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Jiny hlas: Profesor Owen 13. 4.

Jiny hlas: Profesor Owen. Thank you very much. On fika teda, Ze ten paper, ktery bude davat, se netyka
ani pfimo politiky, ndboZenstvi nebo moralky, takovych urgentnich témat, ale spi$ abstraktni filosofie.
Jiny hlas: This is on logic, the beginnings of logic, and the way that it started from philosophical
arguments about negation. Alright. Now shall we wait for the translator?

Jiny hlas: We can start and...

Jiny hlas: But what do you think he’s done with the paper?

Jiny hlas: I think he will bring it if there is no trouble with him.

Jiny hlas: Ah, yes. Of course. Good. Well, let me start at least. Philosophers intermittently...

Hejdanek: Pojdte dal, prosim vas, sednéte si, uz jsme zacali.

Jiny hlas: Corrected. Save it.

Jiny hlas: Good. May | take it?

Jiny hlas: This is the only copy I've got. Apart from the paper. Right. Philosophers intermittently puzzle
each other and themselves on the subject of negation. Why should they? Any language known to us
must surely contain signs of negation. In English, for example, words such as not and no, none, no one,
nowhere. If we had no grasp of these, we would not have the means of rejecting some descriptions of
the world. If we could not reject some, we could not find others informative. What is puzzling then?
Philosophers have sometimes found it hard to digest the idea that some possible descriptions of the
world are bare rejections of others. This table is not blue, but neither surely is the shape of the table or
the proof of Euclid’s third theorem.

Jiny hlas: Excuse me, it will be necessary to translate just sentence after sentence.

Jiny hlas: Right. If possible. Good. Is that alright? Or shall | do it paragraph by paragraph? Which would
you rather?

Jiny hlas: Just sentence by sentence, because I...

Jiny hlas: All right. Shall | start again? | mean, | can do it from the paper. While he does it, I'll have a pipe.
Jiny hlas: Filosofové se bez ustani matou sami sebe a sebe navzajem o predmétu negace. Proc se to tak
déje? Jakykoliv jazyk, ktery je znamy, musi samoziejmé obsahovat negacni znaky. V anglictiné slova jako
not, no, none, no one, nowhere - ne, to jsou zapory, nikdo, nikde a tak dale. Kdybychom neméli moznost
tato slova pochopit, neméli bychom Zadny zp(lsob, jak odmitnout néjaky popis svéta. A kdybychom
nemohli odmitnout nékteré popisy, tak bychom nemohli zase jiné shledat informativnimi. Co je zde
matouciho?

Jiny hlas: Right. Philosophers have sometimes found it hard to digest the idea that some possible
descriptions of the world are bare rejections of others. And as | said, this table is not blue, but then
neither surely is the shape of the table or the proof of Euclid’s third theorem. What is the character of
non-blueness that these unlikely neighbors share?

Jiny hlas: Filosofové to nékdy shledavaji tézké zazit myslenku, Ze nékteré mozné popisy svéta jsou
pouhymi odmitnutimi jinych. Tento stal neni modry, ale také samozifejmé neni tvar tohoto stolu nebo
dikaz Eukleidovy treti véty. Co je potom charakter nemodrosti, ktery tyto naprosto nepodobné prvky
sdileji?

Jiny hlas: Right. I've just cut out a little. I’'m going to this. And in general, this is how. In general, how can
one describe the actual, or if you prefer factual world by listing gaps and lacks in it? Others besides
Wittgenstein have thought that the basic propositions in which the world can be described must be all
positive and compatible with each other.

Jiny hlas: Jak je obecné mozZné popsat skutecny, nebo davate-li pfednost faktovy svét tim, Ze se budou
pouze vyjmenovavat diry ¢i nedostatky v ném? Ostatni kromé Wittgensteina mysleli, Ze tyto zakladni



propozice nebo predpoklady, ve kterych svét mize byt popsan, musi byt vSechny pozitivni a navzajem se
nesmi vylucovat.

Jiny hlas: Yes. What of those negative descriptions to which we seem reduced in our tally of the facts,
description of the facts, when there is nothing positive to replace them? Smith, for example, is not a
policeman, but neither does he follow any other trade or calling. And this glass is not tinted red, but nor
does it have any other color. The world seems, in Russell’s, Bertrand Russell’s idiom, to have irreducibly
negative facts in it. I'm going to the end of the paragraph. And yet there is a spendthrift air to the claim.
For any positive description or identification of an object, there are obviously countless negative
descriptions and identifications. We should never finish the list. Much that is, as Plato puts it in the
Sophist, infinitely much that is not. And can we have a world that contains infinitely many negative
descriptions for any one object that we want to identify?

Jiny hlas: Ovsem, které z téchto negativnich popisu, na které se zda byt nas popis faktt redukovan, kdyz
neni nic pozitivniho, co by je mohlo nahradit? Smith neni policista, avsak také nema Zadné jiné femeslo
nebo povolani. Tato sklenice nema ¢ervenou barvu, avsak nema také zadnou jinou barvu. Svét, jak se zda
v Russellové idiomu, ma neredukovatelna negativni fakta v sobé. Avsak je zde rozhazovacny pristup k
tomuto tvrzeni. Pro jakykoliv pozitivni popis nebo identifikaci objektu jsou zde ocividné nespocetné
negativni popisy a identifikace. Nikdy bychom neskoncili ten seznam. Mnoho toho, co je, jak fika Platon v
Sofistovi, nekone¢né mnoho toho, co neni. A mizeme mit svét, ktery obsahuje nekone¢né mnoho
negativnich popist pro kazdy jeden predmét, ktery chceme identifikovat?

Jiny hlas: Right. Thank you. We can leave that paragraph if you like out... except very briefly. Logicians
often don't make it part of their trade to notice these problems. But onto the last paragraph. Logic wins
its laws in philosophical argument and that's the theme of this paper. | shall illustrate the issues here,
logic winning its themes in philosophical argument. | shall illustrate the issues under four connected
headings, and one leads to the next. Negation and falsehood, with some remarks on non-existence.
Difference and incompatibility. Propositional negation when you're simply cancelling, negating the whole
proposition. And the law or laws of contradiction. And we will start and see how far we go.

Jiny hlas: Logikové se necasto zabyvaji nebo nepovsimnou si téchto problém. Avsak logika ziskala své
zakony ve filosofickych diskusich. A toto bude tématem této prace a pokusim se ilustrovat tento bod ve
Ctyrech rliznych oddilech. Jeden bude navazovat na druhy. Negace a nepravda s nékolika pozndmkami na
non-existenci, rozdilnost a neslucitelnost, vyrokova negace a zakon ¢i zakony kontradikce.

Jiny hlas: Thank you. And I'm starting with that first subject, the connection between negation and
falsehood. Just translate that, then they'll know what's coming.

Jiny hlas: TakZe se zac¢ne s timto oddilem: negace a nepravda.

Jiny hlas: It's a commonplace that while negation and falsehood are not the same thing, they are close
relatives. In denying a statement we commit ourselves to its falsehood, as Quine puts it: ,the negation of
a true statement is false, the negation of a false statement is true“. But the suggestion that negation is to
be explained in terms of truth conditions has troubled some thinkers, some philosophers. They argue
that to say ,Jones is not asleep” is to state something directly about Jones, whereas to say ,,it's false that
Jones is asleep” is to ascribe a property to some actual or possible statement about Jones. Truth and
falsehood, unlike the lack of sleep, are properties of statements. So the first type of utterance, ,Jones is
not asleep®, is more basic. It's a first-order utterance, where the second, ,it's false that Jones is asleep®, is
second-order, and that shows the proper order of explanation. I'll give them anyway the next paragraph.
Jiny hlas: Je béZné, Ze zatimco negace a nepravda nejsou totoZné, jsou to blizké pribuzné zaleZitosti.
Pokud popirdame vyrok, tak se stavime za jeho nepravdu. Jak tvrdi Quine: negace pravdivého vyroku je
nepravda, negace nepravdivého vyroku je pravda. Avsak navrh, Ze negace by méla byt vysvétlovana v
terminech pravdivostnich podminek, zpUsobil potize nékterym myslitel(im, ktefi tvrdili, Ze fici, Ze Jones
nespi, znamena tvrdit néco pfimo o Jonesovi, zatimco Fici, Ze neni pravda nebo je nepravdou, Ze Jones
spi, je pfipisovani vlastnosti jakémusi skutecnému nebo moznému vyroku o Jonesovi. Pravda a nepravda



na rozdil od non-existence spanku nebo nedostatku spanku jsou vlastnosti vyroku. TakZe prvni typ vyroku,
je to ten o tom, Ze Jones nespi, je zakladnéjsi. Je to vypovéd prvniho stupné, zatimco druha, to je ta
»heni pravda, Ze Jones spi“, je vypovéd druhého stupné. A toto ukazuje spravny postup pfi vysvétlovani.
Jiny hlas: Others have replied to this that they can more readily understand the ascribing of truth and
especially falsehood to statements than they can understand the so-called negative facts such as the
non-sleeping of Jones, with which we're required to start if our explanation is to go in this second
direction. It's by inspecting the actual, by inference the positively characterized world, that we find that
some description of it is to be rejected as false. So we can understand falsehood, but how can the world
contain not only actual and positive circumstances, but the lacks and absences of some possible facts or
states of affairs, the non-occurrences of Jones asleep now? The other order of explanation starting from
falsehood and going through to negation is preferable.

By the way, those of you who do understand English, if | talk too fast or unclearly, will you shout, even
while I'm doing it please. All right? Good.

Jiny hlas: Yes, I'm trying to.

Jiny hlas: Oh yes, | think so. Considered normally, | mean just to read one sentence and that was all. Oh, |
see what you mean. Is Nechleba saying that she only wants one sentence translated at a time? Because
then | shan't make the connections in the prose of the argument, you see. He doesn't, you see, he may
not see the next sentence is a ,therefore” sentence if | don't put two sentences together. | mean I've got
the text, so it's all right, but when | don't have it... Yes, exactly. No, | think I'll go de bar... | think I'll give
one or two sentences at a time, not just one. Just to... because | want the logical connections there, of
course. You can scream.

Jiny hlas: Na toto jini odpovédéli, Ze mohou spiSe nebo lehceji rozumét pripisovani pravdy ¢i nepravdy
vyrokdim, spiSe nez rozumét takzvanym negativnim fakt(im, jako je Jonesovo nespani, s kterym bychom
méli zacit, ma-li porad naseho vysvétlovani jit vtomto druhém poradi, v druhém sméru.

Hejdanek: je to pfi zkoumani skutecnych a nasledné pozitivné charakterizovatelnych stav( svéta, ze
shledavame, Ze nékteré jeho popisy maji byt odmitnuty jakozto nepravdivé. Avsak jak miize svét
obsahovat nejenom skutecné a pozitivni okolnosti, ale také nedostatky ¢i absence nékterych moznych
fakt( ¢i stavll udalosti, jako napfriklad neexistence Jonesova spanku nyni. To znamen3, Ze ten druhy
zpUsob vysvétlovani je spise mu dat prednost.

Jiny hlas: Right. So we've got two... don't need to translate this. We have two opposing factions on this.
One is the faction that says of course you need negations to explain falsehood, which is second order,
and the other side saying we can't have the world containing negative facts, blanks, so we need
falsehood to explain negation. Does that need translating? I've said it already, so have you. Right. Now to
many Greek philosophers before Aristotle, that last reply would have seemed quite unsatisfactory. That
is, that we start with falsehood and proceed to negation. For they found or they professed to find the
idea of falsehood itself unintelligible, while they showed no similar discontent over negation. In fact their
paradoxes about falsehood depended on accepting as intelligible some negative premises that other
early Greeks would have rejected, including for example Parmenides. Parmenides didn't argue against all
negation, but it was not until Plato's Sophist that the puzzles about falsehood were shown to imply the
mere vacuousness of some first order negations that are used in setting the puzzles. In other words,
these Sophists are going to use negation quite cheerfully to set their puzzles, puzzles about falsehood,
and it had to wait for Plato to show that the puzzles set about falsehood also involved paradoxes about
negation. But we're going to look at the Sophists first, and we're going to look also at the man from
whom the Sophists' troubles primarily came, that is Parmenides.

Hejdanek: Mnoha feckym filosofam pred Aristotelem by se toto zdalo velice neuspokojivou odpovédi,
protoze zjistili, ¢i tvrdili, Ze zjistili, Ze mysSlenka nepravdy sama o sobé je nepochopitelna, zatimco
neprojevovali stejnou nespokojenost s negaci. Skute¢né, jejich paradox o nepravdeé zavisel na
akceptovani jakoZto srozumitelného nékterych negativnich premis, které by Parmenidés sdm odmitl,



ackoliv, jak budeme tvrdit, jeho mysleni nebylo smérovano proti vSem negacim. A nestalo se tak az do
Platonovych Sofist, ze tyto hadanky o nepravdé byly ukazany jako prazdné o nékterych negacich prvého
radu, které byly pouZity k tomu, aby se tyto hadanky vibec sestavily.

Jiny hlas: When | go on by the way with the later sheets, I'll pass them across to you as soon as you start
translating, alright? We can share them. So it didn't appear until Plato's Sophist that some puzzles about
falsehood were shown to contain nonsense of some first order negations that were used in setting the
puzzles.

Hejdanek: Cili neobjevilo se to a7 do Platénovych Sofistt, Ze nékteré hadanky o nepravdé se ukazaly, 7e
obsahuji nesmysly o nékterych negacich prvého radu, které byly pouzity k tomu, aby se tyto hadanky
vibec sestavily.

Jiny hlas: Greek troubles over falsehood emanated from the work of one pioneer, Parmenides of Elea,
but he didn't himself expressly discuss falsehood. Even his arguments concerning negation were not, or
not apparently, designed to discredit negation in general. What he maintained as the basis for a series of
deductions - and we do know something of Parmenides, or do we? Is Parmenides not a known
philosopher here? Yes, he is. Well, thank goodness for that. Yes, | thought so. What he maintained as the
basis for a series of deductions was that one of two forms of utterance was proper and legitimate, while
the other represented a blind road. And the first form of utterance was estin, it is, and the second was
ouk estin, it is not. And these must be taken I think in an existential sense, but that's what I'm going to
argue. If we've got that, then we have the puzzles about falsehood. Right. Go ahead.

Hejdanek: Recké problémy s nepravdou vyplynuly z prace jednoho z prikopnik(i, Parmenida z Eleje,
avsak on sam nikdy vyslovené se nezabyval nepravdou. A dokonce jeho tvrzeni, ktera se tykala negace,
nebyla ¢i ne zjevné namirena, aby diskreditovala negaci jako takovou. Co tvrdil, je, Ze zakladna pro sérii
dedukci je, Ze jedna forma vypovédi je pravdiva a legitimni, zatimco jina reprezentuje slepou uli¢ku. Prvni
forma vypovédi je to jest spolec¢né s dodatkem a musi byt, a druha je to neni spolecné s dodatkem a
nesmi byt.

Jiny hlas: Parmenides argued for saying that you can't have such a form of utterance as 'it is not'. He said
you could not discern, you couldn't recognize what is not, since that's impossible, nor could you declare
it, express it in speech. Alright? We got that. And he proceeded to deduce the characteristics of what can
be distinguished in thought and expressed in speech. And the descriptions he settled for make a
remarkable list. Such a subject, a genuine subject of discourse and thinking, must be unborn, undying,
immovable, not divisible, invariant.

Jiny hlas: he adds a few other attributes which are positive in grammatical form, such as that it's whole,
unique, perfect. But it's the negative forms that predominate and the body of Parmenides' argument
relies on negation afterwards. So most of his readers have been persuaded that in ruling out any form of
expression represented by or reliance on that formula it is not, Parmenides did not mean to debar
negation in general.

Hejdanek: pridava dalsi atributy, které jsou pozitivni ve své gramatické formé, takové jako Ze predmét
musi byt cely, jedine¢ny, [nesrozumitelné] perfektni. Avsak negativni formy prevladaji a hlavni ¢ast
Parmenidovy argumentace zavisi na negaci. Nasledné vétsina jeho ¢tenar(i musela byt presvédcena, ze
tim, Ze vylucuje jakoukoli formu vyrazu, ktera je reprezentovana ci zavisla na jeho formulaci to neni, tim
Parmenides nemyslel zbavit se negace jako takové nebo zrusit negaci jako takovou.

Jiny hlas: He meant to rule out only some special classes of negative expressions and explore the
consequences. And the right and favored candidate for that prime target of Parmenides' argument has
always been, long been, statements of non-existence. What doesn't exist is not, so to speak, there to be
grasped in word or thought.

Hejdanek: spise on mél na mysli vyloucit pouze nékteré zvlastni typy nebo tfidy negativnich vyrazi a
potom prozkoumat nasledky. Jako favorizovanym kandidatem na prvni cil Parmenidovych argumentt
byla dlouho tvrzeni o neexistenci. Co neexistuje, neni tak fe¢eno k pochopeni ¢i k uchopeni ve slovu &i v



myslence.

Jiny hlas: What do you think? Should | start cutting out paragraphs or shall we put everything in for the
time?

| think you can go on, put everything in for the time. It would be better. Then we shall make a short
[nesrozumitelné].

| don't in the least mind how long | go on. But if we go on like this, it may take another two hours with
the translation.

Is that all right?

It's all right.

Splendid. On we go. | shall be delighted. Now, there are snags in this interpretation. But there are snags.
Some have objected that all the predicates that Parmenides leaves standing, though they are often
negative in the surface grammar, that is unborn, undying, immovable, not divisible, invariant, though
they are often negative in the surface grammar, are essentially positive in content. That they stand in
effect for eternal and whole and perfect. And accordingly that it's the contradictories of these that
Parmenides would rule out as essentially negative. Well, it's a veteran question whether there can be
any clear criteria for holding the sense of an expression to be essentially positive or negative if we
discount the appearance or non-appearance in it of the conventional negation signs.

Hejdanek: oviem jsou zde problémy. Néktefi namitali, Ze vSechny predikaty, které Parmenides
ponechavi, ackoli jsou ¢asto negativni v jejich povrchové gramatické stavbé, jsou v zasadé pozitivni ve
vyznamu. To jsou jako ty nenarusitelné a nepohyblivé a tak dale. Ze ve skute¢nosti zastupuji vééné, celé,
perfektni. A podle toho, Ze spise kontradikce k témto by Parmenides vyloucil jakoZto v zasadé negativni.
Nyni nasleduje klasicka otazka, jestli maze byt jakékoli jasné kritérium pro uréeni vyznamu vyrazu, zda je
zasadné pozitivni ¢i negativni, pokud odhlédneme od toho, zda se v ném objevuje ¢i neobjevuje
konvenéni negacni znak.

Jiny hlas: For example, the words "he is the oldest inhabitant" seem to say neither more nor less than
"no inhabitant is older than he". The first is positively formulated, the second is negatively formulated.
There are other well-trodden examples. It looks as though in order to decide, I'm adding this, that the
sense of something is essentially negative, we must take it as a negatively formulated proposition. It's
the appearance of negation signs that settle it.

Can | add a very small sentence which you can translate immediately? Plato and Aristotle always regard
negation as settled by the conventional signs of negation in the statement. And then that takes us just
about to the end of the paragraph.

Hejdanek: ta slova jako tvrzeni ,je nejstarsim obyvatelem" tvrdi totéz, vice ¢i méné, Ze , Zadny obyvatel
neni starsi nez on"“, Ackoli prvni je pozitivné a druhé je negativné formulovano. A jsou tu jesté dalsi dobre
znamé priklady. Cili ve svych tvrzenich Platén a Aristotelés vidycky povazuji negaci za uréenou
konvencnimi znaky negace v daném tvrzeni v zasadé rozdélovali negativni a pozitivni podle gramatické
struktury.

Jiny hlas: Right. I'm going to shorten a bit. Do you think you could take it if | do shorten? It is being
shortened. Good, thank you very much. From Parmenides. Parmenides rejects the possibility of anything
coming to be or ceasing to be at any time. Simply because he cannot understand something coming to
be from nothing, to mé on ek mé ontos, or understand its extinction. In other words, Parmenides can’t
understand how from non-existence anything can come to exist, or how it can disappear into non-
existence. And that’s the motive that is going to explain the troubles about falsehood that his successors
were to experience. | add that, sorry.

Hejdanek: Parmenidés odmita moznost, ze by néco vzniklo ¢i prestalo byt v jakémkoliv ¢ase, protoze
nemuzZe rozumeét, Ze by néco zacalo nebo néco vzniklo z niceho, ¢i rozumét zaniku. Jinymi slovy nemaze
rozumét, Ze z neexistence cokoli mlze vzniknout nebo mize cokoli zacit existovat, ¢i jak se to m(ize
ztratit do neexistence.



Jiny hlas: Can | shorten this by saying: Any attempt to find a different use of the verb ‘to be’ basic to
Parmenides breaks down against his use of extinction as the coming to lack existence, that is, going out
of existence. And the existential use is the important one. His argument then is that if something did not
exist, you could not speak of it or think of it. Is that translatable?

Hejdanek: Parmenidovo slovo ,byt“ je vlastné potom, nebo ten problém se stavi na problému zaniku,
protoZe nem0zZe chapat, 7e by cokoli mohlo z existence zaniknout. A nebo z neexistence vzniknout. Cili ze
vlbec prosté cokoli, co by nebylo, co by prosté neexistovalo, neni mozno ani pomyslet, neni mozno to
vlbec uchopit myslenkové.

Jiny hlas: This next paragraph, some of this needs to be put in. That, anyway, is how his successors
understood him. Empedocles denied that there could be any real physis springing up of anything, and
that’s an echo of Parmenides' argument that there can be no springing up of something that starts from
nothing. But - and this is important - Empedocles, like other early Greek filosofové, like the atomists and
Anaxagoras, thought that one basic sort of change could be saved from Parmenides' arguments. And the
essence of it was locomotion, the spatial rearrangement of permanent constituents of the world.

May | just say very briefly, | think we can shorten this. The Greek filosofové were very concerned at
Parmenides' arguments against the possibility of any change, and these arguments were essentially
based on the unintelligibility of non-existence, of going into nothing, coming from nothing. And they
thought just one sort of change could be saved from those arguments. That is motion, locomotion.
Hejdanek: Ti dalsi filosofové se velice zabyvali timto problémem Parmenidovym, Zze mlze néco vzniknout
Z neexistence a zase zaniknout do neexistence. A nakonec jejich nazor byl, Ze z tohoto problému je
vlastné jedina zachrana pro né, a to je lokomoce, pohyb. Prostorové preskupeni permanentnich prvkd
svéta.

Jiny hlas: Right. Aristotle was clear on the reason behind that consensus: that they could save
locomotion, spatial change, from going into and out of existence. The gist of what Aristotle says seems
clear. To color a green thing red is to bring a red thing into existence and to put an end to its green
predecessor. And changes in size and shape can readily be accommodated to the same existential mold.
But not with Jocomotion. If | move my chair across the room, | bring nothing into existence and destroy
nothing. So this change is not vulnerable to Parmenides' rejection of non-existence. Parmenides’
follower, Melissus, found one argument against that escape, the insistence that the one form of change
that was not existential was locomotion. Melissus said: even if things are merely rearranged, one
arrangement ceases to exist and a non-existent one comes to be. Perfectly good argument converting
spatial change into existence. But Melissus' argument, perhaps because it concerned not the basic
properties of any element or elements but their casual conjunctions, was disregarded.

Hejdanek: Aristotelés se vyjadroval velice jasné o mysleni za timto nazorem. Prostorovy pohyb ze vsech
moznych zmén neobsahuje ztratu ¢i zménu byti. Zména je tedy rozebrana v detailech, avsak jadro je
jasné. Nabarvit zelenou véc na ¢erveno znamena, Ze cervena véc vznikne a zanikne jeji zeleny
predchidce. Ci da se tedy Fict, Ze vznikne Eervenost a zanikne zelenost. Zména ve velikosti &i tvaru se da
velice lehce uzpusobit do téze existencni tridy. Avsak prenesu-li Zidli z jedné strany mistnosti na druhou,
nic se tim vlastné nevznika ¢i nezanika a tato zména tudiz neni zranitelna nebo nepodléha Parmenidovu
odmitnuti neexistence. Parmenid(iv nasledovnik Melissos ovsem nasel argument i proti této tnikové
cesté, kde i jsou-li véci pouze pfearanzovany, znamena to, Ze jedno usporadani zanikne a neexistujici
usporadani vznikne. Ovsem Melissliv argument, snad protozZe se netyka zakladnich vlastnosti Zadného
prvku ¢i prvk(, ale jejich nahodnych spojeni, byl ignorovan.

Jiny hlas: Good, for this is a very important argument. [nesrozumitelné] Excuse me, | [nesrozumitelné]
skip this introductory bit. I'm just going to give that sentence and then go straight on to down here,
alright? Which | can pass to you at once.

So the conclusion holds firm, for Parmenides and his direct successors, his primary argument is that what
doesn't exist cannot be thought or spoken of. Now, I'll go a bit further. Now among Parmenides'



successors in the fifth century were those visiting professors called sophists. And among the sophists
were some who applied his thesis to the subject of falsehood. Parmenides had said that we cannot pick
out what is not in our speaking or thinking. But surely if we speak falsely, we speak of what is not, of
nothing, for there is nothing corresponding to our words. And since it is agreed that what is not cannot
be spoken of at all, we cannot speak falsely.

Hejdanek: Parmenidovi nasledovnici v patém stoleti byli ti hostujici profesofi nebo ucitelé zvani sofisté. A
mezi sofisty byli nékteri, kteri aplikovali teze, parmenidovské teze na predmét nepravdy. Parmenidés
fikal, Ze nemizeme v nasem mysleni pojmout, co neni, v mysleni ¢i v nasi Feci. Avsak samoziejmé pokud
mluvime nepravdivé, mluvime o...

--- (1981-04-13 G. E. L. Owen - Pocatky logiky (1) [LVH214VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Hejdanek: A protozZe uz bylo dohodnuto, Ze co neni, o tom nelze mluvit, nemQzeme v zasadé mluvit
nepravdu.

Jiny hlas: It was not until his dialogue the Sophist that Plato pointed out the self-disabling character of
this argument. He professes in one breath to speak of what in the next breath he pronounces
unspeakable. To construct the argument you have to be, you have to use such phrases as what is not,
what doesn't exist, what isn't there to be spoken of, and these very phrases are what you are denying
have any application in the conclusion of the argument. Before the Sophist, Plato gave various versions of
it. In the Euthydemus, he makes a sophist argue that we must always speak the truth since our words
must have reference to something which is and that's all we can be speaking of when we speak. In the
Theaetetus, Socrates suggests that thinking of something can be compared to seeing or hearing or
touching something and if to think falsely is to think what is not and to think what is not is to think
nothing, there can be no false thinking, for to see or hear or touch nothing is not to see or hear or touch
at all.

Hejdanek: Nestalo se to aZ do Platonova Sofisty, nebo dokud Platén v Sofistovi netvrdil - ¢i dal vyniknout
tém sebeznicujicim charakterlim tohoto argumentu, ktery tvrdi jednim dechem, Ze mluvi o tom, co v
dalsim dechu prohlasuje za to, o ¢em se mluvit neda. Pfedtim podal nékolik rliznych verzi téhoz. V
Euthydémovi sofista tvrdi, Ze musime vzdy mluvit pravdu, protoze nase slova musi mit referenci nebo se
musi vztahovat k né¢emu, co je, a to je vée, o ¢em mizZeme mluvit, kdyz mluvime. V Theaitétovi Sokratés
predklada, Zze myslet o nécem muzZe byt srovnano s vidénim ¢i slySenim nebo dotykanim se nééeho. A
myslime-li nepravdivé, je to, jako bychom mysleli to, co neni, a myslet, co neni, je totéz jako myslet nic. A
proto nemuze byt Zadné nepravdivé mysleni, tak jako nemizZeme vidét, slySet ¢i dotykat se ni¢eho. Vidét,
slyset ¢i dotykat se nic¢eho je totéz jako nevidét, neslyset nebo nedotykat se viibec.

Jiny hlas: All right. A picture of language as simply as it were grasping the world, or merely naming what
is there and therefore failing when there's nothing to grasp or name. Such a picture of language is bound
to issue in paradox and above all in puzzles concerning falsehood. If we use words simply to name what
is in the world, a falsehood must be merely a failure to name or an attempt to name what is not there to
be named. Russell you may remember, sorry to add this, Russell thought that our language was in effect
or could be reduced in effect to a collection, a sequence of names. And if we did not have the names
with reference then that wasn't a language. And this notion in the earlier Greek thinkers corresponds
very closely to Russell's later belief. A proposition is - well, he thought of propositions as lying behind
the language, so he said it is a collection of things with which | am acquainted and therefore the
statement or the proposition was simply, he believed in his lectures on Atomism, a collection of names
for those things. And if you do believe that language is simply a set of names all given their reference by
connection with certain as it were atomic elements of the world, you'll have troubles about falsehood
and Russell did. I'm sorry to have added that, but it's very obvious.

Hejdanek: To je dodatek, Ze Russell také tvrdil, Ze jazyk je viceméné pouze souborem nebo sekvenci
jmen. A tim padem kazdé jméno oznacuje néco, a nebo nic, pak to neni jméno. Pokud je to jméno, které
neni jménem niceho, tak to neni jméno, ¢imz je jakakoli faleSnost, nepravdivost vlastné vyloucena. Takze



on mél tyté7 problémy jako ti Rekové.

Jiny hlas: Now let me ask at this stage, it is half past seven. I've brought arguments not only about
falsehood and non-existence obviously, but also about negation and incompatibility and about the law of
contradiction. Now | don't know how long you want to go on, | will go on indefinitely through to
tomorrow. But of course translation does take more time than | had realized. So what should we do?
Shall I just take us to the end of negation and falsehood in the first instance? Then we could break for
two or three minutes on that?

Hejdanek: Yes, perhaps. It would be very good to control the understanding of the present people by
beginning a discussion [nesrozumitelné] and then to go on. If they understand, then speed this up.

Jiny hlas: Yes, | think that might work very well. So let me say a little more in this section, all right?

In Plato's dialogue the Cratylus, Cratylus understandably holds that a failure to name when there's
nothing there to be named, a failure to name would entail making a merely vacuous noise with no
purchase on the world at all. Socrates tries to persuade him that one thing's name can be misassigned to
another thing; that might be falsehood. And that this is what falsehood must be taken to consist in, on
such a view of the function of language. But Socrates' explanation is disingenuous, dishonest if you like,
in an illuminating way. For Socrates represents the speaker as showing the reference he intends by his
word by means independent of the use of that name or that word. By for example pointing at something
or by addressing the intended nominee by a second person pronoun. Now that's to import an element to
which the simple theory is not entitled. For if the use of words is essentially the reciting of names, there
can be no device by which a word can, so to speak, both show its intended aim and also be assessed as
failing to hit the mark.

Jiny hlas: it can't do both things. What you're going to need is - mainly to help the translator - what
you're going to need for what Plato in the Sophist calls the simplest and shortest version of a truth or a
falsehood, the very simple subject-predicate sentence, is a device for securing a reference and then a
quite different, syntactically different device for saying something about whatever you've referred to. In
other words, in the Sophist, you're going to have the invention of syntax. You've got to have the
reference secured, but you mustn't suppose that the sentence is just a collection of references.
Otherwise you've got falsehood [nesrozumitelné].

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe takovyto obraz jazyka nutné vede k paradoxu a navrch k hadankam tykajicich se
nepravdy, nebo k zdhadam tykajicich se nepravdy. Pouzivame-li slova pouze, abychom jimi pojmenovavali
to, co je na svété, potom nepravda musi byt pouze nelispéch v tomto pojmenovavani, ¢i snaha
pojmenovat to, co nema pojmenovano byt. Tak v Platonové dialogu Kratylos pochopitelné tvrdi, ze
takovyto nelspéch by znamenal pouze vytvareni nesmyslnych zvukd s Zddnym realnym vztahem ke svétu
jako takovému. Sokratés se snazi presvédcit ho, Ze jméno jedné véci mliZze byt omylem dano jiné véci a Ze
toto je - Ze tak se musi chapat nepravda pfi tomto pohledu na funkci jazyka. Avsak jeho vysvétleni je
neuprimné velice osvétlujicim zplisobem, protoze Sokratés reprezentuje mluvciho, ktery se snazi
ukazovat nebo ukazat referenci, kterou ma na mysli, zplasoby nezavislymi na uZiti jména. To znamena
ukazanim napfiklad nebo oslovenim toho, co ma v amyslu, zdjmenem druhé osoby. Ovsem to znamen3,
Ze se zde vnasi prvek, pro ktery ona jednoducha teorie - nebo se kterym ona jednoducha teorie
nepocita. ProtozZe je-li uziti slov v zasadé pouze davani jmen, potom zde nem(ze byt Zadny zpUsob ci
Zadny nastroj, kterym slova takfeceno mohou poukazat na svlij zamysleny cil a tudiZ da se o nich
rozhodnout, zda neuspéla v zasazeni své znacky nebo svého cile.

Jiny hlas: In fact, it's not until the Sophist that Plato distinguishes that question of aim in the words you
use, that is, the reference or intended reference of our words, from the problem of truth and falsehood.
Towards the end of the Theaetetus, an earlier dialogue, Socrates had compared our understanding of the
words we put together in our explanations of the world with our knowledge of the letters we put
together in spelling words. And in conformity with the main drift of his argument at that point, he'd
remarked that in school we learn each letter by itself. In the Sophist, he corrects the analogy. To grasp



any letter is to grasp the possibilities of combining it with others, and words must be understood in the
same way, in other words, not in isolation. Once you've got that, then in particular, letters fall into
different classes according to the combinations into which they can enter. Some, the vowels, can enter
into any combination. And in the concepts which our language employs, there's an analogue to the
vowels. There are certain logically polygamous forms, of which for Plato's purpose the most important
are being, identity and difference. And the most important is their role in constructing language and
explaining the construction of language. And he does the whole trick subsequently in the Sophist using
those as his main elements of construction. First of all, he explains the interrelations of concepts,
insisting that we don't get ideas or the sense of a word in isolation from other words. Secondly, saying
that the different concepts lying behind words differ in type. And thirdly, applying that to saying that the
words, like the letters and the concepts, the words must themselves have different types or different
functions. And then applying that to saying, and part of a sentence, the simplest sort of syntax, part of it
is going to make a reference and the rest is going to say something about what's referred to. And if
you've got that picture, you're no longer troubled by falsehood in the way that you are if you think the
sentence is just a collection of words, some or one of which can misfire. If they misfire, they are vacuous
names. If they are vacuous names, they are simply empty. And that comes out of the old picture of
language, the naming picture. You have to get syntactical differences as you get differences of concept,
as he insists in the analogy, you get differences of letters in types. Sorry, you can shorten that as much as
you like.

Jiny hlas: V skute¢nosti neni to az do Platonova Sofisty, Ze rozliSuje otazku cile, zacileni reference ¢i
zamyslené reference nasich slov od problému Uspéchu ¢i netspéchu, které nazyvame pravdou ¢i
nepravdou. Ke konci Theaitéta, Sokratés srovnava chapani slov, kterad klademe dohromady v nasich
vysvétlenich svéta, s nasi znalosti pismen, ktera skladame a vytvarime slova. A v souladu s hlavnim
proudem tohoto argumentu v tomto bodé poznamenavi, Ze ve Skole se u¢ime kazdé pismeno zvIast.
Avsak v Sofistovi Platon opravuje tuto analogii. Pochopit jakékoli pismeno znamena pochopit moznosti
jeho kombinovani s jinymi a slova musi byt chapana stejnym zptsobem, nikoli izolované. Jakmile toto
pochopite, potom pismena spadaji do rliznych tfid podle kombinaci, do kterych mohou vstupovat.
Nékteré, samohlasky, mohou vstupovat do jakékoli kombinace. A v pojmech, které nas jazyk pouziva,
existuje analogie k samohlaskam. Existuji urcité logicky polygamni formy, z nichZ pro Platonovy Gcely
nejdalezitéjsi jsou byti, identita a riiznost. A nejdulezitéjsi je jejich role v konstrukci jazyka a vysvétlovani
konstrukce jazyka. A v Sofistovi nasledné déla cely ten trik za pouziti téchto prvku jako svych hlavnich
prvk( konstrukce. Zaprvé vysvétluje vzajemné vztahy pojmd, pficemz trva na tom, Ze neziskame
predstavu nebo smysl slova v izolaci od ostatnich slov. Zadruhé rika, Ze rlizné pojmy lezici za slovy se lisi
svym typem. A zatreti aplikuje toto na tvrzeni, Ze slova - podobné jako pismena a pojmy - slova samotna
musi mit rGzné typy ¢i riizné funkce. A potom toto aplikuje na vétu: ¢ast véty - ta nejjednodussi syntax -
Cast véty bude vytvaret referenci a zbytek bude fikat néco o tom, k ¢emu je referovano. A pokud mate
tento obraz, pak uz nejste obtéZovani nepravdou tak jako tehdy, pokud si myslite, Ze véta je jenom sbirka
slov, z nichz néktera nebo jedno muzZe selhat. Pokud selZou, jsou to prazdna jména, a pokud jsou to
prazdna jména, jsou prosté prazdna. A to vychazi z onoho starého obrazu jazyka jako pojmenovavani.
Musite ziskat syntaktické rozdily, jako ziskavate rozdily pojmu, jako, jak trva v té analogii, ziskavate rozdily
pismen v typech.

Jiny hlas: v jadru tohoto argumentu, v tomto bodé poznamenavi, Ze ve skole se u¢ime kazdé pismeno
zvlast. Avsak v Sophistovi Platén opravuje tuto analogii, protoze uchopit pismeno znamena chapat také
moznosti jeho kombinovani s ostatnimi a slova musi byt chapana tim samym zplGsobem. Zvlasté pismena
spadaji do rliznych trid podle toho, do jakych kombinaci mohou vstupovat. Nékteré napriklad
samohlasky mohou vstoupit do kterékoliv kombinace a v konceptu, ktery pouziva nas jazyk, jsou analogii
k samohlaskam. Jsou jisté logicky vSeobecné pouzitelné formy, z nichz je pro Platénovy Ucely
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I think we've a little way further to go in order to finish this discussion of negation and falsehood. We've
managed now to leave the Parmenides’ picture of language as something that must be successful in
naming in order to attach any sense to it at all. We've got to Plato in the Sophist, where the naming is an
essential precondition for having truth or falsehood. But when you go on to construct a truth or
falsehood, you’ve named something in the simplest sentence, you’ve named something. But the rest that
you do after that is not just naming another thing. If you’re naming another thing, then the sentence is a
conjunction of names and again falsehood is going to be a vacuous or misused name. So you've got away
from it in the Sophist. Let me just give you this very last paragraph and then perhaps we’ll break for
discussion of this. There’s an awful lot more to come, but | think we’ll break at about 5 in the morning at
the earliest. With these concepts in hand: being, difference, identity, Plato can follow a firm strategy in
the Sophist to relieve puzzles about negation and thereby puzzles about falsehood. You’ll remember he
showed that the falsehood puzzles themselves entailed that some negations were unintelligible too. |
mean the negation you use in the premises. In falsehood, you're speaking about what is not there to be
spoken of, are you not? But you've just spoken of it in setting the puzzle. Right. First of all, he sets
requirements for any genuine subject of discourse. He compares with genuine subjects such a would-be
subject as nothing, which isn’t anything at all. And he takes some examples, at first from what he calls
forms and later extends the examples. He argues that there must be many things which hold true of any
genuine subject, as well as countless others which do not. Not-being, he says, is a subject's not being any
of those things which do not hold good of it. Don’t be worried by Parmenides' phrase 'what is not'. Every
subject 'is not' for a great number of fittings. And his first examples of what a subject 'is not' are simply
everything that can be differentiated from the subject. Even with being itself, the not-being of being is
just being different from, for example, identity and difference. And that’ll do very well for simple not-
being between concepts or predicates. But what about the not-being that we introduce in a predicative
form when we say Theaetetus is not flying? Well, we can’t mean merely that he’s different from flying;
that holds good even when he is flying. | take Plato's point to be unambiguous. If Theaetetus is not flying,
then flying is not; that is, it differs from every predicate that holds good of Theaetetus. | think that’s the
essential thing there. To say falsely that Theaetetus is flying simply invites that reply in terms of not-
being. That is, flying is just different from any predicate true of Theaetetus. And Plato has discussed the
notion of predicative truth earlier in the dialogue. Our next question is going to be whether he shouldn't
have relied not on difference, but on incompatibility, exclusiveness between predicates, and that’s going
to be the next section. But for the time being, | think we might, if you translate that, break there for
discussion.

S témito v ruce Platén mize sledovat pevnou strategii v Sophistovi, aby se zbavil hddanek o negaci a tim
také zdhad o nepravdé. NejdFive stavi poZadavky pro jakykoliv pravy predmét debaty srovnanim
[nesrozumitelné] nepojeditelnost takového jakoby pfedmétu jako nic...

Hejdanek: Je to - neni mozné o tom pojednat, jo, traktovat to. To se cesky se to kdysi fikalo taktatost,
jesté mame z toho...

Jiny hlas: Cili nepojeditelnost takového jakoby pfedmétu jako nic, co? je oviem - tedka se to neda
preloZit, protoZe v ¢estiné neda ten tyz vyraz ,vibec nic”. V angli¢tiné to muiZe srovnat nothing a anything
a v ¢estiné nic nezanikne.

Nejdriv bere priklady z nékterych zakladnich forem, které obsahuiji byti, identitu a rozdilnost, a pozdéji
rozsifi zavéry na vsechno, o cem muize byt srozumitelné promlouvano. Tvrdi, Ze zde musi byt mnoho véci,
které vypovidaji pravdu o jakémkoliv pravém predmétu, tak jako jich musi byt nes¢etné mnoho
nevypovidajicich.

Nebyti - to jsou tyhle slovni hficky, které v ¢estiné opét daji tytéz slova - not-being a subject's not-being
any of those things. Cili nebyti je nebyti pfedmétu v Zadné véci, ktera se k nému vaze. A jeho prvni
priklad tohoto predmétu je to, Ze pfedmét prosté neni vse, co je od né&j rozdilné. Nebyti byti samotného
je jeho byti rozdilnym od napfiklad identity ¢i rozdilnosti.



Jiny hlas: To bude stacit velice dobre pro jednoduché nebyti mezi koncepty ¢i vyroky. Avsak co kdyz,
protoZe tady jesté mnoho z toho je pravé spojeno s tim hyphen, s ceskym pomlckou, a nékdy tam
pomlcka je, nékdy neni, a na tom se stavi vlastné vyznam celého toho, neda se to tak docela fici.
Disregard all hyphens. Translators only want them. All right? So.

ProtoZe to plati dokonce i kdyz lita. Beru zde Platénovu myslenku jako zcela nedvojznacnou. Kdyz
Teaitétos nelétd, [étani neni. To znamena, odlisuje se od kazdého predikatu, kazdé vypovédi, ktera se tyka
Teaitéta. A predtim v dialogu Platon podava sérii prikladd, v kterych rozdil mezi predikaci nebo vypovédi
a identitou je vyznacen. Rici nepravdivé, 7e Teaitétos 1éta, prosté privadi tuto odpovéd v terminech
nejsoucna. To znamen4, neidentity mezi vypovédmi.

And that brings us, you might translate this obviously, to the question whether mere difference, mere
non-identity between this predicate and that one is enough to explain our saying: , Theaetetus is not
flying“. Don't we also need a relation of incompatibility, logical exclusiveness between predicates?
Mustn't there be some other predicate which is true of Theaetetus which logically precludes his flying if
he is not flying? Well, the answer is: ,,No, there needn't be"“. Could you explain this to them? And that's
what we'll get on to next. But for the time being, we'll take this bit about negation and falsehood.

To znamen3, Ze vznika otazka, jestli pouha rozdilnost dvou vypovédi staci, zda se nemusi zavést jesté také
vzajemna vylu¢nost vypovédi. To znamena, jestli k tomu vyroku, Ze Teaitétos neléta, musi jesté existovat
vyrok, ktery by se pfimo vylucoval s timto. To znamena, Ze by tuto mozZnost vlibec vyloucil. A odpovéd je,
Ze tato nutnost zde neni. O tom bude ta dalsi ¢ast.

Hejdanek: Dame si deset minut pauzu. Po té pauze by bylo dobré, kdybyste se ted k tomu ptali nebo k
tomu méli néjaké poznamky, protoze je potreba zjistit - ja aspon si myslim, Ze je potreba zjistit - jak jste
to viibec mohli sledovat, co jste z toho mohli brat, nebo ma-li cenu jit dal, jestlize nékteré véci zlistaly tak
néjak neprlihledné nebo co. Tak prosim vas.

Ta prednaska byla, i kdyzZ zjednodusené, prece jenom prednesena tak, ze pfedpokladala Uroven
vysokoskolskou v tom, jak jeden chlapik, Bonhoeffer, fikal, Ze ,zobat zrnko nebo citného od Shawa, od
barda.” Tedy ted je na vas, abyste prokazali, Ze jste spolkli alespon nékolik zrnicek. Prosim.

Jiny hlas: Ale tak to prelozZte vy. Ja nevim, jak se fekne Zertvovat, Zitné... [nesrozumitelné].

Hejdanek: Ja taky nejsem schopen to prelozit.

Jiny hlas: I am going to say something like... only encourage them to ask or to have some remarks
because as | see it, it was very complicated for this seminary to follow the arguments and the sentences.
Therefore it is necessary to ask to enable you to decipher, to discern, to see if they understood at all or
not. | am going to say something like four sentences or five sentences summarizing the whole of what I've
said, right? And that'll give you a chance.

Hejdanek: Nékolik malo myslenek, asi pét, které to shrnou, a tim uvede do diskuze.

Jiny hlas: Very briefly. It is a serious question whether one should try to explain negation in terms of
falsehood or falsehood in terms of negation.

Hejdanek: Je to velky problém, jestli je tfeba spiSe vykladat negaci pomoci falesSnosti nebo nepravdy. U
nas to neni s tou spravnosti, spis by to byla nespravnost. A nebo naopak nespravnost pomoci negace.
Jiny hlas: There were troubles in falsehood for the Greeks, though they found no such trouble in negation.
And the troubles in falsehood came partly or very largely from Parmenides' worries about non-existence
and the impossibility of picking out in speech or thought what doesn't exist.

Hejdanek: Tak ted mi prosim pomahejte, to je moc dlouhé na mé. Byly jakési potize v té nepravdé. Ty
potize pramenily z Parmenidovych obav z nejsoucna, z nemozZnosti vyhledat v feci nebo v mysleni to, co
neexistuje.

Jiny hlas: I was saying all the time, there were troubles in both directions, either in explaining negation in
terms of falsehood or falsehood in terms of negation. But for the Greeks, there were special troubles with
falsehood.

Hejdanek: To uz jsme prelozili. Ale pro Reky byla specialni potiz pravé s tou nespravnosti nebo s tou



nepravdou.

Jiny hlas: And these came from Parmenides' conviction that what does not exist cannot be picked out or
thought.

Hejdanek: A to pochazi prece jenom z Parmenida, ktery rekl, Ze co neexistuje, nemuze byt vyhledano
nebo mysleno.

Jiny hlas: And the Sophists, who produced trouble about falsehood from Parmenides' arguments, did so
only because of certain assumptions about language and the structure of language. And the essential
assumption was that language is a matter of naming. It's a collection of names which must stand for
things if it's to have sense. And Plato managed finally to destroy that assumption by pointing out
syntactical differences in parts of sentences that were used to express truths or falsehoods. Thereby
showing that the sentences were not simply collections of names.

Hejdanek: Zkratka, abych nebyl schopen prelozit cely, doplhujte mé. Sofisté to rozvedli, ty
parmenidovské myslenky, a vytvorili zvlastni potize, pokud jde o tu nespravnost nebo nepravdivost. A
nakonec to tedy dospélo do... ted nevim, jak se to jmenuje...

Jiny hlas: Kolekce pojmenovani. Ze kazdé slovo stoji za n&jaky predmét.

Hejdanek: Néktery z nich, Ze...

Jiny hlas: Vsechna? Jako kolekce jmen?

Hejdanek: Vsichni sofisti, to neni...

Jiny hlas: To jo, to jo, ale néktefi sofisti to vytvorili... Spatné pojima ten predmét... chybuje v oznaceni
nebo pojima néco, co nema byt oznaceno.

Jiny hlas: Look darling, give me a little English sometimes. | ought to be part of the discussion.

Hejdanek: A Platon pFisel s tim, Ze ten problém neni ve vztahu jmen a oznaéenych véci, ale v syntaxi. Ze
tedy pravda je v soudu a ne v pojmu. To tam nebylo Ffeceno, to jenom dopliuju.

A ted to, co jsme neméli prelozeno jesté z té prednasky, tak tam byl poukaz na Russella, ktery v nasi
dobé, vlastné v prvni poloviné stoleti, vytvoril jakousi teorii, ktera navazovala na ty sofisty. Rikalo se tomu
logicky atomismus. A tam se pravé odbouravala ta potiZ s nepravdou a s omylem tim, Ze se prohlasilo, Ze
fe¢ neni nic jiného nez néjaka série, néjaka sbirka nazva. A ted pravé v tom Platonovi se ukazuje, Ze uz je
vidéno, Ze tohleto nejde, Ze je potfeba se podivat k tomu kontextu.

Jiny hlas: It was not a discussion but only an explaining of... Fine. Good. Und wenn nicht Englisch, dann
auf Deutsch, ou méme francais.

Hejdanek: Ja jsem zapomnél fict, Ze kdo chce mluvit némecky, mlze, a kdo chce mluvit francouzsky, taky
maze.

Jiny hlas: Now, would somebody ask a question?

Hejdanek: Tak mame shrnuti pro zac¢atek a ted prosim vas vy.

Jiny hlas: Prosim vas, tady na zac¢atku se mluvilo o tom prvnim a druhém stupni negace. Jedno to bylo
"Jones nespi" a druhé "Neni pravda, Ze Jones spi". To mél byt ten rozdil. Jestli jsem to nepochopil Spatné.
Jestli je to néjaky technicky termin v logice.

Hejdanek: Ne, to je jenom o obsahu negace. To si nejlépe prelozime.

Jiny hlas: Yes, | was saying something about two stages of negation. First was "Jones is not asleep" and
the other is "It is false that Jones is asleep". One is a bare rock-bottom negation: "Jones is not asleep" -
and that is about Jones. And the other one, "It is false that Jones is asleep", is naturally understood as
attaching a property falsehood to a statement about Jones. Because truth and falsehood are properties
of statements and not of Jones. And sleeping is a property of Jones and not of statements. So it's easier to
think that "Jones is not asleep" is a basic first-order statement and "It is false that Jones is asleep" is
somehow a second-order statement about a statement.

Hejdanek: My se tady mizZeme odvolat na to, co jsme mluvili o reflexi. Tedy zakladni je vypovéd), Ze Jones
neusnul. KdyzZ ale fekneme, Ze neni pravda, Ze Jones usnul, tak vlastné se vztahujeme k tomu vyroku a ne
k Jonesovi. Zatimco kdyZ fekneme, Ze neusnul, tak se vztahujeme k Jonesovi. A kdyz fekneme, Ze neni



pravda, Ze usnul, tak se vztahujeme k vyroku a nikoliv pfimo k Jonesovi. V tomto smyslu je tedy vlastné
ten druhy vyrok negaci druhé Grovné.

Ano, neni pravda, Ze usnul. Ze to vlastné znamena toté7. Tam neslo o negaci negace, tam $lo jen o to, 7e
je to vyssi aroven, Ze se ten jeden vyrok vztahuje k Jonesovi, kdezto ten druhy k jinému vyroku.

Jiny hlas: And the interest of this was that one is inclined to think "Jones is not asleep" is somehow basic,
whereas "It is false that Jones is asleep" is not - it's second-order. It's about a statement, not about
Jones. So that suggests that we need negation in order to explain falsehood. Basic negation like "Jones is
not asleep" to explain what falsehood is because it's more basic. On the other hand, other people have
replied: "No, they can't understand how the world can contain absences, gaps, lacks - non-sleeping and
so on." It must surely be a positive world. So falsehood, we can always detect that something is false by
looking at that positive world and seeing what statement about it to reject. Falsehood is the more
intelligible idea than straight negation. If we're to explain negation, it is to be as something derivative
from falsehood and not the other way around. And that's why people fight about whether negation is
basic to explain falsehood, or whether it's perfectly alright to have falsehoods attached to statements,
but the world can't have any straight negative facts - that is gaps, absences and so forth. And those
people would want to start with falsehood. Now, that's how I started because then | was able to say the
Greeks wouldn't have understood this second move, since they were fairly content with negation, but
they thought there were great puzzles in falsehood. So they wouldn't have wanted to start with
falsehood as the basic idea.

Jiny hlas: And then | proceeded to try to explain how these troubles arose from Parmenides about non-
existence via the Sophists and how they needed a considerable revision of the assumptions about
language. Language isn't simply a matter of names which, if they misfire, become simply vacuous.
Falsehood isn't vacuous statement. But to see that it's not, you have to do the work in syntax that Plato
did, for example, in the Sophist. That is, language is not a collection of names, all trying to name
something, and when they fail, turning vacuous. You need a theory of reference and a theory of saying
something about what's referred to. And he did that in the Sophist. And once you've got that, then
you've got falsehood tamed.

Hejdanek: Tak stru¢né teda se pokusim shrnout a vy mé do toho skakejte. Ten problém vlastni je v tom,
co je zakladni. Zda ta nespravnost - rozumi se nespravnost vyroku - anebo negativita. Ze vyrok maze byt
nespravny, to je jasny. Ale jsou namitky, jestli miZe byt néco takového ve svété jako

--- (1981-04-13 G.. E. L. Owen - Pocatky logiky (2) [LVH215VA]_Kaz a_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: Jsou vibec néjaky negativni fakta? Ve svété jsou jenom véci, ktery jsou. Ty, ktery nejsou, prosté
nejsou. Tedy vlastné zakladni by byla ta faleSnost vypovédi, ta nespravnost vypovédi a ta negativita by
vlastné byla ¢imsi odvozenym a vlastné teda pochybnym tim padem, Ze? A strkat tu negativitu do svéta je
problematicky. Je tady namitka, Ze negativita pfece neni vzduchoprazdnota, 7e? Ze to neni jAma nebo
dira, néjaka prestavka ve svété nebo pomlka ve svété.

Tohle je ten vlastni problém, Ze? Ted' jsem se zakecal, ted tam bylo jesté néco, Ze jo? Ne? Snad asi tohle.
Tohle je ten problém, 7e? Ktery uz byl pro stary Reky, jestli ta negativita je ¢imsi zakladnim. Pro Hegela
vime, Ze negativita je ¢imsi, co funguje ve svété, Ze? Pro Heideggera negativita je né¢im, co potfebujeme
k vymezeni toho, co je, ze? Heidegger fika, Ze nic, Nichts, Ze je strasné dllezity tam, kde chceme Fict, Ze
tfeba toto je stll a nic jiného, Ze? Protoze to muZe byt stil a jesté leccos dalSich véci. A kdyZ chceme to
presné vymezit, tak pouzivame toho ,a nic jiného*. To je tohle a tohle a nic jiného. Cili my to nic
pouzivame k vymezeni toho, co je. Cili v obou pFipadech, jak Hegel, tak Heidegger, pfedpokladaji, ze nic
neni vakuum, neni prazdnota, ale Ze to k né¢emu slouzi. Pritom Hegel ma za to, Ze nic je uprostred svéta,
kdeZto Heidegger ma za to, Ze je mimo, ze?

Jiny hlas: To uz by stacilo, ne?

Jiny hlas: No, tak abych si to mohl pamatovat dobfe. Jenom k tomu... k tomu Heideggerovi. On napsal
praci, ktera se timhle zabyva, v devétadvacatym roce [nesrozumitelné]. On tam pravé doklada to, Ze ta



negativita je jaksi ontologicka zaleZitost, Ze to neni véc az naseho lidskyho soudu. A doklada to, vychazi
teda z toho, predpokladad, ze ta nicota, to nic vlastné, Ze to souvisi s tim, s tim absolutné nepredmétnym.
A to néco, co teda nemiZem uchopit, je ono nic. A z toho to nic vystupuje uz v ty negaci. A ted on tam
dopracovava teda urcitou ontologii, kde je zalozena ta negace jako takova.

Jiny hlas: Ale jak to pomaha nasi diskusi?

Jiny hlas: V tom sméru, Ze on sice... ja to uvadim jako priklad k té horizontalnosti, Ze on vychazi z toho, ze
ta negace je teda zalezZitost ontologicka, a ta ontologicka negace, Ze je to sekundarni. A Ze ta... to ne teda,
jsou vsechny véci.

Jiny hlas: Well, it was only a reference to more modern philosophers such as Heidegger. For him the
negation or better, the nothing, is something ontologically... of ontological value. Nothing... nothing
contradictory to what has been... it was only mentioned as an example of a modern philosopher who
observed the problem such as some of the ancients had done. | don't think Heidegger left the problem
nearly as clear as Plato did.

Nedomnivam se, Ze Heidegger ten problém vyjasnil tak, jako ho vyjasnil nebo Ze ho nechal dokonce v té
jasnosti, jako ho vyjasnil Platon.

Jiny hlas: Jenom k tomu nic, ja tady mam poznamku, jestli jsem to Spatné formulovala nebo $patné
pochopila. My, kdyZ pojmenovavame pravdy, tak je to pravda. A kdyz pojmenovavame nepravdy, tak je to
nepravda, tedy nic. Tak jsem si to poznamenala. A ja se teda ptdm znovu k tomu nic. To nic teda
vymezuje, co je to ne-pravda, tedy nepravda? Takze moje otazka je o tom pojmenovavani. Kdy nastava
nebo kdy je nic?

Jiny hlas: The question is in what sense can be understood within the range of of the philosophers or or
the filosofie like logical atomism of Russell or ancient sophists that the language is only a collection of
names. If a name denotes nothing, what does it mean that it denotes nothing? That was the trouble that
Plato took up in the Sophist. Before that, the puzzles had been set in these terms: in the case of
falsehood, then either some name in the sentence or the whole sentence regarded as a corporate name
is failing to denote anything, it denotes nothing. And if it denotes nothing, it's not doing its work and it is
vacuous. Right? Now, in setting the puzzle like that, I've used such words as nothing or not denoting
anything and so on. I've said it's a non-denoting phrase and the rest. But those themselves shouldn't
have any sense if the puzzle is a genuine puzzle. And that is what Plato is saying in the Sophist, saying:
you're not entitled to the very phrases in which you set your puzzle about falsehood. Therefore, either
you're reduced to silence or you must state the puzzle about falsehood otherwise. And when he states it
otherwise, of course he does it by introducing a difference between the concepts, the more special and
the more polyonymous concepts, as | say, and insists that similar differences can be found in the
functions of words in the sentence. So you're perfectly right in saying that the puzzle about falsehood
tries to use the very language which it is announcing can't be used except vacuously. That is, it has to
profess in this very language to make a reference to the nothing that a failure of a name would stand for,
and that you can't do. You can't talk about what doesn't exist. But the objects that some name or names
in our false sentence profess to stand for don't exist. And we oughtn't to be able to say that. And Plato's
perfectly right about this. So you have to restate the problem.

About more modern philosophy, obviously there's been a very great deal of work done on general
theories of language. Logical atomism was one of those, of course. On non-existence and negation,
obviously by Russell amongst others and by Sartre in a surprisingly scholastic way. He is in a sense an
older philosopher than the Greeks. By Sartre in L'Etre et le Néant. | think that Wittgenstein in the
Tractatus was wriggling halfway out of logical atomism.

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe trval na tom, Ze slova, ktera skladate k vytvoreni propozic, Sdtze, musi mit sama o sobé
vzajemné vztahy, aby davala néjaky smysl. Stale chtél pojem souboru slov a stale mluvil o jménech,
samozrejmé. Ale trval na tom, Ze viechna jména maji na ramenou specialni logické lepidlo, abych tak



fekl, a nemohou fungovat sama o sobé.

TakzZe nebyl... nedélal ten druh véci navrzeny na konci Theaitéta nebo ten druh véci, ktery Russell
navrhuje ve svych prednaskach o logickém atomismu. To jest, zac¢inat se sadou slov, z nichz kazdé se uci
nezavisle tim, Ze je korelovano s né¢im, co oznacuje, coz pak muze byt néjakym stastnym zplsobem
poskladano dohromady. Wittgenstein si byl naprosto jisty, Ze pochopit funkci slova znamena pochopit
moznosti jeho spojeni s ostatnimi slovy v propozicich, které si ¢ini narok na pravdu nebo lez.

Was that all intelligible?

Jiny hlas: Vlastné jenom prosté dojem muZu prevypravét, ponévadz si to nepamatuju. Davam plné za
pravdu, 7Ze v tom teda je ten problém, odpovidal s Platonem, kterej prosté rekl, Ze za téchto okolnosti
bud trvame na tom, Ze to slovo pak neoznacuje nic, ale pak Ze celej ten problém néjak... jak jsi to
puzzle... jak jsi to prekladal?

Jiny hlas: Zahada?

Jiny hlas: Zahada. Ta zahada, Ze vlastné odpadne nutné, anebo kdyz ji pfijmeme, tak musime ovsem ji
pFijmout s tim, Ze je problém pravé v tom... v tom prazdnu, ke kterymu to slovo se odnasi, protoZe pokud
se definuje slovo jako... jako to, k ¢emu se... jako to, co se k nééemu odnasi, a tohle se odnasi vlastné k
ni¢emu, tak vlastné to neni Zadné slovo, neni to... takhle néjak jako Ze se v Sofistovi pokousi to vyvratit.
A pak nakonec tam upozornuje na Wittgensteina, kterej v tom svym prvnim obdobi Filosoficko-logického
traktdtu jaksi jesté pfijima do znacné miry ten atomismus, zatimco potom v tom druhém obdobi si pIné
uvédomuje, Ze Zadné slovo samo o sobé nemUZe obstat, ze viibec nemUZe ani zaloZit sv(j vztah k
¢emukoli dalsimu, tedy k tomu, co oznacuje, a Ze ten vlastni problém je, jak se spolu slova mohou
spojovat, aby davala smysl. Tak, co jsem vsecko vynechal?

Jiny hlas: Sartre, after Heidegger after all, Sartre had also dealt with problems of non-existence in
obviously in L'Etre et le Néant. And | find him an extremely scholastic philosopher. A fine novelist,
excellent playwright, but as a philosopher he writes in the Middle Ages. He does write in the Middle Ages.
Jiny hlas: Sartre samozfejmé se tim problémem zabyval po... po Heideggerovi. Za valky pravé napsal tu
slavnou knizku Byti a nicota, ale nas host, kterej prohlasuje, Ze Sartre je vynikajici dramatik a spisovatel,
ale kdyz pise filosoficky, tak Ze zUstava ve stredovéku.

Jiny hlas: He does write in the Middle Ages, and | don't find that Plato and Aristotle write in the Middle
Ages. They are very much more modern. More questions please. Yeah.

Jiny hlas: Jenom opakuje, Ze teda opravdu se pise tak, jak se psalo ve stfedovéku.

Jiny hlas: The question she's asking herself at the moment is: does she have a question?

Jiny hlas: [nesrozumitelné]

Jiny hlas: What should we get on to this? We have... we have another stretch of some five of these pages
with your good help, and then we have the very much shorter one on propositional negation. And then
we do have a final stretch on the law of contradiction. And that will go on for another five pages or six.
Now, the obvious thing to do is for you to decide to stop whenever you think you're absolutely full up and
have enough. But meantime we can go on to incompatibility, | think it's interesting. Or do you want to go
on with the discussion? Well, it doesn't matter, that was a straight disjunction, both true.

Jiny hlas: Jestli jenom k tém zdhadam, nakonec u Wittgensteina jde o to, jestli ta véta dava smysl, nebo
nedava smysl. A jestli to dava smysl, tak tam uz potom... to mizZem udélat tak, ze feknem, Ze ten problém
je vtom, Ze nelétajici Theaitétos se neda uplatnit, i pokud by on |étal. Je platny vyrok, on neni treba
pravdivy, ale da se uplatnit, i pokud on Iéta. A tam se jenom prosté dotknul toho, Ze v tom pfipadé
nékteri lidé vidi, Ze tam je prosté ten pojem nebyti.

Jiny hlas: The question | asked was simple. The only question | asked was whether we move on to
continue with this or to have a discussion. If that's a Czech translation of that question, it's a long
translation.

Jiny hlas: No, on ma prosté dojem, Ze neni... neni nikdo Zhavy do néjaké diskuse, a tak jako nechce to
mackat, Ze? A ted se taze teda, jestli neni lepsi teda pokracovat. Samoziejmé skoncit pry mizeme, kdy



chceme. Jinak mGzeme pokracovat do rana. Tak prosim vas, rozhodnéte se teda.

Jiny hlas: The Melissos case would have been the Parmenidean problem of [nesrozumitelné] or
Parmenidean, Zeno's argument [nesrozumitelné] the argument of Melissos [nesrozumitelné] the change
as the change of thing from one place to another place and process, or we look on world as a constantly
disappearing of situation and arising of new situation.

Jiny hlas: Our friend agrees that the argument of Melissos is perfect and he asks why it came so that
other philosophers didn't take it seriously.

Jiny hlas: When Melissos says that a certain arrangement of things comes into existence whenever the
things move, he is thinking of momentary arrangements or transient arrangements. Now even Plato and
Aristotle, when they use that word kosmos, are thinking of a permanent structure of the world and not
of the transient arrangements. When the earlier Greeks talked about existence, coming into existence,
going out of existence, they had in mind the collapse, the departure from essential characteristics, the
characteristics that make the thing what it is. That's their main interest in existence. It was for Aristotle.
A thing comes into existence when it comes to be, for example, a human, and it's got to keep that
characteristic, that essential characteristic as long as it exists. And existence is naturally connected with
such essential characteristics that determine the identity and the continued existence of the subject.
Now obviously a temporary, transient arrangement then isn't a strong enough candidate to be a subject
for existence coming into existence and ceasing to exist. If you're thinking of basic elements in the world
as coming into existence and ceasing to exist, it's just too accidental and transient. And so people
weren't persuaded that that was a proper application of the idea of existence coming into existence,
ceasing to exist. And that was the reason.

Hejdanek: Véc se ma takhle, Ze vlastné ten problém je starsi, ne az u Melissa, Ze uz u prvnich filosof(i a Ze
vlastné ti filosofové takhle radikalné nikdy zménu nechapali. Tam, kde kdyZ jim Slo o... tfeba nejdfiv tam
jesté byla poznamka o Aristotelovi, kdyZ Aristotelés mluvi o kosmu, tak ma na mysli strukturu, ktera se
nemeéni. Nikoli to, Ze by se nic neménilo, tedy jako Slunce vychazi, hvézdy méni svy misto na obloze a tak
dale, ale ta struktura z(istava. To vlastné bylo uz u téch prvnich filosoft. Kdyz mluvili o neménnosti,
respektive zméné, tak se vidycky tazali po podstatnych vlastnostech, respektive o zakladnich prvcich a
tam jim bylo nemyslitelné, Ze ty zakladni prvky néjak mohou vznikat nebo zanikat. Jinak jim nepfislo na
mysl tak néjak popirat tu zménu tak radikalné, jako to teprve délala elejska Skola. TakZe tam vlastné ten
problém byl vyhrocen Parmenidem natolik, Ze vlastné ten Melissos vlastné nepfisel... ten argument sice
v ramci elejské skoly byl neobycejné dobry, jenomze vlastné se shodoval s takovym tim obecnym
minénim téch filosof(i uz predtim. Takze tim padem jako vétsina téch filosof, ktefi neprosli tim
parmenidovskym, tak necitila tu zdvaznost. Snad jsem to rekl.

Jiny hlas: [nesrozumitelné] mozZnosti prekryt nebo vy... nebo tak néjak spojovat, ja se na to mdzu koukat z
hlediska pfemistovani zmén a tak dale, a totéZz se m(izu divat z hlediska vznikani a zanikani a v mém
aparatu vlastné mazu popisovat totéz jako... popisovat to jako zménu néjakych véci a premistovani véci z
mista na misto nebo procesy anebo se na svét koukat jako neustale zanikani situaci a vznikani novych
situaci.

Jiny hlas: It was a comment to the idea of certain similarity between collecting letters and collecting
words, that the word is not only, not a mere [nesrozumitelné] word.

Jiny hlas: You see how the analogy is tempting, because it is very seductive to think that at school we
learn letters one after another and then put them together. We're vaguely taught as an external
arrangement how they can be put together and it seems quite arbitrary terms words are spelled in
certain orders and not other possible orders. It's very tempting to use that as an analogy for learning
names separately in the way that Russell at one stage thought we did. Surely we go on acquiring words
one after another and how do we acquire them if we're not introduced to the things they stand for
separately? And then more or less arbitrarily we learn the usual rules for putting them together to say
things, for example. But it does look highly arbitrary, conventional, these further putting them together.



Whereas the whole image is mistaken. We don't have those letters if we can only identify their shapes
on the page. All we're doing then is identifying letter signs, but of course we don't yet have the grasp of
the letter. And we don't have the words if we only have them separately and don't know how to put
them together into statements, for example. It's a very seductive analogy and it is, as Plato said in the
Sophist after trying it out in the Theaetetus, it is mistaken.

Jiny hlas: we don't have those letters if we only have the ability to identify the signs.

Hejdanek: Na tom je vidét, jak takové analogie mohou byt svadéjici z cesty, zavadéjici, protoze... Takze
povidejte, mné v zasadé to vynechalo Gplné.

TakZze mame dojem tedy, Ze ty slova sesazujeme z téch pismen, zatimco ve skutec¢nosti to tak neni, ze?
KdyZz malé dité se uci mluvit, tak viibec o pismenech nic nevi a da mu to praci pak ve skole se naucit to
slovo vlastné délit, parcelovat do téch pismen. No a podobné je to tak se slovy, ovsem jesté tady navic je
to, Ze kazdy slovo, pravé protoze ma néjakej vyznam, tak se mu mifi nékam. Kdezto to, a pokud je
izolovany, to pak zddraznil nakonec, tak to vlastné neni slovo. Vibec to vlastné neobstoji samo o sobé. Ta
pismena samy o sobé se nevztahuji k jinym pismendm. Ze ty tak né&jak sesazujeme dohromady a...

Jiny hlas: I should like to ask you for your standpoint in our discussion of a week ago about the, in this
connection, about the priority of concept or idea, but concept is not well English, Begriff. Or priority of
judgement, proposition. If you said just now that one singular isolated word cannot have any meaning,
then on what or what the meaning of the word is based on?

Jiny hlas: Words get their meanings in all sorts of different ways, as you well know. There is ho one
general answer. They certainly don't all get their meanings by collecting, for example, denotation,
reference, because there are a lot of words which don't have a denotation, such as of and to and so forth.
They all have different jobs to do. Some words can be fairly directly taught ostensively their meaning, but
they still have to be bedded down in statements, implicit statements, for the child, for example.

If a child learns the word bus, omnibus, by being introduced to a bus, we don't know whether he's got
that word, thoroughly grasped, until we find out whether he says bus only when one bus turns up, so to
speak, he just uses it as a proper name for one of his friends, and doesn't use it for other vehicles; or, on
the other hand, whether he is prepared to ask: "How many buses are there in the street?", when he's
using it as a general noun. But until he's got the ability to ask such a complex question as: "How many
buses?", we don't know whether he's got the sense of bus right, because we don't yet know whether
every time when he says bus, as a bus turns up, he thinks he's just recognizing an old friend each time, or
whether he is quite capable of recognizing there are one, two or more buses in the sequence. And until he
can ask such questions as "how many" and answer those questions, he just, we don't know yet whether
he's grasped the syntax of bus. So they do have to be bedded down in connected phrases for us to be
quite sure.

We want to be sure that he's using bus in a different way from the way in which he uses daddy. Now, if
when he gets to the age of being able to ask: "How many buses in the street?", if he also asked: "How
many daddies have 1?", we would know that he hadn't got the syntax of daddy right, or at least his
morals are dubious. But it's only when you have those extra supporting phrases to bed the words in, you
can be sure the child has got the meaning of the word, syntax. And saying daddy at the right time isn't
enough for that reason.

Jiny hlas: Ja jsem se chtél ptat na néco, co souvisi s nasi minulou diskuzi, jaké je stanovisko naseho
fecnika v tom, co je prvotni, zda pojem, anebo soud. Ovsem to je v anglictiné velmi obtiZzné a zvlast v té
tradici Fict, Cili ja jsem byl nucen to prekladat tak, co je vlastné zakladem toho, Ze néjaké slovo ma smysl,
Ze, ponévadyz jinak bych se nedostal vibec k véci.

No a na tohle odpovéd znéla, Ze to se neda fict jednoduse, ponévadz smysl dostava slovo nejriiznéjsimi
zpUsoby a cestami a ihned jsme byli uvedeni do prikladu, Ze kdyZ malé dité se naudi fikat autobus, tak ze
jesté nevime, kdyz to fika, co tim vlastné mysli. Jestli tim mysli jenom pravé ten jeden autobus, ktery
pravé vidi pred sebou, a nebo jestli je schopno se zeptat, kolik je, nebo pochopit, co to znamen3, kdyz se



zepta nékdo jiny, kolik je autobusti pravé na ulici, kolik je vidét autobust. Ze tedy kdyz mluvi o autobusu,
tak Ze neni jasné, jestli mysli ten jeden, nebo celou fadu autobus, tedy autobusy viibec. A nebo dokonce
jestli se tam neplete jesté néco jiného nez autobusy.

A naproti tomu, kdyzZ se rfekne, kolik je autobust na ulici, tak je jasné aspon to, Ze je vyloucen ten pripad,
Ze by jistému autobusu Fikal autobus sice tak, jako fika jedné osobé tato. Naproti tomu, jestlize se dité
zepta...

Hejdanek: Kolik mam otc(, no tak je evidentni, Ze nepochopilo, co to je otec.

Jiny hlas: The question is connected with the last question and answer. First...

Hejdanek: Co to Fika, to prvni?

Jiny hlas: ...that you have said in your last answer that a word gets its meaning on different ways, but
before you have said in a context that it's no meaning for any word if it is isolated. Then it could be
generally said that a word gets its meaning only within a sentence, in a context of a sentence. Is it
correct?

The answer has got to be this. If words only got their meanings within sentences, then one would
suppose that they had to change meaning when you learned to put them in new sentences, and that's
not the case. Noam Chomsky is perfectly right to insist that when we're provided with the vocabulary, we
can create new sentences and we're using our knowledge of the words we've already derived from those
other sentences. In other words, there are grammatical constructions to go with those words, but these
grammatical constructions are the possibilities of putting them together into sentences. And if you don't
have those possibilities, the constructions, then you do have the sort of difficulties | was sketching with
"autobus" and "dad". That is, somebody who doesn't yet know that you can in one case and you can't in
the other case ask "how many?" and construct new sentences where this sort of connection is set up,
anybody who doesn't know that hasn't yet got the meaning of that word. That's all. Now, what | want to
avoid is suggesting that the meaning of a word is given by the finite class of sentences in which you've
already learned it. That would be wildly wrong, because one must insist on the Chomsky point that we
make new sentences with the words and we've got the meaning of the words learning them in other
contexts, but they don't have to be kept in those contexts. They are given new contexts. But context is
what I'm insisting on, of course. They must be treated contextually, | think. And before one can do that,
one doesn't yet have the meaning of that word, or if you like, the word doesn't yet have the meaning, or
it's at least its appropriate meaning for you, the user. Now that seems to me true.

Hejdanek: Je tu namitka: kdybychom rekli, Ze slovu se dostava vyznamu ve vété, v té myslence - sentence
je oboje - tak by to znamenalo, Ze nova véta znamena novy pojem, novy vyznam slova, nebo odlisna véta
znamena odlisny vyznam slova. A tomu tak neni.

Cili tady je tfeba byt opatrny. Samoziejmé, je to vzdycky v kontextu, protoZe slova jsou v kontextu, tak my
musime k nim dostavat také pres kontext a brat ten kontext vazné, ale nemuizZeme dost dobre Fict, Ze
vyznam slova je dan jednoznacné tim kontextem, tou sentence, tou myslenkou nebo tim vyrokem.

Jiny hlas: Mné se tam nelibi ta véta, Ze slovo, které stoji samo o sobé, neni slovo. To vysvétlete. Kde se
tedy ten vyznam v tom slové bere potom plvodné?

She argued that she didn't say that the context or the sentence produces the meaning of a word, but her
first or main question is: if it is so that any word without context, it means any isolated word remains
without meaning, that it has a meaning only in a context, then it's a question for her how it is possible
that in a context a word can have any meaning which it didn't before any connection with the context.
The trouble there, you see, is... start with a very simple word, such as an adjective "red". It's very
tempting to say that "red" is already quite clearly established in the sense before ever we put it into this,
that or the other context. You just point to something red and you say to the child "red". Now surely
you've grasped the sense already without benefit of context.

Jiny hlas: but you haven't. If you teach a child red, do it in the most simple way. Just bring him up inside a
room which is only coloured red and just say red every time, pointing to the wall or something like that.



Suppose he even grasped that it was the colour that we were talking about. He won't have the meaning
of red until he goes outside and can do something about the relations of red to other colour words. If he
goes outside and everything outside that’s not blue is called red by him, then he hasn't got the sense of
the word yet. He'll have to be able to relate it to all the other family of colour words in descriptions of
things outside. So red hasn't been taught ostensively in that case. It just doesn't yet have its meaning for
the user. Well, there are lots of other examples like this. It's very tempting to say red doesn't mean any
more when you put it into context than it did when | was just acquainted with red and said the word red.
But of course it means a great deal more. Put it into context and you have to notice the relations of
incompatibility with other colour words and so forth. And you won't have got that if you've simply
connected the colour red with red objects. But that's a matter of the syntax of colour words and it's a
matter of context.

Hejdanek: Je to velmi svadivé, svidné. Zacnéme tedy pro jednoduchost s ¢ervenou barvou, Ze je néco
cervené. Je velmi sviidné se domnivat, Ze to slovo ¢erveny ma vyznam jesté pred tim, nez ho uvedeme
do jakéhokoli kontextu. JenZze zacnéme s malym ditétem, které jesté nic nevi, a ted, jak ho naucime, co to
je cervené? Predstavte si, Ze bychom ho...

--- (1981-04-13 G.. E. L. Owen - Pocatky logiky (2) [LVH215VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Hejdanek: ...a tak dale, vsechno je cervené. A ted my bychom mu ukazovali na jednotlivé véci, na sténu a
na strop a na nabytek a na koberec a tak dale, a vidycky fikali cervené. Tak to dité naprosto nepochopi,
co to je Cervené. To dité musi z toho pokoje ven a zjistit, co neni ¢ervené. Jaky je rozdil mezi ¢ervenym a
tim, co tam vidi tfeba jako zelené nebo modré a tak dale. Jestlize mu ukdZeme treba koberec ¢erveny a
pak ho prevedeme do jiné mistnosti a tam - to je muj priklad, ale uz jsem zapomnél, co on tam uvadeél -
do jiné mistnosti a tam je tfeba zeleny koberec a on ukaZe na koberec a fekne ¢erveny, no tak to
znamena, Ze nepochopil, co to je ¢ervené. Nepochopil vyznam toho slova ¢ervené.

No a tohleto vSechno je evidentni, Ze kdyZ musi vidét néco jiného a ted to dat dohromady a ted zjistit, ze
tedy to je véc kontextu. A to plati ovsem jesté v daleko Sirsi mire, protoZe to neni jenom, aby se naucilo
spravné oznacovat barvu. Ale fict, co to je Cervené, to je v tom skryto jesté daleko vic véci, co mze nebo
eventualné musi poznavat jesté potom, i kdyz uz vi, co to je ¢ervené. Napfiklad - ted nevim, co tam bylo
- tfeba Ze cervena je vinova délka ta a ta. To tam dopliuju, ale to taky jesté patfi k vyznamu toho slova
cervené vlastné, Ze to je zas dalsi kontext toho. A ja nevim ted presné ktery priklad, ale Ze je mozno jesté
stavét dal a dal a ty kontexty zjistovat, i kdyZz uz dokonce vime, co to je cervené, tak jesté furt nevime
véecko. Cili je to otazka kontextu, ktery jde porad dal a dal.

Jiny hlas: On to rozvadél, kdyZ mluvil o téch vétach, Ze i kdybychom ziskavali vyznam slova jen v téch
vétach, ze pokud by to bylo jen tak, Ze by ménilo kazdé slovo v kazdé vété vyznam. Ale Ze Noam Chomsky
na tom vystavél takovou teorii, Ze timto se u¢ime si osvojit zakony, jak ty véci davat dohromady, Ze podle
toho si mGzeme tvofit vyznamy slov, pohybovat se, ziskavat soubor, ze kterého pak skladame ty véty
sami. Ze bychom se naucili vyznam slov v téch vétach, ale Ze to nestaéi, Ze zakladni potom jsou ty
principy, jak to dal...

Jiny hlas: You asked about incompatibility. There is no reason why | should go through all these pages,
but I could pick out just some parts and show them to my translator. And those might make enough, |
think, of a discussion on this, alright? And something of an answer. | want to say that incompatibility is
not a decent answer to all sorts of puzzles about negation. Can we try this very gently? | am only going to
do first of all that, and then | will take you over the page to... this and... | am going to do it more or less a
paragraph at a time this, because | am only going to use a very few paragraphs. Alright? Lincoln, when
you said that you wanted it shortened to sentences, did you mean you wanted me only to read a
sentence, so to speak, and then leave it to the translator, or did you mean that you wanted me to make
my sentences shorter?

Jiny hlas: I wanted the translation to be sentence by sentence... very short cuts.

Jiny hlas: Yes, and brain for everyone, where is no stress which you put in long sentences. What has been



notes... Alright. It's alright. Plato's argument in the Sophist, as | sketched it earlier, may provoke a protest.
Surely it will be said he would have done better to explain not-being and therewith falsehood in terms of
what has been called restricted rather than unrestricted negation. If | say "Theaetetus is not flying",
surely I shall ordinarily be understood to imply that Theaetetus is doing something else from that large
family of activities and inactivities which includes flying. Something else from that family that itself
precludes or is incompatible with flying: sitting or standing on the ground, for instance. To say "This is not
gold" is to invite the answer "What is it then?" and the reply is expected to locate the subject under some
other predicate belonging to a disjunctive class of mutually exclusive predicates which include gold and
tin and other materials, but not say the Arctic whale or the social virtues. To go outside that restriction
and vouchsafe for example "The shape of my pipe is not flying" or that "The taste of a peach is not gold"
is at best to say something vacuously uninformative and at worst a somewhat plain to speak nonsense.
That's the argument for having incompatibility in wherever we can in negation, predicative negation.
Hejdanek: Platonlv argument v Sofistovi, jak jsem ho naznacil, m(Ze vyprovokovat protest. Samoziejmé
bude receno, Ze by udélal Iépe, kdyby vysvétlil nejsoucno a spolu s tim nepravdu v terminech toho, co se
nazyva omezena spise neZ neomezena negace.

Rikdm-li: , Theaitétos neléta“, samoziejmé bude bé&zné rozuméno, Ze naznacuiji, Ze Theaitétos déla néco
jiného nez ona velika skupina aktivit a neaktivit, které obsahuji [étani. Néco, co samo o sobé zamezuje
nebo je neslucitelné s Iétanim: sezeni, stani na zemi, napriklad sezeni nebo stani na zemi.

Rekne-li se: ,Toto neni zlato“, okamZité to pfivolava odpovéd: ,Co je to tedy potom?“ A odpovéd je
ocekavana, Ze zaradi subjekt pod néjaky jiny vyrok patfici k disjunktivni, to znamena k vylu¢né tridé
vzajemné se vylucujicich predikdtd, které obsahuji zlato a cin a ostatni materialy, ale ne napriklad
arktickou velrybu ¢i socialni ctnosti, spolecenské ctnosti. Vyjdeme-li z téchto omezeni a budeme-li tedy
tvrdit, Ze tvar mé dymky neléta ¢i ze chut broskve neni zlata, znamena to, Ze tim tvrdime néco naprosto
zcela prazdné a neinformativni, a prinejhorsim, jak Ryle jednou tvrdil o vSech téchto neomezenych
negacich, mluvime nesmysl.

Jiny hlas: Now, let me just say sentences that are not in here, to summarize some things. Both Plato and
Aristotle are quite familiar with the idea of restricted as well as unrestricted negation. That is, restricted
is going to be incompatibility between predicates; unrestricted is a negation that goes outside
incompatibility.

Hejdanek: Platon i Aristotelés jsou samozrejmé obeznameni s rozdilem mezi omezenou a neomezenou
negaci. Cili omezena negace je ta, ktera se tyka neslucitelnosti predikdtti, kdezto ta neomezena prosté jde
kamkoliv, mize se tykat jakéhokoliv predmétu.

Jiny hlas: There are others, | think that Plato in the Sophist is using, as | said, unrestricted negation, a
sheer difference between any predicate and any predicate other than that predicate. And he is simply
saying: ,Theaetetus is not flying“ asserts that all the predicates that Theaetetus has are different from
the predicate ,flying“. All of them, not simply those contained to the fabric of incompatibility. It's
unrestricted in the Sophist. And then I'm going to raise difficulties in using mere incompatibility. Could
you tell them that? In the Sophist it's sheer non-identity between flying and all other predicates of
whatever type that Theaetetus may have.

Hejdanek: V Sofistovi je to Cira ne-identita mezi |étanim a vSsemi ostatnimi predikdty jakéhokoliv typu,
které Theaitétos muize mit.

Jiny hlas: Can | say it once more? Yes. In the Sophist, Plato explains predicative negation, such as
sTheaetetus is not flying", by saying not that Theaetetus has some other predicate from the same family
as flying which precludes flying, but quite blanketly that flying is different from all the predicates that are
true of Theaetetus of whatever type. And I'll explain why.

Hejdanek: Platon v Sofistovi tvrdi, Ze prosté kdyz se fika, Ze ,Theaitétos nelétad, tak to neznamena, Ze by
se vychazelo z néjaké aktivity, kterd by nebyla slucitelna s 1étanim, ale Ze to Iétani se prosté nezaradi do
Zadné z onoho vyctu vsech aktivit, které k Theaitétovi mohou byt prisouzeny.



Jiny hlas: Right. Now, I'm going to talk just a little of this. In fact, there are notorious difficulties in trying
to define negation in terms of incompatibility and ranges of predicates which are simply related by
incompatibility, families of predicates, such as color adjectives, or flying, standing, sitting and so forth.
I'm going to call those I-ranges, such families of predicates, | for incompatibility. And such a range would
be the colors, which exclude each other, and the range of position or the flying/standing activity range,
when obviously red is not a member of the family which includes flying and sitting. Right? Now, trying to
explain negation in terms of such I-ranges brings difficulties.

Hejdanek: V skutecnosti je zde stala potiz v pokusech definovat negaci v terminech inkompatibility, to
jest neslucitelnosti.

Jiny hlas: What do | mean by I-ranges? An I-range is an incompatibility range of predicates such as color
adjectives, such that if you... they rule each other out and if you have one of the predicates, it excludes
at least in that respect that part of your having others of those predicates. All right?

Hejdanek: Jako charakteristika, to range... Cili neslucitelnych charakteristik, asi takhle bych to prelozil.
Neminim pravé pouze tu relaci neslucitelnosti mezi predikdty. Nemyslim, Ze pravé ta relace
neslucitelnosti mezi predikdty musi sama byt vysvétlena v negativnich terminech.

Jiny hlas: No doubt the most natural explanation of an I-range is that there is some set of predicates, A,
such that if F and G are predicates and are members of the range A and F is not the same as G, then
whatever is F is not G. But still, we'll cut that bit out. The difficulties really start... I'll put it back in again
later, but I'm taking it out for the purposes of this translation. The difficulties start when we consider
what follows from denying that a subject has any of the predicates of a given I-range, incompatibility
range. Given the account of incompatibility that I've just given, that is anything in the range is such that if
F and G are predicates in the range, then whatever is F is not G. Given that account, there's a simple
contradiction in denying that something lacks all the... in denying that something has any of the
predicates of a range. For to say that X is not F is on this thesis, the incompatibility explanation, to say
that there is a class of predicates of which F is one and X has another predicate of that class which
excludes F. But from that it follows that it can't lack every predicate in the range. Lacking one predicate
implies having another. There and there. In other words, you can never deny that something has any
predicate of a given range. And that is a difficulty.

Hejdanek: Popravdé feceno, nejvice pfirozené vysvétleni takového I-range je, Ze existuje néjaky soubor
predikatu... Potiz skutecné nastava, kdyz uvazime, co vyplyva z popreni toho, Ze subjekt ma kterykoliv z
predikdti daného I-range. Jinymi slovy, nikdy nem(Zete popfit, Ze véc ma jakykoliv predikdt z daného
souboru...tu situaci neslucitelnosti mezi predikdty. Nemyslim, Ze praveé ta relace neslucitelnosti mezi
predikdty musi sama byt vysvétlena v negativnich terminech. Popravdé, ve skutecnosti nejpfirozené;si
vysvétleni této neslucitelné charakteristiky je, Ze je jakasi mnozina predikdtd A takova, kdy F a G jsou
predikdty a jsou prvky mnoziny A a F neni stejné jako G. Potom cokoliv je F, neni G.

Jiny hlas: I am sorry about this matter. It is necessary to read it and to think it over. It is very difficult to
catch it up.

Hejdanek: Ja vim, Ze je to jednoduché, ale neni to pro vsechny jednoduché. Je-li F a G, kdyz se Fekne, Ze
jeden z nich neni F, tak to musi byt G. Ne, z toho vyplyva, Ze je-li F, tak to neni G, a Ze kterykoliv prvek z té
mnoziny vylucuje ostatni prvky. Ale z toho jesté nevyplyva, Ze kdyz to neni F, takZe to je G. Tam mUzZe byt
jesté leccos jiného. Ale budto je-li F, tak to neni G. To je obecné urc¢eni mnoziny. Negace jesté jednou.
Potize zacinaji, kdyZ uvazujeme, co nasleduje z odmitnuti, Ze subjekt ma jakykoliv z predikatti dané
neslucitelné charakteristiky. Kdyz beru v Gvahu neslucitelnost, o které se jednalo pred chvilkou, je prosté
jednoduchy protimluv takovych odmitnuti. ProtozZe fekneme-li napriklad, Zze X neni F...

Jiny hlas: Suppose | say briefly and get him to translate it. Incompatibility is used to explain negation in
this way: if you say that something is not F, there is some other predicate from a family of predicates
which precludes its being F. There is some other, as it were, G, which belongs to a family of incompatible
predicates which logically precludes its being F. All right. It always has some other predicate of that



range. If you deny one predicate, it always has another predicate of that range. And the difficulty then is
that you can't deny all the predicates of a range of a subject without logical absurdity.

Hejdanek: Tu kvantifikovanou situaci, Ze pro kazdé X, které je z té mnoziny, frekneme-li, Ze neplati F, tak
potom to znamen3, Ze zde existuje takové G, které bude to F vylucovat. To znamen4, Ze neni mozno
negovat celou tu tfidu, a Ze vZdy jeden prvek musi byt obsazen, a ten pak teprve neguje vsechny ostatni
zbyvajici v mnoziné.

Jiny hlas: And there is another difficulty here. It is notoriously hard, I'll just say this, to construct a
satisfactory range of incompatibles. We tend to think of colors and sometimes shapes as good examples.
And we think then of an I-range, a range of such predicates, as answers to some simple question: what
color is it? What shape is it? and so forth. But if you get onto other ranges: what is his profession? or
what is his calling? This is very difficult. And some ranges, such as: what furniture do you have in the
room?, don't serve satisfactorily as incompatibility ranges. There is nothing to prevent a bed also being a
table, for example. They are not incompatible. And so forth. And that is largely true with such other
ranges as, as | said, professions, callings and so forth. Well, all this, they are very open-ended. Colors can
be made artificially finite; colors of the spectrum will do. But not the other ranges. And there are a lot of
negations where you can't readily find an incompatibility range at all to explain the negation. If you say:
well, he is not a policeman. Is there some other range of callings such that he must have one of those
callings and it precludes his being a policeman? He doesn't have to be a green grocer in order not to be a
policeman. Of course, he may have no calling at all. So the negation does not commit you to another
member of the range.

Hejdanek: Ta negace se snazi vysvétlit jenom tou incompatibility nebo neslucitelnosti, protoze jsou
oblasti, které predstavuiji ty oblasti, které mzeme tak urcit, jako tfeba barvy nebo tvary, pro které
vZdycky na otazku, jakou to ma barvu, jaky to ma tvar, musi existovat odpovéd. A ta jedna odpovéd
vylucuje ty odpovédi dalsi. Ale jsou také oblasti, jako je napfiklad povolani anebo zaméstnani...

Jiny hlas: I wanted to say two things, sorry. One is obviously if... what | have just been saying. Thank you
very much.

Hejdanek: Kde tato idea neslucitelnosti nestaci, abychom mohli negovat. Rict o nékom, Ze neni policista,
jesté nemusi znamenat, Ze je néco jiného z té tridy, tfeba zelinaf. Nemusi byt Zddnym z té tfidy a
takovych prikladd se najde mnohem vic.

Jiny hlas: There are two points in saying, in the example "he is not a policeman". One is it does not, of
course, follow that he has some other calling which precludes his being a policeman. And if he did have
some other calling, such as a green grocer, it wouldn't preclude his being a policeman. You see, it fails on
both scores.

Hejdanek: Jsou tam dvé véci u toho zaméstnani, které v té neslucitelnosti nehraji, a to je to, Ze pokud
nékdo neni policista, Ze to jesté neznamena, ze by musel byt néco jiného, a Ze to neznamena, Ze by
muselo byt néco jiného, co by mu teda zabranovalo byt policistou, a taky to neznamen3, Ze kdyz treba
opravdu neni policista, je pekarem, tak Ze by zaroven nemohl byt policistou.

Jiny hlas: I've left out most of that, I'll send you a copy of the thing to read later. But those are the main
difficulties in trying to reduce negation to incompatibility. Good. Now, unrestricted negation is of the first
importance for Aristotle's logic, for he needs it in stating the law of contradiction, or excluded middle.
The law of contradiction is such that for any given subject, one must be able to say either it's P or it's not
P. And this must not be simply reduced to incompatibility. There was an argument between John Stuart
Mill and a logician A. W. Bain in the last century.

Jiny hlas: No, fika, Ze to, co ted chce udélat, je omezit ten problém negace na neslucitelnost, a Ze tedy
pro Aristotela je zakladni ta neomezena negace v tom, jak definuje zakon kontradikce.

Jiny hlas: Bain said that "not white" must be restricted to the range of things which can have a color. Mill
replied: "No, for any subject taken from whatever range or category, you can say either it is white or it is
not white, even if it's not a candidate for a color, because the law of contradiction divides up the whole



denotation of available subjects. It doesn't simply divide up colored things, so to speak. You must be able
to say, for example, if it's not the case that the smell of my pipe is white, then in order to get the
universal application of the law of contradiction, you must be able to say of the smell of the pipe 'it's not
white', even though it's not a candidate for having a color. You see? Of anything it's the case either that it
is white or it is not white. That's the unrestricted negation that you need for the law of contradiction in
Aristotle's view and Mill's view. And they're right."

Jiny hlas: Uvadi tu diskuzi, ktera probihala v 19. stoleti o tom, jestli je to nutno tak, Ze by negace
rozdélovala jeden predikat vzdycky na dvé tridy, to znamena na to, co je pravda, a na to, co neni pravda.
JakoZe kdyz rekneme o nécem, Ze je to nebilé, tak se to musi vztahovat pouze na tfidu predmétd, o
kterych se da rozhodnout, jestli maji barvu, které prosté maji barvu. Zatimco Mill oponuje tim, Ze to plati
pro vsechny predmeéty, at je to néco, néjaky abstrakt, jako tfeba ten tvar dymky nebo cislo dva, Ze o
v$ech je mozno rozhodnout, zda je ¢i neni, Ze tam to plati pro vSechno zhruba.

Jiny hlas: Now look Oliver, we've approached the law of contradiction now because we need unrestricted
negation for the law of contradiction. | had a good deal on that law of contradiction in Plato and
Aristotle, and it may well be too much to go through doggedly tonight. It's entirely as you like, but we
can go on talking about whatever we want now for the time being and | will certainly get into your hands
and somebody will do a check translation of it, this paper. Fine. It all hangs together surprisingly. Well,
are there any more questions? Does anybody, is anybody so much in love with the notion of
incompatibility as a basis of negation that they would like to defend it against the troubles that | was
raising?

Jiny hlas: Jenom na okraj teda, Ze ma toho tam jesté haldu, ale nebude uz dal to fict, protoze vidi, Ze to je
trochu moc toho, a tedy skonci. Posle nam text prislusné upraveny, takze si ho mizZeme pak prelozit, a
ted jesté chce védét, jestli jsou néjaké otazky.

Jiny hlas: Copies of the text will be distributed, you're not committed to reading it.

Jiny hlas: To je béZny forek. Kopie jeho pfednasky budou rozdany, nikdo nebude nucen, aby to cetl.

Jiny hlas: See the time has come, we should stop, because some of the present young people start at 5
o'clock in the morning. Therefore we stop always at 10 PM. Right. Well, we stand up and sing God Save
the Queen.

Jiny hlas: TakZe nikdo dalsi, ZAdné otazky. Takze skon¢ime. A kdo by chtél jesté néco, tak profesor je k
dispozici.

Jiny hlas: Well, thank you all very much indeed, | enjoyed it immensely.

Hejdanek: | wished to start before you to express our best thanks to you and our hope that we shall be
able to study your text through and for the second time to have you once more or many times more
here. And perhaps it will be possible to prepare ourselves better to...

Jiny hlas: Oh, come, we've had a very long discussion tonight. Well, many thanks. Thank you all. Does
anybody have a match?



