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w a n t  to  h a v e  p r o p e r  m a t h e m a t i c s .  We l l ,  m a t h e m a t i c s  is  t o o  i m -  
p o r t a n t  to  be  l e f t  to  m a t h e m a t i c i a n s ,  so  y o u  bu i l d  c o m p u t e r s .  T h e y  
do not  m a k e  m i s t a k e s .  A n d  y o u  b u i l d  b i g g e r  a n d  b e t t e r  c o m p u t e r s .  
P r e t t y  soon ,  h o p e f u l l y ,  w h a t  y o u  h a v e  is  t h e  s c i e n t i s t  who  t a k e s  t h e  
t a p e  a n d  pu t s  it in to  t h e  c o m p u t e r .  T h i s  i s  t h e  d i g n i t y  of  s c i e n t i f i c  
labor. The scientist is the intermediary between the machine that 
measures the entity and the computer that figures out what in hell 
it all means. 

I w o u l d  l i k e  to  s u g g e s t ,  a n d  I t h i n k  it  s h o u l d  by  now b e  q u i t e  
o b v i o u s ,  t h a t  I c o n s i d e r  a l l  t h r e e  of t h e s e  v i e w s  w r o n g ,  a n d  t h a t ,  
in  f a c t ,  i t  i s  a k ind  of  s t e w  of a l l  t h r e e  t h a t  h a s  to  a c e r t a i n  e x t e n t  
c r e a t e d  t h e  c r i s i s  in  w h i c h  we  e x i s t  t o d a y .  F r o m  B a c o n i a n i s m  
c o m e  t h e  p a p e r s  t h a t  a r e  p u b l i s h e d  t h a t  m e a n  n o t h i n g ,  o r  t h a t  a r e  
l o s t ;  t h a t  a r e  p u b l i s h e d  and  a r e  n e v e r  s i g h t e d  a g a i n ;  w h i c h  l i t e r a l l y  
c l o g  t h e  l i n e s  of c o m m u n i c a t i o n .  

I always use, as my favorite, a paper which was published in 

Nature, which I read for my sins, entitled "The Non-Random Dis- 
tribution of Bull Sperm in a Test Tube. ~' Well, who can pass by 
an article such as that? I sat down and read it. The conclusion 

was that bull sperm do not collide elastically with glass. I gather 

the practical, important point is, never buy a glass-lined cow. 
This paper, I am sure, not only was lost, but it should have been 

lost, and, in fact, should never have been published. 

But notice, on the Baconian view, it is after all a fact. And 
who knows ? This is the great justification; you go back--and you 
can always do this with history--and pull out an example. Look at 
Semmelweiss in Austria where he showed the germ theory to physi- 
cians and nobody paid any attention to it. Supposing they had listen- 
ed to him? Think of the lives that could have been saved. And so, 
who knows how important this paper on bull sperm will ultimately 
be? But, somewhere along the line some kind of critical judgment 
must be made. 

I would like to suggest that there is a fourth way of looking at 
seience, which permits the exercise of this critical judgment and 
which removes--I would not say all--these difficulties involved, 
but which removes some of them. This is a view which by no 
means is original with me; it is the view of Karl Popper--probably 
many of you know of him--a British philosopher of science, who 
has written a number of bad books, but who has had, I think, one 

important idea in his life. 


