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Abstract. 

1. The sciences of the western Indo-European (WIE) tradition claim to enhance human welfare, by improving our ability to predict and control. 


2. In a previous study, we used our alternative frame of reference to examine some of the observable effects which the development and application of twentieth-century science have had on Planet Earth and on its various inhabitants. Many of these effects cast doubt on the accuracy of current scientific predicting. 


3. In particular, we have found that these effects include not only contributing to the rapid extinction of unprecedented numbers of species, but also to making the planet less and less habitable. Today these devastating effects continue to increase in scope and severity, at exponentially-increasing rates. 


4. Building upon premises and principles enunciated by Alfred Korzybski between 1921 and 1950, the author and his collaborators have generated an alternative frame of reference based on non-identity. These premises yield a notational language composed of intrinsically dynamic symbols, which turns out especially suitable for use by any human intent on describing in a testable manner how any living organism-as-a-whole deals with its-environment-at-a-date. Moreover, our non-standard “outsider” framework allows us to disclose difficulties within the WIE disciplines, including the WIE sciences, as no “insider” can. 


5. Using this non-standard frame of reference, we have uncovered and characterized a hidden, untenable assumption within the foundations of the intrinsically static WIE discursive languages and within the premises of the specialized and static sub-languages based on them — the currently-dominant versions of the WIE logics, mathematics, sciences, philosophies, jurisprudences, religions, etc. The premises of our alternative frame of reference systematically reject and eliminate that untenable assumption. Therefore our frame of reference satisfies the logical criterion of generality — demonstrably qualifies as more general than do WIE frames of reference.


6. We have proposed and published revisions to the foundations of WIE logic and mathematics; have re-worked biology and the human psycho-social sciences and made them rigorous; and published revisions to the modern physical sciences. In closing, I consider in brief detail some of the criticisms of and proposed revisions to WIE physics. 
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The firm determination to submit to experiment is not enough; there are still dangerous hypotheses; first, and above all, those which are tacit and unconscious. Since we make them without knowing it, we are powerless to abandon them.

H. Poincaré

INTRODUCTION

Let me start by declaring myself an Outsider. Granted, I did take part in a joint conference of the Institute for General Semantics and the Society for General Systems Research; and the editors of the journal Philosophy Forum did publish the review of Ludwig von Bertalanffy's book Robots, Men and Minds which they invited me to write [
]. But still, I believe that I don’t know the detailed structuring of your discipline. Perhaps key parts of your technical terminology lie outside my active vocabulary. I don’t pretend to know what breakthroughs you celebrate at this meeting, nor what problems stop you cold. 

When Dr. Dubois informed me that the conference had accepted my paper for presentation, he also assured me that he considered my approach completely wrong.

Perhaps some of you came to this talk for comic relief.

But precisely as an outsider, I do have something to offer you. I proffer a different place to stand, or what I might call an alternative frame of reference. If you will let me lead you to this novel vantage-point, you may find that the way you see your accomplishments and your obstacles changes. 

According to at least one version of the logic of science, the topic of “evidence that my theory contains some specific error” holds more possibilities for significant gains in knowledge than almost any other, and so we might expect it to rivet the attention of scientists. Perhaps sensing “reasons to suspect that my theory may contain some specific error”, though more vague, holds even larger possibilities, and might prove even more concernful.

Some fifty years ago, I came to suspect that some kind of error “exists” or “occurs” in the areas that most interested me. Somewhere between my age 15 and 17, I began saying that our theories of human behavior seemed inadequate to me, and that I wanted a hand in revising them. Today, at age 69, I assert that I have had, and made use of, that opportunity. 

In my presentation today, I shall discuss how I progressed from suspecting trouble in those areas, to sensing a distinct body of error, to characterizing the structuring of this error, to finding ways to eliminate it from my own growing alternative frame of reference, and also explicitly to document some of its more egregious consequences. Had he known of this work, Poincaré might have said that I had uncovered and made explicit some of the tacit and unconscious assumptions which he referred to. At this point in my studies, I can describe this error as related to that of confusing Name with Thing Named, or of equating ‘map’ and ‘territory’. Furthermore, succinctly, I can display this error as an untenable assumption
 embedded in the grammar of the western Indo-European (WIE) discursive languages. Its consequences show up not only in what we do when we language in Dutch, English, French, German, Greek, Latin, Sanskrit, etc., but also in what we generate when we use our linguistic specializations, e.g., practice the “disciplines” of the currently dominant versions of the WIE logics, mathematics, sciences, philosophies, jurisprudences, religions, etc. 

To their detriment, and the detriment of those who rely on them.

I would not feel surprised if, the first time you heard me list the arenas which display consequences of this error, you felt incredulous. I do request that you listen to the discussion of how I made my own understanding of this error, and its consequences, more and more explicit — and that, having heard what I have to say on that topic, you reflect on what this might mean for your own inquiries. 

Since most or all of you have remained seated, I take it that you consent to follow me to the unfamiliar perspective I spoke of. To get started, I ask you to align yourselves, provisionally and temporarily, with an altered stance concerning where we humans live and how we manage to live there.

A. Where Do We Humans Live? [
]

Like other organisms, we humans live amidst and transact with “doings” or “happenings” which we usually classify as non-living. We also live amidst and transact with other living organisms, human and non-human. Unlike non-human organisms, we humans create, and transact with, another kind of environment. Generically, I call it symbolizing. We humans create, and transact with, that which we commonly call culture and language, within which categories we include art, music, etc., etc. To hint at the intricacy of this dimension of the environment of humans, I hold that symbolizing entails verbal-level “doings” or “happenings” as well as the non-verbal ones we share with other organisms. And the verbal-level “doings” or “happenings” follow from presuppositions — at least some of which, at any given date, we may already have made more or less explicit.

B: What Do We Humans Do That Keeps Us Alive, Undamaged, And Growing From One Moment To The Next For A Whole Lifespan?

I do not recall having seen anyone else ask and answer exactly this question.

To answer it, I posit two constructs, and hold that any human organism continues alive, intact and growing by participating in the interplay between them [
]. 

As the first of these, I posit that human (and non-human) organisms live under conditions of radical uncertainty. No organism knows for sure, or can know, exactly what will happen next. No organism can attain “absolute certainty”. 

For any organism, then, her/his continuing survival depends on sufficiently accurate predicting in the face of this unavoidable uncertainty. In order to stay alive and to avoid getting killed or injured, this organism has to make survival-oriented guesses concerning what to do to get what s/he needs to go on living, and how to avoid harm. And then s/he must do it — put these guesses to test by acting on them. Any organism survives only so long as her/his key survival-oriented guesses, or enough of these guesses, end up not-disconfirmed. 

To express my position colloquially, I assume that humans assume — indeed, that we cannot not-assume — and that what we do, non-verbally and/or verbally, follows strictly from what we assume. 

Then in my view, our discursive languages and our “disciplines” or linguistic specializations stem from these usually unnoticed traditional assumptions, which we learned in infancy and childhood — at Mother’s knee, so to speak. As Alfred Korzybski (1879-1950) puts it, for the most part, the traditional assumptions which we share, and live from, remain

… totally unknown and unsuspected, unless uncovered after painful research [
]. 

We may have learned them mainly from Mother, but Mother knew what she assumed even less well than we do. 

I and my collaborators grew up relying on these traditional assumptions, just as did most of the members of my audience. However, we have since shifted our allegiance, and have come to rely on alternative assumptions, which we know in a manner entirely different from the inadequate way we ‘know’ those traditional assumptions. One human, Alfred Korzybski, generated these premises between 1921 and 1941. He called them the non-aristotelian premises, and published them in 1941 [
]. We base our alternative frame of reference on these novel premises. 

In 1931, Kurt Gödel published a proof concerning undecidable propositions which any practitioner can generate within any system at least as complicated as ordinary arithmetic [
]. Gödel’s theorem has a corollary: No one can see (understand) a system from within the system. 
By an inverse of Gödel’s corollary, then, our alternative frame of reference in principle allows its exponents to see (understand) — to make new distinctions about, and even within — those WIE “disciplines” (sub-languages), as no insider can. 

So we offer one way to climb out of the ‘system’, the “box”, which has for millennia confined exponents of WIE disciplines. Perhaps this will prove useful to you — “fruitful”.

Meanwhile, I imagine that few members of my audience know the work, or even the name, of Alfred Korzybski. So I’d better give a brief overview.

KORZYBSKI and the LOGICAL CONSTRUCTS OF NON-IDENTITY vs. IDENTITY 

Korzybski’s non-aristotelian premises deal with the way any organism abstracts so as to generate some kind of ‘map’ of that ‘territory’ made up of what goes on in and around our organism. These premises posit constraints on that process: any abstracting, along with any products of this process, remain(s) intrinsically inaccurate, incomplete, and self-referential. 

Although Korzybski did not say this in so many words, I hold that his premises posit a Cosmos with human observers in it. Within that setting, he comes to expel the logical construct of identity (the notion of absolute sameness in all respects, or negation of difference) from the roster of acceptable constructs.

In effect, Korzybski makes a quick tour of the universe, asking, “In a cosmos which has human observers in it, when and where may we legitimately use the logical construct of identity? Where and when does the notion of absolute sameness in all respects, or negation of difference, prove valid? Under what circumstances does it apply?” His considered opinion: Never. In a cosmos with human observers in it, under no circumstances does identity survive scrutiny [
]. And then Korzybski makes an outrageous suggestion: Since identity never holds, he says, let's not rely on it. 

Korzybski proposes that we reject identity — disallow it as a valid “relation.” 

But, historically speaking, he did not show us how to do that.

To state the matter in more general terms, I noticed that Korzybski treats identity and non-identity as a term-pair, where we can define neither term in the absence of an explicit or clearly understood definition of the other. Furthermore, in the context of taking them as foundations or presuppositions, we put opposing “values” on them. I can express this “valuing”  by means of constructs such as “like” vs. “dislike”. In such terms, there exist not one but two ways to hold or “value” the two members of this term-pair: (a) One can “like” identity as a foundation and “dislike” (or ignore) non-identity (as our linguistic forbears did); or else (b) one can “dislike” identity and “like” non-identity [
]. 

On one level, the selection of which way to hold the term-pair becomes a matter of preference. On another level, each choice, each selection, may well turn out to have an associated array of advantages and disadvantages. But once a choice has become possible, any human who uses this term-pair at all must choose which way to use it. Korzybski himself takes a stand, declaring himself one of the company — the first of the company — of those who explicitly prefer non-identity. I and my collaborators join him in that stand. 

Korzybski thus creates a choice with consequences — a fork in the road, or a turning-point, for the human race — where no choice had previously existed. Korzybski’s accomplishment has allowed me to view the underpinnings — the premises — of the WIE frames of reference from outside the system. 

Let me mention one significant difference this has made. As practitioners of this alternative frame of reference, I and one of my collaborators, the late Ronald V. Harrington, have provided at least the beginnings of some alternative “disciplines”. About thirty years ago, I derived a — what should I call it? — a “grammar” — from the non-aristotelian premises, by making a small number of explicit logical steps. Then, on that derived grammar, I and Harrington generated a non-standard notation of the “Let’s Keep Track of What We Say” type, analogous to but entirely distinct from the WIE mathematical theory of sets [
]. 

To the best of my knowing, up till then, the human species had not had a derived grammar to play with. 

By providing one — and building up a non-standard notation on it, one capable of supporting “chains” of symbolic “operations” analogous to what WIE exponents call ‘reasoning’ — I back up the claim that we have already revised the foundations of logic and mathematics.

Now let us return to our metaphorical journey. In order to make clear how best to approach this novel perspective, I shall provide a semi-autobiographical  account of how I and my collaborators built it up. 

In the rest of the body of this paper, I consider five different topics in turn, and under each one, state a Focal Issue and an Accomplishment. 

1. Two papers, 1963 and 1965 (verbal only, no mathematics) [
] 

Korzybskian general semantics has much to say about details of human behavior, but does not present a theory of human behavior. In the two cited papers, I propose such a theory, based on the non-aristotelian premises set forth by Korzybski [
]. As I said above, these premises posit a Cosmos with human observers in it, and within that setting, expel the logical construct of identity (the notion of absolute sameness in all respects, or negation of difference) from the roster of acceptable constructs. The theory I propose compares human behaving (and also human experiencing) to a self-correcting system. 

Focal Issue1 

Can we humans structure our theories of human behavior so they acceptably fulfill a specifiable logical pattern, starting with premises? 

The most fundamental difference between this work and that of earlier students of human behavior, such as Sigmund Freud or Abraham Maslow, lies in the fact that the earlier workers did not recognize or discuss their own premises, nor the logic of their own formulations. I did and do.

Accomplishment1
In these two papers, I begin the process of providing a rigorous basis for such theories. 

I mention these papers partly because they provide the first step, the basis, for just about everything I’ve done since; and partly because they form a bridge between the previous, non-rigorous studies of “human behavior” and our own formalized theory of human behaving-and-experiencing. Our formalized theory (a) transcends traditional viewpoints such as the ‘mind’-‘matter’ dualism, and (b) meets or exceeds the currently-accepted standards of rigor upheld by exponents of the WIE logics, mathematics, “hard” sciences, etc.

2. First Mathematical Papers, 1969 [
] 

Collaborating with the late John F. Randolph, then Fayerweather Professor of Mathematics at the University of Rochester, I subjected the verbal doctrine presented in the 1963 and 1965 papers to logical analysis, and framed it as an axiomatic system stated in an algebraic dialect of the WIE mathematical theory of sets (a variant of that of N. Bourbaki). 

Between roughly 1910 and the 1950’s to 1960’s CE, mathematicians performed a set theory analysis of every known branch of WIE mathematics. Today, although certain kinds of difficulties abound, many mathematicians still take set theory as the paradigm and exemplar of “a mathematical language of known structure,” and regard it as the foundation of all other branches of WIE mathematics. Most people fluent in even one WIE mathematical language still feel convinced that, as W. Ross Ashby puts it, 

… all mathematics, and therefore all products of accurate thinking, can be based on set theory [
]. 

Such workers allege that if we can state a doctrine in set theoretic terms and thus demonstrate that it satisfies the standards of the WIE mathematical theory of sets, then by WIE standards we must regard it as rigorous. (“Hard science”?) If we cannot, we may as well dismiss it — give up on it.

Focal Issue2 

Can general semantics claim any logical coherence at all? 

Competent studies of general semantics from inside or outside of the discipline seem rare. The philosopher Max Black read Korzybski’s Science and Sanity [
], and in 1946 presented a commentary — one of the few sober, responsible and respectful treatments which Korzybski’s work received [
]. At that point, Korzybski had already disclosed and explicitly stated his non-aristotelian postulates [
]; but I have found no evidence that Black had seen that work. Black allowed that exponents of general semantics might end up making some useful contributions. But he considered (intuited) the premises which seemed to him to underlie what the book says — and declared: 

Enough has been said to make it clear that I regard the theoretical foundations of general semantics as logically incoherent and in need of a thoroughgoing revision.… And it is in the hope of encouraging such logical renovation that this essay was prepared [
]. 

Most of the critics of general semantics have shown less care in just how they dismiss it than Black did. But I took it that I had inherited a discipline which at least one careful worker had charged as “logically incoherent”. I further took that charge as an answerable question — a disconfirmable hypothesis.

Accomplishment2 
The Hilgartner & Randolph studies use an accepted, prestigious WIE “Let’s Keep Track of What We Say” language; and they show the premises of general semantics — the non-aristotelian premises proposed by Korzybski — as logically satisfactory, as judged by set theoretic standards. This finding refutes the considered opinion of Max Black and other critics: “This hypothesis stands disconfirmed!”

I stated the non-aristotelian premises in a set theory notation, and generated a full-fledged axiomatic system, stated in that notation, which with some success describes human behavior. That sufficed to demonstrate that my mathematical version of general semantics survives scrutiny — by the standards of the WIE mathematical theory of sets, we must judge it free of self-contradiction. 

Doing this work, and obtaining this result, changed me. Thereafter I felt, and displayed, an increased confidence in my mathematical version of general semantics. 

3. “The General Semantics Of Set Theory” [
] 

In 1970, I presented a paper before a joint conference sponsored by the Institute of General Semantics and the Society for General Systems Research. My topic: “The General Semantics of Set Theory”. 

In that paper, I began by performing a set theory analysis of mathematical general semantics both more extensive and more pointed than the process of “merely” doing a logical analysis of my own doctrine. My mathematical variant of general semantics survived this kind of scrutiny too. 

Then I performed a mathematical general semantics analysis of set theory. In the process, I disclosed an untenable assumption encoded in the WIE mathematical theory of sets, and some of the consequences of that untenable assumption. The mathematical theory of sets does not address the topic of “a human organism generating, testing and judging survival-oriented hypotheses”. I show that set theory avoids doing this by encoding at least one untenable assumption — one which, when adopted and relied on by a human, maximizes the likelihood that this human will experience “unfortunate” outcomes. even one usage of this untenable assumption — usually known as the logical construct of identity — has the effect of eliminating the observer from consideration. (I’ll show how in detail, below.) 

In other words, set theory fails to survive scrutiny, as judged by the standards of mathematical general semantics. In particular, profound disadvantages follow from its demand to rely on identity at the most fundamental levels. 

Focal Issue3 

Can we humans generate a frame of reference more general than that encoded in the mathematical theory of sets? 
 

Accomplishment3 

The development of our alternative frame of reference follows a logical spiral rather than a “vicious circle”. The initial step, the finding that (a) mathematical general semantics qualifies as acceptable as judged by the earlier standards of set theory, altered me. Then, operating out of my enhanced confidence in my own tools, I used my mathematical general semantics to scrutinize the WIE mathematical theory of sets; and I found that (b) that mathematical theory of sets fails to survive scrutiny as judged by the standards of mathematical general semantics. That suggests that, by the logical criterion of generality, mathematical general semantics does satisfy the criteria as more general than set theory. 

4. A derived Grammar, And A Non-standard Notation [
] 

Prompted by these findings, I scrutinized the premises of the set theory calculus of human behaving-and-experiencing which I had devised with John Randolph. I found what looked, on the surface, like a new kind of contradiction: one which arises between the premises underlying the findings of my investigations of human behaving-and-experiencing — the non-aristotelian premises proposed by Korzybski, which disallow identity — and the premises which underlie the WIE mathematical theory of sets, which explicitly include the modern logical axiom of identity. I assign this suspected contradiction to “the surface” because, during that period, I had no notation in which I could express this suspected contradiction, without begging the question by presupposing identity as valid and acceptable. 

After some months spent attempting to resolve, circumvent or avoid this difficulty. I came to realize that the contradiction which I suspected (but could not express in notation, much less prove or disprove) would not arise if I found some way to reject and abandon the mathematical theory of sets, and all other discursive and notational languages of the WIE family. 

Another several months spent attempting to do that convinced me that i did not know how to abandon — stop writing in — WIE languages. 

Then I stumbled across, and disclosed, another untenable assumption — another variant of identity [
] — encoded in the generalized grammar which underlies WIE discursive and notational languages (such as the mathematical theory of sets, analysis, matrix algebra, topology, etc.). Succinctly stated, this assumption provides one “rule”, usually left unstated, for generating any noun, and a contrasting, tacit “rule” for generating any verb. Consider a test sentence which borrows a character from Lewis Carroll’s (1865) Alice in Wonderland: 

The cat grinned. 

We who subscribe to that tacit assumption partition off the noun cat by regarding it and treating it as identical with itself: 

The cat is the cat, or 

Cat identical with cat. 

Further, we partition off the verb grinned by tacitly regarding and treating it as “not-identical with itself”: No speaker of a WIE language would say, 

*Grinned is grinned, 

or regard that as an acceptable (“well-formed”) sentence. 

When I systematically eliminated that untenable tacit assumption, the WIE grammar collapsed (in other words, I found that, if I eliminated that special usage of identity, I could not tell the “nouns” from the “verbs”, and therefore could not generate even one complete sentence or well-formed formula which satisfies the WIE patterns). That insight “cleared the decks”, so to speak, leaving me free to derive a grammar from the non-aristotelian premises of Korzybski. Thereafter, on that derived grammar, I managed to generate an alternative, completely non-traditional notational language of the “Let’s Keep Track of What We Say” type [
] — one structured on principles entirely different from those underlying set theory, or other WIE languages. 

Focal Issue4 

Can humans generate rigorous frames of reference other than the WIE one? 

Over the centuries — millennia — WIE philosophers, logicians, mathematicians, etc., have acted on the unstated assumption that the WIE linguistic specializations give the only approach to a complete and accurate picture of “reality”, and so provide the only acceptable way to pursue “truth”. Recently — e.g., in the Twentieth Century CE — certain workers have expressed this opinion explicitly, subscribing to the belief expressed by Ashby and quoted above. 

Can we humans devise other principles which support systematic inquiry? Can we disprove the notion that the WIE tradition provides the only way to generate articulated notational sub-languages which follow strict rules?

Can humans devise new or alternative standards of rigor and use them over and over again so as to generate an analog of what WIE workers call “chains of ‘reasoning’”? 

In particular, can humans generate frames of reference which explicitly disallow and reject and disbar identity (and so, disallow set theory) from the roster of acceptable constructs? 

Accomplishment4 

This work answers such questions, with respect to a notational language, in the affirmative. 

5. Criticizing, And Revising, Relativity And Quantum Theory [
, 
] 

I have already outlined one profound problem built into the WIE languages and notations in which we describe, formulate, and communicate our observations, inferences, theories, etc. I now propose to outline how the WIE languages conceal a second usage of identity within their structuring. This second usage requires that when we speak, or listen, or write, or read, etc. ( when we language in any way, scientific or otherwise ( we cannot avoid donning the mantle of infallibility. In short, by blandly relying on this hidden untenable assumption, we unconsciously take the posture of a deity ( unawarely claim godlike powers for ourselves. 

WIE Pattern

 As you already know, a century ago, a few physicists noticed that when they observed certain kinds of experimental systems, such observing altered the system. Ingeniously, they devised ways to measure some of the alterations they induced — and doing so provided a kind of “correction factor” that made it possible for them to account for their findings. Following Einstein’s lead, they came to call this whole process — observing, inducing changes, measuring some of the changes — “taking the observer into account”.
 

However, workers in physics have made a slight oversight. The revisionist physicists of a century ago did not notice — a hundred years have passed, and today’s physicists still have not noticed — that when an observer observes some observed, that observing alters the observer as well as the observed. I adduce two constructs here: the system-altering, and the observer-altering, aspects of observing (or of the observer).

To account for this oversight, and show some of its consequences, I shall contrast some tacit assumptions that Newton must have held, that had the effect of eliminating from consideration the construct of the observer (or observing) in the system-altering sense, against the explicit assumptions that Einstein and the quantum theorists demonstrably held, that made it possible to take aspects of the system-altering side of the observer into account. Then I shall contrast some tacit assumptions that Newton, Einstein, the quantum theorists and their successors (including Jacob Bronowski) must have held in common, that had the effect of continuing to eliminate from consideration the observer-altering aspect of the construct of the observer, against the explicit assumptions that I and my collaborators held and still hold, that make it possible to take the observer-altering aspect of the observer into account. 

Bronowski [
] compares his view of Newton’s and Einstein’s frames of reference, and in the process provides a useful image: 

…For Newton, time and space formed an absolute framework, within which the material events of the world ran their course in imperturbable order. His is a God’s eye view of the world: it looks the same to every observer, wherever he is and however he travels. By contrast, Einstein’s is a man’s eye view, in which what you see and what I see is relative to each of us, that is, to our place and speed. And this relativity cannot be removed. … (p. 158)

Bronowski attributes this God’s eye view mainly to Newton. I contend that just about every exponent of even one WIE frame of reference takes as her/his own this God’s eye view. Many insist upon doing so. Let me spell out what I mean here.
In our alternative frame of reference, I take does not distinguish (between … and …) as tantamount to tacitly treating (the two) as identical. Conversely, I take distinguishes (between … and …) as tantamount to explicitly treats (the two) as not-identical. These rough equivalences hold, I maintain, whether the “doings” or “happenings” under scrutiny occur on non-verbal or verbal levels. 

Our shared WIE grammar provides no primary grammatical means to distinguish Name from Thing Named, or ‘map’ from ‘territory’, etc., thereby making the distinction invisible. When we learn to speak-and-listen, write-and-read, and otherwise to language in a WIE discursive language, we internalize this non-distinction, this posited identity. Thereafter, we operate on this hidden untenable assumption.

If someone actually could generate a “map” identical with some “territory” — one in which every point of the “map” represented one and only one point of the “territory”, with no error in the “map” and with no aspect of the “territory” left out — s/he would find her/himself possessed of “absolute certainty” on any topic covered by that “map” (without even looking at the “territory”). Further, such a “map” would have no room in it for the kind of “correction factor” provided by including some kind of representation of the “map” itself, or alternatively, of the map-maker — nor any need for such. Instead, such a “map” would remain uncontaminated by any self-reflexiveness — entirely “objective”. Someone who had successfully assumed identity, then, could not possibly have left “room” in her/his “map” for the notions of observer, or map-maker, or anything else besides representations of the “territory”.

This pattern has only two classes of named parts ( Name and Thing Named, or ‘map’ and ‘territory’, etc. ( and a “relation” between them (identical or not-identical) ( whether or not, in the situation under scrutiny, this “relation” got named. Neither Korzybski nor, to date, his other students have explicitly specified the context for this pattern ( whether the person using the terms assumes the WIE dualism or not (e.g., whether or not s/he posits an “outside world” that “exists” or “occurs” independent of any observer, and a “mind” that generates its “knowledge” without taking anything in and with no delays whatsoever), and so on. 

If anyone could fulfill that pattern (a possibility which, by choosing to continue to rely on (my version of) Korzybski’s non-aristotelian premises, I continue to deny), we would have to regard that “map” as satisfying the commonly-held standards as entirely accurate, as exhaustively complete, and as entirely objective. 

That would completely violate ( disconfirm ( Korzybski’s premises: On both logical and empirical grounds, it would show any frame of reference based on those novel premises as without merit. 

As I have said, at the level of my chosen, most fundamental premises, I deny the possibility of such a ‘map’ on any scale whatsoever. But I do acknowledge the possibility of pretending to have such a “map”. Those still trapped within WIE frames of reference engage unawarely in precisely that pretense when they rely on the noun-verb distinction, as described above (Section 4). From my point of view, that pretense amounts to unawarely projecting one’s grammar onto the Cosmos. In tacitly postulating identity, via the noun-verb distinction, those who still rely on WIE frames of reference — including on the mathematical languages which underlie the “hard sciences” — pretend that the linguistic categories and structurings of WIE languages (e.g. the noun-verb distinction) make muster as intrinsic features of the Cosmos. We pretend that (our brand of) language satisfies the commonly-held standards as identically equal to the sidereal Universe. To my eyes, that amounts to an unmistakable instance of relying on ‘map’-‘territory’ identity. Indeed, as long as we blandly continue to treat WIE frames of reference ( including the WIE logics, mathematics, etc. ( as acceptable, we WIE provincials cannot avoid relying on precisely that (previously) hidden untenable assumption and therefore engaging in that style of (hitherto) unaware projecting.

When in the light of modern physics I examine the pretense encoded in the WIE grammar, I find that this construct of projecting one’s grammar onto the Cosmos cuts still deeper. Exponents of relativity perhaps, and quantum theory beyond doubting, do acknowledge that ‘actions’ of a physicist — e.g., observing — alter the system, the observed. But (as I see it) they do not acknowledge that such ‘actions’ also alter the observer, the physicist. So, without explicitly saying so, such exponents appear to me to cast themselves as “unmoved movers”, able to alter the Other, the world or Cosmos, without in the process undergoing any alteration themselves; and as able to know the Other without in the process becoming themselves known.

Aristotle used (a Greek equivalent of) the term unmoved mover as a synonym for god. By relying on a grammar which hinges on ‘map’-‘territory’ identity, the members of the diverse speech communities of the WIE languages in general, and the practitioners of relativity and quantum theory in particular, unwittingly claim, for their theories (linguistic specializations, technical sub-languages) and for themselves, omnipotence (manifested as the ability to move the Other without getting moved) and omniscience (manifested as the ability to ‘know’ the Other with absolute certainty without becoming ‘known’).

By my standards, and the dictionary definition of the term error, that constitutes an error. 

The range of implications of that error boggles the imagination.

Let me say it again plainly: Despite piecemeal innovations in some of the WIE linguistic specializations:

(a) To the best of my knowing, no exponent of one or more of the WIE “disciplines” has found ways to incorporate those piecemeal innovations into the formal premises of even one of those linguistic specializations ( and so do not appear to have understood at least some of the implications of their own findings;

(b)  no revision of the presuppositions encoded in the grammar which underlies the WIE discursive languages has yet occurred; and 

(c) no revision of the premises of “Western” cultures has yet taken place. 

so: just about every member of these cultures/speech-communities still unawarely subscribes to the “I am god” delusion.

Analyzing The Underlying Assumptions

In the preceding paragraphs, I have presented the manifestations of this fundamental theoretical error as if it has two distinct branches. The first of these eliminates from consideration the system-altering aspect of observing; the second eliminates the observer-altering aspect.

A partial explanation for how Newton’s theory of physics eliminates the system-altering aspect of observing became available about a century ago. Someone (Einstein?) noticed that the assumption that light propagates at an infinite velocity ( that  c = (  ( provides a way to get from the Lorenz-Einstein transformations to the Galileo-Newton transformations, and back again. If into the Lorenz-Einstein transformations one introduces  c = ( , the “correction factor” associated with the relations between the velocity of the observer and that of the observed reduces to unity, and consequently, the values provided by the modified Lorenz-Einstein equations become equal to the corresponding values provided by the Galileo-Newton equations.

Conversely, if one eliminates from the Galileo-Newton transformations the assumption that c = ( , the values provided by those revised equations become equal to the “correction factor” values provided by the Lorenz-Einstein equations. 

This kind of logical evidence convinces me that Newton held c = (  as a hidden, untenable assumption. The revolutionary physicists of a century ago disclosed that (previously) hidden assumption, rejected it and replaced it by holding that  c  has a theoretical significance, and a finite and well-known value.

I have provided an explanation for how Newton, the revolutionary physicists, and their successors up till now have eliminated the observer-altering aspect of observing ( and published at least one account of my findings [
]. 

To summarize my findings using the terms of the restricted theory of relativity, Einstein takes into account effects of the finite velocity of light. When he places manifestations of his observer at different locations traveling at different velocities to observe a particular event, they make observations that look different and perhaps mutually contradictory. The theory of relativity provides ways to reconcile these different findings so as to show each as in principle correct for the conditions under which the observer did the observing (assuming he used his tools competently). 

However, for Observer B to take in the findings of Observer A, to compare these with his own, and to use the theory of relativity to reconcile the two takes a while (a whole series of whiles), during which the neuro-biological process indicated by phrases such as “take in” and “reconcile” take place. einstein ignores these “whiles” ( eliminates them from consideration. As a result, Einstein treats these neuro-biological “doings” or “happenings”, which include propagated nerve-impulses, synaptic delays, etc., as if they occurred in “no time at all”. Or, to use the dualistic terminology of WIE psychology, he treats them as “manifestations of the mind” ( where, from my point of view, mind functions as an un-ordered construct.

Tacitly to assume that nerve-impulses, etc., propagate at an “infinite velocity” ( that  nn = (  ( works no better when Einstein and his successors do it in the theory of relativity than did tacitly assuming that light propagates at an “infinite velocity” as Galileo and Newton did when they generated classical physics.

One detail (at the very least) remains incomplete here. According to the claims I make in behalf of our alternative frame of reference, I expect to find a way to demonstrate that the notion of infinite velocity implies-and-assumes the presuppositions of ‘map’-‘territory’ identity. To date, I have not found a way to demonstrate that connection that satisfies my standards.

So what I present here today definitely qualifies as “A Work in Progress”. 

Focal Issue5
Using mathematical general semantics, I and my collaborators have disclosed an untenable assumption encoded in the generalized grammar common to the WIE languages, and to each of the specialized WIE sub-languages — logics, mathematics, sciences, philosophies, jurisprudences, religions, etc. 

Can we humans frame linguistic specializations, e.g., a “science” which includes a “physics”, free of that untenable assumption? 

Accomplishment5
The work summarized in this paper answers that question in the affirmative.

I and my collaborators have found it possible to apply [mathematical] general semantics to physics. In thus extending the application of Korzybski’s Postulate of Non-identity, we appear to have eliminated the noun-verb distinction and the previously unsuspected untenable assumptions encoded therein, and to have framed the discipline in a non-standard, non-identity-based notation. We humans, living under conditions of radical uncertainty, generate guesses, hypotheses, etc., concerning how to get what we need to survive, and how to avoid getting damaged or worse. We generate these guesses by means of what I call abstracting. My chosen postulates require me to regard any abstracting, or anything generated by abstracting, as inaccurate, incomplete, and self-referential. 

That means that I may not regard my guesses, etc. (what I ‘perceive’, my informal lived theories, or other kinds of guesses) as “fact” or as “true”. In principle, I cannot “confirm” a theory or other kind of guess; I can at best test it and find it disconfirmed or not-disconfirmed, as judged in terms of the outcome of the testing.

No guess, no theory, no doctrine, no frame of reference — my own or anyone else’s — merits, or gets from this alternative frame of reference, a more favorable diagnosis than that.

TO SUMMARIZE IN OUTLINE:

The alternative frame of reference which I and my collaborators espouse enables me 

(a) to disclose fundamental theoretical error encoded in the premises of the widely-shared WIE frames of reference, such as modern physics; 

(b) to eliminate from the premises on which our group relies at least some of that error; and 

(c) to display the usefulness of this alternative frame of reference by accounting for empirically observable aspects of human behaving-and-experiencing which, as a consequence of the aforementioned fundamental errors, WIE frames of reference systematically neglect — cannot account for.

CLOSING DISCUSSION
(not read at casys’01)

An alternative frame of reference based on rejecting identity has appeared on Earth. In the body of this paper, I’ve given some of the history of how it came into existence. Now I’ll quickly indicate some of its implications and consequences, without pretending I have provided warrant for everything I say here.

A. In this semi-autobiographical account, I have used our unfamiliar alternative frame of reference to scrutinize the supposedly-familiar WIE frames of reference. In the process, I have drawn explicit contrasts between aspects of WIE frames of reference and cognate aspects of our non-standard frame of reference — thereby making at least parts of the structuring of both viewpoints apparent. 

I have shown:

1. That the presupposition of identity forms an intrinsic part of the premises of WIE frames of reference. The distinction between noun and verb demands it — cannot exist without it.

In contrast, our chosen premises declare identity untenable, and successfully disallow and reject it from the lexicon of acceptable constructs. Our non-standard notation does not rely on it.

2. That within WIE frames of reference, the presupposition of identity occupies the role of a hidden assumption — it operates within, but remains out of reach of, each native or even merely fluent speaker/writer of any WIE language (including WIE notational languages). 

Even after I (and my collaborators) have disclosed this hidden assumption, and, in presenting this paper, I have told you about it, I imagine that most members of my audience will encounter — perhaps have already encountered — difficulties in talking about how to regard, or treat, identity as untenable. 

3. As a case in point: I have shown that any usage of identity as a presupposition has the effect of eliminating the observer from consideration. 

In the overall arena of human languaging, a viewpoint which “eliminates the observer from consideration” would treat human languaging as an isolated “system” sui generis, of mysterious origin, without “logical” structure, which “exists” or “occurs” “out there, independent of any observer”. Thus, such a viewpoint holds that a human can “use language”, without such use having any effects on the user. 

In contrast, a human who espouses a viewpoint which successfully rejects identity and so “takes the observer into account” would set out explicitly to account for human languaging as something generated by humans, intended to foster the survival of humans as individuals and as a species, and made up of “logical” tools, perhaps including undefined terms, assumptions, rules of inference, conclusions, etc. 

In order to live up to this intent, s/he must already have, or must generate, the tools — grammatical, logical, attitudinal, etc. — to distinguish between (or treat as not-identical) the Name vs. the Thing Named of whatever comes under consideration (in more general terms, to distinguish between her/his ‘map’ and the ‘territory’ it (supposedly) refers to).

4. The requirement to accept identity — to hold that any noun remain identical with itself —commits native speakers of WIE languages to a particular — what to call it? — ‘stance in the world’. I envision this as a particular relation between those human organisms who unawarely subscribe to that presupposition and their environments — the stance of “an isolate”, an-organism-without-an-environment. (“The environment”, another noun, also functions as “an isolate”, and “exists” not in intimate contact with “the organism”, but rather, “out there, somewhere else”.) 
In such a context, it makes perfect sense for a physicist to posit “an isolated system”.

In contrast, for an exponent of the alternative frame of reference, accepting the requirement that s/he reject identity from the roster of acceptable constructs commits her/him to a different ‘stance in the world’. To express this in English, I might designate it as some kind of relatedness. For her/him, the constructs of organism and environment mutually define each other — neither can “occur” or “exist” in the absence of the other. As the Gestalt therapists Perls, Hefferline & Goodman, who express ‘relatedness’ in terms of “an organism/environment field”, put it,

We have seen that in any biological or socio-psychological investigation, the concrete subject-matter is always an organism/environment field. There is no function of any animal that is definable except as a function of such a field. Organic physiology, thoughts and emotions, objects and persons, are abstractions that are meaningful only when referred back to interactions of the field [
]. 

Thus standing, walking, lying down require both an organism and a gravitational field which has semi-rigid supports in it. Breathing requires an organism and oxygen-containing air. And so on. 

According to this ‘stance in the world’, ‘the environment’ forms the other side of ‘my’ skin; ‘I’ form the other side of ‘the environment’s’ skin. 

5. Native or even merely fluent speakers of a WIE language, who accept identity even unawarely, have no grammatical means and no attitudinal ‘set’ to distinguish, at the primary level, between Name and Thing Named (or ‘map’ and ‘territory’). To fail to distinguish these amounts to holding them as identical. Someone who had a ‘map’ identical with the ‘territory’ would find her/himself possessed of “absolute certainty”. But according to the so-called “Great Religions” or “Universal Religions” of the currently dominant world culture, only GOD possesses “absolute certainty”. Thus those who accept identity, even unawarely, pretend to god-like powers — tacitly claim what I might call omnipotence and omniscience. 

Any hypothesis, any prediction, based on the presupposition that the person who frames the hypothesis or prediction shows omnipotence and omniscience, will end up disconfirmed — if tested. One can continue to hold such a presupposition only if one can arrange not to subject it to testing.

6. If you have stayed with me through my presentation, you have beheld that which, once beheld, alters the eyes of the beholder. You cannot now un-see this fundamental theoretical error encoded in the generalized grammar common to WIE languages. Someone with sufficient determination could lie to her/himself, but — as it seems to me — you have gone through an irreversible experience.

7. This demonstration has a positive side. As Perls, Hefferline & Goodman point out,

Error speedily dissolves when it produces a clear contradiction of some sort…. [
]. 

So — if you have experienced identity as error, you have some remarkable opportunities before you. If you should eliminate this error, how would that affect your discipline? How would it affect you, your ways of living?

B. In the text, I have outlined several positive accomplishments of the advocates of our non-identity-based frame of reference.

1. Since I and my collaborators started out by generating a general model of human behavior (or more accurately put, a model of human behaving-and-experiencing), our alternative frame of reference started with a revision of the human psycho-social sciences. 

2. I and my collaborators have, to a first approximation, revised the foundations of logic and mathematics.

3. In my opinion, in the course of two to three thousand years of written biology, no biologist has generated even one example of what a modern logician would accept as a theory. I and my collaborators have proposed several iterations of a general theory of biology, which includes 


a. A testable model for how any human manages to survive in the biosphere, as well as 


b. A closely related, testable model for how any organism, from virus to human, manages to survive in the biosphere.

4. We have criticized, and proposed revisions to, relativity and quantum theory. Most of our proposals have appeared in print, including in refereed physics journals.

� In this context, please recognize that the notion of untenable designates a special case, an assumption so restrictive that it holds under no circumstances whatsoever.


� I frame the logical criterion of generality so it depends upon the following conditions: 


	I posit a body of concerted observations, and two (or more) theories, A and B (etc.), which purport to account for these observations. 	Then I may regard Theory A as more general than its rivals (e.g. Theory B) if and only if three conditions hold: 


That I display a specific, restricted and restrictive assumption  Z. 


That I demonstrate that this restrictive assumption forms an intrinsic part of the presuppositions underlying the (putatively) less general Theory B, and no part at all of the presuppositions underlying the (putatively) more general Theory A. 


That I further demonstrate 


that by introducing that restrictive assumption  Z  into the presuppositions of the (putatively) more general Theory A, I “reduce” it to a logical configuration equivalent to the (putatively) less general Theory B, and 


that by eliminating  Z  from the presuppositions of the (putatively) less general Theory B, I “expand” it to a logical configuration equivalent to the (putatively) more general Theory A.


� Neither the exponents of relativity nor those of quantum theory found ways, in any WIE notation, to represent the notion of “the observer” whom one can variously “take into account” or “eliminate from consideration”. They could account, in notation, for some effects of “observing” on the “observed”, but the construct of the observer and its transforms remained restricted to metaphor and verbal imagery, not mathematical representation or description.


	Consider  the limitations of WIE notational logical and mathematical languages. I can show these by examining a sentence from elementary arithmetic, such as 


2 + 2 = 4 .


	First, consider the numerals “2” (first instance) and “2” (second instance) and “4”. We treat them as equivalent to nouns, of a special sort. We deny the possibility that any one of these numerals, e.g. “4”, might take a first-person stance: “I hate Peano’s axioms ( they put me in a straitjacket, and then my elbows start to hurt!” Likewise, “4” won’t behave like a “thou” and either pull you closer or slap your face if you try to kiss “her”. “4” won’t even behave as a third-person “animate object”, and bleed if stabbed. Instead, “4” remains ever self-identical and static and unchanging, as a WIE third-person “inanimate object” ( an “it” ( should.


	Then, in turn, consider “arbitrary symbols” such as “+” and “=” . We treat them as equivalent to verbs. They signify things for the numerals to do “Right Now”, not “Tomorrow” or “Yesterday”. They indicate the “indicative” ( “how things really are” ( not a modal “should” or a “would” or a “could” ( and certainly not a subjunctive “condition contrary to fact”.


	Logicians and mathematicians have, over the centuries, devised ways of expressing some of the “relationships” which appear in other ways in the grammar of the WIE discursive languages ( but as surface constructs, not as primary, “built into the grammar” parts of any of the WIE notational languages.
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