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[00:00:00.00] [MUSIC PLAYING] 

[00:00:05.12] ARTHUR ZAJONC: I told you we'd begin the second part of the afternoon with an introduction to some thinkings and thoughts and reflections by Weiming Tu. And so I will, without further ado-- 

[00:00:17.92] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:00:21.28] TU WEIMING: We've been treated with a very rich and subtle food for thought, and I would like simply to focus on one idea, and which I think emerged in the two days discussion. That is the idea of the observer, the knower, or the person. One of Anton's messages yesterday is that the vital information obtained from all these very refined experiments, is a joint venture, you can call it, between the observer and the world out there, through the mediation of the instruments. 

[00:01:14.96] And the observer, and the world out there entered into a certain kind of a joint venture, and generated the information. My suspicion is that he feels that information itself may be the arena in which we'll be able to further explore the full implications of this joint venture. 

[00:01:38.08] David pointed out today, and actually mentioned yesterday that as relativism is generally accepted, generally accepted, and as inevitable and promising, the complexity of the observer becomes obvious and significant. In both cases, the knower of this or the observer becomes vitally important. 

[00:02:07.08] Now, taking this as the central issue, I would like to share a thought about two kinds of Enlightenment, the European and the Asian, particularly the Buddhist. In the European Enlightenment, of course, there are two kinds. We don't have to elaborate on that, the French Enlightenment or the Scottish. The French puts emphasis on the revolutionary spirit and individualism against religion and against clericalism, whereas the British or the Scottish-- 

[00:02:41.00] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:02:42.68] TU WEIMING: --there's more emphasis on skepticism, empiricism, and pragmatism. 

[00:02:50.34] TRANSLATOR: Can you say that, again, because we're doing a bit of translating? 

[00:02:52.88] TU WEIMING: The Scottish, the Scottish with emphasis on empiricism, pragmatism, and above all, skepticism. But among the great values that came out of both the Scottish and French enlightenments-- liberty, equality, individualism, rights, human rights, due process of law, rationality featured most prominently, especially instrumental rationality. 

[00:03:22.52] TRANSLATOR: What do you mean by that? 

[00:03:23.96] TU WEIMING: The rationality that will help us in a specific, pragmatic, instrumental way of obtaining knowledge. So Bacon-- 

[00:03:31.92] TRANSLATOR: Means to knowledge instrumental. 

[00:03:35.88] TU WEIMING: Bacon defines knowledge as power different from the Greek idea of knowledge as wisdom. And this image-- 

[00:03:47.00] TRANSLATOR: Could you please, Bacon in time. Right now it sounds like ham. 

[00:03:52.08] TU WEIMING: 17 the or 18th century Enlightenment experience. 

[00:03:54.88] TRANSLATOR: 17th to 18th century, Francis Bacon. [NON-ENGLISH] Scientific Revolution [NON-ENGLISH]. 

[00:04:02.20] TU WEIMING: And the image is that rationality is a light source that will help us when we extend knowledge, ignorance of understanding the world will gradually disappear. If we continue to shine the light of rationality, the universe like this room, all the furniture, all the dimensions of the room will become known. That optimism, obviously, is no longer tenable based upon the development of new physics. 

[00:04:38.76] The assumption is that as our knowledge horizon, our knowledge extends, our willingness, our need to know more becomes more compelling. And in a way, ignorance extends further. This is a special kind of human condition. It's the cognitive deficit and the affective surplus. 

[00:05:03.52] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH] 

[00:05:04.80] TU WEIMING: Our ability to know always fall short of our feeling, emotion, intention, need to know more. And there's always an overflow of emotion, and there's always the deficit of being able to truly understand. 

[00:05:22.32] TRANSLATOR: You can pause there. 

[00:05:23.95] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:05:25.28] TRANSLATOR: And this is the reason why-- 

[00:05:27.16] TU WEIMING: The human condition is such. 

[00:05:29.88] TRANSLATOR: Are you saying that this is the reason why Francis Bacon's optimism can no longer-- 

[00:05:35.80] TU WEIMING: The Enlightenment, the classical Enlightenment faith in the knower's ability to know in order to extend knowledge itself is untenable. 

[00:05:46.10] TRANSLATOR: Untenable. 

[00:05:47.08] TRANSLATOR: And the more you know, the more you see you don't know. Which means the expanse of ignorance increases even faster than the extent of knowledge. 

[00:05:53.95] TRANSLATOR: Knowledge, yeah. 

[00:05:55.33] TU WEIMING: The primary concern of virtually all spiritual traditions, East and West, in particular Buddhist tradition, is self-knowledge, self-understanding, self-realization through the science and art of self-cultivation as spiritual exercises. In this sense, philosophy is a way of life, consists of spiritual exercises to explore the inner landscape. Your holiness talked about what happened to the inner landscape of the human condition. 

[00:06:29.61] The focus of the Enlightenment of science is to explore nature, the outer landscape. 

[00:06:36.13] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:06:40.61] TU WEIMING: The emergence of new physics as a method strongly suggests at a minimum, based upon my very limited knowledge, that the exclusive dichotomies feature prominently in Descartes and many other Enlightenment thinkers, body/mind, spirit/matter, subject/object, the either/or thinking will have to be replaced by a much more fruitful, nuanced, layered idea of integration of the surface, the depth, the inside, the outside, the part, the whole, the root, the branch. 

[00:07:23.13] And it is, in this sense, the ability to appreciate fruitful ambiguities rather than to search for that which is, in a limited sense, true and certain, opens up all kinds of new possibilities. 

[00:07:40.53] TRANSLATOR: This loaded term, you said a fruitful ambiguity. By ambiguity, do you mean simply a lack of clarity, or do you mean something with a lot more juice in it? 

[00:07:47.93] TU WEIMING: With all kinds of potentiality, possibility, and inexhaustible supply of things that we've yet to know. We do not know. 

[00:07:55.75] TRANSLATOR: So not simply a lack of clarity? 

[00:07:57.19] TU WEIMING: No, it's certainly not because fruitful and this integrated vision of the knower demands a beneficial interaction between the two kinds of Enlightenment, the Western Enlightenment focusing on rationality, instrumental rationality, exploring the external landscape; and the Asian, particularly the Buddhist Enlightenment. And many of the terms and ideas that were considered suspect before, such as dialogue, communication, mutual interaction, intersubjectivity, particularly relationality, relatedness, interconnectedness-- all become absolutely critical for the training of the new knower. 

[00:08:49.07] In other words, the knower is no longer simply a limited notion of the rational animal. The knower contextualized would have to be able to mobilize resources of not only the mental, but also the physical, the bodily. In other words, not simply the cognitive function of mind, but also the affective dimensions of the heart, and even the body. And in this sense that the term personal knowledge, a Chicago scholar called the personal knowledge, embodied knowing or embodied thinking become very, very important. 

[00:09:32.43] Personal knowledge is not subjectivistic. It's not private. Profoundly sent, profoundly felt, or even embodied personal knowledge, can be publicly accountable, can be debated, can be argued interpersonally. And it is in this sense, we are actually I think the time is ripe for imagining a new kind of education. 

[00:09:58.85] And I would say it is highly desirable, and I think maybe even necessary, that this new education integrates self-cultivation of the Buddhist tradition in particular, with other traditions. The foundation of these spiritual disciplines of Buddhism, among others, in the training of the modern academy, including the highly specialized scholars in the natural sciences. 

[00:10:28.93] Because this is going to enhance self-awareness. As a knower or an observer, is not simply an individual. This is also going to enhance I would call the communal, critical, self-awareness of some of the most creative members, reflected members, of the scientific community. And this is absolutely necessary for the new breakthrough. 

[00:11:01.05] Now, Your Holiness as a spiritual master is amazingly open to the modern science. I think our colleagues were very impressed by your engagement. But I think the time is also right for scientists, not just physicists, scientists in general, to appreciate your insight of the Buddhist Enlightenment as a form of self-cultivation. 

[00:11:35.73] Specifically, if I could be a bit personal, in your view, how a modern thinking person sees a highly complex, specialized knowledge can benefit from this particular Buddhist insight. You're so much involved in the daily work, and I think you're probably the busiest person among us. And yet, there's the kind of spiritual quality of the openness and in what sense I think the colleagues here would be able to benefit from this particular insight. 

[00:12:17.03] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:12:31.31] TRANSLATOR: His Holiness was saying that he can't think of anything off hand to say, but he feels that definitely there is an atmosphere of warmth here, which is reflected in the form of smiles on the face of all the participants. 

[00:12:47.45] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:12:50.69] DALAI LAMA: Of course, it's my fundamental belief that basic human nature is gentleness, affectionate, I believe. Of course, there are some individual cases which they are, I think, they're stressed more on just knowledge. But still that part of human nature is still there. I think one scientist, I mean we have 24 hours thinking only what to say, he analyzed me. 

[00:13:25.87] TRANSLATOR: Yes. 

[00:13:28.61] TU WEIMING: I think even one second spent on cultivate compassion on these things, but even that person, when you see someone who is a passing through a difficult period or some painful experience, of course, someone's response is-- 

[00:13:52.25] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:13:54.01] TRANSLATOR: There's some natural response, compassion of concern. 

[00:13:59.88] DALAI LAMA: So that's kind of-- 

[00:14:02.18] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:14:05.97] And obviously, I think our knowledge is not for destruction. Clear, very clear. Yeah. The knowledge, well, these are, of course, one maybe it's a curiosity, and it's just to say happy to know more. But certainly, this is not meant for causing great pains or sorrows on human society, or a group of people or individual people. 

[00:14:41.17] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:15:15.42] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:15:19.24] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:15:21.17] TRANSLATOR: Is that awakening? Yeah, it's this whole idea that he's speaking of the Scottish and French Enlightenment. 

[00:15:26.49] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:15:29.06] TRANSLATOR: When you talk about Buddhist Enlightenment, you're talking in terms of self-cultivation rather than the enlightened state? 

[00:15:36.38] TU WEIMING: Oh yes, the enlightened state as well. 

[00:15:38.26] TRANSLATOR: Enlightened state as well then. 

[00:15:40.42] TU WEIMING: You see, the question really is bothersome and challenges me is that the notion of a spiritual fruition, which leads to this notion the all 3,000 worlds are being realized in one incident. But that vision based on compassion insight is certainly the vision of the accomplished spiritual meditator. 

[00:16:13.06] But that is not subjective alone, because it's personal and it's communicable, and it can help to transform the world. And how do people like ourselves and scientists in other areas to be able to link to that particular kind of experience as part of our way of not only understanding ourselves, but do our own work in many different specialized fields. 

[00:16:40.04] ARTHUR ZAJONC: Can I phrase in a nutshell, [INAUDIBLE]? There's a knowledge of the external world. We've discuss this knowledge. There's an inner knowledge, the knowledge of this inner world. The two kinds of Enlightenment point in the two directions, the outer accomplishment and knowledge, the inner accomplishment of knowledge. What is the relationship between these? Are they isolated and separated? 

[00:17:15.42] In some cases, this doesn't even exist. Or is there some way of bringing a fruitful relationship between the outer Enlightenment and the inner Enlightenment? 

[00:17:27.93] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:17:29.35] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:17:35.50] I should ask you this. 

[00:17:44.98] [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:18:05.14] TRANSLATOR: You want to translate it? Within Buddhist logic, with epistemology, there's a very common terminology. 

[00:18:11.22] TRANSLATOR: His Holiness said, he would like to talk about something else. 

[00:18:14.86] TRANSLATOR: I think we're headed-- I think he's going to come to it. It's an important topic. And I also went back to him and said, but what my question to him, I'll be this very, very short. 

[00:18:22.46] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:18:24.98] TRANSLATOR: The brief response is, there's definitely a relationship. 

[00:18:29.22] DALAI LAMA: I think obviously we need external development as well as internal development. I feel the external development is there. I think the facility or condition of our inner satisfaction, again, I think the purpose, I think generally speaking, the purpose of the exploring the reality, that also, I think the fulfillment of our inner satisfaction, I feel. So all these are there because ultimately that's the purpose. 

[00:19:07.38] TRANSLATOR: Relate to benefit to the humanity. 

[00:19:11.18] DALAI LAMA: And then also now here, I usually say up to now the modern science seems involved in the phenomena with something which can measure or calculate. But at the same time, 24 hours, we also experience another very important phenomena. That's the experience, feeling. That's one of the most important elements of our [NON-ENGLISH]. 

[00:19:52.54] TRANSLATOR: It's one of the most important factors that relate to our experience of joy and pain. 

[00:20:00.88] DALAI LAMA: So that the matters are only over the conditions to support increasing satisfaction and minimize pains. But then there are other ways and means to increase the attraction of happiness and reduce pains. So that's also equally important, whether one believes the religion or not. 

[00:20:36.82] That means always itself I think very important. So therefore no point too negative on that. So while we are exploring the external world, it's equally important to carry out some personal oscillating investigation about our mind, about our mental function. 

[00:21:00.98] And particularly in the field of emotion, what kind of emotion is beneficial, what kind of emotion is destructive. And then how to increase this positive emotion, how to reduce this negative emotion. 

[00:21:17.06] ARTHUR ZAJONC: Thank you. 

[00:21:18.54] DALAI LAMA: Now, another subject. 

[00:21:21.58] ARTHUR ZAJONC: May I suggest one of the subject, which is-- 

[00:21:24.82] TRANSLATOR: He wants just to raise the question. 

[00:21:26.32] TRANSLATOR: Yes, yes. He has a subject. Yes. And that is within Buddhist logic, there is commonly one speaks of a phenomenon of being one nature, but having different terms. An example would be best Anton may be regarded as a certain woman's son. Anton himself is a certain woman's son, and he's also a certain child's father. And so that certain child's father and that certain woman's son have the same nature. But there are these two approaches to it, these two terminologies for the same entity. So one entity, different terminology, depending on context. 

[00:21:59.90] Is there a similar kind of structure or classification within physics? Same nature, but different terminology, depending on context or frame of reference. 

[00:22:11.94] ARTHUR ZAJONC: Yeah, that's maybe a couple of people can speak to this. 

[00:22:18.06] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:22:40.30] TRANSLATOR: And in the context of that, or on the basis of that platform, then one speaks of mutual exclusivity, where you can speak of two phenomena having their own distinct natures. But if something is A, it cannot possibly be B. If it is B, it cannot be possibly be A, and that's it. So no third option. 

[00:22:57.02] So this runs very much through Buddhist logic and epistemology. 

[00:23:01.38] ARTHUR ZAJONC: Yeah. 

[00:23:02.22] DALAI LAMA: Well you just saved me. 

[00:23:05.62] ARTHUR ZAJONC: When in Rome. 

[00:23:08.61] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:23:10.99] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:23:14.60] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:23:19.42] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:23:24.74] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:23:25.66] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:23:26.78] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:23:27.93] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:23:49.10] TRANSLATOR: His Holiness would like to pursue this point a bit further, because in one of the previous Mind and Life discussions, there was this question of whether or not the law of this excluded middle, actually it seemed to be tenable was raised. And at that point, at that time, the response from the scientists were that it is actually not tenable anymore. 

[00:24:14.06] And the grounds which were given were very different from the ones which were given today. And it's all in these fields, the discussions that we have had this morning so far didn't seem to really brought home to him, didn't seem to really brought home to him that the law of excluded middle is untenable. 

[00:24:37.28] ARTHUR ZAJONC: Yeah. 

[00:24:37.86] TRANSLATOR: Or even that it's being challenged. 

[00:24:40.34] TRANSLATOR: Challenged yeah. So if you could-- 

[00:24:44.74] ARTHUR ZAJONC: Yeah, there are going to be a couple of ways to address this question. 

[00:24:50.14] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:24:51.82] TRANSLATOR: And also related to this is the discussion of whether or not the notion of universalism or some kind of generality is tenable. 

[00:25:05.18] TRANSLATOR: Whether you can even speak of universals as opposed to merely specifics or specifics alone. 

[00:25:11.34] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:25:36.46] TRANSLATOR: For example, we have two pens. 

[00:25:38.62] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:25:42.52] TRANSLATOR: For example, we have two pens here. And we can talk about this specific pen as opposed to that specific pen. But at the same time, we instantly recognize the commonality between the two, which suggests that we have some kind of concept of a universal pen. 

[00:25:59.18] And now the question is whether that universal pen is tenable, or whether it's a mere kind of a convenient sort of category that we use or-- 

[00:26:09.51] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:26:29.33] TRANSLATOR: He said, of course, if we were to search for this universal pen, being a pen that is a universal that can be seen to be pervading both these two instances of pen, if we were to search for it, of course, we would not find it. In the same manner as through the quantum physics, if we were to search for a sort of specific point or whatever, they remain untenable. 

[00:26:55.79] But at the same time, it can be maintained some kind of existence of pen without any specificity, which is a referent of the term pen, and also which is the object of our perception and concept. 

[00:27:13.51] ARTHUR ZAJONC: There are two questions here that have been raised concerning the law of excluded middle and the other concerning universality. I wonder if I can make just a simple first step towards the first question. And then, David, if you'd like to amplify, you seem to have something to say. 

[00:27:34.87] Here is the crystal you looked through this morning. In classical thinking we would say, for example, I could put this crystal into this glass and not into this glass, or I could place the crystal into this glass, but not into this glass. There is no way for me to place this crystal without breaking it into both glasses. This would seem to be a logical impossibility. 

[00:28:07.47] Now, if this is not a crystal, but an electron, a quantum particle, and there is something analogous, completely analogous to these glasses, I can put the electron into one glass, not into this glass. I can put the electron into the second glass, but not into the first. But I also have a new possibility. I have the possibility of putting the electron into a state which is non-classical, is very difficult to think of. This is the fruitful ambiguity. It's ambiguous. 

[00:28:44.19] It is in what we call in physics, the superposition state, where you could say it is in the single object, is in some sense, which is hard to describe in normal language, in both places. It's in both glasses. And this is an experimental fact. It's not just an imagination or a way of speaking or a kind of convention in some arbitrary way, because they are specific experimental consequences of that particular state where the electron, a single electron, not this electron in half, but the single electron is in this ambiguous superposition state. 

[00:29:25.27] TRANSLATOR: A single instance? 

[00:29:26.71] ARTHUR ZAJONC: And so it stays in this state. 

[00:29:28.83] TRANSLATOR: Yeah, but the point is it's simultaneous. I mean, it would be a triviality. Say it goes into this glass and then this glass, you mean simultaneous? 

[00:29:34.01] TRANSLATOR: Simultaneous? 

[00:29:34.95] ARTHUR ZAJONC: Yeah. 

[00:29:35.95] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:29:36.45] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:29:37.32] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:29:37.94] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:29:38.93] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:29:44.65] ANTON ZEILINGER: Maybe let's clarify a little bit. The statement is not that the crystal is in both glasses at the same time. The statement is that it is ambiguous whether the crystal is here or here. The complete quantum description contains both possibilities, we say. We are saying the crystal is in a superposition of being here and here. We don't know. But the important point is that some other new phenomena follows from this ambiguity. So it is different. 

[00:30:22.39] ARTHUR ZAJONC: Yeah, that's a crucial point. 

[00:30:23.11] ANTON ZEILINGER: Because it's not just indefinite. It's a difference between-- I was leading to this, it's a difference between saying in other situations can arise where I say the crystal is definitely here or definitely here, but I don't know. 

[00:30:40.51] ARTHUR ZAJONC: It's not there. 

[00:30:41.25] ANTON ZEILINGER: This is subjective ignorance. I just don't know. OK? But in this other way, there is no way to tell whether it is here or here. And we have to leave this ambiguity open. And we we will leave this ambiguity open, something new for us. 

[00:31:00.53] ARTHUR ZAJONC: New phenomenon, new experimental results. 

[00:31:02.87] ANTON ZEILINGER: And one of them was the interference Your Holiness saw yesterday. 

[00:31:09.19] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:31:15.71] TRANSLATOR: Let's translate it. Yeah, His Holiness is asking when you see this superimposition, is it simply that it might possibly be in both or are you saying something more than that or less than that? 

[00:31:31.31] ARTHUR ZAJONC: Like possibly be in both? 

[00:31:32.79] TRANSLATOR: Yeah, that's a direct translation. [FOREIGN] means it could be. It could be in either. Is that all you're saying? 

[00:31:38.83] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:31:44.59] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:31:45.73] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:31:49.47] TRANSLATOR: Then it becomes trivial. It becomes trivial if that's all it is. And then it would become trivial if that were all it were, then it would become trivial. If you just say, oh, it could be an either. So it's got to be something. Therefore, clarify. 

[00:32:01.83] ARTHUR ZAJONC: But it could be in this one. 

[00:32:02.77] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:32:04.84] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:32:09.11] ARTHUR ZAJONC: If I do the following, and I put this here. 

[00:32:13.42] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:32:18.44] I don't get this one. 

[00:32:21.03] ARTHUR ZAJONC: It could be this or it could be in that. That's not what we're talking about. 

[00:32:24.91] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:32:25.81] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:32:27.62] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:32:34.95] TRANSLATOR: So it's not that. So what is it? 

[00:32:36.63] ARTHUR ZAJONC: Well, this is the impossible description. 

[00:32:42.99] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:32:45.47] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 

[00:32:47.01] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:32:50.83] DALAI LAMA: Well, there's all the other stuff. 

[00:32:54.51] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:32:57.83] DAVID FINKELSTEIN: It is certainly polarized this way. 

[00:32:59.61] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:33:02.07] DAVID FINKELSTEIN: It's polarized this way. In some sense both and neither. 

[00:33:06.19] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:33:07.59] TRANSLATOR: No kidding. 

[00:33:10.63] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 

[00:33:13.55] DAVID FINKELSTEIN: Now, this is not a breakdown of the excluded middle. At one time, it was thought to be a breakdown of excluded middle by the philosopher Reichenbach. This was very early in the days of quantum theory. Von Neumann quickly straightened it out and showed that this funny situation, and the one that Justin suggested with the two cups, is a breakdown of the distributive law. But there have been important studies of breakdowns of the excluded middle. 

[00:33:49.89] In fact, these are the two main changes in logic of this century. The breakdown of the excluded middle and the breakdown of distribution both turn out to be consequences of incompleteness. 

[00:34:04.95] TRANSLATOR: Can you-- 

[00:34:06.11] [INTERPOSING VOICES] 

[00:34:07.43] DAVID FINKELSTEIN: They have nothing to do with each other. 

[00:34:09.17] TRANSLATOR: And you were just suggesting that Reichenbach was wrong, while Neumann was right, which reinstates the law of excluded middle. And now you're saying it is banished. 

[00:34:18.85] DAVID FINKELSTEIN: There have been two-- 

[00:34:20.85] TRANSLATOR: There's a disconnect. 

[00:34:21.31] DAVID FINKELSTEIN: --separate developments in logic in this century, both having to do with the incompleteness of logical systems. But they-- 

[00:34:29.35] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:34:34.35] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:34:35.83] TRANSLATOR: So are you suggesting that the nature of logic is such that it can never be complete? 

[00:34:41.79] DAVID FINKELSTEIN: Yes, for two different reasons. The most dramatic, perhaps, is the incompleteness discovered by Gödel, that a system of logic rich enough to express arithmetic cannot be complete. In particular, cannot answer the question of its own consistency. This is an incompleteness that seems to arise out of the problem of self-reference. It is impossible to know yourself completely in a formal system. 

[00:35:13.67] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:35:18.51] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] So there is an analogous problem in Buddhist epistemology, in the sense that in many of the Buddhist epistemological systems, often the validation of the objective world is done on the basis of validation of the cognition. And then the question arises, how do you validate the cognition, the knowledge. And then so long as you are not able to develop a epistemological system where there is a mutual validation or mutual dependence, then you will need some other means of validation. 

[00:35:58.47] So some Buddhist epistemologists started postulating an A receptive faculty to cognitive events so that any instance of cognition is accompanied by a faculty, which is a perceptive. 

[00:36:18.99] DAVID FINKELSTEIN: As a result, there are propositions about numbers which can be believed without contradiction. But you can also deny them without contradiction. And if by true you mean provable, then they are neither true nor false. And so one needs a logical system without the excluded middle. And such a system was developed by Brouwer. It's called intuitionistic logic, and it's very important in the theory of computation. 

[00:36:50.72] TRANSLATOR: Can you give a description of intuitionistic logic? 

[00:36:55.24] DAVID FINKELSTEIN: The concept was formed by the mathematician [INAUDIBLE] Brouwer. He was deeply concerned about what it meant to say that a mathematical statement is true. 

[00:37:09.08] DALAI LAMA: Oh, [INAUDIBLE]. 

[00:37:11.32] DAVID FINKELSTEIN: And he insisted, ultimately, that to say it's true meant that you could perceive it in your intuition, clearly and completely. This meant, for example, that he was not content to prove something existing by showing that the denial of its existence led to a contradiction. That doesn't tell you what the thing was. 

[00:37:35.28] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:37:46.20] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:37:48.10] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:37:50.00] TRANSLATOR: In Buddhism, there is probably, one could say, a tension between two systems of epistemology. One is a system of epistemology that arises out of a realist school, where the underlying metaphysics are very much realist. And then on the basis of that. 

[00:38:10.66] TRANSLATOR: I'll just be rephrasing it. Please continue. Where the very criterion of a valid cognition is some truly existent entity that is used to determine whether this is valid cognition independent in relationship to and having as a criterion for that some truly existent phenomenon. An absolute phenomenon. 

[00:38:25.02] TRANSLATOR: Yes. And then there could be another system of epistemology where the underlying metaphysics is a rejection of any possibility of intrinsic entities, any possibility of some kind of absolute reality out there. So there are two systems of epistemology which can be very different. 

[00:38:45.88] TRANSLATOR: And the second one, once again, is you still have valid cognition. You still have a criterion for valid cognition, but it's not in reference to an absolute fully existent phenomenon. And so then the question becomes, how do you determine? What are the criteria for valid cognition and non-valid cognitions without some external independent referent that is truly existent? So two very different ways. 

[00:39:06.50] DAVID FINKELSTEIN: Which of these applies to mathematics? 

[00:39:08.96] TRANSLATOR: Another question. 

[00:39:10.08] DAVID FINKELSTEIN: How do you recognize valid cognition about numbers? 

[00:39:15.92] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:40:07.84] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:40:13.34] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:40:14.81] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:40:18.21] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:41:07.96] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:41:15.02] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:41:16.44] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:41:27.75] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:41:39.00] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:41:47.52] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:41:48.52] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:41:55.36] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:42:00.91] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:42:17.76] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:42:52.05] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:42:52.96] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:43:02.18] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:43:05.04] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:43:36.72] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:43:39.69] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:43:42.17] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:43:48.62] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:43:52.60] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:43:57.04] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:44:01.84] TRANSLATOR: I'll start. This is going to be definitely a dual project because it's something that's-- yes. OK. We're going to have a dual translation here because it's only a meta statement. And then I challenged it. And then we had a whole lot of conversation out of that. 

[00:44:16.56] If you're establishing, if the criterion for a valid cognition is some truly existent phenomenon, then you're going to always be referring to that. So we'll set that aside, because that's not the view His Holiness adopts. That's not the view of the Madhyamaka. 

[00:44:29.64] Now, if we are not positing some absolute phenomenon and you're still trying to establish the distinction, establish a criterion for distinction between valid cognition and non-valid cognition, how do you go about doing it, since you don't have any absolute reference to bounce it off of, no correspondence theory? So there are two ways of doing it. You have a certain cognition. And now you want to know is this valid or is it invalid. 

[00:44:52.32] Well, if you have cognition and it's not invalidated by another valid cognition then you can say it stands. That's one approach. Or upon careful examination, upon a careful examination, you find that you're not invalidated, that it's the cognition itself is not invalidated by this very careful critical analysis. If it's not invalidated by that, you say it stands. That's His Holiness's first statement. 

[00:45:17.80] And I said, well, that sounds problematic because you say this first one is not invalidated by another valid cognition. How do you know whether it's valid or not? And then he gave an example. Well, there are many cases where even in the continuum of a single individual who can have an earlier cognition, you can have a later cognition, and the later one doesn't invalidate the prior ones. You can say that's that. 

[00:45:37.80] And I said, well, there are all kinds of supports. That is, a number of people may share the same misconception. So we say, oh, he's from-- I say this, and then you have the same misconception. You say, oh yes, you're right. And we ask another, oh yes, you're right. So we're all supporting each other, but it's all false. And so then what do you do? How does that stand up? 

[00:45:56.24] And so now you take over. 

[00:45:58.92] [LAUGHTER] 

[00:46:00.66] There's much more interesting stuff to come. 

[00:46:03.16] TRANSLATOR: No, I think His Holiness was making the point that once you do away with any possibility of grounding epistemology in a truly existing external world. 

[00:46:14.54] TRANSLATOR: Or internal world. 

[00:46:15.92] TRANSLATOR: Or internal world for that matter, then the option that you have is developing a kind of epistemological system where there is a kind of a mutual dependence between subject and object, and this is the basic approach of the Madhyamaka system that in some sense the reality of the object is validated by the cognition. The validity of the cognition is validated by the reality of the object. 

[00:46:44.71] TRANSLATOR: It's a bootstrap. It's a bootstrap. 

[00:46:46.97] TRANSLATOR: We cannot really separate the two. They are so intertwined that to talk about a valid cognition without reference to the reality of the object is simply one could say nonsensical. And similarly, to talk about the reality of an object without a very fine cognition is again nonsensical. 

[00:47:08.33] Now the question is now, if that is the case, how do we determine whether an instance of cognition is valid or invalid? Then Alan gave his own translation of [INAUDIBLE] point that one of the criteria used is that it should not be negated by any other instance of a valid knowledge, conventional. That's a conventional valid knowledge. Not only that, but also it should not be negated by a mode of analysis that probes into the deeper nature of that reality, that object. 

[00:47:48.45] So-- 

[00:47:49.13] TRANSLATOR: Its ultimate mode of existence, and you're going beyond, it's merely relative or conventional nature. When you start probing into its ultimate nature, it shouldn't be invalid and invalidated or as [INAUDIBLE] said, negated by that. So it shouldn't be negated. 

[00:48:01.71] TRANSLATOR: So there's a distinction being made between not finding something and negating something. Although through an ultimate analysis, one may not find the object under investigation, but that is not to indicate, that does not entail, that very object under investigation has been negated by that form of analysis. And then Alan raised this question. And then His Holiness said that perhaps there are different types of knowledge. 

[00:48:38.09] For example, in the case of the cognition-- 

[00:48:41.05] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:48:42.46] TRANSLATOR: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:48:43.40] DALAI LAMA: [NON-ENGLISH SPEECH] 

[00:48:44.81] TRANSLATOR: Of course, then here the Madhyamakas would seek probably support in the notion of, we have used earlier, the notion of convention, which is problematic, of course. 

[00:48:57.79] TRANSLATOR: Consensual agreement. 

[00:48:58.83] TRANSLATOR: Consensual agreement. And there could be many different types of consensual agreement with relation to different types of object and investigation. 

[00:49:09.03] TRANSLATOR: There's consensual agreement. This is a glass. 

[00:49:10.71] TRANSLATOR: This is a glass. 

[00:49:11.35] TRANSLATOR: Not an ultimate statement, but we all agree this is what we call a glass. 

[00:49:13.95] TRANSLATOR: So even if someone disputes that by saying that this is something else, then that proposition can be easily invalidated by the knowledge perception that this is a glass. But in the case of probably one could say value judgments. 

[00:49:31.95] TRANSLATOR: Yeah, exactly that. 

[00:49:33.69] TRANSLATOR: I mean, Alan's example was this during Nazi Germany, the perceptions people had, the values people had was very different, and a lot of people supported it. And how do you argue that this is an invalid position? So if someone was suggesting that perhaps in the case of value judgments, probably the consensual agreement that one would be drawing from would be perhaps of a different kind. 

[00:50:00.09] TU WEIMING: I want to distinguish there. When I was saying that one invalid cognition could support another, could support another, there was a mass invalid cognition among many Germans in the 1930s that all of the economic problems were really fundamentally attributed to the Jews, and a lot of people supported each other in that. They're all wrong. And it doesn't matter whether there were 10,000 or 10 million. It's not reality by vote. They were wrong. 

[00:50:22.25] But now His Holiness, and I would just say they're wrong. But now His Holiness is bringing another much lighter type of thing that's not simply a value judgment. That is a reality statement. We have these financial problems. Germany is in a mess. And it's these people's fault. That's not a value judgment. That's a reality statement. But then a purely value judgment would be as if someone is saying, oh this type of art form is good, impressionistic art is good. And if a lot of people look at impressionistic art and they say, oh, this is good art, no one can invalidate. 

[00:50:50.65] In other words, this is by consensual agreement and that stands. If you don't like it, then I disagree. But for that group of people, that is a true statement. And it's true because they think so. But it's not true that the Jews were the cause of the problems of Germany, because they all think so, so different types of situation. 

[00:51:09.13] DALAI LAMA: Affirmative. 

[00:51:10.61] TRANSLATOR: OK. 

[00:51:11.73] ARTHUR ZAJONC: Thank you. 

[00:51:12.23] DALAI LAMA: Thank you. 

