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Jiny hlas: Pokud bychom ten text upravovali tak, jak je to mozné, aby ty lokalni véci, které se vztahuji
jenom na anglické podminky nebo na anglictinu, odpadly. Nevim, jestli je to u nas vSechno aktualni.
Jiny hlas: The future is a touchstone for our attitudes to time and reality, to causality and freedom, to
responsibility and creativity.

Hejdanek: Budoucnost je prizkumnym kamenem nasich pristupt k ¢asu a ke skutecnosti, ke kauzalité a
svobodé, k odpovédnosti a tvorivosti.

Jiny hlas: If we believe that the future exists in just the same way as the present and past do, we get a
simple and economical view of reality, but one in which many of the characteristic features of time are
lacking, in which there is nothing to pick out the present now or to give a sense of becoming, in which
freedom is an illusion, everything will be as it will be and there is nothing new under the sun.

Hejdanek: Vérime-li, Ze budoucnost existuje presné timtéz zplisobem jako pritomnost a minulost,
ziskame tak jednoduchy a Usporny pohled na skutec¢nost, ktery vsak bude postradat mnoho z
charakteristickych rys( ¢asu, v némz nebude nic, co by dovolovalo vyzdvihnout pritomné nyni nebo dat
smysl stavani se, vznikani, v némz svoboda je iluzi a kde vSechno bude tak, jak to bude, kde neni nic
nového pod sluncem.

Jiny hlas: Many thinkers have felt impelled to adopt such a view, either by logical doctrines of fatalism or
by theological doctrines of divine foreknowledge or by Laplacian determinism, in spite of its
consequences running counter to deeply held intuitions.

Hejdanek: Mnozi myslitelé se citili byt povzbuzovani k pfijeti takového nazoru, bud v podobé logického
uceni o fatalismu, nebo v podobé teologickych doktrin o predzvédéni bozim, nebo v podobé Laplacova
determinismu, a to navzdory dasledk(m, které byly v rozporu s hluboko zakofenénymi intuicemi.

Jiny hlas: I shall deal with the theological doctrines elsewhere. All | say here is that they seem to
presuppose a radically un-Christian view of God.

Hejdanek: Budu se zabyvat teologickymi doktrinami jinde. VSe, co bych tu chtél fici, je, Ze vychazeji, jak
se zd4, z radikalné nekrestanského pojeti Boha.

Jiny hlas: I have also attempted elsewhere to deal with the arguments for physical determinism.
Hejdanek: Pokousel jsem se také na jiném misté zabyvat argumenty fyzikalniho determinismu.

Jiny hlas: My own arguments have been much controverted, but seem to be more misunderstood than
mistaken.

Hejdanek: Mé vlastni argumenty byly hojné vyvraceny, ale zda se mi, Ze spiSe z nedorozuméni nez pro
svou chybnost.

Jiny hlas: Recent developments in physics confirm the view that quantum mechanics is inherently
indeterministic and that any hidden variable theory would involve our making assumptions which, if not
implausible, if not impossible, are highly implausible.

Hejdanek: A posledni vyvoj fyziky potvrzuje nazor, Zze kvantova mechanika je z podstaty véci
indeterministicka a Ze kazda teorie neznamé proménné zahrnuje predpoklady, jez jsou, ne-li viibec
nemozné, alespon vysoce nepravdépodobné.

Jiny hlas: The opposite extreme is to deny the existence of both the future and the past.

Hejdanek: Opacnym extrémem je popreni existence jak budoucnosti, tak minulosti.

Jiny hlas: Aristotle knew of the position and St. Augustine argues for it with great force.

Hejdanek: Aristotelés znal tento postoj a svaty Augustin s velikou silou prinasi pro néj argumenty.

Jiny hlas: In modern times, tukasiewicz and Prior and Dummett have all argued for the unreality of the
past as well as of the future.

Hejdanek: V moderni dobé formulovali tukasiewicz, Prior a Dummett argumenty pro neskute¢nost
minulosti i budoucnosti.



Jiny hlas: Only the present is actual, as French usage suggests.

Hejdanek: Pouze pritomnost je skutecnd, jak naznacuje francouzské uziti slova.

Jiny hlas: The past no longer exists and the future does not yet exist and both are real only in so far as
they are relevant to real experience here and now.

Hejdanek: Minulost uz neexistuje a budoucnost jesté neexistuje. A oboji je skutec¢né pouze do té miry,
pokud je relevantni pro redlnou zkusenost zde a nyni.

Jiny hlas: It is an attractive doctrine and carries an important message for many of my countrymen in an
age in which men are eager to mortgage the present to the future as well as often being also the
prisoners of the past.

Hejdanek: Je to atraktivni uceni a pfedstavuje vyznamné poselstvi pro mnohé z mych krajan( v dobé, kdy
lidé velice usiluji o to, aby pritomnost zadluzili na Gcet budoucnosti, a pfitom jsou ¢asto uvéznéni
minulosti.

Jiny hlas: We need to be told to gather rosebuds while we may, because we are too ready to postpone
enjoying life until we have got through the next examination, taken finals, got a degree, got a job, got
promotion, finished the job, cleared our desk, paid off the mortgage, retired, died.

Hejdanek: Potfebujeme, aby nam nékdo pripomnél, Ze mame sbirat poupata rdzi, dokud smime, protoze
jsme prilis nachylni odkladat potéseni ze Zivota, az sloZzime pfristi zkousku, az dokonc¢ime studium, az
dosadhneme titulu, az ziskdAme zaméstnani, az budeme mit po promoci, az dokonéime praci, az budeme
mit Cisty stal, az zaplatime dluhy, az budeme v penzi, az zemreme.

Jiny hlas: Carpe diem, as Horace said. Only on a today can we enjoy ourselves, and if we will not enjoy
today, we shall not enjoy at all.

Hejdanek: Carpe diem, jak fika Horac. Pouze dnes se mlzeme radovat my sami, a jestlize se nebudeme
radovat dnes, nebudeme se radovat viibec.

Jiny hlas: Yet this, although true, is not the whole truth.

Hejdanek: A prece, i kdyzZ to je pravda, neni to cela pravda.

Jiny hlas: Although every day must at some time or other be a today, the word today has the meaning it
does only because we know that there are other days which are not today today.

Hejdanek: Prestoze kazdy den musi v tom ¢i onom c¢ase byt nékdy dneskem, slovo dnes ma smysl, ktery
ma, jen proto, Ze vime, Ze tu jsou i jiné dny, které dnes nejsou dneskem.

Jiny hlas: We may take no thought of the morrow, but we cannot make out that it will not come, bringing
its sufficiency of evil with it, and we should not be doing justice to a man's individuality as an agent if we
reckoned all his yesterdays of no account.

Hejdanek: M{iZeme se nestarat o den pristi, o zitfek, ale nemzeme zabranit tomu, aby prisel a pfinesl s
sebou plno zla. A nemUtzZeme byt spravedlivi k individualité néjakého ¢lovéka jako jednajici osoby,
kdybychom nebrali v Givahu vsechny jeho vcerejsky.

Jiny hlas: The doctrine that the past does not exist, but the future does, has few defenders among
metaphysicians, but many practitioners among fashionable and utilitarian moralists.

Hejdanek: Uceni, Ze minulost neexistuje, ale budoucnost ano, ma mezi metafysiky malo zastancu, ale
zato mnoho praktik(i mezi médnimi a utilitarnimi moralisty.

Jiny hlas: It is trendy to be future-oriented and to regard everything past as water under the bridge and
of no continuing significance.

Hejdanek: Je médou byt orientovan do budoucnosti a pohliZzet na cokoli minulého jako na vodu tekouci
pod mostem a postradajici jakéhokoli trvalejsiho vyznamu.

Jiny hlas: Utilitarians are systematic consequentialists and evaluate actions entirely with regard to their
future consequences, but have great difficulty in saying what an action is or what its consequences will
be, except in the context of what has previously been done.

Hejdanek: Utilitarianisté jsou systematicti konsekvencialisté - ja jsem to neprekladal, prosté ti, co se
orientuji jenom na konsekvence, na dulsledky -, ktefi hodnoti ¢iny vyhradné z hlediska jejich budoucich



nasledku, ktefi vsak maji velké nesnaze, maji-li fici, v cem néjaka akce spociva, anebo jaké budou jeji
disledky, jestlize nemohou oboji vztahnout ke kontextu, ktery tu uz byl dfiv.

Jiny hlas: The doctrine that the past and present exist, but not the future, is the most natural.

Hejdanek: Uceni, Ze minulost a pfitomnost existuji, ale budoucnost nikoliv, je nejpfirozené;si.

Jiny hlas: It explains why the past is unalterable and the future open, and accounts for the peculiar status
of the present and our sense of time as becoming.

Hejdanek: Objasnuje, proc je minulost nezménitelna a proc je budoucnost oteviena, a bere v ivahu
zvlastni postaveni pritomnosti jakoZ i nas smysl pro cas jakozto stavani se nebo nastavani.

Jiny hlas: It allows for freedom and responsibility and creativity, and since they cannot be undone or
conjured out of existence, it acknowledges the everlasting significance of our deeds.

Hejdanek: Pocita se svobodou i s odpovédnosti a s tvorivosti, a protoZze nemohou byt odcinény ani
odcarovany, uznava trvalou vyznamnost nasich ¢ing.

Jiny hlas: The future is not already there, waiting like a reel of film in a cinema to be shown. It is in part
open to our endeavors and capable of being fashioned by our efforts into achievements which are our
own and of which we may be proud.

Hejdanek: Budoucnost tu neni jiz dana predem, ¢ekajic jako kotouc filmu v kiné, aZ se ukaze. Je z¢asti
otevfena nasim snaham a schopna byt utvarena nasim Usilim tak, Ze to, ¢eho jsme dosahli, je né¢im
vskutku nasim, na¢ mGzeme byt hrdi.

Jiny hlas: The chance interplay of circumstance and the implementation of our designs and purposes
weave together the fabric of history.

Hejdanek: Nahodila souhra okolnosti a instrumentalita nasich urceni a Gcel( sprada tkanivo déjin.

Jiny hlas: We may think of it as Broad does, as a continual accretion of truth, or theistically in terms of the
unforgettable memory of God.

Hejdanek: Mlzeme to myslenkoveé uchopit, jako to cini Broad, jako nepretrzité narlstani pravdy, nebo
teisticky v pojmech nezapominajici paméti Bozi.

Jiny hlas: In either case, the different ontological status we ascribe to the future as compared with the
past will bear upon our way of talking about it and the knowledge we can hope to have of it.

Hejdanek: V kazdém pripadé rozdilné ontologické postaveni, status, jejz pFipisujeme budoucnosti na
rozdil od minulosti, se bude opirat o zplsob, jak o tom mluvime, a o znalost, kterou se domnivame o tom
mit.

Jiny hlas: If the future is characteristically open, while the past is unalterable and fixed, we shall expect
there to be an interplay between mood and tense such as is found in English and most European
languages.

Hejdanek: JestliZze je budoucnost charakteristicka svou otevienosti, zatimco minulost je nezménitelna a
fixovana, budeme tu ocekavat jakousi souhru mezi mluvnickymi mody a ¢asovanim, jak to lze vidét v
angli¢tiné a ve vétsiné evropskych jazyku.

Jiny hlas: Knowledge of the past, although often in practice difficult to come by, will be metaphysically
straightforward; whereas those parts of the future that are as yet indeterminate not only cannot be
known in some sense, but can hardly be talked about at all.

Hejdanek: Poznani minulosti, i kdyzZ ¢asto prakticky nesnadno dosazitelné, bude metafysicky jednoduché,
zatimco ty slozky budoucnosti, které jsou dosud neuréené, nejenom zZe nemohou byt v néjakém smyslu
poznany, ale je téZzko o nich vliibec mluvit.

Jiny hlas: There is a certain difficulty in applying the principle of bivalence - that every proposition is
either true or else false - to the future, as there is in applying it to counterfactual hypotheticals.
Hejdanek: Je tu jista nesnaz v uplatnéni principu bivalence, Ze totiz kazdé tvrzeni je bud pravdivé nebo
nepravdivé, tedy v uplatnéni tohoto principu na budoucnost, podobné jako pfi jeho uplatnéni na
hypotetické predméty, které jsou v rozporu s fakty.

Jiny hlas: Aristotle was queasy about ascribing either, on the one hand, truth or, on the other, falsehood



to the proposition that there would be a sea battle on the morrow. Just as we hesitate to ascribe either
truth-value to the counterfactual that if Lucas were offered the presidency of Czechoslovakia, he would
accept it.

Hejdanek: Aristotelés byl velice Gzkostlivy, kdyZz mél bud na jedné strané oznacit za pravdivé, nebo na
druhé strané za nepravdivé tvrzeni, Ze zitra dojde k ndmorni bitvé. Praveé tak jako my vahame pripsat
néjakou hodnotu pravdivosti hypotéze, kterd odporuje fakttim, jako Ze kdyby byla Lucasovi nabidnuta
funkce ceskoslovenského prezidenta, on by ji pfijal.

Jiny hlas: In the last half-century, physicists have been worried about ascribing sharp values in quantum
theory to the non-commuting observables.and Einstein argued against the reality of the quantum
description of nature on this account.

Hejdanek: V poslednim pulstoleti se fyzikové trapili tim, jak z kvantové teorie pfipsat - tedky trochu
zvoleje - presné hodnoty neproménujicim se pozorovanym objektim. Pravdépodobné jde o
Heisenberga.

Jiny hlas: I didn't understand it quite. It's Heisenberg.

Jiny hlas: No, it is - this is Einstein.

Hejdanek: That's Einstein.

Jiny hlas: Einstein. Ah, ah, ah. It is - the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen argument.

Hejdanek: Tedy, uvidime, jestli je to spravné preloZeno. Tedy: a Einstein na tom zakladé uvadél
argumenty proti redlnosti kvantového popisu prirody.

Jiny hlas: If the future exists, if the would-be results of experiments which he might have made, but did
not actually make, exist, then even though we do not in fact know what the future is going to be, or what
the results would have been, we can at least be sure that the future must be either the one thing or the
other, and that there must be some definite results which the experiments would have had if they'd been
performed.

Hejdanek: Jestlize budoucnost existuje, jestlize existuji mozné vysledky experimentd, které jsme mohli
provést, ale ve skute¢nosti jsme je neprovedli, potom i kdyzZ fakticky nevime, jak budoucnost nastava
(respektive jak zacina existovat) nebo jakych vysledkd bychom dosahli, mGZzeme si byt pfinejmensim jisti,
Ze budoucnost musi byt jednou véci nebo jinou a Ze tu musi byt néjaké urcité vysledky onéch pokusu,
kdyby byly vykonany.

Jiny hlas: And per contra, if the future does not exist, nor a range of possible worlds waiting for a suitable
experiment to actualize them, then it would seem that we could neither know nor ascribe truth to what
does not exist.

Hejdanek: A naopak, jestlize neexistuje budoucnost ani fada moznych svét(i ¢ekajicich na vhodny
experiment, aby se aktualizovaly, pak by se zdalo, Ze nemU(iZzeme ani znat, ani pfipsat pravdivost né¢emu,
co neexistuje.

Jiny hlas: And yet we draw back from denying all truth to predictions or speculations or making out that
the future is entirely unknowable.

Hejdanek: A presto se osivame pred odeprenim jakékoli pravdivosti predpovédim a spekulacim anebo
pred tvrzenim, Ze budoucnost je naprosto nepoznatelna.

Jiny hlas: Although all things are possible, | know what | shall do tomorrow.

Hejdanek: | kdyz je mozné cokoli, vim, co budu délat zitra.

Jiny hlas: I am quite sure that either | shall have lunch in Prague or | shall not have lunch in Prague, and
on the hypothesis the former is true, | can work out the consequences for my sightseeing program.
Hejdanek: Jsem si zcela jist, Ze bud budu obédvat v Praze, nebo nebudu obédvat v Praze. A za
predpokladu, Ze to prvni je pravda, mohu vypracovat disledky pro svlj program prohlizeni
pamétihodnosti.

Jiny hlas: It thus appears that our metaphysical intuitions about the status of the future, although
reflected in some of our ways of speech and thought, run counter to others.



Hejdanek: A tak se zd4, Ze nase metafyzické intuice, pokud jde o postaveni budoucnosti, i kdyz je
reflektujeme né&jakym zplsobem svého promlouvani a mysleni, jsou protich@idné jinym.

Jiny hlas: It is quite difficult to give a coherent account of how we can talk about the future, what we can
know about it and what it really is.

Hejdanek: Je velmi nesnadné koherentné vylicit, jak mdzeme mluvit o budoucnosti, co o ni mizZzeme
poznat a ¢im ve skutecnosti je.

Jiny hlas: But we can at least try.

Hejdanek: Ale mliZzeme se o to alespon pokusit.

Jiny hlas: We can talk about the future by means of tenses.

Hejdanek: O budoucnosti mizeme mluvit pomoci ¢ast (rozumi se mluvnickych cast, ja radsi to
adjektivum pridam).

Jiny hlas: The very word future in English is by origin a future participle in the Latin.

Hejdanek: Samotné slovo budoucnost, future, je v anglictiné plvodné z latiny pri¢esti budouci.

Jiny hlas: Tenses are token-reflexive or egocentric words.

Hejdanek: Mluvnické Casy jsou, jak uz jsme védéli z prednasky Nagely, token-reflexive, reflexivni symboly
budu fikat, nebo egocentricka slova.

Jiny hlas: Like the words 'I', 'now' and 'here’, they have a reference which depends on the context of
utterance.

Hejdanek: Stejné jako slova ja, nyni a zde se odnaseji k né¢emu, co zavisi na kontextu promluvy.

Jiny hlas: On Thursday | could say 'l shall be in Prague on Monday', whereas next Thursday | cannot, but
must, if | want to make the same statement, say 'l was in Prague on Monday'.

Hejdanek: Ve ¢tvrtek jsem mohl Fict: v pondéli budu v Praze (rozumi se minuly ¢tvrtek), kdezto pristi
Ctvrtek to Fici nemohu, ale musim, chci-li vyjadfrit totéz, fici: v pondéli jsem byl v Praze.

Jiny hlas: But tenses are not just token-reflexive.

Hejdanek: Ale mluvnické ¢asy nejsou pouhé reflexivni symboly.

Jiny hlas: Although a tense does enable me at the time of utterance to talk about an event which may be
at another time, it also enables me to view this event from a temporal perspective of my own choosing.
Hejdanek: | kdyz mé mluvnicky ¢as ¢ini schopnym v okamziku promluvy mluvit o udalosti, k niz mohlo ¢i
muzZe dojit v jinou dobu, umoziuje mi také podivat se na tuto udalost v ¢asové perspektivé, kterou si
zvolim.

Jiny hlas: Last Thursday | could not only speak of my coming to Prague, but could speak of it from a later
temporal perspective.

Hejdanek: Minuly ctvrtek jsem mohl mluvit nejen o svém prichodu do Prahy, ale mohl jsem o tom mluvit
Jiny hlas: This time next week, | might have said, | shall have been to Prague and shall be able to tell you
what's going on in philosophy there.

Hejdanek: Za tyden touhle dobou, mohl jsem prohlasit, budu mit za sebou navstévu Prahy a budu s to -
ovsem tam je to ,za sebou” a tak dale, to vsechno je v slovesném case tam, Ze? my to nemizZeme. A
budu schopen vam povédét, co se tam déje ve filosofii.

Jiny hlas: Reichenbach explains the structure of tenses very convincingly.

Hejdanek: Reichenbach vysvétluje strukturu mluvnickych ¢asl velmi presvédciveé.

Jiny hlas: He distinguishes, besides the date of utterance S and the event E, a third date, the reference
point R, and with its aid can distinguish between many different tenses in English or in Latin or in Greek.
Hejdanek: Reichenbach tedy rozliSuje vedle data promluvy a data udalosti U, kdyzZ je to cesky, tak U, jesté
treti datum, jakysi referencni bod R, a s jeho pomoci mUze rozlisit mezi aoristem... Vidél jsem Petra...
mezi rlznymi asy v fecting, latiné a anglic¢ting, nebo v némciné teda.

Jiny hlas: I think at this point | will hand round... there are only three of these I'm afraid... let me see...
there... this is making...



Hejdanek: Tak ja jsem tomu nedaval dostatecnou pozornost. Referencni bod R umozniuje rozlisovat riizné
casy v rectiné, latiné a némciné. Neni potreba to prekladat.

Jiny hlas: I will just talk, not read about the handout for a moment to explain it while you pass it round.
Hejdanek: Ted nebudu ¢ist tu prednasku, ale budu mluvit o tom handoutu, abych ho vysvétlil, zatimco si
ho budete podavat.

Jiny hlas: I have used the color green to indicate the date of utterance, which Reichenbach calls S.
Hejdanek: Zelenou barvu jsem poufZil pro dobu, kdy ten vyrok byl vysloven, kterou Reichenbach oznacuje
pismenem S.

Jiny hlas: I use the blue color, which looks black in this light, for Reichenbach's reference point.

Hejdanek: Modrou barvu, ktera v tomhle svétle vypada jako ¢ernd, jsem pouzil pro referenéni bod, ktery
Reichenbach oznacuje jako R. R, pardon, R.

Jiny hlas: And | use red to indicate what Reichenbach calls the event date, what we're really talking
about.

Hejdanek: A ¢ervenou barvu jsem pouzil pro to, co Reichenbach oznacuje datem udalosti, o ¢em vlastné
mluvime. Je to oznaceno pismenem E.

Jiny hlas: And when | was writing originally, | was arguing to make the distinction which in Czech can be
made quite easily by the two Czech locutions on the handout.

Hejdanek: Kdyz jsem psal ten text plvodné, tak jsem tam pouzival takové argumentace, ktera muze byt
velmi dobre provedena do ¢estiny témi dvéma vyroky, které tam také jsou dopsany.

Jiny hlas: Although Reichenbach's account needs slight amendment, it is substantially correct.

Hejdanek: | kdyz tento Reichenbachtiv vyklad potrebuje malé vylepseni, je v podstaté spravny.

Jiny hlas: It is the linguistic expression of the metaphysical fact that although we are time-bound, our
senses are not totally so.

Hejdanek: Je lingvistickym vyrazem metafysického faktu, Ze i kdyZ jsme ¢asové vazani, nase smysly nejsou
vazany totalné.

Jiny hlas: I, my body, my mouth, my hand, am imprisoned in the twentieth century.

Hejdanek: J4, mé télo, ma Gsta, ma ruka, jsme uvéznéni ve dvacatém stoleti.

Jiny hlas: If I am to say anything, | must say it now, in the time of my corporeal existence.

Hejdanek: Chci-li viibec néco fici, musim to Fici nyni, v ¢ase své télesné existence.

Jiny hlas: But my mind is free to range over all time.

Hejdanek: Ale ma mysl ma svobodu se zamérit do kterékoliv doby.

Jiny hlas: I can imagine myself having a nasty encounter with a dinosaur in the Jurassic age, viewing the
battle of Marathon, listening to a speech by Pericles, addressing the United Nations in the year 2081,
witnessing the final inauguration of peace on earth, having difficulty in explaining myself and being given
a rough passage on the day of judgment.

Hejdanek: Mohu si sdm sebe predstavit, jak proZzivam osklivé setkani s dinosaurem v jure, jak prihlizim
bitvé u Maratonu, jak nasloucham feci Periklové, jak se obracim ke Spojenym narod(im v roce 2081, jak
jsem svédkem definitivniho ustaveni miru na zemi, nebo jak sdm sebe s potizemi vysvétlu;ji a jak
prochazim - tady jsem to volné preloZil - jak prochazim s odrenymi zady v den posledniho soudu.

Jiny hlas: Although | have to say whatever | have to say now, March the 2nd 1981, here in Prague, what |
have to say not only may be about other events or other times and other places, but also as viewed from
yet other times and other places again.

Hejdanek: Pfesto musim Fici vSe, co musim Fici, nyni, 2. bfezna 1981, tady v Praze. To, co musim fici, se
bude nejenom tykat jinych udalosti a jinych dob i jinych mist, ale bude také zase vidéno z jinych dob a z
jinych mist.

Jiny hlas: Much as | can view Prague from the air, from the cathedral, or from the Vltava, so | can also
view the events of my visit from the standpoint of last week, when | was wondering what paper to read
to you, or from that of arriving at the airport, or as | depart again, or finally from when | talk about it to



my friends in England.

Hejdanek: Tak jako se mohu na Prahu divat ze vzduchu, z vrcholku katedraly, nebo od VlItavy, tak se mohu
divat na udalosti své navstévy ze stanoviska minulého tydne, kdy jsem vahal, ktery text vdm mam
prednést, anebo ze stanoviska pfichazejiciho na letisté, nebo kdyz zase budu odjizdét, a konecné az o
tom budu mluvit se svymi prateli v Anglii.

Jiny hlas: I am not confined to the here and now in my mind as | am in my body and can think of myself
anywhere and anywhen and therefore as viewing places and events anywhence and from any temporal
standpoint.

Hejdanek: Nejsem odsouzen k tomu zde a nyni ve své mysli, jako je tomu k tomu odsouzeno mé télo, a
mohu o sobé uvaZovat jako o jsoucim kdekoli a kdykoli, a proto o schopném vidét mista a udalosti
odkudkoli a z jakéhokoli ¢asového stanoviska.

Jiny hlas: In endorsing Reichenbach | am dissenting from Prior.

Hejdanek: Jak na jedné strané souhlasim s Reichenbachem, nesouhlasim naproti tomu s Priorem.

Jiny hlas: Prior elucidates tenses in terms of iterated operators and regards Reichenbach's date of
utterance S as simply the first of a number of tense operators.

Hejdanek: A ted jsem trochu na tenkém ledé. Prior objasiuje mluvnické ¢asy pomoci pojmu opakujicich
se operatoru a pohlizi na Reichenbachovo datum promluvy S jako na prosté prvni z fady ¢asovych
operatord.

Jiny hlas: But this is to miss the essential difference between the contextual necessity of the date of
utterance and the liberty of choice of the reference point.

Hejdanek: Ale to znamen4, ze ztraci smysl pro zakladni rozdil mezi nezbytnosti kontextu data promluvy a
mezi svobodou volby referenéniho bodu.

Jiny hlas: If | speak now, my date of utterance must be 7:25, 7:28, March the 2nd 1981, whereas | can
refer to events from any temporal perspective | like.

Hejdanek: Jestlize promlouvam ted, pak datum mé promluvy musi byt sedm hodin vecer dvacet osm
minut osmého bfezna 1981, zatimco se mohu vztahovat k udalostem z jakékoli ¢asové perspektivy, jaka
se mi zlibi.

Jiny hlas: If later | am to say the same thing as | say now, | must make suitable alterations to the tense.
Hejdanek: A jestlize budu muset pozdéji Fici totéz, co Fikdm nyni, musim provést prislusné zmény v
mluvnickych ¢asech.

Jiny hlas: If I say now, | shall have finished reading my paper by 10:35 p.m., then to say the same thing at
10:35 p.m. | need to say | have finished reading my paper now at 10:35 p.m. And if | am reporting it on
Tuesday in England | should say | had finished reading by 10:35 p.m.

Hejdanek: Jestlize nyni Feknu, skoncim se ¢tenim svého textu v deset hodin tficet pét, pak kdyz povim
totéz v deset hodin tficet pét, musim Fici, skoncil jsem se ¢tenim svého textu ted' v deset hodin tficet pét.
A jestlize o tom budu referovat v Gtery v Anglii, budu muset Fici, tehdy jsem byl skoncil se ¢tenim v deset
hodin tficet pét.

Jiny hlas: This point may not be so clear in Czech as in English, so | will leave out the diagram and go on
to say: The date of utterance S shifts and has to shift with the passage of time, whereas the reference
point R does not.

Hejdanek: Vzhledem k tomu, Ze v cestiné se to daleko hlF Fekne nez v anglic¢ting, tak vynecha ten
diagram, ktery tam ma pripraveny, a budeme pokracovat. Datum promluvy S se posouva a musi se
posouvat v prabéhu c¢asu, zatimco referencni bod R se neposouva.

Jiny hlas: If | want to affirm or deny at one time what was said or maybe said at another, | have to adopt
the appropriately different S while keeping the R and the E the same.

Hejdanek: Jestlize chci potvrdit nebo popfit v uréitém case néco, co bylo nebo mohlo byt fe¢eno v jiném
¢ase, musim pfijmout vhodné odlisné S, to jest moment té vypovédi nebo promluvy, zatimco podrzim
stejné R a stejné E, to jest stejny referencéni bod a stejné datum udalosti.



Jiny hlas: Most European languages are like ancient Hebrew and lack a genuine future tense and instead
make do with modal auxiliary verbs (shall, will, werden) or modal endings like the French ai.

Hejdanek: Vétsina modernich evropskych jazyk(i se podoba staré hebrejstiné a postrada zvlastni budouci
mluvnicky ¢as a vypomaha si misto toho modalnimi pomocnymi slovesy shall, will v angli¢ting, werden v
némciné, c¢esky ,budu®, nebo koncovkou ai.

Jiny hlas: They do not easily draw the distinction in the future which can be drawn in Czech between the
two locutions | have put on the sheet. Might be worth just saying those out loud. Just read those two
locutions. Jd budu v Praze a Ja hodldm byt v Praze.

Hejdanek: Ja budu v Praze. Ja budu v Praze a v protikladu k tomu: J4 hodlam byt v Praze.

Jiny hlas: But it is clear that we need to be able to make those distinctions in other languages. Many
European languages cannot make such distinctions as can be made in Czech, by the statements like Ja
budu v Praze or in contrast Jd hodlam byt v Praze.

Hejdanek: Mnoho evropskych jazyk nem(iZze udélat takové rozdily, jaké mohou byt udélany v ¢estiné
témi vyroky, jako jsou ,Ja budu v Praze" nebo v protikladu ,Ja hodldm byt v Praze“.

Jiny hlas: But it is clear that they need to make this distinction on occasion.

Hejdanek: Ale také je jasné, Ze mohou tenhle rozdil, potfebuji obcas tenhle rozdil vytvorit nebo naznacit.
Jiny hlas: Thus consider: If | am going to take my final examination, | must do some work as compared
with If | take my final examination, | shall write a lot of honsense.

Hejdanek: Tak tam je ucinén rozdil mezi dvojim vyrokem. Ted prosim vas mé kontrolujte, mné nebylo
zcela jasné: ,Mam-li slozZit zavére¢nou zkousku, musim udélat kus prace.”

Jiny hlas: ,Jestlize hodlam...” J4 myslim, Ze tam mGzeme dat jako zavazat. On to zavedl, tak to bude lip
zachovat teda. Cili: , Jestlize hodlam sloZit zav&re¢nou zkousku, musim udélat kus prace.”

Hejdanek: Dobre.

Jiny hlas: ,Jestlize hodlam slozit zavérecnou zkousku, musim udélat hodné prace.” A k tomu dava do
protiprikladu vyrok: ,,Budu-li skladat svou zavére¢nou zkousku, napisu hodné nesmysl{.”

If we draw this distinction consistently, we can go far to express our intimations about the future
unconfusingly, and in particular to extricate ourselves from the problem of future contingents which
Aristotle raised in his discussion of tomorrow's sea battle.

Hejdanek: Jestlize budeme tyto rozdily délat dlsledné, mlzZeme jit znacné daleko ve vyjadrovani svych
sdéleni o budoucnosti, aniz bychom byli konfazni, a zvlasté pak se miZzeme vyprostit z nesnazi spojenych
s problémem budoucich kontingencr, tedy nahodilosti, jak na né Aristoteles upozornil v diskusi o zitfejsi
namorni bitvé.

Jiny hlas: When | use the posterior crescent as Reichenbach calls it, that's the second one on your
diagram, I...

--- (1981-03-02 John Randolph Lucas (1) [LVH206VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: KdyZ uziji nasledné pritomnosti, a k tomu Fika Reichenbach posteriorni pritomnosti, pohlizim na
budoucnost z hlediska pfitomnosti.

It is a ground for present action.

Je to zakladna pritomné akce.

If | affirm it categorically, that is, if instead of using an "if", | say "l am going to take my final examination,
so | must do some work", | need to have present grounds for affirming it.

Potvrdim-li to kategoricky, to znamen4, jestlize namisto uZiti néjakého ,jestlize” feknu: ,,Hodlam skladat
zavérecnou zkousku, takze musim udélat plno prace“, potfebuji mit pritomné ddvody pro toto tvrzeni.
In using the posterior present in the categorical mood, a responsible speaker is foreclosing the future.
Tim, Ze odpovédné promlouvajici uZije posteriorni pritomnost v kategorickém mddu, vylucuje vlastné
budoucnost.

If he has grounds for his forecast, the event will probably or certainly come to pass as foretold, and the
future is to that extent less open than it otherwise would seem to be.



Jestlize méa davody pro svou predpovéd, udalost pravdépodobné nebo jisté nastane podle predpovédi a
budoucnost je v té mife méné oteviena, nez by se byla jinak zdala byt.

If I warrantedly assert there is going to be an eclipse, then | am ruling out the possibility of there not
being an eclipse, and if my warranty is well grounded, then there must be an eclipse.

Jestlize opravnéné tvrdim: ,Dojde k zatméni*, pak vylucuji moznost, Ze by mohlo nedojit k zatméni. A
jestlize ma opravnénost dobre zdivodnénou, pak musi k zatméni dojit.

The present facts which warrant my prediction are ones which, granted the laws of celestial mechanics,
necessitate the eclipse.

Pritomna fakta, ktera opraviuji mou predpovéd), jsou takového druhu, Ze za predpokladu zajisténé
platnosti zakon(l nebeské mechaniky je naprosto nezbytné, aby k zatméni doslo.

In general, the categorical use of the posterior present has some modal force, as witnessed by the English
"shall" and "will", and the French endings -rai, -ras, -ra, and tells us what has to be, either because |
recoghize | must, or because I've made up my mind that | will, or because the way things are at present
exclude all other possible outcomes.

Obecné receno, kategorické uziti perfekta, toho obrazu perfekta, totiz posteriorniho prézentu, ma jakousi
modadlni'silu - nevédél jsem, jak to jinak prelozit - nebo moddlni moc, jak o tom svédci anglické shall, will
a francouzské koncovky -rai, -ras, -ra a fika nam, k cemu ma dojit, co ma nastat. Bud protoZze poznam, ze
musim, anebo Ze jsem se rozhodl, Ze chci, anebo Ze za soucasného stavu véci je kazdy jiny vysledek
vyloucen.

But of course, | do not have to speak categorically.

Ale ovsem nemusim také mluvit kategoricky.

I do not know who will be elected President of the United States in 1984, nor need | have any probable
belief.

Nevim, kdo bude zvolen prezidentem Spojenych statli v roce 1984, a ani v té véci nemusim mit Zadnou
pravdépodobnou domnénku.

If  am asked "Is Reagan going to be re-elected?", | can properly reply that it is as of now an open
question, that at present it is neither the case that he is going to be re-elected, nor the case that he is
going to be not re-elected.

Jsem-li dotazan: ,Vypada Reagan na to, Ze bude znovu zvolen?“, mohu prosté odpovédét, Ze nyni to je
jesté otevrena otazka, takze vidéno dnes, to ani nevypada na to, Ze bude zvolen znovu, ani na to, ze
znovu zvolen nebude.

Later, if he announces that he will not run, it will cease to be an open question, and it would be right for
me then to say that he was not going to be re-elected, or that he was going to be not re-elected, and
wrong for me to say that it was still an open question.

Pozdéji, jestlize oznami, ze se o funkci nebude znovu uchazet, to prestane byt otevienou otazkou a pak
budu moci pravem fici, Ze nevypada na to, Ze bude znovu zvolen, nebo Ze vypada na to, Ze nebude znovu
zvolen. Tady vidite tu chybu. Pak nemuzu fikat, Ze to vypada, nez... Ze... je tam jen ¢as. A naopak bude
pro mé chyba Fici, Ze to je stale jesté oteviena otazka.

But as of now, | do not have to say, and it does not have to be true, that either Reagan is going to be re-
elected or Reagan is going to be not re-elected, any more than it has to be true that it either is necessary
that I'm sitting, or it is necessary that I'm not sitting.

Ale ze stanoviska dneska nemohu Fici a nemUze byt pravdou, Ze Reagan vypada na to, Ze bude znovu
zvolen, nebo naopak, Ze nebude znovu zvolen, o nic vic, neZ musi byt pravdou, Ze v tomto okamzZiku
nutné bud sedim, anebo nesedim.

All that the law of the excluded middle requires is that either it is necessary that | am sitting, or it is not
necessary that | am sitting; either Reagan is, now already, going to be re-elected, or Reagan is not, now
already, going to be re-elected.

Vse, co vyzaduje zakon o vylou¢eném tretim, je, Ze bud je nezbytné, abych sedél, a nebo je nezbytné,



abych nesedél. Bud Reagan jiZ nyni vypada na to, Ze bude znovu zvolen, a nebo Reagan jiZ nyni vypada na
to, Ze nebude znovu zvolen.

And all we are saying in the latter case is that it is still now an open question as regards his re-election,
not that it is already closed against it.

A vse, co fikdme v takovém pripadé, je, Ze nyni to je jesté otevrena otazka, pokud jde o jeho
znovuzvoleni, a ne Ze uz nyni to je uzavrfeno proti tomu.

Hejdanek: Tomu jsem dost dobfe nerozumél.

Jiny hlas: Proti té znovu... proti tomu znovuzvoleni.

Hejdanek: No jo, ale proc¢ by to mélo byt najednou uzavreny tim...

Jiny hlas: JakoZe nema nadéji treba, Ze uz nebude.

Hejdanek: Ano, ale proc by to mélo byt uzaviené? To mi neni jasné, proc najednou je to jednostranny.
Jiny hlas: But of course, either Reagan will be re-elected or he will not be re-elected.

Ale ovsem, Reagan bud bude znovu zvolen, nebo nebude znovu zvolen.

When the moment of truth comes, in November 1984, the Vice-President will announce when the
Electoral College has chosen... and the person elected will either be Reagan or not.

, a zvolena osoba bud bude Reagan, nebo nebude.

Although it is 1981 now, we can envisage its being 1984 and even look at 1984 events from a 1984
standpoint.

| kdyZ je nyni rok 1981, mlzZeme se postavit tvari v tvar k tomu, Ze je rok 1984, a dokonce se podivat na
udalosti roku 1984 ze stanoviska roku 1984. A pak ovsem karty budou na stole a nebude v tom Zadny
podvod.

And then the cards will be on the table and there will be no fudging. | may not know now whether
Reagan will be re-elected or whether he will not be re-elected. But | can and do know now that either he
will be or he will not be.

Nyni tfeba nemusim védét, bude-li Reagan znovu zvolen, a nebo nebude-li znovu zvolen, ale jiz nyni
mohu védét a vim, Ze zvolen bud bude, nebo nebude.

But this is to be expressed by the future simple, as Reichenbach calls it.

To vsak musime vyjadrit jednoduchym futurem, jak tomu fika Reichenbach.

The future simple has the diagrammatic structure of the first of those on your handout.

Jednoduché futurum ma diagramatickou strukturu, jak je na prvnim obrazku, co jste dostali do ruky.
And the second one, the posterior present, which has the diagrammatic structure of the second on your
handout.

A ta druha struktura je na tom druhém diagramu, co jste dostali do ruky, nebo co jsme si ukazovali. Bylo
to tam oboji, ze?

The future simple expresses for an antecedent date of utterance the same proposition as would be
expressed by the use of the present tense when the date of utterance was contemporaneous with the
reference point and with the event date, or the aorist in English and Greek, when the date of utterance is
subsequent to the other two.

Prosté futurum vyjadfuje pro predchazejici datum promluvy stejnou vypovéd, jaka by byla vyjadrena pfi
uziti pfitomného casu, kdyz datum promluvy bylo soucasné s referen¢nim bodem a datem udalosti,
anebo pfi uziti... ted nevim ceho v ¢estiné, v fectiné a v anglictiné by to byl aorist, kdyz datum promluvy
je pozdéjsi nez obé data zbyvajici.

It has the same logic, and the law of excluded middle applies in the same straightforward way.

Ma to tutéz logiku a zakon o vylou¢eném tretim je aplikovan tymz primym zplsobem.

But it does not have the same epistemology, the same assertability conditions.

Nema to vsak stejnou noetiku, neboli epistemologii, stejné podminky pro tvrzeni.

I cannot warrantedly assert an utterance in the future simple tense.

Nemohu opravnéné tvrdit, jestlize promlouvam v jednoduchém futuru.



If  warrantedly assert it, | am claiming a warrant at the time of assertion. That is, | am claiming that
there are grounds at the time | utter the assertion which make it certain or probable that the event will
come to pass.

Jestlize to opravnéné tvrdim, délam si narok na opravnénost v okamziku tvrzeni. To jest délam si narok na
to, Ze v dobé, kdy vyslovuji své tvrzeni, existuji davody ci priciny, které Cini jistym nebo pravdépodobnym,
Ze k oné udalosti dojde.

But if  am claiming that there are as of now grounds for believing the assertion, | am viewing the future
event from the perspective of the present and must express myself in the posterior present, not the future
simple.

As of now? Jako pro nynéjsek? Pro ted?

Jestlize si délam naroky, Ze to jsou pro nynéjsek dlivody pro presvédceni o onom tvrzeni, pohlizim na
budouci udalost z perspektivy pfitomnosti, a proto se musim vyjadrovat v posteriornim prezentu, nikoliv
v prostém futuru.

If, as of now, | vouch for my assertion, my assertion has one foot in the present.

Jestlize se pro nynéjsek zaruc¢im za své tvrzeni, pak ma mé tvrzeni jeden z koren( v pfitomnosti.

If I want to view the future from a future standpoint, | cannot vouch for it, but only entertain it, imagine
it, suppose it, conjecture it.

Chci-li pohlizet na budoucnost ze stanoviska budoucnosti, nemohu se za své tvrzeni zarucovat, nybrz
mohu je pouze uvazit, predstavovat si je, predpokladat je, dohadovat se ho.

| can entertain the proposition that Reagan will be elected in 1984, or supposing it, | can work out what
the consequences will be for Czechoslovakia if Reagan is re-elected in 1984. Or | can put it forward as a
conjecture, or even take a bet on it.

Mohu uvazit tvrzeni, Ze Reagan bude znovu zvolen v roce 1984, anebo to predpokladat a na tom
predpokladu vypracovat, jaké to bude mit pro Ceskoslovensko dasledky, jestlize v roce 1984 bude Reagan
znovu zvolen. A nebo to podporovat jako domnénku, a nebo na to dokonce vsadit, uzavrit sazku.

But I cannot know it or vouch for it, any more than | can know or say that the Battle of Hastings will be
fought in 1066, or that | died in 1998.

Ale nemohu to védét, ani to zarucit o nic vic, nez mohu védét a nebo fici, Ze bitva u Hastingsu bude
vybojovana v roce 1066, a nebo Ze jsem jiz zemfel v roce 1998.

In his Tanner lectures in Cambridge in 1958, Ryle made a similar point with the word true.

Ve svych Tannerovych predndskdch v Cambridge v roce 1958 Ryle probral podobnou zalezitost se slovem
pravda.

I quote: 'In characterizing somebody's statement, for example, a statement in the future tense, as true or
false...'

Cituji: ,KdyZ charakterizujeme néci vypovéd, napfiklad vypovéd v budoucim case, jako pravdivou nebo
nepravdivou..."

Jiny hlas: vétsinou, i kdyz ne vidy, se snaZime sdélit vice, neZ bylo predpovédéno, vice nez to, zda to, co
bylo pfedpovézeno, se stalo ¢i nestalo.

Jiny hlas: There is something of a slur in false and something honorific in true. Some suggestion of the
insincerity or sincerity of its author, or some suggestion of his rashness or cautiousness as an investigator.
End of quotation.

Jiny hlas: V nepravdé je cosi nepfijemného a cosi cestného v pravdé. Jakési naznaceni nejistoty nebo
jistoty autora nebo jakési naznaceni ukvapenosti nebo opatrnosti zkoumajiciho.

Jiny hlas: Etymologically the word true is connected with trust and troth. In saying that something or
someone is true, | am saying that you can trust it or trust him, and in attributing truth, | am plighting my
troth for it, saying that you can rely on it.

Jiny hlas: Etymologicky slovo pravda, true, je spojeno se slovem diivéra, trust, a vira, troth. Rikame-li, Ze
néco ¢i nékdo je pravdivy, fikdme, Ze mu muzete dlvérovat, Ze tomu ¢i jemu mUzete divérovat, a



prikladame-li pravdu, prohlasuji moji diivéru, viru v to, a fikdm tim, Ze je moZno na to spoléhat.

Jiny hlas: This double sense turns up in Hebrew. Some of you may see it in the German word treu,
meaning loyal.

Jiny hlas: Tento dvoji vyznam se objevuje v hebrejstiné, napfiklad v némeckém slové treu, které znamena
loajalni, vérny. Jo, vérny, taky.

Jiny hlas: The word has since developed many further meanings and in the hands of the logicians has
become a timeless property of propositions or an abstract truth-value.

Jiny hlas: Toto slovo se mezitim vyvinulo v mnoho dalSich vyznamu a v rukou logik( se stalo bezéasovym
mnozstvim bezc¢asovych mozZnosti nebo abstraktni pravdivostni hodnotou.

Jiny hlas: But still something of the old warranting sense remains, and to say that some statement about
the future is true, meta-linguistically implies that there are grounds for guaranteeing its truth and
therefore requires that it be understood as a prediction in the posterior present, rather than a conjecture
in the future simple.

Jiny hlas: Avsak stale néco z plvodniho stvrzujiciho vyznamu z(stava, a Fikdme-li, Ze jisté prohlaseni o
budoucnosti je pravdivé, tak toto metajazykové implikuje, naznacuje, Ze jsou jisté podklady pro zaruceni
se za tu pravdivost, a toto vyZaduje, aby to bylo chapano jako predpovéd v posterior present, to je ,| am
going to", spise nez tvrzeni v prosté budoucnosti.

Hejdanek: Jo, to je ono.

Jiny hlas: If we are asked whether every future contingent proposition is either true or false, we need to
distinguish conjectures or speculations in the future simple from predictions or forecasts in the posterior
present.

Jiny hlas: Jsme-li tazani, jestli kazda budouci mozZna propozice je bud pravdiva, nebo nepravdiva, musime
rozliSovat tvrzeni nebo spekulace v prosté budoucnosti od predpovédi v posterior present.

Jiny hlas: Conjectures or speculations are either true or false.

Jiny hlas: Tyto predpovédi nebo spekulace jsou bud pravdivé, nebo falesné.

Jiny hlas: Tomorrow, when it comes, must either be a sea-battle day or a non-sea-battle day.

Jiny hlas: Zitrek, az se to stane, bud bude den namofrni bitvy, nebo nebude den ndmorni bitvy.

Jiny hlas: If we imagine ourselves surveying the nautical scene tomorrow, it will be as of then, either the
case of there being a sea battle, or else be the case of there being no sea battle.

Jiny hlas: Predstavime-li si sebe, jak shlizime na ndAmorni scénu zitra, bude to bud tak, Ze zde byla
namorni bitva, nebo v pfipadé, Ze zde nebyla ndmorni bitva. Jo, nAmorni bitva nebo nebyla.

Jiny hlas: So when the moment of truth comes, either there will be a sea-battle tomorrow or there will
not be one.

Jiny hlas: AZ prijde okamzik pravdy, tak bud’ bude zitra ndmorni bitva, nebo nebude.

Jiny hlas: The law of the excluded middle holds.

Jiny hlas: Zakon vylouceni tfetiho plati.

Jiny hlas: But the principle of bivalence, that every proposition either is true or else is false, does not hold
in the original full-blooded sense of the words true and false, in which they are operators warranting the
reliability of the utterances or their negations.

Jiny hlas: Avsak princip dvojhodnotovosti, bivalence, Ze kazda propozice je bud' pravdiva, nebo
nepravdiva, neplati nebo nevydrzi v plivodnim plnokrevném vyznamu slova pravdivy a nepravdivy, v
kterém jsou operatory, které zarucuiji spolehlivost promluvy nebo jejiho zaporu.

Hejdanek: Jo.

Jiny hlas: If | am speculating, viewing tomorrow from the standpoint of tomorrow, I have just two
alternatives open to me: tomorrow as a sea-battle day and tomorrow as a non-sea-battle day.

| kdyZ spekuluji a divam se na zitfek z hlediska zitfka, mam pravé dvé mozné spekulace pro mé otevreny:
zitfek jako den namorni bitvy a zitfek jako den bez namofrni bitvy.

But | cannot affirm speculations.



A tak nemohu potvrdit spekulace.

To say that something definitely is true is to warrant it at the time of utterance.

Rict, Ze néco je definitivné pravdivé, znamena zarugit se za to v ¢ase prohlaseni.

It is to predict, not to speculate.

Znamena to predpovidat, ne spekulovat.

And to predict is to use the posterior present tense.

A predpovidat znamena pouzit posterior present.

| can conjecture, perhaps there will be a sea battle tomorrow, or again, perhaps there will not.

Mohu tvrdit, pravdépodobné bude zitra nAmorni bitva, a nebo zase mozn4, Ze nebude.

If I definitely claim as true what I'm saying about the sea battle, | am making a forecast and speaking as
of now, and am therefore saying it is true that there is going to be a sea battle.

Pokud definitivné tvrdim jako pravdivé, co Fikdm o namorni bitvé, délam predpovéd a mluvim z hlediska
dneska, a proto fikdm: je pravdou, Ze zitra bude, nebo Ze se zitra uda ndmorni bitva.

Speculations are too insubstantial to carry the load of vouched-for truth.

Spekulace jsou pfilis bezsubstanéni, aby mohly unést naklad zaruc¢ené pravdy.

They can be entertained, commented on, postulated, hypothesized, supposed, but not vouched for,
affirmed or guaranteed.

Mohou byt promysleny, komentovany, tvrzeny, hypotetizovany, predpokladany, ale neni mozno se za né
zarucit, neni mozno je tvrdit nebo je garantovat.

The only sort of truth they can hope to have is some emasculated and timeless abstraction invented by
the logicians, which has no present reference and carries with it no guarantee of reliability.

Jediny typ pravdy, na ktery maji nadéji, je cosi emaskulovaného... thin and timeless abstraction... je to
jedina nadéje na cosi ztenceného a bezcasova abstrakce, vymysl logikd, ktery neméa zadnou soucasnou
referenci a nenese s sebou Zadnou garanci spolehlivosti.

With predictions, the case is reversed.

S predpovédmi se tento pripad obraci.

They can be vouched for, but the law of excluded middle and the principle of bivalence do not apply in a
straightforward way.

Mohou byt zaruceny, ale zakon vylouceného tretiho a princip bivalence se nemohou byt aplikovany
primym zpGsobem.

It may, as of now, be neither the case that Reagan is going to be re-elected, nor the case that he is not
going to be re-elected.

V soucasnosti, z hlediska nynéjska, ani nem(iZe byt prfipad, Ze Reagan sméruje k tomu byt znovuzvolen,
ani to nem(iZe byt pfipad toho, Ze on nesméruje k tomu byt znovuzvolen.

It would not be a true prediction if someone said now that he was going to be re-elected, but only at best
a lucky or unlucky guess.

Nemd(zZe to byt pravdiva predpovéd, jestlize nékdo ted rekl, Ze Reagan sméruje k tomu byt znovuzvolen,
ale v nejlepsim pripadé pouze bud' stastna, nebo nestastna domnénka.

Yet we should hesitate to say that it was a false prediction, unless and until it had been proved false in
the event.

Ale taktéz odmitame fict, Ze to byla nespravna predpovéd, dokud se to neukaze byt nespravné udalosti
samotnou.

We hesitate because to say that it is false that Reagan is going to be re-elected is to say that Reagan is
not going to be re-elected, which is idiomatically taken to mean that Reagan is going to be not re-
elected.

Odmitame z toho dlivodu, protoze fict, Ze je nespravné tvrzeni, Ze Reagan sméruje k tomu byt
znovuzvolen, jinak znamena3, Zze Reagan nesméruje k tomu byt znovuzvolen, coz idiomaticky znamen3, Ze
Reagan nesméruje k tomu, aby nebyl znovuzvolen. Ja nevim, jestli tady bude dost patrny ten rozdil v



prekladu, ale...

Faced with that interpretation, we feel impelled to follow Aristotle and the schoolmen and say that the
prediction is neither true nor false.

Pokud se stfetneme s touto interpretaci, mame smér k tomu nasledovat Aristotela a scholastiky, kteri
fikaji, Ze pfedpovéd neni ani pravdiva, ani nepravdiva.

It is a view we can consistently hold, but we have to be careful, especially if we understand Latin like
William of Ockham and Jan Lukasiewicz and may easily argue from a proposition's not being either, not
having either truth value, to its having a third truth value which is neither, arguing from neutrum to
neutra.

Je to vhled, kterého se mlzeme drZet konzistentné a souvisle, ale musime byt opatrni, zejména pokud
rozumime latiné tak jako William z Ockhamu a Janu Lukasiewiczovi, a m{iZzeme snadno argumentovat od
propozice nemajici ani jednu z pravdivostnich hodnot k jejimu vlastnictvi tfeti pravdivostni hodnoty, coz
neni ani jedno, argumentujic od neutrum k neutra.

Jiny hlas: - ne, neutrum protikladu neutra dohromady.

There are great difficulties in three-valued logic, but we are not obliged to involve ourselves in them,
merely by reason of denying the predictions need be either true or false.

Jsou velké problémy v tfihodnotové logice, ale nejsme povinni se jimi zabyvat pouze z toho dlivodu, Ze
popirdme, Ze predpovédi musi byt bud pravdivé, nebo nepravdivé.

All we are saying on this view is that the ordered pair of the date at which the prediction is made and the
content of the prediction is not in all cases assigned a truth value.

V tomto pohledu Fikdime pouze to, Ze usporadanému péaru data, v némz je predpovéd ucinéna, a obsahu
predpovédi neni ve vSech pripadech prisouzena pravdivostni hodnota.

As the mathematicians would say, the assignment is not a total function but only a partial one.

Jak by rekli matematici, prisouzeni neni totalni funkci, ale pouze funkci ¢astecnou.

There is nothing wrong with this, although it can be a bit awkward to handle.

Na tom neni nic $patného, i kdyz to mlze byt ponékud obtizné na zpracovani.

We can alternatively insist that every prediction in the posteriore present tense have a different value,
insist, that is, that the function from dates and contents be a total function defined for every pair of dates
and contents.

Jako alternativu miZeme trvat na tom, Ze kazda predpovéd v ¢ase posteriore present ma odlisSnou
hodnotu; trvat na tom, Ze funkce od dat a obsah je totalni funkci definovanou pro kazdy par dat a
obsah(.

In that case, | need to distinguish carefully between its not being neither case that Reagan is going to be
re-elected and its now being the case that Reagan is going to be not re-elected. The former is true, the
latter false.

V tom pripadé musim peclivé rozliSovat mezi tim, Ze neni ani pfipadem, Ze Reagan bude znovu zvolen, a
tim, Ze je nyni pfipadem, Ze Reagan nebude znovu zvolen. Prvni je pravdivé, druhé nepravdivé.

At present, it is neither the case that he is going to be re-elected, nor the case that he is not going to be
re-elected, although it may later become the case that he is going to be not re-elected, if for example he
decides definitely not to run again.

V soucasnosti to neni ani pfipad, kdy bude znovu zvolen, ani pfipad, kdy nebude znovu zvolen, i kdyz se
pozdéji mlze stat skutecnosti, Ze nebude znovu zvolen, pokud se napfiklad definitivné rozhodne znovu
nekandidovat.

In this approach, we secure the principle of bivalence, the principle that every proposition be either true
or false, at the expense of some unidiomatic ways of speaking, and at the expense of having some
predictions change their truth value with the passage of time. Although once true, a prediction would
always go on being true, a prediction could at one time be false and later become true, as when Mr.
Reagan makes up his mind not to run again.



V tomto pristupu zajistujeme princip bivalence, tedy princip, Ze kazda propozice musi byt bud' pravdiva,
nebo nepravdiva, a to za cenu urcitych neidiomatickych zplsobl mluvy a za cenu toho, Ze nékteré
predpovédi méni svou pravdivostni hodnotu s pribéhem casu. | kdyz jednou pravdiva predpovéd by vzdy
zUstala pravdivou, predpovéd by mohla byt v jednu chvili nepravdiva a pozdéji se stat pravdivou, jako
kdyZ se pan Reagan rozhodne znovu nekandidovat.

Truth on this view is indefeasible, although falsehood can be sloughed off.

Pravda je v tomto pohledu nenapadnuteln3, i kdyz nepravdivost mizZe byt odvrzena.

The position which emerges from these considerations is that to give an adequate account of temporal
propositions, we need to consider not only the propositional content, the E-part in Reichenbach's
analysis, but its temporal perspective, Reichenbach's reference point R, and that the concept of truth has
many strands and we must decide which we are going to follow and which we are prepared to dispense
with.

Pozice, ktera z téchto Uvah vyplyva, je takova, Zze abychom podali adekvatni vyklad o ¢asovych
propozicich, musime zvazit nejen propozicni obsah, tedy ¢ast E v Reichenbachové analyze, ale i jeho
casovou perspektivu, Reichenbach(v referencni bod R, a Ze koncept pravdy ma mnoho vrstev a my se
musime rozhodnout, kterou z nich budeme nasledovat a které jsme ochotni se vzdat. Empty string

--- (1981-03-02 John Randolph Lucas (2) [LVH207VA]_Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: The proposition, as | call the invariant core of what is affirmed or denied by a variety of tensed
utterances, is not just simple propositional content about a temporal event E, but that event viewed from
a temporal reference point R.

Propozice, jak budu nazyvat neménny zaklad toho, co je potvrzovano nebo popirano riiznosti ¢asovanych
vyrokd, neni pouze jednoduchy propozi¢ni obsah o ¢asové udalosti E, ale tato udalost pozorovana z
hlediska ¢asového referenéniho bodu R. [nesrozumitelné] jesté jednou.

The proposition, as | call the invariant core of what is affirmed or denied by a variety of tensed
utterances, is not just simple propositional content about a temporal event E, but that event viewed from
a temporal reference point R.

Propozice, Ze vyvolam neménny zaklad toho, co je pfipisovano nebo popirano rliznosti ¢asovanych
vyrokd, neni pouze propozi¢ni obsah o ¢asové udalosti E, ale tato udalost pozorovana z hlediska
¢asového referen¢niho bodu R.

The date of utterance S varies, but the R and the E remain the same.

Okamzik vysloveni S se méni, ale R a U z(stavaji stejné.

There are some logical relations between different RE propositions as there are between different E
propositional contents.

Jsou tady urcité logické relace mezi riznymi propozicemi RU, zrovna tak jako jsou mezi riznymi U
propozi¢nimi obsahy.

But I think I shall not go into them as I've expressed them here, because it tends to depend too much on
English usage, and with some discussion | could probably get the point much better across. | think the
next two and a half pages, which involve a couple of diagrams which | haven’t drawn out, would be best
omitted. And so | shall go on to the last page but one now.

Vynecham ted nasledujici dvé a pul strany, protoze to, ¢im se zabyvam, je pfilis zavislé na anglickém
jazyku a v oblasti ¢estiny neni mozné to prevést. TakZe pokud v pfednasce budou chybét néjaké
argumenty, tak doufdm, Ze se na né budete ptat v diskusi, a uz rovnou k poslednimu zavéru celé
prednasky.

One of the difficulties about truth is that it has many bearers. Utterances, statements, sentences,
propositions, propositional contents, well-formed formulae - all can be said to be true.

Jedna z tézkosti pravdy je, Ze ma mnoho nositell. Promluvy, prohlaseni, véty, propozice, obsahy propozic,
dobre utvarené formule - o vSech se mize fict, Ze jsou pravdivé.

But these are very different sorts of entity, and the sorts of truth they can have are different also.



Ovsem toto jsou velice rozdilné typy entit a druhy pravd, které maji, jsou také rozdilné.

A true utterance is a vouched-for utterance.

Pravdivé prohlaseni je prohlaseni, za které se ruci.

So is a true prediction.

Taktéz pravdiva predpovéd.

But there need be no operational import in the metalogical property of truth the propositional contents
or well-formed formulae may or may not have.

A nemusi byt Zadna operacni dllezZitost v metalogické vlastnosti pravdy, kterou obsah propozice nebo
dobre utvarena formule ma ¢i nema.

It is all the same whether we ascribe truths to propositions or to ordered pairs of dates corresponding to
the reference points and propositional contents.

Je zcela jedno, jestliZe pfipisujeme pravdu propozicim nebo usporadanym pariim dat v korespondenci s
referencnimi body a obsahy propozic.

In either case, we do not have both the principle of bivalence, that every proposition is either true or else
false, and the principle of indefectibility, that once a proposition is true, it stays true ever afterwards. It’s
most natural to keep the latter rather than the former.

V ani jednom pripadé nemame oboji, princip bivalence, Ze kazda propozice je bud pravdiva ¢i nepravdiva,
a princip neménnosti, Ze jednou je propozice pravdiva a vZdy je pravdiva. Je nejprirozenéjsi se drzet verze
prvniho bodu.

Hejdanek: Je nejprirozenéjsi se drzet druhého bodu.

Jiny hlas: Druhého bodu. Right, okay. But abandon the former. Opustit tu prvni. Abandon the former.
That's principle of bivalence. It’s most natural to keep the principle of indefectibility, but abandon the
principle of bivalence.

Odejit od té prvni, zbavit se principu dvouhodnotovosti, bivalence, a drzet se principu neménnosti.

And say not that every pair of dates and propositional contents is true or else is false.

A nerikat, Ze kazda dvojice dat a obsahu propozic je pravdiva ¢i nepravdiva.

That is, that every propositional content is true or else is false all the time.

To je, Ze kazdy propozi¢ni obsah je pravdivy nebo nepravdivy po celou dobu.

But to say only that for every propositional content there is some date when it is true or else false.

Ale Fici jenom, Ze pro kazdy propozi¢ni obsah je néjaky cas, kdy to je pravdivé ¢i nepravdivé.

That is, that every propositional content sooner or later becomes true or else becomes false.

To jest, ze kazdy propozicni obsah dfive ¢i pozd€ji se stane pravdivym ¢i nepravdivym.

We may call this the weak principle of bivalence.

MUZeme to nazvat slaby princip bivalence.

If we have also the principle of indefectibility with every propositional content remaining true at all
subsequent dates if it was true at any one date and remaining false at all subsequent dates if it was false
at any one date...

Jestlize mame také princip neménnosti s kazdym propozi¢nim obsahem, ktery zlistava pravdivy ve viech
naslednych datech, jestlize byl pravdivy v kterémkoliv datu, a z(istava nepravdivy ve vsech naslednych
datech, jestlize byl nepravdivy v kterémkoliv datu.

Jiny hlas: We then can define another sort of truth in which a propositional content is true in this abstract
sense if it ever is temporally true, and false in this abstract sense if it is ever temporally false.

Jiny hlas: MiZeme definovat jiny druh pravdy, ve kterém propozi¢ni obsah je pravdivy v tomto
abstraktnim vyznamu, pokud viibec nékdy byl docasné pravdivy, a nepravdivy v tomto abstraktnim
vyznamu, pokud viibec nékdy byl docasné nepravdivy.

Jiny hlas: The principle of bivalence holds for this abstract sense, but no argument for fatalism can get off
the ground, because to ascribe abstract truth to a propositional content does not have covered future
reference. You can’t ascribe it because of, on the grounds that it has, | think because it doesn't, this is



very badly expressed, let's show it. The principle of bivalence holds for this abstract sense, but no
argument for fatalism can get off the ground.

Jiny hlas: Princip bivalence plati v tomto abstraktnim vyznamu, avsak Zadny argument pro fatalismus se
nemuze uplatnit na tomto zakladé, protozZe pripsat abstraktni pravdu propozi¢nimu obsahu nemé
zastfenou budouci referenci.

Jiny hlas: To say that a propositional content of there being a sea battle on March the second 1981 is
either abstractly true or else is abstractly false is to say that either there will be a time when it is
temporally false or there will be a time when it's temporally true.

Jiny hlas: Rici, Ze propozi¢ni obsah prohlaseni, ze bude ndmorni bitva 2. bfezna 1981, je bud abstraktné
pravdivé, nebo je abstraktné nepravdivé, znamena fici, Ze bud bude ¢as, ve kterém to bude docasné
pravdivé [nesrozumitelné].

Jiny hlas: Abstract truth is too abstract to have any determinate temporal body to provide purchase for
fatalist arguments.

Jiny hlas: Abstraktni pravda je pfilis abstraktni, aby méla néjakou urcujici docasnou substanci, ktera by
obstarala zaklad pro fatalistickou argumentaci.

Jiny hlas: We can thus distinguish at least three, in fact there are more, concepts of truth.

Jiny hlas: MiZeme takto rozlisit pfinejmensim tri, popravdé feceno je jich vice, koncept(i pravdy.

Jiny hlas: We have first, and this | think most naturally, a temporal concept of truth which may be
ascribed at a given time to a propositional content.

Jiny hlas: Mame prvni, a myslim nejprirozenéjsi, docasny koncept pravdy, ktery maze byt pripsan v
daném case propozi¢nimu obsahu.

Jiny hlas: This is tantamount to ascribing non-temporally truth to an RE proposition which consists of a
temporal reference point R and a propositional content E.

Jiny hlas: To je totéz jako pripisovat necasové pravdu propozici RE, ktera se sklada z docasného
referen¢niho bodu R a propozi¢niho obsahu E.

Jiny hlas: In either case, we do not have the normal but only the weak principle of bivalence.

Jiny hlas: V obou pfipadech nemame normalni, ale pouze slaby princip bivalence.

Jiny hlas: We do, however, have the principle of indefectibility.

Jiny hlas: Avsak mame princip neménnosti.

Jiny hlas: We can alternatively insist on the principle of bivalence by assigning the property of falsehood
in all cases where truth is not to be assigned.

Jiny hlas: Mlzeme pro zménu trvat na principu bivalence tim, Ze prirkneme vlastnost nepravdy ve vsech
pfipadech, kde neni mozno pfirknout pravdu.

Jiny hlas: This gives us some notion of determinate truth as it was called in the Middle Ages, or necessary
truth, which satisfies the principle of bivalence but, as we've seen, not that of indefectibility.

Jiny hlas: To ndm dava jakysi naznak determinantni pravdy, tak jak byla nazyvana ve stfedovéku, nebo
nutné pravdy, ktera uspokojuje princip pro bivalenci, jak jsme vidéli, avsak ne princip neménnosti.

Jiny hlas: We can thirdly secure bivalence by evacuating truth of all content and ascribing an abstract
temporally indeterminate property that can safely be ascribed because it does not actually say anything.
Jiny hlas: MUZeme do tfetice zajistit bivalenci tim, Ze zbavime pravdu vsech obsah( a pripiseme
abstraktni do¢asnou neménnou vlastnost, kterd mize byt bezpecné urcena, protoze vlastné nic nefrika.
Jiny hlas: With these distinctions, we can develop a temporal logic which does justice both to our
intuitions and to the many conflicting things philosophers have been led to say about the future.

Jiny hlas: S témito rozlisenimi mGzeme rozvinout ¢asovou logiku, ktera ospravedInuje jak nase zaméry,
tak protiklady, které filosofy vétSinou vedly k tomu, co fikali o budoucnosti.

Jiny hlas: There are of course many difficulties.

Jiny hlas: Samozfejmé je zde mnoho potiZibut they can be overcome.

Ale mohou byt prekonany.



And then | think we shall be in a position to see that our logic reflects our ontology.

A potom doufam budeme v situaci, kdy pochopime, Ze nase logika odrazi nasi ontologii.

There is something unique about the present, only contemporaneous reference points can be introduced
and eliminated without more ado.

Je cosi jedine¢ného na pritomnosti. Jenom soucasné referenéni body mohou byt pfidany anebo
vylouceny bez jakéhokoli dalsiho zmatku.

There is a difference between the future and the past in our various rules of inference for shifting the
reference date.

Je rozdil mezi budoucnosti a minulosti v nasich rGznych pravidlech inference zptsobu, ve kterém se
referenéni bod m{iZe pohybovat ke starsimu datu anebo k mladsimu datu.

And this reflects the past being fixed and unalterable and the future being typically indeterminate until
the moment of truth.

A to odrazi, ze minulost je fixovana a neménna a budoucnost je typicky indeterminovand az do momentu
pravdy.

And | finish by hoping that it may prove possible to go further and reversing the order of argument
produce a modal derivation of the concept of time.

Konc¢im nadéji, Ze to miZze potvrdit moznost jit dale a pfevracenim bézného zplsobu argumentace
vytvorit modalni odvozeninu koncepce ¢asu.

Time is the passage of the possible to the actual and to the unalterable.

Cas je prechodem mozného ke skuteénému a k neménitelnému.

Granted some modal assumptions, it would be good to be able to develop a concept of time that was
one-dimensional and ordered and had the characteristic logic of the tenses we use.

Pokud vezmeme za zarucené nékteré modalni tvrzeni, mQze byt prospésné byt schopni vyvinout
koncepci Casu, ktery je jednorozmérny a usporadany a ktery ma charakteristickou logiku téch cas(, které
gramatika pouziva.

I had extreme sympathy with John Huss trying to make out what on earth Wycliffe was meaning when he
was using arguments such as these.

Je mi velmi sympaticky Jan Hus, ktery [nesrozumitelné] co na svété tim myslel Viklef, a ten pouzival
témito argumenty jako [nesrozumitelné].

Hejdanek: Thank you very much, we shall make a short intermission.

Prosim vas, nesedte, oddechnéte si, dneska skutec¢né budeme v jedné mistnosti, v jedné.

Jiny hlas: Well, | think there is a general point I'd like to make.

To, k ¢emu podle mého nazoru jejich chovani sméruje. Chtél bych poukazat na rozdil mezi jednou z vét a
obsahem jedné z vét. Je to ta véta, Ze Cas je prechodem mozného ke skute¢nému a neménitelnému.
And the sentence goes: truth is a passage from... time is the passage... time is the passage... from
possible to actual and unalterable.

MozZného ke skute¢nému a neménitelnému.

Yes, that is, it should be the passage from... time is the passage from the possible to the actual and the
unalterable.

Zména v tom byla o tom, Ze vypovéd nebo predpovéd v budoucnosti mize byt bud’ pravdiva, nebo
nepravdiva v jednom pripadé.

The lecture says that the prediction maybe either true or false.

V tom pripadé, Ze se trefime do té moznosti, ktera prijde, z téch tfi moznosti budoucich.

If we are lucky and we predict the event which really happens.

A v druhém pripadé se mluvilo o tom, Ze je taky ta situace, kdy neni mozné o predpovédi fict, jestli je
pravdiva nebo nepravdiva, Ze ani jedno neni spravné.

And in the other case it was said that there is this situation when it's impossible about prediction to say
whether it's true or false.



Pokud by v té budoucnosti, ktera prichazi, byly ty moZnosti, jak se naznacilo v té posledni vété, tak by
vidycky bylo moZné fict o té predpovédi, jestli je pravdiva nebo nepravdiva.

If all the possibilities are inherent or contained in the future... in that case it always must be possible that
the prediction is...

Jiny hlas: or true or false.

Tak ja nevim, jestli to dokazu fict spravné, ale jde o to, Ze v té budoucnosti sice nejsou jenom mozZnosti...
My point is that in the future there are not only possibilities.

Ze to, co je mozné, je jenom &asti budoucnosti, ale neni to ta prava budoucnost.

That what is possible is only part... is only part of the future, but not... the full future.

Ze by to méla byt ta budoucnost ne oteviena, ale ta, ktera uz n&jak... mluvila jsem o tom, Ze ma kofeny v
pfitomnosti. Ze vlastné uZ je uzaviena, uz néjakym zptisobem je moznost, ktera se bud stane tohle, nebo
tohle, ale neni, zZe...

In that case we are to say that... the future isn't open, but... it's the kind of future which has its roots in
present... determined by the present.

May | answer that by saying that there are certainly some future events which are determined and which
have their roots in the present or the past.

Samoziejmé, Ze jsou ty typy budoucnosti, které maji své koreny v pfitomnosti nebo v minulosti.

But there seem to be other events which are not determined and which we cannot say what will happen
until it does happen.

Ale jsou tady udalosti, které nejsou determinované a o kterych viibec nem(zZeme védét a o kterych se
mUzeme vyjadrit az v okamziku, kdyz se udaji.

For example, if we have a radioactive atom.

Napriklad pokud mame radioaktivni atom.

There is a possibility of its disintegrating in the next ten minutes.

Je mozZnost jeho rozpadu v nasledujicich deseti minutach.

And a possibility of its not disintegrating within the next ten minutes.

A rovnéz je tady moznost toho, Ze se v nasledujicich deseti minutach nerozpadne.

The problem | wanted to consider was how we should talk about those possibilities before one or the
other happened.

Chtél jsem uvaZovat o tom problému, jak o téch moznostech mizZzeme mluvit, nez se skute¢né udaji.

The difficulty is that we feel that either it will disintegrate or it will not disintegrate within the next ten
minutes.

ObtiZznost spociva v tom, Ze citime, Ze bud' se rozpadne, nebo se nerozpadne v nasledujicich deseti
minutach.

But if we say either it is as of now true that it will disintegrate or it is as of now true that it will not
disintegrate, we seem to be saying that it is already fixed which it will do.

Ale pokud v této pfitomnosti fekneme, bud' se rozpadne, nebo se nerozpadne, zda se, Ze z toho vyplyva,
Ze ty moznosti jsou fixovany.

Now, | am not sure | have quite answered your question, but perhaps you would like to come back on
what | have said so far and push the question again.

Nejsem si jist, zda jsem vam odpovéedél na otazku, ale doufam, Ze se zeptate znovu, Ze ten problém
posunete dal, v pfipadé, Ze jsem jej nezodpovédél.

Ja nevim, ja mam pocit, Ze v tomto smyslu ty moznosti jsou fixovany. Ano, jsou v tomto pfipadé. Ze
existuji jesté pripady, kdy ty moznosti nejsou fixovany, kdy v podstaté to nejsou moznosti, Ze
charakteristika moznosti je [nesrozumitelné].

In this case the possibilities are fixed, but she thinks that there are special circumstances when there are
no possibilities, because the characteristic of possibility is that the... previous pre-determined...

| would deny that.



To popiram.

I think that it is characteristic of a possibility that it is not previously given.

Myslim si, Ze pro moznost je charakteristické to, Ze neni predem dana.

Because if it is previously given, then it is necessary that it will happen, not possible that it will not.
ProtoZe pokud je predem dana, tak potom je nezbytné, aby se udala, a nemize byt mozné, aby se
neudala.

Ja si predstavuju budoucnost jako nikoliv pfedem narysovanou cestu, Ze prosté musi se stat jedna véc po
druhé a tak prosté neni jind mozZnost. Kdyby ¢lovék mohl prehlédnout z néjakého nesmirného stanoviska
cely Zivot, tak ten musi jit za sebou tak a tak a tak. Tak to samozrejmé v tomto smyslu ty moZnosti popira,
protoZe jsou to mozZnosti jenom pro néj. Kazdopadné takhle, jestlize by byl Zivot naprosto kauzalni,
prosté muselo by jedno za druhym nasledovat, tak to je néco jiného, nez Ze jsou tu moznosti, Ze se to
mUzZe vétvit. Jsou tam body urcité, ve kterych mam bud moznost udélat tohle, nebo tohle, nebo tri
moznosti nebo tak. Ale v podstaté by to nebyla jedna pfimka, byl by to takovy rozvétveny strom, jako by
se vétvil. Ale byl by tfeba predem narysovan. To jsou ty dané mozZnosti. | kdyZ se m{zu rozhodnout, jestli
to bude tahle nebo tahle, tak jsou predem dany obé dvé.

We can imagine the possibilities as the branch where at one point there are two or three or more
possibilities. And you can put this image on a paper and you can see all the possibilities, or this or this,
but all the possibilities together are previously given. All the branches are given on the paper, for
example, and you can choose the way.

But although they are all given, no one of them is given more than another.

| kdyz jsou vSechny dany, Zadna neni dana vic nez dalsi.

I know that either one or the other or the third or the fourth or the fifth will be realized.

Vime, Ze bud prvni, druh3, treti, ¢tvrta nebo patad moznost se uskutecni.

But | don't know, and perhaps it cannot be known, which of those possibilities will be realized.

Ale nevime a pravdépodobné nem(izeme védét, ktera z téch moznosti se uskutecni.

Hejdanek: J4 povim mali¢ko do toho... zasdhnu. Kdyz se mluvi takhle abstraktné o moZnostech, tak to
vypada, jako Ze vSecky jsou v jednom planu. Ale my vime, Ze o moZnostech mizeme mluvit tak, ze
zaroven se vyjadrujeme o predpokladech téch moznosti. Uvedu priklad, jo.

Jiny hlas: And with this, it seems as although all the possibilities are on the same level, but the
possibilities are on different levels and it is possible to show them as the conditions of possibilities. It has
a meaning to speak about specific preconditions of being possible that or that. Yes. And in that case, we
for instance can speak in Trias about the possibility of writing Hamlet. It is of course a possibility of the
future. But the precondition, the preconditions of realizing the possibility of writing Hamlet are so
numerous, so qualified, that for the next millions of years the possibility is excluded. Therefore in any case
we can speak generally about possibilities, but in any case we have to acknowledge that these all
possibilities are not on the same level of probability or of the shortage of time in which there are possible
in which they possible that they will be realized and so on. And in this case the question of the givenness
of the possibilities has a special meaning because the givenness of different possibilities is also different.
Hejdanek: Zkus mi to trosku jesté predlofzit, jo. Ja ted jsem zapomnél... No jasné, o to nejde. Jde o to, ze
kdyZ mluvime tak obecné o moznostech, tak ono to miZe vypadat, Ze jsou na jedné roviné, ale Ze fakticky
na jedné roviné nejsou. Uvedu ten pfipad, Ze tfeba v triasu nebo ja ted nevim, jestli je to v triasu zrovna,
nebo kdy, abych zase nemluvil o milionech a bylo to jinak, nevyznam se v geologii historicky, Ze mizZeme
mluvit, jestli je tam moZnost napsat Hamleta. No nepochybné ta moznost nékde v budoucnosti je, vidyt
vime, Ze byl napsan. Jenomze v té dobé mizeme pocitat, Ze hned tak napsanej nebude. A to proto, Ze je
obrovska spousta predpokladi, ktery museji byt napred splnény, nez se tato moznost ukaze jako dana.
Ona je vlastné dana, kdyz pripustime, Ze vibec ty moznosti jsou dany, tak je dana néjak ¢astecné uz
pfedtim, ale pak je &im dal vic dana, nebo presnéji fe¢eno, je blizsi, otevira se. Ze tedy neni pravda, ze
nékteré moznosti jsou vic dany a jiné min dany, jak pravé prednasejici fikal, kdyz je popsal, Ze tedy je



jasné, Ze néktery jsou vic dany, néktery ne, nikoliv Ze jsou vSecky stejné, Ze nema Zadna prednost. To jen
v urcitém typu vybéru, kdyz si vybereme ty moznosti, tak pak to vypada, jako Ze nema Zadna prednost,
ale ono fakticky vZdycky ta prednost tady je, totiz zalezi na téch predpokladech, ktery k tomu jsou nutny.
A presto jakej smysl ma tedy... no a ted ja jesté bych se vratil k tomu, co tady fikal pan Vydra, Ze ten
zapletl totiZz néco strasné dilezityho do toho. TotiZ ten subjekt. Pokud tady neni subjekt vybaveny
schopnosti psat, psat anglicky a byt vyborny dramatik a tak dale, tak ten Hamlet, prosté ta moznost zalezi
na tom... Excuse me.

Jiny hlas: One thing more to the first contribution of Mr. Vydra. He mentioned the importance of a subject
of an action in which a possibility will be realized or through which it will be realized or realized, | don't
know, it's not the perfect term realized, actualized. And it seems to me that it's a perfect sentence or
perfect conception. The possibility of writing Hamlet wasn't, seems to me, given at all till a subject who
was a master dramatist, master of English language and so on, a man at all able to speak and to write
and to think, was here. Without any such subject we cannot speak at all, we cannot speak about a
possibility of writing Hamlet at all. Then it means that there are acts which produce possibilities. It is
possible to produce a possibility. It's a question if we can say that the possibility was already here. It's the
question about about the mode of speaking about the future and about the possibility. Excuse me that |
was so long.

Let me distinguish two senses of possibility which we are using. Rad bych odlisil dva smysly pro to, jak
uzivdme vyraz moznost.

Hejdanek: Ja bych zkusil odpovédét panu profesorovi.

Jiny hlas: First, a rather dull one that | was mostly talking about. Prvni, ponékud prosty, a o kterém jsem
mluvil. And secondly, a more exciting one that Dr. Hejddnek was talking about. A to zajimavéjsi, to je ta, o
které mluvil Hejdanek. The first one is best illustrated with the sort of examples | take from physics. Ta
prvni mizZe byt zobrazena témi priklady, které jsem vzal z fyziky. And instead of the example of someone
writing Hamlet... A misto toho pfikladu o nékom, kdo piSe Hamleta... | suggest the example of the
molecules of water in the Red Sea. ...jsem vzal pfiklad molekul vody v Rudém mofi.

--- (1981-03-02 John Randolph Lucas (2) [LVH207VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: So there remains a real problem of how we should talk about what is going to happen when
one or the other of those possibilities has to happen. TakZe z(istava skutec¢né problém, jakym zplsobem
mluvit o véci, ktera se pfihodi, kdyzZ se jedna nebo druhd moZnost stane skutecnou.

The sort of possibility that Dr Hejdanek is bringing into the discussion is the sort that is associated with
the idea of creativity. Ten druh mozZnosti, ktery byl vnesen do diskuse panem Hejdankem, je ten druh,
ktery je spojen s myslenkou tvofivosti.

And it is true that great creators create new possibilities. A je pravdou, Ze velci tvlirci vytvareji moznosti.
Each new movement in music or painting or poetry or filosofie raises new questions, brings up new
problems, allows new techniques and so opens out new possibilities. Kazdé nové hnuti v hudbé,
malifstvi, poezii nebo filosofii vznasi nové otazky, diky nému vyvstavaji nové problémy, dava prostor pro
nové techniky, a tudiZ vznikaji nové mozZnosti.

| think the point would be well made that there could be a universe in which there were real possibilities
according to the principles of the physicists, but in which there was no sense of originality or artistic
achievement, perhaps | should say more generally, or human achievement. Myslim si, Ze to Ize dobre
zobrazit na tomto prikladu: Ze mlze byt universum, ve kterém jsou skutecné moznosti podle fyzikalnich
zakond, ale ve kterych v Zadném smyslu nemutzZeme mluvit o originalité nebo o uméleckém vykonu, nebo
abych to rekl obecnéji, o lidskych vykonech.

So the arguments that | have been putting forward only go some of the way. Takze argumenty, které jsem
tady prednesl, jdou jenom castecné. If they are valid, they refuse a position which would deny the
possibility of originality and human achievement. Pokud jsou platné, tak popiraji pozici, ktera by
vylucovala mozZnost originality a lidského vykonu.



But even if they were cogent, it would still be possible for the universe to be one in which there was
becoming but no achievement. Ale i kdyby byly presvédcivé, stale by bylo mozné, aby universum bylo
tim, v ¢em dochazi k stavani, ale v ¢em by nebylo ni¢eho dosazeno. Ne ¢eho se dosahuje.

Hejdanek: Ale ne ¢eho se dosahuje.

Jiny hlas: And people looking at that universe might still say there is nothing really new under the sun.
Lidé, kteri by se divali na takovéto universum, by mohli fict: v ném neni nic skutecné nového pod
sluncem. | have advanced you enough.

I'd like to take up your position a bit more, because it is a very difficult distinction to draw. Rad by se
jesté zabyval tvou pozici, protoZe to rozliSeni je velmi obtizné udélat. We can see that it is necessary that
one of the branches should be actualized. Vidime, Ze jedna z téch vétvi mize byt uskutecnéna.

The difficulty is whether we can argue from that that there must be some particular one of the branches
that will be actualized. Obtiz je v tom, jestli z toho mizeme argumentovat smérem, Ze to bude pravé
jedna z téchto vétvi, ktera bude uskute¢néna, Ze to bude muset byt jedna z nich. To take a very simple
case. It is necessary that if | toss this coin, it must come down either heads or tails. Abych uved| velmi
jednoduchy priklad. Je nezbytné, pokud hodim tuto minci, musi padnout bud' orel, nebo panna.

Does it follow that either it is necessary that it come down heads or it is necessary that it come down
tails? Vyplyva z toho, Ze je nezbytné, aby padl orel, nebo Ze je nezbytné, aby padla panna? Aristoteles
says no. Aristoteles fika ne. He says you cannot divide necessity. On fika, Ze nemUZete rozliSovat
nezbytnosti, rozdélovat. Rozdélit nezbytnost...

Hejdanek: Rozdélovat. Rozdélit nezbytnost nebo nutnost.

Jiny hlas: | think he is right, but it is very difficult to show this. | will stop there. Myslim si, Ze ma pravdu,
ale je velmi obtizné to ukazat proc. Takze skoncim.

| enjoyed your lecture. | didn't satisfy the [nesrozumitelné] your motivation that my body, my mind is like
a prisoner in 20th century, but my mind has a liberty. And this mind can penetrate in all different times.
Yes. But | think that the subject is the unity of the interior and the exterior experience. The point of
components in the Old Testament is the testimony of unity and of the view in the future and not this
division body and mind. And you said that the Hebrew thought is the example. But | am not sure in
which question, in what question, what does it mean. But Hebrew was also Hebrew thought was also
[nesrozumitelné] answer.

Jiny hlas: Chtél jsem Fici ve svém tom, kdyZ on mluvil, pan host o tom, Ze tedy mé télo, tam ta moje
korporalni existence, Ze je tedy v 20. stoleti, kdeZto ta moje mysl, Ze je svobodna a pronika do vsech
téchto dob, Ze se domnivam, ze tedy jako ten subjekt, proti tomu, jak ¢inime tady v kursu, Ze ma vnéjsi,
vnitfni podstatu, Ze kazda udalost je vnéjsi, vnitfni, Ze pronikdm, Ze toto rozdéleni se mi zda jako
nevhodné.

Jiny hlas: | was talking rather provocatively and taking a very Cartesian way of speaking and | wouldn't
want to argue from that against the unity of body and soul which is affirmed not only by the prophets
but at the end of the Nicene Creed.

Jiny hlas: To byla z moji strany trochu provokace, mluvil jsem velmi kartesidanskym zp(lisobem a nechtél
jsem tim nikterak popirat jednotu téla a duse, kterou potvrzuji nejen proroci, ale i konec Nicejského
kréda.

Jiny hlas: But | was making a point which | think will stand without the metaphor that when | am talking |
am partly bound by my context while having a great liberty of temporal perspective. Now | don't think
that you have really argued against that.

Jiny hlas: Ale Slo mi o to, a to si myslim, Ze obstoji i bez té metafory, Ze kdyZz mluvim, tak jsem ¢astecné
vazan svym kontextem, ackoliv mam velkou svobodu ¢asové perspektivy. Nemyslim si, Ze byste proti
tomuto néco argumentoval.

Jiny hlas: Mné pravé ten dualismus, mné se zamlouva. Ten mé jako vyrusuje, nebot vy jste fikal, Ze to je
tedy provokativné vysloveno, ale tam ta moje i ta udalost, jestlize fikate, ze v kazdé udalosti je pritomna



opacna minula pfitomnost i budouci pfitomnost, jestli i do té budoucnosti, cela ta udalost, jestli uz
nenese tento naboj, Ze i ta budouci pritomnost je pfitomna budoucnost a pfitomna minulost? Nebo
opacné? Jestli se tam i do té budoucnosti prosté nezasahuje. Mné se totiz zdalo, Ze ten koncept pravdy,
ktery ma mnoho vyznamu a podobné, Ze byl pro mé nepresvédcivy, ten koncept pravdy jako takové.

Jiny hlas: Let's take something almost like a joke but looking at it about Shakespeare. Imagine if
Shakespeare fallen down the steps as a youth and broke his neck, there would be no plays, there would
have been no plays at all. So | mean these possibilities are realized only when the actual play is written
and even not then but a few hundred years after his death. So | mean all this talking about possibilities in
the future remains on a very ground level for just the most simple things like tossing a coin and all that
or actual battle when there is a war on. But all the rest is completely undecidable.

Jiny hlas: Vezméme si néco skoro jako vtip o Shakespearovi. Pfedstavte si, Ze by Shakespeare v détstvi
spadl ze schodt a zlomil si vaz, pak by prosté& nebyly napsany zadné hry. Cili ta moznost se realizuje az
teprve tehdy, kdyz je ta hra napsana, a dokonce ani ne tehdy, ale az nékolik set let po jeho smrti. Cili o
téch moznostech se da mluvit jenom na té nejprimitivnéjsi Grovni, jako je hazeni minci nebo bitva, pokud
uz je valka, ale vsechno ostatni z(istava naprosto mimo ramec rozhodovani.

Jiny hlas: My answer is true. You can't be sure of any possibility until it has happened. The point which |
wanted to agree with Dr. Hejdanek about was a certain reluctance to accept the picture of all the
possibilities already out there waiting to be realized. This doesn't do justice to the creativity of the
person who not only realizes possibilities but in a sense creates them first and then realizes them.

Jiny hlas: Have | answered you enough? Yes, enough. Yes... No... Well, what | hope to have agreed with
you over is that if Shakespeare had died in his youth... Chci s vami souhlasit v tom, Ze pokud by
Shakespeare zemrel v mladi... then there would be no point in thinking of a lot of Shakespearean
possibilities hanging around for someone else to realize... potom by opravdu nemélo smysl uvazovat o
shakespearovskych moznostech, které tady jsou pro nékoho jiného, aby je uskutecnil. Now you tell me
where we still disagree. Ted mi feknéte, v ¢em nesouhlasime. It's difficult to say, but | want to say that
the problem must be some sort of proposition-making that's beyond comprehension as such,
completely. Myslim, Ze prosté existuje urcity zptsob tvoreni téch propozic, které jsou naprosto mimo
chapani, mimo zkoumani.

Hejdanek: Ja bych to chtél jesté fict takto, jak jsem to v tom ¢ase Fikal ja a tady s tim, Ze napriklad kdyzZ se
mluvilo o té mozZnosti napsani néjaké shakespearovské hry v triasu, tak podle mé tam zadna takova
moznost nebyla. V budoucnosti triasu nebyla moznost napsat hru Shakespeara.

Jiny hlas: So, against that argument, which | set out, according to him, when talking about the possibility
of writing Hamlet in the trias, according to him, there was no possibility involved in trias of writing
Hamlet. The possibility appeared later.

Hejdanek: | ta moznost byla vytvofena teprve daleko pozdéji, ale byla vytvorena, neni tady predem dan
ten strom rozvétveny, ale vzdycky se vytvori az takovy konec toho stromu a k nému se teprve vytvori ta
moznost a je to celé dynamické.

Jiny hlas: The branch isn't given previously, as it were, but it is constantly arising according to my
creativity and fulfillment of the possibilities created by my... Yes, perhaps at this stage | should
distinguish different sorts of possibility rather more formally. MoZna bych mél v této fazi rozlisit rizné
druhy moznosti vice formalné. First, just rather trivially, | draw the connections between possibility,
impossibility, and necessity. Prvné trivialné mame tady moznost, nemoznost a nutnost. Obviously, what
is possible and what is impossible... obviously possible and impossible are contradictories. Je zfejmé, ze
to, co je mozZné a co je nemozné, moznost a nemoznost si odporuji. What is necessary is that which is
impossible not to happen. Nezbytné je to, u ¢eho je nemozné, aby se nestalo. There is an analogy here in
our being able to define 'all' as the case where it is not the case that 'some' are not. Analogii mizeme
definovat jako vse, jako to, kde neni pouze néco. Having drawn these distinctions, | want to say that they
occur in many different contexts. Tim, Ze jsem dal toto rozliseni, chtél bych zddraznit, Ze se objevuji v



mnoha rliznych souvislostech. At one extreme we have logical possibility, logical impossibility, and logical
necessity. Kdyz zkoumame jeden extrém, tak tady mame logické moznosti, logické nemoznosti a logické
nutnosti. There is also physical possibility, physical impossibility, and physical necessity. Jsou tady také
fyzikalni moznosti, fyzikalni nemoznosti a fyzikalni nutnosti. These are different. It isn't physically possible
for there to be a continuous motion machine. Jsou odlisné, napriklad neni mozné, aby tady byl stroj,
ktery by se pohyboval rovhomérnym pohybem. But it is logically possible; there's no contradiction in the
idea of a perpetuum mobile. Ale je logicky mozné, v této myslence neni Zadny rozpor, v pojmu
perpetuum mobile. Quite different again is moral possibility and legal possibility and social possibility.
Dale tady mame moralni moznosti, spole¢enské moznosti, pravni moznosti. You have been concerned
with some sort of human possibility. Pravdépodobné se zajimate o néjaky druh lidskych moZnosti.
Whereas | have been mostly talking about a sort of temporal possibility. Zatimco ja jsem hovofil o
¢asovych moznostech. Or sometimes a logical possibility. Nékdy o logickych moznostech. It is logically
possible for there to be a person who arranges words of the English language in such a way as to form
Hamlet. Je logicky mozZné, Ze tady bude osoba, ktera anglicka slova usporada tak, jako se tomu stalo v
pripadé Hamleta. Although it may be humanly impossible for anyone except a genius to do so. Ackoliv
lidsky to je pro kohokoliv kromé génia nemozné.

Hejdanek: U toho posledniho prikladu se naopak zd3, Ze je také néjaky propastny rozdil mezi tou
budoucnosti, ktera je zavisla na téch fyzikalnich predpokladech, a mezi tou budoucnosti, ktera je zavisla
na té tvlrci nebo na té lidské osobnosti v zavéru.

Jiny hlas: His question is if you see a real gap between the future in the sense of the logical possibilities
and in the sense of the human possibilities, for example not logical possibilities but possibilities on the
physical level and the possibilities of the human creativity and so on. There is a difference.

Hejdanek: To je rozdil, nikoliv propast. Je tady rozdil, nikoliv propast.

Jiny hlas: Predpokladam, Ze i ty fyzikalni moznosti, ty fyzikalni predpoklady, jsou vysledkem vile nékoho.
We can suppose that those physical possibilities are the results of someone's will.

Hejdanek: Yes. But... There is a difference between the act of will which creates possibilities and the act
of a will which creates determinate actualities down to the last detail. A je tady rozdil mezi vili, ktera
vytvari moznosti, a mezi vili, kterd vytvari determinované skutecnosti propracované do posledni
podrobnosti. If a creator decides to create possibilities, then the outcome may be different from what he
would have chosen if he had been creating determinate actualities. Pokud se tvlrce rozhodne vytvorit
moznosti, potom vysledkem muze byt néco odlisSného od toho, co by si sam vybral, kdyby tvoril
determinovanou skutec¢nost.

Jiny hlas: I am not quite sure because Stevenson created a perfectly functioning machine but didn't have
any thoughts about the possible social consequences of the application of the machine in economic life.
Therefore the intention of the creator is one thing but the non-intended consequences are another thing.
And the social consequences, for instance, are not only previously unreflected results of my activity but
there are also in society results of activity of other people who are also creative in a certain degree.
Therefore the real result of my activities is never included in my intentions and it is never included in my
activities alone, but also in the activity of other people reacting to my activities.

Ja si nejsem zcela jisty, jestli to mlzZeme takhle fict, Ze vSechno zalezi na tom tv(rci, ktery bud chce
stvofit pfesné fungujici masinu, nebo otevfit moznosti. Stevenson, kdyz vynalezl lokomotivu, tak vytvofil
presné fungujici masinu, ale viibec nemél paru o tom, co ta para ve svété udéla, ve svété spolecenském,
v ekonomice treba a tak dale. No a ted tedy, abych to uzavrel, si myslim, Ze to, co skute¢né délame, neni
ani vysledek nasich zamér(, dokonce ani ne jenom vysledek toho, co délame, protoze to je vysledek toho
i ti druzi lidé na to, co jsme udélali, reaguiji.

I entirely agree with your analysis of Stevenson's invention, but | do not think it is analogous with the
case of God realizing possibilities. Although Stevenson's invention was a machine which worked very
much according to specification, Stevenson didn't make just one machine which he used in just one



particular way, rather he made it possible for many people to make machines and use them in many
different ways. Am | to say more, or is that enough? | am disagreeing with the analogy, but not with
what you are saying about Stevenson.

Ja souhlasim s vasi analyzou Stevensonova vynalezu, ale nemyslim, Ze by byla analogicka k situaci, kdy
Blh uskuteénuje moznosti. Stevensoniyv stroj pracoval v souladu se specifickymi zakony, ale Stevenson
nevyrobil jen jeden stroj, ktery by pouZival jednim jedinym zplsobem, ale spi§ umoZnil mnoha lidem, aby
vytvareli mnoho strojli a uzivali je mnohymi zplsoby. Mam Fict vic, nebo je to takhle dost? Nesouhlasim s
tou analogii, ale ne s tim, co fikate o Stevensonovi.

Hejdanek: Excuse me, | shall continue in my idea. | think that if... it's a little strange for me to speak about
God in such a way, but for only logical purposes, | shall do it. If God, the creator, created the world in a
like manner like Stevenson created the machine, and then, if he created man as a being opened to the
future, then he opened not only the man and not only the way... of the man to react to the world, but he
opened the world itself. Because the world exists not only for itself, but also and - | shall say then a little
more - also in the reactions of man to the world. And if we understand the world from this view, then
we realize that human beings are not the only beings who are reacting to other beings. That even, say as
Whitehead wrote, even an electron reacts to his environment so that he behaves otherwise within an
organism and otherwise outside of it. Then the world is something which exists on the basis of reactions
of innumerable beings, living and non-living, and cannot be understood as a machine with the only
destination to function like a machine. Excuse me, | shall translate.

Chtél jsem jesté rozvést tu myslenku, Ze prece jenom tady jakasi analogie je mozna. Totiz, pripustime-li,
Ze Buh - nerad o tom hovofim timto zplsobem, ale pro tu logickou argumentaci to predvedu - jestlize
Buh stvoril svét podobné, jako Stephenson stvofil tu lokomotivu, a potom stvofil ¢clovéka jako bytost
otevienou vici budoucnosti, no tak ten clovék nebyl jedinej, kdo byl otevienej viici budoucnosti, protoze
on byl otevienej vici tomu, aby néjak reagoval na ten svét, a ten svét néjak byl taky v téch jeho reakcich.
Clovék ale neni jedinou bytosti, ktera reaguje, jsou i jiny. Citoval jsem Whiteheada, kterej v Science and
the Modern World, v té slavné kniZce, fika, Ze i elektron se chova jinak v Zivém téle nez mimo. Tedy, Ze
vlastné svét, jak byl stvoren, Ze byl vlastné vydan v sanc tém reakcim nescislnejch bytosti, Zivejch i
nezivejch, takze vlastné je to, jak na néj - to vy vSechno znate - jak na néj ty bytosti reaguiji. A tudiz, ze
vlastné svét neni nic¢im takovym, co by bylo moZno uvazovat tak jako toho Stephensona, kterej stvofil
lokomotivu, ktera dobre funguje, ale jinak je oteviena k nes¢isiné moznejm pouzitim. Cili ta analogie je
mozna, podle mé.

Jiny hlas: Yes, and this is a very attractive view of the created world. Doufam, Ze to je velmi atraktivni
pohled na stvoreny svét. But if we are to accept it, jestlize to mame prijmout, we need to have some
strong arguments about the nature of the physical process, o povaze fyzikalniho procesu, about the logic
of what we are talking about, o logice toho, o ¢em mluvime, and about the nature of God, a o povaze
Boha. I am very much agree in believing that the purely mechanical view of the world cannot be right.
Velmi souhlasim s tim, Ze cisté mechanisticky pohled na svét nemuze byt spravny. I've written about a
hundred and seventy-two pages of it. Napsal jsem o tom sto sedmdesat dva stran. What I've been
concerned with today has been the logic of our concept of truth and of the future. Cim jsem se zabyval
dnes, to byla logika koncepce pravdy a budoucnosti. We should also have to consider how this view of
the world affects the nature of God. The process theologians - procesualni teologové - who very largely
follow Whitehead - tito teologové velmi Siroce nasleduji Whiteheada - have a lot to teach us - maji nas
¢emu naucit - but often fail to do justice to the transcendence of God. Ale malokdy prokazuji pravo
transcendenci Bozi. Perhaps you would like to take on from that point?

Hejdanek: Before it is possible to... you must understand that our discussion shows that some comments
which are very near to your lecture and some points in which we are on another level or in another line...
it's only for making... if I... tell you some more to some discussion to some contributions here, it's only to
bring it nearer to your understanding, not to continue with.



Jiny hlas: J& bych jenom chtél k Olivovi Fict to, Ze kdyz vy mluvite o etymologickém slové pravdy a uvadite
tam pravé, Ze pravda je spojena s tou d(ivérou a virou, tak jsem ocekaval, Ze jeho zavéry prednasky o
budoucnosti nebudou koncit logickym pojmem pravdy. Logicky pojem, ta jeho koncepce pravdy mné do
mé pozice nic nefika. Jestli Reagan bude smérfovat k znovuzvoleni, nebo Mrs. Thatcherova, je mné ganz
egal. Jestli bude zasah v Polsku, a je-li to pravdivé, Ze tam ten zasah bude, tak to je lez. Ta pravda, kterou
tedy ja mam pocit...



