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My friend and colleague, Harold Chemiss spent most of his life
studying Oreek, science and philosophy and mathematics, the pre-Socratics,
Aristotle and above all, Plato, The day after the Japanese attacked Pearl
Harbour, he enlisted in the United States Army aes a private, as many of
your parents did before that. He is a guite intelligent man and by some
miracle was put in intelligence work and given more and more responsibility
and part of his duty was to interrogate men who had been at Dunkirk in
preparation for what might go wrong after D.day. One day he was talking to
a radioman whe had come rather late to the beach and seen that there were a
lot of men ahead of him and lain down on the sand and turned on the BEC.

He said, "I listened to the music for a while, then they started broadecasting
the news and they told us all about it, how there were these long gueues of
men, it wasn’t clear who would manage to get off, there were dog-fights
overhead.” He said, “I couldn’t stand £t, I turned it off, it was too
horrible” Though we were interrupted when the bell struck last time, talking
in the first place of some gquite primitive findings, about how men hear and
think and see, a swmal)l sample of what we could find toe-day and a minute
fraction of what will be known before very many years are out, I may remind
you about one of Land’s experiments I forgot to say something about, in which

he takes pictures of a many-coloured scene, & meaningless but many-coloured
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scene, two pictures, each with a yellow light, two yellow lights differing
very slightly in the shade of yellow, so that ordinarily one wouldn’t notice
it, and prints black and white pictures and then reprojects these pictures
with the same light they were taken, combines them, and when a man looks at
them he sees not the yellow light that is there, not the bléck a;d white
ploture that is there but the red, the blue, the green, the yellow that was
in the original scene., This has been carried further by another investigator
who has put one of the images in the right eye and one of the images in the
left eye and that works just as well. The integration, the decoding of this
message, the understanding that the different intensities of yellow light
mean that something is red or blue, does not take place in the eye. It
takes place somewhere where the two signals, sets of signals, from the two
eyes join. Now this and the other examples at least reminded us of the
inherently active part that the knower takes even in so simple a thing as
sense~perveption. And to me they cast in some doubt the firmness with which
the philosophers of modern times have sought to erect their whole sense of
reality upon the sense datum which is certainly the most subtle and beautiful
artifact and they also seem to me to suggest the need for a little more
practical and homely definition of a word we can’t do without and whose
opposite we use in reviling each other, the word “objectivity”. With the atom
and the complementary traits of its deacription, thingsare, of course, very
much more remote and I recognize that you are taking a good deal on faith and
that I was failing to say a great deal that is really part of a good undere
standing. And just for that reason I want to make a warning. Atomic

doubt on
description does cast/the traditional notion that the physical world is simply
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there and its properties imaginable without any reference to the method by
which we learn it. It not only casts doubt on it but it shows that this is
wrong. But that does not mean that when a physicist goes into a laboratory
to do an experiment, he is not certain that the chair he is at&ndi:‘nq on is
not there, he’s quite sure of that, and it doesn’t mean thnt‘he d;;nn't
accept in a perfectly normal way the existence and the humanity and the
ordinary human properties of people, just as he understands and uses the
physical properties of his instruments as he learned about them and uses the
physics of Newton and Maxwell where it’s applicable. He’s not a professional
sceptic, in fact, I think a professional sceptic could never he a scientist,
because unless you are very gullible and believe almost everything, you will
never find ocut the ons or two things that you maybe aren’t allowed to believe.
But one does find that there is no unique way to objectify a small system, an
atomic system, apart from the arrangements, that means the physical equipment
that we use to explore it. Here, unlike the case of what we do in seeing oYy
the dog in hearing or we in listening to language, here the action is, of
course, quite conscious, quite free. Here the choice is real, Ve may, not for
moral but for aesthetic or scientific reasons, decide that the time has come
to find out where this atomic system is or we may decide that we want to learn
another property, complementary to where it is. And here we have knowledge
that is essentially partial, not partial because it isn’t worth completing it
but because the nature of the world is so that the effort to complete it would
erase the validity of the knowledge that we started with. And here is the

origin, the seat, of a kind of {nherent chance in the physical world which is
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the very opposite of the picture which NHewtonian mechanics seemed to make
8o obvious - Newtonian mechanics which provide a machine, once wound up, with
no flutter, no freedem and no alteration, no .tumlnq back, a kind of thing
that goes on and on for ever. These aspects of the Cuantum Thwry were not
very happy-making to Einstein. He did a lot to make the Quantum Theory,
discovered light quanta, did many other things but when it came out that he
wasn’t allowed to think of a world which was there and of which our only
function was to reflect on it, it bothered him very much. He didn’t want a
world which had to be described in terms determined by the nature of the
observation and the experiment. He and Bohr had a long argument and in the
course of it, a paradox, according to Einstein, developed which was refined
and simplified and now it takes the following form. Suppose you have recorded
an atem, it could be an electron, a hydrogen atom, anything small encugh, and
you would like to study it and for that purpose you let it interact with, we
say collide with, another object which may be somewhat heavier, if you want,
and which will give you the record of the state in which the atom was. Well,
then, not always but if you arrange it so, you can let this occur with some
prior knowledge of what your observing-machine was like. You can let this
occur and then you can take your time and make up your mind which of the
properties of the atom you are going to measure and realize by what you do
with the observingemachine that has interacted with it, that is, you can
either, by studying the observingemachine in one way, determine that the atom
was in a certain place at a certain time, or you can, by dealing with the

observing-machine in another way, determine that the atom had a certain



momentum or velocity and that it was characterised by waves of a certain
colour, MNow this, for Einstein, was really very rich, that you could give a
property to an atomic subject without doing a'nythinq to it, only doing sone-
thing to a machine that had interacted with it, a simple uahir;:o that had
interacted with it at some time in the past, and he lived out his years,
unable to argue against this because it’s a completely consistent way of
dealing and indescribably successful so that for systems where the mathematics
isn’t too hard, like a hydrogen atom, we can prediet what goes on to one part
in 10 billion or more if we could only get someone to observe it that welll
Binstein did not argue against it any more. He just went away and wouldA‘t
have anything to do with 1t. But I think the rest of us accept this as a

real discovery, not only about how to describe atoms, but a discovery also
about the extent to which our traditional views of objectivity and of the
limitations of knowledge are in need of enlargement and extension. And we
have come to think, and I believe that this is probably a good idea, thnf the
root of objectivity is not to be found by any invoking of the reality of what
it is that we perceive, because this is a self-begging and self-defeating
argument. I don’t think there’s anything wrong with f(wri.tm) ad aequatio rei et
intellectus }hut it is hard to acquire and practise. We tend to think that the
word ‘objectivity’ is wisely restricted to circumstances in which we can talk
to one another with no, essentially no, relevant ambiguity, to explain what

it is that we have done or will do and what it is that we saw or recorded.

This ambiguous communication seems to he the mark of science, and of that part

of human knowledge, a very great part, which has grown so enormously over the
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last decades and century. We have also come to accept as an inherent and
natural condition of man that there is no completeness to knowledge, that
every time we make an observation in this domain, we lose something and

that this has analogues in perception, as we have seen, in communication,
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as we know, and in all of human experience, that to know, dt least to know
something new, to discover, we have to act, and to act we have to choose and
that in this choice something is lost of potential information about the
world. This leaves us, however, with a certain great freedom, a freedom to
choose, a freedom to enquire, and a freedom to explore, which applies, of
course, not just to the properties of the atom but to the whole vast territory
of the world of nature and man which is the subject of science. This also
seems very much more in consonance with the general traits of human experience
than the Newtonian machine, its predecessor. It seems to have in it room for
a sense of freedom which we all have, room for an acute sense of the limite

of freedom which we all have, It seems to leave rcom for an effort, a mandate,
a kind of duty to try t; get things straight, to understand them, and yet, for
the recognition, the acceptance, the happy recognition that in most human
predicaments we must act and live even when we cannot understand. There are
two more points that really belong to the Tuesday Lecture. One has to do with
another aspect of freedom, and there again Einstein took an important and an
extreme view. This has to do with the gquestion: When we find order, when we
say there is order in the world of nature, that laws are obeyed, that there
are simplicities, that things are not as complicated as they might be, that
things cohere and are necessary consequences of others, is this something

that we create and invent and fabricate or is it something that we find in
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nature? Tinstein once said that he though that a great theory was in no
way dictated by the facts of nature, that it was a free creation of the
human mind. And certainly we all kmow that a theory or a law is much more
than a eonvwnient summary of the facts, that that’s a very poor }description'_
It always goes very much further than that, it always tall; abm;t facts that
nobody knew before, it always predicts things that have essential novelty.
It’s not a resume, it’s a kind of opening. Even mathematics, which is as a
natural science, a rather extreme and special case, combines the reflection
of experience, common human experience originally, and =more recently highly
technical experience, with elements of synthesis and imagination, which are,
and properly are, judged not only by their liability, that they must be, not
primarily by their utility, that they need not be, but by their beauty, by
their fitness and, one says, by their simplicity. It is, of course, one of
the reasons why the sclences are not all of one piece and reducible to each
other but the idea of simplicity doesn’t take the same form for different
sciences. In physics it takes the form of a general law prescribing, within
the limits we can, how consequences flow from knowledge that we have acguired,
In biology there are also such laws and they play a larger and larger part in
the biological literature. But the more we atudy those laws, the more
complicated everything gets. We are just incredibly complicated from the
point of view of machines, or even of atomic machines. The simplicity comes
into biology only when you ask a quite unscientifiec guestion which is, * what
is all this for, why did organisms develop which have this machine?,’ then

it’s still not simple, but these are the organizing and simplifying ideas of



- §w
biological as opposed to physical science. There are stories, more than
stories .... there was an ancient development in mathematics, primarily
in Sumer and Babylon. Of course it started out as a practical thing like
our mathematics of modern times. Its practical importance un.s in contribu-
ting to the technology of the .duy. in predicting when oul:lp;us would ocecur
and first risings and conjunctions and thus making astrology a somewhat
better concern. This was part of the business of running a state the proper
way. It was a secular and useful thing as well As a magic one. The mathem-
aticians in Sumer and Babylon developed a most marvellous system of very
great subtlety, so good that it was still in use in India less than a century
ago, predicting a way of eclipses and predicting them very accurately. The
system has no motion in it, there is no model, there is no mechaniecs, it
just consists of a deep understanding of the numerical regularities as they
had appeared and as they could be perceived, and analyzed and extended and
generalized, not unrelated to what is to-day called harmonic analysis. The
experts learned to do it and they did it long after the practical problems
were solved and they made it fancier and fancier. And one doesn’t know why
but one supposes that it was art for art’s sake. It was very much the way
then that it is in our culture, where mathematics for mathematics’ sake has
taken hold and a great @eal is done that has no visible utility at the moment
and no convincing evidence of utility in the future. It probably will be,
but these people never applied it to anythiny else. It is interesting that
we have in these contemporary developments of mathematics, remote from practice,

remote from application to physics or engineering or astronomy, something of

the same virtuosity that we have in contemporary music and in contemporary
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art. The very purest mathematios or the very purest modern music, seem to
me to have this in common. They are not primarily intended as a direct
contribution to public enjoyment, enlightenment or good, and one is delighted

when this happens, but it doesn’t much happen, certainly not with mathematics,
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relatively little with music and I mean to say relatively 1littie with art

if we compare it with the way in which art was appreciated in Flanders, in

the great days of Flemish painting or in Italy in the Renpaissance. It seeums
to have a different role. I think it plays the vivid, decisive and vital rcle

of keeping alive in a small group of people, a set of aptitudes and skills and

dedications which is precious to man but which in the larger scene of public
practice and general publie appreciation has no contemporary appropriate role,
no real scope. Yet even with mathematics, it’s not so simple. In the last
century there first came an effort to show that mathematios could be reduced
to setting up rules of manipulation, rules of the game, logical manipulations,
what you do with symbols on paper, what you are allowed to do and what makes

a mistake and if you did not make a mistake, then you couldn’t get amything
but a true consequence of what you started with, according to the rules of
the game. And in this way, mathematics was rather completely separated from
the experience of the world which historically had given rise to it, historie-
ally welcomed it, and even in mathematics and in spite of what I say of to-day,
it has been hard to invent things though it has been done, which never had

any practical application. It was shown about three decades ago by Gédel

and since then it*s been very much elaborated. But this whole approach for
mathematics cannot be carried through. DBecause if you have a kind of logic that

is big enough to talk about the simpleat mathematical entity, a number, to
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talk about classes of things and not about individual things, then this
logic has a property which Gddel proved. In terms of the operations of the
logic, you can write down propositions, that is statements and you can prove
of these proposit-iona if you do it right, that they can’t be i::raged true and
you can prove of these propesitions that they can’t be prcr;rd false, they
can’t be proved wrong. It’s impossible to make a logie big enough to hold
mathematics whieh is self-contained. If you want, even in mathematics you
have to look out and look to some other part of the world, to some other
connection, with things outside the system of logic in order to know whether
you’ve made a mistake. To the natural sciences, this going outside itself
is repeatedly the very heart of the story. How it really is in all this is
much less high falutin and much more human, e start with some rough ideas
in common sense in what our teachers taught us of the state of the art, what
we learn at school, essentially. Ve enlarge either by thinking or by deing,
preferably, of course, by doing both, the scope of what we are locking at.
We try something just a little further than we know the answer to, and we
find that there are conflicts and paradoxes. And for a while we patch them
up, we say that we can make do that way, and then that’s not good enough,
partly bacause patchwork does not hold and we don’t quite know what our own
patchwork means but also because it’s too ugly, it‘’s too disorderly to look
1ike a possible description of nature. We miss the over-arching logical
harmony and unity. Aesthetically and practically we think of it as a crisis

and that’s the moment at which the time is right for a man who is lucky or

a man who is a genius to come along, that’s the moment at which, with a
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minimum imperceptable adjustment like an expert mechanic fixing a machine that
just doesn’t quite work, there’s a change made in the old order, in the old
necessity and suddenly a new one is made and now the troubles are encompassed
in the new laws and nothing that we knew befose has ceased to be true where it
was proven. JThis growth which is conditioned by our tr&dit}on.-honditionnd
by our culture, conditioned by what went before, the summary of the experience
that i3 our inherited science, is not something that we just go out and do for
the fun of it, believe me. It’s not in that sense voluntary, it’s forced by
new experience, by finding something out that we didn’t know before and in the
end it involves a new synthesis which is, it is true, in some ways, an invent-
ion, but being a true invention it’s also a true discovery. Hh#t one invents
is there insofar as these words can meaningfully be used. I do not think they
can be used too much. I think they can be used just that much, And in this
sense, they tend to pass the practical tests of objectivity. Let me give you
just one or two minor examples. We find, for example, that among the
elementary particles of which matter is made up, some are neutral and some
have a charge. Those that are charged may have the electron’s charge or

they may have its opposite, the proton’s. This is an abstract fact, You

aan live your life for years and never notice it! But I don’t thing there
could be anything less inventive than this, this is a discovery. Indeed it

{s a discovery in the sense that at the moment we think it‘s something we
ought to understand and don’t. It’s a discovery which we couldn’t have
invented because we don’t understand it well enough to have invented itI Now

it’s true that the idea of charge was an inventive description of things early
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observed by the Greeks, for instance., It was a vivid experience for which
this idea was invented but havinq.inv-ntad the idea of charge, the statement
about elementary particles is not an invention. The fact that light and the
neutrinos travel with the velocity of light and don’t have aﬁy oS to slow
them down is a similar discovery. The idea of mass is, of Euurse, an invente
ion geing very far back and getting its first reasonably precise definition
with Hewton. One didn’t have to invent the idea of mass, but having invented
it, it’s not an invention to find the result that there are some objects in
nature wvhich have no mass, which travel always with the velocity of light,
These are things that are not just lying around on the surface phenomena, but
they are not free creations of the human mind, they are creations of the
human mind enormously unfree in the sense that they are limited and disciplined
by our knowledge of nature., One has to remember, to bear in mind, on the basis
of what knowledge and what tradition and what experience we discover these things,
they are what give them meaning, but granting that we thus see only part of the
truth when we see it in this light we see truth as good as any there is, as
objective in any sense that I think makes sense, perhaps a good deal more
objective than what we nermally accept. Can these discoveries, can this order
of nature, be of interest or help to men generally? Is this just a specialist’s
dish? Does finding out something about objectivity and the conditions of human
knowledge, have anything to do with what we think and how we live? It is eclear that
I think, as do some others, that things that have happened in the physics of
this century, particularly Complementarity, perhaps also, but I think not so
deeply, the Theory of Relativity, are really very great revolutions in our

understanding of nature, of interest in themselves, and of some interest,
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w.wlmmhmh.tnwﬂmﬂ
paradigmatic order. Yet it's reslly so that apart fyum these who leamed
mw«mrm,amsmm.umdm
mmm,mummmm,uM'wn
them. A.f-w-tmmmgmwm
them in mind but the level of the discussion is quite low and e could
memwummm.mmw
tinued a soliloquy and because wo love him, we troop to hear him but no ane
talces port in the diseussion. I think that this is pussling. It's led me,
mm.mwmmwhumoﬂmhmmm.
muumwmmmmumwmu
general attention, to ask wiy it is that sometimes e grest change in aur
MKum,aMWhMWWMWﬂ
MM*.MMM,M:MW.;
new sensibility, in the phrase of Butterfield, "changes owr Chinking-caps”.
There is clearly ene condition, it seass to me a necessary ond I fear,
equally clear, that it's not sufficient, and that is that it be possible
for people to understand what is belng telled abowt. Withowt thet, it
would haydly be expected or hoped that their interests would be besed en
enything very real. It may be just the nice sound of a hawnting woard. This
18 a very tough problem ond it is awe large part of owr trouble. It will
take concerted, dedicated work to get honest news of science and its growth
Mn’wmmdwuﬂurﬁun.wuaﬁdmzmm

at difforent levels by diffevent methods but sll of them, whatever they're
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calied, are in some way & farm of teaching. Yet here, too, in the sculturatien
of scientific discovery, there is, I think, cn olement of the accidental and
not the necessary. ummm,mmﬁwmmémm
mn;,mmmmwmm%,nmmu
thmmmmuymmm,ahmm.'ﬁmu-

not a Newbenian and the Newtonlans would have thought almoet the seme genera l
thoughts and argued almost the same gemeral arguments without him, His om
discoveries far Newban in no way led him to the view of reality that character-
1zed the 18th Century. It seems to have come more from the rediscovery of
antiquity than from the nesly growing physics and sstronagy. There is thus
another condition beside the intelligibility of discovery or its recognisability
and familiarity. It is that a diseovery should deal with something which
makes & difference to us and which cccurs in owr ordinary life and touches our
view of ourselves and our view of on meaning. Thereims to be some hambing
relovance between the discovery and sspirations and hopes in tems of the
hman spirit which will feed on and be nourished by these findings and find a
hope in them and find sustensnce. That is what Newton aid for the enlighten-
ment. I think that that's what Darwin did, that, in the 19th Century, the
time-mindodness and the naturalism and the dwindling rigidity and sutherity
of the time, Darwin provided food for the hopes of men as well as interest

in them, I think that it is when science is emerging from common sense and
mvtmmm,mm-mmm:mum.mw
experience, that its ideas may move philosophy snd men's hearts. This brings

me, really, to my centyal question., This is the guestion with which I really
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axcellence that we may hope to schieve in comuon discourse, in discourse about
qmmmamzumumm,mmwwmm”
good, good in wm&ﬂm“hﬂu@wamg@hpﬁm,
good in soclety. mmxmmmeame
to=day is blurved by three related reslities, one is the aize of cur world
and its commnitiscs, the mumber of pecple involved, cne is the generaliyegali-
tarian and inclusive view in which there are ne a priori restrictioms on who
48 to telte part in the discourse. Of course, not everyone will, bub I think
it is just pert of the hope of the free werld that everymme may. The third

is the extreordinary yepidity with whdch the precccupstions and circumstances
of our life are altered, the fact that we have no preparation for the practical

judgments which are the testing grouwd of jJudgments of right and wrong. What
I am here concermed with, as I sald before, is an ideal, an imege of a part
of humen 1ife which is inherently, not necessarily, all inclusive, but public
and universal and which speaks in tems that are intelligible to all, of
things accessible, of mesnings, relevant to all. The question that bothers
me is wiyy the enommous success murely barely anticipated, not fully realized,
and in the lag history of humen soclety, I hope leng history, never to be
fully realized, suceess of ane sert of intellectual sctivity widch is the
Mdh#ﬂd“dﬁiﬁhhﬂuﬁummw
objective and verifiable knmdedge, why this success should not have had a
beneficial effect an the whole intellectual life, Of course, in same ways
4t has. It hes put out of business peruicicus forms of extreme syperstition,

cartain kinds of intelersble provinclalism., But if we think back to the early
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m,mammmwumm,nmm.n
were there desling with a handful of people, pecple vho lnew each ether well,
the eitisenry of Athems, a few handaful of men who concerned themselos with
mm&mwm.mmms'ugmw
tury enlightenment, a relatively few men. memﬁ‘uuam
well digested and comon language, experience, tradition and a camen basis
of knowledge. If we look to-day we see a very different situation, an
which has emasculated, impoverished, intimidated the growth of public dis-
course and which, in a strenge sense, has deprived our discourse of legitimacy.
It has given it a kind of arbitrary, wirooted quality. Any man may say what
he thinks, *I believe in this, I don't believe in thet®, it's very hard for
us to talk with esch other, to understand each cther, to persuade each other.
In the pest, such common discourse rested net waly en & common basis of know-
ledge, not enly on the fact that men knew sbout the same thing wheress Lo-day
all of us know different things. There was a relatively stable and a deeply
shared tradition, an historic wgperience which was the came among the parti~
eipmts. And even more importemt, there was a recognitiom, often not cxplieitly
allowed and occasionally esplicitly denied, a recognition of the fact that
there's a difference of kind in the eriteris by which the use and the valuo
of public discourse may be juiged and the uwse and the velue, the criteria by
which the truth of selentific things may be Judged. I should add that in
the making of selence, as I have said, perhaps too many times, criteris of

beauty, criteria that derive from tradition, criteria that derive from human
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limitation and fallibility play a very great part, not in determmining what's
true, but in determining what to look at, how to talk sbout it, what to go
after. These para~scientific things are essential to the existence of any
mm.m«mm«@umm'qmm
mmmmmwmsmmm@wn
meny pecple whe regard themselves as cultivated. What I am talking about is
that it mey be very important to discuss and to amelyse things, to eplore,
to get them tidied wp, to do the kind of dissection which you find in Plato's
Dislogues, to have them as much as possible in order, to be reascnable about
them, to be ratiomal asbout them, but that these may not be things widich are
propositional truths in the sense of sclence, they may not be statessnts of
fact or eonditional statementa, They are not sasertions, verifisble by
what we do in the laberatory or with a piece of paper snd a pencil, they are
normative, they are thematic, they assert how things should be thought of as
connected, how things ere related, how things should be ordered in importance,
Without them there would be no selemce, there would be, and could be, no erder
et all, in hmen 1ife. mxmmum,mmwmaﬁm
ledge like seionee, have recognized the very special eireumstances in the
natural seiences where we rencunce very much of meaning and limit vhat we talk
sbout in scope but by that have come Yo a special way of determining truth
and above all, of findiny error. Positivists wmt topre-empt the ward truth
for that, I do not insist that the poet speaks the tiruth, he specks some-
thing equally important. He may speak the truth but he speals msaning, he

speaka order snd this thematic as opposed to propositicnsl discourse is the
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typical fumction of the part of ourlife that I sm comsemed with, where
law lies, morelity, the highest fomms of art and traditionally, not slways,
the practice of religion. n*.mm«mumamm
ugually can't be, sbout the natural arder. wamw.g?tmd
WMWQMM£WMQM
not cbjective. We know how grest is the gulf to-day between the intellectual
world of the sclentist and the intellectual world, hardly existing, of funda-
mental ddscowrse on fundamentsl, generel, wdversal humen problems, I have
chMhMMWMWEMdMMW
to that, how its incoherence has cuntributed to that, the foch that ome part
of it isn't derivitive from scmething sisple or frum another, how its openness
and change and incwmploteness have contribubed to that, how its specialiszation
has centributed to that. This is o set of circumstances which has largely
deprived our public discourse of its first requirement, a comuon basis of
imowledge. It seems to me that this has had a rether bad effect en philosophical
discourse, that & whale category of humsn achievement which grew out of
philosoply was shut off from most of us. I wa't say edther, I can't say,
whether in excluding this kind of opder and this kind of verifiability, cne
has not impoverished the discourse but I am convinced that cne has, It is
very hard to lesve out a great cantemporary intellectusl achievement and one
which i3 as cemtral, which intersects our lives in as many ways and places,
which is as much a part, intellectually and practically, as this, to leave it
out and not have & bad conscience, I belicve that this is ne casy problem.

I believe that it's not posaible, obvicusly, to have everyone completely



.

m«mmmmmmamum.m
conmen basls of lmewledge. But I have the feeling that those of us who work
in some scienve have e advantege, not that we know everything,-we perheps
are just as fully mare thet we den't = I know one small part of gne subject
mlmhwhwam“ohudhtmhﬂa'wm
of what ignorance is, This I think is not perhaps helly unattainsble. This,
T think, could be e of the fmetions of education. T4 ie perhaps not whally
out of the gquestion to bring back to a1l of us a good consclence about our
reasoning by virtue of the fact that we are in honost touch with some of its
most diffieult, some of its most brilliant and besutiful operetims. As to
the questin of @ stable shared traditicn, wiich is ancther part of the back-
ground, I have inevitably beem talking sbout philesophy in a predominantly
secular, a publicly secular culture, I have not included as part of the
source of tradition a living revelation or a universal, ecclesiastical
suthority. This is not o matter of preference on ny part. If our deliberatioms
are to have, what I say is, to have general mpaning in this time and in this
mu,mmmmmmrwmtwwmumu
mey woll have to develep as o secular culture. met&m,mw
nu,mxmmmmmwmm&mm
and the Indian in this respect, is buffeted by the erupticn of change and we
are all sware how unprepared Burcpe was, and through Burope, all of us, for
the tregedies af the 20th Century when it opened, how bitter, eerrosive,
indizestible meny of them have been. I think primarily of the two world ware

and the totalitarian revolutions, to take e example. We certainly live in
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the horitage of the Christisn treditien. Many of us are believers, none of
u,.mmcm,ammmwm,mm.mw
of Christienity. xmwmmmmmrmmzm
mwxnmam,umw3m¢
mmmm,mmmwuna-@hmw
blem posed by the new wespons, the ebomle weapms, Of course, there is much
prudential discussicn and strategic discussion and recently game theory.
num,mzmwdﬁumummmww
discussion of eny kind end that was worse. BDut what are we to male of a
civiligation which has always regorded ethics as an essential part of lmmen
1ife, and which has always had in it an articulate, decp, fervent conviction,
never, I suppose, o majority convictiem, never held by the majority, but
nevepr absent, a dedication to, what the Hindus call, "ahimsa", the Sanskrit
word which means doing 1o ham or hurt, which you find in Jesus as well, I
think, as some of the (Buddhists) and which you find in Socrates, quite
simply? Whot are we to think of a civilisation which has not been able to
talk about the prospect of killing slmcst everyome exeept in prudential and
game theoretic temms? Of course, it's not easy to talk about "ahinsa” and
retuming good for evil &3 a poligy of governments. Ruﬂw
that that could ever be done in thelr foreign relations and thet is why it
may ot be inappropriste for us to hope, and when we have a chance, even to
work a little to the end that governmonts will not have at their dispoaitien
thooe nonstrous pawers to do evil which the super powers to-day do have. In

1945 to 1949 when I was quite close to these things, as I now am not, there



-] -
have been cruclal moments in which the existence of a publie, philosophdical
dlseourse, not aimed st proof in the methematical sense, not aimed abt verd-
£iability in the sense of blology, but ailmed at the understanding of the
m,smm,u:mmm&m,mmg,su.
in the morel climate, the hwan scope of thedr talemts. What difference, I'm
not wise encugh to say, but I will say that, in all thoee times vhen ny
government and the West generally has eceen no special ham in wsing such
weapons, provided anly they were used against an antagenist who was suf-
flciently wiploasant, thot we were deing snything wrang. I think we've
been in ervor whenever we seld that and that owr lack of scrwple, which I
understand grew out of the horrurs of the second world war - it grew ot
of the growing fercelty of the stretegic alr campaigns, it svow out of
the nuwbing ond indifference that charscterized all of us in the last
years of that terrible war, -~ is an indifference bitterly, bitterly deplored
by the great men in our government. Dut nevertheless I think whemover we
have done this, we have dme & great disservice to the cause of freedam,
and to the cause of free men., There is a third condition, a third pre-
condition for public diseourse and philosoply and I think this has to do,
its absence has to do, with an over-emphasis, characteristic of the Rem=
Yiaissance, matwral after the schoolmen, of the rele of certitude. You
find this, the first words of Descartes are cancemed with finding some~
thing thet cammet be doubted. You den't find this in Flato, you dmn't

£ind it in much lesser men who made Oyeok philosophies, The purpose of
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thelr discowrse ip not the attainmemt of certalnty. t's the exploratiom
of meaning. mmhmwaetmnm.w,m.
love and arve prepaved to do. My belief is that if the common discourse om
umwamM-um“mmm.dm,
mm,mwm.:m'tmmm:nw
ummmu“mmnrmmuaw
mitment which is the true purpese of philoseply, of our talk with one
another, end not to hang areund it neck thet dead bird, 'how can you be
m'.mm,zmun,mmmsnmmm
days and which has by now almost driven it out of existence. There are
mhmﬂﬂdﬂnmmmum,ﬂ
deopending en verifiability. 1 think the bar, to sme extent, and the bench
to & vory great exbent, and the professors of law, custitute such a comr
mw,ddthuhmmmmmmmmm
mmmwmmmmwmmmm
course besrs within 2 narrow framowork on the mesning end parpose of
soclety and of organized humen effort. I think that you have such dio=
cowse in the staff of a military establishment, in the discussion of the
strotegy and the plenning ond the understanding of war. 1 swppose we all
hope that we will live to see the time when the problems which warfave is
wummummwmmmd
the law, But these, no more than sciencs, are dim ctly sppliceble to the
dscourse I have in mind, They are encoursging becsuse they show that

things arve possible and I sm completely of the view that any medel of mman



- -
discowrse, any medel of culture, which egquates it with selence leaves wub
not enly a great part of mman 1life but even a great part of that human
mumma-ﬂmumummmmum
would not be pessible., What we need is far larger. Itmﬁwh
m.ﬁwwhm,hmm,m‘:’mhm

in much of Burope, the sciences and technolozy enriching each other have
FﬂltamﬁMctpmﬂm,hwum
soolety, enriching each other have built a grest structure of productive
machinery and of gadgetry, of know-how and of rescurce and industriel
sogiety has nourished end been nourished by alundance and abundance is
giving us, snd will in twm be neurished, by leisure. Now it is clsar
that mere of thet abundence and leisure has a place in the public sector
of our lives. This is beglaning to be recugnized in the most superficial
samse. In the United States there is much complaining that by dint of
acquiring end acquiring and acquiring each for himself the thingo that we
have in cameon, the clties, the bhulldings, the parks, the woods, the
schoals, how they have been let mm down and down and dam. DBut that is

a fairly superficlal semse, I think it's right. But I have in mind the
public sector in the sense in which I have used it over and over in these
lectwres, what we can have in commen in our thoughts, anr feelings, our talk,
o sensibility. I bellieve that this is the direction we need to try teo
tum and that if we manage it, even in a medest way, it will be a hopeful
example later oven for those parts of the world for which the notion of
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of it end the measures needed to attain it. Ve need to maintain, end this
doemn't need to be sald to-day, but there have been times when it did, the
ng&ﬂﬁwﬁiﬂMMm.'hmtOMﬂmm—
what. mmwhdﬂmminhmham‘;mm
to this time, safeguards to make sure that the almost insoluble problem of
commmicstion is not made even more inscluble. We mustn't let any govern—
nent creste 2 dogmetism and sit en the informatien that might show that the
dogmatism wes not the true stexy, We must not let any government abuse
secrecy because it is the swamp out of which incoherence, dariness, lack of
understanding, and finally cynicism cannot help but arise. We need %o be on
guand against philistinism which is the view thot if something is a little
difficult, er & little wwsual, it can't be very good. Ve need, at least
in the university, to meke owr life-work to combat philistiniem. Ve need,
as I have said, changes in the purpese snd nature of our education, not Just
$o make it better, everybody knows that, but to have & true taste of new
Imailedze as a common experience for all and have a deep, steadying, scbering
sense of iznorance so that men can leave our schoals with two things, con-
pletely wmintimidated by the growth of imowledge, campletely prepered to
buckle down and leem samething new 4f they tale te it or 1f someene asks
then to, and so they sre prepared to have the world change as thay wateh 1t.
0f course, they will be hemesick, we're all homesick, but (equipped) so
that thelr youth should have made them it to encounter what they will encounter,
But prior to this, prier to it logically, because without that it won't happen,

and prior to it because it's more important, it's nobl our institutions, but
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mummmdmmummmcmm
and 1ife. I camnet believe thet ot this time and for decades the grestest
Wmﬂmmﬂm'th.Wu
mmmuﬁm,wwm,ﬂmnmwﬁw
open the doar. wmmm.:m.uam. It was that if we
are to know and to discover, we must choose and we must ach. This Lecture
m:mmmumnwmumnmm,mmwu

one snother and we must heers
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