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Preface

In March 21-22, 2013, the Institute of Philosophy of Slovak
Academy of Sciences hosted the 10" annual graduate philosophy
conference called Young Philosophy: The Character of the Current
Philosophy and its Methods. The aim of the conference was, and always
is, to put together graduate students in philosophy from central Europe
and network thus young philosopher from all branches of the field. We
are glad that every year the conference attracts more and more ambitious
students to present their work. This year, we had over seventy speakers
from such areas of philosophy as logic, epistemology, metaphysics,
ethics and phenomenology. It is thus not a surprise that we felt obliged

to prepare the proceedings from the event.

We would like to express our gratitude to all authors for their
contribution to the proceedings. Also, we would like to thank prof. Tibor
Pichler, the director of the Institute of Philosophy of Slovak Academy of
Science, whose support made the conference not only possible, but even
actual. Finally, we thank to our referees for their comments. Without
their corrections, suggestions and comments the proceedings would only

hardly see the light of the world.

Organizers and Editors
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POIESIS AKO VYZVA PRE MODERNU FILOZOFIU

JOZEF ADAMAT, Katedra filozofie a dejin filozofie, Filozoficka Fakulta
UK, Bratislava

A starting point of my paper is a conviction that the original structural unity of a Greek
life can be understood through the concept of poiésis. Poiésis, as I will try to show, did
not mean only fechné, arts and crafts, but it referred to the realm of practice (praxis) as
well as knowledge (thedria).The main objective of my paper is to reconstruct the
potential of this Greek concept of poiésis for modern and current philosophical culture,
its relevance for seeking and discovering an integrity that was presented in Greek
thought.

Keywords: Modernity — Poiésis — Greek Philosophy

1. Uvod

Eur6pska moderna sa odohrdva predovsetkym v znameni vedy. Pod
vedou v najSirSom zmysle slova mozno rozumiet taky postoj k skutoc€nosti,
ktory nazyvame teoriou. ,,Veda je tedriou skuto¢ného* (Heidegger 2004b, 37).
Co vsak toto na prvy pohlad trivialne tvrdenie v konednom ddosledku
znamena?

Na usvite europskej moderny stoji Descartova radikdlna pochybnost. Na
zédklade tejto pochybnosti ni¢ zdedené neostalo nielen nedotknutym, ale ani
nedotknutenym. Presvedcenie o dokonalosti kozmu, o pevhom a nemennom
usporiadani vSetkych veci vo svete, o ve€nom stulade, ktorého vyrazom bola
harmoénia, presvedéenie o tom, Ze l'udskd moc nesiaha dalej ako iba k
pochopeniu tejto harmoénie, k pochopeniu, v ktorom sa snubi Tudské s
bozskym, zaklady vSetkych tychto presvedceni sa zrucali a na tychto ruinéach
sme zacali budovat nieco nové. Vytazkom Descartovych Meditdacii nebol uz
len aristotelovsky postulat sucna ako sucna, ale postulat celkom
Specifického, privilegovaného ,,sticna“, subjektu. Objavom subjektu sa svet
narysoval odznova a nanovo — a na celkom inom po6édoryse. Vychodisko ,,ego

3

cogito” predostrelo novy horizont, ktory sa nam na mnohé storocia, ako sa
zda, stal osudnym.

Subjekt, ktory Descartes postavil ako metodologické vychodisko vedy,
Kant obsahovo zlegitimizoval. Od transcendentdlnej analytiky Kritiky cistého

(13

rozumu mozno povazovat vedu za ta, ktora principidalne ,vie“. Kantovym

najvacsSim prinosom vsSak nebolo postulovanie ,poznania“ vedy, pretoze to,
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»ako“ mame poznat, aby sme ,poznali“, v Rozprave o metode vyslovil uz
Descartes, ale to, ze ukazal, o ¢om takéto principialne poznanie mame. Toto
principidlne poznanie vedy predstavuje autondémnost sveta vedy napriek
tomu, ze Kant za jeden z korenov vedy povazuje skusenost. Bez skusenosti
veda — v Kantovom zmysle prirodoveda — samu seba rusi. AvSak Kantova
skusenost je myslite'nd iba ako seba-skusenost, pretoze to, ¢o sa nam
ukazuje v skusenosti, je vzdy iba naSim vlastnym dielom, priemetom naSej
transcendentdlnej vybavy. Veda preto spoznava len to, ¢o do pozndvaného
sama podla vlastného rozvrhu prinasal. To, ¢im sa veda zaober4, preto nie su,
Kantovymi slovami, ,,veci osebe®, ale puhe rozvrhnutosti, priemety rozvrhu,
ktoré nazyvame ,,pred-mety*“.

To, €o bolo zapocaté Descartom a doviSené Kantom, ukazuje sa ako
radikalna subjektivizdcia vedy a jej dosledkom je ,,svet ako puha projekcia®.
Svet sa sprava podl'a nasSich oc¢akavani a vyrazom tychto ofakavani je prave
teoria. Veci su skratka tym, ¢im su ako predmety na horizonte tedrie. Kde
antické vedenie vyvieralo z darovania sa veci samych, tam modernd veda a
jej prax hovori uz iba o predstavach tychto veci, ¢ize o ,,predmetoch®. Tam,
kde stojime s presvedcenim ,sveta ako predstavy®, svet straca svoju povodnu
svojbytnost, tam stojime s presvedenim ,,sveta ako vdle*, naSej vdle, tam sa
stadva svet tym, s ¢im mozno 'ubovolne disponovat. Svet nie je svetom osebe
a pre seba, svet je svetom pre nés, je skrz-naskrz v naSej moci. Kde veda
vnaSa do sveta svoj vlastny rozvrh, tam nastupuje technika ako vlastnd prax
vedeckej tedrie. Vedecka tedria tym neplni inu ulohu neZz taku, aku plni
stratégia na bojovom poli; technika neméd iné poslanie neZ to, ktoré je
zverené peSiakom na fronte.

Rozumie vSak takto predstavena tedria samu seba theoreticky? Rozumie

moderna prax samu seba z pdévodného vyznamu slova praxis? Prave tieto

otdzky nés privadzaju k pojmu poiésis.

2. Poiésis ako integralny moment tedrie a praxe
To, ze Platon v dialégu Symposion hovori, Ze ,tvorba, poiésis (...) je
pri¢inou kazdej veci prechadzajucej z nebytia do bytia“ (Platon 1990b,

205B), nds nesmie pomylit jednoduchostou svojho znenia. V nijakom ohlade

', (...) rozum chape len to, o sam podl'a vlastného navrhu vytvori (...)* (Kant 1979, 42).
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nie je poiétés tvorcom v zmysle stvoritela. MySlienka stvorenia bola antike
celkom nezndma; ani grécky demiurgos nebol — v naSom zauzZivanom vyzname
slova — stvoritelom. Priviest ,,z nebytia do bytia®“ znamené pre Platona prave
tol'ko: vyhliadnut eidos, podobu. Len skrze eidos nieCo v pravom slova
zmysle ,,je“, pretoze je tym, ,,¢im*“ je. Nebytie v Platonovom zmysle znamena
eideticku neurcenost. To, o je neuréené, o nema eidos, to naskrze ,nie je“.
Aj casta Heideggerova poznamka, ze uz Platon nemysli bytie ako bytie, ale
vyluc¢ne iba ako sucno, a teda ako eidos, sa vztahuje prave k tejto mySlienke.
Priviest ,,z nebytia do bytia“ znamena ukézat to, skrze ,,¢o“ je nejaka vec
tym, ¢im ,je“. Poiétés je teda tym, kto ono eideticky neurcené, kto ono
,bytiu skryté®“, chédpané ako nebytie, nechdva v byti odhalit tym, Ze ho
privedie do podoby, Ze ho stvarni.?

Poiésis ako rozmer thedrie. Pozrime sa v tejto suvislosti na davny
vyznam slova theoria. Theoria v povodnom gréckom kontexte bola vyrazom
ucasti na nadbozenskych sldvnostiach, ako aj odovzdavania posolstiev tychto
slavnosti polis. Utastou na nieCom v§ak nemozno rozumiet iba to, o mozno
fyzicky wvidiet. Theoros, oznacujuci divaka, nebol len tym, kto v
prvopldnovom zmysle nieco vidi. Vidiet predsa moOZeme aj to, ¢o moZeme
inak prehliadnut. NéboZenskd slavnost, ktorej sa theoros ucastnil, vSak
nemala charakter takejto prehliadnutelnosti, nebola len nie¢im videnym, ale
svoje posolstvo mu ponukala v jeho vlastnom zaujati, skrze ktoré ndbozensku
slavnost on sdam vzhliadal. To, ¢o vzhliadame, nie je len to, na ¢o sa divame.
Od divaného mdézeme pohlad odtrhnat, ale to, ¢o vzhliadneme, ostdva
vzhliadnutym aj bez pohladu. Aj dnes médme vyraz ,,vzhliadat® rezervovany
takmer vylu¢ne pre néabozensku, popripade umelecko-esteticki oblast, v
ktorej rezonuje prvok odkézanosti, dokonca prvok pokory. ,,Vzhliadnut
nieco“ znamena v pravom slova zmysle , vzhliadnut k niecomu®, zverit sa

moci vzhliadnutého, nechat sa nim ovlddnut a v tomto ovladdnuti aj zotrvat.

»Vzhliadnut niekoho alebo niec¢o v jeho plnej krase“, ako idiomaticky azda

2 Heideggerov preklad uvedenej Platonovej vety je v tomto ohl'ade zrejme vystiznejsi: ,,poiésis je to, ¢o nieto primije,

aby preslo z ne-pritomnosti do pritomnosti“ (Heidegger 2004a, 11). , Nepritomnost™ tu znamena to, ¢o som nazval
eidetickou neurcitost'ou, skrytostou ,,pred bytim“, a teda — v Platonovom zmysle — ,,ne-bytim®. Priviest’ nieco do
pritomnosti znamend urc¢it’ to nieo ako ,.toto nieco®, a teda ukazat. To, Co sa ukazuje, vystupuje zo skrytosti, z
neurcitosti, z nebytia — trojica tychto pojmov vyjadruje to isté prave tak, ako nasledujica trojica vyjadruje identicky
opak — do neskrytosti, urcitosti, do bytia. Poiétés je teda tym, kto vyvadza vec zo skrytosti k jej vlastnému vyrazu, k
neskrytosti, ktord — v Heideggerovom zmysle — je sama pravdou (alétheia). Pravda je tym, ¢im tato vec sama ako
neskrytost’ je.
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najCastejSie hovorime, znamena pred tymto vzhliadnutym az zmeraviet, od
ohromenia ochromiet, v uzase postat. To, C¢o predstavovala ucast na
nabozenskej sldvnosti, nebolo ni¢ iné, nez takéto , v Uzase postat®, nez
zverenie sa do ruk vzhliadnutého, a zo sldvnosti, z ktorej thedros -
zotrvavajuc v rukdch vzhliadnutého — odchadzal, odchddzal premeneny. Kolki
veStci v Platonovych dialéogoch vySli ako veStci prave z takejto premeny! A
kol'ki béasnici! V ich premene sa ukazovalo zivé posolstvo slavnosti, ktoré sa
Sirilo d’alej a z ktorého vyrastali napokon aj dobro a poriadok v polis.

Theoria v povodnom vyzname preto neznamenala — tak ako rozumieme
tedrii dnes v zmysle spredmetiiujicej ¢innosti rozumu — vykazanie ,,veci® do
riSe predmetov. Prave naopak: bola prehovorenim tejto veci samej, dokonca —
v zmysle thedérie — prehovorenim tej najvys$sej ,,veci*?

Theoria vyjadruje v prvom rade zdazZitok. Poslanim vyslanca polis,
ucastnika nabozenskej slavnosti, ako som uz povedal, bolo vyjavit ono skryté
posolstvo sldvnosti, priniest o fiom zvest. Thedros, ten, ktory je osloveny
slavnostou, stdva sa rozoznenym tymto hlasom, znie, hovori tymto hlasom
pocutého. Vyslovuje to, ¢oho bol svedkom, prehovara tym, ¢o zazil, zjavuje
to, ¢o bolo skryté. Tak ako umelec, technités pretavuje tajomny hlas skrytosti
do eidetickej urcitosti diela, theoros, v zazitku bozského, privadza do
neskrytosti toto bozské samo tym, Ze nadobtida podobu bozského: jeho dielom
je vyjavenie bozského, ktoré — ako vyjavenie — je vyjavenim skrze podobu,

skrze tvar. Preto moZno povedat, Ze bytie bozského — prinajmenSom v

gréckom obdobi — spocivalo vylu¢ne v jeho ukazovani sa. Bozské sa stalo

3 Tento Tento aspekt thedrie, domnievam sa, ostdva zachovany aj v dialdgu Faidros, kde Platon razi vyraz thedrie uz

na - jemu vlastnej — filozofickej urovni. KIicom k takémuto pochopeniu theorie je prave Platonova myslienka
anamneésis.

,, Spominanie® neznamena to, ¢o zdmerne dolujeme z pamiti. Va¢Smi ako ¢inom je spominanie vyrazom trpnosti.
Niec¢o v nas predsa spomienky vyvolava a nieCo zase nie, a to, ¢o nas k spomienkam privadza, vo¢i tomu sme
spravidla bezmocni — spomienky akoby nds prepadli a diali sa mimo nasej vole. Takto je u Platona spominanie
vyvolavané zazitkom krasnych tiel. Sdm Platon nds vSak implicitne varuje, aby sme spomienky nechapali povrchne
ako iba spomienky na to, ¢o raz bolo a ¢o uz nie je. Iba vtedy, ,,ak ¢lovek dokaze spravne pouzit’ tieto spomienky,
(...) stava sa skuto¢ne dokonalym* (Platon 1990a, 249C). ,,Spravne pouzit’ tieto spomienky* vSak neznamena iba
navracanie sa do davnych cias, ale vacSmi prinavracanie si tychto €ias, vyvolavanie minulého z jeho minulosti a
zotrvavanie s nim. Spominanie je v pravom slova zmysle kriesenim toho, ¢o bolo, ¢o sa vsak vo vzkrieseni ukazuje
ako to, ¢o nejakym spdsobom stale je, Co stale trva, stale pdsobi — bytie vzkriesené¢ho spociva v jeho neodvolatel'nej
platnosti. Zazitok krasy, vyvolavajici spomienky na bozsky pdvod duse, nestavia pred cloveka fixne uzavrety
strateny Cas, ale ako znamenie, ako pripomienka je pokynom hladania tohto straten¢ho casu; zézitok krasnych tiel
prezradza do pritomnosti otvorené posolstvo minulosti, ktoré musi byt znovu, nanovo precitané. Platonove
rozpomenutie sa na svet idei nie je spomienkou na nieco, v ¢om l'udskd dusa spocivala a odkial’ sa dostala na svet,
ale je aktualizaciou tohto prvobytného stavu, jeho spritomnenim a ako spritomnenie predstavuje neustily narok
kladeny na dusu ¢loveka. Preto méze Platon napokon aj povedat, ze ,,iba dusa filozofa (...) ostdva v spomienke pri
tych bytiach, pri ktorych je boh, a preto je bozska“ (Platon 1990a, 249C).
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urcitym, preslo zo skrytosti do neskrytosti, a teda — v duchu Platonovych
spominanych slov — stalo sa bytim. Theoria sa preto v zaklade ukazuje ako
poiésis, a sice ako poiésis v najhlbSom zmysle tohto slova prave preto, ze jej
dielom je to ,,najvyssie dielo®.

Poiésis ako rozmer praxe. V suvislosti s praxou sa obmedzim na
emblematicky pojem antickej praxe, ktorym je Aristotelova fromnésis. V
rozumnosti zdoraznujem predovsSetkym jej situacny rozmer. Situdciu si
spravidla nevolime, v situacii sa ocitdme. Fronésis znamena porozumiet
tomu, v ¢om sa ocitame, k ¢omu nds — ako ocitnutych sa — tato situécia
vyzyva. Kazda situacia je totiz vyzvou a ako vyzva znamena prilezitost.
Prilezitost, ako hovorime, m6zZeme vyuzit, prilezitost moézeme vSak rovnako
aj prepast.

Rozumnostou nadaného cloveka preto nazyvame toho, kto vocéi tejto
vyzve, ponukanej situdciou nezostdva slepy, ale sa tejto vyzvy chopi, a to
takym sp6ésobom, zZe to, ¢o v situdcii na neho dolieha, mdze premenit na svoj
vlastny ¢in, na svoje dielo. V tomto zmysle moZno povedat, Ze kazd4 situacia
ndm nahrava — a to aj vtedy, ked — na prvy pohl'ad — zjavne hra proti nam. To
vSak, Ze ndm nahrdva, neznamena, Ze v nej prvoplanovo sledujeme alebo
mame sledovat vylu€ne vlastné zdujmy. Pochopit situdciu, v ktorej sme sa
ocitli, ako vyzvu, predpokladd urcité sebazabudnutie; znamend sledovat -
vacSmi ako svoje vlastné zaujmy — zaujmy toho, k ¢omu sme vyzvani, to, kym
by sme — ako vyzvani — mali byt* To, ¢o je kladené situaciou ako vyzva, je
preto vyzvou k zdokonaleniu, k lepSiemu Zivotu, je prilezitostou pre tento
leps§i zivot, a to, ¢o sa od rozumného ¢loveka oc¢akava, nie je ni¢ iné nez to,
aby tejto prilezitosti k zdokonaleniu vyS$iel v ustrety.

Rozumny c¢lovek preto vyzve kladenej situdciou odpoveda takym
sposobom, Ze sa prostrednictvom tejto vyzvy stava tym, kym mé byt. Tento
normativny apel ale neznamend len akési pripodobnenie sa nejakému vopred
danému vzoru. Nijakého predobrazu v otdzkach konania, dobrého Zivota totiz
niet. Presnost etiky nie je presnostou metafyziky. Aristoteles nam chce
povedat nieco iné: to, ,kym ma clovek byt*“, neznamend iné nez to, kym

¢lovek od prirodzenosti je — kym je, ale takpovediac netusene, skryto.

4 (...) znakom rozumného ¢loveka je schopnost’ spravne uvazovat o tom, ¢o je pre neho dobré a prospesné, nie vSak
Ciastocne (...), ale o tom, Co sluzi spravne vedenému zivotu vobec* (Aristotelés 1996, 1140a 25).

9
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Uéelom a cielom kazdej veci je predsa prirodzenost tejto veci’; preto sa v
spravnych rozhodnutiach, ktoré clovek robi, a v spravnych c¢inoch, ktoré
kona, ukazuje to, ¢im clovek ako tento ¢lovek je, vychaddza na povrch jeho
skryta, vlastnd prirodzenost, ukazuje sa ono nezjavné, ktoré nazyvame fysis.

To je dovodom, pre ktory Aristoteles kladie taky velky doéraz na
»Situdciu®“. Tam totiz, zo¢i-voci nepredvidatelnému, kde na ¢loveka dolieha
priazen ¢i nepriazen ndhod, tam sa ohlasuje T'udskd prirodzenost, tam sa
ukazuje to, ¢im cClovek od prirodzenosti je: objavuje svoju vlastni podobu
tym, ze v rozhodnutiach a skutkoch, ktoré ¢ini, tito svoju vlastni podobu
vytvara. Ono vytvarané, ktoré nazyvame zivotom, je napokon onym
objavovanym, a to nazyvame ,,dobrym zivotom®. Preto je len ,,dobry Zivot“ v
pravom slova zmysle zivotom <¢cloveka: je totiz wuskuto¢nenim jeho
prirodzenosti.

Spomenme si v tejto suvislosti na Platonovu definiciu poiésis ako
privadzania ,,z nebytia do bytia“. V byti, ako som povedal, sa dostava k slovu
skrytd podstata veci. V tomto zmysle je Aristotelov cnostny obCan polis prave
tak poiétom, ako bol poiétom technités ¢i theoros. Tam, kde technités
privadza ,,z nebytia do bytia“ dielo ako eidos, tam, kde theoros vyjavuje
boZzské tym, Ze nadobuda jeho podobu, tam je dielom rozumného ¢loveka jeho

ludsky Zivot sam.

3. Poiésis ako otvorena otiazka pre modernu filozofiu

Na zédklade doterajSich uvah, domnievam sa, poiésis v poévodnom
gréckom kontexte nemozno povazovat za nejaku samostatnll ¢innost, ktora by
bola od inych ¢innosti oddelitel'na® Vid¢imi ako nie¢im S§pecifickym je skor
imanentnym momentom celku antického Zivota vobec; je vyjadrenim hlbokej
skisenosti zakladnej suvztaznosti ¢loveka a sveta, vyrazom spriaznenosti
oslovovaného s oslovujicim. Tuato slovnu dvojicu nevolim nahodne. Tam
totiz, kde nas nieco oslovuje, tam tomu, ¢o nas oslovuje, venujeme
pozornost. Svojim oslovenim néas naladuje na zapocluvanie sa do jeho

13

vlastného hlasu. To, ¢o nas oslovuje, oslovuje nas ako ,néas“. Tam, v

,(...) prirodzenost’ je konecny stav; pretoze aka je kazda jednotliva vec po ukonceni svojho vyvoja, tomu hovorime
prirodzenost’ kazdej jednotlivej veci, ako napriklad cloveka, kona alebo domu* (Aristotelés 1998, 1252b 32).
Polemiku o charaktere poiésis, teda o tom, ¢i ide — vo vzt'ahu k praxis — o celkom ,,iny typ ¢innosti alebo len o iny
aspekt ¢innosti sumarizuje J. Capek. Porov.: (Capek 2007, 100-104).
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kazdodennosti, kdekolvek, kde nas niekto oslovuje, oslovuje nds po mene.
Meno je tym, ¢im nas ten niekto vola, je tym, na ¢o pocujeme. Meno je tym,
¢o nas stavia do pozoru pred jeho samotnym hlasom. Ale nielen to. Na meno
pocujeme, pretoze neodmyslitelne patri ndm, je tym, s ¢im je bytost
identifikovand, ¢o je bytosti vlastné. Preto je meno vylu¢ne ,,vlastné meno*.
Suvztaznost ¢loveka a sveta, oslovovaného a oslovujuceho, preto prehovara v
tom zmysle, ze ¢lovek — ako oslovovany — je oslovovany po tom, ¢o je mu
vlastné, ¢o sa ho bezprostredne tyka, ¢im on sdm je. To, Co je svet, je svetom
potial, pokial sa mi prihovéara; to, ¢o je svet, je svetom potial, pokial je
mojim svetom. Toto ,mojim*“ vSak nemdzeme chédpat v zmysle akéhosi
privlastnenia a uz vonkoncom nie v modernom vyzname vedeckého seba-
znazornenia. To, ¢o je moje, ,nie je to, ¢o patri mne“, ako hovori
Kierkegaard v prvom diele Bud'-alebo, ,,ale to, ¢omu patrim ja, ¢o obsahuje
celi moju bytost, ¢o je moje potial’, pokial’ mu patrim ja“ (Kierkegaard 2007,
416). Ak sa filozofia zac¢ina udivom — ako ostatne od Platona tradujeme -,
potom tento udiv nie je udivom nad nezndmym, nad cudzim, ale nad tym, ¢o
sa ¢loveku prihovara dovernou a znadmou recou, ¢o je Cloveku tak blizke, Ze
to azda prave pre jeho blizkost ani nevidi’. Svet, ktory &loveka oslovuje,
zd’aleka nie je svetom predmetov, je svetom, s ktorym je spédty hlbSie,
podstatnejSie, ale predovSetkym poOvodnejSie, nez ako nédm to ukazuje
moderna veda, je svetom, ktorym ¢lovek skor ,,je, ktorym ,,zije*, nez takym,
o ktorom by iba ,,vedel“. Odvazim sa povedat, ze zdkladom celé¢ho gréckeho
zivota — prave tak konania ako aj poznania — bola prave takato bazalna
skusenost oslovujuceho sveta.

Tam, kde je predmetny svet pre modernu vedu puhou ozvenou jej
vlastného volania, tam je svet — aspon tak ako mu rozumeli Gréci — primarne
hlasom, ktorym sa nam prihovadra tento svet sam, je hlasom, ktorym nas
zaroven aj vyzyva k odpovedaniu.

Poiésis tak prenikd celkom antickej skuasenosti, je vyjadrenim

dialektickej jednoty, v ktorej sa Clovek a svet snubia navziajom. V tejto

7 Nie nadarmo J. Lacroix sp4ja Gdiv s obdivom, a to doslovne: ,,Obdiv, to v skuto¢nosti znamena udiv (Lacroix 1970,

68). Tak ako v obdive zabudame samych seba, v zanieteni pre druhé ¢i pre druhého vystupujeme zo svojho ja, ako
,,Jj€ obdiv realizaciou toho najlepSieho, ¢o v sebe nosime* (Lacroix 1970, 69), tym, ze sa vidime v nejakom vzore,
tak je udiv vlastnym patosom filozofa preto, Ze sa v iom vidi v tom, o samotny udiv vyvolava, Ze to, Co vyvolava
udiv, je tym, ¢o v sebe nosi. Ak je udiv zaciatkom filozofie (Platon 1990c, 155D, Aristotelés 2008, 982b 12), potom
je tento udiv vyrazom jednoty: divit’ sa, to predovSetkym znamend priznavat’ sa (homologein) k tomu, ¢o je — v
Herakleitovom zmysle — logos.
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suvislosti treba poznamenat, Ze ani Aristotelovo rozclenenie vied, ktoré
podava v Metafyzike, na vedy teoretické, praktické a poietické?®, tuto zdkladnu
suvztaznost, tato integralnu jednotu nielenZze nepopiera, ale, naopak,
predpokladd ju. Aristotelovo rozdelenie vied, ako vieme, je rozdelenim na
zadklade predmetu, ktorym sa jednotlivé vedy zaoberaju, a teda na zaklade
ciela, ktory ich vedie. Prdve tato orientidcia podl'a predmetu, podla ,veci
samej*“, bola charakteristicka — v najSirSom zmysle slova — prave pre poiésis.
To, ze Aristoteles hovori aj o samostatnej poiétickej vede sice znamena, ze
jej vymedzuje konkrétnu oblast pdsobenia, samostatny predmet, avSak
samotné jej osamostatnenie je vedené tym, ¢o toto osamostatnenie sposobuje
a ¢o — v duchu Metafyziky — je sticno samo. Aristotelova katalogizacia vied
preto nevyrastd z toho, s ¢im sa tak vyrazne stretdvame v modernej vede v
podobe rozvrhujuceho rozumu, ale z veci samych. Téato katalogizacia je tak
sama vlastne odpovedou — odpovedou na to, ako sa ndm prihovara sama vec.
Vec je tym, na ¢o nas nabada, k akej odpovedi nas vedie.

Tento motiv sa ukazuje ako urcujlci pre to, ¢o mam na mysli pod
formulaciou ,poiésis ako vyzva pre modernu filozofiu*“. Tato vyzva je v
prvom rade vyzvou k obratu naSho myslenia. Obrat myslenia, o ktory tu ide,
nie je obratom k novym predmetom ¢i témam, k nieComu, ¢o by vo
filozofickom diskurze doposial absentovalo. Poiésis v takomto zmysle nie je
novou témou. Naopak, mozZnoze je dokonca tym najstarSim, c¢o nés
zamestndva a z ¢oho odddvna vyviera aj celok toho, ¢o nazyvame filozofiou’.
Pokial hovorim o obrate myslenia, myslim tym obrat myslenia samotného,
teda odvrat od takého myslenia, ktoré je iba pred-stavujlice a ktoré sa v nas —
¢1 uz pravom alebo nepravom — zafixovalo ako vyluéné, k takému mysleniu,
ktoré sa v nas skor deje, ktoré vyviera via¢Smi z ucasti, nez z nejakej vedomej
aktivity subjektu'®.

V tomto zmysle nachadzame u Grékov velmi silna inSpiraciu, aj ked
nemodzeme zostat iba pri nich. Od ¢ias gréckej filozofie sa v naSom mysleni

totiz udialo nieco, ¢o nemoZno uzZ obist, €o si vyzaduje hlboku filozoficku

8 Porov.: Aristoteles 2008, 1064a 10.

Napriek ,,rozmanitosti ndlad myslenia* ostava filozofia — aspon podl'a M. Heideggera — stale jednym a tym istym.
Porov.: Heidegger 2006, 113-145.

Gadamerovo tvrdenie, ,,ze ,(filozofia“ je stile tou istou udalostou l'udského bytia, vyznacujucou c¢loveka ako
Cloveka, a Ze v nej neexistuje pokrok, ale iba ucastenstvo™ (Gadamer 2010, 9), je, podl'a mdéjho nazoru, azda
najpregnantnejSou formulaciou myslienky filozofickej hermeneutiky, poukazujicej na neudrzatel'nost’ vylucnosti
onoho objektivizujuceho myslenia.
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reflexiu, rozsahom azda podobnu tej gréckej. Nejde predsa o to, aby sme
mysleli tak, ako mysleli Gréci. Grécke myslenie je uz v istom zmysle pre néas
nepristupné. Patri minulosti. A spolu s nim zostdvaju ndm nepristupnymi aj
vSetky archai, ktoré zobudzali grécku mysel. Kde sa Gréci navracali k
prapociatkom, tam my — zijuci uz nie len vo svete, ale aj v dejindch — vieme,
ze kazdy névrat je napokon dalSim krokom vpred, Ze pociatok je -
kierkegardovsky povedané — vecou nekonecCnej reflexie.

Hoci je mysSlienka poiésis povodne grécka, nejde len o to, aby sme ju
vyextrahovali z jej povodného kontextu, vtesnali do suradnic nésho
sucasného sveta, a tym sa ju snazili nejakym sposobom napodobnovat; tuto
mySlienku skoér vnimam ako posolstvo, ono posolstvo, ktoré — napriec

dejinami — v roznosti podani hovori napokon stale to isté.
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»A PICTURE HOLDS US CAPATIVE”: IDEOLOGY, IDENTITY AND THE
PROCESS OF RECOGNITION

SEBASTIAN BANDELIN, Philipps-Universitit, Marburg

The theory of recognition is an important approach for the development and normative foundation of a critical social
theory. One central thesis is here that the formation of a positive personal identity depends on the affirmation by others
in contexts of mutual recognition and that this affirmation is the decisive normative criteria for the constitution of social
institutions. But insofar as this personal identity is in many cases only conceived as an identification of the actor with
his own qualities and abilities, it follows that the social context, in which this positive personal identity is achieved,
remains arbitrary. The trouble is here that the affirmation of a certain personal identity may than correspond to the
existing expectations of the actor and ensure his integrity but at the same also reaffirm the power relations of the social
context, in which this identity was formed. I want to develop in the second part of my paper an alternative, which may
help to avoid this problem. Recognizing has to be conceived not as a affirmation of an already existing identity, but as a
social process. In this process the actors are always confronted with unintended social consequences of their actions for
others and are therefore led to a crisis and reformulation of their actual personal identity. Mutual critique is in this view
the condition to elucidate the action-guiding dispositions and beliefs of actors and social groups and to come to a better
self-understanding. In consequence, critique refers to blockades of this process of experience, in which existing
practical identities and institutionalized rules are questioned and reformulated.

Keywords: Ideology — Justice - Identity — Recognition

The theory of recognition is an important approach for the development
and normative foundation of a critical social theory. With the concept of
recognition Honneth tries to elaborate the normative foundations of critique
and to connect given experiences of injustice and claims for respect with
social movements and transformations of the whole society. I want to show in
this paper that these intentions of Honneth’s theory can only be realized if
some of its key-concepts, especially those of practical identity, are
reformulated and based on other foundations. But before I come to this, it
may be helpful to structure and to summarize this complex program of a
critical social theory by distinguishing the three following points:

First, Honneth’s theory includes a concept of social justice. The central
idea is that the possibility of actors to achieve within their social relations a
positive self-conception or a positive practical identity has to count as the
central criterion to evaluate the justice or injustice of the social order in
question. This positive practical identity is conceived as a result of an
identification of the actor with his own wishes and abilities. I will say more
about this in the following part. Second, it is said that such an identification
and thereby the formation of a positive practical identity is only possible if
these abilities and wishes of the actors are also affirmed or recognized by
others. And this affirmation must find its own expression not only in isolated
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acts or on the level of direct interaction but also on an institutional level
(Honneth 2000: 57). Third, the normative development of a society is in this
perspective the result of a conflict, in which social groups and movements
struggle to fulfil their claims for recognition. But the claims for recognition
of these social groups and movements need to be justified. And such a
justification cannot be based on essential features of the human nature or
transhistorical norms. Rather, it has to refer to the norms of recognition,
which are established within a given society. These norms, as Honneth
interprets them, shape our character and whole world-view in such a deep
manner that it is nearly impossible to distance ourselves from them. They
form our practical identities as ways we understand ourselves as actors. Love
and the satisfaction of needs in the sphere of personal relations, respect in
the sphere of formal rights and social esteem in the sphere of social division
of labour can count as such norms. They define what we can legitimately
expect from others within a certain sphere of interaction. In this way, the
articulation of claims has to be justified by showing that accepted norms of
recognition are not fully realized within a certain context or within a certain
institution. In consequence, justified critique is here always bound to an
already existing normative consensus and it seems impossible, that it will
overcome it (Boltanski and Honneth 2009, 97).

In what follows, I will try to reconstruct and to criticize these three
points of Honneth’s argumentation and to develop an alternative, inspired by
the social philosophy of Hegel and its pragmatist reinterpretation.

I will come to the first point. To clarify the concept of a positive
practical identity, the central criterion for social justice in his theory,
Honneth goes back to analytical considerations about this topic, especially
those of Harry G. Frankfurt (cf. Honneth 1994: 327). According to this the
practical identity of a person is given by her identification with her own
wishes and abilities. It is an essential characteristic of human beings that
they are not directly pushed by their wishes and desires, but that they are
able to evaluate them, to identify with some of them and to thereby decide
which ones should guide their course of action. Therefore they need some
deep values, or as he calls them in other contexts second order volutions,

which are the basis of this evaluation of their wishes. ,,Someone has a desire
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of the second order either when he wants simply to have a certain desire or
when he wants a certain desire to be his will. In situations of the latter kind,
I shall call his second order desires “second order volutions” [...]. Now it is
having second order volutions [...] that I regard as essential to being a
person” (Frankfurt 1971, 8). These evaluations or deep values constitute the
character or practical identity of an actor which guides him in his practical
decision making. The theory of recognition completes this conception by
claiming that persons need the affirmation or the recognition of others to
build up such stable identifications and to develop a positive practical
identity. With this argument, recognition given by others and by social
institutions is the necessary condition for the formation of a practical
identity and for the realization of social justice, but at the same time the
social relations in which the actors recognize each other have no influence on
the content of that practical identity. This point needs of course some
clarification. What counts as recognizable, which qualities of the actors are
affirmed by others and what can therefore constitute their practical identity,
is always bound to an existing normative order. Thus, the actions and
qualities we estimate change with the development of social institutions. But
the problem remains that this concept of practical identity is nevertheless
individualistic or self-centered. This means here that the content of the
practical identity of an actor is only defined by his relations to his own
qualities and not by his relationship to his social environment. In this
conception, recognition is in danger of being used only for instrumental
reasons. Social relations and institutions can be seen by the actor only as
means for his own ends: for the realization and stabilization of his own
practical identity. On the other side, insofar as personal identity is in many
cases only conceived as an identification of the actor with his own qualities
and abilities, it follows that the social context in which this positive personal
identity 1is achieved remains arbitrary. This is not only an abstract
philosophical, or, as Honneth puts it, historical problem. To take a concrete
example: Some companies established arrangements like the “election to the
worker or colleague of the month”. They thereby want to compensate
motivational problems of their employees and strengthen their bindings to the

company, but without giving them higher salaries or more decision-making
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competences. In this case, the need to be recognized is used instrumentally:
the company gives recognition, but it uses it as a means to motivate to the
expected actions.

The trouble here is that the affirmation of a certain personal identity
may correspond to the existing expectations of the actor and ensure his
integrity, but at the same time reaffirm the power relations of the social
context in which this identity was formed. As long as the actors achieve some
kind of positive practical identity at all, there can be no critical discussion
on the question of how and by whom it is determined who receives
recognition and for what. The actors do not appear here as participants in the
constitution and organization of their social relations but as needy receivers
of means for their individual ends. With that Honneth's theory of recognition
is open to criticisms which can be formulated on the background of
Althusser's theory of ideology. This theory reflects the dependence of the
isolated individual on established criteria of recognition. From this
perspective these criteria of recognition also determine the demands the
actors have to fulfill to get accepted within a given social order: it tries to
show that some practical identities are nothing but an adaption to these
demands (Althusser 2010, 96). In consequence, a critical reflection has to
refer also to the demands these orders set as conditions of recognizability, as
well as to the exclusions these conditions imply. Therefore the model of
critique offered by Honneth is no longer sufficient: it is not enough to
explain the normative grammar of social conflicts. Rather, a critical
discussion and evaluation of basic assumptions implied in this grammar are
necessary. Critique has to be conceived as critique based on these criteria of
recognition as well as critique of these criteria itself. Especially if we have
learned from the theory of recognition how much the self-understanding of
individuals and social groups depends on the recognition of others, we have
to take into account that this dependence could be exploited in asymmetrical
relations in which only one side defines the criteria of recognition.

To avoid these problems, recognizing has to be conceived not as an
affirmation of an already existing identity, but as a social process. In this
process the actors and social groups are always confronted with unintended

social consequences of their actions for others and are therefore led to a
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crisis and reformulation of their actual practical identity. I think that some
passages of the early writings of Hegel can be interpreted as a critique of an
individualistic understanding of practical identity. He also has a normative
ideal of mutual recognition, but it is impossible to understand this ideal by
referring to the level of individualistic practical identity alone. He rather
shows that the realization of a practical identity depends on the organization
and creation of common relations. This becomes clear in parts of his
phenomenology of spirit, in which he unfolds what he calls the “pure concept
of recognition”. The actors and their actions are always embedded in a shared
social context. That is the reason why an action can never count only as an
expression of the self-understanding of the actor; it is at the same time also
the creation of a relationship to other persons. Who is engaged into practical
decision making never only refers to his own desires, abilities and deep
values. He must also reflect on his relations to other persons, their claims,
rights, etc. This implies that every practical identity, and hence the
conceptions which guide our practical decision making, include not only a
concept of the own self but also a concept of the other self. ,,A self-
consciousness exists for a self-consciousness. Only so 1is it fact self-
consciousness; for only in this way does the unity of itself in its otherness
become explicit for it” (Hegel 1977: 110). The actor sees himself as a part in
a common relation - and he sees the other as someone who sees himself also
as a part in a common relation. The same idea was reformulated by John
Dewey in the following way: ,,Each acts, insofar as the connection is known,
in view of the connection. Individuals do the thinking, desiring and
purposing, but what they think of is the consequences of their behavior upon
that of others and that of others against themselves” (Dewey 1984, 250). The
content of practical identity is here defined by the relationship to other
actors. But that means that the realization of his intentions never depends on
him alone. The actor can realize his practical identity, which includes, as we
saw, always a concept of his own self and those of others, only insofar as
this practical identity corresponds to that of the others. The others need to
interpret their relationship in the same way as he does. ,,Each sees the other
do the same as it does; each [...] does what it does only insofar as the other

does the same. [...] Thus the action has a double significance not only
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because it is directed against itself as well as against the other, but also
because it is indivisibly the action of one as well as of the other” (Hegel
1977, 112).

But it cannot be taken for granted that all participants in a common
relation have in fact a corresponding interpretation that they in fact
understand themselves and others in the same way as the others do. Thus it is
not self-evident that there is or always will be such a shared interpretation of
the common situation. But if there is no corresponding interpretation, if the
actor understands her own claims, rights and duties as well as the claims,
rights and duties of others differently from the others, then the realization of
their practical identities fails. That means: if there is such a difference, then
there will also be a difference between the intentions of the actor and the
factual social consequences caused by her actions. I will call this the
difference between acting and doing. But to elucidate this difference between
acting and doing the actor needs the reactions and responses of the others.
The other is needed to become aware of the social consequences caused by
the action or of its social meaning. It is only in communication with others
that we learn whether something that we did can count as the realization of
our practical identities, which includes, as we saw, always a concept of our
own self and those of the others, or if we missed our claims. This mutual
critique i1s the precondition to explicate the existing action-guiding beliefs,
to evaluate them and eventually to reformulate them. We cannot know what
we are before we act, because we need the reactions and the critique of
others to reflect upon the preconditions of our actions, especially action-
guiding beliefs and dispositions. In consequence, the normative ideal of
recognition has to be placed on two levels. First, its realization depends on
the question of whether the actors remain open minded for such a form of
mutual critique and for the questioning of their existing practical identities.
Second, it depends on an institutionalization of such a process of mutual
critique and the possibility of every actor to participate in this process
equally.

To summarize this point: In Honneth's conception recognition is always
an affirmation of what someone actually is. In the proposed alternative,

recognizing is the process in which someone learns that she did something
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other than she expected. No-one can know who he or she is, before he has
engaged in some kind of action. The reactions of others provoked by the
social consequences of an action are the condition to achieve a deeper self-
understanding, and this means to achieve a critical distance towards the own
action-guiding beliefs and dispositions. Hence, recognizing is not an
affirmation of an already existing practical identity but the possibility to
become different.

And this holds not only on the level of the individual, but also on that of
collective habits and institutions. Even if these institutions are established
with the best intentions, no one can foresee the whole range of social
consequences they may provoke. So what I called the difference between
acting and doing, between the intentions of the actor and the social
consequences of the action, reappears here on a higher level. It may be
conceived as the difference between the ends these institutions were created
for and the social reality they produce. To realize a Hegelian ideal of
recognition on that level, a democratic public in the sense of John Dewey is
needed. Such a democratic public has to give all actors the possibility to
articulate how they are affected by the existing institutions and to formulate
claims for a rearrangement. ,,The public consists of all those who are affected
by the indirect consequences of transactions to such an extent that it is
deemed necessary to have those consequences systematically cared for”
(Dewey 1984, 245-246). This ideal of recognizing refers not to a perfect set
of institutions but to the possibility to correct mistakes. The normative ideal
of recognition has to be conceived as a social process in which social groups
are confronted with unintended social consequences of their institutions and
are therefore led to a crisis and reformulation of the norms guiding these
institutions. ,, The formation of state must be an experimental process”
(Dewey 1984, 256). The scope of such a public cannot be limited to a certain
set of institutions, but it has to be expanded to all of them, especially the
economy. ,,The idea of democracy is a wider and fuller idea than can be
exemplified in the state even at its best. To be realized it must affect all
modes of human association, the family, school, industry, religion” (Dewey
1984, 325). The democratic public is the realm in which a common

elucidation of problematic social consequences of the existing institutions
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takes place. This elucidation is then the background for a critical reflection
on, and a reformulation of the guiding norms of these institutions. At the
level of the individual, the reflection on social consequences is the condition
for a critical distance towards the existing social norms. The difference to
the conception of Honneth should be clear. For him, every claim for
recognition has to be justified by referring to the existing normative order. In
the alternative I proposed in this paper, recognizing is the process through
which the existing social norms and institutions guided by these norms are
questioned and reformulated. In consequence, critique refers to blockades of
this process of experience in which existing practical identities and

institutionalized rules are questioned and reformulated.
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ENVIROMENTALNI ASPEKTY
BONDYHO INVALIDNICH SOUROZENCU

MILAN CMAR, Katedra filosofie FF UP, Pardubice

The goal of this contribution is to point out the environmental opinions of Egon Bondy
which appeal in his work Invalidni sourozenmci. The paper shows the role of
environmental themes in author’s philosophical conception and moreover, the connection
between Bondy’s environmental and philosophical ideas is highlighted. The further aim
is to categorize Bondy’s propositions to the environmental (or environmentally ethical)
movements.

Keywords: Egon Bondy - Czech Philosophy - Environmental Philosophy - Nature -
Classless Society

Hlavnim tukolem tohoto pfispévku je ukazat, Zze Egona Bondyho
nemusime chapat pouze jako myslitele zabyvajiciho se ontologickymi ¢i
axiologickymi otdzkami, ale i environmentdlni problematikou. Timto kratkym
¢lankem chci poukdzat na to, jakym zplasobem se objevuji environmentalni
otazky v Bondyho dile!. Abych co nejvice zuzil téma ptispévku, rozhodl jsem
se vybrat pouze jedno dilo, Bondyho nejproslulejsi prozu, Invalidni

sourozenci’.

Pted tim, nez se pustime do analyzy environmentalnich tezi Invalidnich
sourozencu, je zapotiebi, abychom si ve stru¢nosti uvedli néco mélo o
filosofovi a o knize samotné. Egon Bondy (1930 — 2007), vlastnim jménem
Zbynék FiSer, patifi k nejvyznamnéjSim ceskym myslitelim druhé poloviny
dvacatého stoleti. Je autorem vice jak padesati praci z oblasti filosofie, prozy
i poezie. Za hlavni body jeho filosofického tdzani mizZeme pokladat koncept
takzvané nesubstan¢ni ontologie, otdzky po smyslu lidského Zivota ¢i
religionisticka témata. Ve vétSiné jeho prozaickych dél a filosofickych
esejich se zfetelné objevuje kritika redlného socialismu ¢i tfidni spolecnosti.

V polistopadové dobé se Bondy vymezuje rovnéz proti vladnoucimu rezimu a

' K dals§im Bondyho diléim, ve kterych se objevuji environmentélni otazky, miizeme poc&itat napt. filosofické prace

Utécha z ontologie (napsano 1962) &i Juliiny otdzky (1970), z fady prozaickych dél uved’'me Nepovidku (1983) nebo
Bezejmennou (1987). Environmentalni problematika se objevuje i v politologickych esejich, naptf. v dile O
globalizaci (2005).

Omezena délka prispévku nedovoluje, abychom se zaméfili na environmentalni tématiku v Bondyho dile
komplexnéji. Je zapotiebi upozornit, Zze Bondyho environmentalni stanoviska nejsou konzistentni, 1épe feCeno — jeho
postoj k environmentalnim otdzkdm se Casto méni, i presto ale mizeme tvrdit, ze vzdy zastdva jakysi pro-
environmentalni postoj. Neda se tedy fici, Ze by Bondy za celou dobu tvorby zastaval tataz stanoviska (Viz Cmar
2012, 57).
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je jednim z nejhlasitéjSich kritikd kapitalismu. Je jisté dilezité pfipomenout
si, ze zakladem Bondyho filosofovani je marxismus, respektive marxisticka

dialektika.

Invalidni sourozenci jsou filosofickym antiutopickym roméanem, ktery
lici mozny vyvoj lidstva v totalitnim socialistickém rezimu. Kniha
pifedstavuje zivot clovéka v daleké budoucnosti, ktery nenalezl smysl a
vyznam svého Zzivota. Jeho existence je naprosto skeptickd a nihilisticka.
Invalidni sourozenci jsou dilem, ve kterém jsou zfetelné patrny autorovy
obavy ze zni¢eni pfirody lidstvem. Environmentalni tématika je tedy jednim
z ustfednich motivil tohoto dila. Je nutné podotknout, ze popisovana
spolecnost je alegorii k totalitni socialistické spolecnosti, jak ji vidél Bondy
v sedmdesatych letech v Ceskoslovensku. Hlavni postavy, A. a B., neboli
bratranec a sestfenice, jsou invalidnimi dichodci. Z pohledu socialistické
spole¢nosti v Ceskoslovensku piedstavuji skupinu intelektualt, kteii byli ze

spolecnosti ideologicky odstranéni.

Po obecném ptedstaveni dila nam nalezi podivat se, jaké
environmentalni problémy Bondy v romanu reflektuje. Bondy v celém dile
poukazuje na problémy clovéka, ktery se soustavné nezodpovédné stavi
k Zivotnimu prostfedi. Environmentdlni tématika je v dile Uzce spjata
s kritikou totalitni spole€nosti, jez <clovéku brani v seberealizaci a
v zodpovédném zivotnim stylu. Roméan je prostoupen celou fadou motivi, jez

symbolizuji autorovu obavu o vyvoj Zivota na planeté jako takové.

D¢j roméanu se odehrava na ostrové, ktery ziustal jako jediny kus zemé
na planeté nezatopeny vodou. Respektive nejen vodou samotnou, ale i smési
nejriznéjSich oleji, chemikélii a odpadkl. Bondy ironicky dodava, ze ve
vodach se nebylo mozné utopit a to kviali jeji hustoté. Podél cest na ostrove
se tvofily obrovské kopce odpadkl, které tam lidé vyhazovali. Odpadky se
hromadily, jelikoz ,, s rozvojem paté védecko-technické revoluce nebylo treba
sbéru odpadovych surovin, protozZe bylo lacinéjsi vyrabét nejnovéjsi uméelé
hmoty z volného dusiku a kysliku v atmosfére”“ (Bondy 2002, 106). Z téchto
tezi mizeme usuzovat, ze otazka zneciStovani planety clovékem byla pro
Bondyho velice zivd a aktudlni. Bondy v dile znatelné kritizuje ¢lovéka jako

vladce nad vSim zivym, odsuzuje jeho pansky pfistup k okolnimu svétu. Za
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tragicky stav zivotniho prostoru si ¢lovék muze sam, protoze ,se (mu)
priserné vymstilo jeho manipulovdani se vSim, prirodou, rostlinstvem a
zviraty. Manipuloval tak dlouho, az doslo pravdy prislovi o tom, kdo cim
zachadzi tim také schazi... svét, vesmir, proud byti, na nichz se (clovék)
neuveéritelnym zpisobem dopoustél neuvéritelnych zhovadilosti, nechaly ho

proste v tom, co udéelal” (Bondy 2002, 106).

Na ostrové nezili téméf zadni zivocichové. VSechna hospodafska zvitata
byla zabita pfi bombardovani. Dtive zila na vesnicich, ale po
zracionalizovani a zcentralizovdni chovi byla pfesunuta do velkovyroben,
které byly zasazeny bombami, tak uz na ostrové zddna hospodaiska zvitata
neexistovala. Elektronické iontové kypteni jiz po né€kolik staleti nahrazovalo
tradi¢ni zpisoby zemédélského obdéldvani pidy. Zemcédélskd troda byla
bezvyhradné zavisld technice, ktera ji obhospodatovala. Kvili nizkému poctu
poli a ptelidnéni byly obyvatelé nuceni vyrdbét potraviny synteticky.
Obycejna potrava se vyrabéla z atmosférického dusiku a kysliku, ty nejlepsi

potraviny poté ze syntetického uhli ¢i z umélého benzinu (Bondy 2002, 35).

Z téchto Bondyho mySlenek mizeme odvodit, Zze si pln¢ ovédomoval a
obaval se problému uZivnosti ¢lovéka na planeté, coz je jeden z hlavnich
globdlnich environmentdlnich problémi dneSniho svéta. Za aktudlni riziko
dneSniho svéta se pocita rovnéZ souvisejici problém pielidnéni planety, ktery

Bondy v dile rovnéZ reflektuje.

Dalsi kritiku moderniho ¢lovéka podava Bondy v lidské zavislosti na
technice. Pravé technika totiz clovéka odpoutdvd od bytostného vztahu
k pfirodé¢ a tak ho z ni vydéluje. V romdnu je technika jednou z hlavnich
ptfic¢in katastrofdlniho stavu zivotniho prostiedi