textu: Cirkevni
ucitel takto ustanovuje své katolicka ,ja“ v Confessiones. Augustinovo
patrani po opravdovém Bohu lze v pritbéhu jeho vyznavani se chapat jako

3 ,Philosophy is more than literature [...] because it is more than language.“ Shusterman (2022,
S. X).
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snahu o vétsi sjednocenost v ném samotném. Zaroven vsak text generuje
rozstép subjektu. Autorské ,,ja“ nahlizi sebe samé jako objekt a neostycha
se tak reinterpretovat subjektivitu sebe v minulosti. Augustin pak jako
Manichejec anebo zlodé€j hrusek se sim sobé odcizuje skrze sviij novy
krestansky pohled. Dale pak dochazi jesté k dalsi fragmentaci v Retrac-
tiones, kdy textové ,ja“ je znovu podrobeno této reinterpretaci.4

Pri ¢teni pasazi jako napft. Ze ,,Soucasné ,ja“ nemusi byt tak chytré jako
,ja“ minulé, ale je zivé ted, zatimco objektifikované ,ja“ jakoZto psany
popis je mrtvé.“s, je ziejmé, Ze se autor obzvlast pohybuje v pojmech kon-
tinentalni tradice. Shusterman se v§ak neodkazuje na Zadného teoretika
textu, coz zamrzi ctenare, jenz by rad védél, na jakého autora Shusterman
navazuje. Jisté€ jde o velmi intuitivni tezi, sice Ze textualni subjektivita je
fundamentalné odlisna od té zité, a tak miize jit o autorovu originalni
uvahu. V americkém kontextu se da predpokladat ovlivnéni esejem Paula
de Mana Autobiography As De-Facement (Je to nanejvys pravdépodobné,
nebot v ném také zpracovava Augustinova Vyznani a Wordsworthovy
béasné). Analyzy textové subjektivity podniknul samoziejmé Foucault,
ale také Bataille, jenz je v knize rozebiran. Se svou tezi smrti subjektu ve
psani se jevi Blanchot jako dalsi mozna inspirace vedle Derridovy hetero-
-thanato-biografie a spousty dalsich. Subverze autobiografické subjektivity
byla podniknuta jiz Barthesem ne-li dfive. Velmi bych tedy na tomto misté
ocenil né€jaky odkaz.

Podobny motiv psani jako vneseni jednoty do jedincova zZivota do-
patrava Shusterman i v Montaignovych Esejich®, ovSem je tam opét
pritomno i jedincovo odcizeni od ,,autobiografického ja“. U Montaigna
navic identifikuje touhu po komunikaci jako podnét pro psani. Dale
u Wordswortha’ tvrdi, Ze ucelenost je hlavni motivaci k jeho psani. Na
basnikové prikladé argumentuje, Ze jednota neni pouze v antickém smy-
slu vnitrniho radu, ale nabyva nékolika dalsich dimenzi, napt. v textu se
vyskytuje jednota materialniho ale i spiritudlniho média. Dale Ze poezie

4 Shusterman (2022, s. 29).

5 ,The present self may not be smarter than the past self, but it is now alive, whereas the objecti-
fied self as written description is dead.“ Tamtéz. s. 38.

6 Tamtéz, s. 38—39.
7 Tamtéz, s. 42.
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poji prvky ¢asového a prostorového umeéni.® Shusterman také nachazi
u Wordswortha motiv jednoty s prirodou, ostatneé jak to u romantiki byva.

Svou uvahu o psani jako metodé k vnitfni jednoté Richard Shuster-
man zakoncuje u Kierkegaarda. I jeho fadi po bok autori, kteii pristupuji
k textu jako k ameliora¢nimu médiu, jezZ miize vést ke zdokonaleni sebe
i druhych. Pozornost zvlasté vénuje jeho oblibé v pseudonymech, jiz inter-
pretuje jako metodu nepfimé komunikace vlastni textu samotnému. Ta se
zd4a byt pti presvédcovani efektivn€jsi nez primé konfrontace. Kierkegaard
tim padem rezignuje na snahu v textu zachytit svoji konkrétni subjektivitu,
ale presto ji dokaze komunikovat nepfimo.°

Dalsi ¢ast knihy se zabyva otazkou, zdali mtize literatura 1épe hovorit
o vécech, jez se zdaji byt nevyjadritelné, alespon v mluveném projevu. Po-
stupné jsou rozebrani dva francouzsti autori — Georges Bataille a Maurice
Blanchot, a také dva britsti — T. S. Eliot a Bertrand Russell.

Shusterman se zabyva zejména Batailleovou Vnitini zkusenosti (L’Ex-
périence interieur), Pribéhem oka (L’Histoire doeil) a Matkou (Ma Mere).
Navazuje také na Batailleovy ontologické Givahy a nazory na poezii. Autor
argumentuje spole¢né s Bataillem, Ze literatura, zvlasté pak poezie miize
vést k predani lingvisticky nekomunikovatelnych zkusenosti, nebof se ji
nékdy povede narusit diskurzivni logiku a vnimame pak néco jazykove
neuchopitelného, alespon na okamzik.°

Dale u Maurice Blanchota se také opira o jeho ontologii: Literatura
chapana hegelovsky tak vystupuje jako negace jazyka, jenz je sim negaci
konkrétnich objektti. Tim padem je to pravé psana forma spise nez fec,
jez ma daleko bliZe k ptivodni realité, kterou Blanchot vykresluje jako
neosobni a tichou podobné jako literu."

U T. S. Eliota jsou vyzdvihovéna jeho tvrzeni o literArnim projevu
jakozto velmi efektivnim médiu pro pienos moudrosti. Vstfebani umeé-
leckého textu vyzaduje vétsi pozornost a predstavivost'2. Také vlastnost
textu nepfimé komunikace je vhimana jako pozitivum skrze Eliotovu
impersonalni teorii poezie.'

8 Tamtéz, s. 43—45.
9 Tamtéz, s. 52 a 55.
10 Tamtéz, s. 64.
11 Tamtéz, s. 69.
12 Tamtéz, s. 78.
13 Tamtéz, s. 79.
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Posledni z autort, jimiZ se Shusterman v kapitole zabyva, je Bertrand
Russell. Nevénuje vsak pozornost jeho logickému dilu, ale méné znamé
snoetické sérii“ povidek Satan in the Suburbs and Other Stories [Satan
v predmeésti a jiné pribéhy]. Nékolik védecko-fantastickych narativii ¢asto
cili k vyliceni, jak miize zdravé vypadajici lidska tivaha vést k nesteésti,
protoze neni logicky padna (Napt. povidka Infra-redioscope je o falacii
popieni antecedentu). Dle Shustermana pak u Russellovy beletrie vyvstava
filozoficky motiv, ktery nikdy nepronikl do jeho stézejniho dila. Stejné jako
Eliot m4 i Russell za to, Ze literatura je efektivnéjsi prostredek pro komu-
nikaci moudrosti. Konkrétné pak jde o jistou formu radikalni skepse, jez
je komunikovatelna skrze fiktivni narativ. Takova skepse miize existovat
pouze v pribéhové formé bez nebezpeci upadnuti do aporie, neboft fikce
samotna je svobodna od dogmat.'

Posledni kapitola naprosto opousti dosavadni eurocentricky kontext,
a namisto toho se vénuje nékolika ¢inskym maliitim. Jsou jimi Sen Cou,
Wang Meng, Ni Can a Wu Ccheng?s. Jde zajisté o kapitolu, v niZ se nejvice
zrcadli autorovo somaestetické zazemi. Po strohém tivodu k ¢inské filo-
zofii, malbé a kaligrafii autor atribuuje vSechny dfive zminéné vlastnosti
textu jako exemplarné pritomné v ¢inském literarné-vytvarném uméni.
Takto autor napf. tvrdi, Ze ¢insky pisar je jiz od zacatku veden k jakési
psychosomatické jednot€, nebot ¢inské pismo se tradi¢né pise Stétcem®,
a kazdy vnitini nesoulad v pisafi je pak viditelny i na papire (anebo na
hedvabi). Rovnéz i jakasi mimolingvistickd komunikace je mozna v ramci
kaligrafie, neboft k jeji interpretaci tradi¢né patrilo vycist dusevni stav
pisare pti psani z jeho vytvoru. Konec¢né dle autora ¢insky krasopis na-
pliiuje somaesteticky ideal, nebot spojuje kultivaci téla a ducha, precizni
motorické pohyby s volnymi proudy afektu, malbu s poezii atd.

Kniha kon¢i touto kapitolou bez néjakého zavéru. Stejné jako na za-
catku je zde obsazena velmi kratka kritika vii¢ci modernim technologiim.
Kniha tak ponechava ¢tenare s velkym mnozstvim otazek tam, kde by se
slusel systematicky zavér, jenz by autorovy teze ucelil. Kniha méa velmi
dobrou strukturu a argumenty se na sebe postupné ,nabaluji“, ovsem

14 Tamtéz, s. 90.
15 Jména jsou v ¢eském prepisu, v knize se vyskytuji v neakcentovaném pchin-jinu..
16 Tamtéz, s. 94.
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usti to v jakési spojeni predchozich tezi v posledni kapitole. Zajisté autor
mohl ilustrovat na prikladé ¢inskych kaligrafii potfebné argumenty pro
svilj postoj a nasledné shrnout cely projekt knihy v zavéru, zd4 se vsak,
Ze Shusterman se o oboji snazi v ramci finalni kapitoly. Kniha samotna
plisobi fragmentarné uz tim, jak rozebira kazdého z dvanacti literati od-
d€lené, a o to vic potiebuje dalsi stranky, jez by dosavadni texty ucelily
v jednotnou myslenku.

Technologické kritice je vSehovsudy vénovano par odstavci a jde o dalsi
bod, ktery nepovazuji za zcela dopracovany. Po doéteni miize vyvstat
otazka, zdali Shusterman chce, abychom se trénovali v kaligrafii, abychom
byli lepsi spisovatelé. Autor vSak zadné takové doporuceni neuskutecni,
ackoli jeho chvala tomuto umu by tomu pfinejmensim napovidala. Z né-
kolika pasazi lze alespon nabyt dojmu, Ze by doporucoval psani rukou
prednostné pred psanim na pocitaci. Shusterman napf. na zavér tvrdi,
Ze vétSina autord, kterym se vénoval, nepsala na psacim stroji7, nebo
se zminuje o Nietzscheovi, ktery sim v poziistalostech komentuje, jak je
jeho autorsky styl pozménén uzivanim psaciho stroje. Také narazi na fakt,
Ze tato nedtivéra vii¢i mechanizovanému textu docela kopiruje ptivodni
Platonovy ndmitky proti pismu v dobé, kdy tento vynalez ménil svou dobu.
Dilo se da tak mozna chapat jako urcita odpovéd na Platona. Shusterman
vyvraci nékteré namitky vznesené ve Faidrovi a Ustavé. Pismo se tak
mize uplatnit jako nastroj pro sebe-kultivaci a neni pouhym lékem na
pamatovani. Kritika je vSak znovu premisténa na novéjsi textové tech-
nologie. Jelikoz autor v této argumentaci nijak zvlast nepokracuje, zbyva
tedy otazka, jaky pristup ke psani autor doporucuje, zdali viibec néjaky.
Jedina predlozena moznost predpoklada navrat k ,,vice somaestetické
a expresivni moci lidského hlasu [...] a performance“8. Nepredklada
vSak pfimé tvrzeni a jde o dalsi dtivod, proc¢ by cela kniha méla byt delsi
o osvétlujici ¢ast.

Déle pofidérné plisobi zarazeni Kierkegaarda do kapitoly druhé, ackoli
autorovo pojeti jeho dila tematicky zapada uz do dalsi kapitoly. Obzvlasté
ocenuji posledni kapitolu, ktera pro mé predstavovala velmi reflektivni

17 Tamtéz, s. 117.
18 ,We may need a reinvestment in the expressive somaesthetic power of the human voice [...] and
performance.” Tamtéz.
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Cetbu. Jedné se o jedinou ¢ast v knize s ilustracemi a autoriv rozbor
maleb nuti k pozastaveni a rozjimani nad nimi, coz je nezvykla, ale vitana
zkusenost u filozofického textu.

Vidi textu by se dala vznést namitka, ktera vsak neplyne z pochybeni
autora. Totiz Ze v textu neni zohlednéna realita umélé generativni inteli-
gence, ktera tematiku somatické interakce mezi ¢lovékem a textem tvori
relevantnéjsi nez kdy jindy. Jde vSak o zalezitost na¢asovani vydani knihy
a az nasledné ,,Al revoluce”. Existence LLM a pokrok ve strojovém uceni
by zajisté stal za zhodnoceni ve svétle ivah vznesenych v této knize.

Zavérem lze Fici, Ze autorova prace je veelku ¢tiva. Jisté velmi ocenitelné
je to, Ze autor pristupuje k materialiim s jiz ustanovenym filozofickym
pohledem, ale ¢tenafi neni vnucovan. Cela kniha se pak necte jako pokus
obh4jit somaestetiku na ptikladé vyznamnych filozofti, umélci a spiso-
vateld, ale spise jako rada zajimavych analyz textli, rozbort basni, jejichz
pojici myslenka je chvala psaného média. Somaestetika zde spis pak ¢ini
prisma, skrze které je na problematiku nahlizeno, ekl bych, s minimalni
nadinterpretaci. Opét je zde vSak stinna stranka tohoto stylu. Jak jiz vyse
bylo zminéno, text by velmi obohatilo vice vyéerpavajici seznamenti ¢tenare
se somaestetikou. S oslabenou pojici linkou pak kniha ptisobi skoro az
jako soubor esejii, prestoze jde zajisté o velmi zajimavou publikaci.
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phy and the Art of Writing. The objective of the following pages is to familiarize
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