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Jiny hlas: Dvacatého prvniho treti devét.

I'm going to talk about belief and about the nature of the theory of belief. Its empirical nature.

Dnes budu mluvit o vife a o empirické teorii viry, o jeji empirické povaze, o vyzkumech, které se zabyvaiji
virou.

Yes, and to abridge it a lot. Sometimes beliefs seem to be very much a matter of interpretation,
particularly if they are religious beliefs or exotic beliefs, and it doesn't seem to be an objective matter
whether somebody believes something.

Prevazné se vira zda byt otazkou interpretace, zejména pokud se jedna o naboZenskou viru, a zda se, ze
tady neni Zadny objektivni zaklad, o kterém bychom mohli mluvit.

Other times, beliefs look very objective if somebody is said to believe that he's lost his wallet, there
doesn't seem to be anything difficult or subjective about that belief.

V jinych pfipadech se vira zda byt objektivni, a to tehdy, kdyz nékdo rekne, Ze ztratil svou penézenku. Jo,
Ze ztratil penézenku, platebni kartu, bankovni kartu.

Hejdanek: S platebni kartou.

Jiny hlas: A v tom pripadé, kdyz Fekne: nevérim, Ze jesté plati moje kreditni karta, tak to se zda byt velmi
objektivni pfipad.

The people, theorists who concentrate on the second sort of case, find it easy to view beliefs as things in
the head, perfectly objective things in one's brain, finally.

Ti védci, ktefi se soustreduji na tu druhou mozZnost, tak jim to pripada, Ze to je naprosto objektivni
zalezitost, ktera je v lidské mysli.

Hejdanek: Véci mysli. Né¢eho v mozku.

Jiny hlas: The people, theorists who concentrate on more exotic and unusual beliefs, tend to find that
view preposterous, and I'm going to try to find a little view between these two extremes.

Odbornici, ktefi se zabyvaji tim prvnim pfipadem, tak ta problematika jim pripada exoticka, nejasna a on
sam se chce zabyvat obéma problémy dohromady.

My claim will be that while belief is a perfectly objective phenomenon, it can be discerned or discovered
only from the point of view of somebody who adopts a certain predictive strategy.

Moje tvrzeni je, ze pokud néjaka vira nebo domnénka ma byt objektivni, tak potom jenom v tom pfipadé,
Ze ji nékdo prijme, Ze ji nékdo prijme jako strategii tohoto se tykajici. TakZe jde o to, Ze v urcité strategii
Ize tu viru pojmout jako cosi objektivniho.

Hejdanek: Jo, to je ta strategie. A jeSté myslim, tam se tvrdi vlastné, Ze je to objektivni, Ze to je objektivni
fenomén a Ze ovsem pfistup k tomuto fenoménu ma jenom urcita strategie, ktera je schopna predvidat,
jo, cili predictive, predvidaci strategie. Je mozno predvidat to jednani ne jenom, to nejde jenom, kdyz
zname fakta, Ze. Kdyz zname fakta tfeba mezinarodni, tak nemuZeme predvidat, co kterej statnik udéla,
ale mGzeme jesté predvidat, co udéla podle celé fady jinejch véci, jako jakou ma koncepci a tak dale. To
jsou ty viry.

Jiny hlas: I'll describe this strategy first. | call it the intentional strategy, and that's named after
Brentano's notion of intentionality.

Tuto strategii, kdyZ budu popisovat, tak ji nazvu intenciondlini strategir a je to podle Brentanovy koncepce
intencionality.

Then having described the strategy, | will argue that any object at all, any system in the world whose
behavior is well predicted by this strategy is in the fullest sense of the word a believer.

Potom se budu snazit vysvétlit, Ze jakykoliv objekt ve svété, at uz lidska bytost nebo jina, pokud je mozné
u né&j nalézt tuto intencionalitu, tak Ze je mozZné ho oznacit jako objekt vérici nebo domnivajici se cosi.
Hejdanek: Jako believer, vérici. No, ale ten pojem vira je Uplné jinej neZ je bézné a tudiz i pojem VvéF¥ici je



jinej. To se ukaze jakej, jo.

Jiny hlas: To znamena vira ¢astec¢né ve smyslu domnénka.

Hejdanek: To neni domnénka pfilis. To je cosi, co neni poznani, ale na ¢em zakladam svy dalsi chovani, Ze.
Své chovani zakladame jednak na faktech, ktery zjistime, a jednak na celé radeé jinejch véci. To se ukaze,
pak budeme o nich mluvit kterejch. Cili je mozno predvidat to jednani. To nejde jenom, kdy? zname
fakta, Ze. KdyZ zname fakta tfeba mezinarodni, tak nemu(zeme predvidat, co kterej statnik udéla, ale
muzeme jesté predvidat, co udéla podle celé fady jinejch véci, jako jakou ma koncepci a tak dale. To jsou
ty viry.

Jiny hlas: I'll give an example of a different strategy which will illuminate the intentional strategy.

Dam priklad jiné strategie a tento pfiklad osvétli, co minim tim intenciondini strategie.

This is a bad strategy for predicting the future behavior of a person. It's not a good one. Here's how it
works: determine the date and hour of a person's birth and then use astrology to figure out what's going
to happen to the person next.

Je to $patna strategie pro predvidani budouciho chovani osoby. Pokud chceme predvidat datum a misto
narozeni néjaké osoby, tak pouzZijeme astrologii a podle toho budeme védét, co se té osobé bude dal dit.
One thing about this strategy is that although it's very popular with some people, we know it doesn't
work. But suppose that it did. Suppose that some people were really well predicted by astrology.
Prestoze je mezi lidmi velmi oblibena, vime, Ze to nefunguje. Ale predpokladejme, Ze to funguje a
predpokladejme, Ze jisté lidi mizZzeme predem oznacit v souladu s astrologii, Ze jejich chovani Ize
predvidat astrologicky.

We could call those people astrological systems.

Tyto lidi mGzeme oznacit jako astrologické systémy.

Now if there were such people, such astrological systems, we would want to know how the astrological
strategy worked.

Pokud by existovali takovi lidé, pokud by existovaly takové astrologické systémy, méli bychom docela
dobre zjistit, jak to funguje této strategii.

Jiny hlas: That is, we'd be interested in the rules and principles and methods that astrologers used.
Hejdanek: To znamena, Ze bychom se zabyvali pravidly, principy a metodami, které astrologové pouzivaji
pro své predvidani.

Jiny hlas: And we'd find this out by watching them at work, by asking them questions, by reading their
books.

Hejdanek: A to bychom zjistili tim, Ze bychom je sledovali pFi praci, ze bychom se jich ptali na jejich praci,
Ze bychom cetli jejich knihy.

Jiny hlas: But once we'd satisfied our curiosity about how the strategy worked, we would have a more
puzzling question, why it worked.

Hejdanek: A v okamziku, kdy uspokojime tu zvédavost tykajici se toho, jak to pracuje, jak to funguje,
potom se nam objevi daleko komplikovanéjsi otazka: proc to pracuje, proc to funguje?

Jiny hlas: And we might find that astrologers themselves didn't have any good opinions about why it
worked, even though they knew how it worked.

Hejdanek: M(iZzeme zjistit, Ze astrologové samotni, prestoZze velmi dobre védi, jak to funguje, tak nevédi
nic o tom, proc to funguje.

Jiny hlas: Now I'm going to consider three other strategies that are better. The physical strategy...
Hejdanek: Nyni se budu zabyvat tfemi dalSimi strategiemi, které se zdaji byt o néco lepsi. Fyzickad
strategie...

Jiny hlas: If you want to predict the behavior of something, determine its physical constitution, what it's
made of and all the ways its parts are put together, and use your knowledge of the laws of physics to
predict its behavior.

Hejdanek: Fyzickad strategie znamena, Ze fyzicky predviddme dalsi pohyby objektu tim, Ze zjistujeme



predem jeho slozZeni, jak je zkonstruovan a aplikujeme na to zakony fyziky.

Jiny hlas: Chemists and physicists use this strategy all the time, but so do cooks in the kitchen when they
figure out that if they leave the pan on the stove too long the water will boil out.

Hejdanek: Tuto strategii neustale pouzivaji fyzikové a chemici, ale zrovna tak kuchafi v kuchyni, kdyz
nechaji panev na plotné prilis dlouho, tak védi, Ze se voda vypafi. V této strategii predvidaji, co se stane.
Jiny hlas: The cook knows how the strategy works but probably doesn't know why.

Hejdanek: Zrovna tak kuchafr vi, jak tato strategie funguje, ale zrovna tak nevi, proc funguje.

Jiny hlas: The second strategy is what | call the design strategy. Here you ignore the physical makeup,
physical constitution of the thing you want to predict and simply ask what is it designed to do?
Hejdanek: Druha strategie je to, co nazyvam rozvrhovou nebo designovou strategii. U této strategie
prehliZzime ten fyzicky vzhled, tu fyzickou konstrukci daného objektu, ale zabyvame se tim, k ¢emu je to
navrzeno, aby to ucinilo, k ¢emu je to designovdno.

Jiny hlas: To je dobry, no, k ¢emu to je uréeno.

Hejdanek: K ¢emu to je urceno.

Jiny hlas: For instance, most people who use computers, most computer scientists, don't have any idea
how the physics of a computer works and they don't care, because they know what it's designed to do.
Hejdanek: Jako priklad programatofri pocitacl védi, jak pocitac pracuje, a viibec se nezajimaji, jak je
zkonstruovan, nebot védi, Ze kdyZ do toho vlozZi to a to, tak vystup bude takovy a takovy.

Jiny hlas: But even ordinary folks use this strategy. For instance, anybody can tell when an alarm clock
will go off. You just look at the dial and see where it's set and see if the button's pulled out, and then you
can make a prediction based on the design. You don't have to know what's inside the clock.

Hejdanek: Zrovna tak bézni lidé pouzivaji tuto strategii, kdyZ se nékdo chce dozvédét, kdy budik bude
zvonit, tak se jen podiva, na kolik je nafizeny a zda neni to tlacitko zatadhnuté a viibec se nezajimaji o to,
jak vypada uvnitr, jestli tam jsou kolec¢ka nebo krystaly néjaké a podobné.

Jiny hlas: Only the designed behavior of a system is predictable from the design stance.

Hejdanek: Jenom rozvrhové chovani systému je predvidatelné z hlediska rozvrhového postoje, strategie.
Jiny hlas: If you want to predict, for instance, if you want to predict the behavior of an alarm clock when
it is pumped full of liquid helium, you have to use the physical stance.

Hejdanek: V pripadé, ze chcete predvidat chovani budiku, do kterého nékdo vtlacil tekuté helium, tak je
dobré pouizit fyzikdini strategii, protoze jinak to nebude fungovat.

Jiny hlas: Not just artifacts, manufactured objects, but also many biological objects can be predicted from
the design stance: kidneys, hearts, eyes, plants.

Hejdanek: Zrovna tak mnoho biologickych objekt( jako ledviny, srdce, oci a tak dale mohou byt
predvidatelné z tohoto rozvrhového pohledu, rozvrhové strategie.

Jiny hlas: Sometimes even the design stance is not practically available, but there's one more stance one
can use, one more strategy, and that's the intentional strategy.

Hejdanek: Velmi casto tuto rozvrhovou strategii také nem(zZeme pouzit a byva tady dalsi a to je
intenciondlni strategie.

Jiny hlas: Here's how the strategy works. First, assume that the object you are trying to predict is
rational.

Hejdanek: Tato funguje nasledovné. Zaprvé predpokladejme, Ze ten objekt, jehoZ chovani budeme chtit
predvidat, Ze to je objekt racionalni.

Jiny hlas: Then attribute beliefs to it and desires to it. Which beliefs and desires? The beliefs and desires it
ought to have if it's rational.

Hejdanek: Potom mu pripiSme viry a touhy, prani. Jaké viry a jaké touhy? Takové, které by to mélo mit,
aby to bylo racionalni, aby ten objekt byl racionalni.

Jiny hlas: Then you simply use Aristotelian practical reasoning to figure out what it will do. It will do what
it ought to do, given those beliefs and desires.



Hejdanek: Potom staci uzit aristotelské racionalni rozvazovani a praktické rozvazovani a zjistite, co ta véc
by méla délat. By méla délat a bude délat.

Jiny hlas: I'm going to skip some parts of where | talk about complications in the strategy, because | want
to turn from describing the strategy to the question of its use. Do people actually use this strategy?
Hejdanek: Né&jakou ¢ast té prednasky vynecham, protoze tam ma néjaké komplikace a budeme mluvit o
komplikacich v té strategii, protoze se chci posunout od popisu toho, jak to ve skutec¢nosti, jak to
teoreticky pracuje, k tomu, jak konkrétné lidé tuto strategii uzivaji.

Jiny hlas: Yes, all the time. There may some day be other strategies for predicting the behavior of
people...

Hejdanek: Ano, neustale. MoZna Ze jednou budou existovat dalsi strategie pro predvidani lidského
chovani, ale v soucasné dobé je to jedina, kterou mame.

Jiny hlas: We have no difficulty thinking of the reasons people have for most of the actions that they
perform. We predict their behavior by... well, let me start again. Why is Tom standing on the corner?
Because he believes he's standing at the bus stop and he desires to go uptown and he believes the
uptown bus is coming. That's why he's standing on the corner. Too obvious for words, but that's the sort
of case.

chovani. Pro¢ Tom stoji na rohu? ProtoZe véfi, Ze tam je zastavka autobusu a protoZe chce jet do mésta a
VEFi, Ze prijede autobus, ktery ho doveze do mésta.

Jiny hlas: Our use of the intentional strategy is so effortless and habitual that the role it plays in shaping
our expectations about people is easily overlooked. Let me try that one again. Our use of this strategy is
so much a matter of habit that we tend to overlook the fact that we're using it.

Jiny hlas: Nas zpUsob uZivani této strategie je v podstaté zvykem, ustalenym zplsobem zachazeni s touto
strategii a v podstaté prehlizime jeji zplsob fungovani i vnitfni mechanismus této strategie.

Jiny hlas: Notice that it doesn't just work on people. You can predict the behavior of most animals using
the strategy. For instance, by reasoning about what a creature knows or believes or wants about various
things, you can figure out how to build a better trap to catch it, for instance.

Jiny hlas: Tuto strategii mGZeme pouZit i v pfipadé zvitat. V pripadé, Ze zname chovani zvifat a jejich zvyky
a potreby...

Hejdanek: A viry taky, Ze? To pouzivam taky.

Jiny hlas: ...a viry, tak ndm to umozni zkonstruovat lepsi pasti na jejich pochytani.

Jiny hlas: It also works on some artifacts, on some mere mechanisms. My favorite example is the chess-
playing computer. Suppose you were playing chess against a good chess-playing computer and you
wanted to predict what it would do if you moved your knight.

Jiny hlas: Pfedpokladejte, ze hrajete Sachy s dobrym pocitacem hrajicim Sachy a chcete predvidat, co
pocitac udéla, kdyz pohnete svym kralem.

Hejdanek: Jezdcem.

Jiny hlas: Not a pawn. Knight. The horse. It's the one that looks like the horse. Doesn't matter. No,
jezdcem. Koni. Koni, no tak koném. To je jedno, prosté néjakou tou figurkou.

Jiny hlas: Notice, if you're in this predicament, you can't use the physical strategy because it's too
complex and you can't use the design strategy for the same reason. It's just too complex. But you still
have a strategy you can use, the intentional strategy. Very simple. You say, what's the smart thing for the
computer to do, given that it wants to win and knows what's on the board?

Jiny hlas: V tomto pfipadé nem(zZete uZit ani fyzikdIni strategii, protoze situace je pfilis komplikovana, a
to samé plati o té rozvrhové, designové strategii. Zrovna tak pro tento pohled je situace pfilis
komplikovana. To znamen3, Ze uZijete intenciondlini strategii a vychazite z toho, Ze ten pocitac je
inteligentni, Ze zna pravidla, vidi situaci na Sachovnici a Ze se snaZi udélat to nejlepsi tak, aby vyhral.

Jiny hlas: It isn't just amateurs who use the intentional stance with computers. The most advanced



computer scientists use the intentional strategy with computers all the time.

Jiny hlas: Nejsou to pouze amatéfi, ale i ti védci samotni, ktefi programuji tyto pocitace, tak celou dobu
uzivaji intenciondlnr strategii.

Jiny hlas: This strategy also works for plants. In a part of the country with late spring storms and frosts,
you should plant apple trees that are particularly cautious about concluding that it is spring, which is
when they want to blossom, of course.

Jiny hlas: Tato strategie zrovna tak funguje pro rostliny. V krajiné, v takovém kraji, kde pfichazeji pozdni
jarni tézké bourky a desté, tak tam zasadime takové jabloné, kterym se jejich kvéty rozvijeji pozdéji a
neuskodi jim to, nebo naopak jim to prospéje.

Jiny hlas: You can build a fire under an apple tree in the dead of winter, tend it for a few days, and you
can trick it into thinking that it's spring.

Jiny hlas: MuZete zapalit ohen pod jabloni v zimé&, abyste ji zmatli a aby si myslela, Ze je jaro...

Hejdanek: Nebo kvést.

Jiny hlas: ...a aby vyrazily kvéty v tom pfipadé. Budete udrZovat nékolik dnl to teplo a tak ji zmast.

Jiny hlas: The strategy even works for such inanimate and apparently undesigned things as lightning. |
once had trouble with my underground water pump, which was struck several times by lightning. | called
in an electrician. Lightning, you know, thunder lightning, it struck the pipe and damaged the pump. The
electricity from the lightning went to ground where the pump was and destroyed the pump.

Jiny hlas: Zrovna tak tato strategie funguje pro nezivé a nenavrzené objekty, jako napfiklad blesk. Mél
jsem nékolikrat problémy se svou podzemni pumpou, ktera byla zasaZzena bleskem. Jo, blesky byly
svedeny tam, kde byla ta pumpa podzemni, a tim tu pumpu elektricky znicily.

Jiny hlas: The electrician explained to me how he figured out how to solve the problem. This is what he
said: Lightning always wants to find the best way to the ground, but sometimes it gets tricked into taking
second best paths. You can protect the pump by making another path more obvious to the lightning.
Jiny hlas: A ten elektrikar mi vysvétlil, jak ten problém vytesil. Rikal: Blesk si vidycky hled4 tu nejsnazsi
cestu do zemé. A kdyz chces zachranit tu pumpu, tak musi$ udélat trik, Ze naznacis, Ze je tady jina jesté
lepsi cesta nez k té pumpé.

Jiny hlas: With all these very different cases, one's first thought is, now let's sort them into the cases of
real believers and all the rest which are just phony.

Jiny hlas: Tyto komplikované priklady si prevedeme do problému kazdodenniho Zivota, skutecnych
véficich a téch ostatnich, coz je jenom klam.

Jiny hlas: But | think that's a mistake. | think it's more important to notice that however strange these
many different cases are, they do have something in common, namely, the strategy works for them.

Jiny hlas: Presto bych chtél zd(iraznit nebo shrnout, Ze jakkoliv se tyto pfiklady zdaji byt riznorodé a
odtazité, maji jednu véc spolecnou, to jest, Ze intencionalni strategie funguje ve viech téchto pripadech.
Jiny hlas: But is this a useful notion? It is only if some things aren't intentional systems. And someone may
say, as far as | can see anything in the world is an intentional system by this definition.

Jiny hlas: To znamen3, Ze to funguje pro jakykoliv intencionalni systém ve svété. M(iZu opravnéné fict, Ze
s ¢imkoliv se setkdm, mUzZu pojimat jako intencionalni systém.

Jiny hlas: Take this glass for instance. | suppose that it is rational, that it believes it is in the center of the
civilized world, and that it wants to stay at the center of the civilized world. What does it do? It stays
right there.

Jiny hlas: Vezmu si napfiklad tuto sklenici. Pfedpokladam o ni, Ze je racionalni, Ze se ted pravé naléza v
mém stredu, Ze sama o sobé si mysli, Ze se naléza ve stfedu civilizovaného svéta a Ze tam chce z(stat. To
je dlivod, proc se nehybe.

Jiny hlas: So I've predicted its behavior from the strategy. But if this is an intentional system, then
anything is. So I've got to have some way of ruling out the glass.

Jiny hlas: Predpokladal jsem o ni, Ze je intencionalni systém, a tato strategie funguje. Je tedy zfejmé, Ze



tato strategie muZe fungovat kdekoliv.

Jiny hlas: There are several reasons. First, notice that | don't get any extra predictive power from the
intentional stance. | can only predict from the stance what | could already predict from the physical
stance.

Jiny hlas: Predpokladejme, Ze nemame zadné specialni dlivody nebo podklady pro to, abychom
predvidali jeji pozici v prostoru kromé téch fyzikalnich.

Jiny hlas: But more important, there are obviously many, infinitely many different beliefs and desires | can
attribute to the glass with the same result. There isn't one or even two sets that work well, many sets
work well.

Jiny hlas: Je tady samozfejmé mnoho dalSich divodu nebo intenci, které m(zZu pripisovat té sklenici, a
zrovna tak mé predvidani bude pravdivé, ta strategie bude fungovat. Neni tady jedna nebo dvé moznosti,
téch mozZnosti je skute¢né mnoho.

Jiny hlas: In the cases where one gets access to predictive power that one didn't already have, like the
chess playing computer, one may think that isn't a fact about the object, but a fact about us, about our
limitations, our epistemological limitations.

Jiny hlas: V pripadé, ze opravnéné prikladame intencionalni strategii na objekty, jako se to ukazalo ve
velmi vyhodném pripadé pocitace hrajiciho Sachy, ndmitka zni, Ze to o té véci samotné nefika nic. Mluvi
to pouze o nasich intencich a schopnostech. Ta strategie vypovida o nas, co pfipisujeme tomu objektu,
nikoliv o objektu samotném.

Jiny hlas: Consider a simple thermostat for controlling the temperature in a room by turning the boiler on
and off.

Jiny hlas: Napfriklad jednoduchy termostat, ktery v mistnosti reguluje teplotu tim, Ze zapina a vypina
bojler.

Jiny hlas: A good engineer or physicist can understand that thermostat from the physical or design
stance. But for most people, it's much more convenient to understand the thermostat this way: | tell it
how warm | want the room, and when the room feels colder than that to the thermostat, it turns the
heat on.

Jiny hlas: Pokud by se fyzik nebo prirodovédec dival na termostat, dokaZe velmi dobre vysvétlit jeho
funkci bud' z hlediska physical stance (fyzikalni strategie) anebo design stance (designové rozvrhovanosti).
Rekne nam to o té véci mnohem vic, ale vétsina lidi se k termostatu vztahuje pravé z hlediska intentional
stance (intencionalni strategie). UvaZuje tak, Ze rekl termostatu, jak chce, aby tady bylo teplo, a kdyz
termostat citi, Ze mistnost ochlada, zaridi to tak, aby tam bylo tepla dost.

Jiny hlas: So long as it doesn't break, | can treat it as a sort of little rational slave of mine. | tell it what |
want, and it wants to do what | tell it to, and it knows how to do what it wants to do.

Jiny hlas: Do té doby, nez se termostat rozbije, ho mizu chapat jako svého malého racionalniho otroka,
kterému reknu, co chci, on chce splnit mé prani a vi, jak to udélat.

Jiny hlas: The power of the intentional strategy can be seen very clearly with the aid of an objection that
Robert Nozick raised against my view several years ago.

Jiny hlas: Silu intencionalni strategie mizeme dobre nahlédnout, pokud vyslovime namitku, kterou proti
mé koncepci pred nékolika lety pouzil Robert Nozick.

Jiny hlas: He said, suppose there were beings of much greater intelligence than us, from Mars maybe.
Jiny hlas: Rekl: pfredpokladejme, 7e jsou tady bytosti s mnohem vy3si inteligenci, neZ jsme my, napfiklad z
Marsu.

Jiny hlas: We were to them the way thermostats are to clever engineers.

Jiny hlas: My jsme pro né tim, ¢im jsou termostaty pro chytré inZenyry.

Jiny hlas: They could understand us at the level of atomic particles moving about. They could predict our
behavior from the physical stance.

Jiny hlas: Vidi nds na atomarni Urovni, kde je mozné predvidat. Vidi nas z toho fyzikalniho pohledu, ktery



v tomto pripadé funguje.

Jiny hlas: They could predict the behavior of Wall Street from the physical stance, just a whole lot of
atoms. Dokazou predvidat situaci na burze na Wall Street z toho fyzikalniho pohledu a dokazou to velmi
dobre. At the end of the day, they know what the Dow Jones closing average will be, what number will be
printed on that tape, but just because they've worked through the physics of it all. VE&déli by, jak bude
vypadat burzovni kurz na konci dne, kdy se zavira, cCisté z fyzikalniho pohledu by prosté vychazeli. Budou
mit dostatecné informace, aby to védéli.

And Nozick's question for me is this: would we be right to say that from their point of view, we really
weren't believers at all, any more than the simple thermostat is a believer. Nozickova otazka znéla: je
potom v poradku Fict, Ze z jejich pohledu jsme pouze takovi véfFici, jako je véfici ten termostat, Ze se tak k
tomu chovame? If so, then our standing, our status as believers would be nothing objective, but rather
something in the eye of the beholder, something that depended on the intelligence of the beholder or
observer. V tom pripadé nase vira neni nic objektivniho, ale to zalezi jenom na pohledu, kdo se na nas
diva, z jakého postaveni nas vyhlizi, a z toho potom posuzovat, jestli nase vira ma néjaky zaklad, nebo ne.
My reply to Nozick is that these Martians might, for the sake of the example, be able to predict the future
of the human race by the physical method. But if they didn't also see us as intentional systems, they
would be missing something perfectly objective. Moje odpovéd na tuto namitku byla ta, Ze pokud by tyto
bytosti vyssi inteligence nas byly schopny predvidat nase skutky z té fyzikalni strategie, mozna by védély
hodné, ale v kazdém pripadé, pokud by nas neuvazovaly jako intencionalni bytosti, tak by o mnohé
prichazely a jejich védéni by se v mnohém mylilo, protoZze by opomijely tohle. What they would be
missing are the patterns in human behavior that can only be described from the intentional stance, using
the intentional. PrehliZzely by nebo opomijely by pravé ty charakteristiky chovani, které mohou byt
vysvétleny pouze z hlediska intencionality, pohledu intencionality.

Take a particular case in which the Martians observe a stockbroker deciding to place an order for five
hundred shares of General Motors. A stockbroker is a trader in securities, stocks and bonds. This is a man
in Wall Street and he's going to buy five hundred shares of General Motors and they're going to try to
predict this. Jako konkrétni priklad: tfeba Martané pozoruji burzovniho maklére, ktery se rozhodl si
koupit pét set akcii General Motors spolecnosti. | should pardon myself for bringing this capitalist
example here in Prague. Omlouvam se za tyto kapitalistické priklady. The Martians predict the exact
motions of his fingers as he dials the phone, the exact vibrations of his vocal cords as he gives his order
into the phone. Martané jsou schopni Uplné presné popsat pohyb prst(, kdyz vytaci cislo, aby si zajistil
tyto akcie, mohou presné sledovat vibrace hlasivek, které vyslovuji ten pozadavek o ty akcie. But if the
Martians don't see that indefinitely many different patterns of finger motions and vocal cord vibrations
could have been substituted for the ones that actually happened without changing the nature of the act
or its effect on the market, then they've missed something. Pokud si nepovsimnou toho, Ze zrovna tato
kombinace vytocenych ¢isel anebo to, co sdéloval potom telefonem, ze mize byt Gplné jiné, aniz by se
zménila ta fyzikalni charakteristika, Ze je tam jesté cos...

Hejdanek: ...Ze ta fyzikalni charakteristika nemusi byt jedna a tataz, Ze tfeba vola jiné Cislo, ale na stejné
misto anebo to déla jinak fyzicky, ale prosté jde o totéz.

Jiny hlas: Pak skute¢né o néco prichazeji, co se prehlizi. Consider the concept of a spark plug in an
internal combustion engine. You know a spark plug in an automobile engine. One hasn't understood what
a spark plug is unless one realizes that many different kinds of spark plugs can be screwed into that hole
and still make the engine work. Dalsi priklad je zapalovaci svi¢ka do auta. Vime o ni jenom to, Ze vydava
tu jiskru, ktera je zapotrebi, ale postupné si vSimneme toho, Ze tam mzZeme dat rlizné svicky
namontovat do stejného otvoru, pokud maji spravny zavit, a funguje to zrovna tak. Similarly, there are
indefinitely many ways of ordering the five hundred shares of General Motors. They fit into the socket
without any difference. Zrovna tak je nespocetné zpUlsobu, jak koupit pét set akcii General Motors, a
vysledek bude stejny.



But now | want to push Nozick's example even further to make another point. Ted bych chtél mluvit o
tom Nozickové prikladu jesté dale, a to abych v té diskuzi dal pokrocil. Suppose the Martian gets in a
predicting contest with an Earthling. Pfedstavme si, Ze Martan a pozemstan se utkaji v soutézi o tom, kdo
Iépe predvida. This is what they both observe from the Earthling's point of view. The telephone rings in
Mrs. Jones's house. Oba pozoruiji telefon, ktery zvoni v byté pani Jonesové. And she says: ,Oh hello dear,
are you coming home from work early? Within the hour? You're bringing the boss home for dinner? Well,
stop on the way home and buy a bottle of wine and drive carefully.” A ona fika: ,Ahoj milacku, vratis se z
prace domu brzo, za hodinu a vezmes si s sebou svého $éfa? Tak v tom pripadé kup cestou flasku vina a
jed opatrné.” On the basis of this observation alone, the Earthling predicts that within the hour a large
metallic vehicle will roll to a stop in front of the house, two animate objects will get out, one of them
holding a paper bag in which there is a bottle in which there is an alcoholic fluid. Na zakladé tohoto
pozorovani ten pozemstan predvida...

Jiny hlas: Ze kovovy vehicle, kovovy viiz s gumovymi koly se béhem hodiny objevi pfed domem a tam
zastavi. Z néhoz vystoupi dvé bytosti, z nichZ jedna bude drzet v ruce papirovy sacek, v némz bude
sklenéna lahev naplnéna alkoholickou tekutinou. The Martian makes the same prediction. But... The
Martian makes the same prediction. Martan udéla stejnou predpovéd, ale s tim rozdilem, Ze... But the
Martian has to avail himself of much more information. He has to predict the exact trajectory of the
automobile and... Ale potrebuje k tomu mnohem vic informaci. Potfebuje znat presnou drahu tohoto
kovového vozu. He saw the automobile going along on a collision course with another car and he had to
predict that the automobile would brake and slow down so they wouldn't hit. He had to predict that the
man who went into the wine store would come back out. He had to do millions and millions of physical
predictions. To znamena, Ze ten fyzikalni pozorovatel musi predvidat, Ze kdyz se pohybuji dvé auta po
silnici a to prvni pribrzdi, tak pribrzdi i to druhé a nedojde ke karambolu, anebo se to prvni tomu
rychlejsimu vyhne. Kdyz ¢lovék vchazi do obchodu, tak Ze tam koupi flasku a zase se vrati s tou stejnou. A
tak dale a tak dale. Téch informaci je nepfeberné mnozstvi. Now, to the Martian, the Earthling's
prediction looks like magic. He can't see how the Earthling can make those predictions. To znamena, v
pohledu Martana ta predpovéd pozemstana se zda byt jako magie. NemUZe pochopit, jak z tak mala
informaci dokazal...

--- (1981-03-21 Daniel Clement Dennett (1) [LVH212VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: Would make those noises. What he can't see is how come they're true noises.

Jiny hlas: Mohl by predvidat ty zvuky vydavané pod telefonem, ale jak muzZe predvidat, Ze maji pravdivy
vyznam.

Jiny hlas: Do you know about something called a Ouija board? It's a fortune-telling board with letters of
the alphabet and you put your hands on a little thing and it moves around on the board. Do you have
those in this country?

Jiny hlas: Znate nékdo desku budoucnosti, kde jsou pismena a kam se poloZi ty ruce a kam ta ruka sahne,
tak tam to je pravdivy.

Jiny hlas: Suppose you have one of those and it always gave true answers. You might know the physics,
but you couldn't figure out why it was right.

Jiny hlas: Pfedpokladame, Ze néco takového zname, a pokud neznate fyzikalni zakony, tak se budete divit,
jak to odpovida spravné. Ale opravdu nevim, o co jde.

Jiny hlas: Best explained again what this board is. Well, all right, this is a bit of folklore for you to know
about, it's an American traditional object. You can still buy them.

Jiny hlas: Je to americky lidovy tradi¢ni objekt, predmét, ktery si stale mlzZete koupit.

Jiny hlas: It's a board about this big and it has all the letters of the alphabet and all the numbers printed
on it, that's all.

Jiny hlas: Je to deska asi takové velikosti, jak ukazuje, a jsou na tom vytisténa viechna pismena abecedy a
vsechny cislice, a to je vse.



Jiny hlas: And then there's a piece of, | guess it's plastic, and it's sort of heart-shaped, has a little hole in
the middle and it has four little legs that it sort of stands up on.

Jiny hlas: Potom je tam dalsi véc, ktera je pravdépodobné z umélé hmoty, neni si jisty, a ma to takovyto
tvar srdicka, ve kterém je dira uprostfed a jeSté to ma ctyfi nohy, na kterych to stoji, to znamena, ze to
neni poloZzené na té desce, ale Ze to ma Ctyfi nohy.

Jiny hlas: This is how you use it. You face each other and you put the board on your laps. You put this on
the board and you both put your fingertips just like this. Here, put your fingertips. And then you just,
then you close your eyes and you wait. And after a while it begins to move around on the board. And the
hole goes over various letters and it begins to spell out words. And you both say, I'm not doing it, I'm not
doing it. And it just keeps, and words begin to appear. And you know, sometimes marvelously they spell
out, you ask the Ouija board a question and it'll give you an, oh, it also has yes and no written on it.

Jiny hlas: Takhle to spolu s nim ted predvadéli, Ze se to uchopi a zeptaji se na néjakou otazku a zaviou
odi, soustredi se na to a ono to potom... tfeba tam ten vypravéc nebo se divaji prosté, co v té dire,
vZdycky se v ni objevi néjaké pismeno. Ale pfitom kazdy z nich tvrdi, Ze on tim nehybe, Ze to ten druhy
nebo spis$ samo a vytvari to slova, kupodivu obcas to vytvari smysluplné véci nebo aspon se zda
smysluplné a odpovida na otazky.

Jiny hlas: This is a way of dramatizing what the Martian misses. Because when he sees that Earthlings can
make these predictions about the future with no information, as far as he can see, or with not enough
information, even though he can explain physically how it happens, he's baffled that it gives good
answers.

Jiny hlas: Tohle je krajni pfipad toho, o co by ten pripadny Martan pfisel, protoze opravdu tézko muze
pochopit, jak nékoho mizZe uspokojit takovéto predvidani budoucnosti, a to, co by o tom vidél fyzikalné,
tak to opravdu neni zZadné vysvétleni.

Jiny hlas: So, even though the Martian knew all the physics there was about our physical world, there
would be a feature of it that utterly baffled him because he didn't have the concept of us as intentional
systems.

Jiny hlas: Znamena to, ze i kdyby mél ten Martan veskeré potrebné fyzikalni informace o nasem svéte,
stale by mnoho véci nemohl pochopit, protoZe nas neuvaZuje coby intenciondlni bytosti.

Jiny hlas: You may have noticed there's a mistake in my story. How can it be that the Martian cannot
recognize Earthlings as intentional systems and yet can engage in a prediction contest with one of them?
Jiny hlas: Mozna si vSiml, Ze v té situaci, kterou jsem popisoval, je mezera. Jak se Martan m(ze pustit do
soutéze predvidani budoucnosti s pozemstanem, kdyz ho neuvazuje jako intenciondlIni bytost? Je v tom
rozpor.

Hejdanek: No tak to ten Martan si k fyzikalni informaci ma pocit, Ze to, co tady délame, kdyz predvidame
v takovém smysluplném [nesrozumitelné], Ze to je magie, a Ze z téch fyzikalnich informaci to nelze
vyvodit.

Jiny hlas: Pro nas to nelze, ponévadz my nemame, my jich mame strasné malo.

Hejdanek: Jisté, my nemame informace, ale protoze se chapeme jako intenciondlni struktury, tak si to tak
vyvozujeme. On ma spoustu informaci, ale tohle mu chybi.

Jiny hlas: If Ouija boards worked, and if physicists were in the position of saying, | know everything about
the physics of this phenomenon but | can't explain why it gives right answers, then we would say, we
might think, well, it's magic, real magic. That's not what we say in this case, because we understand the
concept of an intentional system. We see why it works, we can say why it works, because we are rational.
Jiny hlas: Pokud na tuhle desku, o které byla rec, se diva fyzik a fika, vim o tom vse, co je o tom mozno
fyzikalné védét, a stale mi funkce toho unika, pfipada mi to jako magie. Pokud se na to divas fyzikalné,
tak opravdu to nemuizZeme oznacit jinak nez jako magii, ale pravé protoZze mame intenciondini pohled na
véc, tak vime, Ze to je racionalni.

Jiny hlas: You may have noticed there's a mistake in my story. How can it be that the Martian cannot



recognize Earthlings as intentional systems and yet can engage in a prediction contest with one of them?
Jiny hlas: Mozna si vsiml, Ze v té situaci, kterou jsem popisoval, je mezera. Jak se Martan m{ze pustit do
soutéze predvidani budoucnosti s pozemstanem, kdyz ho neuvaZzuje jako intenciondlIni bytost? Je v tom
rozpor.

Jiny hlas: He has to suppose that the Earthling wants to win, believes what he says, wants to say what he
believes in order even to undertake to contest, to get in the contest with him.

Jiny hlas: To znamena, ten Martan musi o tom pozemstanovi predpokladat, Ze pozemstan chce vyhrat, ze
véri tomu, co fika, Ze se nedokaze vyhnout... uz jen z toho samotného faktu, Ze se této soutéze ten
pozemstan chce Gcastnit, tak o tom musi vyvodit, a tudiZ by ho mél chapat jako intenciondini bytost.

Jiny hlas: | suppose we could save the story by saying that the Earthling dressed up like a Martian and
learned how to speak Martian, and that's how he fooled the Martian.

Jiny hlas: Ale feknéme, Ze se to mohlo udat, protoze ten pozemstan se maskoval, pfemaskoval a naucil se
martansky.

Jiny hlas: This would bring out the important fact that the intentional stance, the intentional stance
towards other intelligent beings is unavoidable if you are going to communicate or compete.

To stavi do popredi dlleZitou otazku, Ze pokud chcete byt v kontaktu s druhou inteligentni bytosti, at uz s
ni chcete komunikovat, anebo soutézit, tak ji musite, ji musite pojimat jako intenciondlni objekt.

So, in two ways our status as believers is objective in terms of the intentional stance. First, if the Martian
doesn't see it, he misses something, and second, any intelligent creature must use the intentional stance
with regard to himself at least, himself or herself, and any other intelligent creatures that it sees.

To znamen4, Ze jsou zde dva davody, jestlize o nas objektivné mlze byt receno, Ze jsme bytosti vérici v
cosi. A odpovéd je z onoho dlvodu: zaprvé jsme vidéli, Ze pokud tou cizorodou bytosti, jako je ten
Martan, nejsme takto pojimani, tak skutecné o cosi pfichazi, o cosi podstatného. A zrovna tak, pokud se
vztahujeme, pokud chceme byt v kontaktu s druhymi bytostmi, at uz v kontaktu komunikace, anebo
soupereni, tak je musime vnimat jako intenciondlni bytosti, jinak ten styk neni mozny.

Hejdanek: A dokonce i k sobé samotnému jakoZto racionalni bytosti je nutna intenciondlni stance.

Jiny hlas: It's important to recognize that while this, these patterns are objective, they really are there, it
is also important to recognize the incompleteness and imperfections in the patterns.

Meéli bychom si byt zaroven védomi, Ze ty struktury jsou objektivni, zaroven bysme si méli byt védomi
toho, Ze jsou nedokonalé a nelplné, tuto jejich nedokonalost bysme stale méli mit na mysli.

The objective fact is that the intentional strategy works as well as it does, which is not perfectly.
Objektivni fakt tedy je, Ze intenciondini strategie funguje tak, jak to déla, to znamena nikoliv dokonale.
No one is perfectly rational, perfectly unforgetful, all-observant.

Nikdo neni dokonale racionalni, nikdo neni nezapomnétlivy, nikdo neni pozorovatelem vieho.

This leads inevitably to circumstances beyond the power of the intentional strategy to describe.

To vede nevyhnutelné k situaci, ktera presahuje moznosti intenciondlIni strategie.

This is analogous to a similar problem that arises for design strategy descriptions.

Je to velmi analogické k problém(im, které jsme méli v(i¢i rozvrhové, designové strategii, kdyz jsme ji
pribliZili.

Two examples. Electrical engineers have a standard way of drawing the symbols for the wiring diagram of
an amplifier or a radio or an oscillator. They have schematic diagrams, you know what | mean.

Dva priklady. InZzenyri elektrotechniky maji standardni zplsob, jak kresli schéma zapojeni elektrické
pomoci zavedenych symboll. Maji schematické diagramy, vite, co myslim.

This system of design description is very powerful, but you can't draw the wiring diagram of a partly
melted amplifier.

Samoziejmé, Ze toto symbolické schéma zapojeni ma velké moznosti a mnoho popisuje, ale nem{zete
jim popsat zesilovac, napriklad zesilovac, ktery ¢aste¢né shorel.

And in computers, programming languages are incapable of describing correctly the state of a



malfunctioning computer.

A zrovna tak v pocitacich, programovaci jazyky nejsou schopny popsat stav rozbitého pocitace.
Similarly, whenever any one of us, as we often do, falls victim to even the smallest bit of irrationality, the
intentional strategy runs into a description problem.

Zrovna tak u nas, kdykoliv nékdo z nas, jako se to casto stava, se stane obéti i té nejmensi trosky
iracionality, tak intenciondlini strategie narazi na problém popisu.

Anytime any of us is a little bit irrational.

Zrovna tak u nas, kdy jsme ponékud, kazdy trosku iracionalni.

The intentional system of description has a problem.

V tom pfipadé intenciondini systém popist je problematicky.

And precisely because the intentional strategy presupposes the rationality of the subject.

A pravé proto, Ze tato intenciondini strategie predpoklada racionalitu toho pozorovaného objektu.

I'll close with an example of this that | actually was to begin the paper with. This is a true story.

Chtél bych se v zavéru dotknout pFibéhu, kterym normalné svou prednasku oteviram, je to pravdivy
pribéh.

A friend of mine who's a professor of biology got a phone call in his office one day.

Jeden mij pritel, biolog, obdrzZel jednou telefon ve své kancelafri.

The citizen on the other end of the line said: "Are you a biologist? I'd like you to settle a bet that I'm
having with my friend."

Ten obcan na druhé strané se ozval: , Jste biolog? Chtél bych po vas, abyste rozhod| sazku, kterou mam se
svym kamaradem.”

"What's the question?" my friend asked.

»Jaka je otazka?" zeptal se ten biolog.

The man said: "Are rabbits birds?"

Ten clovék se zeptal: ,Jsou zajici ptaci?*

And the biologist said: "Are rabbits birds? No!" And the man said: "Oh, damn!" and hung up.

Biolog se velmi podivil: ,,Zajici ptaci? Ne!“ A ten muz rekl: ,Do prdele,” a zavésil.

Jiny hlas: Tak ten biolog...

Hejdanek: Ten fikal ,krucifix“ a zavésil.

Jiny hlas: Could anybody actually believe that rabbits are birds?

Jiny hlas: MiZe skute¢né nékdo vérit, ze kralici jsou ptaci?

Jiny hlas: Anybody who fell that far short of rationality or common sense or just common knowledge...
Jiny hlas: Kdokoliv, kdo ma alespon trochu racionality nebo trochu smyslu pro common sense nebo pro
obecné povédomi...

Jiny hlas: The point | want to make is that the normal conditions for belief require rationality, and that in
turn requires that most of your beliefs are true.

Jiny hlas: To znamend, na normalni Grovni véfit ma racionalita ten dopad, Ze vétsina vasich domnének,
vasi viry, odpovida skutecnosti.

Jiny hlas: After all, if the person thinks the word 'rabbit' means 'automobile’, then he doesn't even... that
his belief isn't that rabbits are birds. | mean, he's so far gone that he can't even be said to believe it.
Jiny hlas: V pfipadé, Ze ¢lovék slovu ,kralik“ fikd automobil, tak je tak daleko od skutecnosti, Ze je tézké
mluvit o tom, Ze tomu véfi, Ze je tak daleko od toho popisu.

Jiny hlas: Some misinformation, some ignorance is so drastic as to threaten our capacity to attribute
belief at all.

Jiny hlas: Ta dezinformace, ta neznalost je tak zakladniho charakteru, Ze mu nem(zZeme vibec pripsat
Zadnou inteligenci, Ze ho nemliZzeme pojimat jako racionalni bytost.

Jiny hlas: [nesrozumitelné]

Jiny hlas: In such cases we cast about for other interpretations. We do everything we can to find some



interpretation which will save the person's rationality. But if the person is really irrational, even just a
little bit, then there will be no saving interpretation. So any interpretation that remains is essentially
problematic and unsatisfactory.

Jiny hlas: To znamen4, v tom pfipadé budeme hledat jiné interpretace a budeme hledat takovou
interpretaci, ktera by zachranila racionalitu toho ¢lovéka. Ale pokud ta osoba je skutecné iracionalni,
alespon trochu, tak potom uz téZko nalezneme interpretaci, ktera by obhdjila jeho racionalitu, a jakakoliv
interpretace bude problematicka a neuspokojiva.

Jiny hlas: I think that's a good place to stop, don't you think?

Jiny hlas: Domnivam se, Ze to je vhodna chvile, kdy mizeme zastavit a pokracovat v diskuzi.

Jiny hlas: Really? Oh well, I've got a lot more, but I've maybe got enough. All right, we shall make a little
pause, break... a break, and thereafter we begin the discussion.

I've described three levels of explanation: physical, design level, and the intentional level. And we haven't
seen how it's possible to come from, say, the physical level to the intentional level. Your example of the
person from Mars, he knows everything on this physical level, and how he is able to describe and make
predictions in typical intentional situations... how it's possible to be successful in this competition at all.
We cannot imagine this model person at all.

Do you want to say what you just said to them too?

Jiny hlas: Ja jsem Fikal v podstaté tohle, Ze teda mame ty tfi Grovné vysvétlovani: fyzickou, tu designovou
a tu intencionalni. Navadél ten priklad s Martanem, kde teda ta osoba, ktera je vybavena dokonalymi
znalostmi na té fyzické arovni, je schopna predikce v situaci, ktera je v podstaté intencionalni situaci, jako
kdyz néjaka ta pani telefonuje néjakému panovi. A Ze ndm vlastné neni jasny ten prechod z té fyzické
urovné k té intencionalni a jak viibec je mozné teda i s dokonalymi znalostmi z oblasti fyziky uspét v této
soutézi, ktera se tyka intencionalniho chovani. Ze si tu osobu typu Martana nedovodu predstavit viibec.
Jiny hlas: I think you can see how you move from level to level if you look first at the design level. Suppose
we come across some thing, some gadget... it might be this, but we just find it on the ground
somewhere. The thing's physics is manifest to us, but its design is not. We must make hypotheses about
what its design is based on our understanding of how the physics works, how the parts fit together. But
also we have to find and assign a purpose in order to understand it at the design level.

Jiny hlas: Ten prechod mezi témi jednotlivymi Grovnémi nejlépe vysvétlime tak, Ze zatneme od té
designové strategie, od té Urovné strategie. Jako priklad si vezmméme dejme tomu tento objekt, ten
mikrofon. Pokud tomu mikrofonu chceme porozumét na té rozborové Grovni, tak nejdrive musime
pochopit ty fyzikalni véci toho, na zakladé jakych fyzikalnich principl byl mikrofon zkonstruovan, ale i s
jakym ucelem byl zkonstruovan, k ¢emu ma slouzit, k ¢emu byl navrzen.

Jiny hlas: And what the system's design is can be in certain regards utterly indeterminate to us. For
instance, it's possible for an object that we might discover... we study it and we decide, ,Well, it would be
a very good can opener.” And then we think about it a bit more and we say, ,Well, it would also be a very
good olive pitter.” Now which is it? Is it a can opener or an olive pitter, or is it both? And it might be that
there was simply nothing in the physical description of the thing that would settle that question. We
would have two or three or more rival design descriptions of this single object.

Jiny hlas: Jako pfiklad vezméme tento mikrofon. J& vim, Ze to mGze byt bud’ a nebo, jako néjaky can
opener nebo néjaky... Could you once again... the examples of design description? Can openet...

Jiny hlas: Well, to say something... this is an alarm clock, this is a typewriter, this is an amplifier or a
microphone, where one understands that certain relationships between the parts and the activities of
them are designed to happen that way. Others are not.

Jiny hlas: That is, it is - here's a pen. It is not part of its design that it should reflect light in a certain way.
Who cares how it reflects light? It does. It has many physical properties which aren't... which are
irrelevant to its design properties.

Jiny hlas: Kromé toho, Ze jsou objekty, o kterych mdzeme fict, bylo to zkonstruovano jako mikrofon,



zesilovac¢, magnetofon a podobné, kde tomu oznaceni jasné pfipisujeme ten Ucel, se kterym to bylo
zkonstruovano, tak dejme tomu mame objekty, kde tomu mizZeme pripisovat mnoho riznych zameéra, se
kterymi to bylo zkonstruovano, jako napriklad tuzka, o které jsi ted hovoril.

Hejdanek: To je zajimavé, teda Ze ta tuzka ma spoustu vlastnosti, které jsou pro tu designovou strukturu
irelevantni. Ona odrazi slunce, nebo ja nevim, je cerna tfeba, nebo dokonce Ze je z vrbového dreva. A za
tim cilem nebyla vyrobena. Jo, pise hlavné, abych fekl takovou tu vlastnost, ktera urcuje praveé ten jeji
design.

Jiny hlas: Relative to any design description, some things are design and some things are, as it were,
noise, some things are just... just the way they are.

Jiny hlas: TakZe na rozdil od véci, které byly navrzeny za konkrétnim Gcelem, aby slouzZily tomu nebo
tomu, pak jsou objekty, kde to nem(Zzeme tak presné urcit. On zase Fikd, Ze jsou vlastnosti, které jsou
jako podstatné a které jsou jako noise, jako Sum.

Hejdanek: Sum, no.

Jiny hlas: The term 'noise' is from information theory. There's signal, part of what you hear is signal and
part is noise.

Jiny hlas: Ten pojem je z informacni teorie, kde jsou signaly a Sum.

Hejdanek: No.

Jiny hlas: Now, this for instance affects biologists who have to ask themselves: What is this organ or this
tissue in this animal for? What is its design, really? To take a trivial case, is a heart for making heart
noises or for pumping blood? It does both. But one of them we say it's not, as it were, designed to do, it
just happens to do that in the course of doing what it's designed to do.

Jiny hlas: To se tyka biologie. Srdce je tady proto, aby jako bouchalo nebo klepalo, nebo proto, aby
pumpovalo krev? Ta podstatna vlastnost toho organu, ta designova, ktera ho urcuje, je to, Ze pumpuije, a
ne Ze boucha.

Hejdanek: Ze tluce.

Jiny hlas: Aristotle said, they say, Aristotle is claimed to have said that the brain was an organ for cooling
the blood. Well, it does cool the blood, but he was wrong to say that that's what it was for.

Jiny hlas: Uvadi ten priklad, Ze mozek je proto, aby ochlazoval krev. Aristoteles sice ma pravdu v tom, Ze
mozek ochlazuje krev, ale to neni kv(li ochlazovani krve, to neni jeho funkce.

Jiny hlas: So even settling on the design of something requires you to make hypotheses about, for
instance, the evolutionary history of the object in question, or the organism or the organ in question.
Jiny hlas: Cili tim, Ze se vyhledavaji ty G¢ely nebo to, pro¢ ty organy jsou, tak k tomu musime... I didn't
understand well the connection between evolutionary theory and this telos of organs. Can you say it
again?

Jiny hlas: The telos, fine, that's just the word... In order to be... to support a claim about the telos, if you
will, of an organ, you must ultimately appeal to evolutionary hypotheses.

Jiny hlas: Cili abychom mohli podpofit ty teze, co se tyce toho smyslu téch organd, tak zaroven k tomu
musime rozvijet jakousi evolucni teorii.

Jiny hlas: And I dwell on this because the same principle has a slightly different application when we go to
the intentional stance.

Jiny hlas: A on na to klade duraz, protoze stejny princip bude platit tam, kdyZ pfijdeme na tu
intencionalni Groven.

Jiny hlas: The intentional stance is even more abstract than the design stance because all it says is: | don't
know what the design is, but whatever it is, it's optimal, it's excellent.

Jiny hlas: Cili to intencionalni stanovisko je jesté abstraktné&jsi a Fika, ze i kdyz tfeba viibec nevim, k éemu
ten Ucel je, tak je excelentni.

Hejdanek: Vyborné.

Jiny hlas: 'Optimal’ would be a good word.



Jiny hlas: Ze je tak, jak ma byt.

Jiny hlas: For instance, the chess-playing computer. You don't know the physics and you don't know the
program. All you know is that it's for playing chess. So you say: | don't know what the design is, | will
simply assume that the design, whatever it is, is optimal.

Jiny hlas: Priklad toho pocitace, co hraje Sachy. Nezndme hardware toho pocitace, fyzické zafizeni,
nezname program, jakym ty Sachy hraje, a jediné, co vime, Ze hraje bezvadné, Ze hraje proti nam Sachy.
Cili to je ta intencionalni Grover nebo tento tFeti pfistup.

Jiny hlas: That assumption of optimality is the counterpart to the assumption for us of rationality.

Jiny hlas: Assumption of what?

Jiny hlas: Optimality.

Jiny hlas: Pfedpoklad optimalnosti, nebo toho, Ze je to nejlepsi, je totéz jako na lidské Urovni predpoklad
racionality.

Jiny hlas: So, but in order to have a useful assumption of rationality, the Martian must have a wealth of
hypotheses, many, many hypotheses, about what the needs of the creature are and hence what its goals
are. Shall | try to say that in a different way?

Jiny hlas: Say it again.

Jiny hlas: In order to get a useful assumption of rationality, the Martian must make hypotheses about the
needs of the objects he's discussing.

Jiny hlas: To znamen4, aby bylo mozZno ucinit pfedpoklad racionality, tak ten Martan musi ucinit néjakou
hypotézu o cilech a potfebach té bytosti.

Jiny hlas: We can see the Martian's problem by turning the issue around. Suppose we go to another
planet and find strange things moving around.

Jiny hlas: Ten martansky problém muizZeme nahlédnout tak, kdyz tu situaci otocime, Ze my jedeme na cizi
planetu a vidime tam spoustu divnych véci.

Jiny hlas: We want to know how to predict their behavior. If we can get some information about what
they need in their environment and what their capacities for action are...

Jiny hlas: Abychom mohli predikovat chovani, budeme muset védét néjaké informace o jejich potrebach,
o prostredi a co jesté jsi fikal? o silach a o vSem tom, s ¢im se tam hybe.

Jiny hlas: Then we can begin to use the intentional stance very simply. We simply say: since this object,
these objects must be the product of an evolutionary history, | will simply assume that they are optimally
designed for their needs and capacities.

Jiny hlas: Cili my mGZeme ten intentional stance za¢it brat velmi jednoduse, protoze mdzeme fici z
hlediska té evoluc¢ni historie, Ze ty organismy nebo ty stvoreni jsou udélany jako optimalné,
optimalizované.

Jiny hlas: So if the Martian wants to treat us as intentional systems, he can do it via this sort of biological
route of first characterizing, discovering things about our needs and then making, building his rationality
assumption around his understanding of what—that's a complicated sentence—what would be the
optimal operation of such a system.

Jiny hlas: TakZe ten Martan mze udélat néjaky takovy zavér o nasi racionalité, Ze vyjde z téch
biologickych vlastnosti a potreb a z téch cilt a z této Grovné naudi ten predpoklad, Ze jaké utvareni je
optimalni pro bytosti, které jsou takto utvareny. Jo, nebo... jo, asi tak néjak.

Jiny hlas: Simple applications of this are unproblematic and uncontroversial. You don't get creatures with
good eyes, good distance receptors that don't have the capacity for locomotion. Why? Because what
good would the eyes do them if they couldn't, didn't have the legs to take advantage of what they could
learn about what was at the distance? If they're like clams, they just sit there in the mud, eyes won't help
them. Similarly, they're not going to get good powers of locomotion without having the eyes to control.
And these are notes—those are simply reflections on optimality.

Jiny hlas: Tyto véci jsou vcelku neproblematické. Takova stvoreni, kterd maji oci vzdélané, tak zaroven



maji schopnost vilastniho pohybu. A mizZeme si to vysvétlit dvéma zpUlsoby. Zaprvé, k ¢emu by jim byly
oCi vzdélané, kdyby neméli schopnost pohybu, Ze by to bylo jako ta [nesrozumitelné], nebo naopak by ta
schopnost pohybu potfebovala ty oci, aby se mohla dobre pohybovat. At uz se na to divam odtud, nebo
odtud, tak se z této koncepce vychazi od té optimality v podstaté.

Jiny hlas: If you want to see a much less obvious example coming out of artificial intelligence, Herbert
Simon pointed out a number of years ago that human rationality cannot be just deductive rationality of
the sort that the logicians study.

Jiny hlas: A je tu jesté jeden daleko méné ziejmy priklad z umélé inteligence. Herbert Simon uz pred
mnoha lety upozornil na to, Ze lidska racionalita nemuze byt pouhou deduktivni racionalitou tak, jak by ji
radi studovali logici.

Jiny hlas: Why? Because human beings must make many decisions under time pressure. They must act
fast. It's—to put it crudely—it's rational to jump to conclusions. It's rational to be a little bit irrational
from the logician's standpoint and jump without full use of the logic we have at our disposal.

Jiny hlas: Z toho dlvodu, Ze lidské bytosti musi udélat mnoho rozhodnuti v ¢asové tisni, Ze museji
reagovat velmi rychle. Abych to rekl primo, je racionalni skocit do téch reseni, je racionalni byt trochu
iracionalni a jednat v podstaté skokem bez pIného vyu7Ziti logiky, kterou mame k dispozici.

Jiny hlas: Simon then took this insight and developed it into a very elegant theory of decision under time
and resources pressure called satisficing.

Jiny hlas: A ten Simon potom tento nalez rozpracoval do velmi elegantni teorie, kterou nazval rozhodnuti
v Casové tisni.

Hejdanek: Satisficing?

Jiny hlas: Satisficing. He makes up a word, this is not... Satisficing. Yes. It's like satisfactory. It's putting
two words together: suffice and satisfactory. What it is, is settling for less than the best because you
found it and time is fleeting.

Jiny hlas: Nazval tu teorii Satisficing. Satisficing. Uspokojovani v ¢ase... [nesrozumitelné] v ¢ase... no...
[smich].

Jiny hlas: Then this—that principle gets applied all over in designing, for instance, designing artificial
intelligences.

Jiny hlas: A tento princip se potom uZije vSude, kde se navrhuje uméla inteligence.

Hejdanek: Well | should like to pose two questions. The first one is short and simple, but for the second
one I'm afraid | shall need more time to explain it. The first one... The use of the word 'faith' is rather
unusual in our language, if we translate it quite verbally. | don't know and | should like very much to
know more about the etymological sources or background of this word in English and especially about
the mode or the way on which this term became so general and so generally used and so frequent in our
language. Faith. Yes. In most of the European languages the word...

Jiny hlas: was... the word chosen for translation of pistis was a very unusual, a very unusual word and it
was used only for translation of this... it's connected with the Christian tradition. And in the use in your
lecture, but not only in your lecture, but generally in many books, especially of the analytical tradition,
but also other concepts, the word is generally deprived of this connection with this historical
background. | don't know if there is some question. Perhaps it will be better to stay here.

Hejdanek: Well, do you mean belief?

Jiny hlas: Yes.

Hejdanek: | mean, | don't think | used the word faith, | think | used the word belief throughout.

Jiny hlas: There is a very profound distinction...

--- (1981-03-21 Daniel Clement Dennett (2) [LVH213VA]_Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: ...test this in epistemology. | am not a scholar of that. There is...

Hejdanek: ...it's some in some connection with the second question. You used the word in such a sense
that it is connected with prediction. You see, if we have to understand faith of a system or of a person, it



is the question of a prediction of its behavior. Well, to predict the behavior is possible only if we
[nesrozumitelné] conclude, infer, assume, infer. If we infer from something which is given to something
else which is not given, from something which is present or past to something which should be, which
should become, which is in the future, belongs to the future. Well, then the belief is something which is
given in the past. It's something which determines the activities.

It was only a question which was connected to this thing which is unclear for me, which | asked in the
first question. If it is not possible that a faith - if it is always something intentional, then is it necessary
that the object of its intention - and every intention has its object, as Brentano...

Jiny hlas: Yes, but that's one has to unpack that claim very carefully.

Hejdanek: My question was if it is not possible that a faith - that a belief could not be intentionally
oriented to something which is not given, which is not object in the ontological sense, which is only
object in an intentional object, not something which is given, which is in German Gegenstand. Well, it
was only - if such a belief could exist, then it would represent a relation of a being, of a system, a person
to something which is not.

Jiny hlas: Ja jsem mél dvé otazky. Jednak, jak etymologicky a obsahové je na tom toto slovo belief? Prosté
Ze u nas, kdyz to prekladame, tak to ma takové konotace, které nam trosicku rusi ten smysl toho, o ¢em
se povida. Ze tedy ve vétsiné evropskych feci dostavalo to slovo pistis, to pFislusné slovo, které mélo
prelozit fecké pistis, takovy ten vyznam poradny az teprve s kiestanskou tradici a Ze piivodné to bylo
takové okrajové slovo. A Ze bych rad védél, jestli belief tuhle historickou - tohle historické pozadi ma
nebo nem3, jestli se to stalo takovym tim béZznym slovem v Uplné jinych souvislostech, néjak dodatecné,
nebo jestli... Zkratka jaky je vztah mezi belief a faith.

Jedna véc a to zUstalo teda oteviené. A v souvislosti s tim ja jsem pak chtél klast tu druhou otazku,
ovsem musel jsem ji polozZit i bez toho, ponévadz odpovéd nezndme. JestliZe to intencionalni chovani, ne,
jestlize vira v tom smyslu belief je chadpana jako intencionalni zaméreni, intencionalni chovani, tak jestlize
my se pokousime o predvidani chovani néjakého systému nebo eventualné lidské bytosti, osoby, na
zakladé pochopeni té intencionality viry, to véfeni nebo... TakZe vlastné to vsechno je zaloZeno na
predpokladu nevysloveném, Ze vira je néco daného, co urcuje treba lidské chovani nebo chovani
n&jakého toho systému. Cili je to néco daného, to jest z minulého, z €eho my usuzujeme na néco, co
teprve ma nastat.

No ale ja jsem chtél pravé v souvislosti s tou prvni otazkou, a tam tedy tim padem tahle otazka trosicku
pozbyva platnosti, poloZit otazku, jestli nAhodou intencionalni predmét té viry nemuze byt néco, co neni
dano. Coz by pak znamenalo, Ze pfedvidat na zakladé dané viry, ktera je vztahem k né¢emu nedanému,
neni mozné. Nebo je mozné jenom néjak okrajové, periferné, Ze néco mohu vyloucit a jenom se
odhadovat. Ale v zasadé to nem(iZu chapat jako néco, co urcuje, ponévadz to urcujici je orientovano na
néco, co neurcuje vtom smyslu determinace. No a to byla v podstaté ta otazka, jo, dost zaobalena, no
tak.

Jiny hlas: If you're, a point | thought you were making about the possible non-existence, as it were, of an
intentional object, | think has been misunderstood. Tell me if this following sort of case captures a bit of
the problem you're concerned with.

| take a coin from my pocket, | look at it, | put it in my desk drawer, | close the desk. | have a belief about
that coin. That coin is the object of my belief. Somebody comes along when I'm not around, opens my
desk drawer, takes that coin out, puts another coin in. Just like it, different coin though. Closes the door.
Now, somebody... suppose it occurs to me, somebody says: ,Have you got a coin?“ And | say: ,Yeah,
there's one right there in the drawer.“ Am | expressing a belief about that coin? Or are we supposing that
no, the coin that | have a belief about is who knows where, it's not in my desk drawer? Because notice
the coin in my desk drawer now is one I've had no causal commerce with at all. It's a bit like looking into
the future. It happens to be in the right place in the world for my head, as it were, or for my beliefs, but
not in virtue of anything but an accident really.



Now, | think cases like this are very important to get clear about what one means about the object of a
belief. There are three possibilities with regard to this case, at least.

Jiny hlas: On mluvil o tom prikladu, o té otazce s ontologickym objektem té neexistujici viry, objekt viry,
neexistujici objekt viry. A aby se véci vic objasnily, tak mluvil o tom pfipadé: nékdo ma jako objekt své
viry minci, kterou si dal do Supliku a na tu se upina. Domniva se tfeba, Ze ji ma porad v tom Supliku, nebo
to je jedno, prosté v Supliku. Zatimco pry¢, tak nékdo pfijde, minci vezme a da tam jinou minci, ktera
vypada Uplné stejné.

Je otazka, co tedy je ten objekt té domnénky, té viry. A jak tedy vlastné té osobé, kdyz se nékdo zepta,
tak: ,,0 ¢em si tedy domnivas, mazes mi tu véc ukazat?“ A on ukaze na tu minci, ktera uz je vlastné jin3,
ktera je sice tou, ktera je v tom jeho védomi. Tvrdi, Ze to je stejny pripad, kdyZz mluvime o budoucnosti.
Pokud se snazime predvidat budoucnost, jedna se vzdy jenom o to z hlediska naseho pohledu, jestli ta
véc bude na tom misté, aniz by to mélo néjaké jiné zdlivodnéni, nez ze tam nahodou bude.

Jiny hlas: The three possible ways of describing this case are: | can only have as the object of my belief an
object, a Gegenstand, a thing in the world with which I've had some commerce, I've seen it, I've held it,
I've been...

Jiny hlas: To znamena prvni moznost: objektem mé domnénky, mé viry mlze byt néjaky konkrétni
predmét, fyzicky predmét, s kterym jsem se setkal, na ktery jsem si mohl sdhnout a mohl jsem si ho
zdokumentovat, takhle to reknu.

Jiny hlas: Another view is that no, if something about the nature of my psychological state happens to
pick out some individual thing in the world independently of my ever having had any commerce with it,
then that thing is the object of my belief. As it were, the second coin.

Jiny hlas: Druha povaha je, Ze diky povaze mého psychického rozpoloZeni jsem si vybral néjaky predmét,
aniz jsem s nim musel pfijit do fyzického kontaktu nebo abych ho néjak zblizka poznal. A dejme tomu, Ze
to je ta mince, ktera uz je jina, v tom Supliku.

Jiny hlas: The third possibility is that we not suppose that things in the world, objects in that sense, are
ever properly speaking the right object to be the object of the belief, and that for all beliefs, not just
these peculiar ones, we understand the notion of an intentional object in a neutral way, so that... The
intentional object of my belief that my watch is here is not the watch...

Jiny hlas: Treti moZnost pohledu je ta, Ze at se jedna o jakékoli domnénky, jakékoli viry, tak Ze ten objekt
neni fyzikalnim predmétem naseho svéta, 7e to je skutecné pouze ten intenciondlni objekt. A pokud to
potom konkretizujeme a mluvime o tom, Ze objektem mych domnének a mé viry jsou hodinky, tak
musime Fict: objekt jsou hodinky, ale nem(zeme mluvit o téchto hodinkach jako o mé vire, o mé
domnénce. Pouze objekt viry hodinky - tak to dohromady potom je spravné o tom mluvit. To znamena
intenciondlni objekt, ktery ma sice korelat v téch fyzickych pfedmétech, ale neni tim fyzickym
predmétem.

Jiny hlas: It would help me if | knew just what your verdict, simple verdict about that case is. When |,
after the coins have been switched, and | still believe that a certain coin is in my desk, or that there is a
coin in my desk. | have those beliefs that | have, which | might describe, might express in different words.
What would you say? That some of those beliefs are about the first coin, some of those beliefs are about
the second coin? What is the intentional object of the beliefs in these cases?

Hejdanek: Perhaps the intentional objects have also some central meaning or some basic importance
and some peripheral importance. In this case, it doesn't matter if the two coins were changed, because
the intentional object of my belief is not exactly precisely the one coin, but a coin about which | know it
is there and it is really there.

Jiny hlas: V podstaté jde o to, jestli se to prelozi, ani tu Hejdankovu. Otazka v podstaté byla, kdyz doslo k
té zdméné a ted jsou tam ty dvé mince v tom stole, tak co se mini tim intentional object, jestli ta prvni
nebo ta druha mince. Hejdanek uz na to odpovédél, jesté nez prelozim to svoje. U téch intentional
objects, jak uz jsme to slyseli v pfednaskach, jsou néjaké centralni vlastnosti a okrajové vlastnosti. Jestlize



vérim, Ze mam v supliku pétikorunu, tak se upinam intenciondlné nikoliv na tu pfesné urcitou jednu
pétikorunu, kterou jsem tam dal, nybrz na to, Ze tam mam néjakou pétikorunu. Celkem nedavam na to
pozor, Cili tam tim intenciondinim objektem neni ta presné jedna pétikoruna, nybrz pétikoruna vibec. Pak
to plati.

Jiny hlas: I have one objection to it because | think it's useless and has no meaning to speak about
intentional objects only in certain intentional acts. And | ask which intentional act have you on your mind
if you pose your question like that? If | perhaps if | will see the coin, so in my seeing, in my intention to see
something, the intentional object will be the seen object. But if | will think that this object is the coin that
was here before before you made your change, perhaps the act of fulfillment of this act of perception will
be wrong. I will think that this coin is the coin that here it was before but it will be wrong. But intentional
object has its meaning only in a certain intentional act. And in act of seeing I think it's not possible to ask
if you mean first or the second coin, you see one coin and you can have various meanings about this coin.
Jiny hlas: Moje namitka byla asi takova, Ze je vaZné se bavit o identité néjakého intenciondlniho objektu,
pokud neurcime ten intenciondini akt, v némz se ten predmét stava tim predmétem. To znamena, kdyz
budu vidét néjakou minci, tak tam prosté existuje vnimani, vidéni mince a vnimany predmét, ktery je
objektem toho vidéni. V tomto smyslu v ramci aktu vnimani nelze hovofit o tom, zda vnimam jednu nebo
druhou minci. Jiny akt asi bude, pokud se budu domnivat, Ze ta mince, kterou pravé vidim, je mince,
kterou jsem tam polozil, pokud mezitim nékdo tu minci vyménil. Mame tady rizné intenciondlIni akty
spletené dohromady a proto ta situace neni jasna, proto se mi zda byt v tomto pripadé docela vadiné se
bavit o zaméné intenciondlnich objektd. Je to v podstaté moje namitka, Ze byste to mél upfesnit, v jakém
smyslu a v ramci jakého aktu o intenciondinim objektu zde mluvime.

Jiny hlas: But what | want to know then is how can or can an intentional object even given an act switch
in a way which is entirely external to the believer? Thus you put coin A in the drawer, somebody comes
along and steals coin A and the drawer is empty for a while. Now if at that point we won't talk about
perception because perception helps in a certain way although there are hallucinations, but let's suppose
that you recall in your own mind for some reason that there is a coin in your drawer which you remember
putting there. But of course there isn't any coin in there anymore. Now here we're inclined to say | think,
nevertheless whereever that coin is, that's what you're now recalling. That coin is the object of your
intentional act of recall. But now suppose that they did somebody did put a coin in there to replace the
first coin and again you recall the coin you put in your desk. Now would you say but still this is not a
mental act which is about the coin that's in the desk now? Is that what you'd say that it is not about the
coin in the desk now? Notice if | went over then | said | know where I've got a coin and | went over and
opened the drawer and took out the coin, | would think that | was looking at the coin that I'd been
thinking about all along. Do you want to say that's wrong, | wasn't?

Jiny hlas: Ta jeho namitka, pokud jsem schopen tomu porozumét, je, Ze opakuje stale totéz. Pokud
vyménim tu minci, tak budu vidét a budu se domnivat, Ze vidim néco jiného, neZ vidim, protoZe nebudu
védét o tom, Ze doslo k té zaméné a budu tedy pracovat s tim, a presto to bude jiny konkrétni predmét.
Ta domnénka bude mylna, ackoliv si toho nebudu védom. Nékdo jiny, kdo by tu minci vymeénil, tak vi, Zze
se domnivam mylné, Ze je to ta mince, kterou jsem tam dal. Ja na to sam nepfijdu.

Jiny hlas: I think the question is, can we speak in this case about only one intentional act or had we here
more than one simple intentional act in this situation? If | see the coin and | have some meaning about
this coin...

Jiny hlas: Suppose you don't see it, suppose you just think about it.

Jiny hlas: I only think about some coin which | haven't before my eyes.

Jiny hlas: Some particular well you think you're thinking about some one particular coin and but it isn't
where you think it is and some other coin is.

Jiny hlas: Pfedpokladejme, Ze jenom o ni mysli, Ze ji nevidi. Myslim o jedné konkrétni minci, ale neni to
ta, o které si myslim, Ze to je.



Jiny hlas: My question was about the possibility of the situation where the intentional object of... my
belief doesn't exist. And in such case if a prediction is possible.

Jiny hlas: Oh, yes. Of course. We can adapt the case that we just had. | give you every reason to believe
that there's a loaded gun in the desk. There isn't. There never has been, but | trick you into believing that.
And then | set up some circumstance which you think: I'm going to go get that gun. | may be able to
predict your behavior as heading for the desk drawer to get the gun that isn't there. And up to the
moment of discovery, your behavior is just as predictable in the absence of the object as if it were really
there. If that's what you meant, that's a case where the non-existence of the object does not interfere at
all with the prediction.

Jiny hlas: In this case. Right. But then, those other cases... say...

Jiny hlas: Ta otazka znéla asi, jestli je mozné, aby intence méla svij predmét, a odpovida, Ze samozrejmé
ono a neméla...

Hejdanek: neméla. Méla predmét, kterej neexistuje.

Jiny hlas: Dobre. Odpovida, Ze samozifejmé ano, a jako priklad uvadi to, Zze pokud bude mluvci dostatecné
sugestivni, tak ho presvédci o tom, Ze tady na stole lezi nabita zbran, nabity revolver, nabita puska. Pokud
ta puska tady neni na tom stole, ani tady nebyla a ani tady nebude, presto pokud bude mluvit hodné
sugestivné, tak ho o tom presvédci. A pokud najednou nastane situace, ve které tu zbran bude
potrebovat, tak se bude chovat presné predvidatelnym zplsobem az do toho okamziku, kdy si uvédomi,
Ze tady vlastné Zadna zbran neni. Do té doby se bude chovat, jako kdyby tady ta puska lezela. Oviem
nejsem si jisty, jestli to byla ta otazka, na kterou se ptal.

Jiny hlas: I should choose another case. In the 19th century, most if not all physicists believed that
something like world ether, ether, exists. It was a common belief. But there were some difficulties how to
explore its qualities, its nature. And my question is, if it was possible to predict the behavior of the
believers, especially of Michelson and Morley.

Jiny hlas: Not all of it, no. The intentional strategy does not enable you to predict all behavior, it only
enables you to predict some. And often you can only make a probabilistic prediction. This is as true on the
chessboard as anywhere else. What makes chess an interesting game is the relative unpredictability of
one's opponent's moves. But even where the moves are relatively unpredictable, you still have a lot of
predictive power there because, notice that even in a chess game where you can't choose between five
different moves that you think might be the move that the chess player will make, that will usually mean
that there's another twenty moves that you're very certain won't happen, although they're perfectly
legal. Your intentional prediction power has trimmed twenty-five down to five, and it can't go any further.
But that's just a point about the incompleteness of intentional prediction. Back to Michelson and
Morley...

Jiny hlas: But only a practical incompleteness. But the question is theoretical. If it is possible, for instance,
for Martians?

Jiny hlas: Well, if it's possible... that seems to me to be a different question. If it's possible for somebody
to have in principle unpredictable actions arising out of their beliefs but still be to some degree
unpredictable, yes, that's possible. In fact, | discuss such cases in the chapter in Brainstorms. | must not
be understanding your point because | don't see that...

Hejdanek: Mné nezapominejte to prekladat.

Jiny hlas: Ja jsem Fikal, Ze existuji jiné priklady, kde to takhle po mém soudu neni mozné predpovidat. A
uvedl jsem priklad tenhle: v minulém stoleti vétSina, ne-li vSichni fyzici véfili, Ze existuje svétovy éter. A
ted ta druha otazka, zda by bylo mozné predvidat, co budou délat, kdyzZ ta vira méla sice predmét, ktery
neexistoval. Konkrétné zda bylo mozno predvidat pokus Michelsona a Morleyho s tou [nesrozumitelné]
interferenci a tak dale, ktera méla zjistit, co se déje. Tedy jestli takovouhle véc je moZno predvidat, kdyz
ta vira je sice obecn3, ale jeji intencionalni predmét neexistuje.
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Ze tam je to zvlast [nesrozumitelné], Ze se to neda predvidat, nebo jenom z¢asti predvidat, a Ze vidycky
vedle jednoho tahu je jesté dvacet moznych stejné legitimnich. Tak jsem namitl, Ze ovsem to je prakticka
nepredvidatelnost, to jest jsme omezené bytosti a nemlizeme predvidat, vSecko nevime, ale jak to je
tedy z hlediska teoretického, treba ti Martani, ti by to védéli.

Jiny hlas: Ze by ti Martani to tedy mohli predvidat viechno. Takze je pét moznych odpovédi v fadé, které
jsou velmi rozumné tahy a které zapadaji do té intence, ale z hlediska pravidel hry, s jakymi figurkami
kam muZe tahnout, téch moZnosti je pétadvacet v dany okamzik. To fikal, Ze intencionalni strategie nebo
intencionalni pristup déla jenom to, Ze téch pétadvacet snizuje na pét. Zatimco predtim jsme méli
pétadvacet moznosti, tak ted jich mame jenom pét, vic toho neumi, fikal.

Jiny hlas: I thought of one short thing | wanted to say more. I've been talking about prediction all along.
But of course we're not very interested all the time in prediction. We're not weathermen trying to predict
each other like the weather. We're interested in understanding, understanding each other, which isn't
always a matter of prediction. But | adopt the tactic of talking of prediction the way scientists do. They're
seldom interested in prediction for its own sake. They're interested in understanding. Prediction, they
understand, is a critical test of their understanding. Not the only test, but one that they had better be
able to pass if they're going to claim to understand. So that's why | focus on prediction, not because |
think that what our lives are about is trying to predict each other. Obviously it's not. It's just that like the
scientist we view prediction as a very important test of our own conviction that we do understand each
other.

Jiny hlas: TakZe pokud mluvil o tom, jak jsme schopni néco predvidat, tak to bylo jenom z toho d{ivodu,
aby uved| priklad. Uvédomuije si velmi dobre, Ze tu nejsme kvuli tomu, abychom predvidali, co ti druzi
budou délat, Ze ndm spis jde o to tém druhym porozumét a podobné. To, jak jsme schopni predvidat, je
jedna z moznych zkousek nasi schopnosti, oviem to neznamen3, Ze by to byla jedind moZna zkouska.
Prosté tuto si zvolil, protoZze mu to pripadalo jako vhodny priklad, ale ani v nejmensim si nemysli, Ze jsme
tady na tom svété kvuli tomu, abychom dobre predvidali budoucnost.

Jiny hlas: I have another question. You've spoken about existence or non-existence of intentional objects. |
don't understand what you mean by that because let's say in the classical phenomenological analysis it's
not possible to speak about existence or non-existence of intentional objects because intentional analysis
is possible only in the situation of epoché. It means that an intentional object has its meaning only like a
correlatum in an intentional act.

That | think is the third possibility. That's what | meant to be expressing with my third possibility. But then
if | were to agree with that view, then | would not be able to understand the question from Professor
Hejddnek, which was about what about the case where the intentional object does not exist. That's why |
raised the case of the coin, because | don't understand his question about non-existent intentional objects
unless he doesn't mean that view but means one of the first two views about what constitutes the
intentional object of an act.

Jiny hlas: Ta otazka byla k existenci ¢i neexistenci intencionalnich predmét(, protoZe v takovém klasickém
fenomenologickém pojeti, Ffeknéme Husserlové, kdyZ se hovofi o intencionalnich predmétech, tak se o
nich hovori pouze v ramci aktu intencionalniho, kdy nejde o existenci ¢i neexistenci urcitych predmétl v
néjakém objektivnim prostoru, ale bavime se o tom, jak se nam ten predmét ukazuje v néjakém aktu. Ten
intencionalni objekt ma smysl pouze jakozto koreldt mého aktu, jehoz konstituci chceme néjak vysvétlit.
On na to pritakal, fikal, Ze nerozumi té Ladové otazce o neexistenci téch intencionalnich predmét(, a
proto vybral ten pripad s témi mincemi, v rdmci néhoz je schopen néco takového tematizovat. Bylo to
néjak tak, ne?

Hejdanek: Totiz my tady nejsme fenomenologové a neméli jsme za to, Ze by bylo potreba sledovat presné
tu metodu fenomenologickou v kazdé diskuzi. Kromé toho dneska Zadna ani fenomenologicka prednaska
tady nebyla. TakzZe je zbytecné tohleto pripominat, podle mého soudu. Pokud budeme mluvit o
fenomenologické metodé a budeme mluvit o intencionalnim objektu ve smyslu Husserlové, tak



samozfejmé budeme pamatovat na to, Ze je to v rdmci epoché, v ramci redukce a nebudeme mluvit o
tom, zda existuje nebo neexistuje. Ovsem to neni jediny zpUsob, jak se da myslet a mluvit filosoficky.

V takovém bézném smyslu, kdyz o tom diskutujeme, tak samozrejmé kazdy vi, co to je, kdyz intencionalni
objekt neexistuje, ponévadz totiz jini filosofové mluvi o intencionalnich objektech. Tady konkrétné byl
zminén tfeba Brentano, ale o intencich a intencionalnich objektech mluvi spousta filosofa, ktefi
nepfrijimaji tu Husserlovu metodu. A kromé toho ja mam dojem, Ze vlastné ani fenomenologové by
neméli z té své metody délat filosofii. Fenomenologie prece neni filosofie, fenomenologie je metoda,
pokud vim, podle Husserla. Takze to je jenom odsud potud.

A kdyz mluvime o realnych objektech, tak to nemlzeme porad cpat tou metodou. K tomu je zapotrebi
jind metoda. Tedy kdyZz mluvime o tom éteru, tak tam je to naprosto jasné. Tam ti fyzikové
intencionalnim aktem konstituovali objekt, ktery fakticky neexistuje. Tomu kazdy rozumi, at je
fenomenolog nebo neni fenomenolog. J4 mu rozumim.

Jiny hlas: Ja se pfiznam, Ze tomu nerozumim, co to znamen4, Ze ten éter je nebo neni, protoze v rdmci
jisté fyzikalni teorie... V jakém smyslu jsou neutrony? O neutronech ma smysl hovorit v rdmci urcité
fyzikalni teorie jako odpovédi na urcité otazky.

Hejdanek: No tak to je potom ovsem diskuze presné takova jako s Carnapem, kdyz byl v Praze, ktery
prosté za jistych okolnosti fekl, Ze mu to nedava smysl. A to byl konec diskuze. Jinak oviem kazdy
normalni ¢lovék vi, Ze kdyz se domnivam, Ze pfede mnou vidim hastrmana a za¢nu se trast a zelenat a
druhy mi fekne: ,Neblbni, vZdyt je to vrba,” tak ten hastrman na rozdil od té vrby je neexistujici
intencionalni objekt, kdeZto ta vrba je existujici. Ze to nedava smysl nékomu, to je potom oviem takova
politovanihodna omezenost dogmaticka, ktera se zabofi do jisté metody tak dalece, Ze uz potom nic
jiného neuznava. Ale jinak to prece dava smysl, kazdému to dava smysl, ze se mazu mylit, kdyz minim, Ze
tdmhle néco je, a ono to tam neni. To je prosté bézné. Je mozZnost samozrejmeé to vsecko... ta redukce je
prece metoda, ne? To délame, abychom si pripravili... to je takova laboratorni metoda.

Jiny hlas: Uz se tady rozbéhla néjaka velka diskuze. Ja jsem jenom chtél Fict, Ze jsem prosté jinde. Pokud,
abychom si ujasnili, o ¢em mluvime, kdyZ jde o intenciondlni objekty - mluvime o néjakych vnéjsich,
filosoficky zaménitelnych, a jsou to predméty jako ty, co Ize vidét a Ize si na né sdhnout, tak to je asi
jedna véc. Ale druha véc je potom fenomenologie - ujasnit si v ramci jakych akt( prichazime s ¢im do
styku. Ja nevim, u téch akt( a u té prvni to beru, ale...

Hejdanek: Dobre, ale proc¢ to dogmatizovat takhle? Ja to neberu. Tak kdyz jste fenomenolog, tak to
predvedte a nechtéjte na nas, abychom to délali za vas. Které to jsou ty akty a tak dale, tak nam s tim
pomozte ve véci. A pro¢ my mame véFit spolu s vami, Ze Zadné objekty nejsou, Ze existujici a neexistujici
nedava smysl? Pro¢ my tomuhle mame vérit? O to jde, rozumite? Vy jste prosté prevedl tu diskuzi na
rovinu, kde chcete, abychom...



