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Jiny hlas: Of the question whether there is an infinite amount of space or of time.

Jiny hlas: Otazka, zda je nekonecné mnozstvi prostoru nebo casu.

Jiny hlas: Is that not right? So | think that Leibniz is not forced to take the view that time had a beginning.
Jiny hlas: Domniva se, 7e Leibniz neni nucen k tomu, aby zastaval nazor, Ze ¢as ma pocatek. Ze ¢as mél
pocatek.

Jiny hlas: And if you ask me whether Leibniz did believe that time has a beginning, I'm afraid | don't know
the answer.

Jiny hlas: Jestlize se ho zeptame, zda Leibniz skutecné véfFil, Ze ¢as ma pocatek, tak nezna odpovéd. Nevi
to.

Jiny hlas: That makes sense. Here you have two alternative answers to the problem.

Jiny hlas: Tady mame dvé alternativni odpovédi na tenhle problém.

Jiny hlas: And that answer of Leibniz, of course, as Leibniz was aware, only answers the problem if you
understand it in one of two possible ways.

Jiny hlas: A tato Leibnizova odpovéd se tyka problému pouze v pfipadé, Zze ho budeme chapat v jednom
ze dvou moznych smysl(.

Jiny hlas: Namely, if you understand the question as asking why did not the very events that have
happened all happen say a week earlier.

Jiny hlas: TotiZ pokud budeme tu otazku chapat jako dotaz na to, proc se ty samé udalosti, které se uz
staly, nestaly tfeba o tyden drive.

Jiny hlas: And if you understand the problem in that way, then Leibniz would say it's not really a problem
at all.

Jiny hlas: A pokud budeme ten problém chapat timto zplsobem, pak Leibniz by rekl, Ze to vlastné neni
vibec zadny problém.

Jiny hlas: Which 1 think is different from Augustine. Augustine thinks that there is a real problem.

Jiny hlas: V ¢emz se liSi od Augustina. Augustin si mysli, Ze je to skute¢ny problém.

Jiny hlas: As for myself, | don't know. I'm inclined to disagree with Leibniz here and to think that it is
conceivable that things should have started say a week earlier than they did. So I'm inclined to not to
accept Leibniz's solution, but I'm not sure.

Jiny hlas: Pokud jde o ného, tak nevi, ale spis$ by se v tomto bodé klonil k nesouhlasu s Leibnizem, protoze
si mysli, Ze je myslitelné, Ze by ty véci mohly zacit o tyden dFiv, nez zacaly. TakZe se spi$ kloni k tomu, Ze
nesouhlasi s nim v tomto bodé, ale neni si docela jisty.

Jiny hlas: Nejsme si docela jisty.

Jiny hlas: Neni si docela jisty. Jesté néco vynechal?

Jiny hlas: If we may speak about Leibniz for a moment, of course, what he is doing here is to apply his
principle of the identity of indiscernibles. Identity of indiscernibles. That those things which cannot be
discerned are identical.

Jiny hlas: Pokud mzeme mluvit o Leibnizovi chvili, tak to, co on tady déla, je to, Ze pouZiva svij princip
identity nerozlisitelnych. Tedy to, co nelze, dvé véci, které nelze rozlisit, jsou vlastné identické.

Jiny hlas: But if he means by that that where there is no way of discovering a difference, there is no
difference, | believe that principle is false. That is to say there might be some, there could be differences
which it's impossible to discover. Impossible to discover.

Jiny hlas: Pokud tim mini to, Ze kde neni Zadny zpUsob, jak zjistit rozdil, tam zadny rozdil neni, tak si mysli,
Ze tento princip je faleSny. To znamena, Ze popira, Ze by mohly byt takové rozdily, které je nemozno zjistit.
Ze to dogmaticky popira predem.

Jiny hlas: Now the difference between our world and a world which was exactly the same but started



one week earlier would indeed be one of these differences that it would be impossible to discover. But |
am inclined to think that nevertheless it might be a real difference. And if so, then | disagree with
Leibniz. But as | say, I'm not sure.

Jiny hlas: Ten rozdil mezi nasim svétem a svétem, ktery by byl 4pIné stejny, ale zacal o tyden dFive, by byl
pravé tim rozdilem, ktery by bylo nemoZno zjistit. Ale on se presto domniva, Ze by to mohl byt skute¢ny
rozdil. A pokud by tomu tak bylo, pak by nesouhlasil s Leibnizem. Ale jak uz rekl, neni si jist.

Jiny hlas: But | say that it seems to me that the most attractive answer to the problem is the one that |
stated third. The question is: why was the universe not created sooner than it was? And | think that the
right response is to say there was no reason. That is, | again, this constitutes a disagreement between me
and Leibniz. But now it is a different principle of Leibniz that | am contesting. The what is called the
principle of sufficient reason. Namely that everything has a reason. And | would hold myself that at least
that there may be some things which do not have any reason. They just happen but without any reason.
Jiny hlas: Ale zda se mu, Ze nejvhodnéjsi odpovéd na tento problém je ta, kterou uvedl jako treti. Otazka
zni: pro¢ nebyl vesmir stvoren dfive, nez byl? A on si mysli, Ze spravna odpovéd je fict, Ze k tomu nebyl
Zadny davod. A to je zase bod, ve kterém nesouhlasi s Leibnizem. Ale to uz je jiny Leibniz(v princip, ktery
on tady napada. Ten takzvany princip dostatecného divodu. Totiz, ze vsechno ma svij dlivod. A on se
domniva, Ze jsou aspon nékteré véci, které nemaiji Zadny dtvod. Prosté se stanou, ale bez jakéhokoli
dlvodu.

Jiny hlas: Now if one supposes that the universe had a beginning in time...

Jiny hlas: Jestlize tedy predpokladame, Ze vesmir mél pocatek v ¢ase...

Jiny hlas: And if one supposes that it began in 4004 BC, a jestlize predpokladame, Ze tento pocatek byl v
roce 4004 pred Kristem, it seems to me that that is very much the sort of truth which would be true
without there being any reason for it. Tak se mi zda, Ze to je pravé ten druh pravdy, ktery by mohl byt
pravdivy, aniz by pro to byl jakykoli dGvod.

Jiny hlas: So that is the solution to the problem that appeals to me most. To je pro mne FeSeni tohoto
problému, které mne nejvice oslovuje.

Jiny hlas: But perhaps | may remind you what Augustine says. Ale mozna bych vdm mohl pfipomenout,
co fika Augustin.

Jiny hlas: He just says it is illogical for us to think that God made the universe at that time by chance, that
is, for no reason. On prosté fika, Ze je pro nas nelogické si myslet, Ze Blh stvoril vesmir v té dobé
nahodou, to znamena bez jakéhokoli diivodu.

Jiny hlas: | don't know what others think on that point. Nevim, co si o tom mysli ostatni.

Jiny hlas: Tu byla fec o urcitém periodickém Shoemakerovi.

Hejdanek: Free rotation. Od Shoemakera. To se mné nezda.

Jiny hlas: Yes, Shoemaker, right.

Jiny hlas: Byl v centru pozornosti Shoemaker, tak tam byl taky Augustin a byl tam Henry.

Jiny hlas: Shoemaker, Augustin a potom taky Henry.

Jiny hlas: Ja jsem tam v té poznamce postradala néjaké vyvraceni Shoemakera.

Jiny hlas: Arguments against Shoemaker, | had no arguments against him. | thought that Shoemaker's
was right. Argumenty proti Shoemakerovi. Nemél jsem Zadné argumenty proti nému. Myslel jsem, Ze
Shoemaker ma pravdu.

Jiny hlas: TakZe Augustin a on nemaji...

Jiny hlas: Yes, the situation here is that Augustine has two things: he has the thesis that time had a
beginning, and an argument for it. V tom pripadé Augustin ma dvé véci: méa jednak tu tezi, Ze ¢as mél
pocatek, a potom argument pro tuto tezi.

Jiny hlas: Now the argument, which is also in Philo, depends on there being no time without change. A
ten argument, ktery je také u Filona, stoji na tom, Ze neni ¢as bez zmény.

Jiny hlas: And | believe that the argument does not work because that premise is not true. A ja si myslim,



Ze ten argument nefunguje, protoze tato premisa neni pravdiva.

Jiny hlas: But of course the thesis which Augustine seeks to support by that argument may still be a true
thesis. Ale ovsem ta teze, kterou se Augustin snazi argumenty podepfit, mlze byt i presto pravdiva.

Jiny hlas: At any rate | think the thesis is well worth investigating even though | believe that that
argument for it is not a good one. V kazdém pripadé si myslim, Ze ta teze stoji za prozkoumani, i kdyz si
myslim, Ze argumenty pro ni nejsou dobré.

Jiny hlas: So does that explain the situation? Vysvétluje to tedy tu situaci?

Jiny hlas: And other people may think that Shoemaker's proof is not a good one. A jini lidé si zas mohou
myslet, ze Shoemakertv dikaz neni dobry.

Jiny hlas: I mean, let me say a little more about his argument, about Shoemaker. Dovolte mi Fici néco vice
o Shoemakerovi, o jeho argumentu.

Jiny hlas: You see, Shoemaker's argument depends on our looking for the best hypothesis or the best
explanation of the phenomena that he imagines. Vidite, ten Shoemakertiv argument zavisi na tom, ze
hledame tu nejlepsi hypotézu nebo to nejlepsi vysvétleni pro ty jevy, které si on predstavuje.

Jiny hlas: And he believes that the phenomena which he imagines are best explained by supposing that
the universe remains without any change at all for one year in every sixty. A on véfi, Ze ty jevy, které si
predstavuje, se daji nejlépe vysvétlit tim, Ze prfedpokladame, Zze vesmir z(stava beze vsi zmény po jeden
rok z kazdych Sedesati let.

Jiny hlas: But of course it would be possible for somebody who takes the opposite view, for example
Aristotle or Philo... Ale ovsem by bylo mozné pro nékoho, kdo zastava opacny nazor, jako napriklad
Aristoteles nebo Filon...

Jiny hlas: it would be possible for him to say that the hypothesis proposed by Shoemaker is impossible. By
bylo pro néj mozné fici, Ze ta hypotéza navrZzena Shoemakerem je nemozna.

Jiny hlas: And Shoemaker will have to admit that of course there are other hypotheses which could be put
in its place. A Shoemaker by musel pfiznat, Ze samozrejmé jsou jiné hypotézy, které by bylo mozné
postavit na toto misto.

Jiny hlas: The phenomena that he imagines involve a universe which begins by having regular periods of
standstill in different regions. Ty jevy, které si pfedstavuje, zahrnuji vesmir, ktery za¢ina tim, Zze ma
pravidelné doby zastaveni v riznych oblastech.

Jiny hlas: But of course it's quite possible that that universe does not continue in a regular way.
Hejdanek: Ale je samoziejmé docela mozné, Ze tento vesmir nepokracuje pravidelnym zplsobem.

Jiny hlas: And I think it's not a very strong argument which asks us to accept as the truth that hypothesis
which is the easiest or simplest because the truth might be more complicated.

Hejdanek: A nemyslim si, Ze je to pfilis silny argument, ktery po nas chce, abychom pfijali jako pravdu tu
hypotézu, ktera je nejjednodussi nebo nejprostsi, protoze pravda muze byt slozitéjsi.

Jiny hlas: So it would be quite possible for let us say Philo to remain unconvinced by Shoemaker.
Hejdanek: Takze by bylo docela dobfe mozné pro, feknéme Phila, aby z(istal nepresvédcéen
Shoemakerem.

Jiny hlas: Any of you who know about some of the theological questions that arise around here, | could
perhaps say a word more about the theory that God exists outside time.

Hejdanek: Pokud nékdo z vas vi o nékterych teologickych otazkach, které tady vyvstavaji, mohl bych snad
fici o slovo vice o teorii, Ze Buh existuje mimo cas.

Jiny hlas: I don't know whether Augustine was the first person to propound this theory, the first Christian
to propound this theory.

Hejdanek: Nevim, zda byl Augustin prvni osobou, prvnim kfestanem, ktery prednesl tuto teorii.

Jiny hlas: But many later Christians have adopted it, though not all.

Hejdanek: Ale mnoho pozdéjsich kiestanu ji prijalo, ackoliv ne vsichni.

Jiny hlas: And it's usually stated by saying that God is eternal. | don't know whether there is a special



word for that in Czech, but eternal is often used to mean outside time. Aeternus, Latin aeternus.
Hejdanek: A obvykle se to vyjadruje tak, Ze Blih je vécny. Nevim, zda pro to existuje v cestiné zvlastni
slovo, ale eternal se ¢asto pouZziva ve smyslu mimo cas. Aeternus, latinsky aeternus.

Vécny. Ja jsem naznacil v tom prekladu, everlasting je vééné trvaly nebo vécné trvajici, Ze? A proti tomu
eternal je vécny a [nesrozumitelné] vécny, jo. Véc¢nosti se tady rozumi mimo ¢as a vécné trvajici se rozumi
trvajici v ¢ase. Jo? To je ten rozdil téch dvou termind.

Jiny hlas: So in that language it would be said that angels are everlasting but God is eternal.

Hejdanek: Andélé jsou vécné trvajici a Buh je vécny.

Jiny hlas: And about a hundred years after Augustine's time, a Christian philosopher called Boethius gave
a definition of eternal.

Hejdanek: A asi sto let po Augustinové dobé krestansky filosof Boethius podal definici vé¢ného.

Jiny hlas: Now | cannot remember that definition in full I'm afraid.

Hejdanek: Bohuzel se uZ plné na tu definici nepamatuiji.

Jiny hlas: But it's something like having all times present simultaneously.

Hejdanek: Ale je to néco takového jako mit vsechny ¢asy pritomny soucasné.

Jiny hlas: And that is very difficult to understand.

Hejdanek: A to je velmi tézko srozumitelné.

Jiny hlas: And | think it might be better if one wants to understand what it means to be outside time to
think of, to compare other kinds of entity.

Hejdanek: A myslim, Ze by bylo lepsi, kdyZ chceme rozumét tomu, co to znamené byt mimo ¢as, porovnat
jiné druhy entit.

Jiny hlas: For example, numbers.

Hejdanek: Napfiklad cisla.

Jiny hlas: In the case of numbers it is, it sounds odd to suppose that they survive through time.

Hejdanek: V pripadé cisel zni podivné predpoklad, Ze pretrvavaji casem.

Jiny hlas: And yet numbers exist. For example there exists a prime number between 7 and 11. No there
doesn't. Sorry that's false. There exists a prime number between 6 and 8, for example.

Hejdanek: A presto Cisla existuji. Napriklad existuje prvocislo mezi sedmi a jedenacti. Ne, neexistuje.
Pardon, to je nepravda. Existuje prvocislo mezi Sesti a osmi napfriklad.

Jiny hlas: That is the number 7.

Hejdanek: To je Cislo sedm.

Jiny hlas: Now the number 7 | think it is reasonable to take the view that the number 7 exists but not in
time.

Hejdanek: Ted ¢islo sedm... Myslim, Ze je rozumné zastavat nazor, Ze ¢islo sedm existuje, ale ne v case.
Jiny hlas: We would surely wish to say that numbers don't exist in space or place.

Hejdanek: Zajisté bychom chtéli fici, Ze Cisla neexistuji v prostoru nebo na misté.

Jiny hlas: So perhaps it is possible also to be outside time.

Hejdanek: TakZze moZna je mozné také byt mimo cas.

Jiny hlas: And then the theological suggestion is that God is in that respect like numbers. In that respect
like numbers.

Hejdanek: A pak teologicky navrh je, Zze Buh je v tomto ohledu jako Cisla. V tomhle ohledu, Ze se podoba
Cisliim.

Jiny hlas: There are evidently problems for that view. Perhaps most evidently, the problem for Christianity
of how God can act, can intervene in the world if he himself is not in time.

Hejdanek: V tomto nazoru jsou evidentné problémy. A snad nejvice evidentni problém pro kfestanstvi,
jak mazZe Bah jednat, jak mize zasahovat ve svété, kdyZ sdm neni v Case.

Jiny hlas: And for that reason, | believe that many modern Christian thinkers have come to reject the view
that God is outside time and to suppose that God is not eternal but everlasting.



Hejdanek: A z tohoto diivodu se domnivam, Ze mnozi moderni kiestansti myslitelé dosli k odmitnuti
nazoru, Ze Buh je vné casu, a domnivaji se, Ze Blh neni vécny, ale vécné trvajici.

Jiny hlas: Once again, | don't wish myself to take sides between those two views.

Hejdanek: A opét si nepreji stavét se na jednu nebo druhou stranu v téchto dvou nazorech.

Jiny hlas: But | do believe that Augustine's view that God is outside time is a possible one.

Hejdanek: Ale domnivam se, Ze Augustin(iv nazor, Ze Buh je vné Casu, je mozny.

Jiny hlas: And in my view, which is that it's not the task of the philosopher to go beyond that.

Hejdanek: A v mém pohledu to neni Gkolem filosofa jit za to.

Jiny hlas: So that reveals my own views, to some extent reveals my own views about the relation between
philosophy and theology.

Hejdanek: Tak to do urcité miry vyjevuje mj vlastni pohled o vztahu mezi filosofii a teologii.

Jiny hlas: The philosopher in my view has the task of investigating in the area of theology which views are
possible, not which views are true.

Hejdanek: Filosof v mém pohledu ma za kol zkoumat v oblasti teologie, které nazory jsou mozné, a ne
které nazory jsou pravdivé.

Jiny hlas: Augustine does not believe that the first words of the Bible in principio mean as they seem to
mean first in time.

Hejdanek: Augustin nevéri, Ze prvni slova Bible in principio znamenaji, jak se zdaji znamenat, nejdrive v
Case.

--- (1981-01-04 Christopher Kirwan - B [LVH281VA], jina verze_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: What is called in those verses the first day did not precede the other days.

To, co je v onéch versich oznac¢ovano jako prvni den, nepredchazelo dny ostatni.

And it did not precede the other days because the way he understands the activities of God on the first
day make God create a heaven and an earth but without change and therefore without time.

A nepredchazelo to ostatni dny proto, Ze zplsob, jakym Blh v onen prvni den konal, Bah stvofil nebe a
zemi, ale beze zmény, a tudiz bez ¢asu. Ano, ano. Presné tak. To je u Augustina to nejdulezitéjsi slovem.
Yes, yes, that is precisely it. That is the most important word for Augustine.

Aha.

Well, | think that | have not studied this very carefully. But | think that Augustine is very much influenced
here by the beginning of the Gospel of St. John, where the beginning is identified with the Logos, the
Word of God.

Myslim, Ze jsem to nestudoval pfilis peclivé, ale domnivam se, Ze Augustin je zde velmi ovlivnén
zacatkem evangelia svatého Jana, kde je pocatek ztotoznén s Logem, Bozim Slovem.

And that gives Augustine the idea that in the Old Testament also it may be that that is the meaning of
the word.

A to dava Augustinovi myslenku, Ze i ve Starém zdkoné to muze byt vyznamem onoho slova.

I mean, this is a case too where he has a problem. If he is right that the first day was not really first, then
in principio does not mean what it seems to mean. It is not literal.

To je pripad, kde ma problém. Pokud ma pravdu, Ze prvni den nebyl skutecné prvni, potom in principio
neznamena to, co se zd4, Ze znamena. Neni to doslovné.

That is his problem and | think that he draws the solution to it from the Gospel of St. John.

To je jeho problém a myslim, Ze feSeni ¢erpa z evangelia svatého Jana. TakZe v podstaté uz od Augustina
nem(Zzeme hovorit o ¢ase.

He was very much influenced by St. John.

Byl velmi ovlivnén svatym Janem.

Even more by St. Paul, but strongly by St. John.

Jesté vice svatym Pavlem, ale silné svatym Janem.

Hejdanek: Na ten text pfednasky mizeme pohliZet dvojim zplsobem. Bud jako na vyklad, predevsim



vyklad Augustina, a nebo jako predevsim na vyklad otazky pocatku ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: We can look at the lecture from two points of view: first as a meditation on Saint Augustine's
work and second as an explanation of the beginning of time. Both of them, but mostly one or the other.
Yes.

Hejdanek: V tom druhém pripadé, pokud by slo o vyloZeni té otazky systematicky,

Jiny hlas: In the second case, if we consider it from a systematic point of view,

Hejdanek: z(stava nereflektovana, neanalyzovana rada nevyslovenych predpokladd.

Jiny hlas: there remains an unreflected, unanalyzed number of unspoken assumptions. Good.

Hejdanek: Myslim, Ze jednim z hlavnich takovych predpoklad( je samozfejmost, s jakou se universum
nebo ¢as povaZuji za celek.

Jiny hlas: One of the most important of these suppositions is the fact that space or time are understood
as units. As a whole. Space and time together? No, no, each as a whole. Universum or time, in both cases
as a whole.

Hejdanek: Ale pravé tahle véc je v té nejnovéjsi dobé, z niz je tam citovan napriklad Newtondv spis, Cili
neni to nelegitimni otazka, je u¢inéna velmi problematickou.

Jiny hlas: But this very thing in modern times, as we see with the reference to Newton, it is a very
problematic question.

Hejdanek: Je pfinejmensim legitimné myslitelné, Ze jak cas, tak universum, svét, je podstatné
pluralizovan nebo je primarné pluralizovan.

Jiny hlas: I think it's meaningful to suppose that both the time and the world, the universe, the cosmos,
are primarily pluralistic. It means the time as a whole can arise from small portions of time which are
primary, which are the beginning of this rising of great regions of time. And the same in the case of the
world.

Jiny hlas: V tom pfipadé tedy je pfinejmensim smysluplné na zakladé nékterych predstav nejnovéjsich
mit za to, Ze primarné a plvodné je ¢as i svét oboje pluralizovan tak, Ze existuji malé porce casu, které
teprve dodatec¢né mohou byt integrovany ve vétsi ¢asové oblasti. A podobné tak i svét.

Jiny hlas: Then the problem will be quite different because there will be no single, no one single beginning
of time, but many beginnings of time. And then all this reflection on the problem of the beginning of time
is set on a quite different level, or quite different basis. Now, would it be possible still to... excuse me...
Jiny hlas: A pokud tohleto pfipustime, tak potom vlastné tu otazku po zacatku casu si presuneme na jinou
rovinu tim, Ze tam vlastné predpokladame téch zacatk( ¢asu celou spoustu a ne jeden. Tak a tim tedy
vlastné - pokud to bereme systematicky, a nikoliv tedy v Augustinovi samozrfejmé to neni - ale pokud to
bereme systematicky, tak tahle celd oblast mozné reflexe by byla teprve otevrena.

Jiny hlas: It's not clear to me how this affects Augustine's problem. Suppose that we stated Augustine's
problem like this: Before today there was yesterday, and before that Friday, and many, many days earlier
than Friday. Is it the case that it is universally true that before each day there was a day? Now, as | say
that, | realize that that won't quite state Augustine's problem, because of course days could run out, the
sort of days we know could run out, if we go back behind the rotation of the Earth. But still, we can ask
more generally about periods of time of the length of a day, and we can ask: Was each such period
preceded by another one? Now, | would like to ask whether that question is affected by the theory that
time is multiple.

Jiny hlas: I think yes, because the question is meaningless if we accept the theory or hypothesis that there
are, there is a plurality of times or time quanta. This question supposes the possibility of speaking about
days or months and so on, but such a day is always a plurality of time quanta.

Hejdanek: But on the contrary, | think if we accept the theory of the plurality, basic plurality or
multiplicity of time, then it's very important for Augustine's view, because as | see it, the Augustine's
view is the only possible meaningful solution of this problem under such conditions.

Tedy odpovéd byla, Ze se mi zda, Ze ten predpoklad, Ze ¢as je pluralizovan, Ze je tady multiplicitni, Ze silné



ovliviuje tu otazku tim, Ze z ni déla vlastné nesmysl. A to proto, Ze ta otazka vlastné je stavéna na
predpokladu, ktery je v rozporu s tim, Ze ¢as je multiplicitni. Totiz mluvi o dnech, mésicich a tak dale, tedy
o ¢asovych Usecich nasi bézné zkusenosti, které uz jsou samy multiplicitou téch ¢asovych kvant. Ze tedy
prosté ta otazka je nesmyslna, pokud prijmeme tu multiplicitu, tu pluralitu ¢asovou. A na druhé strané
myslim, Ze to Augustinovo pojeti s tim taky velice Gzce souvisi, protoze jak se mi zda, prijmeme-li tu
pluralitu ¢asovou, tak to Augustinovo feseni je jediné mozné, Ze tim vyloucime de facto ty jiné.

Jiny hlas: | understand what you say, that if we accept this hypothesis of multiplicity of times, then there
is a problem that only Augustine's theory can solve, but it's not clear to me what the problem is, some
problem that arises from the new theory, is it?

Hejdanek: Ano, jasné. Nebo o to jde, Ze pokud pFijimame tu multiplicitu ¢asu, Ze tfeba vécna pritomnost
BoZi je [nesrozumitelné]... | had in my view the Augustine's solution of the problem of God being outside
of the time.

Mél jsem na mysli to Augustinovo feseni problému, Ze Buh je mimo cas.

Jiny hlas: And this problem is different, is it, when time is multiple?

Hejdanek: Yes. If time is multiple, it means if there are many beginnings of small time portions, let us say,
then it has no sense to, or it is not possible to conceive the existence of God as say everlasting. Because
the everlastingness, if at all, could be only built or constructed of the material which is non-everlasting.
Pokud mame tedy tuhle hypotézu o multiplicité ¢asu, tedy o tom, Ze jsou mnohé pocatky v ¢ase, tak to
znamena, Ze potom ta vécnost BozZi jakoZto to, co trva, jako everlastingness, tak se sklada z véci, které
samy o sobé trvajici nejsou.

Then everlastingness means createdness. To be everlasting means to be created. Then God cannot be
everlasting because He is not created. Then the only possibility is that He is outside of the time, and
because we know that there is no time as a whole, He is outside of every portion of time. And it's the
only possible solution of this problem if we accept the hypothesis of plurality or of the multiplicity of
time events, say as it is in Whitehead's view for instance.

TakZe pokud pfijimame tu teorii o té multiplicité casové, o téch ¢asovych udalostech, o ¢em mluvi
Whitehead, potom ta vécnost vlastné znamena, Ze je to stvorené. Ta vécnost je budovana z téch
casovych véci. Tedy pokud Blh neni stvofeny, tak nem(ze byt vécny v tomhle smyslu. TakZe potom jedina
moznost, jak o Bohu mluvit, je, Ze je mimo ¢as. Ale protoZe neni Zadny cas jako celek, tak to znamena, ze
Blh je mimo kaZzdou tu jednotlivou ¢ast ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: | see the problem. | think it arises for Augustine too, does it not? Even without this particular
view about time.

Hejdanek: Zda se mi, ze tento problém pro Augustina plati taky, aniz by bylo tfeba predpokladat tento
zvlastni koncept ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: Because if | understand you, this theory that time is multiple has as a consequence that no...
Jiny hlas: particular series of time instants is everlasting. Is that right? That each particular series will
have a beginning and an end. Is that right?

Hejdanek: Yes.

Jiny hlas: Jestli rozumim dobre, tak ten partikularni pohled spociva na tom, Ze neni nic vécné trvalého, ze
vsechno ma vzdycky zacatek a konec.

Jiny hlas: Now then, if God is to be in any series of time, he must have been created when it began.

Jiny hlas: Jestlize by mélo platit, Ze B(ih je v jakékoli casové sérii, znamenalo by to, Ze je stvoren.

Jiny hlas: And is that not just like Augustine's problem? He has only one series of time instants, but he
believes that that one series has a beginning, and therefore if God is placed within it, it follows that God
has a beginning.

Jiny hlas: A neni to také problém Augustintiv, i kdyZz ma jenom jednu sérii ¢asu, ¢asovou, i tam plati, ze
Bah nemuzZe byt uvnitf néceho, co je stvorené.

Jiny hlas: So | think, if | understand you, we have two different theories here which give rise to the same



problem: the theory of Augustine that time is unitary but has a beginning, and this new theory that time
is a multiplicity of different series, each of which has a beginning. Both of those give rise to the problem
how can God be in time unless he's created, and both of them demand the solution that he is outside
time.

[nesrozumitelné]

Jiny hlas: But somebody might say that there is the following difference between the two: that in the
case of multiple time, it might be a possibility that God should, as it were, move from one time series to
another and avoid being created in that way.

--- (1981-01-04 Christopher Kirwan [1] [LVH281VA]_Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: ...of the question whether there is an infinite amount of space or of time.

Hejdanek: Otazku, zda je nekonecné mnozstvi prostoru nebo casu. Jestli prostor je nebo neni nekonecny.
Je to totéz, co se ptat, jestli je, anebo jestli neni nekonecno.

Jiny hlas: Is that not right? So | think that Leibniz is not, is not forced to take the view that time had a
beginning.

Hejdanek: ProtoZe Leibniz neni nucen pfijmout to hledisko, Ze €as ma poc¢atek. Ze svét ma pocatek v
Case.

Jiny hlas: And if you ask me whether Leibniz did believe that time has a beginning, | am afraid | don't
know the answer.

Hejdanek: A kdyZ se mé ptate, jestli Leibniz véfFil, Ze ¢as ma pocatek, tak se obavam, Ze nezndm odpovéd.
Odpovéd na to, co on véfil.

Jiny hlas: That makes sense. Uhum. We have here two alternative answers to the problem.

Hejdanek: To dava smysl. Mame tady dvé alternativni odpovédi na ten problém.

Jiny hlas: And that answer of Leibniz, of course, as Leibniz was aware, only answers the problem if you
understand it in one of two possible ways.

Hejdanek: Ta Leibnizova odpovéd samoziejmé, a Leibniz si toho byl védom, odpovida na ten problém
jenom tehdy, kdyz mu rozumite jednim ze dvou moznych zplsob(.

Jiny hlas: Namely, if you understand the question as asking: why did not the very events that have
happened all happen, say, a week earlier?

Hejdanek: Toti7 jestlize rozumite té otazce tak, jako kdyz se ptate: proc ty véci, ty udalosti, ke kterym
doslo, proc se vsechny neodehraly, dejme tomu, o tyden dfiv?

Jiny hlas: And if you understand the problem in that way, then Leibniz would say: it's not really a problem
at all.

Hejdanek: A jestlize rozumite tomu problému timto zplsobem, pak by Leibniz Fekl, Ze to vlastné neni
Zadny problém.

Jiny hlas: Which | think is different from Augustine. Augustine thinks that there is a real problem.
Hejdanek: CozZ si myslim, Ze je odlisSné od Augustina. Augustin si mysli, Ze v tom je skutec¢ny problém.
Jiny hlas: As for myself, | don't know. | am inclined to disagree with Leibniz here and to think that it is
conceivable that things should have started, say, a week earlier than they did. So | am inclined to not to
accept Leibniz's solution, but I'm not sure.

Hejdanek: Pokud jde o mne, nevim. Mam sklon nesouhlasit s Leibnizem v tomhle bodé a myslet si, Ze je
myslitelné, Ze véci by mohly zacit, feknéme, o tyden dFiv, nez zacaly. TakZze mam sklon nepfijmout
Leibnizovo feseni, ale nejsem si docela jist. Nejsem si docela jist. Jesté néco vynechal?

Jiny hlas: If we may speak about Leibniz for a moment, of course what he is doing here is to apply his
principle of the identity of indiscernibles.

Hejdanek: Jestlize mGzeme mluvit chvili o Leibnizovi, tak to, co on tady dél3, je, Ze aplikuje svij princip
identity nerozlisitelnych. Identity of indiscernibles.

Jiny hlas: That those things which cannot be discerned are identical.

Hejdanek: Ne, ne, rozliSitelné. Tedy to, co nelze, dvé véci, které nelze rozlisit, jsou vlastné identické.



Jiny hlas: But if he means by that that where there is no way of discovering a difference, there there is no
difference, | believe that principle is false.

Hejdanek: Ale jestlize tim mini, Ze tam, kde neni Zadny zpUsob, jak zjistit rozdil, Ze tam Zadny rozdil neni,
tak si myslim, Ze toto, tento princip je chybny.

Jiny hlas: That is to say, there might be some, there could be differences which it's impossible to discover.
Impossible to discover.

Hejdanek: To jest, 7e by mohly, Ze by mohly byt takové rozdily, které je nemozné zjistit. Ze to jako
dogmaticky popira predem.

Jiny hlas: Now the difference between our world and a world which was exactly the same but started
one week earlier would indeed be one of these differences that it would be impossible to discover.
Hejdanek: Ten rozdil mezi nasim svétem a svétem, ktery by byl Gplné stejny, ale byl by za¢al o tyden dFiv,
by byl skute¢né jeden z téch rozdilQ, které by bylo nemozné zjistit.

Jiny hlas: But | am inclined to think that nevertheless it might be a real difference.

Hejdanek: Ale mam sklon si myslet, Ze presto by to mohl byt skutecny rozdil.

Jiny hlas: And if so, then | disagree with Leibniz. But as | say, I'm not sure.

Hejdanek: A jestlize ano, pak nesouhlasim s Leibnizem. Ale jak fikam, nejsem si jist.

Jiny hlas: As | say, that it seems to me that the most attractive answer to the problem is the one that |
stated third.

Hejdanek: Jak jsem fekl, zda se mi, Ze nejpfitazlivéjsi odpovéd na tento problém je ta, kterou jsem uved|
jako treti.

Jiny hlas: The question is why was the universe not created sooner than it was?

Hejdanek: Otazka zni, pro¢ vesmir nebyl stvoren drive, nez byl?

Jiny hlas: And | think that the right response is to say: there was no reason. That is, | again this
constitutes a disagreement between me and Leibniz.

Hejdanek: A myslim si, Ze spravna odpovéd je fict: nebylo k tomu Zadného dlivodu. CoZ znovu ustavuje
nesouhlas mezi mnou a Leibnizem.

Jiny hlas: But now it is a different principle of Leibniz that | am contesting.

Hejdanek: Ale ted je to jiny LeibnizGv princip, ktery zpochybnuiji.

Jiny hlas: What is called the principle of sufficient reason.

Hejdanek: To, co se nazyva princip dostatecného divodu.

Jiny hlas: Namely, that everything has a reason. And | would hold myself that at least that there may be
some things which do not have any reason. They just happen, but without any reason.

Hejdanek: Totiz, Ze vSecko ma sv(ij divod. A ja bych zastaval to, Ze pfinejmensim mohou byt nékteré véci,
které nemaji Zadny dvod. Které se prosté déji, ale bez jakéhokoliv diivodu.

Jiny hlas: Now if one supposes that the universe had a beginning in time...

Hejdanek: Jestlize predpokladame, Ze vesmir mél pocatek v case...

Jiny hlas: And if one supposes that it began in 4004 BC, it seems to me that that is very much the sort of
truth which would be true without there being any reason for it.

Hejdanek: A jestlize predpokladame, ze tento pocatek byl roku Ctyfi tisice ctyri pred Kristem, mné se zd3,
Ze to je presné ten druh pravdy, ktery by byl pravdivy, aniz by pro to byl jakykoli dlivod.

Jiny hlas: So that is the solution to the problem that appeals to me most.

Hejdanek: To je pro mne fesSeni, které se mné osobné zda nejslibnéjsi.

Jiny hlas: But perhaps | may remind you what Augustine says. He just says it is illogical for us to think that
God made the universe at that time by chance, that is for no reason.

Hejdanek: Ale mozn4, Ze bych vdm mohl pfipomenout, co fika Augustin. Ten prosté fika, Ze je to
nelogické si myslet, Ze Blh stvofil svét pravé v ten ¢as ndhodou, to jest bez jakéhokoli diivodu.

Jiny hlas: | don't know what others think on that.

Hejdanek: Nevim, co si o tom mysli ostatni.



Jiny hlas: Zminoval se tady o né¢em jako the period of Shoemaker?

Hejdanek: Shoemaker, ano.

Jiny hlas: Mél by tam byt né&jaky rozpor mezi tim, co fikad Augustin a Shoemaker?

Hejdanek: She's asking if there is a contradiction between Augustine and Shoemaker.

Jiny hlas: Arguments against Shoemaker? | had no arguments against him. | thought that Shoemaker's
was right.

Hejdanek: Argumenty proti Shoemakerovi? Ja jsem proti nému nemél Zadné argumenty. J4 jsem si
myslel, Ze Shoemaker ma pravdu. Takze Augustin a on se nevylucu;ji?

Jiny hlas: The situation here is that Augustine has two things: he has the thesis that time had a beginning
and an argument for it.

Hejdanek: Tady jde o to, Ze Augustin ma dvé véci. Ma jednak tezi, ze ¢as mél pocatek, a potom argument
pro tuto tezi.

Jiny hlas: Now the argument, which is also in Philo, depends on there being no time without change.
Hejdanek: A ten argument, ktery najdeme také u Filona, zavisi na tom, Ze neni ¢asu bez zmény.

Jiny hlas: And | believe that the argument does not work because that premise is not true.

Hejdanek: A ja se domnivam, Ze ten argument nefunguje, protoZe ta premisa neni pravdiva.

Jiny hlas: But of course the thesis which Augustine seeks to support by that argument may still be a true
thesis.

Hejdanek: Ale ta teze, kterou se Augustin snazi timto argumentem podepfit, mizZe presto byt pravdiva.
Jiny hlas: At any rate, | think the thesis is well worth investigating, even though | believe that that
argument for it is not a good one. So does that explain the situation?

Hejdanek: V kazdém pripadé si myslim, Ze ta teze stoji za prozkoumani, i kdyz si myslim, Ze argument pro
ni neni dobry. Vysvétluje to situaci?

Jiny hlas: Other people may think that Shoemaker's proof is not a good one.

Hejdanek: Ale jini lidé se mohou domnivat, ze Shoemakertiv dikaz neni dobry.

Jiny hlas: | mean, let me say a little more about his argument, about Shoemaker.

Hejdanek: Dovolte, abych fekl jesté néco vic o jeho argumentu, o Shoemakerovi.

Jiny hlas: Shoemaker's argument depends on our looking for the best hypothesis or the best explanation
of the phenomena that he imagines.

Hejdanek: Ten Shoemakertiv argument spociva v tom, Ze hledame nejlepsi hypotézu nebo nejlepsi
vysvétleni pro ty fenomeny, které on si predstavuje.

Jiny hlas: And he believes that the phenomena which he imagines are best explained by supposing that
the universe remains without any change at all for one year in every sixty.

Hejdanek: A on se domniva, Ze ty fenomeny, které si pfedstavuje, se daji nejlépe vysvétlit predpokladem,
Ze vesmir z(stava beze vsi zmény po jeden rok v kazdém Sedesatileti.

Jiny hlas: But of course it would be possible for somebody who takes the opposite view, for example
Aristotle or Philo...

Hejdanek: Ale ovsem bylo by mozné, aby nékdo, kdo zastava opacné stanovisko, jako Aristoteles nebo
Filon...

Jiny hlas: ...it would be possible for him to say that the hypothesis proposed by Shoemaker is impossible.
Hejdanek: ...aby fekl, Ze hypotéza navrzena Shoemakerem je nemozna.

Jiny hlas: And Shoemaker will have to admit that of course there are other hypotheses which could be
put in its place.

Hejdanek: A Shoemaker by musel pripustit, Ze samozrejmé jsou jiné hypotézy, které by bylo mozno
postavit na toto misto.

Jiny hlas: The phenomena that he imagines involve a universe which begins by having regular periods of
standstill in different regions.

Hejdanek: Ty fenomeny, které si pfedstavuje, zahrnuji vesmir, ktery na za¢atku ma pravidelné periody



zastaveni v rliznych oblastech.

Jiny hlas: But of course it's quite possible that that universe does not continue in a regular way.
Hejdanek: Ale samoziejmé je docela dobre mozné, Ze ten vesmir nepokracuje pravidelnym zplsobem.
Jiny hlas: And | think it's not a very strong argument which asks us to accept as the truth that hypothesis
which is the easiest or simplest, because the truth might be more complicated.

Hejdanek: A myslim, Ze neni pfilis silnym argumentem ten, ktery od nas zada, abychom prijali za pravdu
Jiny hlas: So it would be quite possible for, let us say, Philo to remain unconvinced by Shoemaker.
Hejdanek: Takze by bylo docela dobfe mozné, aby, feknéme, Fildn z(istal nepresvédéen Shoemakerem.
Jiny hlas: Okay. Any of you who know about some of the theological questions that arise around here, |
could perhaps say a word more about the theory that God exists outside time.

Hejdanek: Tém z vas, ktefi védi o nékterych teologickych otazkach, které tady v té souvislosti vznikaji,
bych mohl snad fici jesté slovo o té teorii, Ze Blh existuje mimo cas.

Jiny hlas: | don't know whether Augustine was the first Christian to propound this theory.

Hejdanek: Nevim, zda Augustin byl prvni kiestan, ktery predlozZil tuto teorii.

Jiny hlas: But many later Christians have adopted it, though not all.

Jiny hlas: And it's usually stated by saying that God is eternal. | don't know whether there is a special
word for that in Czech. Eternal is often used to mean outside time. Aeternitas, Latin aeternitas.
Hejdanek: A obvykle se fika, Ze Blih je vécny. Ja nevim, zda pro to v ¢estiné existuje néjaky zvlastni
termin, ale eternal se ¢asto pouziva ve smyslu mimo ¢as. Latinsky aeternitas.

Jiny hlas: So...

Hejdanek: Vécny. Ja jsem narazil v tom prekladu, everlasting je vécné trvaly nebo vécné trvajici, a proti
tomu eternal je véc€ny. A ta vé¢nost se tady rozumi mimo cas, a vécné trvajici se rozumi trvajici v ¢ase. To
je ten rozdil téch dvou termind.

Jiny hlas: So in that language it would be said that angels are everlasting, God is eternal.

Hejdanek: V tomto ohledu se pak fika, Ze andélé jsou vécné trvajici, kdezto Bah je vécny.

Jiny hlas: And about a hundred years after Augustine's time, a Christian philosopher called Boethius gave
a definition of eternal.

Hejdanek: A asi o sto let pozdéji po Augustinovi podal kfestansky filosof jménem Boéthius definici
vécného.

Jiny hlas: Now | cannot remember that definition in full, I'm afraid.

Hejdanek: Bohuzel si tu definici nepamatuiji celou.

Jiny hlas: But it's something like having all times present simultaneously.

Hejdanek: Ale je to néco jako mit vSechny casy pfitomny soucasné.

Jiny hlas: And that is very difficult to understand.

Hejdanek: A to je velmi obtiZzné pochopit.

Jiny hlas: And | think it might be better if one wants to understand what it means to be outside time...
Hejdanek: A myslim, Ze by bylo lepsi, kdyby ¢lovék chtél porozumét tomu, co to znamena byt mimo ¢as...
Jiny hlas: To think of, to compare other kinds of entity...

Hejdanek: Pfemyslet o jinych druzich, srovnat to s jinymi druhy entit...

Jiny hlas: For example, numbers.

Hejdanek: Napfriklad s Cisly.

Jiny hlas: In the case of numbers, it sounds odd to suppose that they survive through time.

Hejdanek: V pripadé cCisel to zni divné, predpokladat, ze prezivaji v ase.

Jiny hlas: And yet numbers exist. For example, there exists a prime number between seven and eleven.
No there doesn't. Sorry, that's false. There exists a prime number between six and eight, for example.
Hejdanek: A presto Cisla existuji. Napriklad existuje prvocislo mezi sedmickou a jedenactkou... Ne, to



neexistuje. Prominite, to je nepravda. Existuje prvocislo napriklad mezi Sestkou a osmickou.

Jiny hlas: That is the number seven.

Hejdanek: To je Cislo sedm.

Jiny hlas: Now the number seven... | think it is reasonable to take the view that the number seven exists,
but not in time.

Hejdanek: Cislo sedm... Myslim, Ze je rozumné zastavat nazor, Ze &islo sedm existuje, ale ne v ¢ase.

Jiny hlas: We would surely wish to say that numbers don't exist in space or place.

Jiny hlas: So perhaps it is possible also to be outside time.

Hejdanek: TakZze moZna je také mozné byt mimo cas.

Jiny hlas: And then the theological suggestion is that God is in that respect like numbers.

Hejdanek: A ta teologicka sugesce je, Ze Blih je v tomto ohledu jako ¢isla.

Jiny hlas: In that respect like numbers.

Hejdanek: V tomto ohledu, Ze se podoba cislam.

Jiny hlas: There are evidently problems for that view.

Hejdanek: Pro toto pojeti jsou tu ovsem zrejmé problémy.

Jiny hlas: Perhaps most evidently the problem for Christianity of how God can act, can intervene in the
world, if he himself is not in time.

Hejdanek: Snad nejziejméjsi problém pro krestanstvi: jak Blth m(zZe jednat, jak m(ze zasahovat do svéta,
jestlize on sdm neni v Case.

Jiny hlas: And for that reason | believe that many modern Christian thinkers have come to reject the view
that God is outside time and to suppose that God is not eternal but everlasting.

Hejdanek: A pro tento diivod se domnivam, Zze mnozi moderni kiestansti myslitelé zacali odmitat ten
nazor, Ze Bah je mimo cas, a predpokladat, ze Blih neni vécny, nybrz everlasting, tedy v ¢ase nekonecny.
Jiny hlas: Once again, | don't wish myself to take sides between those two views.

Hejdanek: A jesté jednou: ja sdm si nepreji brat stranu v tomto sporu.

Jiny hlas: But | do believe that Augustine's view that God is outside time is a possible one.

Hejdanek: Ale domnivam se, Ze Augustinovo pojeti, Zze Blih je mimo cas, je pojetim moznym.

Jiny hlas: And in my view it is not the task of the philosopher to go beyond that.

Hejdanek: A podle mého soudu neni Gkolem filosofa, aby Sel dal.

Jiny hlas: So that reveals my own views, to some extent reveals my own views about the relation
between philosophy and theology.

Hejdanek: A to do jisté miry odhaluje mé vlastni nazory na vztah mezi filosofii a teologii.

Jiny hlas: The philosopher, in my view, has the task of investigating in the area of theology which views
are possible, not which views are true.

Hejdanek: Filosof ma podle mého soudu za kol v oblasti teologie zkoumat, které nazory jsou mozné, a
nikoliv které jsou pravdivé.

A tedy v ramci oblasti teologie filosof zkouma, co je v teologii mozné, ne co je tam pravdivé.

TakZe on se tedy neztotoZiuje s tim Augustinem, ale fika, Ze je to docela dobfe mozné, toto pojeti. A Ze
Ukolem filosofie je ukazat pravé tuto moznost nebo neudrzitelnost nékterych pojeti, ale nikoliv
rozhodovat o tom, co je pravda.

Jiny hlas: Augustine does not believe that the first words of the Bible In principio mean, as they seem to
mean, first in time.

Hejdanek: Augustin se nedomniva, Ze ta prvni slova Bible In principio znamenaji to, co se zda, Ze
znamenaji, totiz jako prvni v ¢ase.
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Jiny hlas: What is called in those verses the first day did not precede the other days.

Hejdanek: Ano, ano. Presné tak. V tom slové. Ano, to tam je teda... [nesrozumitelné]



Jiny hlas: And it did not precede the other days because the way he understands the activities of God on
the first day make God create a heaven and an earth but without change and therefore without time.
Hejdanek: [nesrozumitelné] Ale ja si myslim, Ze Augustin je tady velmi ovlivnén zacatkem evangelia
svatého Jana.

Jiny hlas: Well, | think that, | have not studied this very carefully, but | think that Augustine is very much
influenced here by the beginning of the Gospel of St. John. Where the beginning is identified with the
Logos, the Word of God. And that gives Augustine the idea that in the Old Testament also it may be that
that's the meaning of the word. | mean, this is a case too where he has a problem. If he is right that the
first day was not really first, then in principio does not mean what it seems to mean, it's not literal.
Hejdanek: [nesrozumitelné] To je jeho problém a ja myslim, Ze k nému cerpa feseni z evangelia svatého
Jana.

Jiny hlas: That is his problem and | think that he draws the solution to it from the Gospel of St. John. He
was very much influenced by St. John. Even more by St. Paul, but strongly by St. John.

Hejdanek: Na ten text prednasky mizeme pohlizet dvojim zplsobem. Bud jako na vyklad, pfedevsim
vyklad Augustina, a nebo jako predevsim na vyklad otazky pocatku ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: We can look at the lecture from two points of view. First as an explanation of Augustine's
explanation of time, second as an explanation of the beginning of time.

Hejdanek: Both of them, but mostly one or the second.

V tom druhém pripadé, pokud by slo o vyloZeni té otazky systematicky, z(stava nereflektovana,
neanalyzovana rada nevyslovenych predpokladi.

Jiny hlas: In the second case, if it was about the systematic problem, a number of unexpressed
assumptions remain. Good.

Hejdanek: Myslim, Ze jednim z hlavnich takovych predpoklad(l je samoziejmost, s jakou se universum
nebo ¢as povaZuji za celek.

Jiny hlas: One of the most important assumptions are space or time are assumed as units. As a whole.
Space and time together? No, each as a whole. Universum or time, in both cases as a whole.

Hejdanek: Ale pravé tahle véc je v té nejnovéjsi dobé, z niz je tam citovan napfiklad Newton, Cili neni to
nelegitimni otazka, je u¢inéna velmi problematickou.

Jiny hlas: But from the modern time, the question is problematic.

Hejdanek: Je pfinejmensim legitimné myslitelné, Ze jak ¢as, tak universum, svét, je podstatné
pluralizovan nebo je primarné pluralizovan.

Jiny hlas: It is at least logically possible that time and the world are primarily pluralized.

Jiny hlas: | think it's meaningful to suppose that both the time and the world, the universum, the cosmos,
are primarily pluralistic.

It means the time as a whole can arise from small portions of time which are primary, which are the
beginning of this rising of great regions of time. And the same in the case of the world.

Hejdanek: Tedy, je prfinejmensim smysluplné na zakladé nékterych predstav nejnovéjsich mit za to, ze
primarné a plvodné je Cas i svét oboje pluralizovan tak, Ze existuji malé porce ¢asu, které teprve
dodatecné mohou byt integrovany ve vétsi casové oblasti. A podobné tak i svét.

Jiny hlas: Then the problem will be quite different because there will be no single, no one single
beginning of time, but many beginnings of time. And then all this reflection on the problem of the
beginning of time is set on a quite different level, or quite different basis. Now, would it be possible...
Hejdanek: A pokud tohleto pripustime, tak potom vlastné tu otazku po zacatku ¢asu si presuneme na
jinou rovinu tim, Ze tam musime predpokladat téch zacatkd ¢asu celou spoustu a ne jeden. A tim teda,
pokud to bereme systematicky - a nikoliv v Augustinovi, tam to samozfejmé tak neni - ale pokud to
bereme systematicky, tak tahle celd oblast mozné reflexe by se znaéné rozsirila.

Jiny hlas: It's not clear to me how this affects Augustine's problem. Suppose that we stated Augustine's
problem like this: Before today there was yesterday, and before that Friday, and many, many days earlier



than Friday. Is it the case that it is universally true that before each day there was a day?

Now, as | say that, | realize that that won't quite state Augustine's problem, because of course days could
run out, the sort of days we know could run out if we go back behind the rotation of the earth. But still,
we can ask more generally about periods of time of the length of a day, and we can ask, was each such
period preceded by another one? Now | would like to ask whether that question is affected by the
theory that time is multiple.

Hejdanek: | think yes, because the question is meaningless if we accept the theory or hypothesis that
there is a plurality of times or time quanta. This question supposes the possibility of speaking about days
or months and so on, but such a day is always a plurality of time quanta. But on the contrary, | think if we
accept the theory of the plurality, basic plurality or multiplicity of time, then it's very important for
Augustin's view, because as | see it, the Augustin's view is the only possible meaningful solution of this
problem under such conditions.

Tedy odpovéd byla, Ze se mi zda, Ze ten predpoklad, Ze ¢as je pluralizovan, Ze je tady multiplicitni, Ze déla
z té otazky, Ze ji silné ovliviuje tim, Ze z ni déla otazku nesmyslnou. A to proto, Ze ta otazka vlastné je
stavéna na predpokladu, ktery je v rozporu s tim, Ze ten ¢as je multiplicitni, totiz mluvi o dnech, mésicich
a tak dal, tedy o ¢asovych Usecich nasi bézné zkusenosti, které uz jsou samy multiplicitou téch ¢asovych
kvant.

Tedy prosté ta otazka je nesmyslna, pokud pfijmeme tu multiplicitu, tu pluralitu ¢asovou. A na druhé
strané myslim, Ze to Augustinovo pojeti s tim taky velice Gizce souvisi, protoZe jak se mi zda, pfijmeme-li
tu pluralitu ¢asovou, tak to Augustinovo Feseni je jediné mozné. Ze tim vylouéime de facto ty jiné.

Jiny hlas: Then | understand you to say that if we accept this hypothesis of the multiplicity of times, then
there's a problem that only Augustin's theory can solve, but it's not clear to me what the problem is,
some problem that arises from the new theory.

Hejdanek: Ano, jasné, nebo... Jiny hlas se v podstaté pta na to, Ze jestliZe pfijimame pluralitu ¢asu, Ze je
zde problém, ktery pravé to Augustinovo pojeti...

| had in my view the Augustin's solution of the problem of Blih being outside of the time.

Meél jsem na mysli pravé to Augustinovo pojeti Boha jakoZto jsoucna vné casu.

Jiny hlas: This problem is different, is it, when time is multiple?

Hejdanek: Yes, if time is multiple, it means if there are many beginnings of small time portions, let us say,
then it has no sense to - or it is not possible to - conceive the existence of Blih as say everlasting.
Because the everlastingness, if at all, could be only built or constructed of the material which is non-
everlasting.

Jestlize prijimame tuhle pluralitu ¢asu, tak to Augustinovo pojeti je jediné mozné, protoze mluvit o Bohu
jako o vécném v Case uz nema dobry smysl, protozZe véénost by pak musela byt jako sloZena z véci, které
vécné nejsou, tak jako ten cas se sklada z téch ¢asovych kvant.

Jiny hlas: | see the problem. | think it arises for Augustin too, does it not? Even without this particular
view about time.

Hejdanek: Zda se mu, Ze tento problém pro Augustina plati taky, aniz by bylo tfeba predpokladat tento
zvlastni, tento partikuldrni koncept casu.

Jiny hlas: Because if | understand you, this theory that time is multiple has as a consequence that no
particular series of time instants is everlasting. Is that right? That each particular series will have a
beginning and an end. Is that right?

Hejdanek: Tedy, jestli rozumim dobre, tak ten partikuldrni pohled spociva na tom, Ze neni nic vé¢né
trvalého, Ze vSechno ma svij zacatek a konec.

Jiny hlas: Now then, if God is to be in any series of time, he must have been created when it began.
Hejdanek: TakZe, jestlize by mélo platit, Ze Bah je v jakékoli casové sérii, znamenalo by to, Ze je stvoren.
Jiny hlas: And is that not just like Augustin’s problem? He has only one series of time instants, but he
believes that that one series has a beginning, and therefore if God is placed within it, it follows that God



has a beginning.

Hejdanek: A neni tohle taky problém Augustintv, i kdyZz méa jenom jednu sérii casovou? | tam plati tedy
to, Ze Blh nemUze byt uvniti néceho, co ma zacatek.

Jiny hlas: So | think, if | understand you, we have two different theories here which give rise to the same
problem. The theory of Augustin that time is unitary but has a beginning, and this new theory that time
is a multiplicity of different series, each of which has a beginning. Both of those give rise to the problem
how can God be in time unless he is created, and both of them demand the solution that he is outside
time.

Hejdanek: Takze, jestli jsem rozumél dobre, mame zde dvé rizné teorie, které obé vedou ke stejnému
problému. Augustinova teorie, Ze ¢as je jeden, ale ma zacatek, a tahle nova teorie, Ze ¢as je multiplicitou
rlznych sérii, z nichz kazda ma sv(ij zacatek. Obé tyto teorie vedou k problému, jak m(iZe byt Buh v Case,
aniz by byl stvoren, a obé vyZzaduiji feSeni, Ze Buh je mimo ¢as.

Jiny hlas: But somebody might say that there is the following difference between the two, that in the
case of multiple time, it might be a possibility that God should, as it were, move from one time series to
another and avoid being created in that way.

Hejdanek: Ale nékdo by mohl Fici, Ze je tu nasledujici rozdil mezi témi dvéma, Ze v pripadé onoho
mnohonasobného ¢asu by tu byla moznost, Ze by Bih mohl takfikajic prechazet z jedné ¢asové série do
druhé a vyhnout se tak tomu, aby byl stvoren.
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Jiny hlas: And would you say that that apparently alternative solution is not really an alternative because
it makes no sense to suppose that any being whatever exists in more than one of these series of times?
Because otherwise that looks like an alternative, doesn't it? One could keep God inside time, but he's in
all these times, one after another and perhaps overlapping, so that he does not have to be created.
Hejdanek: I am not sure if | should make more detailed explanation of these very strange things. My idea
was only that there is a difference between intellectual possibility of Augustine's view that God is outside
the time and the intellectual necessity of such conception if we adopt the hypothesis of the multiplicity of
times.

Mam pochybnosti, jestli to mam rozvadét prilis podrobné, ponévadz je to ponékud takové cizi, ale ma
myslenka byla ta, Ze je rozdil mezi intelektualni moznosti pro Augustina chapat Boha jako stojictho mimo
cas a intelektualni nezbytnosti ho tak chapat, jestlize prijmeme predpoklad pluralitnich ¢asu.

Jiny hlas: Yes, thank you. | had missed that difference because of course the argument that | believe
Augustine uses for his conclusion that God is outside time, in so far as that argument rests on the
problems that | discussed, | believe that that argument has a number of holes in it. We are not forced to
the conclusion that Augustine adopts. Whereas you are suggesting that these strange theories of time
would actually force us to the conclusion that God is outside time. And if that's true, that would be an
important difference.

Hejdanek: Jo, tak to je ten jemny napad, Ze tedy jisté tento rozdil vystoupil, jestlize je pravda, Ze ta
hypotéza pluralitnich ¢ast nezbytné [nesrozumitelné] k této otazce.

Jiny hlas: You would not be able to see it. It is better to translate the question and the answer together.
Hejdanek: J& jsem to v tom nezachytil. Mam pochybnosti, jestli to mam rozvadét pfilis podrobné,
ponévadz je to ponékud takové cizi, ale ma myslenka byla ta, Ze je rozdil mezi intelektualni moznosti pro
Augustina chapat Boha jako stojiciho mimo cas a intelektualni nezbytnosti ho tak chapat, jestlize
prijmeme predpoklad pluralitnich c¢asa.

Jiny hlas: No, he does not say just that. Leibniz's principle of the identity of indiscernibles is that if we
cannot, if we could not discern, see the difference, then there would be no difference.

Hejdanek: Nerozumél tomu zacatku. Kdybyste radsi to fekl a pak ja uz budu prekladat. Ja jsem to prosté
nechytil.

Jiny hlas: I should emphasize that this is only one way of understanding Leibniz's principle. And it's the



one that seems to me to be appropriate to his discussion of the beginning of time. And it's the one which
interprets him as saying there is no difference unless it could be seen.

Jiny hlas: Unless it could be discovered. But there is another way of understanding this principle, which |
think is quite different and not relevant to anything that we've been speaking about, is to understand
him to say there's no difference where there are no differences of quality. That any two different things
must differ in their qualities or characteristics and not just in their substance. That is another way of
understanding Leibniz.



