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Jiny hlas: Bergstrom, 29. 1. 84, nedéle.

Nejdriv bychom méli dneska prileZitost tady pfivitat mezi sebou profesora Larse Bergstréma, ktery
prednasi takzvanou - pfimo se tak jmenuje - praktickou filosofii ve Stockholmu. Plivodné ve Stockholmu
a ted v Uppsale. Statni filosof pro praktickou filosofii, se mini hlavné filosofie hodnot, mordlini filosofie
neboli etika a politicka filosofie. To vSe se u nich v ramci prakticke filosofie uci.

No a jeho zvlastnim tématem je mezilidské, interpersondlini srovnavani uzitku, blahobytu, a jeho drivé;jsi
téma je misto hodnotovych soudt ve védé. We are very grateful for your visit. We are very sorry that we
are so few here, but | can assure you that others will be great because we have an ability to reproduce it.
Jiny hlas: Are you going to translate what | say?

Jiny hlas: In some small sentences, at least for some of us.

Jiny hlas: Perhaps some of you know that there has been a great deal of discussion about the place of
evaluations in science, especially social science.

Jiny hlas: MozZna Ze néktefi z vas védi, Ze byla velika diskuse o tom, jaké misto ma hodnoceni ve védach,
zejména tedy ve spolecenskych védach.

Jiny hlas: I think this has many reasons, many causes, but one of them is perhaps that if you don't like the
results of social science, you can say that well, they have been influenced by certain values which are not
so good. So we don't really have to take the results so seriously.

Jiny hlas: To ma mnoho davodd, proc takova diskuse vznikla a stale se o ni mluvi. Ale jeden, mozna
hlavni, nebo alespon jeden z hlavnich z nich je v tom, Ze kdyZ se vam nelibi néjaké vysledky védeckého
vyzkumu, tak vzdycky mate moznost fici, Ze ta véda vychazi z jakéhosi pochybného hodnoceni, které
prosté je problematické, Ze se vam nelibi, a proto ty vysledky nemusime brat vazné.

Jiny hlas: And on the other hand, people can so to say defend the results of social science by saying that it
is not dependent upon the values at all, it's strictly scientific.

Jiny hlas: A na druhé strané zase mohou néktefi lidé tvrdit, Ze pravé védeckost té spolecenské védy
spociva v tom, Ze to pravé viibec nezavisi na zadném hodnoceni a Ze je to pravé striktné védecké v tom,
Ze to na tom hodnoceni nezavisi.

Jiny hlas: But | think that the most orthodox view, the most common view among philosophers about this
thing is that there is one sense in which value judgments do influence science and another way in which
they do not, and you have to distinguish here.

Jiny hlas: Ale nejcastéji se setkdvame s tim, Ze se ma za to, Ze na jedné strané jsou takové obory nebo
takové zalezitosti, jimiZz se véda mizZe zabyvat, aniz by hodnotila, a Ze naopak zase jsou takové, kde bez
hodnoceni viibec ta véda si nem(Ze nic pocit.

Jiny hlas: And one then thinks often that you have to distinguish between scientific research, the scientific
process of the work on the one hand, and the scientific results which come out as an end product of this
process on the other.

Jiny hlas: A je také treba rozliSovat dost dlisledné, Ze je rozdil mezi tim, jak véda pracuje, jak zkouma a jak
vysSetfuje, a na druhé strané, jaké jsou jeji vysledky.

Jiny hlas: And then one can assume that in the scientific research, in the process, which is a kind of
sequence of decisions that the researcher goes through, this is often influenced by the values, the value
assumptions that the researcher has. So the process, the work, is influenced by evaluations.

Jiny hlas: A pak je moZné Fici, Ze ten postup védeckého badani, ten proces védeckého zkoumani, ten
samoziejmé Ze se neobejde bez rozhodovani, které podléha tém hodnoticim soudiim a nem(Ze se bez
nich obejit.

Jiny hlas: But on the other hand, the results that come out of the process are thought not to be
dependent upon values. Of course, one can say that the results are what they are and not other results



because of the process, but the truth or falsity of the results is independent of values.

Jiny hlas: A pak je moZno Fici na druhé strané, Ze ty vysledky ovsemze jsou na tom procesu poznani
samém jen z¢asti zavislé, nebo zejména na téch prvcich zavislych na hodnoceni Ze jsou vlastné nezavislé.
Ze ty vysledky se jaksi ocistuji od téch hodnoticich soudd a plati nezavisle na nich.

Jiny hlas: This is, | think, just an example of an ordinary psychological phenomenon, namely that we see
what we want to see in many cases. But whether what we see is true or false is still an objective question.
Jiny hlas: Je to jakasi obdoba obecné zkusenosti, Ze vlastné vzdycky vidime, co chceme vidét, a Ze to tedy
zalezi na nasem rozhodovani, ale Ze ty vysledky, k nimz dochazime, Ze prosté jsou spravné nebo
nespravné nezavisle na téch hodnoticich soudech.

Jiny hlas: So this is the orthodox view | think. And now | want to discuss an argument against this
orthodox view.

Jiny hlas: A tohleto tedy zhruba je takové ortodoxni pojeti. Ale ted chci uvést néjaké argumenty proti
tomuhle ortodoxnimu pojeti.

Jiny hlas: And this is the argument that | have written down on this handout, these points one, two,
three, four, five, six to eight.

Jiny hlas: A to je praveé ten argument, ktery jsem tady napsal na ten papir, ktery jste dostali, téchto osm
bodd.

Jiny hlas: And this argument is a condensation of a book which has been published in Sweden, | think one
year ago, by a political scientist in Sweden.

Jiny hlas: A to je stanovisko jedné knihy, ktera vysla pred n&jakym ¢asem ve Svédsku, myslim pred rokem,
od jednoho politologa ve Svédsku.

Jiny hlas: It is the works cited here in the second point, Power, Theory and Value.

Jiny hlas: Je to knizka, ktera je citovana v té dvojce, Moc, teorie a hodnota.

Jiny hlas: And the author, you can see the name of the author on the third line from the bottom on the
handout, Falkemark.

Jiny hlas: To je autor té knihy, co tam mate ve Ctvrté radce na zacatku té dvojky, Falkemark.

Jiny hlas: And he is a political scientist.

Jiny hlas: Je to politicky védec nebo politolog.

Jiny hlas: And he discusses as an example from political science, an American political scientist by the
name of Dahl. You can see his name on the first line.

Jiny hlas: On tam pouziva jako priklad z politické védy argument amerického politologa Dahla, to je hned
to prvni slovo v tom prvnim odstavci.

Jiny hlas: In American political science there has been a debate concerning the question of whether the
United States is governed by a ruling elite, one elite, or whether it is rather the case that the United
States are governed by several, many competing groups, but not one elite.

Jiny hlas: Ve Spojenych statech trva uz dlouhou dobu velka diskuse o tom, zda spolecnost ve Spojenych
statech je vedena nebo fizena jednotnou spolecenskou elitou, anebo zda téch spolecenskych elit je vic,
které intervenuji a spolu plsobi na vyvoj té spolecnosti.

Jiny hlas: In the ideology in the United States, people like to believe that there is not one elite which
governs everything, but there are several competing groups. And this is called pluralism. And Dahl, he is
a pluralist. He believes that there are several competing groups.

Jiny hlas: Vlastné ideologicky vzato jsou ve Spojenych statech presvédceni, Ze téch elit, které fidi nebo
vedou spolecnost a které spolu néjak soupefi o vedeni spole¢nosti, Ze je vic. A fika se tomu tradi¢né
pluralismus. Ten Dahl je zastance toho pluralismu.

Jiny hlas: And then there is another group of political scientists in America who think that there is one
ruling elite. And they are called the elitists. And examples are C. Wright Mills and Bachrach and Baratz
for example.

Jiny hlas: Na druhé strané jsou ve Spojenych statech védci, ktefi jsou presvédéeni o tom, Ze ve



skutecnosti tu spole¢nost vede jenom jedna elita. A tém se Fika elitisté. Pfedstavitelem je C. Wright Mills,
jeho knizka vysla v Sedesatych letech tady, a Bachrach a Baratz, to jenom jako priklad zastancl tohoto
nazoru.

Jiny hlas: And then Dahl has tried to make a scientific investigation to show that he is right and to prove
that there is no ruling elite in the United States.

Jiny hlas: A Dahl se pokusil védecky, vyargumentované prokazat, Zze ma pravdu on, kdyz fika, ze Zadna
takova jedna jedina elita, ktera by fidila, ve Spojenych statech neni, nybrz Ze téch elit je vic.

Jiny hlas: But Falkemark in this book, he tries to show that Dahl's result, that there is no ruling elite, is
dependent upon value judgments.

Jiny hlas: Ale ten Falkemark, zminény v tom druhém bodé a ktery napsal tu knihu ve Svédsku, ten
analyzuje tu Dahlovu knihu a ukazuje, Ze ty zavéry, ke kterym Dahl do3el, nevyplyvaji z toho materialu,
ktery tam analyzuje, nybrz Ze vyplyvaji z jakychsi primarnich hodnoticich soudd, které jsou celému tomu
materialu implantovany.

Jiny hlas: So if Falkemark's argument is correct, then the orthodox view is wrong.

Jiny hlas: Jestlize Falkemark méa ovsem pravdu, no tak to ortodoxni uceni je falesné.

Jiny hlas: But | think that Falkemark's argument is not correct.

Jiny hlas: Ja sam si ale nemyslim, Ze ten Falkemarktv argument je v poradku.

Jiny hlas: But | think that it is instructive to discuss his argument because it is much more explicit and
much more concrete than most arguments in this area.

Jiny hlas: PovaZzuiji ale za instruktivni o tom jeho argumentu diskutovat, protoze je mnohem explicitnéjsi a
mnohem konkrétnéjsi nez vétsina argumentt v této oblasti.

Jiny hlas: | think that Falkemark's argument is better than many other arguments in this field because it is
more concrete and tied to concrete examples.

Jiny hlas: Vérim, ze Falkemarkutiv argument je Iépe vypracovan nez mnoho jinych argument( v té oblasti,
protoZe je konkrétné;jsi a vazany na konkrétni priklady.

Jiny hlas: And because the argument is so explicit and concrete, it is possible to say what is wrong with it.
In many other cases it is impossible to find out what is wrong because they are too descriptive and
vague.

Jiny hlas: Praveé proto, Ze je |épe vypracovan, tak je snazsi ukazat, kde déla chyby. V mnoha jinych
pripadech to neni mozné u téch jinych autor(, protoZe jsou pfilis deskriptivni a pfilis vagni.

Jiny hlas: So the argument now starts from Dahl's definition of a ruling elite.

Jiny hlas: Ten argument tedy vychazi z Dahlovy definice vladnouci elity.

Jiny hlas: And that is in point one.

Jiny hlas: To je ten bod prvni.

Jiny hlas: He says that a ruling elite is a minority of individuals whose preferences regularly prevail in
cases of differences in preferences on key political issues.

Jiny hlas: Takze si pre¢teme ten prvni bod. Jeho pojeti znamen4, Ze vladnouci elita je mensinou
jednotlivcd, jejichz preferences - to je to, co uznavaji, Cemu davaji prednost (téZko se to preklada, idealy,
néco takového by se dalo fict, ale to je moc dopliujici) - tedy to, ¢emu davaji prednost, obvykle prevazi
nebo rozhodne v pripadech, kdy dochazi k riznicim, k rozdilim v tom, jak se hodnoti rozhoduijici politické
Ukoly nebo zavazky nebo cile. Tam, kde neni ve spolec¢nosti jasno, jsou diskrepance v tom, jak se chapou
rozhodujici, klicové politické Ukoly, tak tam je mozZno tu mensinu nazvat vladnouci elitou, jestlize v
takovych pripadech jeji hodnoceni a jeji zasady prevazuji, kdyz k tém rozporiim dojde. Ty rozpory se
vyresi v tom smyslu, jak to ta minorita, ta mensina vidi.

Jiny hlas: But in order to use this definition, one must know what a key political issue is, or... that means
the same as an important political issue. And in two, Falkemark tries to formulate Dahl's definition of
what that is, what the key political issue is.

Jiny hlas: A k tomu, aby tohle bylo mozZné pochopit a posoudit, tak potfebujeme védét, co znamenaji ty



klicové politické koly nebo zaméry, cile. V bodé druhém se tohle pokousi Falkemark formulovat jako
interpretaci Dahlova pojeti.

Jiny hlas: But now he says that it is possible to apply this criterion of what it is to be an important political
issue without bringing in value judgments or normative considerations. But it is impossible to decide to
apply this criterion without taking a political stand and to bring in moral values, a political standpoint, or
a moral standpoint. Yes.

Jiny hlas: Falkemark Fika, Ze je mozné aplikovat tu Dahlovu definici, ale pfi té aplikaci je nutno zaujmout
urcité politické stanovisko. Aniz bychom to ucinili, tak je neaplikujeme.

Jiny hlas: And that's what it says in point three. And he also says that in three, that the same would be
true with any alternative criterion of importance.

Jiny hlas: To je to, co fika v bodé tri. A totéz fika, Ze by platilo i o néjakém alternativnim kritériu.

Jiny hlas: And hence he says in point four that every criterion, like Dahl's, on what an important issue is,
must be based upon and defended by political or moral arguments or value judgments.

Jiny hlas: V bodé c¢tvrtém Falkemark fika, Ze Dahl m(iZze toho kritéria pouzit jediné tak, Ze to provadi na
zakladé néjakych hodnotovych soudd, to jest tfeba politickych nebo moralnich argumentd.

Jiny hlas: And therefore he says in point five that every conclusion concerning the distribution of power
within a society, which like Dahl's conclusion presupposes a study of important questions, must therefore
be dependent upon value judgments.

Jiny hlas: A proto v bodé pét uzavira, ze kazdy zavér, kazdy dasledek, ktery se vztahuje k distribuci moci v
urcité spolecnosti, tak jako v pripadé Dahla, predpoklada vyzkum, zkoumani takzvanych dulezitych
otazek. A proto - ponévadz co je dulezité, to je treba nejdriv zhodnotit - je takovy zavér naprosto zavisly
na hodnotovych soudech.

Jiny hlas: And this result of Falkemark's, he says in point six, cannot be avoided by a study of all issues,
because that would imply that all issues are equally important, which is also a value judgment, or by the
study of those issues which are regarded as important, because in that case the selection would then be
decided by other people's value judgments. So in both cases, the result would be dependent upon value
judgments anyway.

Jiny hlas: Tomuto zavéru se nemiZeme vyhnout tim, Ze budeme vysetrovat vsecky okolnosti, abychom se
vyhnuli tomu hodnoticimu soudu, Ze pozname vsecko, co se da poznat, vSechna fakta. ProtozZe to by
znamenalo, Ze vSechny ty okolnosti - tam jsou issues...

Jiny hlas: Ty okolnosti jsou stejné dulezité. Ale i to, kdyz bychom predpokladali, Ze jsou stejné dlleZité, je
spis hodnotici soud, to tam dodava.

A ted jesté pokracuje: Nebo studiem takovych podminek nebo okolnosti, které jsou povaZovany za
dalezité. | tak, kdyz jaksi to nebudeme hodnotit my, ale vezmeme jako fakt to hodnoceni tfeba v té
spoleénosti nebo tou elitou nebo podobné, Ze? Cili které jsou povazovany za duleZité. A v zavorce je:
ProtoZe ten vybér by byl pak rozhodnutej na zakladé hodnoticich soud( jinych lidi nez toho védce. Ale
stejné by tam ty hodnotici soudy byly.

So in point seven then, Falkenmark says that the value judgments which Dahl's result is dependent upon
must be included among the evidence for that result.

A v bodé sedm tedy fika Falkenmark, Ze ty hodnotici soudy, na nichz je ten vysledek, k némuz dospél
Dahl, zavisly, musi byt zahrnuty do toho, proc¢ ten vysledek je pfijat, jako evidentni. To jest, proc je
povazovan za spravny. Jo, tedy jestlize ten Dahldv vysledek je povazovan za opravnény, legitimni, spravny,
tak je to proto, Ze soucasti toho prijeti za spravné je ten hodnotici soud, respektive souhlas s tim jeho
hodnoticim soudem.

And then he reaches the final point eight, that the validity, the truth of the result is therefore dependent
upon these value judgments, among other things, but partly upon these value judgments.

A z toho vyplyva teda ten jeho zavér rozhoduijici, Ze platnost toho vysledku Dahlova nebo jakéhokoli



jiného je z toho davodu zavisla na téch hodnoticich soudech. Mimo jiné véci, to samoziejmé muze byt
zavisla jesté na ¢em jiném, ale je také zavisla na téch hodnoticich soudech.

And this result would be incompatible with orthodoxy, | suppose.

A tenhleten zavér ovsem by byl jaksi v nesouhlase s tim obvyklym ortodoxnim [nesrozumitelné].

And now | shall try to point to some mistakes in Falkenmark's argument. Falkenmark. First a minor point
which concerns points two. | think that the criterion which Falkenmark says that Dahl uses is not the
criterion that he does use.

A ted mam v umyslu ukazat na nékteré omyly v té Falkenmarkové argumentaci. Falkenmark. Pfedevsim
mam takovou mensi bod nebo mensi poznamku k tomu bodu dvé. Jsem presvédcen, Ze to, co
Falkenmark vyklada jako to Dahlovo kritérium, neni skutecné jeho.

Falkenmark says that Dahl says that an issue is important if it is very costly in financial, in economical
sense.

Falkenmark tika, Zze Dahl ma za to, Ze véci jsou hodnoceny vysoko proto, Ze to je ekonomicky nakladné.
Perhaps | misunderstood, but it is in point two, the last three lines in point two.

Jo, ono to tam skutecné je, my jsme to preskocili, ono to tam skutecné je - citace, ty posledni tfi radky,
po tom, co Falkenmark tika, zZe jo, tak tam je, Ze tim kritériem, které je Dahlem pouzivano nebo které je
aplikovano, je néco, co mlze byt ponékud zjednodusené formulovano, Ze ¢im je to nakladnéjsi, tim je to
dilezit&jsi. Jo, to je tam the costlier, the more important. Cim nakladné&jsi, tim ddlezit&jsi, vyznamné&jsi.
But in fact, Dahl says in his book that he shall not define important, a key political issue, but he gives
some motivation for his choice of issues, those issues which he has studied, and that is more that they
are regarded by the participants themselves as important.

Ve skutecnosti ale ten Dahl pravi, Ze nebude takto rozhodovat o tom, co je dllezité, tedy nechce
definovat, co je dllezité Zadnym jinym ani timto zplsobem, ale Ze jenom ukazuje na motivaci nebo na
povahu motivace v tom hodnoceni néceho za cenné nebo dulezité.

And this other criterion is that which is mentioned in point six, in the second half.

Jo, tahleta véc je vidét v tom bodu Sest, v té druhé poloviné.

So it doesn't really matter for Falkenmark's argument which of these criteria Dahl has. | think he has the
second, Falkenmark thinks he has the first, but that doesn't really matter.

Takze z toho je vidét - jsme si to pfipomnéli v tom bodé Sest - tam fika, Ze budto hodnoti ten védec,
ktery to zkouma, anebo on prijme to hodnoceni obecné né&jaké, Zze? To hodnoceni téch lidi, o nichZ on
pojednava nebo jejichz jednani on posuzuje, analyzuje a tak dale. Jo, Cili to je pravé ten druhy pfipad,
kdy...

Jiny hlas: vlastné ten Dahl sdm to nechce hodnotit, ale pfijima to hodnoceni, jaké v té spole¢nosti
existuje. So even if two is not strictly correct here, three can still be correct. Neni to ale tak zas extrémné
dilezité, takze i kdyz by to byla chyba, jakoZe je, tak to jesté neznamena, Ze to ma néjaky podstatny vliv
na ty dalsi argumenty, takze ta trojka by mohla byt prvni. But the step from three to four does not seem
correct. Because even if it is true that the choice of a certain criterion is a normative choice, it is an
answer to the question which criterion ought | to use. Jo, i kdyZ by to byla pravda, Ze ta volba znamena
vzdycky néjaké hodnoceni, even if the choice is normative and guided by value judgments, the thing that
is chosen, namely the criterion, need not be based upon values. To jest, i kdyz ta volba je zavisla na
néjakém hodnoceni, tak to jeSté neznamena, Ze to kritérium je zavislé na tom hodnoceni. And hence four
doesn't follow from three. Jo. But Falkenmark might say then that the criterion itself, even if it is not
based upon value judgment, it is in itself a value judgment to say that those issues are important which
are regarded as important. That is itself a value judgment. OvSem proti tomu by Falkenmark mohl
namitnout, Ze i kdyz tedy to kritérium samo nemusi byt zaloZzeno na hodnoticim soudu, tak uz to, ze to
kritérium je brano jako kritérium, uz samo o sobé je hodnoticim soudem. Jo, je uz i tim, Ze to kritérium
vibec mam, Ze se podle né&j fidim, tak uz tim ho povaZzuji za dobré. And if that is correct, then Dahl's
investigation contains this value judgment, namely this criterion. A jestliZe tohle je pravda, tak ovsem uz



ten soud Dahltv obsahuje tohle kritérium. But this criterion is not an essential link in order to get to the
conclusion, to Dahl's conclusion. Ale tohle kritérium neni podstatny c¢len, ktery vede k tomu zavéru. For
we could then modify Dahl's original definition of ruling elite as in point one here simply by removing the
phrase "key political issue" and inserting instead "issues which are regarded as important” as | have done
in the last definition in point H. MGzeme totiz modifikovat ten Dahltiv vymér, jako mame v bodé prvnim,
mUzZeme provést tu malou Gpravu, Ze tam misto toho zavéru o té preferenci téch klicovych politickych
cild vyménime za preferenci téch politickych cil(l, které jsou povaZzovany za klicové. And if we use this
modified definition instead, we can get the same result that Dahl gets without mentioning this value
judgment, without expressing this value judgment which... No a v tom pfipadé dojdeme ke stejnému
zavéru, aniz se nutné ztotoZnime s témi hodnoticimi soudy. We can bypass this value judgment as it
were. Jo, mGzeme je vlastné jako uzavorkovat, ty hodnotici soudy. So we don't get Falkenmark's
conclusion, it seems to me, in this case. | mean, if we grant that the criterion is a value judgment, we can
also say that it is not essential for the conclusion and therefore the conclusion does not depend upon it.
Takze tedy i kdyby se to dalo prokazat, Zze Dahl to tak mysli, jak to Fika Falkenmark, tak na tom nezalezi,
ponévadZ my mlzeme prokazat, Ze i kdyZ by se to opravilo v tom smyslu, jak my vykladame Dahla, tak ze
vysledek zUstava stejny a pritom se to vyhne tomu Gskali, na které poukazuje Falkenmark. But this is not
the end of the matter. Ale to jesté neni konec. Now [ leave Falkenmark's argument and start on another
of my own. Nyni jesté udélam dalsi krok tim, Ze opustim ten Falkenmarktiv argument a misto toho tam
dam svdj. Because | think that it is very doubtful that Dahl has a criterion at all about what is an
important issue. He says that he will not define this and | think that he doesn't define and he doesn't
have a criterion of importance. Ja se totiz domnivam, ze Dahl tam neudava zadné kritérium a naopak, ze
vyslovné fika, Ze nechce takové kritérium udavat a Ze nefika, co je dllezité. And then we cannot modify
the first definition and get this alternative definition instead if we don't have a criterion at all. Jo, a
jestlize nemame zadné takové kritérium, tak nemizeme obménit tu Dahlovu definici, ktera je uvedena v
tom bodu prvnim. And then we shall have to use this first definition and in order to apply this definition it
seems that we have to decide which issues are important. A v tom pripadé musime pouzit tu definici
Dahlovu, jak je uvedena v tom bodé prvnim a...

Jiny hlas: Fici, v ¢em spociva tedy ta preference nebo ten argument.

And if this is correct, if we have to decide what issues are important in order to use the definition... A
jestliZze je tomu tak, Ze musime rozhodnout, které ty cile jsou dlezité, rozhoduijici, klicové.

And if we also think that to say that an issue is important is to make a value judgment... A jestlize mame
za to, Ze Fici, co je dlleZité, znamena uzit hodnoticiho soudu.

Then we must use value judgments in order to apply Dahl's definition. Pak oviem musime uZzit
hodnoticich soudd, jestlize chceme aplikovat tu Dahlovu definici.

And then we can say that Dahl's result is in a sense dependent upon these value judgments. A potom
musime Fict, Ze ten smysl té Dahlovy definice a i té jeji aplikace, Ze zaleZi nebo Ze je zavisla na téchto
hodnoticich soudech.

And in that case it seems that we have reached this point eight conclusion in another way. A tak jsme
dospéli k tomu bodu osm jinou cestou.

And if so, the orthodox view would still be mistaken. A tak ta ortodoxni koncepce by stale byla v mylce.
But... Ale...

In order to understand this | shall take a simpler example. Aby tomu bylo I1épe rozumét, tak vam reknu
prostsi priklad.

If I say that | have Mozart's best symphonies among my records, my gramophone records at home, then |
have made a statement, the truth of which seems to depend upon value judgment. Jestlize feknu, Ze
mam doma na deskach nejlepsi Mozartovy symfonie, tak je jasné, Ze to zaleZzi na mém hodnoticim soudu.
| don't know how I should go into all the details here because they might be [nesrozumitelné]. Let me put
it like this. This statement about Mozart, that | have Mozart's best records...
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Jiny hlas: Well, it is true that | have Mozart’s best records... Mozart’s best symphonies among my records.
| must decide which symphonies are the best. | must make a value judgment.

Hejdanek: To sice [nesrozumitelné] zavahal jsi, ma-li jit do téch detail(, které tam ma vypsany, a pak se
rozhodl, abych mohl posoudit, nebo abych mohl fici, Ze mam pravdu, kdyz fikdm, ze mam nejlepsi
Mozartovy symfonie, tak je tfeba rozhodnout, které Mozartovy symfonie jsou nejlepsi.

Jiny hlas: But it is also rather evident, | think, that the statement itself, namely that | have Mozart’s best
symphonies among my records, is also a value judgment.

Hejdanek: Tak presto je jasné, Ze samo mé konstatovani, Zze mam nejlepsi Mozartovy symfonie v
zaznamu, je samo o sobé, Ze je to hodnotovy soud.

Jiny hlas: Now | don't understand. The value judgment number first is which Mozart symphonies are the
best ones. Yes. And which is the second?

Jiny hlas: I'll explain it. Well, you see, | have three symphonies by Mozart among my records, namely
number 39, number 40 and number 41.

Hejdanek: Ja to vylozim. Mam tfi Mozartovy symfonie, 39, 40 a 41.

Jiny hlas: 39, 40 and 41. And | also think that number 40 and number 41 are the best. And this is a value
judgment.

Hejdanek: 39, 40 a 41. A zaroven mam za to, Ze 40 a 41 jsou ty nejlepsi. A to je hodnotovy soud.

Jiny hlas: And given this value judgment, and given the fact that | have these three symphonies, 39, 40,
41, it is true that | have Mozart’s best symphonies among my records.

Hejdanek: A jestlize je pravda, Ze 40 a 41 jsou nejlepsi Mozartovy symfonie a jestlize je pravda, Ze mam
doma 39, 40, 41, no tak je pravda, Ze mam nejlepsi Mozartovy symfonie doma.

Jiny hlas: But this statement, that is the second value judgment, that | have his best symphonies, that is
the second value judgment.

Hejdanek: A tohle je tedy ten druhej hodnotovej soud, totiz Ze mam ty nejlepsi Mozartovy symfonie
doma.

Jiny hlas: So what we have is the case where the validity, or the truth if you like, of one value judgment
depends upon another value judgment.

Hejdanek: A mame priklad, jak platnost hodnotového soudu jednoho je zavisla na platnosti druhého
hodnotového soudu.

Jiny hlas: And now | suggest that it is a parallel case in Dahl’s argument. Namely that if his result, the
validity of his result, depends upon value judgments, this only shows that the result itself is a value
judgment.

Hejdanek: A to je to, co ukazuji, jaké to udélal. Jestlize jeho soud védecky zavisi na néjakém hodnotovém
soudu, to jest na té priorité, k niZ on se nechce vyjadrovat, no tak ale i kdyzZ se nevyjadfuje, tak tim, Zze s
nim pracuje, tak ten jeho zavér je taky hodnotovy soud. Co z toho plyne?

Jiny hlas: It is not so easy to see this in Dahl’s case as in the Mozart case. Because Dahl’s result is in effect
that there is no minority which decides in all important questions.

Hejdanek: Neni to tak snadné to vidét u toho Dahla, jako je to v pFipadé téch Mozartovych symfonii. U
Dahla je to totiz tak, Ze on tvrdi, Ze neexistuje takova mensina, ktera by vlastné rozhodovala o téch
prioritach v té spole¢nosti.

Jiny hlas: And this may not look like a value judgment, but if it is an evaluation to classify certain issues as
important, then this result itself is also a value judgment.

Hejdanek: To vypada, jako Ze to neni Zadny hodnotovy soud. Ale jestliZze to zaleZi na tom, co se povaZuje
za ty preference nebo ty idedly, ty klicové cile a tak dale, no tak to je... kdyz posuzujeme, co to jsou ty
cile, to je hodnotovy soud, no tak samozfejmé pak to, co fikd Dahl, musi byt také hodnotovy soud.

Jiny hlas: So what we have is a case where the truth of a value judgment is dependent upon other value
judgments, and that is not so surprising at all.



Hejdanek: Tedy ten zavér, k némuz jsme dosli, Ze néjaky hodnotovy soud je zavisly na jiném hodnotovém
soudu, na tom neni nic prekvapuijiciho.

Jiny hlas: And it is not incompatible with the orthodox view. What is perhaps surprising is that Dahl’s
result, the pluralist conclusion, is a value judgment.

Hejdanek: A to neni také nic, co by nemohlo byt v souhlase s ortodoxnim pojetim. Co ale uz je asi
prekvapuijici, Ze ten Dahluv zavér, totiz Ze americka spolec¢nost je pluralitni, je hodnotovy soud.

Jiny hlas: Because | think that this is not usually recognized by political scientists.

Hejdanek: Mam za to, Ze tohle obvykle neni respektovano nebo uznavano, neni to rozpoznano
politickymi védci.

Jiny hlas: But on the other hand, it is not obvious that Dahl’s result is a value judgment. Because it is not
obvious that it is a value judgment to say that a certain political question is important.

Hejdanek: Na druhé strané ale neni to bézné mit za to, Ze ten Dahldv postup je hodnotovy soud. Totiz
neni, nebo protoZe to neni bézné hodnoceni, hodnotovy soud, Fici, Ze spolecnost je... ted nevim co... the
society is... [nesrozumitelné] Ze tedy nema se za to, neni béZné mit za to, Ze se vibec pracuje s tim
hodnoticim soudem, Ze néjaky spolecensky cil je klicovy, rozhodujici, dllezity.

Jiny hlas: Because the term important, the concept of importance is rather ambiguous. It could be a
value term but it could...

Hejdanek: Protoze termin important, koncept importance je dosti dvojznacny. M(zZe to byt hodnotovy
termin, ale také to mizZe znamenat, Ze mluvime o tom, co je povazovano za dulezité, aniz o tom...

Jiny hlas: So my conclusion is that either important, the importance is a value term, and then Dahl's
result is dependent upon valuations, from value judgments, but then the result itself is also a value
judgment. Or importance is not a value term, and then Dahl's result is not dependent upon value
judgments, and then it is itself not a value judgment either.

Hejdanek: A pak na tom vsem velice zalezi, protoze bud ta dileZitost mize byt posouzena jenom jako
hodnotovy soud, a v tom pripadé tedy ten vysledek Dahllv je zaloZzen na hodnoceni, hodnoticim soudu,
a tudiz je sdm hodnoticim soudem. A nebo to neni hodnotici soud, to zjisténi, co je dllezité, nebo
vychodisko, Ze je néco dlileZité, no a potom tedy ten vysledek DahlGv neni zavisly na hodnoticim soudu, a
tedy sdm o sobé také neni hodnotici.

Jiny hlas: And both these possibilities are consistent with the orthodox view.

Hejdanek: A oboji toto pojeti obstoji v rdmci ortodoxniho pojeti.

Jiny hlas: Because the orthodox view would recognize that there may occur value judgments among
scientific results.

Hejdanek: Protoze to ortodoxni pojeti pripousti, Ze mohou existovat hodnotici soudy mezi védeckymi
vysledky.

Jiny hlas: But the orthodox view says that there is a distinction between value judgment and scientific
results, and that scientific results are not dependent upon value judgments.

Hejdanek: Ale ortodoxni pojeti trva na tom, Ze existuje rozdil a Ze je mozno také udrzovat rozdil mezi
védeckymi vysledky a hodnoticimi soudy a Ze ty védecké vysledky na téch hodnoticich soudech nejsou
zavislé.

Jiny hlas: So what would be inconsistent with the orthodox view would be a case where we have a
scientific result which is not a value judgment but whose validity is dependent upon value judgments.
Hejdanek: Co by tedy bylo opravdu nekonzistentni, co by bylo v rozporu s tou ortodoxni koncepci, je, Ze
bychom tady méli védecké vysledky, které by nebyly nezavislé na hodnotovych soudech.

Jiny hlas: And this is not the case with Dahl's result. Either it is a scientific result and not dependent upon
value judgment or it is a value judgment and dependent upon value judgment.

Hejdanek: A to pravé neni ten pripad Dahl(iv. To jest, at uz ten jeho vysledek je zavisly na hodnoticich
soudech, nebo neni zavisly na hodnoticich soudech, tak to neni ten pripad, ktery by byl v rozporu s tou
ortodoxni koncepci.



Jiny hlas: Jo, ta ortodoxni koncepce pravi, Ze ty védecké vysledky v Zddném pripadé nejsou zavislé, nebo
Ze nemusi byt zavislé?

A control question, yes. The orthodox conception consists in conviction that scientific results are in no
ways dependent on value judgments, or that they needn't be dependent.

Hejdanek: Ta ortodoxni koncepce znamena predevsim, Ze védecké zavéry jsou néco jiného nez hodnotici
soudy.

Jiny hlas: And that scientific results may be causally dependent upon value judgments in the same sense
that, as | said before, we notice those things that we do want to notice, for example.

Hejdanek: To pripousti, Ze urcité védecké zavéry mohou byt zavislé na néjakych hodnoticich soudech,
pokud védecky zpracovavaji néjaké hodnoceni, tfeba frekvenci toho hodnoceni ve spolecnosti.

Jiny hlas: But the scientific results, even if they are causally dependent upon value judgments, they are
logically independent.

Hejdanek: Ale i vtomto smyslu, on Fika, Ze jsou zavislé kauzdlné, to jest co do pfipadu, tak i vtom
pripadé, kdyz jsou kauzdlné zavislé na néjakém hodnoceni, tak logicky jsou na ném nezavislé.

Jiny hlas: And that means that the validity or the truth of the scientific results is not dependent, in no
case dependent upon value judgments.

Hejdanek: Ano, a to znamen3, Ze ta platnost, tim se rozumi zfejmé logicka platnost, Ze je nezavisla na
jakémkoli hodnoceni. Ponévad? ta logika sama je nezavisla na tom hodnoceni, tak i ta platnost potom...
Jiny hlas: This is the orthodox view.

Hejdanek: To je ortodoxni hledisko.

Jiny hlas: But | think that the orthodox view is also consistent with the fact that in a scientific book, for
example, we may find both scientific results and value judgments. But they would then say that the
scientific results are the results of research, whereas the value judgments are the results of personal
commitment or personal decision.

Hejdanek: V takové védecké knize samoziejmé pravdépodobné najdeme celou fadu hodnoticich soudd,
ale mGzeme si fici, Ze prosté ta hodnota...

Jiny hlas: And therefore it is consistent with the orthodox view that we might find in some political
science for example certain theories which are thought to be scientific theories but which are really, when
we analyze them, value judgments. That could happen, that is consistent.

Hejdanek: TakZe ta ortodoxni koncepce pripousti, Ze se mUiZe stat, Ze v néjaké védecké teorii mizeme
najit ty hodnotici soudy jako fakticky, Ze se to stane tomu autorovi, Ze se toho dopusti. To jesté furt
nevyvraci tu teorii.

Jiny hlas: So therefore it is consistent with the orthodox view that it could turn out that Dahl's theory,
Dahl's pluralist theory, is in fact a value judgment.

Hejdanek: Jo, takze je také v eventualnim souhlase s tou ortodoxni teorii, Ze ten Dahliv vysledek, ten
vysledek, Zze americka spolecnost je pluralitni, Ze mize zalezet na hodnoticim soudu. To uz je, ale je to
prosté pak chyba toho autora.

Jiny hlas: But what is not consistent with the orthodox view would be that Dahl's result, Dahl's theory, is a
scientific result about the way society is, and it is but it is also dependent for its truth upon value
judgment. That would be inconsistent.

Hejdanek: Ale co je nekonsistentni, co je v rozporu s tou ortodoxni teorii, je tvrdit, Ze ten Dahltv vysledek
je védecky vysledek, kterej je zavislej na hodnoticim soudu. Jestli tomu dobfe rozumim, tak to znamenj,
Ze bud je skutecné ten vysledek zavislej a pak neni védecky, anebo je védecky a pak ovsem, at tam jsou
ty soudy hodnotici nebo ne, tak na nich ta védeckost nezavisi.

Jiny hlas: But as | have argued this is not what we find, so | think that however we turn this case around
we find that the orthodox view so far survives.

Hejdanek: Jo, a co jsem chtél ukazat je, Ze prosté to, co dokazuje o Dahlovi ten tvlij vyzkum, neni nutné v
rozporu s tou ortodoxni teorii.



Jiny hlas: Yes, that is the main argument of the paper. | use the formulation in interpretation of
[nesrozumitelné] value judgments. If | argue well, it means within the orthodox view it's possible that
Dahl's results depend on value judgments, but in such a case the results are not scientific. Or there are
scientific results and then even if there are some value judgments, the value judgments are not
important for the scientific character of his results. | would say that even if there are value judgments,
they are only causally related but the truth [nesrozumitelné] these value judgments. No. So if itis a
scientific result, then it is either true or false and whether it is true or false is independent of value
judgment.

Hejdanek: Tedy shrnu-li to jesté s malymi obménami, ten tvij koncept, tak prosté v pripadé, Ze opravdu
by se dalo fict, Ze ty védecké vysledky Dahlovy jsou zavislé na hodnoticich soudech, tak pak je evidentni,
Ze to nejsou vysledky védecké. A pokud jde o védeckost téch vysledkd, tak ty jsou bud spravné, nebo
nespravné, a ta otazka, zda jsou spravné, nebo nespravné, nezavisi na tom, jestli tam né&jaky ty hodnotici
soudy jsou nebo nejsou. Ty hodnotici soudy nemaji konstitutivni charakter pro to, zda ty vysledky jsou
spravné, nebo nespravné.

Jiny hlas: Perhaps we could make a short pause as we usually do.

Jiny hlas: Ja jsem se tak trochu zamotala do toho tvyho shrnuti a do toho potom opraveného. Ze tedy v
souladuss...

Hejdanek: S ¢im? V souladu s tou ortodoxni teorii?

Jiny hlas: S tou ortodoxni teorii. To Fika$ moc naraz. To zatim Fikam, jo? Ze kdyz ten Dahl v tom, co teda v
té své knize, kdyzZ vychazel, jestlize ty jeho zavéry jsou zavislé na hodnoticich soudech, tak Ze to neni
védecky.

Hejdanek: To dokazujes ty.

Jiny hlas: A tedka ta druha pllka. JestliZze je néco védecky, tak to nezavisi na tom... No a ted k tomu
tvymu shrnuti a opravdu k tomu, Ze ty vysledky toho védeckého badani, totiz pravdivost ¢i nepravdivost
téch vysledkd, neni zavisla na hodnoticich soudech, cozZ je néco jiného nez ta prvni pulka. Zcela
evidentné. ProtoZe v té prvni puli se nepravilo, Ze to, jestli ty...

Hejdanek: Ze to jsem formuloval ja, on by si dal asi bacha.

Jiny hlas: Ano, u té prvni... No jo, to byla tva formulace, Ze on namital proti té druhé mozn3, Ze ted zacne
namitat. Ale v tom pfipadé bych chtéla védét, jestli i v té prvni ¢asti plati, Ze pravdivost ¢i nepravdivost
Dahlovych zavéri neméla zaviset na jeho hodnoticich soudech, a jestlize zavisi, tak Ze ty vysledky nejsou
védecké? Jo, ale myslim, Ze v té... tam jde taky o pravdivost ¢i nepravdivost téch zavér(, a nebo jestli
jenom, zZe...

Jiny hlas: It was my formulation, not yours. The first part of my question, that if it's true that... if the
results of Dahl are dependent on value judgments, that they aren't scientific. Jak to bylo to prvni?

Jestli ta prvni palka znéla... to jest, takhle, ja ti Feknu obé ty verze. Jestli vysledky Dahlovy zaviseji na jeho
hodnoticich soudech - mluvim o vysledcich, jo? Nemluvim o pravdivosti ¢i nepravdivosti téch vysledk.
Tak jestlize znéla, Ze teda vysledky, kdyZ jsou zavislé na hodnoticich soudech, takZe to neni védecké?
Anebo jestli pravdivost ¢i nepravdivost téch vysledk(l zavisi na téch hodnoticich...

Jiny hlas: Now | understand. The question is: are the results of Dahl or of somebody else independent as
scientific results independent from the value judgments, or are they perhaps dependent, but the truth
value of these results, only the truth value, it means truth or falsity, is independent? The question is: what
is independent? The truth value of the results of the scientific results or the scientific results themselves?
Or both? Ja jsem to prelozil vtom smyslu, Ze otazka zni, zda podle té ortodoxni teorie jsou na hodnoticich
soudech nezavislé jen ty vysledky... zda je nezavisla pravdivost téch vysledku, anebo vysledky, anebo
oboje.

No, jesté jinak trosku. Jestli kdyZ ta ortodoxni teorie ma hodnotit, jestli ten Dahl postupoval védecky
nebo nevédecky, tak jestli se zabyva tim, jestli...

Jiny hlas: Jestli postupoval.



Jiny hlas: KdyzZ se fekne, jestli je to védecké, no tak jedna se o co?

Jiny hlas: Tam se provede rozliSeni mezi postupem védeckym, a tam samoziejmé ty mizou hrat roli, ty...
to hodnoceni...

Jiny hlas: A védeckymi vysledky.

Jiny hlas: A vysledky, Ze jo. Postupem védeckym a vysledkem védeckym. A v téch vysledcich védeckych
ovsem, Ze podle té teorie...

Jiny hlas: Dobre, tak jestli kdyzZ ta ortodoxni teorie hodnoti, jestli ty Dahlovy vysledky jsou védecké nebo
nevédecké, jestli kouka na to, jestli zaviseji ty vysledky na téch hodnoticich soudech jeho, anebo jestli na
téch hodnoticich soudech zavisi pravdivost téch vysledkt. Jo? Na co ta ortodoxni teorie kouka, kdyz chce
fict, jestli ty vysledky Dahlovy jsou védecké nebo nevédecké.

Jiny hlas: What is to be observed by the orthodox conception as true or false? The results themselves or...
what is observed or what is evaluated as scientific? The results themselves or the truth value? Nearly the
same. She wanted to change my formulation.

Hejdanek: Well, | think | understand. | think you asked: is it the... does the orthodox view say that the
results are independent of value judgments themselves, or does it say that the truth value of the results
is independent? And to that | would say that the orthodox view says that the truth value of the results is
independent of value judgments, in the sense more precisely that the truth value of the results, the
question whether or not they are true, is not dependent upon whether or not some value judgment is
correct or incorrect. It's independent of the value judgments in that sense. But as | have indicated, it may
be that there is some causal connection between the value judgments which play a role in the process of
research on the one hand and the results on the other. The results themselves, in the sense that if | do a
piece of research and have certain value commitments, then I'm inclined to accept certain definitions
rather than other definitions, to choose a certain method of investigation rather than another, and that
will cause me to see certain things rather than other things. So there may be a causal connection in the
scientific process, but what | find, whether or not it is true, whether or not the results are correct, is
independent, logically independent of the value judgments. That's the orthodox view.

Ta ortodoxni teorie fika, Ze pravdivost nebo nepravdivost téch vysledkl je nezavisla na tom, zda ty
hodnotici soudy, které tam v tom procesu hraly né&jakou roli, jsou spravné nebo nespravné. Cili ta logicka
hodnota, ta pravdivostni hodnota téch vysledk( je nezavisla na téch hodnoticich soudech. Ale pritom ta
ortodoxni teorie mizZe pripoustét, Ze v tom procesu dochazeni k tém vysledkdm ty hodnotici soudy hraji
jistou roli, a to kauzalni roli. Ze prosté badatel diky svym hodnoticim soud{im voli ur¢ité definice, voli
uréitou metodu, a to vede k tomu, Ze on vidi ur¢ité véci a jiné nevidi. Cili je tam jista kauzalni souvislost
mezi témi hodnoticimi soudy a témi vysledky, k nimZ on dojde, ale ta pravdivostni hodnota téch vysledkt
uZ je na nich nezavisla. To je ta ortodoxni pozice, tato ortodoxni teze, koncepce je, Ze pravdivost nebo
nepravdivost téch vysledkl je nezavisla na nich. Pokud jde o ty samotné vysledky, tak pokud jsou to
vysledky spjaté s procesem poznani, tak mohou byt néjakym zplisobem ovlivnény néjakymi hodnoticimi
soudy v tom procesu poznani. Takze napfiklad, ja tomu rozumim tak, Ze tfeba Ze se vibec doslo k témto
vysledklim a ne k jinym, Ze se viibec zkoumala tahle otazka a ne jina.

V tomhle smyslu to m(iZe zaviset na néjakych hodnoticich soudech. Ale kdyzZ uz se to zkoumalo, tak ty
vysledky toho zkoumani jsou pravdivé nebo nepravdivé nezavisle na nich. Pfesnéji feceno ta pravdivost,
platnost je nezavisla na téch hodnoticich soudech. Ze zrovna jde o tuhle tu otazku, to oviem muze byt
zavislé. Cili tam, kdyz se mluvi o vysledcich, ty vysledky, 7e viibec se doslo k t&mto vysledkdm a
nezkoumala se tfeba Uplné jina otazka. Ne, Ze kdyZ se zkouma tataz otazka, Ze by se doslo k jinym
vysledktim. Cili to mize byt zavislé na téch...

Jiny hlas: Indeed, the results themselves could be dependent on some value judgments in a sense, in such
a sense that we could investigate quite different questions. And in this sense, if we should investigate
quite different questions, we of course could come to other consequences, other results, but not
inconsistent. It means in this sense these results could be dependent on our primary selection of the



problems. But not, if the results are here, not their truth value. The truth value is independent on any
value judgment.

So our value judgments, that is the simplest case, our value judgments may lead us to investigate
different questions as you say. And then of course we will have one result in the one case and another
result in the other case. What cannot happen is that these results are inconsistent, logically incompatible.
Because in that sense there would be a logical dependence on a value judgment. And then their validity
would be affected. So | don't think that can happen. But that the truth value of these results would be
independent of value judgments. That's the point. But there is another thing that | perhaps should
mention now.

Hejdanek: Celkem ma za pravdu v tom, Ze samoziejmé ta volba tématu muZze zaviset na néjakém tom
hodnoticim soudu na zacatku. TakZe kdyzZ ten hodnotici soud bude jiny, tak se m(ze stat, Ze se budu
zabyvat jinou otazkou a tudiz dojdu k jinym vysledkaim. Ale i za téchto okolnosti se nem(ze stat, ze v
jednom pfipadé dojdu k vysledk(im, které budou v rozporu s témi vysledky, k nimz bych dosel, kdybych
zkoumal tu jinou otazku.

Cili k logickému rozporu dojit nemaze, jenom se budu zabyvat jinou véci. V tom smyslu teda, 7e se
zabyvam jinou véci, budu mit také jiné vysledky, a to, které vysledky mam, jediné v tomto smyslu je
zavislé na téch hodnoticich soudech. Ale nikoliv jejich pravdivost, protoZze v tom pripadé neexistuje
moznost, Ze by pravdivé vysledky v jednom pfipadé zkoumani byly v rozporu s pravdivymi vysledky
jiného typu zkoumani. Cili v tomhle smyslu je to zavislé, kterou otazku si vyberu.

Jiny hlas: Tady se mi nabizi ta dualita vinové-¢asticova. Tam se zkoumaly jedny aspekty jednou cestou a
doslo se k tomu, Ze jak foton, tak elektron a tak dal, chovaiji se jako ¢astice. Zkoumalo se to jinak, odjinud,
a doslo se k tomu, Ze jsou to viny. No, tak holt byly dvé rozporné teorie, obé platily, tak se udélalo to, ze
plati obé.

Hejdanek: Well, | am not sure if | should translate because you wanted to follow your idea.

Jiny hlas: Ne, ja chci jenom pokracovat a ja se jenom ptam...

Hejdanek: To je takova drobnost. But we shall prefer if you go on and we shall go back to this question
thereafter.

Jiny hlas: I see. Well, | thought for a moment when you put the question some time ago that you were
about to raise a slightly different question and that's a question that | should like to draw up into the
open because it is an important question.

Hejdanek: Tady ja jsem plvodné mél dojem, Ze ta otazka bude prece jenom trosku jina a myslim si, Ze
ted by mélo smysl, kdybych fekl ten jiny smysl, ktery jsem uz ¢ekal.

Jiny hlas: It could be the question. To neni to samé, co mé tak vyrusilo, kdyZ reknes, Zze to nemize byt v
rozporu. Tady to bylo v rozporu, takZe fikat, Ze to v rozporu neni... ale bylo.

Hejdanek: She really had a little different idea. And now she is convinced that it could have a sense if |
should translate the last idea, means the famous example of the nature of light, if it could be represented
as particles or as waves under different conditions, in different contexts, as a result of different ways of
investigations.sometimes, in one case, the light had to be understood as a series of particles and on
another way of investigation it should be understood as waves. It’s an example for the situation that in
going on in different directions we come to gain results which are incompatible. Means, how is it possible
to interpret this scientific experience within the range of the orthodox conception?

It has been solved that really it’s no contradiction that the light has both these qualities and that it
depends from our approach which of these qualities seems to be present.

Jiny hlas: But I don’t think that this is analogous. | think what has been found is that light has certain
properties in common with particles and it also has certain other properties which are in common with
the waves. But it would be wrong to say that light is both particles and waves. It’s only that they have
certain properties which are wave-like.

Hejdanek: But there are situations where light behaves in a way which is not possible for ordinary waves.



In such situations the light has no such quality as being wave. And in other situations it behaves like
waves and it has no such quality as being particles. It’s not possible to say that both qualities are here.
It’s that there are no two aspects of the same thing. But sometimes, in certain circumstances, the light
behaves as particles and not as waves and in other, under other circumstances, it behaves as waves and
not as particles. It’s something contradictory in it?

Jiny hlas: I don’t think it is a contradiction. | think in some situations | behave like a tennis player and in
other situations | behave like a swimmer and not as like a tennis player. And there’s no contradiction. It’s
only that I...
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Hejdanek: ...zZadného rozporu, protoZe svétlo ma oboji vlastnosti. Ja jsem namital, Ze tomu tak neni.
Jiny hlas: To je feseni toho sporu, Ze se Fekne...

Hejdanek: ...Ze tomu tak neni, Ze naopak jsou situace, kdy se svétlo chova jako partikule, ale nikoliv jako
vlna, to znamena, Ze nema ty vlastnosti vinové. A na druhé strané, Ze se chova jako vina, ale nema ty
vlastnosti partikule.

Jiny hlas: Ono to bylo v tom smyslu, Ze ne Ze nema, ale Ze neprojevuje.

Hejdanek: Jenomze pockejte, jesté to dokoncim. A on fikal, Ze i za téchto okolnosti to k Zadnému
konfliktu nevede, protoZe ja se mohu za urcitych okolnosti chovat jako hrac tenisu a za jinych okolnosti
jako plavec. A neni v tom rozporu, ja v bazénu se chovam jako plavec a na hristi jako tenista.

Jiny hlas: No tak k tomuhle bych méla namitku, Ze v tom pripadé neexistuje rozpor Zadny, protoze
vZdycky, kdyz je néco s nécim v rozporu, tak feknu, Ze to v rozporu neni, protoze to mize byt oboji.
Hejdanek: Just a test. If we shall solve this problem in this way, then there doesn't exist any contradiction
at all because | am able to say that if there is some contradiction that it is only a... that it seems to be a
contradiction and in reality both qualities are here.

But that it is only a terminological salvation solution.

Jiny hlas: I don't think so. | think that in order to describe the behavior of light in a certain experimental
situation where it behaves like particles, say, then we can describe what happens in that case without
adding that this is not wave-like, because that would mean that we would say that it would not behave
in such a certain case in such a certain manner under such and such other conditions. We don't have to
add that and in fact, if we were to add that, we would be saying something false because it does behave
like waves in other situations. So in order to describe the behavior of light, we do not need to say
anything contradictory. We don't need to make a contradictory statement in order to describe what
happens.

Hejdanek: Neni to otazka jenom formulace, protoze kdyz feknu, Ze svétlo se za takovych a takovych
okolnosti chova jako partikule a za jinych takovych a takovych okolnosti se chova jako vina, tak ja
netvrdim nic navzajem si odporujiciho.

Jiny hlas: No, but...

Hejdanek: But in the first days of this observation it was felt or conceived as a contradiction.

Jiny hlas: Yes.

Hejdanek: And if it is not conceived as contradiction now, it is because we used formulations by which we
avoided the biggest problem.

Jiny hlas: No, we don't avoid the problem. It's only that now we don't jump to conclusions as we did
before. Because before, in the first days, we noticed that light behaved as if it were particles, ordinary
particles that we knew from other areas. And then we jumped to the conclusion that it must be particles
in the sense that it will always behave like particles, like other particles. But that was a jump to
conclusion which was unwarranted. It's not like that.

Hejdanek: Neni to otazka toho, Ze bychom se ted vhodnou formulaci vyhnuli tomu rozporu. Jde o to, Ze
tehdy, kdyz jsme hovorili o ¢asticich, tak jsme si mysleli, Ze kdyz je néco castice, tak se musi vzdycky
chovat jako ¢astice. No a kdyz je néco vina, tak se to musi vzdycky chovat jako vina, nem{ze to byt nic



jiného. A ted jsme zjistili, Ze néjaka skutecnost, ktera se jednou chova tak, podruhé tak, a to je fakt, ktery
jsme museli vzit na védomi. A nevyhybame se tomu néjakou vhodnou formulaci, nybrz ta formulace
odpovida tomu, Ze to svétlo ma za urcitych okolnosti takovy charakter a za jinych okolnosti jiny charakter.
Jiny hlas: No, dobre, tak ja uz opustim viny. Chtéla bych se zeptat tam, jak jsi se ptal, Ze tAhnu? Tak ja na
to pujdu odjinud.

Hejdanek: Let me only add that this was not the question that | posed to her. She wants to change the
line now.

Jiny hlas: Jestli by byl prevazujici souhlas s vétou, Ze pravdivost ¢i nepravdivost védeckych vysledki
nezavisi na hodnoticich soudech. Védeckych vysledki?

Hejdanek: Prosim t&, on sam jestli s tim souhlasi, nebo ta ortodoxni teorie?

Jiny hlas: Ta ortodoxni teorie, ano. Jo, ale chci tam mit to pfidavné jméno védeckych, protoze se tam
zatim mluvilo o pravdivosti ¢i nepravdivosti. Chtéla bych tuhle vétu prosté mit ucelenou presné.
Pravdivost ¢i nepravdivost védeckych vysledk, Ze nezavisi na hodnoticich soudech.

Hejdanek: First, a control question, if it's all right within the orthodox theory that the truth value of the
scientific results is independent on any value judgments.

Jiny hlas: Yes, it's all right.

Jestli tedka bych se chtéla zeptat, jestli by ta véta platila, i kdybych vynechala to védeckych. Totiz Ze
pravdivost ¢i nepravdivost vysledk(l nezavisi na hodnoticich soudech.

Hejdanek: Vysledku ¢eho? Myslite obecné?

Jiny hlas: No, kdyzZ se mluvilo o tom darf, tak se fikalo, jestli teda ta ortodoxni teorie fikala...

Jiny hlas: vlastné rikala, nebo co by asi ti vyznavaci fekli o Dahlovi, jestli jeho vysledky jsou pravdivé, jsou
védecké, nebo nevédecké. Podle toho, jestli zaviseji na téch jeho hodnoticich soudech, které tam
eventualné mazZe mit. A bylo Feceno, Ze v pfipadé, Ze zaviseji, Ze to neni v rozporu s ortodoxni teorii, Ze to
mUzZe zaviset, ale Ze potom to neni védecké.

Hejdanek: Dobre. J4 to tedy prelozZim asi tak, Ze je-li moZno vypustit to slovo védecky v tom smyslu, Ze
jde o vysledky toho vysetfovani, vyzkumu... testu... vysledkd ceho?

Jiny hlas: No totiz podivej se, vysledk( ¢eho. Tak pravdivost néjakého soudu...

Ale ja vim, hele, podivej, prosté to, co jsme tady omilali pofad, je, Ze v rozporu s ortodoxni teorii by
nebylo, kdyby v tom Dahlovi byly néjaké hodnotici soudy, které by ovliviiovaly ten vysledek. To by nebylo
v rozporu s teorii, protoze ta teorie ortodoxni fekne, Ze v tom pripadé to neni védecké. A ja se porad
snazim dostat z néj, jestli ty hodnotici soudy, které ten vysledek ovliviiovaly, a proto to nebude védecké,
jestli ovliviuji vysledek jako vysledek, anebo jestli ovliviuji pravdivost ¢i nepravdivost toho soudu. Prosté
chci védét, kde je to kritérium, jestli je néco védecké, nebo nevédecké. Tak dobre, tak ted uz tohle
smazme a zeptej se ho rovnou: kdyz se fekne, Ze pravdivost ¢i nepravdivost védeckych vysledk( nezavisi
na hodnoticich soudech, tak ja chci védét, kdo rozhodne, které ty vysledky jsou védecké.

Hejdanek: Hmm. Yes.

Jiny hlas: A jestli pro jiné vysledky to mlze neplatit.

Now the second question is, who shall decide or which criteria can we express or formulate necessary for
the decision about a conception or theory or result being scientific?

Hejdanek: Yes. Very good, very good. That is a good question. Of course. | thought that this question was
coming up, you see.

Dobra otazka. Uz jsem myslel na to, Ze tahle otazka musi pfijit.

Jiny hlas: Because it could be argued against my argument that | have a certain criterion of scientific
results, namely that a scientific result is only scientific if its truth value is not dependent upon value
judgments.

Hejdanek: Mdze se mi vytknout, nebo té teorii se mize vytknout, Ze ja povazuji za védecky jenom takovy
soud, jehoZ pravdivost je nezavisla na hodnoticim soudu.

Jiny hlas: And if this were my criterion of a scientific result, | mean to classify it as a scientific result, then



of course it is impossible to show that the orthodox view is false.

Hejdanek: A jestlize ovsem tohleto je maj predpoklad, tak je viibec nemozZné prokazat, nebo vyvratit, ze
ta ortodoxni...

Jiny hlas: To je potom terminologicka zaleZitost Cisté.

Hejdanek: Exactly. And in that case also the orthodox view would be a truism, quite empty.

Presné tak. A v tom pripadé by ta ortodoxni koncepce byla pouhym truismem, byla by naprosto prazdna.
Jiny hlas: So I have not this criterion of scientific result.

Hejdanek: J4 nemam tohleto kritérium védeckosti.

Jiny hlas: So I, and this is something that | go more into in the paper, but it's a bit complicated. The
important thing is, you could also say that | must decide, | must be able to decide whether or not a
judgment or statement is a value judgment without presupposing that its validity is dependent upon
value judgments. | mean, the question of whether judgment or result is a value judgment must be a
different question from whether its validity is dependent upon value judgments.

Hejdanek: Mam o tom zevrubnéjsi... v tom textu... trvam totiZz na tom, Ze ta otazka, zda je néjaky soud
hodnoticim soudem, musi byt povaZovana za odlisnou, oddélenou od otazky, zda je néjaky soud zavisly
na hodnoticim soudu.

Jiny hlas: And that is why | introduced this example with the Mozart statement.

Hejdanek: A to je diivod, proc jsem uvedl ten priklad s Mozartem.

Jiny hlas: So the statement was: | have Mozart's best symphonies among my records.

Hejdanek: Ta prvni véta byla, Ze madm Mozartovy nejlepsi symfonie mezi svymi deskami.

Jiny hlas: And now it is easy to see that the validity of this statement is dependent upon value judgments.
Hejdanek: Tam je velice snadno vidét, Ze platnost tohohle soudu je zavisla na hodnoticim soudu
predchozim, totiZ které jsou to ty nejlepsi symfonie.

Jiny hlas: But this must not decide the question of whether the statement itself is a value judgment.
Hejdanek: Ale tim nem(zZe byt rozhodnuta otazka, zda ten soud sdm o sobé je hodnotici, nebo ne.

Jiny hlas: So we have to look at the statement itself, namely | have Mozart's best symphonies among my
records, and we must decide independently whether this is a value judgment.

Hejdanek: A proto musi byt samostatnou otazkou, jestli je platny ten soud, Ze mam nejlepsi symfonie
Mozartovy, a to zcela nezavisle na tom soudu, které jsou ty nejlepsi Mozartovy symfonie.

Jiny hlas: And then | argue that it is a value judgment because it... how shall | put it... it has a certain
evaluation content in the sense that...

Hejdanek: A potom tvrdim, Ze to je hodnotici soud, protoZe to... jak bych to Fekl... ma to urcity hodnotici
obsah v tom smyslu, Ze it restricts the possibilities of what valuations could be made about Mozart's
symphonies. In particular since | have only 39, 40, 41, my statement excludes the possibility that any
other of the symphonies is best. And in that sense it has a certain evaluative content. But the evaluative
content is not precise, because it's compatible with not only with my actual evaluation, namely that 40
and 41 are the best, but it is also compatible with the possibility that 39 and 40 are the best, and with
the possibility that all three are the best. So it's not a precise evaluative content, but it is an evaluative
content.

Jiny hlas: TudiZ ten hodnotici soud jeden, to jest které jsou ty nejlepsi symfonie, a ten druhy, Ze mam
nejlepsi symfonie doma, nespada tak docela viedno. Tam je mezitim jista vile. To jest i kdyZ ja sdm mam
za to, Ze nejlepsi ty symfonie jsou 40 a 41, tak napriklad muZe byt jiné hodnoceni, které za nejlepsi
povazuje 39 a 40, a pak stejné plati, Ze mam doma nejlepsi symfonie. Anebo nékdo mize Fict, Ze nejlepsi
symfonie jsou viecky ty tfi, které mam doma, a pak to taky plati, Ze mam nejlepsi symfonie. Cili neni to
tak naprosto svazané. Ma to mezi sebou vili a je to jenom v kaZzdopadné v rozporu nebo v nesouladu s
tim, kdyz nékdo by hodnotil jako nejlepsi symfonii n&jakou, kterou ja tam nemam. Cili nenf to tak
naprosto na sobé zavislé presné v tom, Ze prosté to pripoustii to, Ze ten jeden hodnotici soud mj, totiz
které jsou ty nejlepsi symfonie, Ze nemusi byt pravdivy, a stejné to, Ze mam doma nejlepsi symfonie, furt



jesté pravdivé byt mize.

Jenom takovou malinkou poznamecku. A small remark, excuse me. Kdybych mél vsechny Mozartovy
skladby, tak maZu fict, Ze mam doma jeho nejlepsi symfonie a zaroven muzu fict, Ze mam doma jeho
nejhorsi symfonie. A budu mit pravdu v obou pripadech. If | shall use a more broad group of
symphonies... if | shall have all Mozart's symphonies...

Hejdanek: Yes, yes, that's good.

Jiny hlas: ...then | can say that | have all the best Mozart's symphonies, but at the same time | can say |
have all the worst Mozart's symphonies. A ta otazka k tomu, co mé tedka napada... je to v tom pfipadé
jesté hodnotici soud? Could we observe such a judgment as a value judgment?

Hejdanek: That's another very good question, very good question. And | speak about this in the paper.
You see, the statement about Mozart that | have his best symphonies... as you say, this would be true if |
had all his symphonies. And this of course is an empirical fact. And in that case the statement does not
seem to be a value judgment. It is true simply in view of the facts that | have all the records.

Jiny hlas: Jestlize budu mit vSecky symfonie Mozartovy doma a feknu, Ze mam nejlepsi symfonie doma,
tak v tom neni obsazen Zadny hodnotici soud. Dokonce neni to na Zddném zaloZzeno. Prosté je to
empiricky fakt.

Hejdanek: So the statement is not a value judgment simply because it contains the word best.

Jiny hlas: Cili hodnotici soud to neni jenom proto, Ze tam je pouZito slovo nejlepsi.

Hejdanek: And moreover, it is a value judgment, | argue, simply because | don't have all Mozart's records,
all his symphonies. If | had all his symphonies among my records, then it would not be a value judgment.
But since | do not have all the records, it is a value judgment.

Jiny hlas: Pouze za predpokladu, Ze nemam doma vsecky Mozartovy symfonie, mazu mluvit o tom, Ze
kdyz reknu, Ze mam nejlepsi symfonie, tak je to hodnotici soud.

Hejdanek: And this is rather surprising, because it has almost always been assumed, | think, and | have
read quite a lot of books in the theory of value, it is always assumed that a value judgment is a value
judgment simply in virtue of its meaning. You can look at the judgment itself and decide: is it a value
judgment or not? But | claim that whether or not a judgment is a value judgment is dependent upon
how the world is.

Jiny hlas: To je po mém soudu véc velice dulezita, protoze precetl jsem spoustu knizek o hodnoceni a
véeobecné se ma za to, Ze hodnotici soud je hodnotici vzhledem ke svému smyslu, to jest vzhledem k
tomu, co fika. Ale ja tady ukazuju, Ze jde o néco jiného, totiz Ze je hodnoticim soudem vzhledem ke
skutecnosti, které se tyka.

Hejdanek: Well, but now, | mean, in the actual situation where | only have these three records of
Mozart's symphonies, in that situation, when | say that | have his best symphonies among my records, |
do say something with an evaluative content. | do restrict the possible evaluations of Mozart's
symphonies.

Jiny hlas: Pouze za toho predpokladu, Ze nemam doma jenom ty tfi desky a feknu to, tak pouze proto, ze
ten pocet desek, ktery mam, je omezeny, nejsou to vsecky desky, pouze za tohoto predpokladu Ize mluvit
o hodnoticim soudu.

Hejdanek: And it's the same in the case of Dahl's result. His result is that no group in New Haven, as it
were, decides all important questions. And this would of course be... no, this would be false if some
group decided all the questions, whether or not they are important.

Jiny hlas: Podobné je to v tom pripadé Dahlové, Ze to jeho tvrzeni, Ze neexistuje skupina v New Havenu,
ktera by rozhodovala o vsech dllezitych otazkach, by bylo nepravdivé, kdyby existovala skupina, ktera by
rozhodovala o vSech otazkach, at uz jsou dlezité, nebo ne.

Jiny hlas: So if Dahl's result is a value judgment, it is a value judgment only because the facts are as they
are, namely that no group decides everything. But since this is not the case, it is a value judgment.

Jiny hlas: Tedy kdyby to nebyl vécny soud, nybrz hodnotici soud, je to hodnotici soud jenom proto, ze



véci jsou tak, jak jsou, to znamena, Ze neexistuje Zadna skupina, ktera by rozhodovala o viem. Ale
protoZe tomu tak neni, je to hodnotici soud. Tedy ja jsem to mozZna nepresné prelozil. Tedy v pripadé, ze
by existovala jedna skupina, ktera by rozhodovala vibec o vsech otazkach, tak by samoziejmé nebylo
hodnoticim soudem, kdyz by se feklo, Ze jedna skupina rozhoduje o vsech dulezZitych otazkach.

Jiny hlas: So | mean, if Dahl's result should be a value judgment, it is because it is a value judgment to
classify something as important, and also that Dahl's result has implications for what issues can be
important if this result is correct, so to speak. So it has an evaluative content in that rather unprecise
sense.

Jiny hlas: Tedy ta teze Dahlova ma smysl jenom... | am not sure if | understood well, now I'm getting
confused further.

Jiny hlas: Well, this was actually a repetition of what | said earlier in other terms, but | meant that, as |
said, it is not at all obvious that Dahl's result is a value judgment. But if it is a value judgment, it is
because of two things. First of all, because it would be an evaluation to classify something as important,
and secondly, because the facts are such that no group decides all the questions by itself.

Jiny hlas: Takze v pripadé, Ze by ten vysledek toho zkoumani Dahlova byl zavisly na hodnoticim soudu,
tak ve dvojim smyslu, nebo za dvou predpokladi. Zaprvé, Ze je hodnotici soud, Ze zaleZi na hodnoticim
soudu, jaké otazky jsou klicové. A zadruhé za predpokladu, Zze neni Zddna takova skupina, ktera by
rozhodovala o vSech.

Jiny hlas: Nejenom o vsech kli¢ovych, ale o viech.

Jiny hlas: O vSech otazkach vibec.

Jiny hlas: But in both cases, the Mozart case and the Dahl case, it is important, as you pointed out, to be
able to argue independently that the results are value judgments, and not only say that they are value
judgments because their validity is dependent upon value judgments.

Jiny hlas: Cili je evidentni, Ze je tfeba prokazat, 7e jde o hodnotici soud samostatné, a nikoliv z toho, e je
zavisly na jiném hodnoticim soudu. ProtoZe kdyZ feknu o Mozartovi - to je ten stejny priklad - kdyz
feknu, Ze mam doma vsechny nejlepsi Mozartovy symfonie, tak musim jesté zkoumat, jestli tam nahodou
nenastal ten pripad, Ze mam vsechny. A pak to neni zavislé na hodnoticim soudu, i kdyz se tam vyskytuje
to slovo nejlepsi a vypada to, jako Ze to na tom hodnoticim soudu zavisi.

Jiny hlas: Then if we can... if it seems plausible to say that Dahl's result is a value judgment, then | would
also say that its evaluative content is not a result of the scientific investigation which Dahl has done, but
it is the consequence of his own evaluative attitudes. And that is why | would say that it is not in that
case a scientific result.

Jiny hlas: Mohlo by se totiz stat, ze nékdo vznese kritiku, Ze vysledky toho zkoumani Dahlova prosté
zaviseji na jeho plivodnim hodnoticim soudu, protoze tam vibec hovofi o néjakém tom uZivatelném
terminu, ktery je hodnotici. Ale ja musim jesté zkoumat, zda skutecné ta zavislost tam existuje, nebo zda
je jenom zdanliva, Ze fakticky to muZe byt tak, Ze platnost téch jeho zaveér( je skute¢né nezavisla na tom
hodnoceni, i kdyz tfeba to na prvni pohled vypada, jako Ze tam néjaké hodnoceni pfistupuje.

Jiny hlas: Well, | would ask a different question, | should like to underline the problem of what is
evaluation. We obviously speak of values in a special sense, but | think that you can observe any forming
of a concept as based on an evaluation of the quality of different subjects which enables us to
comprehend these subjects under that concept. In this sense all thinking is an evaluating process. Then
is it possible at all to speak so generally about independent scientific results, but about scientific results
independent on value judgments, if every concept, every notion is possible as itself as a result of a
evaluation or of a value judgment?

Hejdanek: Yes, the question is how should we restrict or how should we define what it is an evaluation
judgment, if we could generally understand it so in a broad sense.

Jiny hlas: Ted by chtél postavit otazku, ktera se tyka jiného pojmu, nez o kterém se tam potud hovofilo,
totiz o hodnocenr. V jistém slova smyslu pouZiti kazdého pojmu predpoklada hodnocent, ktera z véci,



kterou mam pojmenovat témi vlastnostmi, abych ji mohl pojmout tim pojmem, abych ji prosté mohl
zahrnout do mnoZiny toho, co je minéno tim pojmem. V tom pfipadé ovsem neexistuje vibec Zadny
védecky vysledek, ktery by byl nezavisly na hodnoceni. Ponévadz ten védecky vysledek musi byt
formulovan a ta formulace pouziva slov, to jest i jejich vyznam, pojmu, a tedy bez pouZiti pojm0 neni
mozny zadny védecky vysledek a tudiz neni Zadny nezavisly na hodnoceni. A co z toho vyplyva? Co se
rozumi vlastné hodnocenim? V jakym smyslu a jakymi mezemi to vymezime, aby to nebylo mozné
rozsifovat do tohohle...

Hejdanek: Yes, | think you may well be right when you say that our conceptual apparatus, our concepts
are constructed by us because as they are because we have certain evaluative ideas, certain values. If
our values or our attitudes were different, we would perhaps have different concepts and our scientific
results are expressed by means of these concepts and so these too of course are in a sense dependent
upon our values or value judgments. But that, | think, is just another example of what | have already
admitted, namely that there may be a causal connection between our values and our results and our
concepts, if you like. | mean our thinking process is governed by our values and if our values had been
different, we would have had different concepts, different results and so on. But this doesn't, it doesn't
follow that the validity or the truth of our results is also logically dependent upon these evaluations. |
would say that this is another question. The question of the genesis of our results is one thing, the
question of their validity is another.

Jiny hlas: Tak ten problém je preveden na rozdil mezi tim procesem poznani a platnosti vysledk( toho
poznani. To jest samoziejmé jiné hodnoceni’ m(ize vést k tomu, Ze pouziju jinych pojm0 a dojdu k jinym
vysledk@im. A to jesté neznamena nic pro tu platnost téch vysledkd. Ze ty platnosti téch vysledkd jsou
nezavislé na téch pouzitych pojmech.

I'm not quite sure if such a conception has any effectiveness or any effective value for the scientific
knowledge, because such a conception of truth value is only formal and it is not possible to control in any
way if a judgment or if a conception, theory is true or false. | speak quite generally about truth value, but
in the moment | want to control the truth value, | immediately should work with my value judgments.
Therefore | am not able to response to, to answer the question if a conception or idea or something is
true or not without value judgments. Only quite in a big abstraction | could speak about truth value
which is independent on any value judgments, but this truth value is something like Kant's Ding an sich,
which is not open to my knowledge. | don't know if I...

Hejdanek: Yes, yes, | think | understand what you mean. Ja jsem jesté namitl, Ze za téchto okolnosti mam
dojem, Ze to je néco, s ¢im vlastné véda nemize pracovat, Ze to je k niéemu tohle pojeti, protoze ve védé
se pracuje pojetim pravdivosti v takovém smyslu, ktery je naprosto nekontrolovatelny. Ve chvili, kdy chci
zjistit, zda je néco pravdivy nebo nepravdivy, kdyz to chci zkontrolovat, ovérit, tak v tu ranu jsem v
prostoru hodnoticich soud(l. A jenom teda v néjaké teoretické abstrakci mGzu fict, Ze to je pravdivy nebo
nepravdivy, nezavisle na hodnoticich soudech, ale ja nevim, jestli je to pravdivy. Ono to je néjak
objektivné pravdivy nebo nepravdivy, ale ja to nem(zu zkontrolovat jinak, nez kdyzZ za¢nu hodnotit -
tfeba jenom na Urovni té formulace pojm{ nebo néco takovyho. Prosté ja k tomu nemf(zu... cili ta
nezavislost je pouze néc¢im jako Ding an sich u Kanta, k cemuz nemam viibec pfistup a o ¢em nemuZu nic
védét. Co je mi pak platny mluvit o tom, Ze to je nezavisly, kdyZ o tom stejné nic nevim.

Jiny hlas: Yes, | think | agree that we cannot [nesrozumitelné] without making some basic judgments
about the evidence. We must say whether the rules supporting this evidence is adequate, whether these
rules are acceptable or not, sufficiently reliable. We have to make such evaluations in order to know
whether something is true. This | accept.

Hejdanek: No, souhlasim s tim, Ze nemQzZeme zjistit, zda je néco pravdivé nebo nepravdivé skrze néjaky
vysledek nebo teorii nebo néco takového, aniz bychom hodnotili.

Jiny hlas: But that doesn't mean that the question of whether or not something is true is also value-
dependent. And perhaps | would agree if you say that this is a formal notion of truth. Yes, it is a formal



notion in the sense that it is different from the epistemological question, what we can know. In that
sense it is formal, but...

Hejdanek: Ovsem tahleta otazka nesouvisi nebo je odlisna od té, zda néco je pravda nebo ne. Souhlasim
s tim, Ze je to velice abstraktné formulovano takhle a Ze v jistém smyslu to vlastné vybocuje z noetické
problematiky.

Jiny hlas: But | mean it is difficult to present a proof of this, but | like to think of the world as being an
objective entity and of deciding truth values of our statements. Whether or not we can know this is
another thing. But | mean, if | take this cup and drop it, | think it is a question, is it true that it breaks or
not? Does it break or doesn't it break? | think this is something that hasn't anything to do with value
judgments, but it may have something to do with value judgments if | am to decide.

--- (1984-01-29 Lars Bergstrom (2) [LVH245VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: Ted' se vyznal ze zajimavé véci, Ze pfiznava, Ze ta teoreticka situace je uzaviena néjakym
zplUsobem, ale Ze trva na tom, nebo Ze je na ném zlstavat v tom presvédceni, Ze tady je tfeba o svété
myslet jako o nécem, co je objektivné néjak, at to vime nebo nevime.

Slo by se ptat na skute¢nost, jestli si mysli, Ze... na ¢em zavisi ta pravdivost ¢i nepravdivost, kdyZ ne na... a
tak dale, to je jedno. Chtéli jsme odpovéd na skutecnost, jestli si mysli, Ze skutecnost je podle néj
jednoznacné dana, kdyz si ji mysli.

That's something we should wish to ask you. And now she formulates the question: if you are convinced
that the given reality, the givenness of the world is so to speak eindeutig? Yes, eindeutig. That the truth
value of a judgment depends only on this givenness of the world. It is, and | should add, it is already a
value judgment because you observe the givenness as eindeutig.

Hejdanek: I am not so sure that that makes it a value judgment. But let me say that | am not so happy
about the given either. | am not so sure that the given is real.

Jiny hlas: Reality?

Hejdanek: Yes, the reality. But | am not so sure that reality is given to me or to my senses in any precise
way.

Jiny hlas: J& jsem pouzil slovo danost, proti tomu ma namitky. Neni si jisty, Ze skutecnost je ndm dana.
Prosté tam jsou n&jaké problémy. Ale trva na té skutecnosti, realité. TakZe ta skutecnost rozhoduje o té
pravdivosti.

It means, if | correct myself, it's a question for me if it is not an evaluating prejudice that the reality is
eindeutig.

Hejdanek: Well, let me say that, let me explain my own assumption about this. | think that reality is
eindeutig. What is the English word for it?

Jiny hlas: Univocal, | think. Non-ambiguous.

Hejdanek: Non-ambiguous. But on the other hand, our judgments, our statements may be ambiguous. |
mean, if | say of someone that he is bald, for example, to take a classic example, this is not very precise.
How many hairs must a man have on his head in order to not be bald? This is a vague question and we
cannot perhaps say in many cases whether such a statement is true or false. But the reality to which it
refers is what it is. | mean, the man has so precisely so many hairs on his head. So | would say that reality
is eindeutig, if you like, but what we say about the reality may not at all be eindeutig. Yes.

Jiny hlas: Tedy, ja bych to rfekl tak, Ze samozrejmé nase soudy mohou byt vicezna¢né. Priklad: je otazka,
kolik jesté ¢lovék musi mit vlast na hlavé, aby nebyl holohlavy. Ale na tomhle nezavisi to, kolik presné
téch vlasi tam ma. At uz to nazveme holohlavy nebo vlasaty, tak prosté skutecnost je takova, Zze tam ma
tolik a tolik vlast. A v tom smyslu tedy ta skutecnost je jednoznacna, zatimco ty nase soudy mohou byt
viceznacné.

And this is especially true of many so-called scientific results in social science. For example, Dahl's result
and the results of his opponents. They are very ambiguous and very vague. And as | tried to show, Dahl's
result itself can be interpreted in many ways and it's very unclear what he means. So that is not eindeutig



at all. But the facts which it tries to describe, | believe, are eindeutig.

Jo, na tom Dahlovi je to znat, Ze je tam spousta véci, kde jeho pojmovy aparat, viibec ty postupy viibec
nejsou jednoznacné a daji se na tom najit mnohé takové vady nebo prinejmensim nepresnosti, nejsou
Uplné vymezeny. A presto ale to jesté nic nemusi znamenat pro to, zda jeho vysledky jsou pravdivé nebo
nejsou pravdivé.

But then there are two questions left, | think, which you have suggested. And one is: how do | define
value judgment? And this is a difficult question to answer. | think | can give examples of value judgment.
Jesté jsou tady dvé otazky. Jedna z nich je tedy, jak ja vlastné pojimam hodnotici’ soud. A to je velmi
nesnadna véc a ja to radéji ukazu na prikladech.

But I cannot give a precise definition, and | have never seen any good precise definition either in the
literature.

Nemohu ale poskytnout presnou definici a taky jsem nikdy necetl Zzddnou presnou definici v literature.
And this brings me to the second question, namely: isn't it a value judgment to say that reality is
eindeutig, univocal, non-ambiguous?

A to mé privadi k druhé otazce, totiz: je to opravdu hodnotici soud, kdyZ fekneme, Ze skutecnost je
jednoznacna?

And this is also somewhat difficult. | mean, | cannot prove that it is not a value judgment.

Jiny hlas: partly because | have no clear definition of value judgment. Ja opravdu nem(zu prokazat, Ze to
neni hodnotici soud, z ¢asti taky proto, Ze nemam presnou definici, co to je hodnotici soud. But | don't
experience it myself as a value judgment and | think what would convince me perhaps that it is a value
judgment would be if someone could express this assumption in a different way, perhaps using certain
simpler value expressions like good and bad, for example, and say that a synonymous way of expressing
this assumption that reality is non-ambiguous is that so and so is better than so and so. If | could be
convinced that it could be expressed in such a way, then | would see in what way it would be a value
judgment. But until someone can reformulate it in such a way, I'm very reluctant to accept that it is a
value judgment.

Zdraham se uznat, Ze to je hodnotici soud, protoZe to tak nezazivdm, nebo ma zkusenost tomu odporuje,
nebo... ja to nezakousim jako hodnotici soud. Podle myho by to muselo mit nékteré jesté dalsi naleZitosti,
Ze by bylo moZno o tom vyslovovat néjaké soudy tfeba jakoZe to je dobré a Spatné a tak dale. To by bylo
velmi snadné pro mé, ale tedy jinymi slovy, mné se zd4, Ze pravé témi potizemi, jaké pfitom ma,
prokazuje, Ze to neni hodnotici soud.

See, if | may quote a joke... but it will be a terrible thing because | am not able to say it in English,
perhaps. If | will have a head in a lion's mouth, we both, the lion and me, shall have a head in the mouth,
but the lion will be better, the situation will be better, relatively better. Well, it's a rather bad example for
the fact that the same situation is better and worse at the same time. It is ambivalent, or it has
ambivalent value.

Jiny hlas: Yes, | agree and one could say that this depends upon the perspective. The lion's perspective is
different from yours.

Hejdanek: And what's the objective reality without any perspective? Yes, but wait minute, | am not
saying so far that values are objective, in other words, that there are evaluative facts in the world. |
mean, I'm not saying that it is a fact, something true or false, that it is a good thing that your head is in
the mouth of a lion. | think that when I'm talking about facts in this lecture, at least | have been thinking
about non-evaluative facts, whether this glass will fall if I let it go and so on, and whether the lamp is
lighted and so on. But then there is another question: is it possible to conceive of the world also as
containing objective values? | mean, we could say that there's one fact, that it is good for the lion to have
your head in its mouth, it's a bad thing for you to have your head in the lion's mouth, but objectively, as
a third thing, it is the fact that my head is in the lion's mouth, an objective fact. That's an objective fact,
but perhaps it's also an objective fact that this is no good. But that's another possibility which would be



an extension of the ordinary realistic conception of the world to include in it also evaluative facts.

Jiny hlas: Hello. That's all right, we are going to the end of our discussion. Of course, it is... Are you able
to come tomorrow? Oh yes, and you are free now? Yes, well, come. Yes, of course. Yes, it is possible for
me. Well, just a moment. Excuse me, could you... there are some men from Norway.

Hejdanek: Ja jsem vzpomnél na blbej vtip, to jsi jisté poznal, o ¢em jsem [nesrozumitelné] - totiz ten
znamej vtip, kterej vlastné téma je relativita, ale tady se to hodi taky. Totiz, jestlize lev ma v hubé mou
hlavu, tak jA mam hlavu v hubé Ivi a lev ma... jA mam hlavu v hubé Iva a lev ma hlavu v hubé mé. To je
relativné.

Takze tim jsem ukazoval, Ze ta situace je vlastné dvojznacna podle toho, jestli se na to divame od Iva,
anebo od té hlavy. Ta namitka je, Ze sice to zaleZi na perspektivé zajisté, ale bez ohledu na té perspektivé
je tady zaprvé fakt, Ze ta ma hlava je v Ivi hubé, a to teda je jedna ku jedné. A zadruhé, Ze nejde jenom o
tenhle naprosto objektivni fakt, ale Ze dokonce se da mit za to, Ze ani tomu Ivu to nemusi bejt moc
prijemny a tak dale, prosté to zhodnotit jako nepfiznivou okolnost. TakZe se taky tyka skutecnosti, to je
opravdu nepfizniva okolnost. Jo, takze i pokud jde o to vyhodnocovani, Ze tam je cosi objektivniho, co
nezavisi jenom na té perspektivé.

I am not sure if | remember much... for instance in Tolstoy's book War and Peace the big quarrel - or |
don't know the term - about Moscow is described. And if the behavior of general Kutuzov is described,
it's very... | don't know the English word... it's impressive how Kutuzov was convinced, deeply convinced,
that it is already a big victory, even if Moscow is in flames, is destroyed, and even if the Russian soldiers
had to go back, to evade. He was deeply convinced that it means a victory, a definite victory over the
French army. And he was the only one who could see the situation in this perspective. Well, was it a
victory? Can we say today, if we are able to know much more than Kutuzov in those days, can we say as a
constatation, as an acknowledgment of a matter of fact, that it was a victory? Does it depend on our
conception what victory is or not? Where is the objective fact of a victory? Does a victory exist at all as
an objective fact? Is it not only a fact within a special approach to the history, to historical events, to
war?

Jiny hlas: events, to understand what is war, what is victory, what it means, and defeat, the opposite of
victory, the defeat, yes, it's no objective fact at all. The objective fact is only the number of cadavers on,
within the nature. But victory, it's no fact at all in this objective sense, objective meaning. Well, in social
and historical sphere, the so-called facts are impossible at all if they are not built on an evaluating basis
or basis of evaluations, on value, value judgments. In a sense we can express it that the so-called facts in
history are more like... | shall stop already and translate it. We have to... it would be better if they will go
back before they... before they...

Jiny hlas: Prosté zda se mi, Ze v té situaci, kdy mluvime jenom o [nesrozumitelné], tak to je véc, ktera nas
v tom m0ze uvést do omylu, Ze je dobré se kouknout, jak to vypada s tou fakti¢nosti, s tou skutecnosti v
historii, ve spolecnosti. A tam uved| ten priklad Kutuzova, ktery kdyZ naridi, aby Rusové - z toho, z Vojny
a miru - naridi, aby Rusové se stahli z Moskvy a zapalili ji, tak to prosté jednoznacné vidi jako obrovské a
definitivni vitézstvi nad napoleonskymi vojskama, ackoliv nikdo z ostatnich tomu nevéfi, Ze jo. A ja jsem
polozZil otazku, zda dneska, kdyZ uz toho vime vseho daleko vic nez on, jestli miizeme dneska Fict
objektivné, Ze to bylo vitézstvi, a nebo ne.

A na tom jsem to chtél dokazovat, Ze vlastné i dneska, kdyzZ uz toho vime mnohem vic, tak furt je to
otazka hodnoceni, Ze to zalezi na tom, cemu fikame vitézstvi, cemu ne. A Ze vlastné vlbec vitézstvi jako
objektivni fakt nem(iZeme nikde konstatovat. Ze jako objektivni fakt mGiZeme konstatovat jenom pocet
mrtvol, které tam lezi nékde na tom, ale nikdy ne vitézstvi ve vojné, viibec valka a tak dale. MGzeme
jediné ty jednotlivé udalosti, jako Ze tam spadl Srapnel a takové véci. Ale to vcelku, jakoze to vSechno
zalezi na nasem hodnoceni, a Ze kdyby nebylo té hodnotici slozky, tak viibec nemame moznost o historii
mluvit. Vbec nem0zeme fict ani pravdivé, ani nepravdivé soudy o tom a tak dal.

Jiny hlas: This is just another similar example to Dahl's result, what when Dahl says that there’s no ruling



elite in the United States. This is also a statement which is equally ambiguous and vague as this
statement that this is a victory.

Jiny hlas: Je to velmi analogické k tomu, co déla ten Dahl. Taky on by fekl, Ze neni jedna elita, tak je to
dost analogické, jako kdyzZ ten Kutuzov fekne, Ze to je vitézstvi, nebo kdyz nékdo jiny fekne: to neni
vitézstvi. Pravé je to podobné mnohoznaéné nebo neurcité.

Jiny hlas: And | think that the right answer is that victory can be understood in many different ways. And
if we make it precise in various ways, then we can say that, well, in this sense it was a victory, in this
sense it was not a victory and so on. And of course when we choose between different senses, different
definitions, then we may choose in accordance with our values. | mean, the simplest case would be to
say that if | want it to be a victory, then | choose a sense in which it is a victory, most likely.

Jiny hlas: Vzdycky zalezi na tom, jak vymezim, co to je vitézstvi. A podle toho potom, kdyzZ jdu k d&jinam,
tak mGzu hodnotit: tohle je vitézstvi, tohle neni vitézstvi a tak dale. KdyZ samozrejmé volim spiSe jednu
definici nebo jeden vymér vitézstvi nez druhy, tak je to otazka hodnoceni. A je dost pravdépodobné, ze v
tom budou hrat jesté takové véci roli, jako tfeba Ze kdyzZ chci, aby to bylo vitézstvi, tak volim takovy
pojem vitézstvi, aby mi vyslo vitézstvi.

Jiny hlas: But | would still say that we could say that if we have made the concept more precise in various
ways, then we could say well, in this sense it is a fact that it is a victory. In this sense it is not a fact that it
is a victory and so on. So | would say that the facts are as they are, but we can describe them so
ambiguously, in such a vague manner, that what we say is neither true nor false, it is just... But if we
make what we say more precise, then it can be true or false in virtue of the facts. And the question of
the sense: in which sense it is true? If the sense is true or not, it's outside of the question of truth.

Jiny hlas: Samoziejmé muze se to takhle rGzné ohodnotit, ale jestliZze precizuju, v jakém smyslu je
chapano vitézstvi, pak je jednoznacné, jestli jde o vitézstvi - v tomto smyslu je to vitézstvi, v jiném smyslu
to neni vitézstvi. Tak jsem se jesté zeptal kontrolné, ale teda jaky je to smysl, to se netyka otazky pravdy?
Tak to se netyka otazky pravdy. Jo.

Jiny hlas: well, excuse me, we shall stop it quite abruptly. We thank you very much. | shall speak with you
only to make it possible for us to meet. Thank you very much. It is decided by the mind itself whether this
concept applies. The same as with victory. Probably later. But and | also agree that we often, perhaps
always, come with our concepts ready-made so to speak and then look at reality and order reality in
terms of our concepts. The concepts are things that we bring to reality to classify it. Someone else may
have different concepts.

Hejdanek: To zase mné se zd3, Ze to prece jenom zaleZi na téch pojmech, Ze existuje urcita vazanost,
¢lovék ma ty pojmy a tim padem, Ze potom to dopadne jinak, protoze skutec¢né teda je to vSechno
vlastné analogické s tim, jestli je to vitézstvi nebo ne, nebo jestli je to jedna elita nebo vice elit a tak dal.
Jiny hlas: But then | think that it is possible to define very precise concepts so that there is a definite
answer to the question whether this concept applies. For example, if you say that one object is heavier
than another within a certain range of accuracy, | think one can define such a concept, which is clear as
to whether the object in question is heavier.

Hejdanek: A presto teda jsou urcité véci, které Ize nezavisle na tom, at se to vezme, napriklad kdyz
rekneme, Ze jedna véc je té€zsi nez druha, tak kdyz definujeme okolnosti, za kterych to srovnavame, Ze je
to teda napriklad ve stejném gravitacnim poli, no tak prosté to muize byt.

Jiny hlas: At srovnavame jakkoli, Ze, a mame rzné pojmy a zarazujeme do riznych kategorii a tak dale,
tak prosté tady ta véc je opravdu [nesrozumitelné].

Jiny hlas: Every time you... | think | can accept most of what you suggest, as far as | have understood. |
think we should perhaps stop here. | imagine... well, | have to get up a bit early tomorrow, so | can't stay
up so late. And | think in fact that these other people will not turn up because they said they would come
within half an hour. Yes, and it's already, it's been more than half an hour. More. Ah, look, they are here. |
see. Oh, all right.



