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Jiny hlas: | want to express our great pleasure that you are here. We were very sorry that you couldn't
come last month and now my friend Brezek came today and he wanted to speak with you and therefore
he went here. And now | had to acknowledge that | had not remembered what he did tell me always
three or four weeks ago. Therefore | beg you pardon that it was, it is in a sense marvelous that we are
here because we should be somewhere else. But it wasn't possible and therefore the people came here
not knowing that you will come.

| see.

It was terribly wrong on my part. | cannot do anything else than to apologize. Well, excuse me and now
we take it on record and in any case all the people who would be very glad to be present will have the
opportunity to listen it from the record. Excuse me, now some words about, or first perhaps if | am not
able to present you, may | ask you to present yourself on the beginning? Or do you prefer if | do it? We
did already speak about you but any details are for us a little unsure. Well, we know only that you are an
outstanding person of the analytic philosophy. But that's not enough. If you could tell the people, we
should translate it, where do you teach and so on, something like that. Quite short, not to... and second
if it is possible to limit the lecture to about four, five or six quarters of an hour. Then we make a short
stop for ten minutes and then we obviously make a discussion, if it is possible. If not, if you are prepared
to speak all three hours, then it's alright, but it's better to know if the people could catch it and so on.
Excuse me, as an interpreter I'd like to ask you for a small favor. Could you make a short stop after each
sentence where | can interpret?

Yes, but now let me be sure | have an idea how long. Six quarters of an hour?

Sest ¢tvrt hodin.

That's an hour and a half, is that?

To je hodina a pdl.

Maximum.

Maximalné.

Now | do have some notes which | just left outside the door and which | might as well get because | think
I'll be briefer if | have my notes.

You've introduced me. Just a little bit. It was a pause. Yes, good. | think just my talk will introduce me.
Vlastné mé predstavi moje prednaska.

| was, it was suggested that | should talk on the subject of Truth and Meaning.

Bylo mi navrZeno, abych promluvil na téma Pravda a vyznam.

And | will begin with some remarks on the recent history of the philosophy of language.

Zacnu par poznamkami o nedavné historii filosofie jazyka.

At the time of Frege and Russell, philosophy of language came to seem central to many of the standard
areas of philosophy, such as philosophy of mind, epistemology and so forth.

V dobé Frega a Russella se filosofie jazyka pfibliZila centru filosofie pro mnohé jako epistemologie,
filosofie mysli a tak dale.

| think there was a period subsequent to Russell and Frege when it was thought to trivialize philosophy
to emphasize language.

Myslim, Ze bylo obdobi, které nasledovalo po Russellovi a Fregem, kdy se myslelo, Ze zdlraziiovat jazyk
znamena trivializaci filosofie.

But my impression is that this period is now past and philosophy of language again is taking the center
stage.

Mam dojem, Ze tato obdobi nyni patfi minulosti a filosofie jazyka nyni opét zaujima Ustfedni postaveni.



Now let me say a few words about Russell and Frege's philosophy of language.

Nyni par slov o Russellové a Fregové filosofii jazyka.

Aside from his studies in philosophy of mathematics, it seems to me that the following are the main
theses that one finds in Russell.

Mimo a vedle jeho studii ve filosofii matematiky se mi zd4, Ze u Russella nachazime tyto hlavni teze.
First, there's the distinction between the surface grammar of sentences and the true underlying logical
form.

Zaprvé rozdil mezi povrchovou gramatikou véty a logickou formou v jejim zakladé.

The best example is Russell's theory of descriptions.

Nejlepsi priklad je Russellova teorie popisu.

The theory of descriptions emphasized the connection between epistemology and language.

Teorie popisti zdUraziiovala spojeni mezi epistemologii’ a jazykem.

It did this by essentially eliminating the category of proper names and analyzed descriptions into such a
form that they could no longer be considered singular terms.

Délala to tim, Ze v podstaté eliminovala kategorii vlastnich jmen a analyzovala popisy do takové podoby,
Ze uz je nebylo moZno povazovat za jedinecné nebo singularni pojmy.

Jiny hlas: Finally, the connection between language and the world was made primarily through the
relation between perception and indexical expressions: this, that, and so on, the demonstrative
expressions.

Nakonec spojeni, kone¢né spojeni mezi jazykem a svétem bylo provedeno pouze skrze spojeni mezi
viemem a indexickymi vyrazy: toto, tamto a tak dale, tedy demonstrativnimi vyrazy.

Frege's contribution had far less to do with epistemology.

Fregtiv prispévek mél mnohem méné co do ¢inéni nebo spolecného s epistemologir.

He was concerned primarily with the ontological implications of language.

Predevsim se zabyval ontologickymi disledky jazyka.

Now I think I should ask you a question, because it takes time to translate. Should | give any technical
details?

Nyni bych se vas mél na néco zeptat, protoze trva chvili, nez se to prelozi. Mél bych uvadét néjaké
technické podrobnosti?

Hejdanek: | don't think so, because the present young people are mostly beginners, and the technical
details would be too complicated. Very good.

Jiny hlas: Russell then was in the empirical tradition, mainly concerned to connect language with
experience of the world.

Russell tedy pokracoval v empirickeé tradici, hlavné se snaZil spojit jazyk se zkusenosti svéta.

Frege, on the other hand, was much more nearly an idealist, concerned with the contents of thought,
but only in passing with the relation between thought, language and the world.

Na druhé strané Frege byl daleko vice idealistou, ktery se zabyval obsahem mysleni, ale pouze okrajové
vztahem mezi jazykem a svétem.

Now, neither Russell nor Frege was much concerned with what might be called the action side of
language, that is, how language comes to be an instrument of communication, how it is related to
purposes, beliefs and intentions.

Ani Russell, ani Frege se pfilis nezabyvali tim, co bychom mohli nazvat akéni strankou jazyka, tedy tim, jak
se jazyk stava nastrojem komunikace, v jakém vztahu je k tcelim, presvédcenim a zamértiim.

This was, however, the main concern of Wittgenstein and a series of recent English filosofu.

To vsak byl hlavni zajem Wittgensteintv a fady anglickych filosofti z posledni doby.

Wittgenstein and his followers, unlike Russell and Frege, had little interest in theory or systematic
semantics.

Wittgenstein a jeho nasledovnici, na rozdil od Russella a Frega, méli maly zajem o teorii ¢i systematickou



sémantiku.

In the last decade or so, we see theories that attempt to combine the interest that Frege and Russell had
in theory with the Wittgensteinian interest in the use of language.

V poslednim zhruba desetileti vidime teorie, které se snazi zkombinovat nebo spojit zajem, ktery méli
Frege a Russell o teorii, s wittgensteinovskym zajmem o uziti jazyka.

The people that have been developing this perspective are Quine, Michael Dummett, Hilary Putnam and
me.

Lidé, ktefi rozvijeji tuto perspektivu, jsou Quine, Michael Dummett, Hilary Putnam a ja.

And | think many of the younger filosofti in Oxford and the United States would also fall into this
category. And here | mention John McDowell, David Wiggins, Christopher Peacocke and Gareth Evans,
who unfortunately died a few years ago.

Myslim, Ze mnoho z mladsich filosofti v Oxfordu a Spojenych statech by také spadalo do této kategorie.
Zde bych se zminil o Johnu McDowellovi, Davidu Wigginsovi, Christopheru Peacockovi a Garethu
Evansovi, ktery bohuZel pred par lety zemrel.

Now, before | summarize my own position, perhaps | should also mention the recent development of
what is called cognitive science in the United States.

Drive nez shrnu své vlastni stanovisko, mél bych se také zminit o nedavném vyvoji toho, ¢emu se Fika
kognitivni véda ve Spojenych statech.

This is an approach to language and to psychology which combines the efforts of filosoft, psychologists,
people working in artificial intelligence, computer design and linguistics.

Je to pristup k jazyku a k psychologii, ktery kombinuje snahy filosoft, psychologu, lidi, ktefi se zabyvaji
umélou inteligencr, konstrukci pocitacu a lingvistikou.

These people are particularly interested in developing a scientific psychology.

Tito lidé maiji zvlastni zajem o rozvoj védecké psychologie.

They have been very much influenced by the work of Noam Chomsky.

Byli velmi ovlivnéni praci Noama Chomskeho.

With Chomsky have come two things: the attempt to give a truly formal, systematic account of natural
languages and a willingness to postulate mental attitudes like belief, desire, intention. In other words, it's
anti-behavioristic.

S Chomskym prisly dvé véci: pokus o to pFinést systematicky a formalni popis pfirozenych jazykd a ochota
postulovat mentalni postoje jako vira ¢i presvédéeni, touha a Gmysl. Jinymi slovy, je to
antibehavioristické.

Jiny hlas: Now the work by people in cognitive science has been much influenced by the realization that
the contents of mental states are in part determined, for logical reasons, by external elements.

Jiny hlas: Prace téch, ktefi pracuji v kognitivni védé, byla do znac¢né miry ovlivnhéna tim, Ze si uvédomili, Ze
obsahy mentalnich stavi jsou zE¢asti determinovany, a to z logickych dlvod(, vnéjsimi prvky.

Jiny hlas: In other words, two people who are in what intuitively might be called the same subjective
state may nevertheless be entertaining different propositions.

Jiny hlas: Jinymi slovy, dva lidé, ktefi jsou v tom, co bychom mohli intuitivné nazvat stejnym subjektivnim
stavem, mohou mit presto r(izné propozice.

Jiny hlas: Now this is an important point, but it's a rather difficult one, so | must try... Suppose that by
complete chance an exact replica of me were to be created.

Jiny hlas: Je to jiny bod, je to jina véc, ale je dost obtiZzna. Dejme tomu, Ze by Uplnou ndhodou byla
vytvorena presna replika mé osoby.

Jiny hlas: Then the replica would act externally just like me. It would seem to speak English and it would
seem to recognize all the people that | know.

Jiny hlas: Pak by se ta replika chovala navenek presné jako ja. Zdalo by se, Ze mluvi anglicky a Ze poznava
vsechny lidi, které znam ja.



Jiny hlas: But it could not be said to recognize anything, since to recognize is to re-cognize - to know
something that one has known before.

Jiny hlas: Ale nebylo by mozZno fici, Ze poznava cokoli, protoZe poznat (recognize) znamena také re-
cognize - poznat néco, co uz ¢lovék znal drive.

Jiny hlas: Yes, yes. Go ahead.

Jiny hlas: So my replica could have no memory and it would not really know English. Because English
words, like the words...

Jiny hlas: TakZe moje replika by neméla Zddnou pamét a ve skutecnosti by neuméla anglicky. Protoze
anglicka slova, jako slova...

Jiny hlas: ...owe their meaning to their connections with the world.

Jiny hlas: ...vdéci za svUj vyznam spojeni se svétem.

Jiny hlas: This is meant to demonstrate an important principle, which is that what is inside the head does
not by itself determine the contents of thoughts and memories.

Jiny hlas: To jsem zde uvedl, abych demonstroval dilezity princip, totiZ Ze to, co je uvnitf hlavy, samo o
sobé neurcuje obsah myslenek a paméti.

Jiny hlas: Now this fact has persuaded many philosophers and psychologists that the so-called
propositional attitudes...

Jiny hlas: Tato skutec¢nost presvédcila mnoho filosof(i a psycholog, Ze takzvané propositional attitudes,
propozi¢ni postoje...

Jiny hlas: Propositional attitudes are things like belief, desire, hoping that... These are attitudes directed
to states of affairs or propositions. They are states of mind that have contents.

Jiny hlas: Ty propoziéni postoje jsou véci jako presvédcéeni, touha, nadéje, Ze, doufani, Ze néco. To jsou
postoje, které se vztahuji k stavu zaleZitosti nebo k propozici. Jsou to stavy mysli, které maji obsah.

Jiny hlas: Well, so what philosophers and psychologists have been persuaded of is that these attitudes
with which we are all familiar are not truly suited to a scientific psychology.

Jiny hlas: Filosofové a psychologové jsou presvédceni, Ze tyto postoje, které vsichni divérné zname, se ve
skutec¢nosti nehodi pro védeckou psychologii.

Jiny hlas: What | have just done is try to summarize a large amount of work that has been done in
philosophy of language during the last 50 years or so.

Jiny hlas: Pravé tim, co jsem fekl, jsem se snazil udélat souhrn velkého mnoZstvi prace, ktera byla
vykonana ve filosofii jazyka asi tak za poslednich padesat let.

Jiny hlas: Now let me try to summarize my own approach to these problems. It is an attempt to combine
the systematic elements to be found in Frege, Russell and more recently in Chomsky...

Jiny hlas: Ted' bych rad shrnul svij vlastni pFistup k témto problémdm. Je to pokus o zkombinovani
systematickych prvk(, které najdeme u Fregeho, Russella a v nedavnéjsi dobé u Chomského...

Jiny hlas: ...with the Wittgensteinian interest in connecting language with its use in communication.

Jiny hlas: ...s wittgensteinovskym zajmem o roli jazyka pFi komunikaci, spojeni jazyka s komunikaci.

Jiny hlas: In my view, we need to substitute for the question "what is meaning" the question "what is it
for one person to understand the speech of another”.

Jiny hlas: Podle mého nazoru musime otazku ,,co je vyznam“ nahradit otazkou ,co to znamena, kdyz
néjaka osoba rozumi reci jiné osoby*.

Jiny hlas: And | should say at once that to understand another person's speech requires that one also
know much about that person's beliefs, desires and intentions.

Jiny hlas: A hned bych rad rekl, Ze pochopeni feci jiného ¢lovéka vyZzaduje, abychom také védéli mnoho o
presvédcenich toho ¢lovéka, o jeho touhach a umyslech.

Jiny hlas: | think one would understand what one wants to know about language if one could do these
two things.

Jiny hlas: Myslim, Ze by se dalo Fict, Ze bychom mohli pochopit to, co chceme védét o jazyku, kdybychom



dokazali udélat tyto dveé véci.

Jiny hlas: First, state what an interpreter must know in order to understand a speaker.

Jiny hlas: Zaprvé formulovat nebo koncipovat to, co musi tlumocnik védét, aby rozumél re¢nikovi.
Interpret mozna, to neni jasné slovo.

Jiny hlas: And secondly, explain how an interpreter could come to know this.

Jiny hlas: A zadruhé vysvétlit, jak ten interpret ¢i mozna tlumocnik se viibec mohl tohleto dozvédét.

Jiny hlas: | think that the best way of describing what an interpreter must know...

Jiny hlas: Myslim, Ze nejlepsi zplsob, jak popsat to, co musi ten interpret Ci...

Jiny hlas: Do you mean interpreter as in the job as | am right now doing, or an interpreter of literary
records?

Jiny hlas: Rather in the more general sense. | mean the job that you are doing right now.

Jiny hlas: Aha, jako tlumocnik.

Jiny hlas: But | mean this in a very general way. What you are doing is to demonstrate that you have the
knowledge to interpret my words. By that | mean understand them. Of course you are also helping
everyone else. But someone is an interpreter who simply understands. And in this general sense of
interpretation, it applies to every pair of speaker and hearer who understand. Every understanding
hearer is an interpreter.

Jiny hlas: Ale myslim to ve velmi obecném smyslu. To, co ty délas, je predvadét, Ze mas znalost, ktera
staci k tomu, abys mohl interpretovat moje slova, a tim myslim rozumét jim. Pfitom také pomahas vsem
ostatnim. Ale interpret je ten nebo ten tlumocnik je ten, ktery prosté rozumi. A v tomto obecném smyslu
té interpretace Ci popripadé tlumoceni se to vztahuje na kazdy par recnika a posluchace, posluchace,
ktery rozumi. Kazdy chapajici posluchac je interpretem ¢i tlumoc¢nikem. Ostatné ty slova tady Uplné
splyvaji, takze myslim, Ze to pouziva v jednu chvilku v tom smyslu, v druhou v tom druhém.

Jiny hlas: So this does not have just to do with two languages. Even if we speak the same language, there
is something we need to know in order to understand.

Jiny hlas: A to se netyka pouze dvou jazyk(. Dokonce i kdyZ budeme mluvit stejnym jazykem, je néco, co
musime védét, abychom chapali, rozuméli.

Jiny hlas: What we understand, our understanding of a speaker, is a very complex skill because we can
interpret or understand sentences we have never heard before. So somehow we can put together pieces
of knowledge that we have about individual words and phrases and apply them to a new combination.
Jiny hlas: Nase porozumeéni recnikovi je velmi komplexni nebo sloZitou dovednosti, protoze miizeme
rozumét nebo interpretovat ¢i tlumocit véty, které jsme jesté v Zivoté neslyseli. Néjak dokazeme dat
dohromady poznatky, které mame o jednotlivych slovech a frazich, a aplikovat je na novou kombinaci.
Jiny hlas: What we want then in describing the understanding of an interpreter is how he can put
together a finite number of pieces of information to understand a potential infinity of utterances.

Jiny hlas: PFi popisu toho porozuméni nam jde o to, jak interpret muze spojit konec¢né mnozstvi kousk
informaci, aby pochopil potencialni nekone¢no moznych vyrokd nebo vét.

Jiny hlas: Chomsky tried to show how with a natural language one can recognize that a new sentence
belongs to the language. That subject is called syntax. What | am interested in is meaning, that is,
semantics.

Jiny hlas: Chomsky se to snazil pfedvést na prirozeném jazyku, jak mizeme rozpoznat, Ze nova véta patri
k jazyku. Tento predmét se nazyva syntax. Mé zajima vyznam, to jest sémantika.

Jiny hlas: My work has been inspired by the work of Alfred Tarski. Is that a familiar name?

Hejdanek: Jestli je to natolik znAmé jméno? Ja nevim o ostatnich pritomnych, ale Tarského kniha byla
preloZzena do cestiny.

Jiny hlas: Yes, and his book on The Concept of Truth in Formalized Languages is perhaps his most famous
work.

Jiny hlas: Ano, a jeho kniha o pojmu pravdy ve formalizovanych jazycich je asi jeho nejproslulejsi dilo.



Jiny hlas: In that work Tarski shows for certain artificial languages how the semantic properties, that is
the meaning, of all the sentences in the language depend upon the semantic properties of the basic
vocabulary. My interest is to apply Tarski's method to natural languages, such as English or Czech.

Jiny hlas: V tomto dile Tarski ukazuje u jistych umélych jazyk(, jak sémantické vlastnosti, tedy vyznam,
vSech vét v jazyce zaviseji na sémantickych vlastnostech zakladni slovni zasoby. Mym zajmem je aplikovat
Tarského metodu na prirozené jazyky, jako anglictina nebo cestina.

Jiny hlas: Tarski's work is a great advance over the work of Russell and Frege. Part of the reason is that he
stated very clearly what it would be to succeed in giving a semantic theory for a language. He took the
aim of such a theory to be to say what it would be for an arbitrary sentence to be true.

Jiny hlas: Tarského dilo je velkym pokrokem oproti Russellovi a Fregemu. Caste€nym divodem pro to je,
Ze zcela velmi jasné formuloval, co by to znamenalo mit Gspéch pri formulaci sémantické teorie jazyka. Za
cil takovéto teorie stanovil fici, co by to znamenalo pro libovolnou vétu, Ze je pravdiva.

Jiny hlas: So he showed how to define the concept of truth for all the sentences of a language. Ukazal
tak, jak definovat pojem pravdy pro vsechny véty jazyka. That can be stated in such a way as to be a
completely clear... To Ize formulovat takovym zplsobem, Ze je to zcela jasnym zplsobem...
[nesrozumitelné] What is involved in doing that, | won't be technical, is to show how the truth of a
sentence depends on the what the proper names refer to, what the predicates are true of and how the
truth of complex sentences depends upon the truth of the simple sentences that are combined in the
complex. Nechci tady zachazet do technickych podrobnosti, ale jde pfi tom o to ukazat, jak pravdivost
véty zavisi na tom, k ¢emu se vztahuiji vlastni jména, o ¢em pravdivé vypovidaji predikaty, jak pravdivé se
pfisuzuje, a jak pravda slozZitych souvéti zavisi na pravdé vét jednoduchych, které jsou v téchto souvétich
zkombinovany.

Now this is far more difficult to do than it sounds and it was a major technical achievement on Tarski's
Tarského ukazat, jak to udélat. What he did took advantage especially of Frege's work, but it's definitely
superior to it. Ve své praci vyuZil zejména Fregeho dila, ale zcela jisté ho prevysuje.

Now | am not sure exactly what background people have here, but perhaps... [not meant ironically]...
most of you, | suppose... Ted mi neni zcela jasné, jaké vzdélani pritomni maji, coz neni minéno ironicky,
ale vécné. No, zfejmé vétsina z vas... too much maybe. All right, all right. But especially in the direction of
analytic filosofie. Mozna pfilis mnoho. Dobra, dobra. Zvlasté ve smyslu analytické filosofie. All right, all
right. But now how about Plato? Co Platén?

Now Plato was very interested in the filosofie of language and he actually, for example in the Theaetetus
and elsewhere, tries to show how the truth of a sentence depends upon what the names refer to and
the ideas that correspond to the predicates. Platon se velmi zajimal o filosofii jazyka a napriklad v
Theaitétu a jinde se snazi ukazat, jak pravdivost véty zavisi na tom, k cemu se vztahuji jména a ideje,
které tém predikatim odpovidaji. Now as you know, since you are Plato scholars, Plato thought there
were entities, that is objects, the ideas or forms. Which word do you use? Ideas, forms? Jak vite, protoze
se zabyvate Platonem, Platon si myslel, Ze existuji entity, tedy objekty - ideje nebo formy. Které slovo
pouzivate? Ideje, formy? Either one. Ideas, but of course with a certain noos, that's eidos and not idea.
Right, yes, eidos.

Now the ideas can be considered part of a semantic theory. Ideje Ize povaZovat za sou¢ast sémantické
teorie. If you have a predicate like "sits"... Mate-li predikat jako ,sedi“... that stands for an idea and the
sentence "Theaetetus sits" is true if Theaetetus participates in the idea of sitting. ...ten zastupuje ideji a
véta ,Theaitétos sedi“ je pravdiva, jestlize se Theaitétos podili na ideji sezeni.

Now Plato found a difficulty in this theory and the difficulty is quite simple to state. Platon vsak shledal v
této teorii jednu obtiz, ktera se da docela jednoduse formulovat. If a sentence like "Theaetetus sits", you
have the first word corresponds to a person, Theaetetus, the second word corresponds to an idea. Then
what in the sentence brings them together? V takové vété jako ,Theaitétos sedi“ se prvni slovo vztahuje



k osobé, Theaitétovi, druhé slovo k ideji. Co v té vété je pak dava dohromady? We said that Theaetetus
participates in the idea, but there is no word in the sentence that expresses the idea of participation.
Rekli jsme, 7e se Ze se Theaitétos podili na té ideji, v té vété viak neni z4dné slovo, které by vyjadfovalo
ideji participace, toho podileni se.

So this is a well-known problem because it looks like an infinite regress. Je to zndmy problém, protoZe to
vypada jako nekonecny regres. Because if you now say, well, perhaps just putting the words together
expresses the third idea, that is that of participation, then the space between the words refers to
another idea, the idea of participation. Then what relates these three things: Theaetetus, sitting, and
participation? And one can go on forever. Reknete-li totiz, Ze snad to, Ze ta slova ddme dohromady,
vyjadfuje tfeti ideji, totiZ ideji participace, pak ten prostor mezi slovy se vztahuje k dalsi ideji, k ideji
participace. A co dava do vztahu tyto tfi véci: Theaitéta, sezeni a to podileni se? A tak lze pokracovat do
nekonecna.

Now | should just say that that same difficulty arises also in the theories of Frege and Russell. Mél bych
jen Fici, Ze tato taz obtiz vyvstava také v teoriich Fregeho a Russella. But Tarski's theory does not have
that difficulty. Tarského teorie vsak tuto obtiz nema. And I'm afraid | would have to go a little bit into the
technical material to explain exactly why. Perhaps if you want to ask me questions about that. Obavam
se, Zze bych musel zajit ponékud do technickych podrobnosti, abych presné vysvétlil pro¢. Mozna, pokud
mi chcete poloZit néjaké otazky k této véci.

So let's just say it is a real advance that Tarski's semantics gets around the problem of the third man.
Reknéme tedy, 7e je to skute¢ny pokrok, 7e se Tarského sémantika vyrovnava s problémem , tfetiho
¢lovéka“. And also another problem which is the idea that sentences ought to correspond to entities,
such as facts or in the case of Frege truth-values. A také s dalSim problémem, totiZ s predstavou, Ze by
véty mély odpovidat entitam, jako jsou fakta nebo v pripadé Fregeho pravdivostni hodnoty. Frege
thought true sentences refer to something called The True. Frege si myslel, Ze pravdivé véty se vztahuiji k
nécemu, co nazyval Pravda.

Jiny hlas: a false sentences correspond to the False. [nesrozumitelné]. But this is not a satisfactory idea
because sentences do not refer to anything, rather we use them to say something. To neni uspokojiva
predstava nebo myslenka, nebot véty se nevztahuji k nicemu, spise je pouzivame k tomu, abychom néco
rekli.

Now finally I'll just say Tarski’s method is clearly what Chomsky calls creative. Nakonec bych jen fekl, Ze
Tarského teorie je to, cemu fikd Chomsky tvoriva ¢i tvaréi. That means it shows how the meaning of each
sentence depends upon the meanings of the parts and how they are put together. To znamena, ukazuje,
jak vyznam kazdé véty zavisi na vyznamu casti a jak jsou sloZzeny dohromady.

But now | come to the second aspect. A ted se dostavam k druhému aspektu. I've mentioned the sort of
theory which gives us an idea of what an interpreter might know that would enable him to understand a
speaker. Zminil jsem se o tom typu teorie, kterd nam dava jakési pojeti o tom, co by mohl ten interpret Ci
tlumocnik védét, co by mu umoznilo rozumét recnikovi. Of course such knowledge is implicit in the sense
that very few people, if any, can state it. Takovato znalost je samoziejmé implicitni v tom smyslu, Ze velmi
malo lidi, jestlize viibec néjaci, to mohou formulovat. The function of the theory is rather to say what it is
that the interpreter knows. Funkci teorie je spise Fict to, co ten interpret vi.

--- (1985-06-20 Donald Davidson (1) [LVH127VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: I simply would like to ask how it would be possible for an interpreter to know such a theory, that
is, how it would be possible for him to learn, learn to understand a speaker.

Jiny hlas: Vlastné bych se chtél zeptat, jak by bylo mozZné pro tlumocnika ¢i interpreta, Ze vi, takova
teorie, jak se vibec mlze naucit rozumét tomu recnikovi.

Jiny hlas: I invite you to think of this in the same way that scientists think of theories. One tests a theory
or learns that it's true by considering some of its consequences. Now this theory says for each sentence of
the language that it is true under certain conditions. For example, it says the sentence Theatetus sits is



true if and only if Theatetus sits. That sounds very trivial, but it's not trivial if you go from one language
to another, as you are.

Jiny hlas: Vyzyvam vas, abyste o tom premysleli stejnym zplsobem, jako védci uvazuji o svych teoriich.
Zkousime tu teorii nebo se dozvidame, zda je pravdiva, tim, Ze uvazujeme o nékterych z jejich dasledkd.
Tak tedy tato teorie Fika pro kaZzdou vétu jazyka, Ze je pravdiva za jistych okolnosti. Napriklad ik, Ze véta
Theatetus sedi je pravdiva tehdy a jen tehdy, jestlize Theatetus sedi. Zni to velmi trivialné. Ale trivialni to
neni, jestlize prechazite z jednoho jazyka do druhého.

Jiny hlas: You can see that what our interpreter here knows would be given by a theory that said for each
English sentence that Theatetus sits...

Jiny hlas: Vidite, co zna vas tlumocnik, by bylo dano teorii, ktera je stanovena pro kazdou anglickou vétu,
Ze Theatetus sed....

Jiny hlas: No, no, say it in English. Theatetus sits.

Jiny hlas: Theatetus sits.

Jiny hlas: Say it the rest in Czech.

Jiny hlas: Je pravdivé tehdy a jen tehdy, jestlize Theatetus sedi.

Jiny hlas: You've got it! You can see that it's not trivial to know that for every sentence because there are
infinite number of sentences.

Jiny hlas: Pochopil jste to! Vidite, Ze to trivialni neni, védét to pro kaZzdou vétu, protoZe je nekonec¢né
mnozstvi vét.

Jiny hlas: Now, what | want to speak about is what Quine calls radical translation, and what | call radical
interpretation. This has to do with how someone might discover that a theory of interpretation was true
as applied to a particular speaker. All of this is new to all of you, is that right? You're not familiar with
Quine?

Jiny hlas: To, o ¢em bych rad mluvil, je o tom, ¢emu Quine fika radical translation, radikalni preklad. A
c¢emu ja rikdm radical interpretation, radikalni interpretace. A to se tyka toho, jak je moZno objevit, Ze
teorie interpretace byla pravdiva, pokud je uplatnéna na urcitého re¢nika. Tohle viechno je pro vas nové,
ano? Neznate toho Quina?

Jiny hlas: Suppose that you found a conjunction... do you understand the word conjunction? Like ‘and’,
'or'... in another person's language which had this feature. The person holds a complex sentence with
that connective... he holds the whole sentence true only if he holds each sentence by itself true. Then that
connective must be '‘and'.

Jiny hlas: Dejme tomu, Ze byste nalezli spojku... rozumite slovu conjunction, spojka, jako ,a“ ,nebo“..v
jazyce jiného c¢lovéka, ktera by méla tuto vlastnost. Osoba drZi s touto spojkou celé souvéti a poklada to
celé souvéti za pravdivé jenom tehdy, jestlize kazda cast toho souvéti je pravdiva. Takovato spojka musi
byt ,a“

Jiny hlas: Now notice, this is how one learns to translate this word just by noticing the patterns of
assent... agreement to the sentences. There is an important principle involved in this method of
understanding another person, and that is: it assumes that the person is a logician... because it assumes
that if somebody believes A and B, then he believes A and also believes B. But that's logic. That's a little
piece of logic... to infer from A and B that A. That is a logical principle. The lesson here which can be
greatly extended is that we can understand other people only by assuming that they are rational up to a
point. There is a degree of rationality there.

Jiny hlas: VSimnéte si, ¢clovék se uci prekladat toto slovo jenom tim, Ze si vS§imne téch zplGsobU souhlasu,
assent, agreement k tém vétam. Je v tom dulezity princip, o ktery jde v této metodé rozuméni jiné
osobé, a sice predpoklada to, Ze ta osoba je logikem. Predpoklada to totiz, Ze jestlize nékdo véri A a B,
pak také véri A a také véri B. To je logika. Maly kousek logiky. Odvozovani z A a B, Ze A, to je logicky
princip. Pouceni, které si z toho mizZeme vzit a které Ize znacné rozsitit, je, ze mlzZzeme rozumét jinym
lidem jediné tehdy, kdyzZ predpokladame, Ze jsou racionalni do jisté miry. Je tam jistd mira racionality.



Jiny hlas: . kdyby neexistovala, nikdy bychom jim nemohli rozumét.

Now, Quine and | are interested in this because we think that belief and meaning are very closely tied to
each other. Quine a ja se o tohle zajimame, protoZe si myslime, Ze presvédceni a vyznam jsou velmi Gzce
spojeny navzajem.

When we utter sentences, we do it partly because of what we believe, and partly because of what the
sentences mean. Kdyz vyslovime néjaké véty, proneseme véty, délame to zEasti diky tomu, v co véfime, a
zCasti také diky tomu, co ty véty znamenaji.

The task of the interpreter is to somehow separate meaning and belief on the basis of verbal behavior.
Ukolem toho interpreta ¢i tlumoénika je n&jakym zpdsobem oddélit vyznam a presvédéeni na zakladé
verbalniho chovani.

And the basic principle for doing this is to assume that other people's beliefs are enough like our own so
that we can understand them. A zakladni princip toho je predpokladat, ze presvédceni jinych lidi jsou
dostatecné obdobna nasim presvédcenim, takze jim muiZeme rozumét.

This idea is in Wittgenstein also. He says people can understand each other only if they share many
beliefs, customs, ways of thinking about things. Tato myslenka uZ je také ve Wittgensteinovi. Rika, lidé si
mohou navzajem rozumét jediné kdyz budou mit spole¢na mnoha presvédceni, zvyk(, zplsobd, jak
myslet o vécech.

The second stage in radical interpretation depends upon another simple idea. Druhy stupen v radikalni
interpretaci zavisi na dalsi, je zaloZen na dalsi jednoduché myslence.

Suppose that somebody has a sentence like ,This is a book"“. Dejme tomu, Ze nékdo ma vétu jako ,This is
a book". To je véta, kterou bude ¢lovék povazovat za pravdivou pouze tehdy, kdyz bude skutecné
existovat kniha. And the radical interpreter who notices the circumstances under which the speaker
holds the sentence true can then by induction discover what the truth conditions of the sentence are. A
radikalni interpret, ktery si toho vsiml, si povsiml okolnosti, za kterych ten fecnik povazuje vétu za
pravdivou, pak mze indukci objevovat, jaké jsou pravdivostni podminky nebo podminky pro pravdivost
té véty.

Again, the method depends upon assuming that the speaker is led to the same beliefs that the
interpreter is led to by similar events in the world. A opét metoda zavisi na tom, na nasem predpokladu,
Ze fecnik je veden ke stejnym presvédcenim, ke kterym byla vedena také tento interpret podobnymi
udalostmi ve svété.

Now, | know that Richard Rorty was here. Richard Rorty. Wasn't he just... yes, for the second time
already. Is that right? It was four years ago and... | see, | knew he had just... last month. Yes. Now, did he
talk to you about any of these things at all? Vim, Ze tady byl Richard Rorty. Richard Rorty. U7 tady byl
podruhé. Je to tak? Bylo to pred ¢tyrmi lety a... minulej mésic. Ano. Mluvil s vami o téchto vécech?
Hejdanek: Oh yes, it was not so systematically... it was a oversight of the situation of the American
filosofie and so on. It was not so systematic as you...

Jiny hlas: Well, I'm worried that I'm being a little too systematic. Mam strach, jestli nejsem az moc
systematickej. But | mentioned Rorty because I've arrived here at something that he and | share. Ale
zminil jsem se o ném proto, Ze jsem dospél k né¢emu, v ¢em se s nim shodujeme. And that is an attitude
toward the relationship between truth, language, and speakers. A to je postoj ke vztahu mezi pravdou,
jazykem a recniky. And perhaps I'll just mention some aspects of where that agreement lies. A mozna jen
zminim o nékterych aspektech, v ¢em spociva ta shoda.

The approach which | have been describing very briefly has important consequences for epistemology,
ontology, and also for certain kinds of skepticism. Pristup, ktery jsem velmi stru¢né popsal, ktery postup
velmi strucné popisuji, ma dulezité dasledky pro epistemologii, ontologii a také pro urcité druhy
skepticismu.

Now first with respect to the nature of truth. Nejdriv k povaze pravdy, k podstaté pravdy. If one follows
the general theory that | have been suggesting, then there is no such... the correspondence theory of



truth becomes completely trivial. Sledujeme-li tu obecnou teorii, kterou tady navrhuji, pak ta
korespondencni teorie pravdy se stava zcela trividlni. Because there are not... we do not postulate any
facts in the world that make sentences true. Protoze nepostulujeme zadna fakta ve svété, ktera Cini véty
pravdivymi. The notion of truth is defined without any reference to things like facts. Pojem pravdy je
definovan bez jakékoli zminky o nécem, jako jsou fakta. Of course, this doesn't mean there isn't a real
world that makes our sentences true. Samozfejmé to neznamena, Ze neexistuje skutecny svét, ktery cini
nase véty pravdivymi. But we make no attempt to pick out specific parts of the world that make specific
sentences true. Ale viibec se nepokousime vybrat specifické ¢asti svéta, které cini urcité véty pravdivymi.
There's a holistic relationship between language and the world. Je to holisticky vztah mezi jazykem a
svétem.

Jiny hlas: . now this also, the approach that I've been sketching,

Jiny hlas: ten pfistup, ktery jsem tady nacrtaval,

Jiny hlas: also allows no room,

Jiny hlas: nenechava zadny prostor

Jiny hlas: for the concept of a conceptual scheme,

Jiny hlas: pro pojem konceptualniho schématu

Jiny hlas: in the sense, for example, in which Kant believed,

Jiny hlas: v tom smyslu, v jakém v néj véril Kant,

Jiny hlas: that there was just one conceptual scheme,

Jiny hlas: Ze existuje jen jedno pojmové schéma,

Jiny hlas: or to put the same point differently,

Jiny hlas: nebo abych vyjadFil tutéz véc jinak,

Jiny hlas: there's no room here for the distinction between a scheme for organizing the world and
content,

Jiny hlas: nenechava to Zadny prostor pro rozliSeni mezi schématem organizace svéta a obsahem.

Jiny hlas: Kant gave us the idea that we have a set of categories,

Jiny hlas: Kant ndm dal predstavu, ze mame urcity soubor kategorii,

Jiny hlas: and experience then is filtered through the categories to give us knowledge,

Jiny hlas: a zkusenost je pak filtrovana skrze kategorie, a tim poznavame.

Jiny hlas: But on the approach that both Rorty and | believe in,

Jiny hlas: ale v tom pfistupu, ve ktery véfime jak Rorty, tak j3,

Jiny hlas: this dualism,

Jiny hlas: tento dualismus

Jiny hlas: of scheme and content,

Jiny hlas: schématu a obsahu

Jiny hlas: disappears,

Jiny hlas: mizi.

Jiny hlas: There's language and thought on one hand,

Jiny hlas: na jedné strané je jazyk a mysleni,

Jiny hlas: and there's the world on the other hand,

Jiny hlas: a svét na druhé strané,

Jiny hlas: but there's no screen in between,

Jiny hlas: ale mezi nimi neni Zddna opona, Zadné stinitko.

Jiny hlas: This also means that there's no way to make sense of the concept of different schemes which
people might share or not,

Jiny hlas: to také znamen3, Ze neni Zadny zpUsob, jak by byl smysluplny pojem rliznych schémat, ktera by
lidem mohla byt spolec¢na ¢i nikoliv.

Jiny hlas: And the reason for this is that the method of interpretation,



Jiny hlas: a divodem toho je, Ze metoda interpretace

Jiny hlas: necessarily makes those who are intelligible to us people with whom we largely agree,

Jiny hlas: nutné plsobi, Ze ti, ktefi jsou nam srozumitelni, jsou lidé, se kterymi do znacné miry
souhlasime.

Jiny hlas: This is not a matter of an empirical discovery,

Jiny hlas: to neni véc néjakého empirického objevu,

Jiny hlas: it's rather a necessary condition of successful interpretation,

Jiny hlas: je to spiSe nutna podminka Gspésné interpretace.

Jiny hlas: And now | think I'll just mention one further consequence of this method and then leave the rest
of the time for discussion,

Jiny hlas: zminim se o jednom dalsim dasledku této metody a pak necham zbytek ¢asu na diskuzi,
Jiny hlas: as I'm worried how much is being understood, and | think it's better to have questions and
answers than to have too much speech,

Jiny hlas: mozna proto, Ze se obavam, do jaké miry mi rozumite, a je lepsi mozna mit otazky a odpovédi
nez pfilis Fecnit.

Jiny hlas: Since I think the earliest days of Western philosophy,

Jiny hlas: protoZe si myslim, Ze od pocatk(i zapadni filosofie

Jiny hlas: we've been taught to think that there are subjective events in our minds to which we have
immediate access,

Jiny hlas: jsme uceni tomu, abychom si mysleli, Ze existuji subjektivni udalosti v nasi mysli, ke kterym
mame bezprostredni pristup,

Jiny hlas: and the basic epistemological problem is to discover whether our thoughts are true,

Jiny hlas: a zakladni epistemologicky problém je objevit, zda nase myslenky jsou pravdivé,

Jiny hlas: and different philosophers have suggested very different answers to this question,

Jiny hlas: a razni filosofové navrhli velmi odlisné odpovédi na tuto otazku.

Jiny hlas: But if you think that the contents of our speech and of our belief is necessarily determined by
what an interpreter can observe about the relationship between a speaker and the world,

Jiny hlas: ovsem jestliZe si myslite, Ze obsah nasi reci a nasich presvédceni je nutné urcen tim, co ten
interpret mdZe pozorovat o vztazich mezi re¢nikem a svétem,

Jiny hlas: then the idea of a subjective element which could be discovered independently simply
disappears,

Jiny hlas: pak predstava subjektivniho prvku, ktery by byl objeven nezavisle, prosté mizi.

Jiny hlas: What we have is causal connections between objects and events and our states of mind,
Jiny hlas: mame nyni kauzalni spojeni mezi predméty a udalostmi a stavy nasi mysli.

Jiny hlas: What the correct interpretation of those states of mind is not just up to us,

Jiny hlas: spravna interpretace téchto stav(i mysli vSak neni jen nasi véci, neni nechana jen nam,

Jiny hlas: as my example of my accidental twin,

Jiny hlas: jako v prikladu mého ndhodného dvojnika, dvojcete,

Jiny hlas: his subjective states of mind were not just determined by him,

Jiny hlas: jeho subjektivni stavy mysli nebyly ur¢eny pouze jim,

Jiny hlas: they were rather determined by us who know something about his history,

Jiny hlas: nybrzZ byly uréeny nami, ktefi néco vime o jeho historii,

Jiny hlas: since he has no history, he does not have ordinary thoughts,

Jiny hlas: protoze nemé Zadnou historii, nema bézné myslenky.

Jiny hlas: But then our ordinary thoughts are necessarily connected with the world. There's no room here
for general skepticism,

Jiny hlas: vSak nase bézné myslenky jsou nutné spojeny se svétem. Neni zde Zadny prostor pro
vseobecnou skepsi, generalni skepsi.



Jiny hlas: And I think I'll stop there,

Jiny hlas: a ja si myslim, Ze tady na tomto misté skon¢im.

Jiny hlas: I was going to go on much longer but | would much rather, if it suits you, to have a discussion,
Jiny hlas: chtél jsem ptvodné mluvit daleko déle, ale daleko radéji bych, jestlize vam to vyhovuje, mél
diskuzi.

Jiny hlas: We shall be very glad if you could then make more clear things.

Hejdanek: Samoziejmé.

Jiny hlas: Since | had so little idea what your background is, it is better to ask questions.

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe jsem mél tak malou predstavu, nebo jsem védél tak malo o tom, jaké je vase zazemi,
jaké je vase zaméreni, tak je lepsi klast otazky.

Jiny hlas: Arrogant or cheeky, | don't want to be too cheeky but we hope that you are not here for the last
time.

Jiny hlas: Nechci byt pfilis troufaly, ale doufame, Ze tady nejste naposledy.

Jiny hlas: Perhaps, | hope so too. I've been hoping to come for a long time and it just was never... it is very
difficult when we come the first time together to know.

Jiny hlas: Ja v to také doufam. Doufal jsem, Ze pfijedu uz dlouho, ale nikdy to nevyslo. Je velmi tézké, kdyz
se sejdeme poprvé, védét...

Hejdanek: Samozrejmé, samoziejmé.

Jiny hlas: Well, | have many friends who have been here.

Jiny hlas: Mam mnoho pratel, ktefi tu byli.

Hejdanek: O ano, pred dlouhou dobou.

Jiny hlas: Well, thanks, we now ten minutes free and after ten minutes we can begin with the discussion.
Jiny hlas: Dobre, diky, ted deset minut volno a po deseti minutach zacneme s diskuzi.

Jiny hlas: All right, fine.

Jiny hlas: I'm afraid | didn't start far enough back.

Jiny hlas: Obavam se, Ze jsem historicky nezacal jesté dost v minulosti.

Jiny hlas: Plato, Plato was alright, but Frege and Russell, I'm afraid, were lost quite early.

Jiny hlas: Platén byl v poradku, ale u Frega a Russella se obavam, Ze se ztratili uz dFiv.

Hejdanek: Nas zplisob toho, jak se o vécech budeme vyjadrovat,

Jiny hlas: our way of expressing things

Hejdanek: je hodné ovlivnén nasi tradici, ktera je velice odlisn3,

Jiny hlas: has been much influenced by our tradition, which is very different,

Hejdanek: a proto by chtél spis navazat tam, kde jsem shledaval jisté analogie nebo podobnosti.

Jiny hlas: that's why I'd rather continue where | found certain analogies or similarities.

Hejdanek: Pfedevsim ten dlraz na to, Ze je mozZno rozumét i interpretovat

Jiny hlas: First of all, the stress on the possibility of understanding and interpreting

Hejdanek: toho druhého jenom tehdy, kdyz ho zname.

Jiny hlas: the other being only when we know him.

Hejdanek: To jest, kdyz vime o ném vic, nez co se dozvidame z toho, co Fika.

Jiny hlas: That is, if we know more about her or him than he says.

Hejdanek: To pozadi urcité, které je pritomno v tom nasem rozuméni

Jiny hlas: The background which is present in our understanding

Hejdanek: a které znamené porozumeéni tomu, co je pritomno v pozadi toho, co je feceno.

Jiny hlas: and which means understanding of what is present in the background of what is said.
Hejdanek: Timhle jsme se také v seminari tady zabyvali, ale s GplIné jinymi prostredky,

Jiny hlas: We've dealt with this problem in our seminar as well, but with completely different means,
Hejdanek: a tady bych chtél soustredit na chvilicku pozornost k nasledujicimu.

Jiny hlas: and I'd like to draw your attention for a while to the following.



Hejdanek: Mazeme rozliSovat mezi dvoji intenci, v tom fenomenologickém smyslu slova, nikoli intenci v
normalnim slova smyslu.

Jiny hlas: We can distinguish between two intentions, or double intentions, in the phenomenological
sense of the word, not intention as in the normal sense.

Hejdanek: Kazda vypovéd je vypovéd o nécem.

Jiny hlas: Any utterance is an utterance about something.

Hejdanek: Ale protoZe musime, abychom rozuméli té vypovédi, musime védét specificky o nécem,

Jiny hlas: But to understand the utterance, we must know specifically about something

Hejdanek: co neni vypovézeno, co neni vysloveno.

Jiny hlas: that hasn't been pronounced or said.

Hejdanek: Znamena to, Ze k vyznamu toho, co je Ffeceno, nalezi jednak to, co je vysloveno,

Jiny hlas: It means that to the meaning of what is said, there must be accompanied with what is said,
Jiny hlas: expressed, yeah.

Hejdanek: ale také to, co vysloveno neni.

Jiny hlas: but also what is not expressed.

Hejdanek: Jakym zplsobem, nebo jak se v analytické filosofii nazyva ta ¢ast smyslu nebo vyznamu, ktera
neni vyslovena, ale je pfitomna, kdyz je néco vysloveno?

Jiny hlas: In what way, or how can we call in analytical philosophy that part of the meaning or sense
which has not been expressed but is present when something is expressed?

Hejdanek: My tady mluvime takovym dost nezaru¢enym zplsobem o predmétnych a nepredmétnych
intencich.

Jiny hlas: We've spoken here in a bit uncertain way about objective and non-objective intentions or
connotations.

Hejdanek: A otazka je, jak, jakym zplsobem analyticka filosofie - zda se, Ze to je problém i pro ni - ale
bylo by velice zajimavé, jakym zptsobem to ona vyklada.

Jiny hlas: And the question is, how, in what way the analytical philosophy - it seems that it is quite
obvious that it is a problem for the analytical philosophers too - but I'd be very interested in the way the
analytical philosophy explains this.

Jiny hlas: Conceives, and so on. Sure.

Jiny hlas: Yes, | think the first problem is to know which of the many possible things that are not directly
expressed you have in mind.

Jiny hlas: Myslim, Zze pro mé prvnim problémem je védét, které z mnoha moznych véci, které nejsou
pfimo vyjadreny, mate na mysli.

Jiny hlas: Perhaps this would be a way to start. If we understand something that someone says, then we
have to start with the most literal meaning of the words.

Jiny hlas: MozZna tady bychom mohli zacit. Jestlize chapeme néco, co nékdo Fika, pak musime zacit
nejdoslovnéjsim vyznamem slov.

Jiny hlas: Since without that, though there may be a kind of communication, it isn't communication
through the normal use of language.

Jiny hlas: Nebot bez toho, i kdyZz muzZe byt jakasi komunikace, neni to komunikace pomoci normalniho
pouzivani jazyka.

Jiny hlas: But there's nothing about analytical philosophy that makes us stop with just the literal
meaning.

Jiny hlas: Ale neni nic o analytické filosofii, co by nas nutilo zastavit u toho doslovného vyznamu.

Jiny hlas: Beyond the literal meaning of the words there is what Frege called 'the force'.

Jiny hlas: Za tim doslovnym vyznamem slova je to, ¢emu Frege fikal, Frege nazval silou.

Jiny hlas: someone speaks of asking a question or giving information or telling a story.

Jiny hlas: Nékdo mluvi o kladeni otazek nebo davani informaci nebo vypravéni pribéhd.



Jiny hlas: And of course if one makes an assertion, the contents of the assertion may be different from the
literal meaning of the sentence that is uttered.

Jiny hlas: A samoziejmé, jestlize ucinime né&jaké tvrzeni, obsah toho tvrzeni mize byt odlisny od
doslovného vyznamu véty, ktera je proslovena.

Jiny hlas: But then besides that, even if one makes an assertion, one may intend to imply many more
things that are not spoken at all.

Jiny hlas: Ale pak mimo to, i kdyZ ¢lovék ucini néjaké tvrzeni, mize mit v Gmyslu chtit implikovat mnohem
vice véci, které vlibec nejsou vyrceny.

Jiny hlas: Now for some of those things one can give some rules, rough, rough rules.

Jiny hlas: Pro nékteré z téch véci mizeme, dejme tomu, dat urcité, urcitd hruba pravidla.

Jiny hlas: And this is something that has been worked on by Paul Grice.

Jiny hlas: A tohleto je néco, na ¢em pracoval Paul Grice.

Jiny hlas: It's what he calls conversational implicature.

Jiny hlas: Néco, ¢emu fika konverzaéni implikatura.

Jiny hlas: If for example if one says something that everybody knows already, then there must be some
reason that goes beyond just giving information because the person knows that everybody already
knows it.

Jiny hlas: Jestlize napfriklad rikdme néco, co kazdy uz vi, pak musi byt urcity divod, ktery presahuje pouze
davani informaci, protoZe ta osoba vi, Ze to kazdy uz vi.

Jiny hlas: So one must ask: Why? Why did somebody say "it's not raining" when we all know it's not
raining? What was he thinking? Something else.

Jiny hlas: Tak se musime ptat: Pro¢? Pro¢ nékdo rekl ,neprsi“, kdyz vsichni vime, Ze neprsi? Co si myslel?
Néco jiného.

Jiny hlas: So there are many, many levels that are involved in communication. And it's one of the things
that analytic philosophers have tried to do is to separate these levels of what's going on in a single
utterance. But you may have something further in mind. Could you give me an example?

Jiny hlas: TakZe je mnoho Urovni, o které jde v komunikaci. A je to jedna z véci, kterou se analyticti
filosofové snazi délat - oddélit tyto Urovné toho, co se déje v jedné promluvé. Ale mozna, Ze mate néco
dalsiho na mysli. Mohl byste mi dat priklad?

Hejdanek: My tady uz mame tradic¢ni jeden priklad, uz se to néjakejch patnact nebo dvacet let traduje.
Jiny hlas: For maybe fifteen or twenty years we've had one traditional example.

Hejdanek: Chci to slyset. Uz odchazi rano manzel... muz, manzel... uZ pfi odchodu, uz si bere boty, vola na
svou manzelku: ,Podivej se, kolik je stupiili venku.“ A manzelka fika: ,Jen si ten kabat vezmi.”

Jiny hlas: I want to hear it. A man goes to work in the morning, husband... while leaving, he's already
putting on his shoes, he calls to his wife: "Look out of the window, look at the thermometer, what the
temperature is." And the wife replies: "Put the coat on."

Hejdanek: Tam je ziejmé predmétné minéni té véty, ten smysl, ktery je vyjadren otazkou: ,Kolik je stupnt
venku?“ nebo ,Jaka je venku teplota?“ Ale soucasti toho skute¢ného minéni je i to, co vysloveno neni.
zalezitost, totiZ jestli si ma vzit ten kabat, nebo ne. Ona to pozna ze situace, ze znalosti manZela a tak
dale, co je to dllezité.

Jiny hlas: There is clearly objective meaning or sense which is expressed by the expression "How many
degrees are there outside?" or "What's the temperature outside?". But a part of the real meaning is also
what is not expressed. It is even more important than those things that have been mentioned. And the
wife knows that, that it's just a practical matter to be solved, namely whether he should put on his coat
or not. She knows from the situation, from the knowledge of the husband and so on, she knows what is
really important.

Jiny hlas: Yes, that good... that's exactly the kind of thing that | was talking about. And indeed you may



be interested in the work of Paul Grice, G-R-I-C-E, and also John Searle, S-E-A-R-L-E. They've tried to give
some general rules that would explain how it is that people know what's implied by saying certain things
in a context, because of course everything there depends upon the context. That's the question: How is it
possible? But this is much harder than to give a theory about the literal meaning of the words because
everything that we know enters into such... the wife knows why her husband wants to know the
temperature, otherwise she couldn't give that answer.

Jiny hlas: Ano, to je pfesné ten druh véci, o které jsem mluvil. Mozna by vas zajimala prace Paula Grice,
G-R-I-C-E, a také Johna Searla, S-E-A-R-L-E. Snazili se uvést urcita obecna pravidla, ktera by vysvétlovala,
jak je to moZné, Ze lidé védi, co je implikovano tim, Ze rekneme urcité véci v kontextu. Protoze
samoziejmé vsechno zavisi na kontextu. To je ta otazka: Jak je to mozné? Ale tohle je daleko tézsi nez dat
teorii doslovného vyznamu slova. ProtoZe vsechno, co vime, vstupuje do takovych... manzelka vi, proc se
jeji manzel chce dozvédét tu teplotu, jinak by nemohla dat tu odpovéd.

Jiny hlas: Excuse me, not all things we know enter in, only the relevant ones.

Hejdanek: Promirte, ne vSechny véci, které vime, tam vstupuiji, nybrz jen ty relevantni.

Jiny hlas: Well, the aspect of selection of what is relevant and what is not is inherent to what is said.
Hejdanek: A které jsou relevantni, ten moment vybéru, selekce toho, co je relevantni a co neni, je ale v
tom, co je receno.

Jiny hlas: Yes, no, | completely agree. When | said everything is relevant, | meant...

Jiny hlas: Souhlasim. KdyzZ jsem Fikal, Ze vSechno je relevantni, myslel jsem...

Jiny hlas: that in answering all questions of that kind, everything comes in. But in answering just this one
question, only some things are. But by comparison, to give a theory of the literal meaning, that is
potentially a finite job. But to explain all... if you had to specify everything that one needed to know to
figure out not just what the wife did, but all other cases, then | think you'd need to know almost
everything that people know.

Jiny hlas: Ze pfi odpovédi na véechny otazky tohoto druhu viechno prijde k véci. Ale pfi odpovédi jen na
tuto jednu otazku, jenom néco. Ale ve srovnani podat teorii doslovného vyznamu, to je potencialné
konecna prace. Ale vysvétlit vSechno... kdybyste museli specifikovat vsechno, co byste museli védét,
abyste pfisli na to, nejen co ta manzelka udélala, ale vSechny ostatni pfipady, pak si myslim, ze byste
museli védét skoro véechno, co lidé vibec védi.

co vsechno se tam musi vyskytovat, ale v ¢em ten zpusob té vypovédi o nééem vypovida i o tom, co
nevypovida.

Jiny hlas: But this is not the decisive question. Perhaps the most important question is not to tabulate all
the things that could appear, but the way an utterance can say something about what it doesn't utter.
Jiny hlas: Well, what can one do? Here is what one would like would be some principles, is that right?
Jiny hlas: Co se m(iZe udélat? Radi bychom néjaké principy, je to tak?

Jiny hlas: But | know only...

--- (1985-06-20 Donald Davidson (2) [LVH128VA]_Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---

Hejdanek: If an object, if a thing, an object doesn't change, or if we abstract from... if we abstract, if we
oh no... if we ignore or if we don't take the change of the object, then we can say the object is ever itself.
But if we speak about the event, we cannot ignore the change. And if we express it by the word always, it
means in all the different stages or points of the change within it, it was not so. Well, the event is always
identical with itself, but only presently, in a present point, or in a point in a priseciku ¢asovém, v
okamziku praseciku ¢asovém.

Jiny hlas: Instant time, at a moment, at some instant time. Only in a moment. Every moment of an event
is identical with itself, but the event is not always identical with itself. The beginning of the event is not
identical with the end.

Oh, | agree with that. S tim souhlasim. But as | said, that always doesn't mean at all time. Tohle vzdy



nemusi znamenat v kazdy ¢as, neustale. It's a difficulty if one doesn't know well English and... but
incidentally, do you think that an event can change? Myslite, Ze udalost se miiZze ménit? | think an event
is a change. Ja myslim, Ze udalost je zménou. And you don't think that a change can change? A nemyslite,
Ze zména se mUze zménit? I'm a little skeptical about it. Tahle véci jsem trochu skepticky.

But one part of an event can certainly be different from another. Ale jedna ¢ast udalosti mize urcité byt
jina nez ta druha. A meeting can start out being rather quiet and slowly get louder and louder. Pfednaska
Hejdanek: It has something a little to do with your lecture today. To ma prece jenom néco spolecného s
vasi dnesni prednaskou. And you have spoken about the wholeness. | thought that it would be very
interesting for me to know how the analytical filosofie could see the wholeness of the event. Mluvil jste o
celkovosti. Napadlo mé, Ze by pro mé bylo velmi zajimavé védét, jak analyticka filosofie by mohla
pojmout celkovost udalosti.

The event is a wholeness? In other lines of filosofie it was quite accepted that the event is the same, in
the sense that from the beginning to the end it's one event. Udalost je celkem? V jinych smérech filosofie
bylo docela pfijato, Ze udalost je stejna ve smyslu, Zze od zacatku do konce je to jedna udalost. It is the
same event in all the change. Je to ta sama udalost v celé té zméné. But in the tradition it was made by
the trick of the substance. Ale v tradici k tomu dochazelo skrze trik se substancr.

And the analytical filosofie should conceive it in another way. A analyticka filosofie by k tomu méla
pristupovat jinak. And it would be very interesting for me. To by pro mé bylo velmi zajimavé. | couldn't
read it well, | read it only then, | shall read it next time, | shall know perhaps more. Perhaps my question
is a little... prozrazuje, Ze jsem to necetl. Nemohl jsem to precist poradné, cetl jsem to jenom tak, pristé
to prectu a budu védét vic. Moje otazka trochu prozrazuje, Ze jsem to necetl celé.

Jiny hlas: Well, it can be seen from my question that | haven't read it in full. I'm impressed that you read
even the beginning. Udélalo to na mé dojem, Ze jste Cetl aspon zacatek.

Hejdanek: Rad bych jesté podékoval. Pocity vdéénosti bych rad vyjadril. Sorry for... I'm sure... excuse me
for you...

Jiny hlas: Well, we enjoyed it very much indeed.

Hejdanek: | really hope that you all will be able sometimes to come back, but very soon.

Jiny hlas: Well, that's very nice of you. We'll certainly do what we possibly can. | think we will be able to.
Thank you for all, thank you for your hospitality.

Hejdanek: [nesrozumitelné]

--- (1985-06-20 Donald Davidson (2) [LVH128VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Hejdanek: Takze prelofzili... a ja myslim, Ze tisténé slovo, interpretace tisténého slova je daleko

Jiny hlas: But | think the printed word, interpreting the printed word is far more complex. Utterances are
bad enough.

Hejdanek: To se v bézné feci, v hodné téch analytickych metodach se pouziva pfi dnesni biblické
interpretaci. Kdyz sdéluji spolecnou viru, je tam néjaka citlivost, senzibilita mezi tim interpretem a tim
pavodnim vyznamem. Mnohé véci na to plati, ale jsou tam jesté dalsi véci, protoZe otazka té intence,
toho Umyslu, je daleko obtiznéjsi vysvétlit nebo zodpovédét.

Jiny hlas: That is true of common language in general. Many things apply to that, but there are some
additional things because the question of the intention is much harder to be clear about.

Hejdanek: Mam stejnou otazku jako teolog, ktery se zabyva prekladem bible. Musime si predstavit ten
proces. Prvni stadium je to Ustni podani, tvari v tvar, je to Zivy proces, dialog. Toto Ustni podani, které
zpocatku neni organizované, se strukturuje v druhé fazi do urcité podoby. A v treti fazi je uc¢inén pokus
tyto véci zachytit v pisemné formé.

Jiny hlas: I have the same question as a theologian who is concerned with the translation of the Bible.
One must imagine the process: the first stage is the oral tradition, face to face, it is a living process, a



dialogue. This oral tradition is at first not organized, but is structured in the second stage into a certain
form. And in the third stage, an attempt is made to fix these things in writing.

Hejdanek: Existuji tfi druhy tlumoceni. Prvni tlumocnik je vétSinou sdm autor slova, ktery pfijal cosi, co
mu Buh fekl. Co to znamena? Bah nemluvi, ale presto Blh mluvi neverbalnim zplsobem a prorok nebo
kazatel to podani predava dale Ustnim podanim. To je tlumocnik cislo jedna.

Potom, kdyz se toto Ustni podani strukturalizuje, jsou zde dalsi tlumocnici druhého radu, ktefi
nevychazeji z pfimého zjeveni, nybrz z toho, co bylo prfedano, z tradice. A treti typ se objevuje, kdyzZ toto
strukturované Gstni podani je v pisemné formé uz. Vsichni tito tfi tlumocnici maji spole¢né, ze
nepredavaji cosi, co jen pasivné prijali, nybrz aktivné védi o tom prvotnim zdroji, co Blh rekl.

Jiny hlas: There are three ways of interpreting. The first interpreter is mostly the author of the word
himself who accepted something God said. What does it mean? God doesn’t speak, but in spite of that,
God spoke in a non-verbal way and the prophet or preacher passed it on to other people through oral
tradition. Then, when the oral tradition is structured, there are other interpreters of the second order
who do not proceed from the direct revelation but from what has been passed from the heritage. And
the third type we encounter when this structured oral tradition is in written form already. All these three
interpreters have one thing in common: they don’t pass on something that they just passively accepted,
but they actively know about the primary source of what God said.

Hejdanek: Nyni je tu otazka, co se stane se slovem nebo s poselstvim, které je adresovano Ustné tvari v
tvar, kdyz to Zivé slovo, které ma mnoho konotaci a ma svou Sitz im Leben... Sitz im Leben v némciné... to
nelze prelozit.

Jiny hlas: A German expression, it’s not Czech. What the relation is between the living face-to-face word
and the written form which tries to be adequate to the truth. As a written form, it represents something
definite.

Hejdanek: Co ten vztah je, ta konotace s Zivym slovem tvari v tvar a v pisemné formé, ktera se snazi byt
adekvatni k tomu. JakoZto pisemna forma predstavuje cosi definitivniho, co ma charakter jakési
definitivnosti. TakzZe kdyz se Zivé slovo zapiSe, tak ten aktualni aspekt, ten procesni charakter a ten osobni
dotyk se zméni v jakousi fosilii. A je viibec adekvatni zapsat Zivé slovo? Ma to néco spole¢ného? Jaky je
vztah mezi tim Zivym Gstnim podanim a tim psanym, které se snazi byt co nejpravdivéjsi? To je pro nas
teology velmi dlleZita otazka, ale bohuZel nase fakulta se tim nikdy nezabyvala, v analyze jazyka a v
logice jazyka a podobné. TakzZe jsme se v tom museli mrcasit bez té teorie. Toto by vyZadovalo porozumét
tomu, co to psané slovo skute¢né znamena.

Jiny hlas: Once you write a living word down, the process character and the personal touch turns into a
kind of fossil. Is it adequate to write down a living word? Is there something in common? What is the
relation between the living oral tradition and the written? This is a very important question for us
theologians and unfortunately our faculty has never addressed it in the analysis of language and logic of
language and things like that. So we were in a mess without knowing this theory which is required to
understand what the written word really means.

Hejdanek: Skutecné zakladni otazka je, zda je ten pisemny zaznam Zivého slova mozny, a v druhé fazi, je-li
preklad napriklad z hebrejstiny do Fectiny a z fectiny do anglictiny, jestli je viibec mozny, jestli to neni
vsechno postavené na vodé, jestli to neni jenom iluze. Vim napfiklad, Ze preklad poezie velkych basnikd
je témér nemozny. PrelozZit Holana nebo Halase do italstiny nebo do angli¢tiny je témérF odsouzeno k
nedspéchu. A biblicky jazyk napfiklad u druhého IzaidSe nebo v Pisni pisni ma hudebni strukturu,
sémantickou strukturu, ktera je neprenosna. Je tedy viibec mozné to popsat, definovat, odpovida to v té
druhé fazi?

Jiny hlas: The basic question is whether the written recording of living word is possible at all. If the
translation, for example from Hebrew into Greek and from Greek into English, is possible at all, if it is not
all just built on water, just an illusion. | know for example that a translation of poetry of great poets is
almost impossible. To translate Holan or Halas into Italian or English is bound to fail. And the biblical



language, for example, the second book of Isaiah or the Song of Songs, has a musical structure, a
semantic structure which is not transferable. Is it then possible to describe, to define, if it corresponds in
that second stage?, jestli je to viibec néco, co tomu odpovida. Za druhé se preklad tyka dvou problémi:
korespondence psané verze k Zivému slovu nebo tradici, a druhy je, zda je preklad viibec mozny.

Jiny hlas: V pripadé Septuaginty zname spravny preklad, protoze byl boZsky inspirovan. Ale mimo tento
pfipad se zd3, Ze neexistuje jedina odpovéd na otazku, jestli je néco spravny preklad. Preklady mohou
byt pfesné v jistych ohledech a v jinych ne. Nechapu, pro¢ by méla byt jenom jedna odpovéd. Zalezi na
tom, co od toho prekladu chcete. Je-li to poezie, mliZete chtit smysl, ale ne krasu, nebo razné
kompromisy. Pfrechod z mluveného slova do psané podoby ma jisté problémy, které mohou byt docela
presné formulovany. Napfiklad mluvena promluva je vazana na urcity cas zplisobem, kterym psani neni.
Abych zminil relativné trivialni véci, slova jako now a tomorrow zjevné nemohou byt preloZena pfimo,
aniz bychom ztratili jejich referenci, kdyZ pfechazime z mluveného do psaného.

Ale nemyslim, Ze existuje jedina odpovéd. V Japonsku byla tradice doslovného prekladani bez ohledu na
krasu; zajimaji se o to, aby se o cizich zemich dozvédéli co nejvice.

Kdyz analyticka filosofie ma ten narok na doslovnost, pfibira si ku pomoci napftiklad ty propozi¢ni postoje
(propositional attitudes). Treba vira (belief), nadéje (hope), nebo kdyZ pracuji s aktivitami, jako je
porozuméni (understanding). Pravé pro tyto postoje se nezbavuji té doslovnosti?

Hejdanek: Ne, ja bych rad tu druhou ¢ast. On si pfibere ku pomoci praveé ty propozi¢ni postoje, a tim
padem ale nepfimo podkopava pudu té své doslovnosti.

Jiny hlas: Ne, uz to potom neni doslovné.

Hejdanek: Proc¢?

Jiny hlas: J4 vychazim z toho, jak Hejdanek mluvil o téch nepfedmétnych konotacich (non-objective
connotations). Domnivam se, Ze napfiklad porozuméni, vira nebo nadéje ¢erpa sama z néceho, co je svou
podstatou nevyslovitelné. V tomhle smyslu bych hovofil o té implicitnosti, Ze ta implicitnost je vzdycky
nevyslovitelna. Neni to jenom néco zaml¢eného nebo nefeceného. Zaroven si myslim, Ze diikazem
porozumeéni v tom nejhlubsim slova smyslu nem(ze byt nic. Protoze je to implicitni.

Hejdanek: V jakém smyslu nic? V uvozovkach nic?

Jiny hlas: To, pro¢ kdyZ byla fe¢ena ta véta, naptiklad ,toto je kniha“, tak to porozuméni... Slo o to, v
jakém smyslu bylo feceno, Ze je to nic.

Hejdanek: Ono je to specialni problém. V anglictiné je to specialni problém, tam se to da prelozit tfremi
zpUsoby.

Jiny hlas: Tak jesté jednou k té vété s tim nic. Hovorim-li v tom smyslu, Ze diikazem porozuméni nem(ze
byt nic, odtud vznikla ta nejasnost.

Hejdanek: Nic nem(ze dokazat tohle, nebo nemze byt...

Jiny hlas: Ze tfeba mezi porozuménim a vyrokem ma ten vyrok implicitni formu. Z toho mzu mit n&jaky
narok té doslovnosti, zatimco to samoporozuméni nema tu implicitni formu. Vzdycky pracujeme s tim, co
je nevyslovitelné.

Hejdanek: Ale to ma implicitni formu.

Jiny hlas: Implicitni, ale v tom slova smyslu, Ze to neni jenom néco zaml¢eného.

Hejdanek: To je jina véc. Ale je to tam, ackoli to neni vysloveno. A tomu se Fika implicitni.

Jiny hlas: Dobre, no, ale ja jsem to myslel v tom slova smyslu, Ze to vidycky nelze fict. To znamen3, Ze
hovorim-li treba, kdyz analyticka filosofie Cini si narok té doslovnosti, tak jak si mGze Cinit ten narok té
doslovnosti, kdyzZ pracuje s né¢im, co je v urcitém slova smyslu vZdycky nevyslovitelné? A jaky je potom
jeji narok, treba ten filosoficky? Nebo v jakém slova smyslu, ja nevim, jestli je takhle ta otazka jasna.
Hejdanek: Kdyz mluvi o tom, co je v podstaté nevyslovitelné?

Jiny hlas: No ne, to jsem nechtél fict. Mate na mysli to, Ze implicitné musi byt to...

MuzZete to ted zatim prekladat?

Hejdanek: Ne, ted to zatim neprekladejte. Kdyz je néco feceno, tak tam implicitné maze byt pritomno



néco, co neni vysloveno. Tim se mysli implicitné. Vy jste v tomto fikal, Ze byste se chtél vyhnout tomu, Ze
ono to tam je implicitné obsaZeno a ten druhy tomu rozumi. A ted, v zasadé by bylo mozné, aby ten
mluvci vyslovné hovoril o tom, co tam bylo jenom implicitné. Ale vy jste mél na mysli to, Ze nékdy tam je
implicitné néco, o ¢em se vyslovné viibec mluvit neda.

Jiny hlas: PFesné tak. To znamena, Ze nepouzivam - ja jsem chtél pravé predtim upozornit na to, Ze nechci
mluvit jenom o tom, co bylo zamlé¢eno nebo nebylo Ffeceno, jak jste o tom mluvil vy v jiné souvislosti. Ja
nevim, jak to uvést na tu spravnou miru, aby byla ta otazka jasna.

Hejdanek: Ano, ale vzdyt o to jde. Jestli dovolite, tak se pokusim to zformulovat pro pfeklad, protoZe to
vlastné souvisi s tou otazkou, kterou jsem navrhoval a uz jsem ji nechal byt. Ted mé to docela zajima.
Tedy v pripadé, Ze kdyz je néco vysloveno...

Jiny hlas: He's trying to formulate the question for him.

Hejdanek: ...Zze néco vyslovime...

Jiny hlas: If we utter something...

Hejdanek: ...tak je vZdycky néco vysloveno...

Jiny hlas: There is always something uttered...

Hejdanek: ...a néco, co je implicitné nevysloveno...

Jiny hlas: ...and something which is implicit, which is not expressed.

Hejdanek: ...ale specificky...

Jiny hlas: Something specifically.

Hejdanek: Ale ted, néco z toho, co je nutnym implicitnim vyznamem nebo implicitni slozkou...

Jiny hlas: But a part of what is a necessary implicit part of the meaning...

Hejdanek: ...mU0ze byt nékdy vysloveno prfimo.

Jiny hlas: ...may be sometimes uttered directly.

Hejdanek: Ale otazka je, zda neni mozné, nebo zda dokonce v takovém pripadé nejde o implicitni, které
je sice nezbytné a bez toho Zadny vyznam tfeba neni ani mozny, a presto to neni vyslovitelné.

Jiny hlas: The question is whether it is not possible or if it is not actually the case to occur such a case
where implicit is on the one hand necessary and without which no meaning may be possible and in spite
of that it is impossible to be expressed.

Hejdanek: Takze v tom ramci toho implicitniho mizZe byt néco, co se nikdy nedostane do mluvy...

Jiny hlas: So in that heap of the implicit things...

Hejdanek: ...tak, abychom o tom mohli mluvit.

Jiny hlas: ...so that we can speak about it.

Ja jsem chtél pravé oznacit, Ze ten proces mezi tim, co mUZu Fict, co je to implicitni a co nemdzu fict, jestli
by se mohl prelozit v tom, Ze ten problém je asi v tom, Ze na konci je urcita vyslovna forma, tfeba ten
vyslovny vyrok ,toto je kniha*, ale to porozuméni je pravé a7 v té nevyslovitelnosti. Ze si myslim, e kdyz
hovofi analyticka filosofie o porozuméni, tak oni pouziji epistemology problém, ten noeticky problém
vlastniho porozuméni se odehrava az v té sfére toho nevyslovitelného.

Ale vyslovné jde o problém sdélitelnosti toho nevyslovitelného, inexpressible, bych Fekl. Néco, co
nemuzZete vyjadrit. To je moje jedina otazka. Je tady néjaka slozka jazyka, nebo Iépe spis té vypovédi
nebo promluvy, ktera je eminentné dulezita pro porozuméni a nemUze byt pfevedena na predmét
vypovédi?

Hejdanek: A to porozumeéni. V tom pripadé ovsem ten postup, u kterého jsme prve z(stali, u toho
doslovného vyznamu, se vlastné ukazuje jako neudrzitelny, Ze bez respektu k tomu nevyslovitelnému je
vlastné analyza doslovného vyznamu nemozna.

Jiny hlas: Well, | thought | was getting it up till the end there. Myslel jsem, Ze to chapu az skoro do konce.
But then | decided | wasn't understanding. Ale pak mi doslo, Ze tomu tak Uplné nerozumim. Because
literal meaning seems to be just exactly that which can be expressed. ProtoZe doslovny vyznam se zda byt
presné tim, co mlze byt vyjadreno. Otherwise I'm not sure what the word literal would mean. Jinak



nejsem si jist, co by to slovo doslovny znamenalo.

But I certainly understand the idea that things can be communicated which can't be stated literally. Ale
urcité chapu myslenku, Ze véci mohou byt komunikovany, i ty, které nemohou byt doslova formulovany.
Very often the point of a metaphor is something that cannot be expressed literally. Velmi ¢asto je pointou
metafory néco, co nelze vyjadrit doslova. And it's a form of communication. A to je podoba komunikace.
Jiny hlas: One communicates a way of looking at something, but doesn't say what that way is.

Jiny hlas: Clovék komunikuje jisty zptsob nahlizeni, ale nefika, co ta véc je.

Jiny hlas: Of course, many things that can't be expressed literally.

Jiny hlas: Samozfejmé mnoho véci, které nelze vyslovit doslova, nelze vyjadrit doslovné, chci Fict. Mohl
byste uvést, jakym zplsobem se mUzZe pouzivat to nevyjadritelné, nebo tyto slovni obrazy, kdyz pouziva
pravé ty nevyjadritelné sféry jako podstaty pro vyjadreni toho... jesté jednou... v podstaté jde o to, Ze z
toho se nedostaneme dal.

Jiny hlas: I think he was aimed at the question whether the content of an utterance depends exclusively
on external elements.

Jiny hlas: Asi sméroval k takové otazce, zda obsah vypovédi zavisi jenom na externich prvcich.

Jiny hlas: Because when we say 'external’, that means something that can be spoken about.

Jiny hlas: ProtozZe kdyZ Fekneme external, tak to znamena néco, o ¢em lze vypovidat.

Jiny hlas: And if we admit that for the constitution of meaning an elementary importance has also
something that cannot be expressed, we must admit some other elements as well.

Jiny hlas: A jestlize pfipustime, Ze pro konstituci vyznamu ma elementarni daleZitost také néco, co
vyslovit nelze, tak vedle téch externich musime pripustit i néjaké jiné elementy.

Jiny hlas: I'm not quite sure... | don't quite understand the sense of internal and external. What seems
right is that in so far as language is concerned, there is something that must be public. I'm not sure
whether that's the same as objective or external. But the whole point of language is that it is something
that can be shared. Of course that doesn't mean that by using language we may not be able to
communicate things that cannot be expressed literally. But I'm not sure how the words internal and
external... you want to use the words internal and external. Is it the same as public and private?

Jiny hlas: MozZn3, Ze docela nechapu smysl vnitfniho a vnéjsiho. Zda se, ze plati jako spravné, ze pokud se
tyka jazyka, je néco, co musi byt verejné. Nejsem si jist, zda je to totéz jako objektivni nebo vnéjsi tedy.
Ale cely smysl jazyka je, Ze je to néco, co Ize sdilet. Samozfejmé to neznamena, Ze pouZzitim jazyka
nemusime byt... moZna nebudeme schopni komunikovat véci, které nebudou receny doslova. Ale nejsem
si jist, v jakém smyslu pouZivate slova vnitfni a vnéjsi. Je to totéz jako soukromé a verejné?

Hejdanek: Well, both are public. Right, in my sense, | think that the word internal is a real opposite of
external in this sense.

Jiny hlas: Yes.

Hejdanek: Budu mluvit ¢esky. Jestlize je mi dovolen maly pfiklad z Platéna.

Jiny hlas: Allow me one example from Plato, please.

Hejdanek: V Faidrovi.

Jiny hlas: Phaedrus or Phaedo?

Hejdanek: Faidrus. Je tam dlouhé vypravéni, kde se sdéluji takové véci nefilosofické povahy jakoze
Sékratés s Faidrem odchazeji za hradby mésta a jdou k néjakému potoku, sednou si na bfehu, nohy si
machaji ve vodeé a je jim krasné.

Jiny hlas: There is a long narrative where things of non-philosophical character are communicated, such
as Socrates and Phaedrus leaving the city walls and going to some stream, sitting on the bank, putting
their feet into the water and feeling great.

Hejdanek: A kdyz Sokratés zacina svou druhou fec, tu prvni popira, tak ji zacina takovym zvlastnim
zpUsobem. TaZe se pfitomného Faidra a vsichni ¢tenari védi, Ze jenom Sékratés a Faidros si machaji nohy
v tom potoce: ,Kdepak mame toho mladence, aby dobre slysel tu druhou rec¢?“ A Faidros mu odpovida:



»Jen se nestarej, je tu pred tebou, kdykoliv se ti zachce.”

Jiny hlas: And when Socrates starts his second speech, he denies the first one, he starts in a strange way.
He asks the present Phaedrus - and all readers know that only Socrates and Phaedrus are washing their
feet in that stream: "Where is that youth, so he can hear the second speech well?" And Phaedrus
answers: "Don't worry, he is here before you, whenever you wish."

Hejdanek: Tam aby ¢tenarf porozumél, kdo to je ten mladenec, tak bylo nezbytné vylicit cely ten pfibéh
na zacatku, jinak by se domnival, Zze tam byl jesté nékdo treti, néjaky mladenec.

Jiny hlas: For the reader to understand who the youth is, it was necessary to narrate the whole story at
the beginning, otherwise he would have thought that there was some third person there, some youth.
Hejdanek: Ten mladenec je tyZ mladenec, ke kterému pronesl slavny sofista Lysias svou prvni fe¢ a
kterého chtél prekonat Sékratés svou prvni redi.

Jiny hlas: The youth is identical with the youth to whom famous sophist Lysias addressed his first speech
and whom Socrates with his first speech wanted to beat.

Hejdanek: A ted mam na mysli toho mladence, toho prvniho mladence, toho mladence... on je porad
stejnej. Ten neni external.

Jiny hlas: So now I have in my mind the youth, the first youth, the youth... he is still the same. That youth
is not external.

Hejdanek: Neni to ten ¢i onen mladenec athénsky, kterého by bylo mozno pojmenovat, oznacit, mluvit s
nim v primé reci... a presto Sokratés rika: ,Kdepak mame toho mladence?“ Tézko fict, Ze ten mladenec je
néco intern.

Jiny hlas: We can hardly say that this youth is something internal.

Hejdanek: Tedy ve smyslu spolecenském, je to cosi interniho v rozhovoru mezi Faidrem a Sékratem.

Jiny hlas: Internal in the dialogue between Phaedrus and Socrates.

Hejdanek: Eventualné néco interniho mezi tim, co si povidaji, i v tom vypravéni o sofistovi, ktery mél tu
slavnou fec o tom, Ze je tfeba milovat ty, ktefi nas nemiluji.

Jiny hlas: The narration of the sophist who had that famous speech on the necessity of loving those who
don't love us. Excuse me for being so long, but | think it's a little bit more clear now. What's the difference
between which is objective and with this so-called internal, which is only constituted by language?

To znamen3, Ze mluvim takhle dlouho, ale myslim, Ze je to trochu jasnéjsi. Jaky je rozdil mezi vnéjsim,
které je objektivni, a timto takzvanym internim, které je pouze konstituovano reci?

This is something like characters in a novel.

To je néco jako postavy v romanu.

Yes, | mean it's public because anybody can read it, but the people are not real people. Is this another
example? Is there a special difference? Because nobody usually says that, for example, Faust is here
whenever we think.

Je to jiny priklad? Je v tom néjaky zvlastni rozdil? Protoze nikdo obvykle nefika, Ze tfreba Faust je tady,
kdykoli si pomyslime.

We take him as a literary figure.

A my ho bereme jako literarni postavu.

We have a certain distance from that.

UZ mame distanc od toho.

Well, there are at least two problems. One is the psychological... how are we thinking of these non-
existents? And then there's also a straightforward problem in philosophy of language about how to
analyze sentences that contain names that don't refer to real people. John Stuart Mill had one answer
and Frege had another and Russell another. But that has been a stumbling block for serious theories.
Frege's answer is the easiest one to understand. He said if a name doesn't refer then a sentence that
contains that name is neither true nor false. But it's easy to be dissatisfied with that. Because then it
would be neither true nor false to say that Pegasus was a horse.



Jsou tu dva problémy. Jeden je psychologicky, jak myslime o téch neexistujicich. A pak je tu také
primocary problém ve filosofii jazyka o tom, jak analyzovat véty, které obsahuji jména, ktera se netykaji
skutecnych lidi. John Stuart Mill mél jednu odpovéd a Frege mél jinou a Russell jinou. Ale tohle bylo
takovou stalou prekazkou pro vazné teorie. Fregeho odpovéd, ktera se nejlip chape, je, Ze kdyz se jméno
nevztahuje k nicemu, pak véta, kterd obsahuje to jméno, neni ani pravdiva, ani nepravdiva. Je snadné byt
s tim nespokojen. ProtoZe pak by nebylo ani pravdivé, ani nepravdivé fict, Ze Pegas byl kan.

I just ask a short question. Are there, could you perhaps give me the name of some present day, really up
to date standard reference book on the philosophy of language as it is now done in the States or Britain?
Is there anything which can be recommended?

Jenom polozim kratkou otazku. Mohl byste mi uvést jména néjakych soucasnych, opravdu aktualnich
standardnich pfirucek o filosofii jazyka, jak se nyni déla ve Statech nebo v Britanii? Je néco, co lze
doporucit?

Well, no, there's not a single reference book that pulls everything together. There are important writers
of whom surely one of the first is Quine. Aha. And his writing is very clear. But | wish | could tell you about
one book that surveyed the whole field. In fact, there is a book that is fairly simple and is perhaps an
introduction, by Mark Platts. Platts? P-L-A-double T-S? Platts. P-L-A-T-T-S. And his book is called Ways of
Meaning. Ways of Meaning. And that is designed as a book to introduce people to contemporary
philosophy of language. | might try to think of some books that I could have somebody bring you if
people are interested in this subject.

Vlastné bych vam rad rekl o néjaké knize, ktera prehlédne cely ten obor. Existuje kniha, ktera je docela
jednoduchd a je mozna GUvodem, od Marka Plattse. Jeho kniha se jmenuje Ways of Meaning. A to je
navrzeno jako kniha, kterd ma uvést lidi do soucasné filosofie jazyka. Mohl bych se zkusit zamyslet nad
néjakymi knihami, které bych vdm mohl nechat pfivézt, pokud lidi tento predmét zajima.

Hejdanek: Ano, je to nutné zacit. Ja vim, ne na konci, ale na zacatku.

Jiny hlas: Yes, but it is necessary to begin. | know. Not at the end, but the beginning of the beginning. Yes,
no, | understand that. | will see what | can do. Well, that's not really an introduction to philosophy... of
language, to philosophy of speech acts, which is a little different.

Jiny hlas: I have one question more, but which has nothing to do with your lecture today, but with your
book.

Jiny hlas: Otazku ne k vasi prednasce, k vasi knize.

Jiny hlas: And only very shortly. If you begin your eighth chapter, The Individuation of Events, with the
question: when are two events identical?

Jiny hlas: V osmé kapitole, Individuace uddlosti, s otazkou: kdy jsou dvé udalosti identické?

Jiny hlas: And you answer: no two events are identical and no event is twice identical with itself.

Jiny hlas: A odpovidate: Zadné dvé udalosti nejsou identické a Zddna udalost neni dvakrat identicka se
sebou samou.

Jiny hlas: I totally agree, but you go on and you try to improve matters and you ask instead: when is an
event identical with itself?

Jiny hlas: Zcela souhlasim, ale jdete dal a v té snaze tu véc zlepsit se ptate misto toho, kdy je néjaka
udalost identicka sama se sebou.

Jiny hlas: And you answer: only one answer is possible: always.

Jiny hlas: A znovu odpovidate, jenom jedna odpovéd je mozna: vzdycky.

Jiny hlas: I am not quite clear about this always. An event is a certain endurance, it has certain duration.
Jiny hlas: Neni mi dost jasné to always, to vzdycky. Udalost je jista vydrz, ma urcité trvani.

Jiny hlas: And always means duration from the beginning of the event, during the process of the event
and at the end.

Jiny hlas: A always jako vydrz nebo trvanlivost, trvani od zacatku udalosti, v prbéhu udalosti a na konci.
Hejdanek: No, no. No, that always means that it's always the case that anything is identical with itself.



The always is just a universal quantifier, it's not a temporal quantifier. An event is not the same as a
thing. Well, about thing it's quite clear because we have the tendency to mean a thing as a...



