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Sextus Empiricus a skepse [1981]

[strojovy, neredigovany prepis - model Gemini 3 (flash/pro) - tinor 2026]

--- (1981-09-17 M. F. Burnyeat, skeptik (1) [LVH230VA]_Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: 17. zari 81 o skepsi. Burnyeat. Brno.

Jiny hlas: Could you tell me how long you want me to stop? Do you want me to go for two sentences or
one sentence or...?

Hejdanek: Well, let us say, the shorter the better.

Jiny hlas: The shorter the better.

Hejdanek: No, ja bych rad pfivital doktora Burnyeata. Ja to neumim poradné vyslovit, ale snad se to ma
vyslovovat, aspori mné to fikal, Burnyeat. Burnyeat. Ktery vystudoval v Anglii a ted uci v... prominte, v
Cambridge a ted uci v Cambridge a zajima se hlavné o Sexta Empirika, coz ho do jisté miry izoluje od
spousty jinych filosof(i, ponévadz malokdo se o to zajima. On rika, Ze prosté tady v Evropé ma jenom
jednoho clovéka, se kterym si mizZe promluvit o Sextu Empirikovi, a to je filolog, nas brnénsky profesor
Janacek.

No, a on s nim zatim nemluvil, ale koresponduje s nim. Tak takhle asi vypada ta situace. On jednak uci na
univerzité a jednak v koleji, Ze? Na univerzité uci klasiku feckou, to znamena hlavné tedy filosofii, ale
nejenom, Ze? Kdezto na koleji ma ty vSeobecnéjsi véci. To znamena rfecké autory, pokud maji néjakou
souvislost s filosofii. To nejsou jenom filosofové, ale kdyzZ je potfeba, tak se k tomu berou i dalsi fecké
texty.

Well, | have introduced you a little. | have talked about Janacek and Sextus Empiricus and | should like to
express our deep thanks for your presence and for your lecture we shall hear now and welcome you and
so on and so on. Please you may begin.

Jiny hlas: Well, | will just say first how glad | am to be here and to invite them to interrupt me with
guestions at any stage that they don't understand rather than waiting until the end.

Jiny hlas: M4 nas upozornit, Ze o¢ekava, nebo zada vas, abyste ho prerusovali, jakmile vdm bude néco
nejasné, tak hned s otazkou.

Jiny hlas: Let me start by saying a few words about the historical role of Sextus Empiricus, and then | will
try to say something about what | believe to be the philosophical importance of that historical role.

Jiny hlas: Tak nejdriv Feknu néco o historické Gloze Sexta Empirika a potom pFistoupim k tomu, abych
vam rekl, co o té historické tloze si myslim.

Jiny hlas: Sextus Empiricus lived in the second century AD.

Jiny hlas: Sextus Empiricus zZil ve druhém stoleti po Kristu.

Jiny hlas: But his works were lost and were only recovered in the 16th century.

Jiny hlas: Ale jeho dila byla ztracena a byla znovu nalezena az v 16. stoleti.

Jiny hlas: When they were rediscovered and published in the 16th century, they caused a tremendous
stir, tremendous excitement.

Jiny hlas: KdyZ byla nalezena a publikovana v 16. stoleti, tak zptsobila obrovsky rozruch a nadseni.

Jiny hlas: To begin with, since Sextus is a skeptic who sets out to show that human reason cannot solve
any of the questions it sets itself, to begin with, curiously, he was used by the Catholic Church against the
Calvinists.

Jiny hlas: Je to zajimavé, ze Sextus Empiricus jako predstavitel skepse byl uzit katolickymi teology v
polemice proti kalvinistam.

Jiny hlas: The Catholic editors who produced the first editions of Sextus claimed that Sextus' arguments
to show that human reason cannot solve any problems show that the Calvinist cannot use his own
individual reason to work out his own interpretation of the Bible.

Jiny hlas: Sextovy argumenty, Ze clovék nem(ze s jistotou prokazat zadnou koncepci, zadny nazor
definitivné a neochvéjné, tak za téchto okolnosti tento nazor byl pouzit katolickymi editory a témi, kdo
vykladali Sexta, k tomu, aby se prokazalo, Ze kalvinisté nemohou s dostate¢nou jistotou pouzivat svého



rozumu pfi vykladu bible. Neni na néj spoleh.

Jiny hlas: In this way, Sextus became the great text for the theological position known as fideism, that is
the position that one must believe in God not for any reason, but simply out of faith, embracing the
traditional faith of the church.

Jiny hlas: Tim se stal Sextus Empiricus vlastné takovym ideologickym zakladem fideismu, to jest toho
uceni, ze ¢lovék musi urcitym pravdam veérit ne proto, Ze ma pro to ddvody, ale prosté Ze se toho chape
virou bez divod(, bez rozumu, protoZe ty dlivody a rozum jsou problematické.

Jiny hlas: One of the leading exponents of fideism, the French writer Montaigne, not only wrote out page
after page of Sextus Empiricus in his own works, simply copied them out, he even carved sentences from
Sextus on the beams of his study to contemplate while he worked.

Jiny hlas: Zvlasté zalozil vSechno své mysleni na Sextovi francouzsky filosof Montaigne, ktery nejenom ze
doslova opisoval celé stranky ze Sexta, ale ve své pracovné mél citaty ze Sexta po sténach a po tramech.
Jiny hlas: Now, the point is that very soon the discussion broadened outside theology to the question of
whether human reason can solve any question and Montaigne had already made the scope of the
skepticism much broader than the simply theological. The point is that in the 16th and 17th century all
the serious thinkers were reading Sextus or reading people who had read Sextus and were reproducing
his arguments and debating for or against his skepticism.

Hejdanek: To, co Montaigne ze Sexta nacerpal, tak to presahovalo ramec pouhé teologie. Bylo to
prevedeno do obecné filosofie, pochybnosti o lidském rozumu, o schopnosti lidského rozumu dobirat se
jistot, jistych pravd.

Jiny hlas: The second point was that in the 16th and 17th century Sextus was studied and discussed with
great seriousness by all the leading intellectual thinkers.

Hejdanek: V 16. a 17. stoleti byl studovan a interpretovan prakticky véemi vyznamnymi mysliteli.

Jiny hlas: And this debate for and against skepticism as represented by Sextus had been going on for
nearly a hundred years before Descartes wrote his Meditations.

Hejdanek: A ty diskuse zaloZené na problémech formulovanych uz Sextem trvaly celé stoleti az do té
doby, nez Descartes prisel se svou filosofii.

Jiny hlas: Now we think of Descartes as the founder, the father of modern filosofie, and we are right to
think of him that way.

Hejdanek: My myslime na Descarta jako na zakladatele moderni filosofie a mame pravdu, Ze ho takto
vidime.

Jiny hlas: But he didn't spring out of nothing.

Hejdanek: Ale neobjevil se jen tak z ni¢eho.

Jiny hlas: When he attempted to confront skepticism in the Meditations, what he was confronting was
the legacy from ancient skepticism which had been discussed in this context with enormous intensity for
nearly a hundred years.

Hejdanek: Kdyz se zabyva ve svych dilech, ve svych Givahach skepsi, tak to neni nic mimo historii. On tam
velmi vazné cCeli urcitym problémtm, které byly diskutovany po celé stoleti.

Jiny hlas: Consequently, Sextus Empiricus is the ancient Greek philosopher who did most to shape the
course of modern filosofie.

Hejdanek: A v tom smyslu miZeme vidét v Sextu Empirikovi clovéka, ktery se hluboce zaslouzil a ovlivnil
celé moderni filosofické mysleni.

Jiny hlas: Now that's the end of the little bit of history, but I think that this history has great philosophical
significance.

Hejdanek: A tak tim skonc¢im ten historicky Gvod, ale mam za to, Ze ty déjiny, ta historie ma veliky
filosoficky vyznam.

Jiny hlas: And what | want to do this evening is to talk about the different roles that skepticism has
played at different periods of history.



Hejdanek: A o ¢em dal chci hovofrit, to je otazka, jakou rdznou roli hral skepticismus v rliznych dobach.
Jiny hlas: Modern philosophers, and I'm of course now referring to the modern philosophers I'm familiar
with in the analytic tradition, modern philosophers talk about skepticism in the abstract, as it were,
without any historical reference.

Hejdanek: Moderni filosofové, a ja tady hovofim hlavné o tradici analytické filosofie, hovofi o skepsi bez
jakychkoliv odkazt a ¢asto bez znalosti historickych okolnosti.

Jiny hlas: Many modern philosophers do not even know that skepticism had the history | have just
outlined.

Hejdanek: Mnozi filosofové této orientace casto viibec ani nevédi, Ze skepticismus mél tak hluboké
historické koreny.

Jiny hlas: And it seems to me to be a consequence of this historical ignorance that modern philosophers
often are unaware that the problems about skepticism which they are treating as timeless problems are
not in fact timeless, but are problems which they face in a form which is a form that could only have
arisen in their time and would have looked very different in older times.

Hejdanek: Dlsledkem této historické ignorance je, Ze tito filosofové se zabyvaji problémy skepticismu
jako problémy nadc¢asovymi, mimocasovymi a Ze si viibec neuvédomuiji, Ze praveé cela ta problematika
skepse a skepticismu méla v riiznych dobach rliznou povahu a Ze je potfeba i svou vlastni pozici vici
skepticismu urcit jako déjinnou.

Jiny hlas: | would like to take the problem to illustrate this, take as my problem to illustrate this the
philosophical problem about time and space, for instance, is time real, or what is time. These are
philosophical problems which we might discuss today.

Hejdanek: Chtél bych jako priklad uvést téma prostoru a ¢asu reSené v té tradici skepticismu jako
relevantni pro nase Gvahy dnesni.

Jiny hlas: Now, supposing a modern philosopher is interested in these questions, what is time, is time
real, and he finds he cannot answer them. What does he do?

Hejdanek: Kdyz dnesni filosof uvaZzuje o ¢ase, co to je €as, jestli je néco skutecného a zjisti, Ze na tyto
otazky nemUze odpovédét, co udélad?, tak to ¢ini v ¢ase volném a nebo...

Jiny hlas: What he does is he plans to work on the problem when he has a free year, a sabbatical year,
we call it, and applies for money to do this.

Hejdanek: KdyzZ chce uvazovat o tom, zda je ¢as skutec¢ny nebo neni, tak vétsinou to naplanuje na rok,
kdy ma volno na université a dostava penize, aby se mohl takovou véci diikladné zabyvat.

Jiny hlas: He doesn't suppose that maybe there won't be a free year coming, that the year may not
arrive.

Hejdanek: Nezahrnuje do svych zkoumani Gvahu, zda ten volny rok je skute¢ny nebo neni.

Jiny hlas: Or alternatively, here is another way he might react. He might say, yes, the skeptical arguments
do make it doubtful that next year will arrive, but this doubt is a strictly philosophical or theoretical
doubt, not a doubt that we need to take into account in everyday life.

Hejdanek: Kdyz uvaZuje o skutecnosti nebo neskutecnosti ¢asu, tak to neni o tom, Ze by uvazoval o
skutec¢nosti nebo neskutecnosti toho casu, v némz on mysli, premysli, studuje, ale je to teoreticka otazka,
kterou se chce zabyvat bez ohledu na ty praktické okolnosti, v nichz samozifejmé to, co studuje, existuje.
Jiny hlas: [nesrozumitelné]

Teoretické Gvahy o ¢asu, tak to délaji ti... jenom jsme zacali mluvit o tom, Ze ¢lovék, ktery se chce zabyvat
otazkou ¢asu nebo prostoru, zejména casu, jestli je skute¢ny nebo neni, tak to déla z té distance,
kuprikladu kdyZz ma volny rok na université, a Ze teda nezahrnuje do svych pochybnosti to, jestli ten rok je
skutecny nebo ne. Nic jiného tam nebylo.

So we have a picture of ordinary life and all the things we say and think in it goes on quite happily as
normal.

Ze mame na jedné strané obraz kazdodenniho Zivota, ktery prosté jde kupfedu a tam se o to nestarame,



o povahu toho casu.

And quite separately you have the philosophical worry and the philosophical doubts and the two don't
make contact.

A vedle toho mame teoretické problémy, rozpory a potize, kterymi se zabyvame bez primého kontaktu,
bez primé souvislosti s tim béZznym ¢asem naseho Zivota.

| call this the insulation of ordinary life from philosophy or the insulation of philosophy from life, as it
were.

Hejdanek: No jo. Ja to nazyvam, nebo nazvu to izolaci toho teoretického uvazovani od kazdodenniho
Zivota.

Jiny hlas: And let me say by way of preface that | do not for one moment intend to criticize the practice
of insulation, | wish only to understand how it has come about that this is how philosophy now behaves.
Ja bych jako predem chtél fict, Ze nechci kritizovat tenhle postup, tuhle, tenhle zvyk, ale chci to zd(iraznit,
Ze pravé je to tento zpusob, jak se chova filosofie.

There are some philosophers who might well deny that they believed in insulation, particularly
philosophers influenced by Quine.

Jsou urciti filosofové, ktefi jsou presvédceni o tom, Ze takova izolace je nezbytna, napriklad Quine.
Nonetheless, | think that in most cases you can see that the person does really insulate if you confront
him with the following argument.

Hejdanek: Ale ve vétsiné pripadli mam za to, Ze uvidime, Ze ta osoba se skutecné izoluje, jestlize se mlze
setkat s urcitym argumentem. Tak, to je ono.

Jiny hlas: Here is the argument. Whatever he may say officially, it's very hard not to be an insulator. As
the following argument will bring out, if you present people with this argument and see how they react,
you'll see that they are insulators.

Ja vam reknu tenhle argument, kdyZ se na to podivate, tak uvidite, Ze lidé, ktefi ho uzivaji, tak se chtéji
izolovat, Ze jsou izolujici.

Jiny hlas: Here's the argument. It's true that yesterday my body was for some time nearer to the
mantelpiece than to the bookcase. Therefore it is false that space and time are unreal.

Je fakt, ze v€éera mé télo bylo blize muzea nez kupectvi nebo néco takového, ja si to ted uz presné
nepamatuju. A proto je fakt, Ze néco takového jako misto nebo prostor jsou skutecné.

And this is an argument of G. E. Moore's, which purports to use a fact of everyday experience. Yesterday,
a temporal thing, my body had a certain position, a spatial position. That's undisputable. Since that is
true, the philosophical thesis about the unreality of space and time must be false.

To je argument G. E. Moora. Ten zaklada vsechno na kazdodenni mluvé, v té obycejné, obycejném jazyce,
kdyz tam v tom, jak mluvime, se mluvi o tom, napf¥iklad véera u muzea nebo nékde, tak to znamen3, ze
teze, Ze Cas je neskutecny, je nutné falesna.

Jiny hlas: That is how Moore argued in defense of common sense against skepticism about the reality of
space and time.

To je argument G. E. Moora, ktery se tu ohani vlastné skepticismem o c¢ase a prostoru.

Another argument of Moore's for reality... but if you present this argument to people, whether students
or professors, they feel: "No, you can't solve a big philosophical question with a little argument like that."
A kdy?Z se takovy argument predloZi tfeba studentlim, tak oni jasné vidi a tvrdi: "No prece tak obrovskej
problém, jako je problém casu, nemUzete resit takovym malickym a blbym argumentem, kterej jste rekl."
It's the wrong sort of argument to settle the philosophical issue.

Je to Spatnej druh argumentace k Gcelu filosofickému.

People show by this reaction that they feel that philosophical skepticism cannot be straightforwardly
refuted by common sense.

Lidé, ktefi takhle odpovidaji, naznacuiji, Ze je jim jasné nebo citi, Ze problémy, které maji tuhle filosofickou
dimenzi, nemohou byt zodpovézeny poukazem k obecnému minéni nebo jak se tomu rika...



...cannot be refuted...

...nemohou byt odmitnuty, odmitnuty.

But this means they are insulated.

A stejné tak to znamen4, Ze izoluji, izoluiji.

They have argued that philosophical skepticism cannot be refuted by common sense.

Argumentovali tak, Ze skepticismus nem(ze byt vyvracen odkazem k obecnému minéni.

But the corollary of that must be that common sense cannot be refuted by philosophical skepticism.
Ale zaroven obecné minéni nemuze byt vyvraceno filosofickym skepticismem.

Hejdanek: Common sense? Zdravy rozum!

Jiny hlas: Zdravy lidsky rozum. Ja jsem si vzpomnél, jak se tomu Fika, ano, zdravy lidsky rozum.
Insulation works two ways, or not at all.

Ta izolace je oboustranna.

So | think that people's reaction to that argument of Moore's shows that whatever they may say
officially, in their heart of hearts, insulation goes very deep in their thinking.

Ta argumentace ukazuje, Ze ta izolace je daleko hlubsi, nez se na prvni pohled zda.

But I think that this reaction is an essentially modern thing.

Ale ukazuje se, Ze ta izolace je podstatné moderni zaleZitosti.

A product of history.

Je to vysledek nebo produkt déjin.

And | want to try and tell you of a time when the kind of insulation | have just been illustrating really
wasn't there.

Byl ¢as, kdy, a mohl bych vdm to ukazat, kdy ten druh izolace, o kterém ted hovorime, neexistoval.
There was a time when insulation was not yet invented, when philosophical skepticism did clash with
ordinary life views.

Ukazalo by se, Ze ta izolace jesté nebyla vynalezena, kdyzZ uz skepticismus se stfetaval se zdravym
rozumem.

And people took skepticism seriously precisely because they saw it as a genuine alternative to their
ordinary view.

A lidé brali skepticismus vazné, protoZe se jim zdalo, Ze pfedstavuje skutecnou alternativu k jejich
bé&Znému nazirani.

If this is correct, if there was such a time, then there will be historical questions to ask about when and
by whom and why insulation was invented.

A jestlize tomu tak je, pak je legitimni se ptat, kdy, kym a jakym zptisobem byl ten izolacionismus nebo
ten rozdil, kde se izoluje oboustranné, kdy byl vynalezen.

And out of this history, we might learn a lot about the present state of filosofie and why it is as it is.

A pravé z takového dé&jinného pohledu se mizeme hodné poucit o povaze dnesni filosofie, proc je
takova, jaka je.

That is why | said the history of skepticism and the discovery of Sextus is a piece of history which has
great philosophical significance.

A to je dlivod, proc jsem Fikal, Ze to, jak ten skepticismus vznikl a jak vypada u Sexta Empirika tfeba, ma
velikou filosofickou, Ze ty déjiny celé maiji velikou filosofickou dllezZitost.

So the next question is to look at Sextus and see if we can find in him the practice of insulation or not.
No a nyni pfistoupime k tomu, abychom se podivali na texty Sexta Empirika, jestli uz tam ta izolace je,
nebo neni.

So can we look at the...

A ted bysme tedy rozdal ty texty...

What | want to look at is the Outlines of Pyrrhonism, book one, chapter seven... that is the chapter called
"Does the skeptic dogmatize?".



Tak zacneme tim textem z knizky Proti fyzikiim, prvni kapitola, a tam o tom, zda skeptikové dogmatizuiji,
zda se chovaji dogmaticky.

Have you all found that passage?

Jo, to je tam napsano explicitné, tam nékde v misté. J4 jsem tam nékde zapominal po strané psat ty cisla,
tak ja vam vidycky reknu, pokud to tam neni, tak vam jesté reknu. Ted je to ta prvni stranka, tam jak
zacina 13, 17 a tak dale.

Could you read, Sam, from here to here... 13 to 17?

Just the whole of it.

Jiny hlas: Right, | see. | want to go on to... it's not the very beginning. Not the very beginning, yeah.
Hejdanek: Tak se teda mame divat na Outlines of Pyrrhonism, to je tamta. No tak na ten pyrrhonismus,
prosim vas, je to treti stranka tam na tom, jak to mate, kapitola sedma nazvana ,Zda skeptikové
dogmatizuji“. Kapitola sedma.

Jiny hlas: That's right, that's on the bottom, it's at the bottom of the second page. , The Skeptics
Dogmatize®.

Hejdanek: Naseho prednasejiciho by zajimalo, jestli by vyhovovalo pfitomnym, Ze by se pokusil to fikat
rusky. Ze trochu rusky umi. Ale myslim, Ze by to nemélo velky... Cht&l by nékdo teda, aby... ne? Ne. |
asked them if they want to hear it in Russian, but nobody seems...

Jiny hlas: Okay, that's fine. We'll just do it... it's going much better than | thought. | thought it would go so
slowly.

Hejdanek: TakZe je to na druhé strance, odpustte. Druha stranka, ten narys pyrrhonismu, druha polovicka
dole.

,KdyZ Fikdme, Ze se skeptik zdrzuje dogmatismu, neuzivime terminu dogma, jak cini nékteri, v Sirsim
smyslu néjakého souhlasu s néc¢im, nebot skeptik souhlasi s pocity“ - tam tézko bylo preloZit to souhlasi,
ze? Vypada to cesky blbé, ale... s pocity, které jsou nutnymi vysledky smyslovych vjemd, a proto by
nefekl kupfikladu, kdy? pocituje horko nebo zimu, v&Fim, Ze mi neni horko nebo zima. Rikame v3ak, 7e
neni dogmaticky, uzivaje terminu dogma ve smyslu, ktery mu nékteri davaji, totiz jako souhlasu s
néjakym neevidentnim predmétem védeckého zkoumani. Nebot pyrronsky filosof nesouhlasi s ni¢im, co
je neevidentni.”

Jiny hlas: Good. In this passage, Sextus is defining his skepticism by making a contrast between certain
things which he assents to and certain things which he does not assent to.

Hejdanek: Na tomto misté Sextus Empiricus obhajuje sv(ij skepticismus tim, Ze rozlisuje mezi vécmi, které
tvrdi, s nimiz souhlasi - ano, ale vlastné tady s nimi souhlasi v mysleni, Ze? ZtotoZnuje se s nimi. A jiné, s
nimiz nesouhlasi.

Jiny hlas: He assents to his impressions, the way things appear to him. If he feels warm, if it appears
warm, he says yes, it does indeed appear warm.

Hejdanek: Souhlasi s viemy nebo s dojmy, jimiz na ného pusobi nékteré okolnosti, tfeba jestli je mu teplo
nebo zima a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: On the other side, he will not assent to, he suspends judgment about, any of the non-evident
objects of scientific inquiry.

Hejdanek: By nesouhlasil a zdrzuje se Gsudku, i kdyZ jde o jakykoliv predmét védeckého zkoumani.
Neevidentni predmét. Neevidentni predmét védeckého zkoumani.

Jiny hlas: Right. And | want to ask, what are these non-evident objects of scientific inquiry that he will not
assent to? Because if we can find out what they are, then we know the range of things he is skeptical
about.

Hejdanek: A tady se budeme ptat, co to je, co je neevidentni predmét védeckého zkoumani, protoze kdyz
dostaneme na tu odpovéd, tak se ndm blize ukaze, s ¢im vlastné on nechce souhlasit.

Jiny hlas: Now, in this period, the notion of the non-evident is the notion of that which we can only know
about by inference from things that are evident.



Hejdanek: V této dobé je chapano... pojem... je... pojem evidence nebo evidentniho chapan tak, Ze to
neevidentni musi byt néjak posléze vyvozeno z toho, co je evidentni. Rozumite, dsudky, domysleni a tak
dale.

Jiny hlas: Knowledge, in the view of Sextus' dogmatic opponent, comes in two stages, as it were. Direct
knowledge of things that are evident, inferential knowledge of the things that are non-evident.
Hejdanek: Pokud jde o ty dogmatiky, s nimiz polemizuje Sextus, tak ti rozliSovali teda dvoji rovinu nebo
dvoji druh védéni. Jedno zaloZené na evidencich, na vécech, které jsou evidentni, a to druhé, které je
zaloZeno na inferenci, na logickém dovozovani z toho, co je evidentni.

Jiny hlas: Now, the favorite example of something evident would be the proposition: ,It is day*.
Hejdanek: Oblibeny priklad toho, co je evidentni, je nebo byl tehdy ,je den”.

Jiny hlas: If you're a normal healthy human being, it's perfectly evident to you during the daytime that it's
day.

Hejdanek: Jestlize jste normalné vnimajici lidska bytost, tak je vam evidentni, jestlize Zijete ve svétle dne,
Ze je den.

Jiny hlas: But when we're looking at this passage in front of us, we need an example which will relate
easily to the example of an impression or experience of feeling warm.

Hejdanek: Ale abychom se dostali blize k tomu argumentu, o kterém tady bude fe¢, totiz o tom vnimani
tepla nebo zimy.

Jiny hlas: So I'm going to take as my example of something evident the statement , It is warm“ said by
somebody sitting on the stove, like Descartes sat on his stove.

Hejdanek: Tak si zvolme vlastni priklad, totiz kdyz nékdo rfekne: ,Je teplo“, coz se mu fika, kdyz sedi na
kamnech, tak jako Descartes sedél na svych kamnech.

Jiny hlas: And that will be my example of something evident: ,The stove is warm”,

Hejdanek: Takze tenhle priklad: ,Kamna jsou tepla“.

Jiny hlas: Now, if you take ,The stove is warm“ as an example of something evident and put it together
with the reference in this passage in front of you to scientific inquiry, those two things...

Hejdanek: Tak kdyz uvazime tenhle ten vyrok , Je teplo®, tak bud se to vztahuje k takovému béznému
vnimani, anebo mame na mysli predmét védeckého zkoumani.

Jiny hlas: If you do those two things, it will become very natural for you to think that what Sextus is
rejecting as dogma will be any scientific assertion about, for example, the underlying physical structure
that makes a warm thing warm.

Hejdanek: Musime si byt jasni, Ze to, co Sextus odmita, je védecka vypovéd o tom, jaka je struktura téch
okolnosti, které, kdyz je teplo, délaji to teplo.

Jiny hlas: So, the non-evident objects of scientific inquiry on this view will be such things as the real
nature of heat or the physical structure of heat.

Hejdanek: Cimz by se teda né&jak odhalovalo, co je podstatou, co je tou nejvlastnéjsi povahou tepla.

Jiny hlas: And then on this interpretation Sextus will be saying a skeptic is quite happy to say the stove is
warm when he's sitting on the stove, what he won't do is any inquiry into the physics of heat.

Hejdanek: Skeptik bude docela stasten, kdyz bude moci prohlasit, kdyz sedi na kamnech, Ze je mu teplo,
ale dava si pozor, aby se nevyslovoval o povaze tepla samé.

Jiny hlas: This will be skepticism about what...

--- (1981-09-17 M. F. Burnyeat, skeptik (1) [LVH230VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: This interpretation will contrast theory, scientific or philosophical theory on the one hand, with
ordinary life on the other.

Hejdanek: Tohleto rozliseni tedy je vlastné rozliSeni mezi védeckym tvrzenim, védeckou teorii a béZznym
Zivotem.

Jiny hlas: So it will involve a kind of insulation.

Hejdanek: Tim vznikd nebo zahrne v sobé urcitou izolaci jednoho od druhého.



Jiny hlas: But it will not be an insulation of the kind | was describing earlier, where philosophy is as it
were at a higher level than ordinary life.

Hejdanek: Neni to ta izolace toho druhu, jak jsem o ni mluvil pfedtim, Ze filosofie by byla na néjaké vyssi
roviné, Ze by byla poznanim vyssi Grovné.

Jiny hlas: It will rather be an insulation between two different kinds of subject matter, the subject matter
of science and the sciences on the one hand, and the subject matter of ordinary life on the other.
Hejdanek: Je to tady rozdil mezi predmétem. Na jedné strané pfedmét védeckého zkoumani a na druhé
strané predmét zdravého rozumu nebo kazdodenniho Zivota.

Jiny hlas: Now what I've just given you is the interpretation of Sextus, and of this chapter in particular,
which was held by Montaigne and Descartes' friend Gassendi.

Hejdanek: A ja tady chci poukazovat hlavné na to misto, které jsme si ted ukazali, které bylo zakladem
pro mysleni Montaigneovo a jeho pritele Gassendiho.

Jiny hlas: So Montaigne and Gassendi read Sextus as a man who subscribed to one kind of insulation,
namely insulation by content or subject matter.

Hejdanek: Montaigne a Gassendi... Ja ted jsem ztratil kontext, v jakém to tam bylo... navazovali na to
[nesrozumitelné].

Jiny hlas: So Montaigne and Gassendi read Sextus as a man who did subscribe to one kind of insulation,
only it was insulation by subject matter, theory versus ordinary life, not insulation by level where
ordinary life and theory come on one level and philosophy all goes on at another level.

Hejdanek: Montaigne a Gassendi Cetli Sexta jako autora, ktery drzel tu izolaci mezi rznymi predméty
zkoumani nebo predméty mysleni nebo védéni, nikoliv ktery by drZel izolaci rGznych rovin védéni.

Jiny hlas: Now it's important that we get clear, is everybody some rough understanding of the two kinds
of insulation | have now distinguished?

Hejdanek: Otazka, jestli je jasné kazdému ten rozdil mezi obojim typem izolace.

Jiny hlas: When | started to begin with, | talked about the philosopher and his worry about the reality of
time. And this philosopher thought of all philosophical problems as being conducted at a higher level
than ordinary life talk about place and time, or for that matter, the physicist talk about space and time.
So there's a division of two vertical levels.

Hejdanek: Opakuje tedy, na za¢atku ukazoval pfiklad toho badatele, ktery rozliSuje mezi dvéma rovinami
védéni. Na jedné strané teoretickym uvazovanim a zkoumanim o povaze ¢asu a na druhé strané tim
bé&Znym pocitanim s tim, Ze cas je, Ze se ¢as musi odhadovat, Ze pocita s tim rokem a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: On this view, skepticism threatens neither ordinary life nor physics.

Hejdanek: V tomto smyslu neohroZuje ten skepticismus ani kazdodenni Zivot, ani fyziku.

Jiny hlas: But on the second kind of insulation, insulation by content, the point is that skepticism does
not threaten ordinary life, but it does threaten physics. It does say no to physics.

Hejdanek: Ale ten druhy rozdil je odlisny v tom, Ze ten skepticismus sice neohrozuje kazdodenni Zivot, ale
podstatné ohrozuje fyziku. Pokud jde o obsah tedy, pokud jde o pfedmét toho mysleni nebo védéni.

Jiny hlas: And Gassendi read Sextus as an insulator of the second kind.

Hejdanek: A Gassendi cetl Sexta jako toho, kdo izoloval od sebe to dvoji pravé timhle zplsobem, Ze
izoloval kazdodenni Zivot a tu védu.

Jiny hlas: So the next question | want to ask is whether Gassendi was right.

Hejdanek: Druha otazka, ke které se dostaneme, je, zda mél Gassendi pravdu v této interpretaci Sexta.
Jiny hlas: So if we can now turn to Chapter 18 of Outlines of Pyrrhonism, it's the next sort of section on
the translation.

Hejdanek: TakZe to je ta kapitola 18 o prostoru.

Jiny hlas: Could you read 1197 Just this bit, 119.

Hejdanek: Prostor nebo misto jsou tedy minény ve dvojim smyslu, striktni a volné. Volné o misté
chapaném Siroce jako mé mésto a striktné o presné obsahujicim misté, o misté, které obsahuje presné, v



né&jz jsme presné vélenéni nebo do néhoz jsme zahrnuti, v némz jsme umisténi. Nase zkoumani je
zaméreno k prostoru ve striktnim smyslu.

Jiny hlas: Now this strict place is defined here as the place whereby we are exactly enclosed.

Hejdanek: On tam skute¢né v textu pide striktni prostor a ma na mysli prostor ve striktnim smyslu. Cili on
tady rozumi striktnim prostorem ten prostor, ktery pfesné ohranicuje nase télo.

Jiny hlas: This is in fact the official Aristotelian definition of place.

Hejdanek: To je skutecné oficialni aristotelska definice mista.

Jiny hlas: My place in this sense is that envelope of air which immediately encloses me.

Hejdanek: Moje misto, to je jakasi obalka nebo jakysi obal vzduchu, ktery mé obklopuje tésné, a presné.
Jiny hlas: And if we think that this conception of place is a rather theoretical one, or at least not an
ordinary man's conception of place,

Hejdanek: a jestlize mame na mysli, Ze tohleto je striktni definice mista, a nikoliv teda pojeti béZného
¢lovéka,

Jiny hlas: and if we think that, then we'll think that when Sextus says "I'm only going to raise doubts
about strict space," we will think that that favors the Gassendi interpretation.

Hejdanek: takze kdyby se prokazalo, Ze Sextus mél na mysli jenom polemiku proti tomu striktnimu
prostoru, striktnimu mistu, tak pak by to hovofilo pro Gassendiho interpretaci.

Jiny hlas: Because I'm only going to make difficulties for and be skeptical about the theoretical notion of
place.

Hejdanek: Ponévadz by to jenom teda zamérilo ten skepticismus proti teoretickému pojeti.

Jiny hlas: Given that it was right, if | was right to say that the notion of narrow place is not an ordinary
notion but a theoretical notion.

Hejdanek: Kdyby to byla pravda, protoze to pojeti toho tésného mista by bylo tedy teoretickym pojetim.
Jiny hlas: And so can we now go onto the first page of the handout... section seven.

Hejdanek: A ted se vratime k prvni strance, podivame se na sedmicku.

Jiny hlas: Let me just say what's happening here. These... what's on this first page are the arguments
which the dogmatist gives in favor of the proposition that place exists.

Hejdanek: Tak tady na té zacatecni kapitole, z které mame tady vybrano, tam se uvadéji argumenty
dogmatik( ve prospéch toho, Ze prostor nebo misto existuje, redlné existuje.

Jiny hlas: Sextus' procedure is to give the arguments in favor, then the arguments against, and then he
says we can't decide between them, we must suspend judgment.

Hejdanek: Postup Sextlyv je ten, Ze uvadi nejdfive argumenty pro, potom argumenty proti a uzavira, ze
musime se zdrZet isudku, protoZe nemlzeme rozhodnout pro jedno nebo pro druhé.

Jiny hlas: But if we want to know what he is skeptical about, then it will be that he will be skeptical about
the same things as the dogmatist argues for or against.

Hejdanek: A kdyz se tazeme, v(ici cemu byl vlastné Sextus skepticky, tak musime odpovédét, ze byl
skepticky vici tomu, co dogmatikové uvadéli jako argumenty, at uz pro nebo proti.

Jiny hlas: So here is one argument. Section seven.

Hejdanek: A tak jeden z argumentu, to Cislo sedm. JestliZe totiZ existuje nahore a dole, vpravo a vlevo,
vpredu a vzadu, existuje néjaké misto. Nebot téchto Sest smérd predstavuje ¢asti mista a je nemozné,
kdyz existuji ¢asti néjaké véci, aby neexistovala véc, jejiz jsou soucasti. Avsak nahore a dole, vpravo a
vlevo, vpredu a vzadu je néco, co existuje v povaze véci, z povahy véci, a proto misto existuje.

Jiny hlas: That sounds very much like the Aristotelian doctrine that direction is an objective feature of the
universe, not something relative to us. Right and left in Aristotle's scheme of things really exist out there
in nature, they're not just arbitrary distinctions we make.

Hejdanek: Tenhleten priklad nebo to pojeti téch dogmatikl odpovida zcela aristotelské koncepci toho, co
je nahore, dole a tak dal, jako objektivniho charakteru, objektivni charakteristiky véci, jak jsou, nikoliv
jako néceho relativniho vztahujiciho se k nééemu. Je to prosté v aristotelském pojeti objektivni povaha



véci, Ze néco je nahore, dole, vlevo, vpravo.

Jiny hlas: Can | now have section nine? Beginning "further, if where what it is light naturally..."
Hejdanek: A ted cislo devét. A dale, jestlize existuje télo - a tam nékdy télo je body a nékdy se to hodi
tak, nékdy tak, tam se to... - existuje také misto. A skute¢né prvni je pravda, a proto i druhé je pravda. To
je doloZeno v prekladu, v fectiné to neni, to v zavorkach. A dale, tam, kde to, co je lehké, se pfirozené
pohybuje, zatimco to, co je tézké, se nepohybuje, a proto existuje zvlastni misto pro lehké a zvlastni pro
tézké. Vskutku to prvni je pravda, a proto i to druhé je pravda.

Jiny hlas: Just to... don't go into ten, just to where ten begins, to the end of nine.

Hejdanek: Zajisté totiZz ohen, ktery je prirozené lehky, stoupa vzhiru, a voda, ktera je prirozené tézka,
tihne dold. A ani oheni se nepohybuje dol(, ani voda nesméruje nahoru. A tak existuje zvlastni misto jak
pro pfirozené lehké, tak pro prirozené tézké.

Jiny hlas: This doctrine that each element has its own natural place is a central doctrine of Aristotelian
physics.

Hejdanek: Toto pojeti, Ze kazda véc ma své prirozené misto, je podstatny rys aristotelské filosofie.

Jiny hlas: So, if what the positive arguments are arguing for is a positive notion of place within physical
theory,

Hejdanek: tak to, co chtéji vyargumentovat dogmatici, tak je pozitivni povaha mista, redlna povaha mista,
Jiny hlas: that same thing will be what the negative arguments argue against,

Hejdanek: totéz vlastné by platilo o negativnich argumentech proti,

Jiny hlas: and those same things will be what the skepticism is skeptical about.

Hejdanek: a o tychz vécech by byl vlastné skepticismus skepticky viici tomu pozitivnimu i negativnimu.
Jiny hlas: So the skepticism will be skepticism about the realm of theory rather than about ordinary life
statements.

Hejdanek: A tak ten skepticismus se tyka v obou pripadech té oblasti teorie, nikoliv oblasti béZzného
Zivota.

Jiny hlas: So there will be an insulation between theory, scientific theory, and ordinary life.

Hejdanek: A tak by tu byla izolace mezi tim, co Fika teorie a béZnym Zivotem.

Jiny hlas: And this was how Gassendi read, Gassendi was one of the people who was most interested in
Sextus when he was rediscovered, and this was how he read Sextus. And you can see now from the texts
I've put before you that he really had quite a lot of grounds for doing so.

Hejdanek: A takhle tedy Gassendi ¢etl Sexta Empirika a z toho, co jsem vam tady predlofZil v téch citatech,
tak vidite, Ze mél pro to celou radu ddvodd.

Jiny hlas: But | think he was wrong.

Hejdanek: Ale mam za to, Ze presto prese vsechno byl na omylu.

Jiny hlas: And now let me take you back to the first passage, the passage concerning space.

Hejdanek: Ctéte tfeti stranka, kapitola devatenacta o ¢ase. Podivejme se tedy na tohle misto.

Jiny hlas: Now, how did you translate 'loosely'? A strict versus a loose sense of place? Space is used in two
senses, the strict and the loose. Space?

Hejdanek: Volné, volné.

Jiny hlas: Volné. OK. Free, free. Right. Same as the Russian word.

Hejdanek: Jo.

Jiny hlas: So well, that was a correct translation of the English here, but the English here was not wrong
but not a very accurate translation of the Greek on the other side.

Hejdanek: Ten preklad totiz je prekladem spravnym toho anglického prekladu, ale ten anglicky preklad, i
kdyz neni Spatny nebo milny, tak prece jenom neni presny recky.

Jiny hlas: Because the Greek word katachrestikos comes from a verb meaning to misuse.

Hejdanek: Protoze fecké slovo katachrestikos ukazuje na zneuziti, na milné uziti.

Jiny hlas: So the contrast in that passage that Sextus draws between the strict use of the word place and



the loose use is really a contrast between the proper meaning of the word and an improper misuse of the
word.

Hejdanek: A tak skutecné ten rozdil, na ktery se tady poukazuje, je rozdilem mezi tim, co je spravné,
vlastni, a nevlastni uZziti, zneuziti.

Jiny hlas: So what Sextus is really saying here is that he's only going to make difficulties about place in its
proper meaning.

Hejdanek: A také tady Sextus ukazuje na potize, které se tykaji toho vlastniho uziti, vlastniho smyslu,
vyznamu.

Jiny hlas: So the Aristotelian notion of exactly containing place is for Sextus, as it was for Aristotle, the
proper meaning of the word place.

Hejdanek: A tak aristotelské pojeti mista jako toho, co presné obklopuje nase télo, je to, co ma na mysli
také Sextus Empirikus v naprostém souhlasu s Aristotelem.

Jiny hlas: And we can confirm this if we look at the very last section.

Hejdanek: A mGzeme to potvrdit, kdyz se podivame na posledni oddil.

Jiny hlas: Yes, the last bit here.

Hejdanek: To jest tamto MX, jak je oznaceno, Ze.

Jiny hlas: [nesrozumitelné] to bych chtél prosté Cist.

This, let me just... excuse me, we didn't read any text from this 18th chapter. We only discussed it.

No, we only read it before. On our way, we read it before. And you can read it quickly. Can we go down to
this one? This one. This is Sextus is here arguing that...

Hejdanek: Sextus tady argumentuje,

Jiny hlas: that the broad notion of place presupposes the narrow notion in any case.

Hejdanek: Ze ten Siroky pojem mista predpoklada to tésné, ten tésny pojem, pojem tésného mista.

Jiny hlas: He is here considering Diodorus' argument that nothing can move at all.

Hejdanek: Uvazuje zde argument Diodor(lyv, Ze nic se nemuZze vibec hybat.

Jiny hlas: Diodorus' argument was this: a thing either, if anything moves, it moves either in the place
where it is or in the place where it is not.

Hejdanek: Diodortv argument je, Ze kdyzZ se cokoli pohybuje, pohybuje se to bud na misté, kde to je,
nebo na misté, kde to neni.

Jiny hlas: Well, it obviously can't move in the place where it's not.

Hejdanek: Je zjevné, Ze se nemizZe pohybovat na misté, kde neni.

Jiny hlas: Now, if you take the place where it is in this very narrow containing space,

Hejdanek: A kdyZ ovsem uvazujete misto v tom tésném smyslu, to jest, Ze to je presné to, co obklopuje
ten predmét,

Jiny hlas: there's obviously no room for it to move in that place either.

Hejdanek: pak se ukazuje, Ze v tomto misté se to téleso také nem(ize pohybovat.

Jiny hlas: So nothing can move at all.

Hejdanek: Tak se nem(ze pohybovat nic.

Jiny hlas: To which certain people had tried to reply that if you take place in a broader sense than the
narrow, then it's possible for something to move.

Hejdanek: Na to se chtéli nékteri vykroutit tim, ze fikali, Ze kdyz chapete misto v tom SirSim smyslu, tak ze
prece jenom néco z toho pohybu zachranite.

Jiny hlas: Now, to which Sextus replies, if you could read 109.

Hejdanek: No, a na to odpovida Sextus. To je 109 Uplné konec, jo?

Jiny hlas: As then nothing can move over a distance of a stade without first having moved over a distance
of a cubit...

Hejdanek: Nebot misto pojaté exaktné prfedchazi misto pojaté Siroce a je nemozné pro cokoli pohybovat
se mistem v Sirokém vyznamu, jestliZze se dfive nepohybuje mistem ve vyznamu exaktnim. Nebot tak,



jako posledni slouzi k tomu, tam ma byt slouzi, jo, nesluzi, aby obsahovalo pohybujici se télo, tak
obsahuje zaroven s pohybujicim se télem také misto v exaktnim vyznamu. A pro teZe se nikdo nem(ze
pohybovat na vzdalenost jednoho stadia, aniz by se nejprve pohnul na vzdalenost lokte, tak je nemozné
se pohybovat mistem v Sirsim smyslu, aniz bychom se pohybovali mistem ve smyslu exaktnim. A kdyz
Diodorus predlozil argument, o némz jsme se zminovali, drzel se exaktniho smyslu mista. A tak, jestlize v
jeho pripadé je pohyb zrusen, nezbyva zadny argument pro pripad mista v Sirsim smyslu.

Jiny hlas: Right, so the basic idea is that if you use the broad sense of place and say of somebody, for
example, that he is in Prague, that presupposes that we can locate him more precisely somewhere in that
larger whole.

Hejdanek: Sextus ma na mysli to, Ze kdyZ nékoho lokalizujeme do mista v SirSim smyslu, napfiklad zZe je v
Praze, tak vzdycky ho m(izeme lokalizovat mnohem presnéji. Az tedy do toho mista, kde tedy je zcela
obklopen svym vlastnim télem.

Jiny hlas: For example, | say, where is he in Prague? He is in Slovenskd street.

Hejdanek: Napfiklad, ze kdyzZ je nékdo v Praze, jesté napfiklad je ve Slovenské ulici.

Jiny hlas: Where in Slovenskd street? Well, in number eleven.

Hejdanek: A kde ve Slovenské ulici? Cislo jedenact.

Jiny hlas: Where in number eleven? In the living room, in this room.

Hejdanek: A kde tam na Cisle jedenact? Je v obyvacim pokoji, v tomto pokoji.

Jiny hlas: And | must be able to say that if | am to justify saying that he is in Prague, that presupposes |
can locate him more precisely.

Hejdanek: Jo. A kdyz tedy feknu, Ze je v Praze, tak to znamen4, Ze ho mohu lokalizovat mnohem
preciznéji.

Jiny hlas: So by repeated asking of the same question, where in the broad place is he, we arrive at the
thought that there is only one place which is strictly and properly his place, it's this place.

Hejdanek: Tak kdyz se ptame, kde v tom Sirsim misté je vlastné, tak nakonec dojdeme k tomu mistu,
které presné a tésné obklopuje jeho télo.

Jiny hlas: And it is this precise place | have to get a clear notion of if | am to defend and justify my
everyday loose use of place when | say he is in Prague.

Hejdanek: No, tak je to vlastné tohleto Uzké, to tésné pojeti mista, ke kterému se vidycky musim odvolat,
kdyz chci lokalizovat cokoli do né&jakého Sirsiho prostoru.

Jiny hlas: And that is how I think Sextus can both say he is only talking about strict place and say that is
the ordinary notion of place, the notion presupposed in ordinary discourse about place.

Hejdanek: A tak se ukazuje, Ze kdyz Sextus mluvi o tom tésném prostoru, v tom prostoru v tésném nebo
presném smyslu, tak Ze Fika, Ze to je to pojeti obvyklé, to je to pojeti pro kazdodenni Zivot také.

Jiny hlas: Right. Now can | go back to the first page?

Hejdanek: A ted uvedeme argument z prvni strany.

Jiny hlas: And you will see that Sextus includes perfectly ordinary examples of place if Professor Hejddnek
reads section eight.

Hejdanek: No a tam uvidime, jak o tom hovofi v ¢isle osm.

Kromé toho, jestlize tam, kde byl S6kratés, je nyni jiny clovék, jako tfeba Platén, protoze Sokratés zemfrel,
potom existuje misto. Nebot pravé tak, jako kdyz vylejeme tekutinu ze dZzbanu a nalejeme tam jinou a
prohlasujeme, Ze dzban, ktery je mistem jak oné prvni tekutiny, tak oné, kterou jsme tam nalili pozdéji,
existuje; podobné, kdyz néjaky jiny ¢lovék nyni zaujiméa misto, které zaujimal Sékratés, pokud byl nazivu,
néjaké takové misto existuje.

Jiny hlas: So here the ordinary placing of things is seen as continuous with the physicist's talk about
natural places. Ordinary life and physical theory belong together.

Hejdanek: Na tomto misté se ukazuje, jak o tom premysleji fysikové. Cili tady to normalni mysleni a
mysleni fysikd, teoretické mysleni vlastné patfi k sobé.



Jiny hlas: So if this is what the positive arguments are in favor of, the skepticism will be skepticism about
the ordinary life placing of things just as much as about physicists' doctrine of natural places.

Hejdanek: Jestlize je tomu tak, tak potom ten skepticism se netyka jenom té teoretické Gvahy, nybrz tyka
se i toho kazdodenniho bézného mysleni o misté nebo prostoru.

Jiny hlas: Now, so when we look at the text, the kinds of text which led Gassendi to think that Sextus was
skeptical only about the realm of theory, we find in fact that they show us that Sextus is skeptical not only
about theory but also about the corresponding kind of statement in ordinary life.

Hejdanek: Tak kdyZ prozkoumame ta mista, o néz se opiral Gassendi, kdyz interpretoval Sexta jako ze
skepticism se tyka pouze té teoretické roviny nebo oblasti, tak vidime, Ze jeho skepticism se netykal
jenom té teorie, nybrz kazdodenniho Zivota také.

Jiny hlas: And | wanted to show both that Gassendi had good grounds for his interpretation even though
it was wrong...

Hejdanek: Chtél bych ukazat oboiji: jednak Ze Gassendi mél vazné davody pro své pojeti nebo pro svoji
interpretaci, i kdyz byla $patna, byla nespravna...

Jiny hlas: ...and to draw you into his way of looking at it for a bit before telling you that it was wrong and
why it was wrong.

Hejdanek: ...a ponechat trochu mista jesté predtim, nez reknu, Ze se mylil a proc¢ se mylil.

Jiny hlas: I wanted to do that to try and get you to feel how remarkable, get you to be struck as
something surprising that in fact Sextus wants us to be skeptical even about such statements as that this
pair of glasses is on this table here.

Hejdanek: A to jsem chtél udélat proto, aby se pocitilo, jak je to vlastné prekvapivé, jak je to
pozoruhodné, Ze Sextus je skepticky i vlci takové véci, jako napfiklad zZe tyhle bryle jsou na tom stole
pred nami vici témhle dvéma vécem. Prosté nevim.

Jiny hlas: The corresponding statement, the corresponding thing in the case of time would be that Sextus
really does want to doubt that next year will come.

Hejdanek: Ukazuje se, Ze Sextus skutecné chtél pochybovat i...

Jiny hlas: Chce, abyste pochybovali...

Hejdanek: ...ano, chce, abyste pochybovali i o téch vécech toho kaZzdodenniho Zivota. Jo, vtomhle mame,
je tam jesté prosim té dale.

Jiny hlas: So as | have explained him, Sextus' skepticism where space and time are concerned has no
insulation of either of the kinds that we have been discussing.

Hejdanek: Z toho, co jsem vylofil, je zfejmé, ze u Sextova skepticismu nenajdeme ani jednu z obou
izolaci, preryv( tedy, o nichz jsme na za¢atku mluvili.

Jiny hlas: But the discussion of space and time is one part, only one part within a total skeptical strategy.
Hejdanek: Ale ta diskuse o ¢asu a prostoru je jenom jednou slozkou, jednou ¢asti Siroké strategie
skeptického mysleni.

Jiny hlas: He goes through the same procedure on subject after subject.

Hejdanek: Postupuje stejnym zplsobem u jednoho predmétu za druhym.

Jiny hlas: And what | now want to talk about, and this seems to me the thing, the important thing, what |
now want to talk about is the strategy within which this, these texts that we've been looking at belong.
Because | think if we see that these texts and these local issues belong to a single overall strategy, we will
begin to get a sense of how remarkably different skepticism was in antiquity from what it is now.
Hejdanek: A ja ted chci pohovofrit jesté o tom, jaké misto ma ta koncepce ¢asu a prostoru v té celkové
strategii jeho mysleni a pravé odtud pak uvidime, jak pozoruhodné se jeho vlbec stary anticky
skepticismus lisi od toho pozdéjsiho.

Jiny hlas: I want to begin with a 20th century statement from a book, a recent book on ethics by J. L.
Mackie.

Hejdanek: Chci mluvit o misté nebo budu citovat misto z nedavno vyslé knizky Mackieho.



Jiny hlas: Mackie says that if a philosopher, if a philosopher denies the objectivity of values, as he wishes
to do, that can make people feel that life has lost its meaning and nothing matters.

Hejdanek: Mackie rika, Ze jestlize filosof chce popfrit objektivitu hodnot, mize to lidi nutit k domyslet
nebo pomyslet to, Ze Zivot nema smysl a Ze na nicem nezalezi.

Jiny hlas: And then he says, but that does not follow.

Hejdanek: Jo tak, a on k tomu Fika: to z toho nevyplyva.

Jiny hlas: The fact that there are no objective values is not a good reason for abandoning subjective
concern or for ceasing to care about things.

Hejdanek: Ta okolnost, Ze nejsou Zadné objektivni hodnoty, neméa znamenat, Ze zadné subjektivni
hodnoceni nema smysl.

Jiny hlas: So here Mackie is expressing that first kind of insulation. He is skeptical about objective truth of
value statements, but he says that shouldn't affect your ordinary value statements that you make in
everyday life. It's a purely philosophical worry, it needn't interfere with everyday life.

Hejdanek: Tady tedy tenhle myslitel ukazuje ten jeden typ skepticismu, totiz tykajici se jenom té
teoretické roviny a nezasahuijici, nepostihujici ten bézny Zivot.

Jiny hlas: The ancient skeptics also argued against the objectivity of values. Nothing is good or bad by
nature, they said.

Hejdanek: Stafi skeptikové také argumentovali proti objektivité hodnot. Nic neni dobré ani zlé podle
povahy, fikali.

Jiny hlas: And they thought that if it could be shown that nothing is good or bad by nature, that would
precisely have the effect of making you cease to want anything. That would precisely bring it about that
you would no longer want anything.

Hejdanek: A mysleli, Ze i kdyZz nemuZe byt nic ukazano jako objektivné hodnotné, tak to by mélo plsobit
tak, Ze uz o nic neusilujete, o nic nestojite.

Jiny hlas: Ze u nechcete nic dal.

Jiny hlas: And you would no longer hope for anything.

Hejdanek: A Ze uz nebudete mit nadéji v nic.

Jiny hlas: And you would no longer fear anything.

Hejdanek: A ni¢eho se uz nebudete bat.

Jiny hlas: So they thought that if they could argue for there being no objective values, this would do away
with a very large proportion of one's emotional life.

Hejdanek: Byli tedy presvédceni, Ze kdyZ se prokaze, Ze neexistuje objektivita hodnot, tak to bude mit
vazné duasledky pro vas emocionalni a jiny Zivot.

Jiny hlas: This is what they were aiming to do, and they called the resulting state a state of tranquility.
Hejdanek: O tohle se pfimo zamysleli a chtéli privést k tomu stavu, ktery nazyvali stavem klidu nebo
uklidnéni.

Jiny hlas: That was the whole aim of Pyrrhonism: to get you to stop caring about anything and to get you
to stop believing in anything in order that you can be happy.

Hejdanek: To bylo pravé cilem pyrrhonistti: dosahnout toho, abyste se prestali starat o cokoli, abyste
prestali vérit cemukoli, abyste mohli byt stastni.

Jiny hlas: Because happiness is tranquility.

Hejdanek: ProtoZe stésti je klidnost nebo snad ta neotresitelnost nebo... what's the tranquility?

Jiny hlas: Tranquility, internal peace.

Hejdanek: Vnitfni mir.

Jiny hlas: Yes. Take ataraxia, ataraxia. Have you got that word like ataraxia?

Hejdanek: Jo, jo, tichost.

Jiny hlas: Like the calm of a sea. What's the term in Greek? Ataraxia.

Hejdanek: Ataraxia, jo, to je neotfesitelnost, neotfesenost nebo tak n&jak, jo? Ze se s vami nic nehne.



Jiny hlas: Not being disturbed by hope and fear.

Hejdanek: Jo, nebyt ni¢im vzruseny, ni¢cim ohroZeny.

Jiny hlas: So if pyrrhonism, like the other philosophies of the time, stoicism and epicureanism, is offering a
recipe for happiness...

Hejdanek: Jestlize pyrrhonismus, podobné jako jiné filosofie té doby, jako stoicismus nebo epikureismus,
dava navod, jak dosahnout stésti...

Jiny hlas: ...it is obviously essential that it is the beliefs which bear upon happiness that are going to be
the most important beliefs for the skeptic to get rid of.

Hejdanek: Je zfejmé, Ze se to tyka... Ted mi pomozte, ja jsem tomu... | didn't understand it.

Jiny hlas: I'll try and put it another way. Since the skeptic is aiming to produce in you a state of tranquility,
which is happiness...

Hejdanek: Protoze skeptik chce privodit novy stav klidu, a to znamena stésti.

--- (1981-09-17 M. F. Burnyeat, skeptik (2) [LVH231VA]_Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: It is absolutely essential that it is the judgments of ordinary life he must get you to withdraw.
Hejdanek: Ze to musi zasahnout vas kazdodenni Zivot, tato tato distance tady.

Jiny hlas: It is these judgments on which your happiness depends, these judgments which give rise to
your hopes and fears.

Hejdanek: Vase stésti zalezi v tom, Ze se stahnete z téch vér a strachu a ziskate odstup od nich.

Jiny hlas: So it would be entirely against the aims and purposes of Pyrrhonian skepticism

Hejdanek: Bylo by tedy proti duchu a cilim pyrhonského skepticismu

Jiny hlas: for there to be any kind of insulation between the skeptical arguments and the ordinary life
judgments. So now let me, do you remember that argument from G. E. Moore? Yesterday my body was
nearer to the mantelpiece.

Hejdanek: kdyby doslo k jakékoli izolaci mezi skeptickymi argumenty a béZnym Zivotem. Vzpomente si
jesté na argumentaci Moorovu, Ze véera bylo mé télo blize tomu, nez onoho.

Jiny hlas: People found this too blunt a way with philosophical skepticism.

Hejdanek: a jako lidé to shledavali p¥ilis povrchni, pFilis slabé pfi Feseni tak vazné otazky, jako je
skeptismus.

Jiny hlas: But we can now see that Sextus argues in exactly the same direct way but on the other side.
Hejdanek: Ale musime priznat, Ze Sextus Empiricus jde pravé tuhletou cestou, pfimou, pfimou cestou.
Jiny hlas: Moore argues: It's true that | had breakfast today, therefore it's false that time is unreal.
Hejdanek: Moore argumentuje: je fakt, Ze jsem snidal dneska, a proto je to doklad toho, Ze ¢as existuje.
Jiny hlas: Sextus argues: It's problematic, we can't tell whether time is real.

Hejdanek: Sextus argumentuje: to je problematické, my nemuizZeme tvrdit, je-li ¢as skutecné realny.

Jiny hlas: Therefore it's problematic, we can't tell whether | had breakfast earlier today.

Hejdanek: A proto je taky problematické, jestli mizeme fict, Zze dnes dfive, o néco drive, Ze jsem uz
snidal.

Jiny hlas: They just, it's the same argument in two opposite directions.

Hejdanek: Je to tentyz argument, jenze v opacném sméru.

Jiny hlas: Now apply it to the future. If it's problematic whether time is real, it's problematic and | can't
tell whether tomorrow will happen.

Hejdanek: Jestlize je problematicky cas, tedy do budoucnosti, no tak je napriklad problematické, jestli
prijde néjaké zitra.

Jiny hlas: And if | really accept that it's- that | can't tell that there will be a tomorrow, if | really do accept,
if that gets into me, that maybe for all | can say there will be no tomorrow

Hejdanek: A jestlize opravdu vnitfné prijmu, Ze ¢as neni skutecny, respektive tedy v tomto pripadé, ze
neprijde zZadné zitra

Jiny hlas: then | will no longer have any hopes or fears for tomorrow.



Hejdanek: pak se nemusim zitfka ani bat, ani nebudu mit Zddnou nadéji, co se stane zitra.

Jiny hlas: And | can meet tomorrow, if it comes, with tranquility.

Hejdanek: A proto se mohu setkat se zitrkem, pokud pfijde, s klidem.

Jiny hlas: After all, | won't really have any beliefs about whether what happens tomorrow matters,
whether it's good or bad.

Hejdanek: OvsemZe ja opravdu nevérim, Ze to, co se stane zitra, Ze na tom zalezi.

Jiny hlas: So Moore and Sextus are really arguing in the same way on opposite sides.

Hejdanek: A tak Moore a Sextus argumentuji tymz zptsobem, i kdyZ z opacéné strany.

Jiny hlas: But the fact that Moore sounds odd today and people find his arguments naive

Hejdanek: Ale skutecnost, Ze Moore vypada jako naivné... lidé povaZzuji Moorea... néco tam jesté bylo, Ze
se zda byt slabej a Ze ho lidé povaZuji za naivniho.

Jiny hlas: is a measure of the... whereas | think Sextus would not have found him odd. Sextus would have
understood.

Hejdanek: Sextus by ovsem neobhajoval Moorea.

Jiny hlas: That is a measure of the difference between now and then.

Hejdanek: To je ta mira rozdilu mezi nyni a onom.

Jiny hlas: Moore is a sort of anachronism.

Hejdanek: Moore je v jistém smyslu anachronicky.

Jiny hlas: And if we could now for the last time go back to

Hejdanek: KdyzZ se nakonec jesté mizeme vratit zpét

Jiny hlas: the first bit we started from, at seven, the one about the contents of the two things

Hejdanek: k té sedmicce, co jsme Cetli na zacatku.

Jiny hlas: | think we can now see that this statement that when he contrasted the things he assents to
with the non-evident objects of scientific inquiry to which he does not assent to

Hejdanek: Jestlize tady budeme rozliSovat mezi tim, s ¢im vyslovuje souhlas, s ¢im souhlasi, na rozdil od
toho, s ¢im nesouhlasi

Jiny hlas: | think we can now see that the way the reason why the non-evident objects of scientific
inquiry, that phrase, sounded like the skepticism was skepticism only about the realm of theory.
Hejdanek: Pfipomenme si, Zze tam, kdyZ se mluvilo o tom, k ¢emu nedava skeptik souhlas, tak to vypadalo
jako, Ze se to tyka predmétud, o které jde.

Jiny hlas: But Sextus will in fact argue that all statements about external objects are non-evident. Even
statements like it is day or the stove is warm.

Hejdanek: Ale Sextus by v posledku argumentoval, Ze veskeré vypovédi o objektivnich skute¢nostech jsou
problematické, tedy nedava k nim souhlas. To jest i takové vyroky jako, Ze je den.

Jiny hlas: And what I've tried to explain in using the discussion of space and time

Hejdanek: A kdyz toho pouZiju pfi vykladu o prostoru a ¢asu

Jiny hlas: is that not only are all ordinary life statements non-evident

Hejdanek: Tak se ukaze, Ze neevidentni nejsou jenom [nesrozumitelné], nejenom, Ze ty skutecnosti
denniho Zivota jsou neevidentni,

Jiny hlas: and hence doubtful

Hejdanek: a tudiz pochybné,

Jiny hlas: but also all ordinary life statements are going to come within the scope of scientific inquiry
Hejdanek: ale Ze vSsechna konstatovani denniho Zivota, kterd maji néjaky vyznam pro védecké zkoumani,
Jiny hlas: in a period where there is no kind of insulation.

Hejdanek: v tomto obdobi, v némz neexistuje Zadny druh izolace.

A vécné k tomu:

Jiny hlas: But even if it's just an ordinary statement like 'my glasses are on the table'.

Hejdanek: i kdyzZ jde o takové béZné konstatovani, jako Ze moje bryle jsou na stole,



Jiny hlas: it will use concepts like space, place, motion, time, body, all those concepts will be used
Hejdanek: musi se pouzit vsech téch pojml, jako télo, prostor, cas, téleso,

Jiny hlas: which are the subject of theoretical speculation.

Hejdanek: které jsou predmétem teoretickych spekulaci.

Jiny hlas: So if we have to be skeptical about theoretical speculation, that will make us be skeptical also
about simple statements like my glasses being on the table.

Hejdanek: a jestli budeme tedy pochybovat o, tedy budeme skepticti vici teoretickym formulacim, nutné
mUZeme byt skepticti i viici tomu, co patfi ke kazdodennimu Zivotu.

Jiny hlas: So I have now contrasted the absence of insulation between skepticism and ordinary life in the
ancient world with two kinds of insulation: the kind that Gassendi thought he saw between ordinary life
and science, and the kind that the 20th century philosophers see between ordinary life and theory and
philosophy as a quite separate higher order activity.

Hejdanek: A ted jsme si ukazali vlastné tfi riizné skepticismy. V tom nejstarsim neexistovala zadna ta
izolace, kdeZto u zadné z téch dvou, o nichz jsme si fikali, to jest jedna z nich je Gassendiho izolace mezi
predméty zkoumani a nebo mysleni, poznani a tak, a u modernich skeptiki je to izolace mezi teoretickym
myslenim a béznym Zivotem.

Jiny hlas: And I hope I've made it plausible to you that there was a time when skepticism was taken with
a kind of seriousness which it would be difficult to imagine anybody taking it today.

Hejdanek: A tak jsem vam chtél ukazat, Ze skepticismus musime brat s vaznosti, s vétsi vaznosti, nez jaka
odpovida tomu, jak se dnes na skepticismus pohlizi.

Jiny hlas: The next question would be how did things change, who invented insulation and why?
Hejdanek: Dalsi zkoumani by se tykalo toho, jak k té izolaci doslo, jak vznikla a jak to, Ze se teda véci
zménily.

Jiny hlas: But I'm sure rather than embark upon that historical question, | should stop at least for a while
and we should have some discussion.

Hejdanek: Ale mam za to, Ze misto abych pokracoval v té historické problematice, bude Iépe skoncit
aspon na chvili, nez zacneme o celé véci diskutovat.

Jiny hlas: Well, thank you, we shall stop for ten minutes, and then we shall begin... | spoke for two hours?
No, one hour.

Hejdanek: Tak si udélame ted malou prestavku.

Jiny hlas: But this is simply a celebration, it's evident that there is before and after, this is somehow self-
evident. Before and after, that means that time is real. Yes, before and after, you see, we can differentiate
between before and after, otherwise we couldn't differentiate at all. Now the question is what? That I'm
disputing that or the skeptic is disputing that? The skeptic is disputing that, the ancient skeptic is
disputing that. It is interesting that there was a correspondence between Gassendi and Descartes about
Descartes' skepticism in the First Meditation. And Gassendi was as reluctant to suppose that Descartes
was seriously going in for an absolutely general skepticism in the Meditations as he was to suppose that
Sextus was going in for an absolutely general skepticism.

Hejdanek: Je zajimavé, Ze se dochovala korespondence mezi Descartem a Gassendim o Descartové
skepticismu. Ale Gassendi odmital Descartovi, ze by byl ochoten jit do takové absolutni, obecné skepse v
Prvnich meditacich, podobné jako skepticismus u Sexta.

Jiny hlas: And Descartes replied 'Yes, | am absolutely serious about doubting absolutely everything'.
Hejdanek: A Descartes odpovidal: ,,Ano, ja to opravdu myslim vazné, chci se ucit pochybovat o vsem.”
Jiny hlas: And one piece of evidence for this that one can produce is the fact that in another of his works,
the Discourse on the Method

Hejdanek: A dlikaz, ktery vam to prokaze, je v jeho dalsim dile Rozprava o metodé.

Jiny hlas: He said that since we want to raise skeptical doubts in order in the end to find the truth, but we
are going to take the skepticism seriously, we had better before we start have a provisional code of



conduct.

Hejdanek: Rika, Ze protoze chceme vzbudit skeptické pochyby, abychom nakonec nalezli pravdu, ale
protoZe tu skepsi budeme brat vazné, musime mit drive, nez zacneme, néjaka prozatimni pravidla
jednani.

Jiny hlas: ...for the living of our lives until we have decided for or against the skeptical arguments.
Hejdanek: pro Zivot, abychom se mohli rozhodnout pro nebo proti skeptickému argumentu jesté
predtim, nez zacneme pochybovat v této cesté pochyb, si ustavit urcita pravidla, jak se tedy mizeme
rozhodnout, diky kterym bychom se mohli rozhodnout pro skepticismus nebo proti, pravidla Zivota.

Jiny hlas: But no modern philosopher would begin a seminar like this evening on skepticism by saying
we're going to talk about skepticism so we had better have some rules to live by until we have decided
what's wrong with the skeptical argument.

Hejdanek: Zadny moderni filosof by pravdépodobné nezacal pfednasku o skepticismu tim, Ze by
doporucil si urcit pravidla pro sv(j Zivot drive, neZ o tom skepticismu zacne mluvit.

Jiny hlas: And since Descartes thinks he must have such a provisional code of conduct, it is evidently not
Descartes who has started insulating.

Hejdanek: A protozZe Descartes mél potrebu ustavit takovyto rad vsedniho Zivota predtim, nez zacal své
pochyby, je evidentni, Ze to nebyl Descartes, u kterého ta izolace vsedniho a teoretického zacala.

Jiny hlas: And | don't think it can be Hume either, because by Hume's argument, Hume wants to show
that reason is not responsible for our beliefs.

Hejdanek: A ja si také nemyslim, Ze by to mohl byt Hume, u kterého to zacalo, protoZze podle Humova
argumentu on chtél ukazat, Zze rozum neni odpovédny za to, cemu véfime.

Jiny hlas: And he does it by producing skeptical arguments which show all our everyday beliefs to be
unfounded.

Hejdanek: A ukazuje to na tom, Ze podava argumenty, které ukazuji, Ze vSemu, ¢emu véfime v naSem
véednim Zivoté&, chybi podklad. Ze rozum - a to on ukazuje - neni odpovédny za to, éemu v Zivoté véFime.
Jiny hlas: But then he describes how our beliefs don't go away when the skeptical arguments are shown
to be unfounded.

Hejdanek: A pak ukazuje, Ze tato presvédcéeni nezmizi, nezbavime se jich, i kdyz se ukaze, ze skeptické
argumenty jsou nepodloZené.

Jiny hlas: Hume has sufficiently lost contact with the ancient tradition for him to think that the beliefs just
willy-nilly won't go away, there's nothing you can do about them.

Hejdanek: V tomto tedy Hume ztratil kontakt s antickou tradici, protoZe si myslel, Ze tato presvédceni
prosté jen tak nezmizi a Ze se s tim neda nic délat.

Jiny hlas: And it is the fact that since he thinks that the beliefs do not go away when the reasons for them
are shown to be unfounded, that persuades him that it can't be reason which is responsible for the
beliefs.

Hejdanek: A protoze je presvédcen, Ze se tato presvédceni nedaji ovlivnit rozumem, ani kdyZ rozum
ukaZe, Ze nejsou zaloZena na pravdé, tak ho to presvédcuje o tom, Ze rozum neni to, co je za tato
presvédcéeni odpovédné.

Jiny hlas: But rather if not reason, it must be custom and imagination, non-rational faculties in our
nature.

Hejdanek: Tedy pokud to neni rozum, tak to musi byt zvyk a obrazivost, tedy urcité iracionalni schopnosti
nasi prirozenosti.

Jiny hlas: And in the course of this argument he gave a very vivid picture of the impotence of skepticism
to move our beliefs.

Hejdanek: Béhem této argumentace podava velmi zivy obraz toho, jak je skepticismus bezmocny vici
nasim presvédcenim.

Jiny hlas: And although he drew the conclusion from the impotence of skepticism to move our beliefs, he



drew the conclusion that reason was impotent.

Hejdanek: A z této neschopnosti skepticismu pohnout nasimi presvédcenimi vyvodil zaveér, ze rozum je
tedy neschopny.

Jiny hlas: Kant, in replying to Hume, accepted the picture of the impotence of skepticism to move our
beliefs, and attempted to rebut Hume's conclusion about the impotence of reason. Rebut - to attack,
attempted to...

Hejdanek: Kant, v odpovédi Humovi, akceptoval obraz neschopnosti skepticismu pohnout nasimi
presvédcenimi a pokusil se vyvratit HumUv zavér o neschopnosti rozumu.

Jiny hlas: Hume argued from the fact that skepticism cannot affect our beliefs, that therefore reason,
human reason, is not enough. Whereas Kant accepted the impotence of skepticism but rejected the
conclusion about the impotence of reason.

Hejdanek: Hume odvozoval z faktu, Ze skepticismus nem0ze ovlivnit nase presvédéeni, to, Ze lidsky rozum
na to nestaci. Kdezto Kant pfijima tu neschopnost skepticismu, ale odmita neschopnost rozumu.

Jiny hlas: So it's really Kant who introduced insulation as a way of replying to skepticism as represented
by Hume.

Hejdanek: Takze to byl vlastné Kant, kdo uved| toto oddéleni jako zplisob odpovédi skepticismu, tak jak
byl reprezentovan Humem.

Jiny hlas: And Kant persuaded philosophers that it was possible... it was Kant who introduced the idea
really of there being two levels, the transcendental and the empirical, if we like.

Hejdanek: Kant uvedl myslenku existence dvou rovin: transcendentdlni a empirické.

Jiny hlas: And he distinguishes strongly between the sorts of things you can say at the transcendental
level and the sorts of things you say in ordinary life at the empirical level.

Hejdanek: A presné rozlisuje véci, které mizeme fici na té transcendentdlni Grovni, a ty, které fikame v
bézném Zivoté na Urovni empirické.

Jiny hlas: , where the transcendental is the discussion of the conditions which make the empirical level
possible.

Hejdanek: Kde transcendentdlni je diskuse o tom, co zaklada a umoziuje empirickou Groven.

Jiny hlas: And then the skeptical arguments are reconstrued as arguments at the transcendental level.
Hejdanek: a pak skeptické argumenty nebo skepticismus jsou rekonstruovany jako argumenty na
transcendentdlni roviné.

Jiny hlas: And it's from that moment, from Kant, that philosophers start talking about 'the skeptic' in
general.

Hejdanek: a je to od této doby, od doby Kantovy, kdy filosofové zacinaji mluvit o skeptikovi jako o
takovém.

Jiny hlas: Whereas Hume, when he Hume talks about the skeptic, he's talking about ancient Greeks, he's
talking about Pyrrhonists and Academics and the people he has read about in Greek and Roman
literature.

Hejdanek: kdezto kdyz Hume mluvil o skepticich, mél tim na mysli vidycky ty staroreckeé filosofy, o
kterych Cetl v fecké a Fimské literature.

Jiny hlas: So the historical connection is broken by Kant.

Hejdanek: takZe Kantem je prerusena ta historicka souvislost.

Jiny hlas: As part of the revolution he effected in the whole of philosophy.

Hejdanek: jako c¢ast revoluce, kterou on zpusobil v celé filosofii.

Jiny hlas: And philosophy ever since has been so dominated by the ways of thinking that Kant introduced,
even when they don't know that they are, because they're presented now in entirely different ways, that
they take the distinction of levels as something which is just obvious in modern disputes.

Hejdanek: a filosofie byla do té miry ovlivnhéna touto Kantovou revoluci a timto rozdélenim, Ze uz si to ani
neuvédomuji a nepovazuji za nic, co by mélo byt diskutovano, to rozdéleni na transcendentdlni a



empirické.

Jiny hlas: And that's why Moore sounds so odd now, because Moore sets out to refute skepticism as if
Kant had never been there at all, in the only way that he treats it.

Hejdanek: a to je dlivod, pro¢ se nAm Moore zda tak podivny, protoZze odmita skepticismus na takové
urovni, jako by Kant viibec nebyl existoval, anebo takovym zplsobem, ktery jediny on pripousti.

Jiny hlas: But of course, when Sextus wrote, it was true that Kant hadn't been.

Hejdanek: ale samozrejmé, kdyzZ psal Sextus, tak to byla pravda, Ze Kant jesté neexistoval.

Jiny hlas: The final message is that the separation of philosophy from life in the way | started to describe
as insulation is part of the fundamental shift brought about by the Kantian revolution.

Hejdanek: a opravdu to oddéleni filosofie od Zivota, tak jak jsem ho zac¢al popisovat jako izolaci, bylo
vlastné uvedeno Kantem.

Jiny hlas: And the only way to go back would be to throw off the whole of what Kant stood for, which is
what Quine is trying to do.

Hejdanek: a jediny zpUsob, jak se dostat zpatky pred toto oddéleni, by bylo zavrhnout vsechno, co Kant
prinesl, o coz se pravé snazi filosof Quine.

Jiny hlas: But | don't think we could ever, if we, we could never do it with the innocence of Sextus
anymore.

Hejdanek: ale nemyslim si, Ze bychom to nékdy mohli udélat s tou nevinnosti Sextovou jako tehdy.

Jiny hlas: We can't undo history. We can't undo the fact that we are now philosophizing in the way with
all that history as part of what the past [muffled].

Hejdanek: protoze nemizZeme zrusit historii a to, Ze ted filosofujeme po té celé historii, kterou mame v
sobé, uz za sebou.

I am not quite sure if we can, if | can agree with the time of the beginning of this conception of insulation
with Kant. | think we can see such distinction or more a gap between the daily life and daily thinking,
everyday thinking, and between philosophy in the early ancient Greek philosophy.

Such a philosophy as Parmenides was not possible to understand... it wasn't possible to understand this
tremendous gap between what we are impressed, what we mean, the normal meaning, what
[nesrozumitelné] appearance, between appearance and between what really is.

Empedocles is convinced that it needs special training and special [nesrozumitelné] grace to understand
the world and to understand the reality, to understand that, and then for instance atomists and so on. All
these thinkers, the most ancient Greek thinkers, distinguished between what appears and between what
we know, between doxa and real knowledge.

Jiny hlas: i think that Kant with this distinction you underlined represents only a new version, a new form
of vision of the same problem. Filosofie was quite in its origin understood as something different from
common sense, from ordinary thinking of ordinary people.

| think, well, it was understood as something different from ordinary thinking which would nevertheless
transform ordinary thinking. That’s what seemed to me was the Greek idea and that it was as true of
Empedocles and Plato and Aristotle as much as it was of Sextus and the Stoics. What Plato was... when
Plato talked about a reality that the ordinary man doesn’t know about, this was to try and get you to
change your thinking.

Similarly | would have thought with Democritus, he was saying atoms and the void, that’s real, what we
ordinarily take to be real is not. So there was a direct clash between his views and the views of the
ordinary man and it’s that clash I'm interested in. That conflict between filosofical view and the ordinary.
Whereas for Kant and after Kant the conflict is not between the filosofical view and the ordinary view
but between different filosofers' views about how to explain the ordinary view or how to show that it’s
possible or coherent or true.

Ja jsem se pokousel vznést namitku, Ze by to zaclo, ten rozdil mezi filosofil' a Zivotem, Ze by to zaclo teprv
u Kanta. A poukazoval jsem k tomu, Ze vlastné takhle zacina filosofie vibec, Ze uz prvni fecti filosofové



teda rozliSovali mezi minénim a védénim. Odpovéd teda byla ta, Ze sice je pravda, Ze to napéti nebo ten
rozdil az propast mezi tim béznym myslenim, zdravym rozumem a tak dal a mezi filosofii tam byla od
zacatku, ale Ze to mélo jiny charakter, Ze filosofie méla ovlivnit to béZzné minéni, ze méla lidi naucit vidét
véci lépe. KdeZto u Kanta, Ze to je jiny, Ze tam jde o dvoji rlizny pfistup, dvoji riznou interpretaci toho, co
v tom kaZzdodennim Zivoté je, s ¢im se ¢lovék setkava a tak dal.

Hejdanek: Moznéa i s timto to ma [nesrozumitelné] se k tomu priznat. No, kdyZ nékdo mél treba strach
pred smrti, Ze jo, tak to byl nedostatek dlivéry v to, k cemu se rozumové dopracoval. Tam se ukazovalo,
Ze zcela filosofie ho neovladla, zcela jesté si ho nepoddala, zatimco u toho Kanta teda uz je filosoficky
vsechno v poradku, Ze tady jsou ty dvé hladiny. Tak né&jak asi se tomu ma viceméné rozumét.

Jiny hlas: Of course, that if somebody in ancient Greek was afraid that he is to die then it was the aim of
the filosofie was to make him free from this feeling and to show him that he should believe that or to
show him another insight into nature of things and nature of human life and so on. But it's a question
but if in Kant’s conception the gap between this two levels or two realms is understood in such a form
that in a sense it’s in order, it’s alright if one thinks in one way in one realm and in other way in the other
realm. It was the question if it could be understood as such.

| think that’s right. | mean does Kant in fact, | mean you're quite right to focus on the fear of death. All
the Hellenistic filosofies aim to save you from the fear of death. Skepticism will say, the particular way in
which skepticism does it is by stopping you believing that death is evil. You just don’t believe it’s good or
that it's evil, you don’t know, so you are detached. But | cannot see Kant producing that kind of impact
on anybody or even attempting to. He might have a filosofical argument about death but | don’t think he
would expect that that sort of argument could be used for instance to somebody who is in prison and
about to die.

Ja myslim, Ze ty ses v tomhle dost presné trefil do toho, Ze teda strach ze smrti nebo strach z néé¢eho
jinyho se snaZila ta anticka filosofie vyresit tim zplGsobem, Ze vlastné se pokousela toho ¢lovéka ovlivnit a
zbavit ho toho strachu. Skepticismus tim zplsobem, Ze se snazil popfit, ukazat, Ze smrt neni zadné zlo, ty
nevis, jestli je to zlo nebo dobro, takze k tomu musi$ mit ten distancovany vztah. Ale u Kanta si néco
takovyho nedovedu predstavit. Ten sice ma néjaky argumenty o nesmrtelnosti duse a tak podobné, ale
nedovedu si predstavit, Ze by ty jeho argumenty pomohly nékomu, kdo sedi ve vézeni a ¢eka na popravu.
Jiny hlas: Let me tell you what | find one of the most extraordinary stories about the ancient world. Chtél
bych fict jednu z véci, ktera se mi zda nejpodivnéjsi o antickém svété. To me, it’s a story which brings out
ways in which we and they are completely alien to each other. Zda se mi, ze ukazuje dobre, jak moc jsme
si my a oni cizi. When the Romans sacked and destroyed the city of Carthage... Kdy? Rimané znicili,
vyplenili Kartago... They had war and finally they destroyed Carthage. Byla valka a nakonec znicili
Kartago. The head in Athens at that time, the head of the Academy, that is the school Plato founded, the
head of the Academy then was a Carthaginian. V té dobé hlavou athénské Akademie, té skoly, kterou
zaloZil Platén, hlavou Akademie byl Kartaginec. And the Academy at that time was...

--- (1981-09-17 M. F. Burnyeat, skeptik (2) [LVH231VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: It's what is known as academic skepticism in contrast to Pyrrhonian skepticism.

To je znamé jako akademicky skepticismu v kontrastu k pyrronskému skepticismu.

And this Carthaginian head of the academy called Clitomachus...

A tento kartaginsky vrchni pfedstaveny akademie jménem Clitomachus...

...collected together a whole lot of arguments which had been propounded by his predecessor and
teacher, a very famous academic skeptic called Carneades.

...tento c¢lovék posbiral vsechny skeptické argumenty svych predchidc(, zvlasté jeho ucitele, velmi
slavného akademického skeptika jménem Carneades.

All of these arguments leading to the conclusion that the wise man will not grieve for his country when it
is destroyed.

A vSechny tyto argumenty dokazovaly, Ze moudry ¢lovék nebude trpét nebo Zelet své zemé, kdyz bude



znicena.

And he sent the book he wrote with these arguments to his fellow citizens who had been deprived of
their home and land in Carthage.

A poslal knihu, kterou s témito argumenty napsal, svym spoluobcantm, ktefi byli pfipraveni o domov a o
zemi v Kartagu.

Imagine a modern filosof by doing that.

A predstavte si moderniho filosofa, ktery by udélal néco takového.

Hejdanek: Perhaps not a modern filosof, but there is another man who in the time where a big city was
destroyed, wrote to his fellow citizens a great book about the difference between any city on the earth
and between the City of God. It’s something similar, but in a sense it's modern. Even if | feel quite true
that modern, very few modern filosofs would do it in a similar way.

Jiny hlas: Now, my feeling about if a modern filosof did that, we would be repelled and angry.

No tak byl... mam dojem, Ze nevim, jestli moderni filosof by se nasel, ale Ze existuje takovy filosof, ktery
kdyz bylo zni¢eno jedno veliké mésto, tak napsal svym spoluobc¢anim veliky spis o tom, Ze je rozdil mezi
kterymkoli i nejvétsim méstem na této zemi a mezi méstem Bozim. A tedy také to dal svym
spoluobcanim k dispozici, a svym zplisobem se mi to zda docela moderni, i kdyz souhlasim s tim, Ze by
se asi tézko nasel mezi modernimi filosofy nékdo, kdo by to dnes udélal.

A Bill ma dojem, Ze nevim, jestli moderni filosof by se nasel, ale Ze bysme se citili odpuzeni a rozlobeni.
And isn't there also an important difference between Augustine saying any worldly, any city on earth,
whether flourishing or not flourishing, is unimportant compared with the City of God, and Clitomachus
sending these arguments to the very people who had just lost their homes?

A Fika také, Ze je rozdil, kdyz Augustin srovnava jakékoli takzvané pozemské, kvetouci nebo upadajici
mésto, Ze je rozdil mezi nim a méstem Bozim a mezi tou odlisnou situaci, o které mluvil predtim, a to,
kdyz tento akademik poslal tento svij rukopis svym spoluobcantim, ktefi pravé ztratili své domovy a
vsechno blizké.

It implies that the filosofie has a message for the most ordinary person in the most difficult situation,
even if it is a message which we find alien. Nonetheless, the filosof of the time thinks: | must tell these
countrymen of mine what | stand for and bring that to bear on their life in their difficulties.

Tento postoj zahrnuje také to, Ze filosofie ma poselstvi pro Gplné obycejného ¢lovéka v té nejtizivéjsi
situaci, i kdyz je to poselstvi, které se nam zda cizi. Nicméné tehdejsi filosof si mysli: musim Fict témto
svym spoluobcan(im, za ¢im si stojim, a ukazat, jak se to tyka jejich Zivota v jejich téZkostech.

Hejdanek: Empirika... Sexta Empirika... to se nic nevi o jeho Zivoté?

Jiny hlas: Did you also ask what empiricus means?

Hejdanek: No, something about his real life.

Jiny hlas: We know very little. We know almost nothing. It is even uncertain really when he lived, plus or
minus two hundred years.

O tom, kdy Zil, se nevi vibec nic, plus minus dvé sté let.

| mean about 200 AD, but it could be long time before, long time after.

Takze okolo roku 200 po Kristu, ale mohlo by to byt i dlouho predtim nebo dlouho potom.

What we can say is that he is coming at the end of and summarizing in his books a long tradition of
Pyrrhonian skepticism of two or three centuries.

MuzZeme fict to, Ze se objevuje v okamziku, kdy ve svych knihach shrnuje celou tradici pyrréonské skepse,
tradici trvajici dvé nebo tfi stoleti.

And his books are a sort of handbook... let me... the word empiricus denotes a member of a sect of
doctors. There was a group of doctors called the empirical doctors.

Jiny hlas: who had some sort of connection with Pyrrhonian skeptics.

A tato skupina, da se fict tato skupina empirickych doktort, méla jakousi souvislost s pyrrhonskymi
skeptiky.



And there are many analogies that Sextus draws between the doctors healing the body for physical
health and the philosopher healing you of your mental diseases.

A existuje mnoho analogii, které Sextus pripravoval... filosof, doktor, ktery 1&ci lidské télo, a filosof, ktery
[&Ci lidskou dusi a filosofické vady.

And here is, at the end of a book called Outlines of Pyrrhonism, he says: the skeptic is philanthropos,
philanthropic, a lover of man.

A takhle na konci knihy, ktera se jmenuje Ndstin pyrrhonstvr, fika, ze skeptik je filanthrépos, to znamena
lidumil.

And desires to cure by argument the rashness or prejudices of the dogmatists.

A snazi se vylécit argumentem predsudky a iracionalitu dogmatiku.

And then he goes on to say that just as a doctor will give a mild, moderate medicine to somebody who
has not got a serious disease, so in his works he measures the argument to the seriousness of the
disease he is trying to cure. And that's why he will use some good arguments and some bad arguments.
The weak arguments can be used against people who haven't got a bad attack of dogmatism. You keep
the strong arguments for the people who are really far gone.

A dale rika, ze tak jako doktor by nedal silny 1€k nékomu, kdo neni téZzce nemocen, ale jenom néjakou
lehkou medicinu, tak také on odméruje své argumenty podle toho, jak silné se zasekl v dogmatismu. To
znamena, Ze pouziva i slabé a spatné argumenty pro lidi, ktefi nejsou az tak moc hluboko v dogmatismu,
a ty silné si nechava pro ty, ktefi uz jsou opravdu hodné daleko.

But we don't know where he lived, Sextus | mean. Could have been Rome, could have been Alexandria.
We don't know.

Ale my nevime, kde Zil, myslim tim Sexta. Mohl to byt Rim, mohl to byt Alexandrie, my nevime.

We don't know how many people he taught.

Nevime, kolik lidi ucil.

We just have these texts which survived and which tell us all about Pyrrhonism, but about Sextus
individually, we can get very little.

Mame pouze tyto texty, které se dochovaly a které nam rikaji vse o pyrrhonismu, ale o Sextovi samotném
vime velmi malo.

Empiricus, yes. If he is called Empiricus, that suggests that he was a member of the empirical school of
medicine. He was an empirical doctor. Now the empirical doctors contrast themselves with the logical
doctors. And the main difference is that the logical doctor will treat a disease on the basis of a theory
about its internal causes. And the empirical doctor is skeptical about whether you can find out about
internal causes and he treats you just on the basis of past experience of what medicines have had what
effects.

Empiricus, ano. Jestlize je zvan Empirikem, tak to znamen3, Ze byl ¢lenem empirické skoly doktord, ktera
se... ktera davala urcity kontrast logickym doktor(im, kteri I1éCili clovéka na zakladé vnitfnich pFicin jeho
choroby. Ta empirickd skola je skepticka viici této metodé, nebot pochybuje o tom, zda je mozné vnitrni
And in fact, this is a very good illustration of the lack of insulation between philosophy and ordinary life
in the ancient world. Because if you were ill, supposing you were ill in the first century AD...

A to je dobry priklad blizké souvislosti filosofie s normalnim Zivotem, protoZe predstavte si, Ze byste byli
nemocni v prvnim stoleti po nasem letopoctu.

You will have to decide whether to go to an empirical doctor or a logical doctor, or there were some
other kinds as well, but let's just keep to those two.

Museli byste se rozhodnout, jestli pljdete k empirickému doktorovi, 1ékafi, nebo k logickému lekari.
And it may make a big difference which one you go to, how you get treated.

A byl by tam velky rozdil v tom, jak budete |éceni.

And there is evidence that the doctors would stage a philosophical debate about whether you could



discover what is non-evident, as the logical doctor thinks he can find out the non-evident internal causes
of your symptoms, and the two doctors would actually debate that philosophical issue in front of the
patient or a group of patients in order to get their custom.

A mame dukazy pro to, Ze dva lékafi se pustili do debaty o tomto filosofickém problému, zda je mozné
nalézt...

Hejdanek: neevidentni

Jiny hlas: ...neevidentni pri¢inu nemoci, neevidentni symptomy, neevidentni skutecnost...

Hejdanek: pro pacienta

Jiny hlas: ...pro pacienta, aby ziskali jeho dvéru.

There are nowadays interesting philosophical questions about the status of Freud's theory or other
things.

| dnes se objevuji zajimavé filosofické otazky, napriklad u Freudovy teorie.

But would you expect a philosopher who had views on the question whether Freud's theories are
scientific or not to go into a psychoanalyst's waiting room and argue with his patients, with the analyst's
patients, that according to the latest philosophical theories about science, this is or is not scientific?

Ale dovedli byste si predstavit filosofa, ktery ma nazor o védeckosti Freudovy teorie, Ze by prisel do
¢ekarny psychoanalytika a argumentoval u jeho pacientl o tom, zda tato teorie je védecka, ¢i nikoliv?
Hejdanek: a nebo co je jesté divnéjsi, u historik(.

Jiny hlas: I have no sympathy with that at all. But I'm just interested in history because the history of a
phenomenon can reveal its philosophical significance. My argument has been that the history I've been
telling you has itself great philosophical significance. And that it is the history of skepticism which can
show us the nature of philosophy at different periods. And the fact that I'm not a skeptic does not mean
I'm not a philosopher and | am interested in philosophical questions both today... | mean, I'm interested
for instance in the philosophical question of arguing against skepticism.

Jiny hlas: Nemam pro to viibec Zadné pochopeni, ale zajimam se o historii, protoZe historie urcitého
fenoménu muze odhalit jeho filosoficky vyznam. A mQj argument byl ten, Ze historie, o niZ jsem hovoril,
ma sama o sobé velky filosoficky vyznam. A Ze je to historie skepticismu, kterd ndm muzZe ukazat povahu
filosofie v rliznych obdobich. A to, Ze nejsem skeptikem, neznamena, Ze nejsem filosofem. A zajimam se o
filosofické otazky dnes, treba jako argumentovat proti skepticismu. A proto ho musi znat.

Jiny hlas: But | think that many philosophers' arguments against skepticism miss the point because they
are arguments against a position that the philosopher himself has made up.

Jiny hlas: A on si mysli, Ze mnoho filosofickych argumentt proti skepticismu je vedle, protoZe jsou
namireny proti pozici, kterou si filosof sam vytvoril.

Jiny hlas: Because of this lack of a sense of the history of skepticism and skeptical problems.

Jiny hlas: Pravé pro nedostatek smyslu a postfehu pro skeptickou historii a skeptické problémy.

Jiny hlas: It will take different arguments at different periods depending upon what the skepticism is and
you need to choose a real target if you're against skepticism.

Jiny hlas: TakZe argumenty se musi ménit podle toho, o jaky skepticismus v oné které historické etapé jde
a argumentovat proti redlnému skeptickému cili.

Jiny hlas: Ein dynamisches und tdtiges Bild ist in hbherem Maf3e ein Bild Gottes dann als ein statisches
und untdatiges Bild.

Jiny hlas: Dynamicky a ¢inny obraz BoZi je mu podobnéjsi, vlastné vice jeho obrazem nez ten staticky
obraz toho malife tfeba, ktery ten malif namaluje.

Jiny hlas: In mittelalterlichen Theologie ist der Mensch eminent ein Bild Gottes. Und nicht die
nichtmenschlichen Geschdpfe, die haben viel, viel minder, um dass sie keine Freiheit haben.

Jiny hlas: Ve stfedoveké teologii tedy je ¢lovék jistym vyznacnym obrazem Bozim nebo vlastné jedinym
pravym obrazem BoZim a je Bohu nesrovnatelné podobnéjsi nez ty kreatury nelidské, tedy, protoze je
pravé svobodny, ma schopnost se utvaret sam.



Jiny hlas: Ist einigermafSen eine Antwort?

Hejdanek: Jo, jo.

Jiny hlas: Ich méchte Ihnen unseren herzlichsten Dank aussprechen fiir Ihren Vortrag, flir Ihre
Anwesenheit und flir alle Bemiihungen, was damit zusammengehért.

Jiny hlas: Ja, ja. Mussten noch etwas besprechen filir morgen auch oder nicht?

Jiny hlas: Ja, das werden wir gleich machen. Das werden wir schon.

Hejdanek: Dobfre. Ja, danke schon.



