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ﬂ' i BASIC GOAL

A study of human behavior reveals that the actions we undertake as

individuals are closely related to survival,{more importantly, survival
&SN U~y 21U iz., “A

rwithgut\\pdug‘1nggrfékence\by Qﬁhergj Naturally, such a notion implies
that we should be able to act relatively free or independent of any
debilitating external influences--otherwise that very survival might be
in jeopardy;;iﬂgg/f{wqaﬁ\bg/ékniﬁﬁfqted\Pyfh;hgréj. In viewing the in-
stinct for survival in this manner we imply that our basic aim or goal,

as individuals is to improve our capacity for independent action. The

degree to which we cooperate, or compete, with others is driven by the
need to satisfy this basic goal. If we believe that it is not possible
to satisfy it alone and without help from others history shows us that

we will agree to constraints upon our independent action in order to

A
collectively pool Skl%ls and talents in the form of nations, corpera-
I/\""( / W
tions, labor unions, etc. so that obstacles standing in the way of the
e

basic goal can either be removed or overcome, On the other hand, if the

group cannot or does not attempt to overccme obstacles deemed important
F( S a."‘k
to many (o$nany) of it's individual members the group must risk losing

these alienated members. Uander these circumstances, the alienated mem-
disgelie
bers may diselve their relationship and remain independent or form a

group of their own or join another collective body in order toc improve their

capacity for indevendent actisn.




When this orderly.(and pleasant) state is reached
the concept becomes a coherent pattern 6f ideas and intractions
that can be used to describe some aspect of observed reality.
As a consequence, there is little, or no, further appeal to
alternative ideas and interaction in an effort to either
expand complete or modify the concept. Instead, the effort

S o 2

is turned inward towardéfearranglng and fine tunlnﬂ\the 1dea%r
and 1ntr§ét10n<1n order to improve generality and produce a —
finer grain match of reality with the conceptual pattern.

Toward this end, the concept -- and its internal workings --

is tested and compared against observed phenomena over and over
again in many different and subtle ways. Such a repeated and

an inward oriented effort to explain increasingly mere subtle
aspects of reality suggests the disturbing idea that perhaps,

at some point, ambiguities, uncertainties, anomalies, or apparent

inconsistencies may emerge to stifle a more general and precise

match-up of concept with observed reality. Why do we suspect

this? P}¢C7EIZ:L4

On one hand, we realize that facts,Aideas, impressions,
interactions, etc. separated from previous observations and
thougﬁt patterns have been linked together to create a new
conceptual pattern. On the other hand, we expect that refined
observations now underway will eventually exhibit either
more or a different kind of precision andﬂd\subtlety than the

2 ] . <

previous obscr{vation and though {E’WWT.WMP
tﬁfﬂ\neﬁﬁﬁhéigg~ussg te-deseribe current Teal&tyjﬁ Clearly

any anticipated difference, or differences, suggest we should

expect a mismatch between the observation and the concept




description of that observafion. To assume otherwise would be
tantamount to admitting that previous constituen@gand interactions
would produce the same synthesis as any newer constituents and
interactions that exhibit either more or a different kind of
precision and subtlely. This would be like admitting 1=2. To
avoid such a discomforting position implies that we should
anticipate a mismatch between phenomena observation and concept
oA, plrtspratios,

descriptian:Such a notion is not new and is indicated by the
discoveries of Kuit Godel and Werner Heisenberg.

In 1931 Kurt Godel created a stir in the World of Mathematics
and logic when he demonstrated that it was impossible to embrace

mathematics within a single system of logic. He accomplished

this by proving, first, that#any consistent systexﬁ“that includes

N
the arithmetic of whole numbers =-- is incomplete. In other words,

there are true statements or concepts within the system that

| v
cannot be deduced from the postulates that@@ake—upithe system.

Next, he proved even though such a system’is consistent its

consistency cannot be determined within the system.

Such a result does not imply that it is impossible to
demonstrate the consistency of a system. It only means that
such a proof cannot be accomplished inside the system. As a

o Z

matter of fact, since Godel, Gagﬁzrd Gentgen and others have

shown that a consistency proof of arithmetric can be found

by appealing to systemSoutside that arithmetic.

e Thus Gadels proof indirectly shows: that in order to
e ~ AR
Lﬁgﬁ€ttnﬂtﬁaqgjdeﬁermine the consistency of any pext system

wince pei- _
we must construct or eveav@ another system beyond it. Over

and over this cycle must be repeated to demonstrate the consistency

of more and more elaborate systems.
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Keeping this process in mind let us see how Godels results
impact the effort to improve the match-up of concept with
observed reality. To do this we must consider two kinds of
consistency: The consistency of the concept and the consistency
of match-up between observed reality and concept description. In
sensé€
this gedrch, if we assume -- as a result of previous Destructive
Deduction and Creative Induction efforts -- that we have a
consistent concept and a consistent match-up; we should see no
differences between observation and concept description. Yet,
as we have seen on one hand we use observations to shape or
formulate a concept. On the other hand, we use a concept to
. shape the nature of future inquiries or observations of reality.
= - Back and forth,; over and over again we use observations to

.@i\tw v L Corce e/v_,( m.u'/cz CoNL J’/L[ Xz
sharpen observations. Under these circumstances a concept must

A ,
be incomplete since we depend upon an ever-changing array of
observations to shape or formulate it. Likewise our observations
of reality must be incomplete since we depend upon a changing
concept to shape or formulate the nature of new inquiries and
observations. Therefore, when we probe back and forth with more
precision and subtlely, we must admit that we have differences
between observation and concept deserlptlon hence cannot determine

W’QEM —_ oA LAl z’
the consistency of the concept, e:::t? atch -up with observed
A
reality.
Furthermore, the consistency cannot be determined even when
the precision and subtlety of observed phenomena approaches the

precision and subtliety of the observer —-- who is employing the

ideas and interactions that play together in the conceptual pattern.

A W‘*%" - C
This aspect of consistency is accounted for by Godels Proof aee
(L‘Q d—d_-. N

-uwe=l—as by the Hclsenborg, Uncertainty or Indeterminancy Principle.




The Indeterminancy Principle uncovered by Werner Heisen berg
in 1927 showed that one could not simultaneously fix or determine
precisely the velocity and position of a particle or body.
Specifically he showed, due to the presence and influence of an
observer, that the prodﬁct of the velocity and position
uncertainities, is equal to or greater than a small number
(Plancﬁmp@r \Quantum-of Actien) divided by the mass
of the particle or body being investigated. In other words:

AV e AQ = hfm
whereaféééhis velocity uncertainty
;é@: is position uncertainty
and h!mﬁ is Planck's constant (h) divided by observed mass (m).

Examinaticon of Heisenberg's Principle rev%gls that as mass
becomes exceedingly small the uncertainty, orf;ﬁdeterminancy
becomes exceedingly large. Now —-- in accor:dance with this
relation -- when the precision, or mass, of phenomena being
observed, is little, or no different than the precision, or mass,
.of the observing phenomena the uncertainty values become as large,
or larger, than the velocity and size frame-of-reference assoicated

b-‘rzﬂl-’u L
with the hadmes belng observed. In this environment, the character

A
or nature of th; observer is little, or no different than the
character or nature of the phenomena being observed. In essence,
then, when the observer and observed become essenti=zlly one and
the same the uncertainty values hide or mask phenomena behavior,
Pl @B 2T ¢
or put another way the obberver(fﬂwpetmes-5ncé;tai; or erratic

behavior that bounces all over ﬂpévﬂldh% in accordance with the

indeterminancy relatlont Under thcseﬁc;rcumstances the unceitalnty

{ bop e A2 sy~ i AAAAAD

values represent the inability to determlnb tha?g.".ju reye
X 7
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system within itself. On the other hand, if the precision is Zf“\
bl

j?

much less than the precision and subtlety of the observing

phenomena the uncertainty values-7§@ﬁﬁﬂ&n£@gja/pxesﬁgj/g_/w,
become much smaller than the velocity and size values of the bodies
being observed. Under these circumstances, the character or nature
of a system can be determined - although not exactly - since the
uncertainty values do not hide or mask observed phenomena

behavior éﬁ nor indicate significant erratic behavior.

Keeping in mind, that the Heisenberg Principle implicitly
depends upon the undetermined presence and influence of an
observer, we can now see -- as revealed by the two examples
just cited -- that the magnitude of the uncertaintyE@%’
@pﬂéiégaiégﬁééi values represent the degree of intrusion by
the observer upon the observed. When intrusion is totalq(%hat
is when the character or nature of the observer and observed
become essentially the samg} the uncertainty values indicate
erratic behavior. When intrusion is low the uncertainty values

rfivqétﬁi ¢6¢LT¢u?(/d&wwﬂwuwuq.Lw2i444¥*" A
do not hldeamnor indicate significant erratic behavior. In
other words, the uncertainty valuesy, not onlxﬁ represent the
degree of intrusion by the observer upon the observed but also

Lt

the degree of confusion and disorder perceived by ghg observer,
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and/or oader\ mo g al s stated before
A el

o the new
U ‘ptt Lo r—

i — )= oA'eHQe—a. aln
when w?‘usé i AT EEm "s“zfgﬁL&}kconcept - W1th1n a
its Sw*fframeﬁﬁ*k of ideas and interactions - to produce a finer -

gj;lnfmatkh_ﬂlth ‘obXerved reality, the_ﬁew_systemF%eglng tLo—y

{ eli,@gsfr ct just ore, - or xag1;A¥heﬂ§¢51eg%te~cy‘i“
k AL A2t eUgs0 = N -_ .

_ e it . Ty e . E - —-—--1’-,-:-'—-_"; = 4 by
J\A«.,ta-vm 4“'4/ i
Godel's Proof - we sugég;é that the process

0 ) o o
of Structure, Unstructure,,K Restructdwe, Unstructive, Restructxvég

is repeated endlessly in moving to higher and broader 1ev 1s

of elaboration. In this unfolding drama the Entrogyfi creaseg
F4es

toward more and more disorder and the Entropy decreaseg toward

more and more order appears to be one £z;e-oi a control mechanism

M{._
that literally secems Egé?ggh and regulate this alternating cycle
(4 (&

of Destruction andigggéﬁfﬂbéguqatoward higher and broader levels

of elaberation.
— = Now in relating this Deductive/Inductive activity to the

basic goalf discussed in the beginning, I believe we have un-



models needed by indiviuals and societies for determing and

monitering acticns in an effort, to improve their capacrty for

F—u—rm,rvv\-&%ﬂ Ly € A

idependent action. Jmuu§351nce this

directed toward satisfying this basic aim or goal, it follows

o —

, appears to be the other side of aigl;Jagb{&,af\CybékgetiS&
d,ﬂ.-si—-(. -

control mechanism that seems to also both push and regulate

that the degree or lack thereof toward reaching ih;a_gea*-i&‘)if

the alternating cycle of destruction and construction toward

higher and broader levels of elaberatean. In thlS ontext
' Al E&

when acting within a closed system, the goal seeklnﬂ exforfito

improve -the capacity for independent action tends to produce

disorder towards randomness and death. On the other hamiaé%i;/ 1
' 7 7 7 M?‘?

27 Nne S@Q,GM, \he/h ;fdt yf?’
g,t/ Bh uhfuéds, znd/\shaft& /tawar‘d cqc : Sttu@(ﬁ/l

| W i an Entrofyincrease in a closed system is offset
A A ,Wg/‘bﬂ 0’ ¥

by the improved possibilities also offered by this Entropy
~T AM‘\—A-}Y‘*‘-CC"’N
increase which permit$ both the destruction of the ol sy
e S e mz—,,?,

fff"= L v; .;‘ﬁigla_-_ %b_nulllfy randomness
| A

/”"!

A

action ~ that we have described heréln as

< _\J / A ’V
LA 0&;41.(0 Lt £ it £i K S5
,/”




comee L Lpc f /( )

themddetwe=——RN50acs+em. The result isAa changing and expanding

universe of observed reality. As indicated earlier these mental
o teor areslidy

concepts are employedAby individuals and societies for determing

W

\)

aé//u/vzl,‘-y ::wwn/(__é’ A ‘7 e Rt 9 7/ .M’Lﬂt;;‘éﬂ-"g N

—

and monitoring actions needed to cope with their environment e ¥ & gt

jg;e improve their capacity for independent actiongl
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DRAFT

e BASIC GOAL

A study of human behavior reveals that the actions we undertake as

1nd1v1duals are closely related to_surV1val ‘more importantly, surv1val

W Vol s, Al - 'I/r-"-_../ -

¥ v

wifhout undue 1nterférence by others. Naturally, such a notion implies
that we should be able to act relatively free or independent of any

debilitating external influences--otherwise that very survival might be

in JeopardyL51nce it can be manipulated by others] In viewing the in-

g ; : : ” ¥ i Sl
stinet for survival in this manner we imply that our) basic\aim or goal,

(=

as individuals is to improve our capacity for independent action. The

degree to which we cooperate, or compete, with others is driven by the
need to satisfy this2basic_goa1. I1f we believe that it is not possible

to satisfy it alone and without help from others history shows us that

we will agree to constraints upon our independent action in order to
A

collectively pool skills and talents in the form of nations, corpera-

W
oY T —_——

tions, labor unions, etec. so that obstacles standlng in the way of the
X rd! T S 1
W and
basic goal can elther be removed or overcome. On the other hand, if the
group cannot or does not attempt to overcome obstacles deemed important
to many (or any) of it's individual members the group must risk losing
these alienated members. Under these circumstances, the alienated mem-

bers may disolve their relationship and remain independent or form a

group of their own or join another collective body in order to improve their

capacity for independent action.
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e

e DT i s =
T ——— o Environment

In a real world of limited resources and skills individuals and groups

form, dissolve and reform their cooperative or competitive postures in a
‘q"\: e ¢ Fgs S

continuous struggle to remain or overcome physical and social environmental
obstacles, In a cooperative sense, where skills and talents are pooled,
the removal or overcoming of obstacles represents an improved capacity for
independent action for all concerned. In a competitive sense where indi-
vidualsand groups compete for scarce resources and skills}an improved capa-

city for independent action achievga individuals or groups constrains ‘thet

A

e . ’ 2l ]
capacityr de eaﬂ@hg:acggﬁﬂffor other individuals or groups. Naturally,

| L2

such a combination of real world scarcity and goal striving to overcome
1 ] [ EI, b @ A Lt 'v*-t:«{,{ Lol 'L: ; 4'{.,"\!’2"“"‘:/‘.-1-';':_
this scarfity intensifies this struggle of a and K to ¢ope with both their
y /\ : A
A\ /

physical and social environments.

g gy > . - Need for Decision
T
A
Against such background actions and decisions become critically im-
7Y

portant. Actions must be taken over and over again and in many different

ways. Decisions must be rendered to monitor and determine the precise

[

nature of the actions needed that will be compatible with the goal. To

make these timely decisions i;amplies thatEﬁF/ﬂ&éiyéaH@lg?g'we must be able

to form mental concepts of observed reality and be able to change these

concepts as observed reality itself changes. The concepts can then be

used as decision-models for improving our capacity for independent action.
vy

Such a demand for [ ] decisions that literally impact,@&éfsurvival

causes one to wonder: How do we generate or create the mental concepts

T

o




n

to support this dec1sxon—mak1ng activity . '
. s . -

Constructing Concepts

There are two ways in which we can develop and manipulate mental con-

cepts to represent observed reality: We can start from a comprehensive |
P KR ailons foplaerXer<.

whole and break it down to its particles or w2 can start with the particles
and build towards a comprehensive whole. In other words, wz can go from
the general to égg specific or from the specific to #e general., A little
reflection here reveals that deduction is related to proceeding from the
general-to-specific whilé induction is related to proceeding from the
specific to fhm general. 1In following this line of thought can we think
of other activities that are related to these two opposing ideas? Is not
analysis related to proceeding from the general to the specific? Is not
synthesis,the opposite of analysis, related to proceeding from the spe-
cific tog%ﬁg'general? Puting all this together: Can we noﬁjigg that

w ’-J&M..da &
general to specific is related to both deduction and analysisj ikewise

N
specific~to-general is related to induction and synthesisp Now can we

—t

think of some examples to fit with these two opposigg'ideas?h‘The ﬁiffegl
ential Calculus proceeds from the general to :ﬁ;';uefspecific--from a function
to its derivative. Hence is not the differential calculus related to
deduction and analysis? The integral calculus on the other hand, pro-
ceeds in the opposite direction--from a derivative to the general function.
Hence, is not the 1ntegra1 calculus related to induction and synthesis?

- : : =y 193 1V I LX,A4~794ﬁr e Xy stip
When viewad in this light lwe eaanag;ggy—"The Calculus is an analytical
o g ~

tool." Otherwise we would be forced to conclude that the integral calcu-

lus does not exist. Yet many professionals who use the calculus regard




.'/IJ,

it as an analytical tool. Summlng up once again we see that; general to

spec1f1c is related to deductlon, ana1y81s and dlffe?entlatlon. On the

other hand specific to general is related to induction, synthe31s and 1nte-

gratiEE:

Now keeping these two opposing idea chains in mind let us move on a
somewhat different tact. Imagine, if you will a domain (a comprehensive
whole) and its constituent elements or parts. Now, imagine another do-
main and its constituent parts. Once again, imagine even another domain
and its constituent parts. Repeating this idea over and over again we can
imagine any‘pumber of domains and the &9&3@i€ue&t parts corresponding to

P T2 et &

-eacha; Naturally as we go through life we develop concepts of meaning with
included constituents fo represent observed reality. Can we not liken these
concepts and their related constituents, that represent observed reality,

to the domains and constituents that we have formed in our imagination?
Naturally, we can. Keeping this relationship in mind suppose we shatter

the correspondence of each domain or concept with its constituent elements.

In other words, we imagine the existence of the parts but ﬁ}etend that the
domains or concepts they were previously associated ;ith do not exist.é;_ﬂi i
Result: We have many constituents, or particulars, swimming around in a

sea of anarchy. We have uncertainty and disorder in place of meaning and

order, Further, we can see such an uneructur1ng or destruction of many

T

N e —

domains~-~-to break the correspondence of each with its respective constit-

uents--is related to Deductlon, Analysis and leferentlatlon. We call this

———r e

kind of unstructuring a Destructive Deduction.

)

[y,
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Faced with such disordér or chaos, howfejwe reconstruct order and
meaning? Going back to the idea chain of specific-to-genéral, induction,
synthesis‘asd integration the thought occurs that a new domain or concept
can be formed if we can find some common qualities, attributes,.or bpera-
tions among some or many of these constituents swimming in this sea of
anarcgg;fgégiling particulars together in this manﬁer.we can form a new
domain or @oncept--providing, of coursa, we do not 1nadverteni12 use only

A {{:Lf A A | e / il T ﬁ.l’\.x_ o ""‘“N‘ﬂ‘" e MM_____
those'"bits and pieces" assoc1ated wlth one of the domalns-jﬁy purged from

our imagination. Clearly, such a synthesis would indicate we have created
Ay Mrreli U yenr aelto @gbictir
something new and differeat from what previously existed. jzifollows that

'creativity is related to induction synthesis, and integration since we
proceeded from unstructured bits and pieces to a new general structure or

concept. We call such action a creative or constructive induction. It is

important to note that the crucial or key step that permits this creative

induction is the seperation of the particulars from their previous domains

by the Destructive Deduction. Without this unstructuring the creation of

a new structure cannot proceed--since the bits and pieces.ére still tied
togethegﬁgs% aaning? within unchallenged domains 0':' concepts. R'gcalling
that we use concepts or mantal patterns to describe reality it follows

that the unstructuring and restructuring just shown reveals a way for
changing our perception of reality. Naturaelly, such a notion implies

that the emerging pattern of ideas and interactions must be internally con-
sistent and match-up with reality. To check or verify internal consis-
tency watg_ ; ; duftioa’fkgmfshg,ebnceﬁEhalehdl%%Eﬁ see if

we can find -our way back to the originmal constituents that ware used in

the creative or constructive induction. If we cannot reverse directions

5




B L{éaA{;iﬁjuléij
the ideas and interactiona’gre not internally counsistent. HoweVEf}this

A

does not nacessarily mean we reject and throw away the entire structure.

Instead, we should attempt to identify those ideas (particulars) and inter-
actions that seem to hold together in a coherent pattern of activity as
distinguished from those ideas that do not seem to fit in. In performing
this task we check for reversibility as well as check to see which ideas
and interactions match up with our observations of reality. Using those
ideas and interactions that pass this test together with any new ideas or

other promising ideas that popped out of the original Destructive Deduction

we again attempt to find some common qualities, attributes, or operations
to recreate the concept. Also once again we perform the check for rever-

sibility and match-up with reality. Over and over again this cycle of ﬂk;l;;EZZQ&

_',-.--'-"'"-‘ e __,-} il iR
CLAA41\5reation i ﬁ:is repeated until we demonstrate internal consis-

t?iﬁfﬁ?ﬁiffs :
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e ——— s Environment
In a real world of limited resources and skills individuals and groups

form, dissolve and reform their cooperative or competitive postures in a
it C
continuous struggle to remain or overcome physical and social environmental

obstacles. In a cooperative sense, where skills and talents are pooled,
the removal or overcoming of obstacles represents an improved capacity for
independent action for all concerned. 1In a competitive sense where indi-

vidualgsand groups compete for scarce resources and skills an improved capa-
4 _&i'yﬂ-’& =
city for independent action achieved individuals or groups constrains thed

capacityIF&f’in&gpenﬂgn&_aceio

o

?9for other individuals or groups. Naturally,

such a combination of real world scarcity and goal striving to overcome
W(/i'b“(-.ﬂ‘(“'-ﬁ d Gyl d
this scarsity intensifies this struggle ofzigand h) to cope with both their

!
4

physical and social environments.

r NP < o
jgj’]"> . Need for Decision

. —A”
e Tl

Against sucéfbackground actions and decisions become critically im-
portant, Acticns-must be taken over and over again and in many different
ways. Decisions must be rendered to monitor and determine the precise
nature of the actions needed that will be compatible with the goal. To
make these timely decisions [implies thatz%; individuals 4 we must be able
to form mental concepts of observed reality and be able to change these
concepts as observed reality itself changes. The concepts can then be
used as decision-models for improving our capacity for independent action.

Such a demand for [ ] decisions that literally impact ﬁkifsurvival

causes one to wonder: How do we generate or create the mental concepts



to support this decision-making activity .

—fffa——vwfgzﬂﬂé~*——- Constructing Concepts

There are two ways in which we can develop and manipulate mental con-
cepts to represent observed reality: We can start from a comprehensive
s iciilors:. ,./7—.,( 1&.#(.
whole and break it down to its g;rticles or we can start with the. i
and build towards a comprehensive whole. 1In other words, we can go from
the general to ﬁk@ specific or from the specific to tHg general. A little
reflection here reveals that deduction is related to proceeding from the
general-to-specific while induction is related to proceeding from the
specific to fha general. In following this line of thought can we think
of other activities that are related to these two opposing ideas? Is not
analysis related to proceeding from the general to ffhie specific? 1Is not
synthesis,the opposite of analysis, related to proceeding from the spe-
cific to(ﬁhﬂ general? Puting all this together: Can we not say that
L/U-’J"L-’{"{—’
general to specific is related to both deduction and analysisJ _Likewise
specific to general is related to induction and synthesiss Now,can we
v SRR [y Boml S
think of some examples to fit with these two opposing ideas?A The Differ-
ential Calculus proceeds from the general to ébe{ specific-~-from a function
to its derivative. Hence is not the differential calculus related to
deduction and analysis? The integral calculus on the other hand, pro-
ceeds in the opposite direction--from a derivative to the general function.
Hence, is not the 1ntegra1 calculus related to 1nduct?¥Tand synthesis? b
e

"“ﬂés — = T{Mﬁf A pehr O & A A
When viewad in thlS 1ght[*_gcannoﬁjsay "The ‘Calculus is an analytical

'Wj’

tool." Otherwise we would be forced to conclude that the integral calcu-

lus does not exist. Yet many professionals who use the calculus regard



it as an analytical tool. Summing up once again we see that; general to

specific is related to deduction, analysis and differentiation. On the

other hand specific to general is related to induction, synthesis and inte-

gratigg:

Now keeping these two opposing idea chains in mind let us move on a
somewhat different tact. Imagine, if you will a domain (a comprehensive
whole) and its constituent elements or parts. Now, imagine another do-
main and its constituent parts. Once again, imagine even another domain
and its constituent parts. Repeating this idea over and over again we can
imagi?e any number of domains and the constituent parts corresponding to
eachvfﬂgzz;;ally as we go through life we develop concepts of meaning with
included constituents to represent observed reality. Can we not liken these
concepts and their related constituents, that represent observed reality,
to the domains and constituents that we have formed in our imagination?
Naturally, we can. Keeping this relationship in mind suppose we shatter
the correspondence of each domain or concept with its constituent elements.
In other words, we imagine the existence of the parts but pretend that the
domains or concepts they were previously associated with do not exist.(}dhaawz;J
Result: We have many constituents, or particulars, swimming around in a

sea of anarchy. We have uncertainty and disorder in place of meaning and

order, Further, we can see such an unstructuring or destruction of many

—

domains--to break the correspondence of each with its respective constit=-

uents--is related to Deduction, Analysis and Differentiation. We call this

o~ M,

kind of unstructuring a Destructive Deduction.
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Faced with such disorder or chaos, how/dojwe reconstruct order and
meaning? Going back to the idea chain of specific-to-general, induction,
synthesis and integration the thought occurs that a new domain or concept
can be formed if we can find some common qualities, attributes, or opera-
tions among some or many of these constituents swimming in this sea of

T A
anarchy;;:Linking particulars together in this manner we can form a new
domain or doncept--providing, of course, we do not inadvertently use only
N » AAANA o V- ettt T — Tk Pras
those'bits and piec '”associategywith one of the domains g purged from
our imagination. Clearly, such a synthesis would ipdicate we have created

Mg lrreh T i alen ehtnn

something new and differeat from what prewidusly existed./(It_follows that
creativity is related to induction synthesis, and integration since we

proceeded from unstructured bits and pieces to a new general structure or

concept. We call such action a creative or constructive induction. It is

important to note that the crucial or key step that permits this creative
induction is the seperation of the particulars from their previous domains

by the Destructive Deduction. Without this unstructuring the creation of

a new structure cannot proceed--since the bits and pieces are still tied

together[ég [meaning] within unchallenged domains or concepts. ﬁgcalling

that we use concepts or mental patterns to describe reality it follows

that the unstructuring and restructuring just shown reveals a way for

changing our perception of reality. Naturally, such a notion implies

that the emerging pattern of ideas and interactions must be internally con-

sistent and match-up with reality. To check or verify iuterna;#gggsié- o
— Ly Lootca

tency we[gerform a logical deduction from the conceptual whole|to see i
A

/%7J&4&”£;%9we can find our way back to the original constituents that were used in

the creative or constructive induction. If we cannot reverse directions

5

%




A AY /c/c'-tm ﬁa{ . Lo
e YRR ST Tm
[Herred.

the ideas and interactions!are not 1nterna11y cons:.stent.t Howeves this
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does not necessarily mean we reject and throw away the entire structure.
Instead, we should attempt to identify those ideas (particulars) and inter-
actions that seem to hold together in a coherent pattern of activity as
distinguished from those ideas that do not seem to fit in. 1In performing
this task we check for reversibility as well as check to see which ideas
and interactions match up with our observations of reality. Using those

ideas and interactions that pass this test together with any new ideas or

-—

.I«:i-‘{"él

other promising ideas that popped out of the original Destructive Deduction

;“/ ‘{,ﬁrﬂ..-
we again attempt to find some common qualities, attributes, bf operatioms

to recreate the concept. Also once again we perform the check for rever-

sibility and match-up with reality. Over and over again this cycle of ﬂé;{zzﬁ%:\

éreatlon andiVerlficatiog is repeated until we demonstrate internal consis-
tency and a match-up with reallty.edkijxug:{ )

. Duﬁ;gg th;s B}Obess of Structure iﬁfgigrqcture, R%ﬁ_ruc-ufh, Unstruc-
t re;/Restructure, e&c/’we mméf keep in
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When this orderly (and pleasant) state is reached
the concept becomes a coherent pattern of ideas and intractions
that can be used to describe some aspect of observed reality.
As a consequence, there is little, or no, further appeal to
alternative ideas and interaction in an effort to either
expand complete or modify the concept. Instead, the effort
is turned inward toward rearranging and fine tuning the ideas
and intraction in order to improve generality and produce a
finer grain match of reality with the conceptual pattern.
Toward this end, the concept -- and its internal workings -~
is tested and compared against observed phenomena over and over
again in many different and subtle ways.. Such a repeated and
an inward oriented effort to explaih.increasingly mere subtle
aspects of reality suggests the disturbing idea that perhaps,
at some point, ambiguities, uncertainties, anomalies, or apparent
inconsistencies may emerge to stifle a more general and precise
match-up of concept with observed reality. Why do Wé suspect
this?

On one hand, we realize that facts, ideas, impressions,
interactions, etc. separated from previous observations and
thought patterns have been linked together to create a new
conceptual pattern. On the other hand, we expect that refined
observations now underway will eventually exhibit either
more or a different kind of precision and subtlety than the
previous observation, and thought that were used to make-up
the '""new" being used to describe current reality. Clearly
any anticipated difference, or differences, suggest we should

expect a mismatch between the observation and the concept




description of that observation. To assume otherwise would be
tantamouht to admitting that previous constituent and interactions
would produce the saﬁe synthesis as any newer constituents and
interactions that exhibit either more or a different kind of
precision and subtlely. This would be like admitting 1-2. To
avoid such a discomforting position implies that we should
anticipate a mismatch between phenomena observation and concept
description. Such a notion is not new and is indicated by the
discoveries of Kurt Godel and Werner Heisenberg.

In 1931 Kurt Godel created a stir in the World of Mathematics
and logic when he demonstrated that it was impossible to embrace
mathematics within a single system of logic. He accomplished

this by proving, first, that any consistent system that includes

the arithmetic of whole numbers -- is incomplete. In other words,

there are true statements or concepts within the system that
cannot be deduced from the postulates that make-up the system.

Next, he proved even though such a system is consistent its

consistency cannot be determined within the system.

Such a result does not imply that it is impossible to
demonstrate the consistency of a system. It only means that
such a proof cannot be accomplished inside the system. As a
matter of fact, since Godel, Genherd Gentyen and others have
"shown that a consistency proof of arithmetric can be found
by appealing to system outside that arithmetic.
Thus Godels proof indirectly shows: that in order to
construct and deiermine the consistency of any next system
we must construct or create another system beyond it. Over
and over this cycle must be repeated to demonstrate the consistency

of more and more elaborate systems.




Keeping this process in mind let us see how Godels results
impact the effort to improve the match-up of concept with
observed reality. To do this we must consider two kinds of
consistency: The consistency of the concept and the consistency
of match-up between observed reality and concept description. In
this search, if we assume -- as a result of previous Destructive
Deduction and Creative Induction efforts -- that we have a
consistent concept and a conéistent match-up; we should see no
differences between observation and concept description. Yet,
as we have seen on one hand we use observations to shape or
formulate a-concept. On the other hand, we use a concept to
shape the nature of future inquiries or observations of reality.
Back.and forth, over and over again we use observations to
sharpen observations. Under these circumstances a concept must
be incomplete since we depend upon an ever-changing array of
observations to shape or formulate it. Likewise our observations
of reality must be incomplete since we depend upon a changing
concept to shape or formulate the nature of new inquiries and
observations. Therefore, when we probe back and forth with more
precision and subtlely, we must admit that we have differences
between observation and concept description hence qannot determine
the consistency of the concept, or its match-up with observed
reality.

Furthermore, the consistency cannot be determined even when
the precision and subtlety of observed phenomena approaches the
precision and subtlety of the observer -- who is employing the
ideas and interactions that play together in the conceptual pattern,
This aspect of consistency is accounted for by Godels Proof as

well as by the Heisenberg Uncertainty or Indeterminancy Principle.



The Indeterminancy Principle uncovered by Werner Heise berg
in 1927 showed that one could not simultaneously fix or determine
precisely the velocity and position of a particle or bocdy.
Specifically he showed, due to the presence and influence of an
observexr, that the product of the velocity and position
uncertainities, is equal to or greater than a small number
(Planck-Consistent or Quantum of Action) divided by the mass

of the particle or body being investigated. 1In other words:

where ~ is velocity uncertainty
is position uncertainty

and is Planck's constant (h) divided by observed mass (m).

Examination of Heisenberg's Principle reveals that as mass
becomes exceedingly small the uncertainty, or undeterminancy
- becomes exceedingly large. Now -- in accordance with this
relation -- when the precision, or mass, of phenomena being
observed, is little, or no different than the precision, or mass,
of the observing phenomena the uncertainty values become as large,
or larger, than the velocity and size frame-of-reference assoicated
with the bodies being observed. In this environment, the character
or nature of the observer is little, or no different than the
character or nature of the phenomena being observed. In essence,
then, when the observer and observed become essentizally one and
the same the uncertainty values hide or mask phenomena behavior;
or put another way the observer preceives uncertain or erratic

behavior that bounces all over the place in accordance with the

indeterminancy relation. Under these circumstances the uncertainty

values represent the inability to determine the consistency of a




system within itself. On the other hand, if the precision is

much less than the precision and subtlety of the observing
phenomena the uncertainty values -- while still present --

become much smaller than the velocity and size values of the bodies
being observed. Under these circumstances, the character or nature
of a system can be determined - although not exactly - since the
uncertainty values do not hide or mask observed phenomena

behavior —-- nor indicate significant erratic behavior,.

Keeping in mind, that the Heisenberg Principle implicitly
depends upon the undetermined presence and influence of an
observer, we can now see —- as revealed by the two examples
just cited -- that the magnitude of the uncertainty or
undeterminancy, values represent the degree of intrusion by
the observer upon the observed. When intrusion is total, that
is when the character or nature of the observer and observed
become essentially the same, the uncertainty values indicate
erratic behavior. When intrusion is low the uncertainty values
do not hide, nor indicate significant erratic behavior. In
other words, the uncertainty values, not only, represent the
degree of intrusion by the observer upon the observed but also

the degree of confusion and disorder perceived by the observer.
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MEMORANDUM
OF CALL
?0: n )

( ‘{,’:__1 \Z 4 ¢ / A

el

[] YOU WERE CALLED BY— D Yo WERE VISITED BY—

g\" ot ) ’;"’; > ,r”/ : ! !
LA Sph g,

OF (Organization) / o

[] PLEASE CALL ——3> £oSN 0"

[] WILL CALL AGAIN [} 1s WAITING TO SEE YOU

[] RETURNED YOUR CALL [[] WISHES AN APPOINTMENT

MESSAGE

RECEIVED BY DATE

STANDARD FORM 63 GPO : 1967 300~-455 #7-h

REVISED AUGUST 1967 A R

GSA EPMR: (A1 CPR) 101-F1.8 | ST 718t
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