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OVERVIEW:


Gödel (1931) showed us that we cannot see (understand) a system from within the system.


CLAIMS: I have generated an alternative frame of reference—a new World-View which allows me to step “outside the box”—presuppositions receiving lip-service, that no one else has explicitly adopted and tried out


1. Allows me to see the “system” (frame of reference) shared by the members of the currently dominant world culture (98-99% of current human population). (Other 9999 cultures make up other 1-2%)


2. I have disclosed a hidden untenable assumption encoded in the grammar common to the western Indo-European (WIE) family of languages.


3. This grammar underlies the generally-recognized “disciplines”—the currently dominant versions of the WIE logics, mathematics, sciences, philosophies, jurisprudences, religions, etc.


4. When we rely on that untenable assumption, we commit fundamental theoretical errors, entertain delusions, make lethal mistakes—survival-errors.


PROCEDURE:


1. Examine the grammar of WIE languages, from standpoint of this alternative frame of reference—with especial reference to the ways this untenable assumption leads us to court species suicide and extinction.


2. Examine the alternative frame of reference— with especial reference to the possibilities that adopting its most-fundamental assumptions might support us to generate viable, 


sustainable, life-affirming ways for humans to live. 


A. Languaging: primary technology of humans (speaking/listening, writing/reading, signing/...)


B. Prospects for surviving (in 2 senses) depends on how we language


1. Any "advance" rests on, and alters, how we language


2. And affects our further chances of surviving


C. When a human languages: s/he fundamentally alters self-and-environment


1. After Dewey & Bentley (1949): transacting (non-verbal and verbal)


D. Alfred Korzybski (1879-1950): Non-aristotelian systems and general semantics 


New World-View  (  frame of reference


1. Premises:  Speaking as Designated Observer, I rely on:


a. 3 undefined terms: (to) Structure, Order and Relation (verb-forms)


b. 3 Non-aristotelian postulates:


Non-identity: ‘Map’ not-identical with ‘Territory’


Non-allness: ‘Map’ cannot represent ‘all’ of ‘Territory’


Self-reflexiveness: 	No ‘Map’ stands free of some kind of representation of ‘Map’		OR


No ‘Map’ stands free of some kind of representation of ‘Map-maker’


2. Korzybski made these postulates disconfirmable by a single valid counter-example


3. On these presuppositions will rest everything I say about (a) western Indo-European frames of reference, and about (b) the alternative, non-aristotelian frame of reference I have generated.








E. Thumbnail sketch of my alternative frame of reference:


1. Main trope: 


a. I assume that we humans assume—indeed, that we cannot not-assume; 


b. and that what we humans do follows strictly from what we assume 


2. Transacting—not just two-way interchange between organism and environment 


a. Instead: constrained to consider one human organism observing what has just happened to another human 


b. Smallest “unit” of human behaving-and-experiencing I can consider in this frame of reference: 


c. In detail:


i. Designated observer (“she”), an adept non-aristotelian, 


ii. observing some particular observed organism-as-a-whole-dealing-with-“his”-environment-at-a-date


iii. And recording (or “telling”) what “she” observes.


3. Our (observed) organism (“he”) functions in ways analogous to a “formal deductive system”—engages in what I call self-correcting


a. Lives under conditions of radical uncertainty—does not know exactly what will happen next.


b. Uses sensory receptors, proprioceptors, interoceptors, etc., to generate ‘maps’ of what goes on in and around him (guesses re: how to get what he needs, and how to avoid getting killed or damaged)


c. By acting on these guesses, he puts them to test


d. At outcome: Our organism has opportunities (a) to judge starting-guesses against “how things turned out” (classify as disconfirmed or not-disconfirmed); (b) at need, to reject-and-replace the guesses that “didn’t work”; and (c) to guess again and try again 


4. The way I contrast non-aristotelian vs. WIE frames of reference will depend on three constructs: 


Untenable assumption   Fundamental theoretical error   Delusion 


5. A person who relies on even one example of even one of these constructs will enact at least one survival-error. 


II. Concerning the western Indo-European (WIE) family of languages and Western cultures:


I bring bad news and good news (Good perhaps less welcome than Bad—)


A. SURVIVAL-CRISIS: the focus of my work for over 50 years 


1. Contemplating planet-wide annihilation: I find horrifying


2. The prospect that I might contribute to it revolts me. 


a. But I haven’t managed to “just forget about it”, or say “Our technology will save us” 


3. My comments, which disturb me, may elicit strong feelings in you too.


4. Please join in seeking ways to avert this catastrophe. 


B. Confront our accelerating rush towards self-annihilation:


1. Does not arise by “accident”


2. Nor out of some “innate evil” in humans


3. It has its basis in specific details of how we language


C. Let me tell you a little about that basis, and how I know about it. 


III. The Philosophical Dualism of the Western Cultures 


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________


Dualism: “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.” 


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________


A. MODEL: “Communication” between humans—according to received wisdom: 


1. Sender of “message” “has” an “idea”										(‘mental’)


a. Via a non-linguistic process, called “thought” (or “thinking”)		(‘mental’)


2. Sender “clothes” her/his “idea” in “words”, 								(‘mental’)		and 


3. “Conveys” it to the Receiver (or Audience) 								(‘physical’)


B. COMMENTS: 


1. This terminology posits a process—“communication”—and divides the whole process and every component “action” into two parts, “mental” and “physical”. 


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________


“Physical”: “Sender”, “Receiver”, “Message” (spoken, written), and “to convey” the Message;


“Mental”: “Idea”, “having” an idea, “thought”, “to clothe” an idea in “words”, “language”, etc. 


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________


2. Exponents of the received wisdom do not explicitly notice that


a. We usually express this wisdom in one of the discursive tongues of the WIE family of languages.


b. We use the terminology of the philosophical dualism of the so-called Western cultures to do so. 











_________________________________________________________________________________________________________


INFERENCE: Most exponents hold this not as a model but rather as a “self-evident” expressing of “The Way Things Really ‘Are’”. 


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________





3. In that traditional view, although different languages differ visually and audibly, these differences appear not to make any difference.


a. Exponents regard “language” as encoding no requirements, limitations, or assumptions of its own. 


b. Different languages do have different grammars, but (in their view) a “grammar” amounts to no more than a set of norms of conventional and social correctness.


c. What language we use to “clothe” our “thoughts” remains a matter of indifference. 





__________________________________________________________________________________________________________


I INVITE members of audience: Describe, in your native language, exactly what we do here-now, at this conference—without invoking the WIE dualism.


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________





4. In that view: Our various “disciplines”—the WIE logics, etc.—function as “systems” contrasted with “language”. 


a. Exponents of WIE logic and mathematics regard their “disciplines” as dealing directly with the realm of “thought”, not as specialized extensions of “language”. 





_________________________________________________________________________________________________________


Outside their laboratories, even the experts fall back upon this dualistic terminology. The above view ends up as the default position.


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________











_________________________________________________________________________________________________________





Whorf quote:


“… 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 minds¾and 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 way¾an 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)				[[ Cf. 10,000 cultures ]]


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________





C. Contrasting views


1. Whorf’s constructs and mine differ in terminology, but correspond closely in structuring. 


a. His “… agreement…codified in the patterns of our language” matches what I call the presuppositions encoded in our grammars.


2. Like Whorf, I do not find “language” merely a transparent “medium of expression”


a. I find that languaging constrains—as I shall show


3. Whorf speaks of “agreements” as “implicit and unstated”


a. I find most of the presuppositions encoded in our grammars hidden.


b. Korzybski (1933) puts it, “These assumptions [remain] utterly unknown and unsuspected, unless uncovered by painful research.” (p. 506)


c. Further, I find at least one of the presuppositions encoded in the WIE grammar untenable (“an assumption not similar in structuring to any ‘territory’”)


4. however: Our linguistic and cultural progenitors used the WIE languages 


a. They did not notice the presuppositions encoded in the WIE grammar


b. Including the untenable one(s)


c. When their activities led to trouble, it never occurred to them that their languaging played any role in those troubles


5. The WIE “disciplines” arose within the so-called Western cultures, as specialized sub-languages belonging to the WIE family


a. They share a grammar roughly equivalent to that which underlies the WIE discursive languages—and so remain subject to those limitations which affect (afflict) the speech communities of the WIE discursive languages


b. Specifically, their exponents blindly rely on the presuppositions encoded in the WIE grammar—and that includes the untenable one(s)


6. PERNICIOUSLY persisting difficulties today:


a. Even those who have noticed that we court species suicide and extinction 


b. Still base their awareness, their analysis, their proposed remedies, and the ways they implement their remedies 


c. On the untenable assumption(s) which I here show to have led us into our survival-crisis in the first place 


d. And thereby they cripple themselves


7. As long as we allow that untenable assumption to remain “hidden” —as long as we continue ignoring it—we cannot avoid relying on it 


a. And as long as we rely on it, we commit ourselves to live out its lethal consequences


8. I now have, and offer, sufficient evidence of our errors 


a. As a result of the present work, we humans do have a choice 


b. But to use these new possibilities, we will have to re-work just about everything that depends on this untenable assumption and the grammars which encode it 


c. Allow me to show some of what that will entail 


IV. The Noun-Verb Distinction: Displaying an Untenable Assumption—


—Which Has two components


A. First: entirely non-verbal: a kind of expectation.


1. Every language, including notation, has its own version of this kind of expectation.


2. Let me describe the WIE variant twice, first briefly and then more fully


a. We non-verbally expect “something fixed” paired with “something transient” 


b. 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. (cf. Whorf)


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________


3. 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” 


a. These non-verbal “doings” or “happenings” , then, fulfill the non-verbal expectations under scrutiny 


i. “Fixed” pole: That which I call the non-verbal “dancer” 


ii. “Transient” pole: That which I call the non-verbal “… dances” 





_________________________________________________________________________________________________________


To further obscure the pattern: Label both the “fixed” and the “transient” poles with ordinary noun-forms—the dancer, the dance, as in Yeats’s poem, "Among School Children”:


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


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________


B. Second component: Mainly verbal-level. To display it, 


I consider what might seem like the single most basic feature of the grammar of WIE languages; and then


Ask and answer an “obvious” question. (Hilgartner, 2002)


1. 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.


2. The question: Operationally speaking, 


how do we distinguish the nouns from the verbs?


C. 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’. 


1. 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


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


*Ì  Ì  Ì


D. this has nothing to do with whether, or what, you “believe”. The“terms [of the agreement] are absolutely obligatory”—if you language in a WIE tongue or notation, you rely on identity in this sense.


E. This type of rule successfully distinguishes these two “parts of speech”—at the price of hiding the untenable logical construct of identity in the grammar.


1. To hold the construct of noun as identical with itself — Noun1  º  Noun1 —makes every noun static, distinct from any other noun, separate from its surroundings, existing independent of any observer: the primordial isolated system. 


F. This tenet, holding  Noun1  º  Noun1, contradicts our accumulated experience.


1. Over the span of some 500 years of scientific investigating, workers have produced evidence only for dynamic non-verbal “doings” or “happenings”. 


2. We have not found evidence that any static non-verbal thing actually “exists” or “occurs”. 


3. Our verbal constructs, however, uniformly remain static. 


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________


Nineteenth- and twentieth-century logicians expressed their epoch-making innovations as distinctions (non-identities), e.g. Name vs. Thing Named, the use vs. the mention of a term, ‘map’ vs. ‘territory’, even non-verbal vs. verbal. They showed that not to make these distinctions leads to serious, invalidating logical errors.


The WIE grammar makes other distinctions, but not these. Otherwise stated, this grammar tacitly requires its users (or at least, makes it inconvenient for them not) to treat the two members of each pair as indistinguishable—identical—a stance already well-documented as expressing fundamental theoretical errors. 


question: Can we adequately and accurately describe, or model, a dynamic non-verbal universe in a language which not only


provides no way(s) explicitly to make these key distinctions, but also


requires its users (well, most of us) to posit a static non-verbal universe?


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________


4. 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—model dynamic “doings” or “happenings” in static terms. 


5. As I show in the next section, that appearance has proved misleading, in deadly ways. 


V. Consequences of the Noun-Verb Distinction: Assuming a Static Universe


A. My most fundamental presuppositions declare identity never valid


1. But I do transact with persons (including myself) who use WIE frames of reference


how do i handle the resulting pernicious errors? 


Take identity as a cover-up for, or even a violation of, some more useful relation


procedure:


1. State a legitimate distinction (a non-identity), as viewed by our Designated Observer


2. Put it into context


3. Illegitimately convert it into an identity 


4. Show the consequences


a. In the process, display what difference it makes whether or not I rely on the non-aristotelian premises, and so constrain both the construct and the process of transacting 


B. This procedure raises 2 questions:


1. How does identity subvert? and 


2. What does identity subvert? 		(I expand on this second topic in Section VI)


C. To show how identity subverts:


1. State a legitimate distinction (one variant of the Postulate of Non-identity), namely:


‘Map’  �EMBED Equation.3���  ‘Territory’	(where the slashed-triple-bar stands for not-identical with)


Please take this as a non-WIE expressing, in which 


‘Map’  �EMBED Equation.3���  ‘Map’  and  ‘Territory’  �EMBED Equation.3���  ‘Territory’ 


Which implies that they change: That amounts to positing a dynamic universe


2. Context: In my alternative, non-standard, non-aristotelian frame of reference—speaking as Designated Observer—I 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 abstractions (‘maps’); and I assign each of these constructs to a different positioning in an ordering on abstracting (or, each occupies a different “logical level”).


3. Illegitimately convert the distinction (a non-identity) into an identity:


a. From the  �EMBED Equation.3��� , I remove the slash  / . which leaves the  (  (symbol for identity);


b. and I imagine taking the resulting (WIE) notational sentence seriously.


4. That has at least four immediate consequences. The construct of identity subverts by:


a. Converting not-self-identical ‘Map’ and ‘Territory’ into WIE noun-phrases: 


i. (Self-identical) “Map” and “Territory”


b. Since to regard some “thing” as self-identical implies that it does not change, that means identity subverts by tacitly switching us to positing a static universe.


c. Declaring “Map” identical with “Territory” subverts by eliminating the Designated Observer from consideration


d. That leaves us with the WIE notational sentence, allegedly referring to the “outside world”:  


“Map”  (  “Territory” 


5. That identity-sentence asserts that these two noun- phrases satisfy the usual WIE criteria as “absolutely the same in all respects”.


a. Therefore I don’t need two different Names, I need only one.


i. I could settle on the one on the left, or the one on the right, or on a different noun-phrase altogether, such as noun:  


Noun1  (  Noun1


6. Thus by (illegitimately) converting a non-identity into an identity, I have performed the legerdemain of eliminating from consideration at least six terms, and the fundamental relations amongst them:


a. Transacting, and the circle of five inter-defined terms that I would use to particularize transacting, namely, organism, environment, abstracting, abstraction, and an ordering on abstracting. 


7. And if I don’t remember where I obtained that bland assertion of self-identity, I have also, subversively, managed to “cover my tracks” almost completely.


VI. Consequences of WIE Languaging: Pretending to “Absolute Certainty” 


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.


A. That identity-sentence asserts an exhaustively complete, entirely accurate one-to-one relation between “what I know” and “what I know it about”.


In simpler-sounding terms, that means that 


1. Every point of the “map” represents one and only one “point”* of the “territory”;


2. Every “point” of the “territory” gets represented in the “map”;


3. 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 that


4. Such a “map” satisfies the conventional criteria as “objective”


That condition violates Postulate of Self-reflexiveness—unacceptable by our standards


Today’s scientists still seek to make their formulations objective 


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


* 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 the cosmos exactly matches the (verbal-level) noun-verb “structure” of the WIE languages. 


My alternative, non-aristotelian 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 non-aristotelian premises, he arranges to reject his opportunities to pretend to the kind of “absolute certainty” which that illicit presupposing of identity would confer.


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________





B. We learn to enact a lot of seemingly “small”, unnoticed errors


1. 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”.


And that implies (entails) omnipotence and omniscience


a. This usage of identity requires users to pretend that the members of WIE speech communities can and do generate accurate, complete and objective “maps”.


2. As babies, we learned non-verbally to expect the non-verbal “fixed/transient” pattern,


a. More and more fluent verbally—Learned to talk and write in patterns that more and more closely matched those of our models


b. Learned to take stance, “I don’t make any guesses—I know how things really ‘are’.” 


i. If outcomes disconfirm our starting guesses, we make no effort to revise or replace our guesses


ii. Instead, make some excuse: “It’s my fault! It’s your fault! It’s its fault!”


iii. Then depart the unsatisfactory situation still clinging to guesses we entered it with. 


I call that pattern Self-defending 


c. We heard the god-stories current in our particular cultures


i. We grew up into WIE provincials –


ii. Came to fill the “fixed” pole with omnipotent, omniscient god-personages, and


iii. To fill the “transient” pole with abjectly powerless human-personages 


d. As adults, we can and do follow that scenario—cast Self first in one of these roles, then the other:


i. We play all-powerful, then powerless, then all-powerful, then powerless, etc.


ii. By doing so, we enact a 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 ourselves, and get other humans to placate us. 


C. These little errors merge into and become a big error: Tacitly assuming god-like powers, starting with “absolute certainty” 


“CIVILIZED” MYTHOS OF GODS


OUT-GOING RELATIONSHIPS�
IN-COMING RELATIONSHIPS�
�
Gods can and do “Know all and see all”�
Gods do not become known and seen�
�
Gods can do anything at all�
Gods do not “get done to”�
�
Thus mortals do not enter into give-and-take—do not transact— with gods.





1. Omnipotence: The ability to move, alter, or otherwise command the Other, without in the process getting altered.


2. Omniscience: The ability to know the Other, without in the process becoming known.


In my terminology: A god can and does generate ‘maps’ identical with the relevant ‘territories’


D. A flight of fancy might clarify issues:


Imagine that some inscrutable Deity or Deities actually, demonstrably did non-verbally micro-manage some environment according to her/his/its/their whim. 


1. In existential terms, such an environment would remain non-verbally capricious—intrinsically and radically unpredictable. 


a. No organism that relies on abstracting-in-uncertain-environment could devise a reliable strategy for how to survive in a radically unpredictable environment. 


i. Logically coherent, empirically feasible, reliably repeatable procedures would provide no survival-advantage in the face of the capricious.


ii. 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”. 


iii. So our organism could in principle find no coherent reason to keep it, or at the other extreme, to reject and replace it.


2. We cannot assume that organisms which depend on self-correcting (successful predicting) in a radically uncertain environment could even arise under conditions of radical unpredictability 


a. If even one did, s/he would see such an environment as existential Chaos—a “condition or place of total disorder or confusion”


b. With no basis for developing a coherent survival-strategy, s/he would at best end up taking a self-defending stance


c. Under even a distant approximation to such conditions, a self-correcting organism would come to feel terrified, despairing and eventually, resigned.





E. As viewed from the standpoint of the non-aristotelian premises: 


This fantasy concerning Deity observably does not hold. 


1. Our scientists have reported no evidence for “capriciousness” or “radical unpredictability” 


2. But by positing omnipotent, omniscient god-personages and abjectly powerless human-personages, we can and do talk ourselves into assuming existential Chaos— an as if…


3. Which leads to fundamental theoretical error


As a consequence of unawarely relying on the hidden untenable assumption of identity, we WIE provincials tacitly claim god-like powers. If we actually had god-like powers, we could generate ‘Maps’ identical with the relevant ‘Territories’. To the best of my knowing, no human has yet done that. 


To continue to hold this claim, regardless of any evidence, amounts to delusion. 


To rely on “Absolute Certainty” encoded in identity brings logical-and-empirical catastrophe


Delusion   Untenable assumption   Fundamental theoretical error


Operationally speaking, these three terms function as rough synonyms: Each points out that I have engaged in higher-order predicting (predicting about our predicting):


Given: 


Some human relies on identity as a presupposition (pretends to “absolute certainty”, omnipotence and omniscience). 


Someone generates a hypothesis based on that presupposition.


I predict: In every instance in which someone tests that presupposition, the presupposition will end up disconfirmed. (Mostly we have developed great skill in not testing that presupposition.)


Every ‘Map’ we make, which tacitly or explicitly includes that assumption, will fail to predict accurately. “Similar in structuring to no territory.” 


Contrariwise: When someone relies on identity as a presupposition, and avoids testing that presupposition, 


I predict: s/he will makes survival-errors—short-term…long-term.


Short-term: the person makes her/himself eligible for “Darwin Award” (spectacularly removes self from gene pool)


Long-term: the person takes active role in arranging for species suicide, extinction


otherwise stated: I predict that the non-aristotelian postulates will, when tested, continue to end up not-disconfirmed.


VII. The Good News 


I already stated the heart of it above


A. A single research group has broken out of WIE frames of reference 


1. Alternative frame of reference —based on Korzybski’s non-aristotelian premises


a. I stated the premises above (Section I.D.1.)


2. This frame of reference posits—I posit—a “universe” with human observers in it


a. I specifically disallow identity 


i. And thus I free myself from making lethal survival-errors that follow from identity. 


b. Surely I cannot avoid making other errors—no one generates “completely correct” lived theory 


i. So I, and other exponents of this alternative frame of reference, will err—but not in those lethal ways.


Summarize a few of the accomplishments:


B. Theory of biology and of human behaving-and-experiencing


1. As viewed by our Designated Observer:


2. Any organism (human or non-human) survives in its radically uncertain environment by non-verbally simulating a self-correcting system


3. Any human organism also engages in verbal-level self-correcting


4. I framed this theory first in ordinary scientific English, then as an axiomatic system stated in a set theory notation.


5. And, as simple as it may sound, this proposal revises the foundations of the human psycho-social sciences. 


C. Logic and Mathematics 


1. Eventually, I disclosed the untenable assumption (usage of identity) encoded in the 


generalized grammar common to WIE languages


2. By rejecting that usage, I collapsed the WIE grammar.


3. That left me free to derive a grammar from the non-aristotelian premises


4. On that derived grammar, I generated a non-aristotelian “Let’s Keep Track of What We Say” notation


5. In so doing, I radically revised the foundations of WIE logics and mathematics.


D. Physics


1. I used this alternative frame of reference and our non-standard notation to criticize and propose revisions to relativity and quantum theory 


2. In the process, I take the observer into account in at least 2 new ways.


In its present (2002) structuring, our alternative, non-aristotelian frame of reference articulates these seemingly disparate aspects so they cohere.


E. A major lack


1. However, we humans don’t have—and sorely need—a discursive language based on known premises, such as some version of this derived grammar. 


2. Until we do, we cannot discuss details such as our known premises or the implications of the non-aristotelian frame of reference without contradicting our chosen premises at every word, every sentence, etc. 


3. Note that the act of seeing what we lack also amounts to an accomplishment, and a definite step toward obtaining it. 


VIII. 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. 


In this instance that meant:


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. 


To summarize the entire project: I have spent over fifty years digging out, framing, asking and answering a pair of related questions:


What do we, as members of the currently dominant world culture, 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 would in fact, support us to generate viable, sustainable, life-affirming ways of human living? 


As I have just shown at length, I have generated robust answers to both questions.


The first fifty-odd years of my work came as preliminaries. 


In year 2002, with the paper I sent out to the International Journal of Computing Anticipatory Systems in January, and the document I have just presented, I have begun the process of directly stating my life’s message—my lifetime findings.


To myself, I still look clumsy at it. I still have to language in ways that contradict my chosen premises with every word, every sentence, etc. I feel like a salmon swimming upstream to spawn—I have to fight my way up over waterfalls.


IX. Closing Questions 


I see you as people of courage and wit. (Invited me.) What can or will each of you do with this 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 managed if I had sat on my hands, done nothing, said nothing? 


(Grandchildren) 
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