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Jiny hlas: That it is a great pleasure and privilege to be here. Je to velké potéseni a privilegium tady byt.
And | feel myself to be among friends who are engaged in the same sorts of discipline as myself and with
the same sorts of goals. Citim se tu mezi prateli, ktefi se zabyvaji stejnymi disciplinami jako ja a se
stejnymi cili.

What | want to do this evening is two things. For a few minutes to say a little about my project, and then
to take a little of that project and to deal with it in a little more detail. To, co dneska chci udélat, jsou dvé
véci. Nékolik minut vénuji tomu, o ¢em mluvim jako o svém projektu, a potom proberu néco malo z toho
projektu a proniknu tam do vétsich detaild.

The project then. Tak nejdfiv ten projekt. It has interested me for a considerable amount of time that
epistemology is a normative discipline. Zaujalo mé uz dost dlouho, Ze noetika nebo epistemologie je
normativni obor. That is to say, that in discussing, in considering the question of belief and of knowledge,
the philosopher is concerned with standards. To znamena, Ze kdyZ uvaZzujeme o problému viry jako belief
a védéni, poznani, filosof se zajima o standardy, tedy o normy. Typically, for example, whether a person is
justified in holding a belief. Tak napriklad jestli néjaka osoba je ospravedinéna, ovsem nikoli moralnég,
tedy jestli si mQzZe zdGvodnit nebo jestli miZzeme akceptovat zd(ivodnénost toho, Ze véfi nécemu.
Hejdanek: Rozlisujte, ja nem(zu to délat, tady furt bude rfec o... Jen kdyz bude faith, tak feknu, Ze to je
jinak, a jinak uz mu rikam jenom vira. AC neni to ta vira v tom krestanském smyslu viibec, jako mit za to,
Ze... Vétsinou anglicani, excuse me.

Jiny hlas: Yes, of course. Have to translate by the same Czech word, vira. Right. And as faith. Normally in
Czech vira will represent faith only. | shall inform that in the case of belief... Right. But let me, in order to
try to help you, let me give some examples. DAm néjaké priklady, aby se to vyjasnilo. This is a purely
secular, in a purely secular way. Je to zcela sekularni zalezZitost, ta belief. | believe, for example, that in
Liverpool | have a wife and two children. Tak napfiklad vérim, Ze v Liverpoolu je méa Zena a dvé déti. | may
believe, for example, that Margaret Thatcher will be the Prime Minister in 1995. Zaroven m(izu fict, Ze
véfim, Ze Margaret Thatcherova bude premiérkou jesté v devadesatém patém roce. And so on. These are
examples of belief. And the question arises for a philosopher: what entitles one to believe such things?
Pro filosofa se stava otazkou, co opraviuje nékoho, aby nééemu véril. And the idea of entitlement or of
justification, these are normative concepts. Idea toho opravnéni nebo zdlivodnéni, to jsou normativni
pojmy.

Hejdanek: No, idea toho opravnéni, to je normativni pojem.

Jiny hlas: Jo, ja jsem se strasné tady zasek na tom entitlement nebo justification.

Hejdanek: To je to samy, mit na to narok, mit titul k tomu nécemu.

Jiny hlas: Another way of putting it would be to say that there are criteria for belief. Jinak mGzeme Fici, Ze
existuji kritéria pro viru, pro véreni. There are certain propositions which perhaps one ought to believe.
Jsou néjaké teze, kterym mame vérit, kterym se ma véfit. Perhaps there are certain propositions which
one ought not to believe. A naopak jsou asi néjaké propozice, kterym nemame véfit. For example, a self-
contradiction would be a proposition that one ought not to believe. Tak napfiklad kdyZ je néco rozporné
samo se sebou, tak tomu bychom neméli vérit.

Now, if belief is normative in this way, can belief, can believing be treated as a kind of action? Jestlize
tedy vérit podléha takovym normam, tak muizZe byt chapano jako druh akce, aktivity, ¢in? In the history of
Western filosofie there are two opposing traditions. V déjinach evropské tradice jsou dvé rliznad minéni.
There is the tradition which | shall call empiricist, the most extreme and notable instance of which is
Hume. Je tady empirické nebo empiricistické pojeti, krajni a nejdllezitéjsi pojeti je Humovo. Now, Hume
held the view that believing is an effect. It is an effect upon the mind. Hume byl presvédcen, Ze vira je
vysledek, dlsledek, plisobeni na mysl. And in believing the mind is passive. A ve vife je mysl pasivni. Je to



néco, co doléha na mysl. This view of Hume's is consistent with his whole understanding of human
nature. Tohle pojeti Humovo je samozrejmé konzistentni s celym pojetim lidské prirozenosti. By contrast,
the tradition of Descartes holds that the will has an important part to play in the formation of beliefs.
Naproti tomu tradice pochazejici od Descarta trva na tom, Ze ve vife ma velkou duleZitost vile.

Jiny hlas: In particular in the case of Descartes, he held that error is due to the will.

, zvlast pak u Descarta je tfeba pamatovat, Ze on nechal vili byt odpovédnou za omyl.

Jiny hlas: And it is in that conflict that | am interested.

A mé tady ted bude zajimat pravé tento konflikt, tento rozpor mezi obéma pojetimi.

Jiny hlas: And particularly in the question, as | have already said, of whether belief can be treated as an
action.

A zejména tedy, zda viru mGzeme chapat jako akci.

Jiny hlas: Of course in the case of our actions, we are responsible for them.

Samoziejmé, kdyzZ jde o nase akce, tak jsme za né odpovédni.

Jiny hlas: We can be praised and blamed.

Muzeme byt pochvaleni nebo také [nesrozumitelné].

Jiny hlas: We can exhibit weakness of will in our actions.

My mUzeme prokazat svédectvi vile...

Hejdanek: Slabost. Slabost.

Jiny hlas: Weakness. Weakness. Excuse me, weakness.

Hejdanek: Weakness.

Jiny hlas: Slabou vdli.

Jiny hlas: And the question that | am concerned with is whether these - whether belief - whether we can
be held responsible for our beliefs.

A tak je tu otazka, mizeme-li byt odpovédni za své viry.

Jiny hlas: And whether it makes sense to talk about weakness of will in respect of belief.

A ma-li viibec smysl hovofit o slabosti viile v pripadé véreni.

Jiny hlas: For example, maybe there are things that | ought to do but cannot bring myself to do.

Tak napriklad mohou byt néjaké véci, které bych mél udélat, ale které nemohu udélat.

Jiny hlas: And in a similar way, maybe there are things which | ought to believe, but cannot bring myself
to believe.

A analogicky pak mohu Fict, Ze existuji véci, které bych mél véfit, a nejsem schopen se k tomu primét,
abych jim véril.

Jiny hlas: So then, what about the relationship between belief and the will?

A tak jaky je vlastné vztah mezi véfenim a vQli?

Jiny hlas: There is a trivial sense in which belief is subject to the will.

Existuje jakysi trividlni smysl nebo vyznam, kde vira je zalezZitosti vile.

Jiny hlas: For example, | can - we all can - direct our attention to certain phenomena, to certain factors
and ignore certain other factors.

Vsichni mGzeme napriklad zamérit svou pozornost na jisté jevy a naopak se nestarat o jevy jiné.

Jiny hlas: And in this way, our wills can affect what we believe.

A timto zplsobem se uplatni nase véreni, to, cemu véfime a cemu nevérime.

Jiny hlas: At a very basic and familiar level, a person may choose to be an engineer and choose not to be
a philosopher.

Je to velice béZna véc, nékdo se rozhodne byt inZenyrem a nebyt filosofem.

Jiny hlas: And as a consequence, he will come to believe certain things about engineering, for example,
and he will not believe certain things about philosophy.

Podle toho pak bude nékterym vécem vérit, jako ve smyslu té pFipravy k inZenyrstvi, a naopak jinym
nebude vérit. Tady vidite, on ten preklad je... the translation is a little difficult because the last sentence



has no good meaning translated by the Czech word vérit.

Jiny hlas: Oh. But | get the point.

Hejdanek: Jo.

Jiny hlas: Ale povazuiji to za trivialni smysl a nema to Zadnou filosofickou dulezitost.

Jiny hlas: At the other end of the spectrum, it is clear that | cannot choose to believe what | know to be
false.

Pak je na druhém konci spektra...

Jiny hlas: Sorry, sorry. At the other end of the spectrum, it is clear that | cannot choose to believe what |
know to be false.

Tedy je jasné, Ze nemohu véFit, nemohu se rozhodnout vérit tomu, o ¢em vim, Ze to je nepravda.
Hejdanek: Budte tak laskav na chvilku.

Jiny hlas: But between these two examples, the trivial example on the one hand and this other case on
the other, there's an interesting area for philosophical discussion.

Mezi témito dvéma extrémy je velmi zajimavé pole pro filosofickou diskusi.

Jiny hlas: And it is this that | want to direct attention to this evening.

A k tomuto poli bych chtél obratit pozornost dnes vecer.

Jiny hlas: In particular, | want to discuss with you the idea of a belief policy.

A specialné s vami chci promluvit o véci, kterou jsem nazval politikou véreni, v tom smyslu jako strategie
véreni.

Jiny hlas: Because it is my conviction that there is a variety of possible belief policies which it is possible
for anyone to take up and to refine.

Totiz mam presvédceni, Ze existuje cela varieta, celé mnozstvi rliznych takovych strategii véreni, a ty jsou
vlastné pro kazdého tady na vybér a kazdy si je miZe uslechtovat.

Jiny hlas: And so what I'm now going to do is to read a little of my discussion of the idea of a belief policy.
A tedka budu ¢ist kousek z véci, kterou tady mam napsanou o té ideji strategie véreni.

Jiny hlas: Because this is a central idea to the general thesis that | have about belief and the will.

ProtoZe toto je ta centralni idea o vztahu mezi virou a vili.

Jiny hlas: So | want to try to argue that belief may be subject to the will in adopting and rejecting what |
have called belief policies.

TakZe chci argumentovat, Ze vira mliZze byt podfizena vuli v tom pfijimani nebo odmitani toho, co jsem
nazval témi strategiemi véreni.

Jiny hlas: Let me begin by making certain distinctions.

A zacnu urcitymi rozliSenimi.

Jiny hlas: Those grounds which actually justify a person adopting or retaining a particular belief, | shall
call the regulative justification of that belief.

Jiny hlas: Ty dlvody, které skutecné ospravedIni osobu k tomu, aby pfijala nebo odmitla urcité véreni,
nazvu regulativnimi ospravedinénimi toho véreni.

Jiny hlas: This sense of justification justifies the taking of the action, the believing. And a justified belief is
one that will be adopted or retained by a rational person on those grounds.

Jiny hlas: Tento smysl toho ospravedInovani ospravedliuje pravé to nastoupeni toho ¢inu, toho véreni.
TakzZe ta ospravedInéna vira, to je takova, ktera bude pfrijata rozumnou osobou na zakladé téch ddvod.
Jiny hlas: By contrast, an ideal justification is a justification which justifies a belief by factors which | may
not have and which perhaps only God or an ideally placed observer has.

Jiny hlas: A protivné k tomu idealni ospravedInéni je takové, které ospravedlnuje to véreni pomoci
faktor(, které ja nemusim mit, a takovymi, které ma tfeba jenom Buh nebo néjaky idealné pojimany
pozorovatel a podobné.

Jiny hlas: So in the case of an ideal justification, conditions of justification are required which are
unfulfillable in a practical sense. For example, no false proposition can ever be ideally justified. But many



false propositions are regulatively justified. That is to say, on the evidence available to me, | am justified
in believing many things which are false, because | do not have the whole of the evidence for this belief.
Jiny hlas: TakZe v pfipadé toho idealniho opravnéni jsou vyZadovany takové podminky opravnéni, které
jsou v praktickém smyslu nesplnitelné. Napfiklad Zzadny nepravdivy vyrok nemuze nikdy byt idealné
ospravedInén. Ale mnoho nepravdivych vyroki je regulativné ospravedinéno. To znamena3, na zakladé
toho, o ¢em mohu mit evidenci, jsem opravnén vérit leCemu, co je ve skutecnosti nepravdivé, protoze
nemam k dispozici Uplné veskerou evidenci pro toto véreni.

Jiny hlas: So one important distinction between these two kinds of justification, regulative and ideal, is
that regulative justification is justification for a person. In this respect, therefore, it is personal
justification. Given my present stock of data, my regulative justification is that degree of evidence which
justifies me in believing a certain proposition and in rejecting other propositions.

Jiny hlas: TakzZe jeden dUlezity bod toho rozliseni mezi témito dvéma druhy opravnéni, regulativnim a
idealnim, je, Ze regulativni opravnéni je opravnéni pro urcitou osobu. V tomto ohledu je to tudiz vlastné
personalni, osobni opravnéni. Je-li dan maj pfitomny zasobnik dat, to moje regulativni opravnéni je ten
stupen evidence, ktery mam k dispozici na zakladé téch dat, ktery mé ospravedIiuje véfit urcitému
vyroku a v odmitani jinych vyroka.

Jiny hlas: So so far then, I've tried to distinguish between regulative justification and ideal justification. |
now want to contrast those two with a third kind of justification, which | shall call tactical justification, or
practical cognitive decision making. | give now an example which | am afraid is rather capitalistic in its
character. Take as an example the case of a manager who has to decide what is likely to happen to the
markets. He has to justify his belief that, let us say, the markets will fall. He has to justify this belief to his
fellow managers. In such a situation, his belief is constrained in two of the ways. His belief is like
regulative justification in certain respects but not in others. The manager is constrained not only by time,
that is the decision has to be made now, and by the data that are available to him, he is also constrained
by the costs, not necessarily financial costs, of various alternative policies.

Jiny hlas: TakZe aZ doposud jsem se pokusil rozliSit mezi regulativnim a idealnim opravnénim. A nyni bych
chtél tyto dva postavit do kontrastu s tfetim typem opravnéni, které by se nazvalo taktické opravnénr
nebo takové praktické kognitivni rozhodovdni. Dam nyni priklad, ktery je, obavam se, ponékud
kapitalisticky ve své povaze. Vezméme si priklad obchodnika, ktery se musi rozhodovat, co se nejspis
stane na trhu. Musi by tedy ospravedInit svou viru, Ze napriklad trhy se zhrouti. Musi pak ospravedInit
tuto svou viru pred svymi spoluobchodniky. V tomto pripadé je jeho vira napjata takovym zvlastnim
zpUsobem; ta jeho vira je jako regulativni v nékterych ohledech, ale ne ve vSech. Manazer je tedy, nebo
ten obchodnik je vlastné v presu nejenom skrze cas, protoze se musi rozhodnout okamzité, a zarovent ma
k dispozici jenom urcita data a jesté je tlacen témi vydaji, a to ne nutné finanénimi vydaji, které jsou
spojeny s témi rozmanitymi alternativnimi strategiemi. Jenom jsou to ty vydaje, které nejsou financni.
Jiny hlas: no, tfeba namaha.

He may need to act on the proposition... - mizZe potfebovat jednat podle toho tvrzeni? - He may need to
act, to take action. - TakZze muze jako potfebovat, mliZze byt nucenej teda jednat. And in that sense
believe it - a v tomto smyslu tomu véfit, even though he would prefer to have more time to make up his
mind - i kdyz by vlastné ve skutec¢nosti dal prednost tomu zatim nejednat a mit jesté vic ¢asu se pro to
rozhodnout.

So now | have drawn a threefold distinction between regulative justification, ideal justification and
practical justification. - TakZe ted uz mame troji to rozliSeni mezi regulativnim ospravedInénim, idealnim
a tim praktickym. A similar threefold distinction holds in ethical reasoning. - Podobné troji rozliseni plati
v etickém uvaZovani. There is to start with ideal or objective ethical justification. - Je tu, abychom tim
zacali, idealni ¢i objektivni etické ospravedInéni. That is the justification of an action which, all things
considered, is the best action. - To je ospravedInéni takové akce, ktera je, kdyz vezmeme do Gvahy
vsechny véci, tou nejlepsi akci. For utilitarians, for example, - napfiklad pro utilitarians, this would be the



action which is actually productive of the maximum happiness. - je to takové jednani, které ve
skutecnosti zplsobi maximalni stésti. By contrast, a regulative ethical justification - a naproti tomu
regulativni etické ospravedInéni is one that is made on the best estimates of the likely outcome of a series
of alternatives. - je takové, které je udélano na zakladé nejlepsiho odhadu toho pravdépodobného
vysledku té fady téch alternativ. Finally, so there is the contrast between ideal and regulative justification.
And finally, in practical ethical decision making - takze tady uz mame ten kontrast mezi tim regulativnim
a idedlnim a nakonec jesté v praktickém etickém rozhodovani - the decision maker is constrained not
only by time and his limited knowledge, - tak ten rozhodujici se je vlastné omezen, tlaéen nejenom
c¢asem a svym omezenym védénim, but also by, for example, whether or not any particular moral
decision that he is facing is legal or not. - ale také napfiklad tou okolnosti, zda to které moralni
rozhodnuti, se kterym je konfrontovan, je legalni nebo ne. And whether it was taken within a certain
period of time. - A zda je udélano v urcitém case.

So those are the three distinctions that | want you to hold in mind. - TakzZe tohle troji rozliseni je tfeba
mit na paméti. Now | want to refer to a paper by an English philosopher called H. H. Price. - Nyni se chci
odvolat na c¢lanek anglického filosofa, ktery se jmenoval H. H. Price. In his paper called Belief and the Will
- V jeho ¢lanku nazvaném Belief and the Will Price says this: - Price fika toto: If you are in a reasonable
frame of mind, you cannot help preferring the proposition which the evidence favors, much as you may
wish you could. - Jestlize mate rozumnou mysl, nemuzZete si pomoct, abyste nedavali prednost takovému
tvrzeni, které podporuje vase evidence, at uz si prejete, co chcete. | mean, you cannot help preferring the
proposition which your evidence favors. - To znamena, nemuzZete si pomoct nedavat prednost takovému
tvrzeni, které uprednostiuje ta vase evidence. The evidence you are at the moment attending to. - Totiz
ta evidence, ta prosté, to, co je vdm zfejmé, to, co se vam ukazuje v tomto momenté. Though the
evidence which other people have may of course be different. - Ackoli ta evidence, kterou maji jini lidé,
mUzZe byt samoziejmé jina. It is just not in your power to avoid assenting to the proposition which the
evidence favors, or to assent instead to some other proposition. - Neni to prosté ve vasi moci ani se
vyhnout tomu pfitakani k tomu tvrzeni, ani teda pfitakat néjakému jinému tvrzeni.

Right, let us - that's Price, that's Price's quotation finished. Let us abbreviate Price's claim to the
following proposition: A reasonable person must believe what his evidence favors. - Dobre, tohle je teda
ta citace z Price. Zkratme si to Priceovo tvrzeni do nasledujiciho tvaru: rozumna osoba musi véfit tomu,
co uprednostiuje jeji evidence. What does Price mean here by his evidence? - Co tady Price mini tim ,jeji
evidence"? He appears to mean a part of the evidence that is generally available. - 7Zda se, ze mini
urcitou ¢ast toho, co je vSeobecné rozprostreno. For he says that such evidence is the evidence you are at
the moment attending to. - Protoze fika, Ze je to evidence, kterou vy mate vtomto momenté. And he
may, in addition, mean what seems to one particular person to be evidence, but which is not generally
available to other people. - A m(iZze navic minit to, co se zda byt urcité osobé evidencr, ale co neni
vseobecné dostupné jinym lidem. For example, certain subjective states and moods. - Napfriklad urcité
subjektivni stavy a hnuti. So Price is claiming a strong connection between the belief that P and the
regulative justification of P. - TakZe to Priceovo tvrzeni déla silné spojeni mezi virou v P a regulativnim
ospravedlnénim P.

Jiny hlas: Price says that one cannot help preferring the proposition which one's evidence favors.

Jiny hlas: Price ¥ika, Ze si nemGzZeme pomoct, nez véfit tém vécem, které jsou nam v evidenci
uprednostiovany.

Jiny hlas: As he also says, preferring denotes something which involves an act of the will...

Jiny hlas: A jak taky rika, to davat prednost oznacuje néco, co obsahuje akt vle.

Jiny hlas: The giving of assent, though it is a gift that cannot be withheld.

Jiny hlas: Davani souhlasu, ackoliv je to dar, ktery nem(ze byt odepren.

Jiny hlas: Withheld, withheld, held back, kept back.

Jiny hlas: Withheld je popsat, zadrzen nebo...



Jiny hlas: Yes, it involves an act of the will, the giving of assent, though it is a gift which cannot be
withheld. It's a gift which | must give.

Jiny hlas: Aha, jasné. Je to dar, dani toho souhlasu, ktery si nem@zeme odepfit. Je to dar, to dani toho
souhlasu, ktery nemU(iZzeme zadrzZet.

Jiny hlas: Now, what sort of proposition is 'A reasonable person must believe what his evidence favors'?
Jiny hlas: Nuze, jaky je to typ tvrzeni: Rozumna osoba musi véfit tomu, co jeji evidence uprednostiuje?
Jiny hlas: This is what | wish now to consider.

Jiny hlas: Toto nyni budu chtit rozebirat.

Jiny hlas: It may seem at first sight as if Price is treating that proposition as a contingent truth...

Jiny hlas: M(iZe na prvni pohled vypadat, jako by Price povazZoval tohle tvrzeni za nahodilou pravdu,

Jiny hlas: ...saying that while reasonable people do in fact believe what their evidence favors and cannot
as a matter of psychological fact avoid doing so...

Jiny hlas: ktera rika, Ze je to fakt, Zze ty rozumné osoby takto véri tomu, co jejich evidence, a Cisté jako
psychologicky fakt se tomu nem(iZou vyhnout,

Jiny hlas: ...it is logically possible to suppose them not doing so.

Jiny hlas: ale je cisté logicky moZné predpokladat, Ze to tak nedélaji.

Jiny hlas: He may also be suggesting that although a person cannot choose to believe against the
evidence in the short term, he is able to do so in the longer term.

Jiny hlas: MuZe ale taky navrhovat, Ze ackoliv osoba se nemuze urcit a nevérit néjakému tvrzeni v uréitém
kratkém obdobi, tak je schopna ucinit to v néjakém delSim obdobi.

Jiny hlas: But when what he says about the longer term is examined, it becomes clear that what Price
means by choosing to believe in the longer term is following a course of action as a result of which more
and different evidence becomes available.

Jiny hlas: Ale kdyz to, co on Fika o tom delSim obdobi, prozkoumame, bude jasné, Ze to, co Price chape
pod zvolenim si véfit v tom delSim obdobi, je jen nasledek takového jednani, pomoci kterého ziskame
vice a jasnéjsi evidence, na zakladé které zase budeme schopni véfit né¢emu jinému nez drive.

Jiny hlas: To choose to believe P rather than Q is thus to choose to gain evidence which will make
believing P rather than Q inevitable.

Jiny hlas: Zvolit si véfit P spiSe nez Q je vlastné zvolit si jednat tak, abychom si sehnali evidenci, na zakladé
které je vérit P spiSe neZ Q nutné.

Jiny hlas: Choosing to believe is not choosing to believe against the evidence, but choosing to gain other
evidence, thus bringing about a different justified belief.

Jiny hlas: Zvolit si véfit neni zvolit si vérit proti evidenci, nybrz zvolit si sehnat jinou evidenci a takto
pFivést na svétlo jinou, ale ospravedinénou viru.

Jiny hlas: And there is another reason for thinking that the proposition might express a contingent truth.
This is that Price makes use of the idea of a preference.

Jiny hlas: A je jesté jiny divod véfit, Ze toto tvrzeni mlze vyjadfovat nahodilou pravdu. A to je, Ze Price
uziva ideje preference, uprednostriovani.

Jiny hlas: It is often said that a person is not able to help preferring X to Y when what is meant is that a
person has a very great preference for X over Y.

Jiny hlas: Casto se fika, Ze osoba nemuze nepreferovat X oproti Y, kdyZ ta osoba ma velmi velkou
preferenci toho X oproti tomu Y.

Jiny hlas: So although | could from a logical point of view eat my bread with jam rather than honey, | so
like honey in preference to jam that | cannot help asking for honey.

Jiny hlas: Takze i kdyz ja z logického hlediska mohu jist sv(ij chleba s dzemem misto s medem, mam tolik
rad med ve srovnani s dzemem, Ze si nemohu pomoci a musim pozadat o med.

Jiny hlas: In any situation in which there is only jam and honey available, | cannot envisage myself
preferring jam. Nevertheless, it is conceivable that my preference may change to such an extent that



although at one stage | could not help taking honey rather than jam, | now like them equally.

Jiny hlas: V kazdé situaci, kdy jsou jen dZzem a med k dispozici, nemohu si pfedstavit sebe, jak davam
prednost dZzemu. Nicméné je myslitelné, ze ma preference se zméni, a to do té miry, Ze ackoliv v jednom
stadiu si nemohu pomoci a musim uprednostiiovat med pred dzemem, nyni v tomto jiném stadiu je budu
mit rad stejné.

Jiny hlas: Now, is what Price is saying that although the reasonable man's preferences are such that he
cannot help preferring the proposition which his evidence favors, nevertheless a time might come when
the reasonable man would or might do so?

Jiny hlas: TakZe to vypada, Ze Price fika, Ze ta osoba si nemuze pomoct a dava vzdycky prednost tomu, co
ta evidence uprednostniuje, tak vzdycky pFijde ten ¢as, kdy ta rozumna osoba to udéla.

Jiny hlas: Hardly.

Jiny hlas: Sotva.

Jiny hlas: For if he were saying this,

Jiny hlas: protozZe kdyby tohleto fikal,

Jiny hlas: he would have to be prepared to say

Jiny hlas: musel by byt taky pfipraven tvrdit,

Jiny hlas: that there might, for all he knows, be some reasonable men who prefer propositions which
their evidence does not favor.

Jiny hlas: Ze mohou byt, vzhledem k tomu, co vSsechno védi, néjaci rozumni lidé, ktefi preferuji takova
tvrzeni, ktera jejich evidence neuprednostiuje.

Jiny hlas: So what I'm saying is that that proposition - necessarily a reasonable person believes what his
evidence favors - that proposition cannot be a contingent truth.

Jiny hlas: TakZe to tvrzeni, které autor ndm tady predklada, je, Ze ta Priceova véta ,rozumna osoba
vzdycky upfednostnuje nebo vzdycky véri tomu, co jeji evidence uprednostiiuje”, nemuze byt nahodila
pravda.

Jiny hlas: The obvious alternative is to take the proposition to express a necessary truth.

Jiny hlas: Zfejma alternativa k tomu je tedy vzit to tvrzeni tak, Ze vyjadfuje nutnou pravdu.

Jiny hlas: Let us suppose that this is what Price intends.

Jiny hlas: Pfedpokladejme, Ze to je to, co ma Price na mysli.

Jiny hlas: What reason is there to accept his proposition and not either of the following propositions?
Jiny hlas: Jaky je dlvod prijmout jeho tvrzeni a neprijmout zaroven s tim jedno z nasledujicich tvrzeni:
Jiny hlas: One. A reasonable person may sometimes believe a proposition that is not favored by his
evidence.

Jiny hlas: za prvé: rozumna osoba mUiZe nékdy vérit tvrzeni, které jeji evidence neuprednostnuje.

Jiny hlas: Or two. It is sometimes reasonable for a person to withhold assent from a proposition which his
evidence favors.

Jiny hlas: Je nékdy rozumné pro osobu odepfit souhlas tomu, co jeji evidence upfednostiuje.

Jiny hlas: There seem to be two lines of argument that Price might use.

Jiny hlas: Zdaji se mi byt dvé linie argumentu, které by Price mohl pouzit.

Jiny hlas: He might say that it is part of what it means to be a reasonable man,

Jiny hlas: za prvé by mohl tedy fikat, Ze to je soucast toho, co on mysli tim rozumny ¢lovék,

Jiny hlas: that one cannot help preferring the proposition which one's evidence favors.
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Jiny hlas: Indeed, this is something that Price stresses.

Jiny hlas: Ovsem a to je pravé néco, co ten Price zd(raznuje.

Jiny hlas: He says, if you are in a reasonable frame of mind and so on.

Jiny hlas: On Fika, jestlize mate rozumné uzplsobeni mysli.

Jiny hlas: But is this plausible?



Jiny hlas: Ale tohle neni plausibilnr.

Jiny hlas: To start with, the word 'reasonable’ is a notoriously slippery word.

Jiny hlas: Zaénéme s tim, Ze slovo rozumny je notoricky nejasné slovo.

Jiny hlas: It is a philosopher's nose of wax.

Jiny hlas: Je to filosoficka hrouda vosku.

Jiny hlas: Which prima facie is unlikely to yield any firm and generally acceptable conceptual truths.

Jiny hlas: Ktera je pripravena pfijmout ve filosofii jakoukoli formu a prizpUsobit se jakékoli pojmové
pravdé.

Jiny hlas: And to be more specific, there are plenty of examples of reasonableness which link it not to the
inevitable acceptance of evidence but to reflecting upon and reconsidering evidence, to withholding one's
assent from evidence until one has had time to reflect upon it carefully.

Jiny hlas: Abychom byli presnéjsi, je spousta prikladd rozumnosti, které ji nespojuji s nevyhnutelnym
prijetim evidence, ale k uvazovani nad ni a k znovuprobirani evidence, k tomu, aby se odeprel souhlas
evidenci, dokud ¢lovék nema cas reflektovat o ni dostatecné peclivé.

Jiny hlas: For every person who links reasonableness with the acceptance of evidence, there is likely to be
another one who links it with self-criticism and with intellectual and cognitive reflectiveness.

Jiny hlas: ProtoZe kazda osoba, ktera spojuje rozumnost s prijimanim evidence, je pravdépodobné jesté
jina, ktera spojuje rozumnost se sebekritikou a s intelektuaini a kognitivni reflexivitou.

Jiny hlas: Alternatively, it might be argued that Price's proposition is a necessary truth because of what
'evidence' means.

Jiny hlas: Alternativné se da argumentovat, Ze Priceova véta je nutna pravda, protoze to, co je evidence...
Jiny hlas: Then what Price might be taken as saying is that evidence for P is whatever causes a reasonable
man to assent to P with that degree of strength that the degree of evidence warrants.

Jiny hlas: Pak co by mohl fikat, je, Ze evidence pro P je to, co privadi rozumného ¢lovéka k véreni P, ato s
tim stupném pfisnosti, ktery tento typ evidence zahrnuje.

Jiny hlas: But is this plausible? In the first place, Price leaves it unclear what he means by evidence. Does
he mean empirical evidence? The immediate evidence of the senses?

Jiny hlas: Ale tohle je neplausibilni. Zaprvé Price nevyjasiuje, co mini evidenci. Mini snad empirickou
evidenci, bezprostredni evidenci smysl?

Jiny hlas: Many reasonable people have adopted an attitude of distrust towards the immediate evidence
of their senses and have discounted it in favor of the testimony of other people or of their own reason.
Jiny hlas: Mnoho rozumnych lidi zaujalo k této bezprostredni evidenci svych smysli ned(véru a
nepridavali se k ni ve srovnani s evidenci jinych lidi anebo vlastnim rozumem.

Jiny hlas: Does Price mean evidence in some other sense? Clearly, if his proposition is to be more than a
tautology, then some independent meaning has to be given to evidence. It cannot be defined in terms of
what warrants reasonable belief.

Jiny hlas: Anebo mini Price evidenci v jiném smyslu? Je jasné, Ze ma-li jeho tvrzeni byt vice nez pouha
tautologie, pak musi byt evidenci dan néjaky nezavisly vyznam. NemuZe byt definovana pomoci toho,
¢emu rozumna osoba ma vérit.

Jiny hlas: So, let me summarize. What is to be made of Price's proposition? If we view it as a contingent
truth, it is somewhat dubious. While regarded as a necessary conceptual truth, it is likewise not obviously
true. And so we have a difficulty.

Jiny hlas: TakZe dovolte mi, abych shrnul, co si miZeme vzit z tohoto Priceova tvrzeni. Jestlize se na to
divame jako na nahodilou pravdu, je ponékud pochybna. A jestliZze se na ni divdme jako na nutnou
pravdu, pak je pravdépodobné nikoli zrejmé pravdiva. A tak mame potize.

Jiny hlas: One way out of the difficulty, and the way | shall take, is to argue that it is a mistake to assume
that such a sentence as Price's is a proposition in a straightforward sense. It is a mistake to assume that it
expresses either a contingent or a necessary truth. Rather, such forms of words are, in effect, policy



recommendations.

Jiny hlas: Jedna cesta ven z potiZi, kterou bych volil, je argumentovat, Ze je chyba predpokladat, Ze takova
véta jako Priceova je tvrzeni v pfimém smyslu. Je chyba predpokladat, Ze to je budto nutna nebo
nahodila pravda. SpiSe takova uskupeni slov jsou ve skute¢nosti doporuceni urcité strategie.

Jiny hlas: So, on this view, Price is not stating a truth about reasonable men. He is recommending a policy
for reasonable men to follow. In effect, he is saying this: if you want to be a reasonable man, bring it
about that you never fail to believe only what the evidence points to.

Jiny hlas: V tomto smyslu Price vlastné neklade urcitou pravdu o rozumnych lidech, on spiSe doporucuje
urcitou strategii, kterou rozumni lidé mohou nasledovat. Ve skutecnosti fika toto: jestlize chcete byt
rozumnym clovékem, udélejte to tak, Ze nikdy nevérte nicemu jinému nez tomu, na co vase evidence
poukazuje.

Jiny hlas: The philosopher Hume, who | have already mentioned, once said in his discussion of miracles: 'A
wise man proportions his belief to the evidence.'

Jiny hlas: Filosof Hume, kterého uz jsem zminil, jednou fekl ve svém pojedndni o zazracich: ,Moudry
¢lovék dava svou viru do poméru k evidenci.”

Jiny hlas: Now what Hume is saying here, | suggest, is that any man who does not conform his belief to
the evidence...

Jiny hlas: Ted co podle mé rika Hume, je, Ze kdokoli, kdo nepfrizplsobi svou viru evidenci...

Jiny hlas: ...is not a wise man.

Jiny hlas: Neni moudry ¢lovék.

Jiny hlas: To be wise, a man ought so to order his affairs as to proportion his belief to the evidence.

Jiny hlas: Aby byl moudry, ¢lovék by mél tak usporadat své véci, aby jeho véreni bylo Umérné evidenci.
Jiny hlas: So, I'm not arguing in favor of what Price says, or of what Hume says, I'm trying to understand
what they say.

Jiny hlas: To znamen3, Ze ja tady neargumentuji ani pro to, co Fika Price, ani pro to, co fikd Hume, ale
snazim se rozumét tomu, co fikaji.

Jiny hlas: And what | am suggesting is that their sayings are neither true nor false.

Jiny hlas: A to, co navrhuiji, je, Ze to, co Fikaji, neni ani pravdivé, ani nepravdivé.

Jiny hlas: They are rather pieces of advice, rather than pieces of information.

Jiny hlas: Jsou to spiSe urcité rady neZli informace.

Jiny hlas: They are recommendations in an area which might be called second-order epistemology.

Jiny hlas: Jsou to doporuceni v takové oblasti, kterd mize byt nazvana epistemologii druhého stupné.
Jiny hlas: They are recommending, each of them is recommending a belief policy.

Jiny hlas: Kazdy z nich doporucuje urcitou strategii véren.

Jiny hlas: If this suggestion of mine is a cogent one, it may be that adopting such belief policies is one
important way in which the will enters into belief.

Jiny hlas: A jestliZze tento mUj navrh je rozumny, tak to miZe znamenat, Ze pfijeti takovéto strategie
véreni je jedna velmi duleZita cesta, kterou vile vstupuje do véreni.

Jiny hlas: It may be that what the empiricist tradition says about the passivity of all our beliefs is only true
of some beliefs.

Jiny hlas: MiZe byt, Ze to, co empiricisticka tradice fika o pasivité vsech nasich véreni, je pravda jenom o
nékterych vérenich.

Jiny hlas: And that with respect to many other propositions, a person may believe them or not in
accordance with his policy about them.

Jiny hlas: A Ze s ohledem na mnoha jina tvrzeni jim osoba mUZe budto véfit, nebo nevérit v souladu se
svou strategii o nich.

Jiny hlas: Of course, once having accepted the policy, the will may have no independent role to play, other
than giving assent to propositions upon that degree of evidence required by the policy.



Jiny hlas: Samoziejmé, jakmile byla prijata urcita strategie, vile nema uz Zadnou samostatnou roli, kterou
by hrala, jinou nez davani souhlasu k tém tvrzenim, ktera jsou pfijimana v souladu s touto strategii.

Jiny hlas: So it may be that the will is involved in belief at a much more fundamental level than has so far
been discussed.

Jiny hlas: Takze mUze byt, Ze vile je tak zapojena ve véreni na daleko fundamentalnéjsi Grovni, nez se to
doposud diskutovalo.

Jiny hlas: We do accept belief policies, we all do accept belief policies.

Jiny hlas: A my vsichni samozrejmé mame néjaké ty strategie vérent.

Jiny hlas: And it makes sense to suppose that we may consciously do so.

Jiny hlas: A dava docela smysl predpokladat, Ze se tak védomé rozhodujeme.

Jiny hlas: But it is not necessary to consciously adopt a belief policy in order to have one.

Jiny hlas: Ale neni to nutné védomé si volit ty strategie k tomu, abychom néjaké méli.

Jiny hlas: For we may each be said to grow up possessing such policies, formed by nature and early
nurture.

Jiny hlas: MUZeme si totiz fict, Ze jsme uz vyrostli v drZzeni néjaké té strategie véreni, formované prirodou
a vychovou v détstvi.

Jiny hlas: Each of us finds ourselves unconsciously viewing the world having certain belief policies at an
early age.

Jiny hlas: Kazdy z nas se nachazi nevédomé vnimajici svét, majici uréitou strategii véreni’'vtomto raném
veku.

Jiny hlas: They involve policies regarding the trusting of the senses, about the reliability of testimony, and
about much more, such as having the idea of the past, and of the existence of other minds than one's
own.

Jiny hlas: To obsahuje napriklad strategie souvisejici s véfenim smyslim, o vérohodnosti svédectvi a o
mnohém dal$im, napriklad o tom, Ze mame predstavu minulosti a existenci jinych mysli nez je moje
vlastni.

Jiny hlas: And a native-born credulity is modified in the light of costly mistakes, costly in terms either of
bodily pain or self-esteem, or both.

Jiny hlas: A ta vrozena vérivost je modifikovana ve svétle nakladnych chyb nebo omyld, které nas néco
staly, budto ve smyslu télesné bolesti, nebo sebevédomi, nebo obojiho.

Jiny hlas: Such basic beliefs as each of us grows up with are expressions of belief policies.

Jiny hlas: Takové zakladni viry, s nimiz kazdy z nas vyrostl, jsou vyrazem strategii vérent.

Jiny hlas: But such beliefs can also be modified, or even, in the case of the skeptic, they can be totally
abandoned in the light of a person's later developed belief policies.

Jiny hlas: Ale takové viry mohou také byt modifikovany, nebo dokonce, v pfipadé skeptika, mohou byt
naprosto opustény na zakladé téch strategii véreni, které si ta osoba vyvinula pozdéji.

Jiny hlas: And such later belief policies need not be the outcome of evidence alone, but ethical or
economic or emotional factors may each play a role.

Jiny hlas: A takovéto pozdéjsi strategie véreni nemusi byt prosté vysledkem samotné evidence, ale
mohou pri tom také hrat roli faktory ekonomické, etické nebo emocionalni.

Jiny hlas: If the adoption of belief policies is not a matter of evidence, but is in part at least a matter of
decision or choice, choice about how evidence is to be regarded, then we should ask on what principles, if
any, should a person decide whether to change his belief policy and which alternative belief policy to
adopt.

Jiny hlas: A jestliZe pfijeti té strategie véreni neni zalezitosti evidence, ale je prinejmensim ¢astecné
zalezitosti rozhodnuti nebo volby, totiz volby, jak se ma s evidenci zachazet, tak bychom se méli zeptat,
na zakladé jakych principQ, jestliZze jsou takové, se ma osoba rozhodovat, zda zméni svou strategii vérenr
a kterou alternativni strategii ma prijmout.



Jiny hlas: Jsou takové strategie zalezitostmi nahodilého rozhodovani, anebo jsou tu racionalni Gvahy, i
kdyz asi ne Uvahy zaloZzené na evidenci, které zde plsobi? Jsou takové strategie véreni etickymi nebo
jinymi normativnimi principy?

Kdyz jsme diskutovali Priceovy poznamky o nevyhnutelnosti assentu na zakladé evidence, zminil jsem
fakt, Ze evidence je stupniovatelna. Mize byt vice nebo méné evidence k néjakému tvrzeni. Jestlize je ale
evidence stupnovatelna, vyvstava pfirozené otazka, jakd mira evidence je vhodna pro véreni. Humovo
réeni, Ze moudry muz dava své véreni mérné evidenci, samo o sobé nefika, jakd mira evidence zarucuje
jakou miru véreni.

CrucidlIni diference mezi témito dvéma pripady - doporucenimi ohledné jednoduchého véreni a
doporucéenimi ohledné strategii véfeni - spociva v tom, Ze v pfipadé doporuceni jednoduchého véreni je
evidence relevantni, vstupuje do hry. Naopak v pfipadé doporuceni strategie véreni, ackoli zde mohou
byt dlvody pro ucinéni takového doporuceni, tyto divody nemohou ustavovat evidenci. Mezi takovymi
divody mize byt omezeni chybovosti nebo dosazeni urcitého druhu prediktivniho Gspéchu anebo
maximalizace pravdivych presvédceni.

To je vSe, co jsem chtél dnes vecer Fici. Dovolte mi to stru¢né shrnout. Pokusil jsem se argumentovat, Ze
vlle je zahrnuta ve véreni. Ackoli viile muZe byt zahrnuta i v jednotlivych véfenich, to neni to, co mé
zajima. Spise se zajimam o to, co jsem nazval belief policies, tedy o strategie k pfijimani ¢i odmitani
jednotlivych propozic. Argumentoval jsem, Ze véty, jako je ta Humova nebo Priceova, nejsou fakty o
lidech, a to ani fakty o rozumnych lidech. Jsou to doporuceni, k jejichZ nasledovani jsme témito filosofy
zvani. A teorie poznani ve filosofii - nebo alespon velka ¢ast teorie poznani ve filosofii - mlze byt
povaZovana za bitevni pole téchto rivalitnich soustav doporuceni jednotlivych strategii véreni. Jestlize je
to, co jsem fikal, alespon trochu spravné, pak nam zde - tak jako v celé filosofii - z(stava velky problém.
Totiz jak si mame mezi nimi vybrat, kdyzZ se setkdvdme s celou Fadou doporuceni strategii véreni. Ale tuto
otazku snad mohu ponechat pro diskusi. Dékuji vam.

Jiny hlas: Tak uZ to mam zapnuty. Jako student mam ten problém téz, Ze ja jsem sice slySel dobre
anglicky, ale $patné rozumim anglicky, a ¢esky rozumim dobfre, ale neslySim prekladatele. TakZe to je
strategie urcité nahodil3, kterou ted pouziju jako strategii a umoZni mi to zeptat se... No, prosté tak, jako
se ptd Tomas. Ja jsem neporozumél ani tomu, co je evidence. Nerozumim tomu slovu ani v tom vykladu.
Takze zacnu, jo?

Hejdanek: Dobre. To jsou tfi véci.

Jiny hlas: a nerozumim ani tomu, co je rozumny ¢lovék. Oboji vykladal, jako Ze to je problém. Ale ty
konkluze jsem z toho nerozumél. Cili ani co evidence, ani co rozumny ¢lovék. Nato? co je strategie, a kdyz
bych védél, co je strategie, tak nevim, jak se potom méni strategie. Jak mizu vyménit strategii za
strategii. Ale je to dano tim, Ze jsem nerozumél vykladu.

Well, perhaps we should start as our colleague suggests with clearing up some concepts. And first the
concept of evidence, second the concept of reasonable man, and third the concept of belief policy...
choice of policies or changing that strategy... belief policy. And the third concept is belief policy and
especially in the context of changing belief policy, of choosing another belief policy. Right. Let me, can |
start with that... let me start with the belief policy and then maybe we'll come back to these much more
difficult questions about the reasonable man and about evidence in due course.

TakZe zac¢ne tou posledni otazkou, ktera je nejjednodussi. Zacne prikladem, kde bude snad jasny rozdil
mezi riznymi strategiemi. A to z jiné oblasti filosofie, nez té, o které jsem mluvil v tom papiru.

There was in the 19th century a controversy between William James, American psychologist and
philosopher, and an English man of letters called W. K. Clifford. And Clifford adopted or advocated a very
strong what he called ethic of belief as follows: that one ought only to believe what one had sufficient
evidence for believing.

V 19. stoleti byl spor mezi Williamem Jamesem a Cliffordem. Clifford zastaval silnou, jak on to nazyval,
etiku viry, ktera spocivala v tom, Ze ¢lovék ma vérit jenom tomu, pro co ma dostatec¢nou evidenci.



Now James objected to that on the grounds that many of our beliefs are what he called forced beliefs.
That is, the circumstances in which we are placed require us to believe or require us to take a stand. Now
here is a clear case of two different belief policies. And if James had succeeded in persuading Clifford by
his arguments, then Clifford would have changed his belief policy. | don't myself find any difficulty with
the idea of changing a belief policy. What is much more difficult is establishing the grounds on which one
may or must change. Is that a sufficient answer to the previous point?

James proti tomu namital, Ze mnoha nase presvédceni jsou vynucena presvédcéeni. To znamena ty
okolnosti, v nichz se nachazime, vyzaduji, abychom zaujali néjaké stanovisko. Tohle je jasny pripad dvou
rlznych strategii véreni. A kdyby se Jamesovi podafilo pfesvédcit Clifforda svymi argumenty, tak by
Clifford zménil tu svou strategii véreni. Ja sdm neshledavam Zadnou obtiZ v pfedstavé zmény té strategie
véreni. Co je mnohem obtiznéjsi, je stanovit ty divody, na zakladé kterych by clovék mél tu svou strategii
véreni zménit. Stacilo to k tomu predchozimu bodu?

No, to jsem rozumél, ale to, na co jsem se ptal, jak se méni, o tom nemluvi.

Ne, no ale ja myslim, Ze se snad ani neptal, teda jestli si dobre pamatuju...

Ja jsem se na to ptal, to byla ¢tvrta otazka. Co to jsou strategie a jak je moZzno zménit jednu za druhou.
No, a na to odpovédél, ale neptal se na zakladé jakych divod(. A on mluvil o argumentech. Jako by ty
argumenty byly to, co stoji nad tim a co tedy je tim rozhodujicim nebo dokonce jako to tertium
comparationis mezi dvéva, aby se mohl... Cili tak, mné& byste mohl navrhnout, abych pokra¢oval v tomhle
sméru. Co je tedy to, tak jak skoncil, ty nejvlastné;jsi jsou ty argumenty, protoZe argumenty byly to, co by
pfimélo toho jednoho zménit svou strategii. No, fikal to tak.

Jo, takzZe tva otazka teda modifikovana zni: co tedy mize prfimét nékoho zménit tu strategii véreni?
Hejdanek: Soustfedéné, co je rozumét pod argumentem. Jestli ja v tom citim, jestli je to pravda,
kontroluj, ja v tom citim jaksi v pozadi jakési povédomi toho, Ze argument znamena logicky argument, a
mame ze zkusenosti spoustu pripad( i z vlastnich i z cizich, Ze presvédcovat nékoho, aby tfeba prestal pit
nebo prestal koufit a tak dale, Ze kazdy argument na to je slaby. TakZe jsou tady silné;jsi véci nez
argumenty. Jde o to, jestli ten argument nutné musi byt redukovan na ty slovni dokazovani a
presvédcovani, anebo jestli to mize byt taky chapano jako to, co fakticky tlaci.

Jiny hlas: Ja jesté pro kontrolu bych se zeptal: to jsem pouzil ja nebo on, to slovo argument, nebo az
Honza?

On. Uz u néj. A mimochodem je to taky u Humea. Ja bych docela rad védél, jak to je u né&j, tam je to velmi
prekvapujici. Ja si myslim, mam podezieni, Ze to slovo ma jinej vyznam tam u né;j.

Jiny hlas: Can you explain to the Englishman? Sorry, | don't have a large part of terminology for
discussion. But the problem is that we all perhaps would like to hear, even if we know that it was not
lectured, but we would like to hear more about the grounds for changing, changing terminology,
changing belief policy. And this was the modified question which our colleague posed. Are they only
theoretical, intellectual grounds? Or you used the term argument that the term be understood only
intellectually or...

Let me try this as an answer. Nebo tohleto ja bych zkusil jako odpovéd. Suppose you have two people
who have fundamental theoretical differences in ethics.

Jiny hlas: Dejme tomu, Ze mame dva lidi, ktefi maji zakladni teoretické neshody v etice.

Jiny hlas: How does one settle such differences?

Jiny hlas: A jak se maji takovéhle rozpory resit?

Jiny hlas: It is very difficult to see how.

Jiny hlas: To je velmi téZzko vidét jak.

Jiny hlas: There does not seem to be an overarching, transcendental or whatever argument that one
could address to each of them.

Jiny hlas: Zda se, Ze tady neni Zadny néjaky takovy vSeobecny ¢i transcendentdIni argument, ktery by se
vzhledem k nékterému z nich dal pouzit.



Jiny hlas: In the same way, | find it very difficult, because of the analogy | draw with ethics, | find it very
difficult to provide an overarching argument in the case of belief policies.

Jiny hlas: A z tohoto mi vyplyva, a to je i divodem, proc analogie s etikou, protoze tady stale drzim tu
analogii, tedy mezi témi strategiemi véreni a etikou, se mi zda velice obtizné nalézt néjaky vseobahuijici
argument, ktery by se tykal téch strategii véreni.

Jiny hlas: Let me give you some examples. Suppose somebody has as his fundamental outlook that he
wishes to minimize the number of erroneous beliefs that he has.

Jiny hlas: Priklad tedy. Pfedpokladejme, Ze nékdo ma jako sv(ij zakladni nazor to, Ze si pfeje minimalizovat
pocet téch nespravnych véreni, které ma.

Jiny hlas: Someone else has the fundamental outlook that he wishes to maximize the number of true
beliefs that he has.

Jiny hlas: A nékdo jiny m(Ze mit jako zakladni nazor to, Ze si preje maximalizovat pocet téch pravdivych
véreni.

Jiny hlas: These are two different epistemological outlooks which will give rise to different belief policies.
Jiny hlas: A tohleto jsou dva rizné epistemologické nazory, které daji vznik dvéma rliznym strategiim
véreni.

Jiny hlas: But it is very difficult to see how one could provide a convincing argument to resolve this
controversy or to moderate between the two of them in some way.

Jiny hlas: Ale je velmi tézké vidét, jak by ¢lovék mohl najit néjaky presvédcivy argument k tomu, aby
rozresil tuhle kontroverzi a nebo aby je néjakym zplsobem zmirnil.

Jiny hlas: So in summarizing, | would say that the degree of difficulty or embarrassment in this area is no
greater or less than that in ethics.

Jiny hlas: TakZe abych to shrnul, zd4 se mi, Ze ten stuperi té nejasnosti nebo toho prosté [nesrozumitelné]
neni o nic vétsi v téhle oblasti nez v etice.

Jiny hlas: And the fact that this parallel exists between ethics and epistemology, the parallel
embarrassment, is itself a good argument for believing that epistemology is like ethics. They are both
naked. Does that help?

Jiny hlas: A ten fakt, Ze existuje paralela mezi etikou a epistemologir, totiz ta paralelni zaraZenost, je sama
dostate¢nym ddvodem k véfeni, ze epistemologie je podobna etice. Ze jsou obé& nahé. Pomaha to?
Pomohlo to?

Jiny hlas: No, tak tady ho nechame ho... Our colleague says that it's quite interesting and that it needs
time to think about it. Of course, of course.

Jiny hlas: Well, | would like to ask, there is of course a tradition of ethics which is based on... justification,
and do you see some parallel to this position in our problem?

Jiny hlas: Yes, | think that there is... | don't know whether you're familiar with this, but in ethics there is
what's called an ideal observer theory. That is what somebody who was impartial and omniscient would
believe ethically about a situation. And that's rather like ideal justification in epistemology.

Jiny hlas: Jasné, takze v etice je takova teorie o takzvaném idealnim pozorovateli. To je nékdo, kdo by byl
nestranny a vsevédouci a ktery vlastné... a to je vlastné néco, co je paralelou k tomu, co jsme nazvali tim
idealnim ospravedInénim v té epistemologii.

Jiny hlas: Yes, but | wanted to ask something else. And that is not the question of justification or adopting
one particular belief, but of adopting a belief policy. And it seems to me that as we can, or in some
traditions, we can find one ethics good for all, the best for all and absolute in a sense, so it might be
argued that there should be a belief policy which is... or is it true or not? | don't know, but we can try it.
Can we suppose that there is one belief policy which is in absolute sense the best one?

Jiny hlas: How... my problem with that is how one would... what is the scale? What is the scale on which
one is arranging these belief policies?

Jiny hlas: Ano, a co by bylo tim méritkem?



Jiny hlas: | mean | can give, | can sketch the way in which controversies about these matters go in the
history ofepistemology, just as one can in the history of ethics. For example... it seems to me there are
two main ways in which people proceed in epistemology.

Jiny hlas: TakZe ta otazka teda byla, zda je ten néjaky vztah mezi tou etikou a tim vynalézanim té strategie
véreni v tom smyslu, Ze by byla také néjaka absolutni nejlepsi strategie véreni. A odpovéd teda bude, Ze
zda se, Ze k tomu ndm chybi néjaka méfitka, néjaké ty kritéria, podle kterych bychom to rozhodli, a
zkusime to teda brat historicky, byly rizné sméry, které teda se tohoto podivaly.

Jiny hlas: For example, philosophers sometimes draw attention to certain propositions which they claim
we all believe.

Jiny hlas: Napfiklad filosofie si nékdy bere do Ust takova tvrzeni, o nichz tvrdi, Ze jim vSichni véfime.

Jiny hlas: Certain very basic and familiar propositions.

Jiny hlas: Takové zakladni a znamé tvrzeni.

Jiny hlas: In other words, they proceed from... they build up their philosophy from particular cases.

Jiny hlas: A v jinych pfipadech vybuduiji své filosofie z jednotlivych kousk(, jednotlivych pripadq.

Jiny hlas: Other philosophers, and | think this has been much more the dominant tradition, proceed from
a method.

Jiny hlas: A jiné filosofie, a to je vice dominantni tradice, vychazi z metod.

Jiny hlas: They do not start with particular propositions which we believe, but they announce to the world
that they have a particular method for discovering the truth.

Jiny hlas: TakZe oni nevychazi z néjakych jednotlivych tvrzeni, v néz bychom treba vérili ¢i nevérili vsichni,
jako to bylo u téch prvnich, ale oni fikaji, Ze maji svou metodu, pomoci které jsou schopni odhalovat
pravdu.

Jiny hlas: A very good and influential example of this is Descartes...

Jiny hlas: Velice vlivny pfiklad tohletoho je Descartes...

Jiny hlas: ...who believed that by his method of clear and distinct ideas...

Jiny hlas: ...ktery véril, Ze svou metodou téch jasnych a zfetelnych ideji...

Jiny hlas: ...by using that method he had a clear criterion for distinguishing all cases of error from all
cases of truth.

Jiny hlas: ...ma teda kritérium pro vsechny pripady odliseni teda mezi pravdou a nepravdou.

Jiny hlas: Now that is like, that is like in ethics, someone who has a general ethical...
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Jiny hlas: The English philosopher Moore, who started many of... started his celebrated proof of the
external world by holding up his hand and by claiming that he knew for certain that he had a hand.

Jiny hlas: Anglicky filosof Moore zacal sv(j prosluly dikaz vnéjsiho svéta tim, Ze zvedl ruku a tvrzenim, Ze
si je jist, Ze ma ruku.

Jiny hlas: Implying that any philosophical method which led him to conclude that he didn't have a hand
must have been mistaken. Sorry, I'm talking too much.

Jiny hlas: A tim mél na mysli, Ze kazda filosoficka metoda, ktera by ho pfivedla k tvrzeni, Ze nema ruku,
musi byt chybna.

Jiny hlas: If | understand quite correctly in what we have to see the parallelism, not the one you talked
the last time about, but the one you was talking to Mr. Podra... My point is that in epistemology we
distinguished between first order decisions and second order decisions. First order decisions were
decisions about particular belief and second order decisions were decisions about belief policy. And | do
not see clearly if there is some parallel difference in ethics, and it seemed to me that in your
argumentation before, the parallel was between first order ethics, the embarrassing about how to
decide what is good or wrong in certain case and between not first order, but second order
epistemology. And | do not know whether my view is correct, but this is my opinion about that
argument.



Jiny hlas: Moje otazka je tedy, zda si spravné rozumime v tom paralelismu mezi etickou a
epistemologickou oblasti, protoZe vime, Ze jsme v epistemologické oblasti odliSili mezi epistemologii
prvého fadu a druhého Fadu. Ta prvého Fadu je zaleZitost, kdy rozhodujeme o jednotlivych vérenich,
zatimco ta druhého Fadu je ta, kde se rozhodujeme pro jednotlivé strategie véreni. A zdalo se mi, ze v
argumentu, ktery tady sel predtim s Honzou, byla paralela vystavéna mezi etikou prvého radu, totiz tim
rozhodovanim, zda néco konkrétniho je dobré nebo Spatné, Ze ani v tomto pfipadé nejsme schopni
nalézt rozumny argument, a mezi epistemologii, ale nikoliv prvého, nybrz druhého fadu, totiz zda ta
strategie je jedna nebo druha dobra. TakZe tohle byla ta otazka.

Jiny hlas: Can you say a little bit more to explain that to me? I'm not clear.

Jiny hlas: M(iZete o tom fict jesté néco vic, abyste mi to vysvétlil? Neni mi to Uplné jasné.

Jiny hlas: I'm not sure whether in what you was talking about implies a distinction similar to that
distinction in epistemology, that means distinction between first and second order in ethics, which
would be distinction between decision of a particular action whether it is good or wrong and some sort
of decision about adopting ethical views. And | do not remember quite well, but it seems to me that
when you drew the parallel, you said that when there are two persons who have fundamentally opposite
ethical views, you cannot find a common field where you can argue between them and so on.

Jiny hlas: Nejsem si jist, zda to, o ¢em jste mluvil, implikuje rozliSeni podobné tomu rozliseni v
epistemologii, tedy rozliseni mezi prvnim a druhym radem v etice, coz by bylo rozliSeni mezi rozhodnutim
o konkrétnim ¢inu, zda je dobry nebo Spatny, a jakymsi rozhodnutim o pfijeti etickych nazord. A
nepamatuji si to Gplné presné, ale zda se mi, Ze kdyz jste vyvozoval tu paralelu, rekl jste, Ze kdyz jsou dva
lidé, ktefi maji zasadné opacné etické nazory, nemuzete najit spolecné pole, kde byste mezi nimi mohli
argumentovat a tak dale.

Jiny hlas: That's right. There isn't a third level, there isn't a third order ethics. Right.

Jiny hlas: To je pravda. Neexistuje Zadna treti Groven, neexistuje Zadna etika tfetiho radu. Spravné.

Jiny hlas: And this seems to me problem of the first order in that ethical column. Yes? And perhaps I'm
not right or perhaps it was not completely precise, but then it seems to me that the parallelism is not
real parallelism when the parallel is based on similarity between the first order in one sphere and the
second order in the second. So this might be perhaps...

Jiny hlas: A to se mi zda byt problémem prvniho fadu v tom etickém sloupci. Ano? A mozna nemam
pravdu nebo to mozna nebylo Gplné presné, ale pak se mi zd4, Ze ten paralelismus neni skutecnym
paralelismem, kdyz je paralela zaloZena na podobnosti mezi prvnim radem v jedné sfére a druhym radem
ve druhé. Takze to by mohlo byt mozna...

Jiny hlas: I'm not sure that I've understood. Let me try. What I'm saying is that there's first order and
second order in both cases.

Jiny hlas: TakZe zaprvé, prvni a druhy rad je v obou pfipadech.

Jiny hlas: That in the first case, that in the case of ethics there's the question what ought | to do in this
particular circumstance. And in the case of epistemology there's what ought | to believe.

Jiny hlas: V prvnim pripadé ten prvni fad je co mam véfit, eventualné délat v tom jednotlivém pripadé.
Jiny hlas: And in the case of ethics, that question is controlled by a prior general second order ethical
position that | have adopted. And in the case of the case of epistemology, the answer to the question is
controlled by what I've called a belief policy. Now so far the parallel holds.

Jiny hlas: V pripadé etiky je tato otazka fizena predchozim obecnym etickym postojem druhého radu,
ktery jsem pfijal. A v pfipadé epistemologie je odpovéd na otazku Fizena tim, co jsem nazval belief policy.
Zatim ta paralela plati.

Jiny hlas: This parallel holds quite nice and perhaps the only mistake which made me to pose the
question was that | didn't realize that when you constructed your example you used the expression that
there are two persons who hold opposite views on a certain or a certain fundamental ethical view. So |
mistakenly understood that as a singular views, something like singular ethical belief. And this was



mistake on my part.

Jiny hlas: Tahle paralela plati docela hezky a mozna jedina chyba, kterd mé pfiméla k polozeni otazky,
byla ta, Ze jsem si neuvédomil, Ze kdyz jste konstruoval svij priklad, poufZil jste vyraz, Ze existuji dvé
osoby, které zastavaji opacné nazory na urcity zakladni eticky nazor. Takze jsem to mylné pochopil jako
jednotlivé nazory, néco jako jednotlivé etické presvédceni. A to byla chyba z mé strany.

Jiny hlas: No, | mean | was meaning it to be a fundamental second order ethical disagreement between
them. And if people if two people are in that position, it is hard to see how there can be any rational
arbitration between them.

Jiny hlas: Ne, myslel jsem tim, Ze jde o zasadni eticky nesouhlas druhého Fadu mezi nimi. A pokud jsou
dva lidé v této pozici, je tézké vidét, jak by mezi nimi mohlo dojit k néjaké racionalni arbitrazi.

Jiny hlas: So this was only confusion.

Hejdanek: Ja bych mél dvé otazky...

Jiny hlas: ...o tom vim vZdycky néco, co tu teorii zfejmé velice zpochybriuje nebo aspor systémoveé
problematizuje.

...as I don't remember this. Yes, Jesus, for instance, for me is the principle or the rule. Jesus. Jesus' power
lies in absence of force. Jesus' power in absence of force. Well, in some respects, yes. And yes, tactical or
to seek the strategy is in front of violence very unactive, nelc¢inné, ineffective.

And the second question is about the evidence. You have said that, for instance, Price, Price don't clear
what is meaning with, what means with evidence. And | need about evidence, evidence can be also
graduated, you have said. And how measure of evidence is for our believing? And the wise man gives
proportions his belief... proportion... proportion... belief who is to evidence. Very related.

And for me, this word evidence is untenable. Is evidence from the Latin word videre, evidere, to make
some thing clear or... no, zprihlednéni nebo tak néjak. Transparent. What is the meaning of this word?
Jiny hlas: Well, my sentences about it in the paper were really a challenge to Price rather than me
offering an answer to that difficult question.

Jiny hlas: Ty moje véty v tom ¢lanku byly spisSe jakési vyzvy nebo takové vytky tomu Pricovi, nezZ teda
navrhy, Ze ja bych znal to feSeni.

Jiny hlas: But one can think of instances in the history of philosophy which seem plausible. For instance,
certain philosophers have talked about propositions which are evident to the senses.

Jiny hlas: Ale kdyzZ se podivame na ty otazky, tak miZeme najit v déjinach filosofie takové, které jsou takto
plauzibilni.

Jiny hlas: For example, to use an example from a philosopher who's already been mentioned this
evening, Thomas Aquinas, as | recall, said something like this: that the proposition "some things move" is
evident to the senses.

Jiny hlas: A on tam pouZiva priklad z toho filosofa, ktery uz dnes byl zminén, Tomas Akvinsky, vybavu;i si
néco takového, jakoZe to tvrzeni, Ze se néco pohybuje, je evidentni smyslové.

Jiny hlas: And | suppose that would be a very plausible example of a proposition which we would all
regard as having evidence for. We all would think that we had evidence for the proposition that some
things move.

Jiny hlas: Takze a to ja si myslim, Ze je priklad, u kterého se vsichni shodneme, Ze k tomu je tato evidence.
Jiny hlas: But | think it's an extremely difficult philosophical problem to answer the general question
"what is evidence?".

Jiny hlas: Ale to ja si myslim, Ze je nesmirné obtiZzna filosofickd otazka odpovédét obecné, co je to
evidence.

Jiny hlas: And in connection with that, extremely difficult to say when one has more or less evidence for
something.

Jiny hlas: A v té souvislosti je pak nesmirné tézké fici, co je to vice a méné evidence.

Jiny hlas: And this is part, I'm sure, if | can just say a further word about this, this is partly because in



dealing with the concept of evidence, one is dealing with matters which are sensory and matters which
are intellectual.

Jiny hlas: A ddivod toho je ten, Ze kdyZz mluvime o evidenci, tak je zapotrebi se vztahovat k tomu, co je
smyslové, i k tomu, co je intelektualni.

Jiny hlas: And in certain contexts, it's attractive and tempting to give prominence to the intellectual.

Jiny hlas: A v nékterych kontextech je atraktivni davat prednost tomu intelektualnimu.

Jiny hlas: And in other contexts, it's attractive to give prominence to the merely sensory.

Jiny hlas: A v jinych kontextech je to atraktivni pro to Cisté smyslové.

Jiny hlas: It has to do with... I'm not sure whether you're familiar with this phrase, probably you are, with
what certain philosophers of science call the theory-ladenness of belief.

Jiny hlas: No, a to méa co délat s tim, co nékteri filosofové védy nazyvaji jakousi ,teoreti¢nosti“ toho
véreni.

Jiny hlas: That's a term... and the basic idea is clear enough, that one's beliefs carry with them a certain
theoretical commitment. Even very basic expressions of belief carry with them a theoretical
commitment, for example, to the reality of the external world or to some more sophisticated scientific or
general theory about human nature, for example.

Jiny hlas: To jest, Ze neni mozZné pfijmout néjaké véreni, které by uz nebylo néjakym zplsobem ovlivhéno
teoriemi, které uz v nas jsou. Tohle vzniklo v souvislosti s takovym hadanim se s témi logickymi
pozitivisty, ktefi tvrdili, Ze jsou néjaké ty bazalni véty, které jsou primo ovlivnény jenom tim smyslovym, a
tito filosofové jim ukazali, Ze uz i v tom nejbytostnéjsim formulovani, v tom pfistupu v ném, uz je ta
teorie, kterou ten prislusny védec jaksi vidycky s sebou nese.

Jiny hlas: One final sentence on this: the failure of phenomenalism, or the difficulties with
phenomenalism, show how impossibly difficult it is to separate out the sensory from the theoretical.
Jiny hlas: Ta kone¢na nemoznost fenomenalismu spociva v tom, Zze neni mozné v posledku oddélit to
teoretické od toho smyslového.

Jiny hlas: And to build up an account of human knowledge in purely sensory terms, purely evidential
terms in one sense of evidence.

Jiny hlas: A vybudovat néjaky vyklad lidského védéni v isté smyslovych terminech, v terminech evidence
v jednom smyslu toho slova.

Hejdanek: Now we have left aside the problem of will. About that, now it's the moment where it is, let's
say, appropriate because that's also the problem of the following problem: is a will possible at all, or a
decision of the will possible at all, where no grounds for decision exist? Where only contingent volition is
possible? | leave this question open. Only | want to underline that it's never our immediate experience.
Our experience tells us that we always have some reasons, some grounds, some basic conceptions and
some impressions, or how Hume is speaking about present impressions or presentations of memory and
so on.

Therefore, what sense, what meaning can have this formulation of the question if... perhaps... once
more... on what arguments can be built this difference between passive and active? Is it acceptable at all
that something like the Hume's conception of faith... of belief... Is it possible at all that something like
this Hume's belief could be purely passive? It means, is it possible such a belief which would be under no
influence of our concepts, of thoughts, of our ideas? And all these ideas, the combination of ideas is
something active, something where the mind is completely free and so on. Is something like that
possible at all, such a faith which is not influenced by the conceptions and ideas? Do you want to
translate all this?

Jiny hlas: Tak ted jsme nechali stranou otazku vile a Ze tady jsem si pravé na zakladé toho, co tu
naposledy se tady provadélo, abychom na to mohli navazat, protoZe docela analogicky s tim, co ted
vykladal, tak docela analogicky bychom mohli fict, zda néco takového jako vile Cisté pasivni...
[nesrozumitelné] se vratil teda k tomu, co tam jenom zminil podle Huma, Ze jo, jak je mozno od(vodnit



ten rozdil mezi pasivitou viry a aktivitou vale. Je-li viibec néco takového mozné jako vira, ktera by byla
Cisté pasivni a naprosto neovlivnéna néjakymi akty mysli. A jestlize ano, jestlize je ovlivnéna akty mysli,
no tak pak neni, pak to neni Cisté pasivni. A pokud naopak by platilo, Ze mizZeme akty mysli ovliviiovat tu
viru, tak pak neni pravda, co fikd Hume, tedy Ze je témi akty neovlivnitelna.

Jiny hlas: Okay, let me try... You may not regard this answer as satisfactory, but let me try it out. It has
been no part of my paper to defend either Hume's passivity or a view of the will which regards it as
purely volitional.

Jiny hlas: Nebylo mym zamérem v tom ¢lanku ani hldsat Humovu naprostou pasivitu viry, ani ten opak,
totiz Ze vira je zcela zaleZitosti pouhé vile.

Jiny hlas: In fact, I'm rather inclined to agree with you about passivity in Hume, that it's very difficult to
see how that can be consistently maintained. And I'm strongly inclined to agree with you about the idea
of a purely volitional free will, that that is either unintelligible or irrational.

Jiny hlas: A ve skutec¢nosti jsem docela naklonén pojimat to s Humem jako, tedy v tom smyslu té pasivity,
ale neni mi Gplné jasné, jak se to da konzistentné udrzet. A také jsem docela silné naklonén souhlasit s
tou vasi myslenkou o cisté volni svobodné vili, Ze je to bud nesrozumitelné, nebo iracionalni.

Jiny hlas: However, for the purposes of my paper and my overall argument, it is sufficient that | can side-
step... | am able to side-step arguments about free will and determinism as follows.

Jiny hlas: Ale pro ten Gcel mého ¢lanku a pro tu moji argumentaci Uplné postacuje, Ze jsem schopny
sledovat chod argumentt o svobodné vili a determinismu nasledovné.

Jiny hlas: Most determinists and probably all indeterminists hold that we are responsible for our actions,
or for some of our actions, to be praised or blamed as appropriate.

Vétsina deterministu a pravdépodobné vsichni indeterministé zastavaiji, ze jsme zodpovédni za svoje Ciny,
nebo aspon za nékteré, abychom byli bud' chvaleni, nebo karani podle toho, co je vhodné.

All that | am endeavoring to do is to say that what holds for actions, whatever in detail that may be,
holds also for belief.

Vsecko, co ja chci Fict, je to, Ze to, co plati pro ty akce, v éemzkoli v detailech to spociva, tak to plati taky o
té vire.

As it happens, my own views about action are deterministic, but that fact is immaterial to the parallel
that | want to try and establish between action and belief. And provided that | can establish the parallel,
the theory that one has of the will is immaterial.

A jako ty moje nazory o akcich jsou deterministicky, ale tahleta okolnost je nepodstatna pro tu
paralelnost, kterou chci tedy ustavit mezi tou akci a virou. A jestlize jsem schopen ustavit tuhle tu
paralelu, tak ta teorie, kterou mam o vili, je nepodstatna.

Hejdanek: Well, if | understand well that you want to describe, or to [nesrozumitelné] a limited problem
without making any choice, any decision about the strategy, about the bigger philosophical approach to
the question of determinism and indeterminism. Well, if you are speaking about the will and about
belief, then you are leaving open the question if the will as well as the faith are determined or if both of
them are indeterminate. You only want to underline the consequence of your inquiry that the decision of
the will - it means the action grounded, based on the decision of the will - is of the same nature as the
act of faith. It's already determined by the volition of the word act, of the feeling according to Hume, of
the feeling or sentiment of faith. Then you have to change the conception of feeling or sentiment,
therefore then according to this second possibility, sentiment is an action, is an act of the mind. | think
that there are certain consequences of your limiting yourselves to the...

Jiny hlas: There are, there are. | mean, one consequence is that | don't get involved in all this about free
will and determinism.

Hejdanek: Vas problém v zasadé je v tom, jestli rozumim, tak v tom, Ze chcete omezit své zkoumani na
jeden problém, Ze jste se chtél vyhnout rozhodovani o té strategii. To jest, nechtél fict, jak je tomu s vli,
nechtél fict, jak je tomu s virou, ale chtél Fict, Ze prosté vira je taky zaleZitosti analogickou, podobnou,



stejnou jako rozhodovani. To znamena, Ze to je taky akt.

Ale tim, jak se o tom mQze fict, Ze prosté to akt rozhodnuti, Ze je taky néco podobného jako akt viry, a
kdyz rekneme akt viry, je vira akt, v tu rdnu ovSem uz je rozhodnuto o strategii. Neni pravda, Ze neni
rozhodnuto, je rozhodnuto o strategii, ponévadz u Huma vira neni akt mysli, nybrz je to pocit. To
znamena, Ze v tu ranu tedy tady vlastné rozhodujeme o celém konceptu, ktery je humovsky. To znamena,
Ze my se tam musime né&jakym zplsobem bud dobrat néceho, anebo navazat na jiny koncept. A takze to i
toto, toto limitovani, Ze vlastné se nevyhnete tomu rozhodnuti o strategii.

Jiny hlas: Let me try to explain where | would like to get to and you tell me where you think | can't, how |
can't do it. Suppose this gentleman here is an indeterminist. He's an indeterminist.

Predpokladejme, Ze tento gentleman je indeterminista.

Suppose you are a determinist.

A Ze vy jste deterministou. Let's suppose for the sake of argument these are the only two positions that
there are on the question of free will.

A predpokladejme v zajmu této diskuse, Ze to jsou ty jediné dvé pozice, které k otazce svobodné vile
existuji.

Then | want to say to this gentleman, whatever account you give of human action, | think you ought to
give that same account of human belief.

A ja feknu tomu gentlemanovi, at uz davas jakykoli vyklad tomu, jak lidi jednaji, tvrdim, Ze das stejny
vyklad tomu, v co lidi véri.

Because the same sorts of argument that arise over the question of the bearing of the will on action
arise over the bearing of the will on belief.

ProtoZe vyvstava naprosto stejna rada véci, ktera nas privede k tomu, v ¢em privedou vili k jednani jako
k tém, které privedou vdli k vire.

And to you | want to say the same: that whatever your account of human action - let us suppose that it
is deterministic and that you've got good grounds for being a determinist - then | want to say that the
same sorts of consideration that lead you to be a determinist and to lead you to say that the will is
involved deterministically in action should lead you to say that the will is deterministically involved in
belief.

--- (1988-11-21 Paul Helm - Belief and Will (2) [LVH122VA]_Kaz b_cleaned.flac) ---

Jiny hlas: I'm concerned to argue is the parallel, the parallelism between belief and action, and to turn
that parallelism to you and to you in turn.

Takze vlastné on chce prijit k tomu témuz. A tedka nas prednasejici rika, Ze pokud se tyce té neshody,
ktera je mezi témito dvéma typy nazor(, tak ta vlastné pro ten jeho argument vibec neni podstatna. A
to, co on se snazi predvést, je, Ze u obou, jakkoli se rozchazeji v tom, Ze jeden je determinista a jeden je
indeterminista, tak u obou bude ta paralelnost v tom vykladu akce a viry.

So from the point of view of the thesis | can be entirely neutral on the matter, | hope and think, though
of course for the purposes of exposition one often has to take up one position rather than the other.

No takZe pokud se tyce samotné téze toho ¢lanku, tak samoziejmé, jak se prednasejici domniva a véfi, je
mozZné zlstat zcela neutralni. Oviem pochopitelné, Ze béhem té expozice, aby toho byl schopny néjak
vylozit, tak vzdycky musi docasné predpokladat jednu nebo druhou pozici.

And if | can't hold this position of neutrality, then | should dearly like to know why not.

Ano, a jestliZze se snad domnivame, Ze nem(Ze drzZet tuto neutralitu, potom je na nas, abychom vyloZili
jasné proc.

Hejdanek: | don't understand in which direction you remain neutral.

Jiny hlas: For the purposes of this paper and the inquiry of which it forms a part, | want to be neutral as
between determinism, determinism and indeterminism in each of their separate varieties. And all | want
to say, as we say in English, what is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander. Do you have that? Oh...
That's a well-known... Can you translate that?



Sorry, | didn't catch...

What is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander. That's difficult. A goose is a bird, a female bird, and
the gander is the male bird. And we say what is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander.

Asi si to nebespecné... Ze by to bylo pro husu a pro housera.

And that's what | want to say about... he is the goose and he is the gander, you see, and what is true for
him is true for him as well. Though | do have views on these matters, all I'm concerned about in this
exposition is maintaining this parallelism between belief and action.

Hejdanek: You started with other two positions: of the empiricist one and of the continental rationalist
one. But you didn't remain neutral to any of them.

Jiny hlas: No, that's right. That's certainly true. But then not all empiricists are determinists and not all
rationalists held that a free will. So one has to be... the two... rationalism doesn't fall on one side and
empiricism on the other side here. And if you say on which side do | fall, if you say on which side do my
sympathies lie, Descartes or Hume, they lie on the Cartesian side as regards the place of the will in belief.
But if you say just what is the nature of that will, and is that will free as Descartes thought, or is it caused
in some way as Hume thought, for me | would like to maintain, and I've not been persuaded of the
opposite yet, I'd like to maintain that on that matter | can be neutral. That the question of whether when
I adopt a policy, a belief policy, | am caused to adopt that belief policy in a deterministic sense, or
whether | adopt that policy by some act of free will in an indeterministic sense, 1'd like to be able to
maintain neutrality on that question.

Not because | don't have views on it, but because | think | can maintain the parallelism without having to
express those views or commit myself to those views. Sorry, does that make my argument more
generally acceptable?

Well, it would have that... | hope it might have that effect. Yes, if | could say this is a thesis... any filosof
has a view on the relation of, has an account of action, responsibility, free will, volition, praise and blame,
determinism. They have a view on that, whether they're indeterminists or not.

What I'm saying is whatever the sorts of considerations that lead you to be a determinist, let us say in
the case of action... the sorts of considerations that lead you to treat action as in some sense affected by
the will, and the sense will be different according to whether you're a determinist or not, should lead you
to treat belief as affected by the will. That's all I'm interested in, just that parallelism.

Takze se mu jedna o tu remizu. Urcité nedorozuméni spocivalo v tom, Ze kdyZ mluvil o té neutralité,
Hejdanek mu namital, Ze vlastné nez(stal neutralni ani k jedné, ani k druhé tradici, pokud jde o tu
empiristickou a o tu racionalistickou nebo kartezianskou. On mél na mysli neutralitu vici determinismu
nebo indeterminismu.

Cili at uz chapeme vli deterministicky nebo indeterministicky, to jest indeterministicky ve smyslu tfeba
Descarta a nebo deterministicky ve smyslu Humea. Ale po mém soudu to neni tak docela jasné u Humea.
On tam mluvi o tom, Ze mysl je schopna libovolné, to jest podle své viile, podle své svévole dokonce,
pracovat s ideami, fadit je a kombinovat, Ze to je jasny Uhly do indeterminismu.

Jiny hlas: No, a to vlibec nesouvisi s virou, to je jedna véc.

Jiny hlas: Dobre. On ovsem o vite Fika jasné, Ze to je véc neovlivnitelna vli.

Jiny hlas: O vife fikal, Ze to je véc neovlivnitelna... to nedava smysl.

Jiny hlas: O vife, Ze je vili neovlivnitelna. Jasné. TakZe ta paralela neni mezi determinismem absolutnim a
indeterminismem absolutnim, nybrz tam jde... z toho vznikla ta kombinace. Nicméné je jasné, Ze jeho
diraz ted, bez ohledu uz na... [nesrozumitelné]

Jiny hlas: to, Ze at uz chapeme to rozhodovani, volné rozhodovani deterministicky nebo indeterministicky,
tak naprosto stejné musime chapat také tu otazku viry. Jestlize se ve své aktivité rozhodujeme svobodné,
tak tedy se svobodné musime rozhodovat také v otazce viry. A jestli naopak je to zplsobeno, je to
kauzalné, reknéme, vyvolano, zplisobeno na jedné strané u té viry, tak samozifejmé musime
predpokladat také, ze kauzalné zplsobeny jsou vsecky nase akce. A to bez ohledu na to, jestli se mluvi



nebo nemluvi o odpovédnosti, protoZe o odpovédnosti za Ciny samozrejmé mluvi jak deterministé, tak
indeterministé. Tak to je asi k tomu.

Jiny hlas: The terminology problem. | am not sure whether it is only a problem of words or of different
philosophical traditions, but it seems to me that in our philosophical tradition, the question of belief is
not the question of epistemology par excellence. That it perhaps is rather the question of some sort of
practical philosophy. And the question of epistemology concerns rather knowledge than belief. And if
you will accept an extreme mode of this terminology, then perhaps what the thesis of yours would
collapse to a triviality. That means that some sort of actions, namely believing, is ruled by the same laws
or the same rules as the other sorts of actions. And | don't know if you can tell something to this.

Jiny hlas: No, | mean, | think that puts it well, but I'm hesitant to say it's a triviality. But | think that's right.
I mean, the reason | hesitate to say it's a triviality is that there is a strong tradition that moves in the
opposite direction. | mean, the tradition of Hume and of many others. Now, on the question of
terminology, | think that epistemology in England and North America would certainly embrace belief.
Epistemology as the theory of knowledge would embrace belief as well as knowledge because one of the
principal questions that it reflects upon is how do these two differ? What, if anything, has to be added to
belief to make belief knowledge? Or is knowledge something quite distinct from belief? So | can't see
that it falls outside epistemology understood in that way.

Jiny hlas: Ta otazka se tyka toho, Ze vlastné, kdyZz bychom to pojali tak, Ze to véreni je jisty druh jednani,
tak potom vlastné ten argument by se dal, kdyzZ se to vezme pak extrémné, tak by se dal seradit jako
trivialita, protoZe tedy tento typ jednani podléha stejnym zakon(im jako jednani viibec. A v té otazce
praveé tedy, zda také jesté to véreni jako jednani spada pravé do té oblasti epistemologie, ktera vlastné
tedy predevsim v té nasi tradici se zabyva problémem spiSe poznani nez véreni. Ten prednasejici fikal, Zze
s tou prvni ¢asti vlastné Ize souhlasit, ale co se tyce toho, zda to spada do epistemologie nebo ne, tak
pravé ten vztah mezi tim poznanim a tim vérenim je problém, ktery do epistemologie, alespon tedy v té
angloamerické tradici, urcité spada.

Jiny hlas: If | could just say one further thing. I've got difficulty myself in understanding what you mean
by practical philosophy.

Jiny hlas: Practical philosophy is filosofie concerned with the action and reflecting and deciding about the
actions.

Jiny hlas: | see, so it's not theoretical, it's simply to do with how | am to act here and now.

Jiny hlas: And there is, well, there are of course confusions, because there is a sort of meta-practical
philosophy, of course, which is filosofie about deciding about the actions. But both these and other
orders above this are in this worldview parts of practical philosophy.

Jiny hlas: Right. Right. Thank you.

Jiny hlas: Excuse me, the Greek term doxa is very often translated into English not only as opinion, but as
faith, as belief.

Jiny hlas: Oh yes, oh yes.

Jiny hlas: It's in the old edition of Loeb.

Jiny hlas: Oh yes, | mean, and people who study in a sort of formal or semi-formal way the logic of... they
attempt to formalize certain central propositions in epistemology and arguments in epistemology often
refer to what they're doing as doxastic logic. That is the logic of belief. And there's no difficulty.

Jiny hlas: And belief, it's the opinion which we assent.

Jiny hlas: Yes, that's right. Yes, | mean, it's interesting that perhaps | should say something on this,
because earlier you contrasted belief and faith and you said that the word is the same for the two
concepts in your language.

Jiny hlas: But the verb in English is also the same.

Jiny hlas: To believe.

Jiny hlas: To believe is for faith and for belief.



Jiny hlas: Yes it is, yes it is. But | mean, if you take someone like Kierkegaard, for example. Now, all I'm
saying here can be applied to that. | mean Kierkegaard, Pascal would be good examples of people who
have distinctive ethics of belief. | mean, rather contrary kinds to the ones we've been discussing this
evening. | mean, Kierkegaard in the Concluding Unscientific Postscript might be arguing that one ought to
believe what one has got good evidence against. | mean, that would be an ethic of belief, and from my
point of view, a perfectly respectable ethic of belief. It operates perfectly respectably, it's impeccable in
terms of its form and so on. There's nothing wrong with it, just very difficult to accept. But there's
nothing wrong with it as an ethic of belief. And likewise... so that anti-evidentialist or irrationalist
filosofie aren't ruled out. They're just species in the genus.

Jiny hlas: Ze ale kdyzZ si vezmeme tfeba takového Kierkegaarda nebo Pascala, tak to jsou muzZové, ktefi se
vyjadfuji o tom véreni takovym zplisobem, Ze naopak doporucuiji, jako napriklad Kierkegaard v tom
Zdvérecném nevédeckém dodatku, pridavat tu miru takovému tvrzeni, které je proti nasi evidenci.
Hejdanek: To uz je Tertullianus.

Jiny hlas: Credo quia absurdum. A Ze to jde ale bajecné pospolu.

A jesté jsem upozornil na to, Ze velmi ¢asto se do anglictiny preklada doxa, to jest minéni z fectiny, jako
belief. Ono skutecné, kdyzZ se takhle postavi néco na néjakych terminech, tak je to strasné tézko
prekladat, protoZe najednou se narazi na konotace, které v tom druhém jazyce prosté neexistuiji.
Skuteéné to je velky problém.

Treba jenom, Ze v anglictiné je moZno Fict véfit v horu. A je to ne Uplné véfit, Ze je hora, Ze existuje hora.
Néco jesté malinko vic. To je skutecné, jsou s tim... there are difficulties in this translation. If a lecture is
based on such two terms, then to use in each translation of the sentence the same word for faith, for
belief and for belief, it's very difficult to translate it and to behold the sense, the meaning of it, because in
another language it mostly has other connotations, different connotations. Right. Indeed. Yes. Therefore
it was a little complicated. I'm sorry.

Well, | should like to express our deep thanks for your coming here and for your lecture. Thank you very
much.

Jiny hlas: You're very welcome. As | said at the beginning, it was a privilege and a pleasure to be here.
And thank you very much for the attention that you've given to my remarks and for the hard work that
you've both been involved in translating and the good discussion which I've enjoyed a great deal. Thank
you very much indeed. Thank you very much.

Jiny hlas: Ja moc dékuju, diky moc, i vam. Za chvili, ahoj, hezky den, na shledanou.



