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A non-aristotelian re-orientation is inevitable; the only problem today is when, and at what cost.


Alfred Korzybski (1941a)





Abstract:


The ability to language (to speak and listen, write and read, sign and “read” signing, etc.) provides the first, the most central, most important technology yet devised by humans. Whether or not we survive, as individuals and as a species, depends on how we language. Every subsequent advance or innovation we have made has rested on, and has altered, how we language—and so has affected our further chances of surviving. 


The currently dominant world culture began some ten millennia ago. In only 10,000 years, the actions of the members of this culture have brought the human species, and perhaps the biosphere as a whole, to the edge of catastrophe. 


I have inquired into how this has come to pass—what aspects of our languaging have brought us into such danger. I have disclosed, framed, asked and answered two related questions:


What do we, as members of that mega-culture, assume that leads us to court species suicide, extinction of humans, and perhaps pan-biocide? 


What might we assume, that could support us to generate viable, sustainable, life-affirming ways of human living? 


I offer this paper as a possible step toward averting catastrophe. 
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Introduction 


The ability to language (to speak and listen, write and read, sign and “read” signing, etc.) provides the first, the most central, most important technology yet devised by humans. Whether or not we survive, as individuals and as a species, depends on how we language. Every subsequent advance or innovation we have made, has rested on, and has altered, how we language—and so has affected our further chances of surviving. 


When a human languages, s/he fundamentally alters her/himself-and-her/his-environment, including the other humans who participate in that languaging. Dewey & Bentley (1949) provide a noun-form for two-way interchanging of this kind, which I re-cast as a verb-form: Humans transact, both non-verbally and verbally. Non-human organisms transact non-verbally. 


Alfred Korzybski� considered the ways we use (and mis-use) language so important that he developed an entire teaching discipline, which he called general semantics, to help correct errors in languaging.


Concerning the languaging we do within the currently dominant world culture—and especially within the western Indo-European (WIE) family of languages and the so-called Western cultures—I� bring bad news, and good news. 


The good news may prove more unwelcome than the bad: more difficult to absorb and assimilate; to find ways to act upon; and to share with other humans. 


The bad news first: If this Conference goes as planned, and it ends up fulfilling the usual goals of conference organizers(then the whole enterprise will have failed. By means of the social and scientific power, the skills, energy and enthusiasm which we generate by our activities here, we, the humans taking part in this Conference, intend to contribute to human welfare. But as members of the currently dominant world culture, too often what we say and what we do don’t match. In this paper, I show that, willy-nilly, our activities here would more likely move the human race towards species suicide, the extinction of humans, and perhaps, drive the biosphere closer to pan-biocide. 


I became aware of our survival-crisis over fifty years ago. From then till now, I have found contemplating that kind of planet-wide annihilation horrifying. The prospect that by using my skills effectively I might make pan-biocide more likely revolts me. But to date, I haven’t managed to “just forget about it”, or to convince myself that “our technology will save us”. 


Since these my starting comments disturb me, I imagine that they may have elicited some strong feelings in you too. I request, of each of you singly and of all of us together, that on this topic, we tolerate our discomfort, and join in seeking ways to avert this catastrophe. 


To do so, we will have to confront the possibility that our accelerating rush towards self-annihilation does not arise by accident, nor out of some “innate evil” in humans; but rather, it has its basis in specific, arbitrary details of how we language. Let me tell you a little about that basis, and about how I came to know about that basis. 


The Philosophical Dualism of the Western Cultures 


The Harper Dictionary of Modern Thought (1977) defines dualism as “Any theory which holds that there is, either in the universe at large or in some significant part of it, an ultimate and irreducible distinction of nature between two different kinds of thing.” (p.183a)  According to received wisdom, “communication” between humans occurs after the Sender of the “message” “has” an “idea”. In this view, “having” an “idea” occurs via a non-linguistic process, called “thought” (or “thinking”). As the next step in “communication”, the Sender “clothes” her/his “idea” in “words” (or in “language”), and “conveys” it to the Receiver (or Audience). This terminology divides each action into two parts, “mental” and “physical”,  violating our observed experience. In spite of the philosophical and psychological problems this split invokes, we still believe that “language” plays only a subsidiary, “transparent” role in this process.


Exponents of the received wisdom do not explicitly notice that we usually express this wisdom in one of the discursive tongues belonging to the western Indo-European (WIE) family of languages. Nor do they acknowledge that in expressing our wisdom, we use the terminology of the philosophical dualism of the so-called Western cultures. 


In that traditional view, although different languages visibly and audibly differ, these differences appear not to make any difference. Exponents of that dualism regard “language” as encoding no requirements, limitations, or assumptions of its own: “Language” does not constrain “thought” or interfere with it in any way. Different languages do of course have different grammars, but (in that view) a grammar amounts to nothing more than a set of norms of conventional and social correctness. What language we use to “clothe” our “thoughts” remains a matter of indifference. I assume that members of my audience may speak a number of different WIE languages; I invite each of you to describe, in your native language, what we do here-now without invoking the WIE dualism. 


Furthermore, in that view, our various “disciplines”(the currently dominant versions of the WIE logics, mathematics, sciences, philosophies, jurisprudences, religions, etc.(function as systems contrasted with “language”. Thus, exponents especially of logic and mathematics regard their “disciplines” as dealing directly with the realm of “thought”, not as specialized extensions of “language”. (Whorf, 1956, pp. 207-8)


Workers in various fields have of course deviated, more or less, from that traditional view of “communication”. Some have developed theories more elaborate and more sophisticated than that received view. But the received view somehow ends up as the default position. Once out of their laboratories and back in contact with non-specialists, even the experts often revert to this dualistic vocabulary, and structure their comments about “communication” along these lines. 


The anthropological linguist Benjamin Lee Whorf (1896-1941 CE), relying especially on the contrasts to WIE frames of reference provided by his studies of Hopi and other American Indian languages, asserts:


… We dissect nature along lines laid down by our native languages. The categories and types that we isolate from the world of phenomena we do not find there because they stare every observer in the face; on the contrary, the world is presented in a kaleidoscopic flux of impressions which has to be organized by our minds(and this means largely by the linguistic systems in our minds. We cut nature up, organize it into concepts, and ascribe significances as we do, largely because we are parties to an agreement to organize it in this way(an agreement that holds throughout our speech community and is codified in the patterns of our language. The agreement is, of course, an implicit and unstated one, but its terms are absolutely obligatory; we cannot talk at all except by subscribing to the organization and classification of data which the agreement decrees. (Whorf, 1956, pp. 213-4; emphasis his)


That which Whorf calls “an agreement …codified in the patterns of our language” appears to me to correspond closely to what I call the assumptions encoded in our grammars. As it turns out, my findings include explicit, demonstrable logical-and-linguistic structurings which correspond to and exemplify a number of the novel constructs which Whorf set forth.


Like Whorf, I do not find “language” merely a transparent “medium of expression”. Within the WIE grammar, I find at least one unsuspected, untenable assumption.� (Hilgartner, 1977/78) Since the WIE “disciplines” arose within the so-called Western cultures, as specialized sub-languages belonging to the WIE family, they share a grammar roughly equivalent to that which underlies the WIE discursive languages. Our linguistic forbears used the WIE languages. They built their “civilizations” on the presuppositions hidden therein(and did not notice the untenable assumption included among those presuppositions. Despite the troubles their activities led to, it never occurred to them that their languaging played any role in those troubles. The difficulty here seems pernicious: for even those who have noticed that we court species suicide and extinction still base their awareness, their analysis, their proposed remedies, and the ways they implement their remedies, on the assumption which I here show to have led us into our survival-crisis in the first place. 


As long as we allow that untenable assumption to remain “hidden”, we cannot avoid relying on it. And as long as we rely on it, we commit ourselves to its consequences. 


We have sufficient evidence of our errors. Now, as a result of the present work, we do have a choice. But in order to use the new possibilities we now have open before us, we will have to re-work everything within our languaging, our en-culturing, etc., which depends on this untenable assumption and the grammars which encode it. Allow me to show some of what that will entail.


The Noun-Verb Distinction 


The untenable assumption I have disclosed has two components. The first remains entirely non-verbal, a kind of expectation. I contend that every language, including notation, has its own version of this kind of expectation. Let me describe the WIE variant twice, first briefly and then more fully. (i) We non-verbally expect “something fixed” paired with “something transient”. (ii) Within the WIE languages, any speaker/listener, writer/reader, signer/sign-reader, etc., non-verbally expects that whatever s/he encounters, in any domain whatsoever, will non-verbally consist of “something fixed” paired with “something transient”. 


I invite you to regard this non-verbal expectation as the pattern with which we “cut nature up, organize it into constructs,” etc. 


As an example of the WIE pattern of expectations, imagine the non-verbal “doings” or “happenings” which I might verbally describe as “the dancer dances”. These non-verbal “doings” or “happenings”, then, fulfill the non-verbal expectations under scrutiny. Here, what I call the non-verbal dancer satisfies the “fixed” pole of this non-verbal expectation under scrutiny, and what I call the non-verbal “… dances” satisfies the “transient” pole. Notice also that, if I should label both the “fixed” and the “transient” poles with ordinary noun-forms(the dancer, the dance (that would further obscure the pattern, as in William Butler Yeats’s poem, “Among School Children”: 


“How do we know the dancer from the dance?”


I can display the second, verbal-level component of this untenable assumption by (A) considering what might seem like the single most basic feature of the grammar of the WIE languages; and then (B) asking and answering an “obvious” question. (Hilgartner, 2002)


A. The basic feature: To make a complete sentence in a language like English, or the mathematical theory of sets, one places at least one noun or noun-phrase or noun-surrogate next to at least one verb or verb-phrase or verb-surrogate: 


The cat grinned.			(Intransitive, or, verb as a “one-place operator”)


The cat wagged his tail.		(Transitive, or, verb as a “two-place operator”)


B  subset of  C,  or  B  (  C		(Set-theoretic, with a two-place (grammatically 						“transitive”) operator)


B. The question: Operationally speaking, how do we distinguish the nouns from the verbs?


My answer: We do that by means of some tacit rule of the form of Aristotle’s “Law of Identity,” which says:  Everything ‘is’ identical with itself. (Hilgartner, 1977/78) In short, we do so by regarding, and treating, the nouns as identical with themselves: 


The cat is the cat; 


and by regarding and treating the verbs as not-identical with themselves: We virtually never say or write,


*Grinned  is  grinned.  							or


*Is  is  is.									or


*(  (  (		(where the triple-bar stands for “identical with”)	or


*(  (  ( 


This type of rule successfully distinguishes these two “parts of speech”(at the price of hiding the logical construct of identity in the grammar. To hold the construct of noun as identical with itself( Noun1  (  Noun1 (makes every noun static, distinct from any other noun, separate from its surroundings, existing independent of any observer: the primordial isolated system. 


This tenet, holding Noun1 ( Noun1, contradicts our accumulated experience. Over the span of some 500 years of scientific investigating, workers have produced evidence only for dynamic non-verbal “doings” or “happenings”. We have not found evidence that any static non-verbal thing actually “exists” or “occurs”. Our verbal constructs, however, uniformly remain static. Can we adequately and accurately describe, or model, a dynamic non-verbal universe in a language which not only (a) provides no way(s) explicitly to make key distinctions, e.g., between verbal and non-verbal, between Name and Thing Named, between ‘map’ and ‘territory’ (with each of these pairs of key terms, the grammar tacitly requires its users to treat the two members as identical), but also (b) posits a static universe? The great advances set forth by WIE logicians, mathematicians, scientists, etc., give the appearance of having provided workers with increasingly numerous and powerful ways to do exactly that. As I show in the next section, that appearance has proved misleading, in deadly ways. 


Consequences of the Noun-Verb Distinction 


My most fundamental presuppositions declare identity never valid, and disallow using it in any way except to label some construct as in error. But I do transact with persons (including myself) who use WIE frames of reference, and so rely on identity. Under such circumstances, I take identity as a cover-up for, or even a violation of, some more useful relationship. 


This raises two questions:   how does identity subvert? and   what does identity subvert?


I can show how identity subverts by examining what happens to a useful, legitimate distinction when I (illegitimately) convert it into an identity. Consider the fundamental distinction, ‘map’ �EMBED Equation.3��� ‘territory’ (where the slashed-triple-bar stands for “not-identical with”). In our alternative, null-A frame of reference, we particularize the construct of transacting by positing five inter-defined constructs: an organism (‘map’-maker) who abstracts (creates ‘maps’) from/about his environment (‘territory’) so as to generate an abstraction (‘map’); and we posit that each of these constructs occupies a different positioning in an ordering on abstracting (or occupies a different “logical level”). Now, for demonstration purposes, from the verb (operator) symbol �EMBED Equation.3��� , I remove the slash, leaving the triple-bar ( (symbol for identity)(and imagine taking the resulting (WIE) notational sentence seriously. That has at least three consequences: The construct of identity posits (requires) a static “universe”, within which dynamic “doings” or “happenings” such as what we designate by a term such as transacting cannot occur. Eliminating transacting from consideration converts the “not-noun, not-verb” constructs ‘map’ and ‘territory’ into standard WIE noun-phrases: “map” and “territory”; and it leaves us with the WIE notational sentence, “map” ( “territory”, which asserts that these two noun-phrases satisfy the usual WIE criteria as “absolutely the same in all respects”. 


If indeed I believed what it says, then I wouldn’t need two different Names, I would need only one. I could settle on the one on the left, or the one on the right, or could select some altogether different term (noun-phrase)(such as noun. If I did the latter, then I would end up with an “unexceptionable” WIE sentence which expresses self-identity: 


	Noun  (  Noun. 


If I didn’t remember where that bland assertion of self-identity came from, I would have no clue that it had anything to do with the notions of transacting, ‘map’-maker, abstracting, ‘map’, ‘territory’, and ordering on abstracting. But for this demonstration, by converting from a non-identity to an identity, I have performed the legerdemain of eliminating from consideration at least those six terms, and the fundamental relationships amongst them; and have provided myself with a seventh, unrelated term, the noun-phrase noun. Thus I have illegitimately not only eliminated from consideration the useful distinction  (non-identity) I started with, and the terms in which I expressed it, but also have subverted the fundamental relationships here so thoroughly as to have “covered my tracks” completely. (Hilgartner, 1978, pp. 221-232) In so doing, I have also explicitly shown some of the structural difficulties I encounter when I attempt to express my alternative frame of reference in English (or any other WIE language, including set theory).


As for the question of what identity subverts, let us look more closely at the notion that “map” ( “territory”. I shall show that this commonplace WIE sentence expresses a logical-and-empirical catastrophe.


That identity-sentence asserts that between “what I know” and “what I know it about” there (supposedly) “exists” what WIE mathematicians call “an exhaustively complete, entirely accurate one-to-one relation”.� Thus, in simpler-sounding terms, this strict version of the notion of “one-to-one relation” means (a) that every point of the “map” represents one and only one “point” of the “territory”; (b) that every “point” of the “territory” gets represented in the “map”; and (c) that the “map” includes no point that does not refer to a “point” of the “territory”. Such a “map” would have no “room” in it for any representation of the ‘map’-maker(no trace of contamination by self-reference (which means (d) that such a “map” satisfies the conventional criteria as objective. That condition, of course, contradicts the null-A Postulate of Self-reflexiveness. So our chosen premises require us to hold the notion of objective as unacceptable.


I mention that most exponents of WIE science, even today, seek to make their formulations objective—a fundamental theoretical error, by null-A standards.


Theory of Biology and of Human Behaving-and-Experiencing


Exponents of WIE frames of reference treat key terms such as organism and environment as nouns, and therefore as intrinsically separate and separable from one another. We recognize these constructs as intrinsically related. Our premises will not allow us to consider them as separable. I, with my collaborators, take the holistic attitude that “ ‘The environment’ forms the other side of ‘my’ skin; ‘I’ form the other side of the skin of ‘the environment’.” We observe the back-and-forth dealings between any organism and her/his/its environment we call transacting and the way this leaves both sides fundamentally altered. 


To specify the key term transacting more fully, I require a cluster of five inter-dependent terms, discussed above, namely, organism, environment (or ‘territory’), abstracting (or ‘map’-making), abstraction (or ‘map’), and an ordering on abstracting (or the notion of “logical levels”). I cannot specify any one of them until I have also specified the other four. Very briefly: to say that an organism “lives” means that in an ongoing fashion it generates ‘maps’ of that ‘territory’ made up of “what goes on in and around our organism” (e.g., on both sides of its ‘skin’). And I must regard the organism, the ‘maps’ it generates, the (inferred) ‘territory’ from which it abstracts’ to generate the ‘maps’, etc., as occupying different positionings in an ordering on abstracting (or as “occurring” on differing “logical levels”).


We humans share certain aspects of environment with all other known kinds of organisms—especially, aspects such as the physical (local temperatures, partial pressure of key gases, presence or absence of liquid water, etc.) and the biological (who eats whom and gets eaten by whom; symbiotic relations, recently shown as particularly important in eukaryotic organisms; etc.). Certain other aspects of environment we share with some kinds of organisms but not with other kinds—aspects such as the social (whether or not the members of the species under scrutiny both show they need and show themselves able to associate themselves with other members of the species; and whether or not they continue such associating; etc.). Finally, I recognize one aspect of environment which we humans share with each other, but with no other known kinds of organisms (so far as I can tell). Korzybski (1921) calls this time-binding. I summarize this construct by saying that humans accumulate what I might call human knowledge (in the form of tested guesses), at rates which depend on how large a heritage of such knowledge they have already accumulated. To our designated observer, the “physical body” of any human consists of the currently resident sample of the chemical elements (carbon, oxygen, nitrogen, hydrogen, sodium, etc.) s/he has taken in as food, water, etc., over her/his lifespan. Similarly, a large part of the “life”, the behaving-and-experiencing, of any human hinges on the results or products of time-binding—in particular, on that unique sample of the “contents” of the time-binding heritage available to her/him which s/he assimilates. These “contents” manifest themselves as the activities which we commonly call language (or languaging) and culture, as well as sciences, religions, etc. 


Many of an organism’s ‘maps’ function as assumptions or guesses concerning how to obtain what it needs in order to continue living, and how to avoid getting damaged or killed. Having generated one or more ‘maps’, our organism then uses them to guide her/his/its further “doings” or “choosings”. Eventually, the ongoing situation reaches an outcome, at which point the organism has opportunities to compare its starting ‘maps’ with the observed-and-experienced outcome, and at need, to revise, or reject and replace, that starting ‘map’, and try again to obtain what it needs. 


In that passage it sounds as if I describe a self-correcting organism or theoretical framework (the polar opposite of self-defending). 


By postulate, the abstracting of any organism, or whatever the organism may generate by abstracting (e.g. a ‘map’), remain(s) intrinsically inaccurate, incomplete, and self-referential. To say that in another way, the environment of any organism remains radically uncertain: No organism knows for sure just what will happen next, in or around itself. Any organism manages to survive, in a radically uncertain environment, by dealing with the “surprises”, the unexpected—by generating guesses (predictions) concerning how to get what it needs, and to avoid getting damaged or killed, under these novel circumstances. Then, by acting on these guesses, our organism puts them to test. The non-verbal confidence that s/he can successfully do this amounts to what I might call existential Cosmos (regarding self-and-environment as “an orderly, harmonious whole”): in an uncertain, but not grossly unpredictable, environment, behaving-and-experiencing in a self-correcting manner.� 


Consequences of WIE Languaging


If someone could, even once, generate a “map” identical with the “territory”(one which satisfied the conventional criteria as accurate, complete, and objective(s/he would find her/himself possessed of “absolute certainty”.  This usage of identity requires users to pretend that the members of WIE speech communities can and do generate accurate, complete and objective “maps”. As babies, surrounded by people who talked-and-listened in one or more WIE languages, we came to expect the non-verbal “fixed/transient” pattern. As we became more and more fluent verbally, we came to generate patterns of spoken and then written languaging that more and more closely matched those displayed by our parent-figures and other people in our lives. In the process, we came to take a particular stance, also modeled for us by our parent-figures and other local speakers/listeners, which I could characterize as, “I don’t make any guesses(I know how things really ‘are’.” Then if the outcomes of our activities disconfirm our starting guesses, so that we fail to obtain what we need, we learn to make no effort to revise or replace any guesses; in our opinion, we didn’t make any. Instead, we learn to make some excuse: “It’s my fault! it’s your fault! it’s its fault!”(and to depart the unsatisfactory situation still clinging to the guesses with which we entered it. The resulting “behavior” invites onlookers to use diagnostic terms: unsane or insane, or rigid, or fixated, or neurotic, or psychotic, etc. 


I call such behaving-and-experiencing self-defending. Notice what gets “defended”: not the integrity of the “physical body”, nor of the “inter-personal relations”, nor even of the “feelings”(solely and exclusively, the guesses get “defended” (the ones we “don’t make”). 


Logically speaking, anyone who engages in self-defending presupposes an unbreakable connection between “map” and “territory”, and so claims “absolute certainty”. In other words, we pretend that there “exists” no reason to test, no way to disconfirm, the “maps” which we generate. This pretense satisfies the definition of the diagnostic term delusion: “A theory, hypothesis, guess, surmise, belief, etc., which a human holds regardless of evidence”.


Unawarely using our WIE languages, we keep committing these small, unnoticed errors. They merge into and become a big error: a tacit assumption of god-like certainty. According to many variants of “civilized” mythology, a god can and does “know all and see all”, and can “do anything at all”. Mythological texts generally do not suggest that, in “knowing all and seeing all”, the god becomes known and seen; nor that in the process of doing, the god also “gets done to.” Mortals do not enter into give-and-take—transact—with gods. 


The ability to move, alter, or otherwise command the Other, without in the process getting altered, amounts to Omnipotence. The ability to know the Other, without in the process becoming known, amounts to Omniscience. In the terminology developed here, we cover both terms when we say that (according to many mythological texts) a god can and does generate ‘maps’ identical with the relevant ‘territories’. (Hilgartner, et al. (1989))


As babies, we learned non-verbally to expect the non-verbal “fixed/transient” pattern, which has two “poles”. As we learned to talk according to WIE grammars, our Big People told us the god-stories relevant to our particular cultures. We grew up into WIE provincials who came to fill the “fixed” pole with omnipotent, omniscient god-personages, and the “transient” pole with abjectly powerless human-personages. We can and do alternately cast Self first in one of these roles, then the other: All-powerful, then powerless, then all-powerful, then powerless, etc. By doing so, we enact a matched pair of “strategies” for achieving at least the unsatisfying outcome of bare survival: (a) Play “powerless”, and placate the gods, or (b) Claim omnipotence and omniscience for yourself, and get other humans to placate you. (Hilgartner & Randolph, 1969d)


A flight of fancy might serve to clarify the issues here. Imagine that some inscrutable Deity or Deities actually, demonstrably did non-verbally micro-manage some environment according to her/his/its/their whim. In existential terms, such an environment would remain non-verbally capricious—intrinsically and radically unpredictable. No organism that relies on abstracting could devise a reliable strategy for how to survive in a radically unpredictable environment. Logically coherent, empirically feasible, reliably repeatable procedures would provide no survival-advantage in the face of the capricious. Whether a particular approach worked or not this time, our organism would have no grounds for expecting it to work, or not to work, next time, “at the whim of the gods”. So our organism could in principle find no coherent reason to keep it, or alternatively, to reject and replace it. 


We cannot assume that organisms which resemble those we observe here-now could in fact arise under conditions which did not support—perhaps, did not allow—them to devise an effective survival-strategy. Under even a distant approximation to such conditions, any organism would come to feel terrified, despairing and eventually, resigned. S/He would come to experience her/his environment as existential Chaos: a “condition or place of total disorder or confusion”; and, having no grounds or basis for developing a coherent survival-strategy, would at best come to take a self-defending stance. 


As viewed from the standpoint of my chosen premises, this fantasy concerning Deity observably does not hold. However, observation leads me to infer that we WIE provincials, speakers of WIE tongues and/or exponents of WIE frames of reference, do operate, at least in part, from the assumptions encoded in the generalized grammar common to WIE discursive and notational languages. Consequently, we often act as if we know “The Way Things Really ‘Are’”. We often PRETEND to possess “absolute certainty” and the associated “god-like powers”. When-and-where we rely on the Western dualism, we project the structuring of the WIE languages (grammar) onto the sidereal “universe”. We eliminate key distinctions from consideration: Name vs. Thing Named, ‘map’ vs. ‘territory’, etc. We create for ourselves a linguistic fiction, which we call “the Real World”. Our assumptions lead us to live AS IF under conditions of existential Chaos. And we answer these with at least vaguely-felt terror, despair, and resignation—manifested as self-defending behaving-and-experiencing. 


Does my analysis seem to you similar in structuring to the world you perceive?


To summarize the bad news: (a) I claim to have disclosed at least one untenable assumption which we have tacitly subscribed to; (b) I have shown that relying on this previously hidden assumption leads into lethal error—keeping our actions directed towards species suicide, becoming extinct. You may believe I've stated the heart of the bad news. One more step may seem worse. When we, the participants in this conference, leave Baden-Baden, we face a clear choice. We might choose to continue using WIE discursive languages and WIE specialized sub-languages as “our best tools”; or worse yet, “the only tools available to all of Mankind”. Given the new insights we have shared, we might thereby continue in, and make even more devastating, the kinds of errors by which, as members of the currently dominant world culture, we press humans and other living organisms ever closer to annihilation. 


The Good News


Above, I have already stated the heart of the good news: I and my collaborators—a single research group—have broken out of the WIE frames of reference. We have generated a theoretical framework(an alternative frame of reference(which stands outside of its older rivals. I base it on the non-aristotelian premises proposed by Alfred Korzybski. He set forth three undefined terms (structure, order, and relations) and three postulates, which he described in terms of “the relationship between a map and the territory it represents”:


1. The map is not the territory. 


2. The map represents not all the territory. 


3. The map is self-reflexive. (Korzybski, 1941b, p. 205; or 1990, p. 299)


After Korzybski, we call these postulates Non-identity, Non-allness, and Self-reflexiveness. 


Apropos of the World-View which he based on those premises, Korzybski writes:


We start with the negative [non-aristotelian] premise that words are not the un-speakable objective level, such as the actual objects outside of our skin and our personal feelings inside our skin. It follows that the only link between the objective and the verbal world is exclusively structural, necessitating the conclusion that the only content of all ‘knowledge’ is structural. Now structure can be considered as a complex of relations, and ultimately as multi-dimensional order. (Korzybski, 1933, p. 20) 


I label this world-view as a non-aristotelian or null-A frame of reference. My chosen premises, informally stated above, posit a “universe” which has human observers in it. I specifically disallow the construct of identity, and free myself from making the lethal errors which one generates when one relies on identity. Surely I cannot help making other errors—no one generates “completely correct” lived theory. I, and other exponents of this frame of reference, will err—but not in those lethal ways. 


To summarize a few of the accomplishments of this long-term research project: I wrote a theory of human behaving-and-experiencing, framed in ordinary scientific English and (allegedly) based on the null-A premises. (Hilgartner, 1963, 1965) Subsequently, I did a logical analysis on my own doctrine, and set it up as an axiomatic system framed in a WIE “Let’s Keep Track of What We Say” language (the mathematical theory of sets). (Hilgartner & Randolph, 1969a,b,c,d) That allowed me eventually to disclose the untenable assumption encoded in the generalized grammar common to the WIE languages. (Hilgartner, 1977/78) By rejecting that usage of identity, I collapsed the WIE grammar. That left me free to derive a grammar from my chosen (null-A) premises. Then, on that derived grammar, I generated a null-A Let’s Keep Track of What We Say notation. (Hilgartner, 1978) In so doing, I radically revised the foundations of WIE logics and mathematics. 


Thereafter, I used my alternative frame of reference and that non-standard notation to criticize and propose revisions to relativity (Hilgartner, Harrington & Bartter, 1989) and quantum theory (Hilgartner & DiRienzi, 1995), and to criticize WIE biological theory and propose a general theory of biology. (Hilgartner, 1998) This alternative frame of reference started out as a revision of the foundations of the human psycho-social sciences. (Hilgartner & Randolph, 1969a,b,c,d; Hilgartner, 1978 ) In its present (2002) structuring, our alternative, non-aristotelian frame of reference articulates these seemingly disparate aspects so they cohere.


However, we humans don’t yet have—and sorely need—a discursive language based on known premises such as some version of this derived grammar. Until we do, we cannot discuss details such as our known premises or the implications of the null-A frame of reference without contradicting our chosen premises at every word, every sentence, etc. Note that the act of seeing what we lack also amounts to an accomplishment, and a definite step towards obtaining it. 


Discussion 


In conducting this long-term research project, I have followed certain precepts described (more or less adequately) by WIE logicians of science:


Select an area or field to study. Learn what others have done in this area.


Sense of “problem”: “Our theories of human behavior don’t do what we count on theories to do.”


Generate some useful, novel questions. 


- What do we assume that leads us to court species suicide and extinction (and, perhaps, pan-biocide)?


- What alternative assumptions might we adopt, that could in principle and perhaps in fact support us to generate viable, sustainable, life-affirming ways of human living? 


Uncover and disclose some previously-hidden untenable assumption(s) that we the members of the currently dominant world culture do appear to rely on. Show how these assumptions could lead to the currently-suicidal dominant culture.


Find ways to reject and discard these untenable assumptions, to replace them with alternative assumptions which might support a more nearly viable World-View, and to build up a rigorous, notational frame of reference on these alternative assumptions. 


Closing Questions


I see you as people of courage and wit. What can or will each of you do with this small beginning? 


I have expended much of my life in efforts to avert catastrophe. But that endeavor exposes me, and the human species, to an unavoidable risk: Having heard my findings, and thereby having sharpened our awareness of what to strike at—will any or all of us destroy the world more effectively, more terribly, than we could have if I had sat on my hands, done nothing, said nothing? 





Appendix:  A Criterion of Generality 


My version of the criterion of generality—as stated in a WIE language such as English or set theory—includes the following provisions:


I posit a more or less concerted body of observations, and


Two or more theories to account for these observations.


I can show one of these theories (e.g., Theory D) as more general than its rival(s) (e.g., Theories E, (F, G, etc.)) if and only if certain conditions hold: 


That I can display a restricted and restrictive assumption.


(To call an assumption untenable means that I can show it as so restrictive that it applies under no conditions whatsoever.)


That I can demonstrate that this restrictive assumption forms an intrinsic part of the premises of the (allegedly) less general Theory E; and


That I can demonstrate that this restrictive assumption forms no part at all of the premises of the (allegedly) more general Theory D; and further,


That by eliminating this restrictive assumption from the premises of the (allegedly) less general Theory E, I can “expand” it into a logical doctrine more or less equivalent to the (allegedly) more general Theory D; and conversely,


That by introducing this restrictive assumption into the premises of the (allegedly) more general Theory D, I can “collapse” it into a logical doctrine more or less equivalent to the (allegedly) less general Theory E.


Two or more theories: The Null-A and the WIE frames of reference. 


The Restricted/Restrictive Assumption: The notion of identity.


That Assumption as part of premises of WIE frames of reference:


	The noun-verb distinction, within which speakers use identity to tell the two apart.


That assumption as no part at all of premises of Null-A frame of reference:


	The Null-A premises, which systematically reject and disallow identity. 


By eliminating that assumption, I “expand” a WIE frame of reference


	I generated the alternative, null-A frame of reference and non-standard notation by:


	a) writing the null-A frame of reference


	b) axiomatizing it (using set theory)


	c) disclosing and eliminating the usage of identity encoded in the noun-verb distinction


	d) deriving our null-A grammar,  and


	e) building the null-A notation on it


By introducing that assumption, I “collapse” a Null-A frame of reference


In the text, under rubric of Consequences of the Noun-Verb Distinction, I subvert a “useful, legitimate distinction” (a statement of non-identity) when I “(illegitimately) convert it into an identity-sentence”, by introducing identity as a premise.


I infer, then, that the null-A frame of reference satisfies my version of this criterion as more general than any WIE frame of reference. 
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� In his book Science and Sanity, Korzybski (1933) abbreviates the term non-aristotelian with an italicized capital A with an overbar(pronounced “null-A”. In my text, I shall use the written phrase null-A (without overbar or italics) to stand for “non-aristotelian”. Further, Korzybski uses the term Aristotelian (meaning generically rather than narrowly Aristotelian ) to designate the traditional frame of reference which he criticizes. He abbreviates that term (cont.) with an italicized capital A, without the overbar. I generally refer to that traditional frame of reference as WIE (western Indo-European) rather than as “(generically) Aristotelian”. Further, when he writes the term non-aristotelian without capitalizing either the n of “non-” or the a of “aristotelian”, he claims generality for the frame of reference designated by the hyphenated, non-capitalized term. By doing this, he conforms to a tradition which dates back at least as far as the non-euclidean geometers of the middle of the nineteenth century. 


� Yes, three authors who employ a first-person singular speaker. Do not confuse the two roles (don’t treat them as identical). And use any discomfort which we manage to elicit as a spur to keep reminding yourself that as our most fundamental presuppositions, we choose Korzybski’s (1941) non-aristotelian premises. As their central point, these premises reject and disallow the logical construct of identity (the notion of “absolute sameness in all respects”), in any guise or form, explicit or tacit. This includes holding author(s) and speaker as not-identical.


� Here I use the notion of untenable as a shorthand way of saying that any human who relies, knowingly or otherwise, on this presupposition thereby renders the ‘maps’ he bases on it similar in structuring to no actual ‘territory’ whatsoever. 


� Even to mention that concisely-stated condition, or a more colloquial paraphrase of it, requires that we accept the unstated assumption that we may legitimately regard that which we designate as a “territory” as consisting of a great many examples of the logico-mathematical(verbal rather than non-verbal(construct known as points. That logical sort-crossing error covertly expresses a tacit usage of identity, namely, that the (non-verbal) “structure” of (cont) the cosmos exactly matches the (verbal-level) noun-verb “structure” of the WIE languages. My alternative, null-A  frame of reference disallows that kind of presupposition. Instead, it requires me to posit “an organism contacting, or abstracting from, or ‘map’-making from some non-verbal, in principle unknown ‘something’ so as to generate an ‘abstraction’ or ‘map’. Not only does our organism recognize that he only infers the non-verbal ‘territory’, but also, by subscribing to the null-A premises, he arranges to reject his opportunities to pretend to the kind of “absolute certainty” which that illicit presupposing of identity would confer. 


�  Definitions of Cosmos and Chaos taken from the American Heritage Dictionary,  New College Edition, 1976
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