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jrfrvﬂ ptated in the peevious Lecture thet I propose

to ebandon the idesl of strict objectiviem and heve declared

thet whet I shall tell you here will be nothing more then &

resaoned declaretion of my own beliefs, I heve given 1t as my

conviection, which I have tried to substantiiste in' the previouas

ILecture, thet this ls the untmost that a writer of philosophy

can atrive for. Unfortunstely, when I had seid this it trens-
! plred thet this sdmission threstens to destroy any grounds

far elaiming objective velidity for whet I Am saying.
I shell try to &% resolve this dilepms when I come

to spesk of commitment. | But before that, I heve yet o meet

amse
an important criticiesm which is bound to be=mmede= sgainat my

progremme of openly declared beliefs., It has been teken for

iranted throughout the eritical period/from Descartes to

irand Russell that the scceptance of uryfjoven beliefs was

the brosd road To darkness, while truth was spoprosched by the

stralght and narrow path of doubt.
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Proven Dellers were instilled in us from eerliest

leliginus dogme, the authority of the ancients, l
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the tesehing of the sehools, the maxims of the nursery, Sonmed

ﬁ& 8 body »f tredition which we tended to accept, merely becsuse

these beliefs had been previously held by others who wanted
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ideas firmly
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grounded in reﬂ*ﬂn.{fﬁf prineiple of doubt forbids us e

indulge in ::g deafire to believe and demands that we should

ceep our minds empty rather than sllow Eng‘irrefutﬂble beliefs
= = )

to teke posgession of them. When Kant says thet in mathematics

there is no room for mere opinion but only for real knowledge,
he sdds thet short of possessing knowledge we must refrein
from all judgement, Personal belief is upheld - says Pascal

in his Esprit Geometrique - with the assistance of the

L : heliever's will snd lscks therefore complete objectivity.

The method of doubt consists in ferreting out and counter-

these voluntary components of belief, in the expeectation

éave behind unsssailed a residue of, objective
v Esea a.-f.-..q’ﬁ f—mm-&:‘r ol An s # il oy o & nilieig .

;ical thought placed supreme confidence in

this method es & means of svoiding erfror and discovering |
the truth, '
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o (the qetting ( 'regilative principles' snd the process

of axiomatisstion coyered up the weaknesses of the objectivisty
position by a system of ambiguous statements. 28R
Cor v,

aabitly b ndaad-—pabrer-bliatentdy was this weAkness cOncea 18,

Y rnﬂfrﬁr line of writers, rising to influence/in the 19th

uﬁi‘ﬂ({—"‘ﬂ! adet 4k Seclancn declared
ntary a.Tw} Hngtimm pzupiske with complete
aEaurancs mm—nf:;sgmm thet they accepted

#o pelief whatever thet hed not pessed the teat of unrestricted

dottbt. As 8 distinguished example for a thousand lesser anTs,
l
teke this elogient @eclsrstion of the prineiple of doubt by .

"The belief's which we have most werrant for have no
gafeguard to rest on, but 2 stending invitstion to the whole
world to prove them unfounded. If the challenge is not sccepted,
or ie sccepted and the sttempt feils, we are far enough from
cartainty still; but we hav ne the Best that the existing
atete of human reson admita of; we have neglscted nothing
thet could giwe the truth s chance of reaching us;  if tha
liste sre open, wa may hope that if there be a better truth,
it will be found when the human mind is capable of receiving
it; &nd in the mesnpime we may rely on having atteined such
spproach to truth as is pomssible in our own dsy. This is
the emount of certfeinty stteinsble by s fallible being,

snd this the sole way of ettaining 1t".

lio proclasmation of intellectusl integrity céuld be

mora aincnrﬂ and yet, its words g are devoid of any defiﬂite

-————

menning end their ambiguity concﬂﬂls ‘pracisely the kind of

S e

personAl convictiona which they so loudly repudiate. For we
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know that J.8,Mill and other writers stending in the Libersl
tradition of philosophic doubt held - or hold todsy - & wide
range of hel&efﬂjin aci&nce, ethice, politics, etc.,-which are
by no means unnuoatianed. If they regerd these ss noft having

Al et - ——— —

been proved unfounded', this merely reflects their decision
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to reject the arguments which ere or were advenced sgainst fhem.
At no time could the belief of Liberslism be regsrded un/}rraru-
table in sny other sense. But in this eense all fnnﬂnmﬁptnl
he11e¥ﬁ.are irrefutable ms well ss unprovsble. The tqpi of
proof or‘ﬁiapruar is in fact irrelevant for the scceptance or
rejention*pf fundamental beliefs and to elsim that you strictly
refrein fram\peliaving snvthing that could be disproved 1is |
merely to closk your own will to believe your own beliefa behind
g Talasse preteno;\pf gelf-criticel severity. This picture is

not reduced, bub elaborated even further by humbly scknowledging

b the uncertainty n}nour own conclusions. When admitting that

the proofs on which our'bellefs are supposed to be founded may
concelvably be 1nuomplet;;mue effectively conceal the brute fact
that we can have no proof ;hgtever to warrant them. Indeed the
frank admission of our rulligl;ity only serves to reaffirm our
elaim to a fietitious standard intellectual integrity, while
it brings out fully the shining quelities of our open mind 1n
eontrast to the hidebound attitude those who openly profess
their beliefs as their final pursanai\ ommitment.

However, at the yoment our main cohgern with the writings
of this school is tﬁﬁir affirmation of the

as a beneficlent ﬁgéncy, which dissolves our
truth purified hgﬁind for use. Its picture of \the human mind

as paranniullyféemjted fo embrace beliefs without, sufficient

proof and resérainﬁn only by the opposing principle of philosophic
doubt has been deeply imprinted on modern thought B;E\Hill have

to be dealt vith in detaill. \

1
%

3. M1l had inherited from Locke the belief that \

i \'\
philosophic doubt would ‘m:i-eligiaus fanaticism and establish
waiversal tolerance, and this belief 1s still vigorously alive
in our own day. Its most influential representative Earl

Russell expressed it eloguently many times, as for example in
this passages
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to reject the arguments which are or weré advenced agninst them, 1
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H At no time eould the beliefs of Liberelism be ragprded ea irrefa-
table in any othsr sense.f Bat in this E&naa'all Tundamental
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e hellefs are irrefutable as well ses unprovahle. The test of proof

\| or disproof is in faet 1rrelevant for the scoeptance or rejeetion

. uf fundampntal heliefe and to elaim thet you atrietly refrain

m}; ‘ ‘ from believing angthing thet could he disproved is merely to cloak
your own will to ﬁgiieve your own belief's behind a false pretence
of aﬂlf-crit;cg} severity. This complacency is not lessensd, but
only further concealed by humbly acknowledging the uncertainty

of our own conclusions, For when we sdmit that the proofs on whieh

| our beliefs are aupposed to be founded may congeivably be incom-

plete, we effectively cover up the brute fact fﬂht-WE esn have no
h?pouf whetever to warrsnt them. Indeed the amphatic admiaaian_._- '
of our fallibilit{funly serves to reaffirm our claim to s fictitious |
stendard of lntellﬂctual integritys a8nd brings out fully the - |
shining qualities of our open miud 'in contrast to the hidebound

Jattitude of those nhp openly profess their he;iaf; gs their final
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+f } ' f But I must nu{:ﬁggigipate my critique of this school of
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W thought; it is enough*to recall here that it hss powerfully
extollsd the merits of doubt as & beneficient agency, which Eiaaolvea%
i

error snd leaves truth purified’ﬁ?@ﬁéﬁ) It has drawn s picture
of the humen mind ss perennislly tempted o embrece beliefs

without sufficient proof, restrsined only by the opposing prineiple

of philosephic doubt, which has become deeply imprinted on modern

thought.

| J |
%, Moreover, doubt has been sccleimed not only as the

touchstone of truth, but slso ma the safeguard of tolerance. The

bhelief that philosophic doubt would eppesse relifious Tanaticiem |

o and bring shout universel tolersence goes back to Locke and this

helief is still vigorously slive in our own day. Its most
|

| influentisl representative Earl Russell expressed it eloquently

|| meny times, as for example in this paseage:
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Wipians amd Catholics, Crusaders gnd Muslims,
f__testants and adherents of the Popey “ommunists and
Fascists, have filled large parts of the last 1000 years
with futile strife, when a little philosophy would have
shown both sides in all these disputes that neither had any
| good reason to believeritself im the right. Dogmatism « « «
in the present age as in former times, is the greatest of
the mental obstacles to human happiness".

(University Quarterly, 1, (1946), p.38).

The logical weakness of steh statements may seem transparent,
but that does mot dispose of them, For it remains deeply ingrained
in the modern mind - ag for example in my own mind - that though
doubt may be' sometimes destructive or even nihilistic, to refrain
from belief is always-.an act of intellectual probity as compared
with the resolye to hold & belief which we could abandon if we
decided to 4o so. Lo accept a belief by yielding to a voluntary

impulse, be it my own or that of others placed in a position of

anthorit i1s felt to be a surrender reason. You cannot teach
Yo

the necegsity for ‘doing this without incurring - even/ in your own
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hmm;d.;:'.’.rmequ must in sll ita undertakinge subject itself to critieism;

ghould it 1imit freedom of criticism by any prohibitions, it must harm
iteelf, drewing upon itself a damemging suspicion. Nothing is so im-

. portent through its usefulness, nothing so esscred, that it may be exemp-

! ted from this sesrching examinstion, which knows no respect for persons.
v - '. =
KEesgon depends on this freedom fopr its vepy ﬁxisterlce‘)mw
§ e ————— P—— -

Pascride—aveo e, | I shall riot feel reagsured in advccatiﬁg

5 4 fu - & & -
: an at;&::u: of wAcritiecal bﬂliei.unless I have first fully.§zh:h]
[ o o g L ek (i premie G anx

-

T - —— T ey —a el T T TR R | gl a o amma d ade
,ﬂ-_‘, m‘: ‘(‘-DE‘-I.‘. i{'hl’.- “‘; " el s p s Sl e
; ; et e el Vogas ! '
i NG TR, Raspal—{in—the . . wolay
[ i : ; M L % ’ . : 3 L % ?
. -_’ " .,
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impulse, be 1t my own or that of others placed in a position of

authordty, is felt to be a surrender bi-rﬁﬁza;. You cannot teach

the pecegsity for'doing this without ineurr ’:xw - @ven, in your own
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ghonld 4t limit freedom of criticism by eny prohibitions, 1t mast harm

{tself, drawing upon itself a demamging suspicion. Nothing is so im-
through its usefulness, nothing so sacred, that it may be exemp-
thi gesrching exeminetion, whicl knows no resnect for persons
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It mey heppen - as we shsall see exemplifie
that the question of the credibility of p 1is left
imdecided without any preference for or sgeinst 1t,

honestl ay: 'I belisve neither p nor not-p's. But such sxtreme
impartiality should be regarded as exceptionasl, and we should alto-
gether reject the view expressed by Kant in the passage ouoted kxy
in ',' rtare whers | “'.-'1"'-4 3 sbeurd 1:“ have gnl opinion i."l
pure mathemetics and demsnds thet unless we know, we must shstain
from B8l]l ects of Judgement,

For in the first plece, such a8 mexim would strike st the

foundetions of sgnostic doubt itself which.in its first half ("1

believe p is not proven' or'not provaeble') must rely on the

t | noy - - 2 . - . r
gcceptance of some gtrictly indubiteble framework within whieh o

ean be said to be proven or not-proven, provable or ;pt-proveble.

Kent would not have recognised this contredietion since he held thet
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indubitsble 2 prior but this wview haa proved to be mistsken.

ly, the whole prectice of mathematiesl research is

contrar to Kent's mexim send it seams obvious that its strict
ocbaervance would ber the wey to a2ll mathemetical discovery. Genersas-
tions of methematlcliane have laboured to find & genersl proof of

Fermet's theoren end by doing so heave succeeded aten by sted in
proving incressin-gly extensive parts of it, These ef

1 £ 2 4 v - . s % F e F 5 = . Y I_ g L - | - 1.
gll gulded | the esaumption that Fermat's last theorem, though

hitherto unproven, was true gnd msy therefore be capable of proof

i L L
Indeed, 8ll heuristic procedure in mathemstics which seﬂkp to
esteblish 8 proof ~ or, more generally, seeks to construct something

L
which implies thet it is belleved to be true in spite of its not
being proven. Fer from being benned from methemstices, such beliefs
are indispensable to its progrees snd methemeticiens spend their

professlonel lives in holding such beliefs and pursuing their lead,
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within s fremework s#fEnterior beliefs snd omr belief or disbelief

in God will hﬁ'EQEEQEétid_E}rpf on this snterior level.

7 10. The @ifficulty which we £ind of reducing the volume
of onr beliefs by & deliberate exercise of doubt points to =
ﬂﬂnﬂsﬂﬁt#ﬁ disposition in the process of life itself, We have
eyas and esra snd many other ergsne of peeception which during
all our weking hours are inecessently st work to mske sense of

the impressions they receive from our surroundings. We do not

get to know seperately the impressione which sre comprised in

of-
the saeing of an obJeot,fl! for EIEMDIELF crow Llylng over =
: ology
field. F hotopy tells us thet while we see the crow, two
complex

rapidly changing,patterns - of light sre projected on the

retine of our two eyes, the two series being slightly different
from ench other in s cherecteristic manner .and that st the
asme time we have feellnge within the muscles Arhial nﬂjunﬁé}he
ennvergence of our eyes snd which ﬁdﬂphﬁpﬁﬁ lenses and pupils.
Our manner of seeing the crow will be further affected by s
whole gystem of mesasges fraom 8ll our Joints snd skeletsl
miascles, and from the lsbyrinth of the internsl ear, which
reflect the posture of our body relative to the ground. Theae
impreassiona which we do not know in themeelves are represented
to us by the sight of the flying erow, fe a single object moving
through succeasive poritlionse, st 8 cerimin distance from our-
selves and st & certsin speed end 6% a certsain elevotion sbove
the ground, Ye see the erow ss an objeet of s definite snd
constent sirze snd eolour, changing its ahspe, yet reteining

its straeture. Our eyes sre treained to ,.present us with this
finished picture without informing us of the vsat arrsy of
elements on which its formation relies.

Thice ass
Eﬁ#%\ov#rwhelming Pekidx bodily urge decides to mske

gense of our impreesiong without consulting our conscious control.
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b - oy 1 v 4 g o auuanenae bhetwesr Blternative ‘J_"..T'_""':"-i"'t:|T-il.f:'|""
3% 1n . 8u8 etw 1 L
f & nitustion which confront 1s, There apre some well-Known
)
teatepictures which ecan be seen in tWo different ways.
Tlight of steps can 1 sean alternetively 88 en averhenging
cornics, e ms ee two people T'acling easch other on either
¥ 1 dhtei b o + LT - { oo ko 14 . 5 -
yf a pleture, or alternstively, 7 rae standln in ]
1dAd1e the niecture. The esye can swite ywver to pome extent
gt will from way of seein 1 i pleture t the ther but
nnnt keepd 1ts interpretetion suspended between the two,
Sir Charles Sherrington hes 2olinted out thet 8 similer compulsion
of choice exietes on &n even more primitive level beiween two
ayatems of unconsclous reflexes, H obeer'ved the behaviour f
i
l‘:if'."\-'l-'r"f ¥
w1 gerenl : g 1107 '.JI".:- re—rc oo, under the influence
of 1ty ltslieous stimuli, 3T whieh would by itself
induce 1 105 .1 gecrat itsell wiftl hind leg, while the

1 kwards, fourid thnat i the Lt ! theae two asystem:s
1 reflexe: I eV i1l 5[ I,_-I-I 1 el e Y { 'l_ 4 -'-il""lt -Ir‘ oo ".;!‘t'“ P 18
two Byates of resctionsa never mixed nor mituslly suppresaed
L ' .
%)
P ] ‘_‘ ¥ b
. ihaen wa sdopt one way of seéling ¢ biguous pleture
1 & jact t] okl '-l"‘, Bm we may be said to sccept one inter-
"_,I-_1|'|_: . - i 4 a1i6l o d 114 the }':-lj"- "_—.:.I Y ._'_".—I+I 1‘...‘.’-
cont --‘.":ciﬁ_ ghubt and every doubt contrelicts @ & belief,
Jbviouely, wher L re presented with two rivel beliefs, we
: erll one the dounbt of the dther: but thi ioes not 1gtid
1 LTk e i _I.!:_ i-ilr_- B g :."-"li.l!.t' t doubt whi 1A O !_"__"ﬂB-‘-- L0
helie i1 neral, It would seem therefore that those who
urge. 80 insistentl the intellectusl girtues o loubt , might
'r-.r—.vv- onl in ind a certain ‘set of beliefs which they ¢ trongly
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hold snd which historically hes become charscterised I
1 3 - a3 P - | -
antr |'|"|.§ et f|' riravy 1 18 =] *{”"ﬁ"‘lf,r":‘ ) 1-'7"—"‘,l L.l_’lf:'i-' : e Bnrean QL |
anti-religions Bnlightenmerit in the 18-th century, the word
B 14 " i - ] e A man -i, Frirsme F "\-' 14 e n {1
believer' has in 'ec aomne G nefn n° surope A L1€

} " I o " ) B ey g iq
' (s TE the doctdines of Christisnity, while the word "unbeliever
LE 1 E‘..-J'-"" TR - L0 -:"-"."I"_:-".:_ 1_ i8]z 1,-.-_1.'.- "'-.'I.u ;| L4-’ _-Liu_t\n,"“; il1::-'= f',r’l'-."-E 1}'_ 3]

nterpretation of the Universe,

= these two rivel conceptions of the world sre el .'~"l ven

nl atatus AB ‘._ﬂ-"- glLarnn’

b the exnression .."""!E.I' m&-;*w 'r'“vr“-'- than historle

| o H--H’ _._;._,_F—-*‘
'i simmificance, ’l%—-—*w—iﬂ&ff'_{i‘ of' the terms
'Protestantism' or 'Nonconfoprmity' es nasmes for religious

&
!

logtrinesgwhich at one time emerg redl” by protesting apeins

Aissenting from a preveiling dogma, but have long since become
f_

A EAY

aitetly egtablished as orthodoxies,
4 "

g Againet this the advocates pf the principle of

ey belleve iIn - and especislly

the body of science on which they principelly rely - 1is slways
left open to doubt by 1ts sdherents themselves snd ‘can therefore
never be 8pld to Torm an onrthodoxy. I believe this claim to

be unjustified, Tor those who believe in the nniverssl

ic explanstions do not in facet habitually
doubt. They only sllow doub

4+ o

{o be prectised within sclence, &8 between one sclentific

which preveils at pny papticulsr time ss to what lies within

—
[

s houands of netursl phenomene, tends to establish 2 rigid

orthodoxy whieh will persistently ignore the most striking

facts 1P theese do not conform with ifts concention of nature,
}1-,;‘,1{.:-‘-1_( Cans ST W 2 & olpwdei
Ay ABuch s position is rendered wellnigh immregnable by the fact
)

that those hodding it exercise thelr obscurantism in t he name
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of scientifie peepticiasm. uosl sctentdfdy ccepticism courd has
4

imeredity

i
Ly |

sometines only a8 Tew yarde awey f'rom them, but scilentific
committees mansged to explein awey thepe fects and wera not

convinced uatil eventuslly in 1803 the French physiciet Blot
Lo
-

niblished & detailed accoint of the ell fwfg;:=";ni gtones, 1 -

wag agrin sclentifiec sceptlicism which brushed meide all the
inatences of hypnotic phenomens that occuorred in the far form

end which, even in the

face of the systemstic demonetrations of hypnosis by Mesmer

gnd his sunecesaors, denled for another century the reslity

o' hyprnotie phenomene hen the medicel profession ignored
such pelpeble factis €8 the psinless smputation of human limbs

parfBrmed before thelr own eves in hundreds of successive

geted in a spirit of utmost scepticism, convinced

that they were defending science sgeinst impostuare.

I have pointed out slready thet s8ll scientific discovery
thet,contrary to the mexims of scepticlem,
geientist do not ignore unproven hbeliefs but spend thelir lives
relying for guidance precisely on such bteliefs, I mey =dd

s

science shows little evidence that the

=
p
&0
L
o
’

hebit of doubiing hee in itself played en effective and
benefic#ent. nart in the progress of science., Sclentists, who
would apply themselveg to diserediting randomly selected
statements from current textbooks would weste ftheir time et
thousands of nonsensicel tesks before meeting with any success,
Moreover, if they eventually established some doubts here snd

.

thaere they would still not be much nesrer to discovery.

Euclide's postulate of perallels had been often recognised ms
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dubitable since Pletin, but it wee not until Lobatshevsk] and

Bolyval suceceeded in eonstructing sn alternative syestem of geometry

that the ouestioning of this axiom produaced new discoveries.
Suppose that some physicist of the nineteenth century had declared
1t he doubted the velidity of clsssicel mechenles for stomie
processes., He wonld heve chanced on & true doubt, but so far
fhere would heve yet been nothing to distinguish it from sny

other doubts thet could be raised with a5 much justification.

And even whaush by some further chanece this partlculsr doubt were

pursued further, the probability of discovering quantum theory
by speculsations on possible mlternatives to classical mechsnies
in atomic processes would have heen negligible.

Moreover, the progress of science often depends on the
judicinue neglect of doubte which cennot be resolved foP %he
time being. The Greeks were unwise to be deterred frog pursuing
slgebrale studles when they discovered that the hypothenuses of
moat right sngled trisngles could not be meassured by netoral

numbere or fractions of such numbers. Algebrs wag later teken up

and successfully cultivated by the Arebs snd post-=clessiesl

Western mathematicians for s considersble time, who forgot or

digregarded the intellectusl scruples which hed restrained the
Greeks, Their difficulties were in fact not fully disposed of
until the latier part of the 19th century by Dedekind's concept

gophy of Mathemetics snd Nstural

-
Q

of resl numbers, (H.Weyl, "Phil
Sciences". ) The example shows that even well founded doubts may
be steril in science and mey indeed hamper ité progieie .

Thus & doubts raised by the phenomdiapdst school, which

ge of the 19th century caelled in guestion the reality

o ]

gt the ¢l
of metter, such as stoms, electrons, molecules, would have completely
prevented the development of niodern twentieth eentar: physics,

hed t':.-r-?v not been ignored by scientists in prectice. The most
forceful stetement of these philosophic doubte ceme from Ernst

Mech in Vienns and for some time their influence was profoundly

. —
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' felt in Austria snd Germsny. It B0 convineced W,Ostwald, the leading

wrote an sccount

magter of the new physicel chemistry, that

o' stolchiometry without reference to atoms, thus sbandoning the

ground gsined by John Delton 100 years esrlier. It discoursged
ot a8 T & sui 15 %4 4
5 and Boltzmen's Kinetie

for 8 time the acceptance of Maxwell

theory of geses. Fortunastely it was soon swept aside by the

repid edvences of stomic physicsyg and by 19068 the tide hed cﬂmﬁisiuﬂlyi

turned, Though philosophic doubt continued to be entertained

in respect to the reslity of atoms and other such particles which

= " 1 . 1 - [
were described ss 'loglecal constructs’, intermediate veprisbles

ete,, this eritioue no longer aeffected the sctusl beliefe of

~ ot Fldll B [ g At —

phyaiciste and chemists, even though meny cantinuﬁﬁltc give lip-

Fa RS vB 1

on to aay thet hed Msch's

'
gervégce to it Dut it is no e

doubts been teken seriocously snd generslly shared since 1900, tHhene
. ae

Wt would have been no qguantum

= .
anr
L 18]

¥: no electronics, A0 theory of

. . rcad{
redicectivity, in fect no modern physics &t all, One hses to @
baeli=%0 the extrevagences of sstrology and witchereft, or turn to

the Soviet authorities on geneties, to find

the pronouncen

beliefs as mislesding to science ss these sceptical teschings

=

buld heve proved to be,hed scientists acted upon them.

15, This brief series of csse hiestorise sesms to bhear

out the result of the previous logicel esnslysis, which showed
LA rigd.
thet doubt eewld—med, in genersl be distinguished from belief.

Doubte can heve gll the cherecteristiecs of other beliefn.

. (=2
nay be true or felee Fslse doubts ean be 88 narrow, obstructive
: i 1

The v

blindly obstinate, &s bigotted or wantonly perverse, ss






