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BASIC GOAL 

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

individuals are closely related to survival., f ore importantly, survival 

(j) 

lwittt u Naturally, such a notion implies 
/ 

th.et we should be able to act relatively free or independent of any 

debilitating external influences--otherwise that very survival might be 

in jeopardy F~ u iT 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 f or 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 
I\.. 

poo 1 skips and 

~1~-
unions, etc. so 

collectively 

tious, labor 

talents in the f orm of nations, co-rpera-

that obstacles standing in the way of the 
l\. ✓\ 

basic goal can either be rew,ved or overcome. On the other hand, if the 

group cannot or does not attempt to overcome obstacles deemed important 
I 

to many (or any) of it's individual members the group must risk . losing 
/1. 

these alienated members. 
dLsscLv~ 

Under these circumstances, the alienated mem-

bers may &iselve ~heir relationship and remain independent or form a 

group of their o--.m or join another collective body in order to improve their 

~apacity for ind2~endent acti1n. 

t 

I 
I 



.. 
{-j) 

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 
. - ,._>f ;,:r J -, t::;;, -~ 1 

is turned inward toward, earranging and fine tunin a the ideas 

and inti~tions 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 
D 

an inward oriented effort to explain increasingly mJ re 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? ~~J 
On one hand, we realize that racts, ideas, impressions, 

A 
interactions, etc. separated from previous observa tions and 

thought patterns have been linked together to create a new 

conceptual pattern. On the other hand, we expect that refined 

observations now unde rway will e ventually exhibit either 

more o r a di ff e r e n t k ind o f p r e c i s ion and subtle ty than the 

previous , ~ s..:,pcation, and thoug h~ 

e w1~efi-~ e d de e cu~ .e.i;i.;.;..-"'l"-i::~""'"l: • ryj Clearly 

any ant i cipat e d di fferen c e , o r d if f e r e nc es , sugges t we s houl d 

expec t a mi s match be twee n t h e observation and the c once pt 



description of that observation. To assume otherwise would be 

tantamount to admitting that previous constituen t_s-an d 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 
~/wt ~..,_nZIZ,v-.--, ., 

descriptionlt- Such a notion is not new and is indicated by the 

discoveries of KU:rtG~del 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 s ingle system of logic. He accomplished 

this by proving, first i · tha~ ny consistent systei:-that includes 

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

there are true statements or concepts within the system that 
F'~,~ 

cannot be deduced from the postulates thaty nake-upj the system. 

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

consistency cannot be determine~ 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 
,, 1-"'- ii!:' 

matter of fact, since Godel, Ge h~rd Geni;l'en and others have 

shown that a consistency proof of arithmet ric can be found 

by appealing to systemS outside that arithmetic. 
;. 

Thus Godels proo f indirectly shows: that in order to -~~ de termine the consistency of 
U...llla,11e,....._ 

we must construct or ~ another system 

~.v­
any~ system 

beyond it. Over 

and over this cycle must be repeated to demonstrate the consis tency 

of more and more e l aborate systems. 



,. 
Keeping t h is process in mind l e t 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. Ip 
5e1A..S e... 

this ivea.rti,tii., if we assume -- as a result of previous Destr i:1ctive 

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. 

b Back and forth 1 over and over again we use observations to 
~fL .. <- c:.r,t,,e...fJ.tct" ~ a.. co--,,v:-Jl,;iZ"' ~ I 
?-- sharpen obse r vations. Under these circumstance~ 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. Ther efore, when we probe back and forth with more 

precision and subtlely, we must admit that we have differences 

between observation and concept description hence cannot determine 
~ - ,Vi, ~ ,/--1-¼ 

the consistency of th~~ concept, ~ ffiatch - up with observed 

reality. 

Furthermore, the consistency cannot be determined even when 

the precision and subtlety of observed phenomena a pproaches the 

precision and subtlety of the observer who is employing the 

ideas and interactions that play together i n the conceptual pattern. 

This aspect of consistency is account e d f~7"~els Proof ~ t:t.Lt.tJ- • I\ 

~ by the Heisenberg Unc e rtainty or Indeterminancy Principle. 



,. 

The Indeterminancy Principle uncovered by Werner Heismberg 

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 

observe1·, that the product of the velocity and position 

uncerta ~n~ equal to or greater than a small number 

(Planck Cuuni!~nt ~~-u~ • ~ divided by the mass 

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

.a V" .A'? 2:" h/wi 

where 
1
v6\,~ , is velocity uncertainty 

M._ is position uncertainty 

and . v~&~ 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 J(ndeterminancy 

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 
' - ~r)AL:t.-

with the~ being observed. In this environment, the character 
A A 

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 essentia lly one and 

the same the uncertainty values hide or mas k phenomena 
. , ~ 

or put another way the observer e ~uncertain or 
-./A.-

behavior that bounces all over ~ in accordance 

indeterminancy relatio~dar hese . ci..r._cums tances the 
~ • ..,,-. /Y~~ , . 

values represent the inability to · determj.n e the 

behav ior; 

erratic 

with the 

un cer t ainty 
; 



. . . ;~ ~~ 1J Ifu cA~ tk,«,t~vl 

system within itse lf. On the other hand, if the precision.l\. is 0 
much less than the precision and subtlety of the observing (!j/ 
phenomena the uncertainty values 

become much smaller than the velocity and size values of the bodies 

being observed. Under thes8 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 behavio1·. 

Keeping in mind, tha t 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 -- tha t the magn itude of the uncer tai nty~ 

~ values represent the degree of int rusion by 

the observer upon the observed. Whe n intrusion is total , that 

is when the character or nature of the observer and observed 
I 

become essentially the same) the uncertainty values indicate 

erratic behavior. When intrusion is low the uncertaint v values 
rr-~ ~ ~~( ~ ,.,.,,- ~ 

do not hide, nor indicate significant erratic behavior. In 
A 

other words, the uncertainty values , not only represent the 
id 

degree of intrusion by the observer upon the observed but also 
~ 

the degree of confusion a nd disorder perceived by ~ observer . 





C e 

-w• 

Godel' s the process 
uv<- t.J,._.t" 

of Structure, Unstructure, , Re~tructd:w~ Unstruct :i:-v-e, Restruct i.--¥-e-

is repeated endlessly in mov~ng to higher ~~~ ;.:_~}~ 

of elaboration. In this unfolding drama t~Entropf i~;asej 

toward more and more disorder and the Entropy decrease¢ toward 

more and more order appearq to be one ~ a control me chanism 
~ -

that literally see1: t~ regulate this alternating cycle 

of Destruction an~ ~toward higher and broader levels 

of elaboration. 

- - -)_Now in relating this Deductive/Inductive activity to the 

bisic goal discussed in the beginning, I believe we have un-



ri 
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I 

{tj 
covered 

that permits the construction of feedback decision 

models needed by indiviuals and societies for determing and 

monitering acti0ns 

idependent action. 

directed toward satisfying this basic aim or goal, it follows 

that the degree or lack thereof to d reaching ;t; _ _ r-;Jl 

appears to be the other side of 

control mechanism that seems to also both , h and regulate 

the alternating cycle of destruction and construction toward 

higher and broader levels of elaberat~ h~~ 

when acting within a closed system,~he goal seeking effor s to 
~r '" 

improve ~ - capacity for independent action tends to produce 

disorder towards randomness and 

an Entrof( increase in a closed system is offset 

by the improved possibilities also offered ~ this 
,r-~ 

increase which permit both the destruction of the old~ sysiem..._.,,..__ 
. "- :z::tv..~-4~'4-el 

and the creation of a new • to nullify randomness 

and deat h. 
A 

ive/ 

action - that we have described her in as 

-



•. 

~Qo~UT~t~a~~=~~~--~·~~gm. The result is a changing and expanding 
I\ 

of obse rved reality. As indicated earlier these mental 
u~-~~ 

univer.se 

are employed by individuals and societies for determing 
A 

concepts 

and monitoring actions needed tb cope with their environment _.._. ,...,...-­

~ improve their capacity for independent actionf._ 







D R A F T 

BASIC GOAL 

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

individuals a,re closely related to survival,~ re importantly, survival 
' " . 4..7:;: ___ r;;)_, ~£.~~::-..~~~---

wiThout _)lndu~ interference 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 jeopard~ nce it can be manipulated by oj:'hers In viewing the in-

stinct for survival in this manner we imply tha~ ourf asi:, 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 thi;t,asi~ 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 
IL 

collectively pool skills and talents in the form of nations, co~para­
,rvrj-..A.#-rf' __ 

tions, labor unions '1- etc/\ so that obs tac le~ g in the way of the 

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

group cannot or does not attempt to overcome obstacles deemed important 

to many (or any) of iUb's individual members the group must rd::sk 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. 



Enviro.nment 

In a real world of limited resources and skills i nd.Lviduals and groups 

form, dissolve and reform their cooperative or competitive postures in a 
y-t.~,1..C-1 "-<-

continuous· struggle to r-ema·±n or overcome physical and social environmenl:al 

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-
~~ I 

c ity for independent action achi~../Z-d individuals or groups constrains ·tne ..... t­
A 

capacit //1k_ .. z-~_.1'9l d·"'-, . '-'~--- ?for other individuals or groups . Naturally, l_~.Ll~~ _j . 
v- ~ 

such a combination of real world scarcity and goal striving to overcome 
. ~ .,._,,.,.,ch .... v·~~,e{.c_: e:,1~'--t-7,)..,:t_ -~ 

this sca~ty intensifies ~ strugg le of ; ,. _and ){ to cope with both their -----i 
I t li 

physical and social environments. 

~- ,/\ I I < 
1___. frl_.,.> ________ - Need for Decision 

<..Z 
Against such background actions and decisions become critically im­

A 

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 ne eded that will be compatible with the goal. To 

make these timely decisions ;firnplies that~ 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 [ J decisions that literally impact✓#14v survival 

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

2 
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to support this decision-making activity. 

<~/) -
Constructing Concepts 

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

cepts to represent observed rea lity: We can start 
p..,..;;,c;_, u ..:..--:"d_ . 

whole and break it down to its patl.ic.ies or we can 

from a comprehensive . 
Ji..,,•;{_,( 'vr/..c;-( . 

start with the paF-t-±c~-es 

and build towards a comprehensive whole. In other words, W?. can go from 

the general to •....- , specific or fro!.ll the specific to general. A little 

reflection here reveals that deduction is related to proceeding fro~ the 

genera~- to -specific while induction is related to proceeding from the 

specific to general. In following this line of thought can W':. think 

of other activities that ~re related to these two opposing ideas? Is not 

analysis related to proceeding from the general to th~ specific? Is not 

synthesis,the opposite of analysis, related to proceeding from the spe-

cific to '~ , general? Pu ting all this together: 

general to specific is related to both deduction 

Can we not As~y that . 
(,l,~~ ,[~-­

and analysis) ..Likewise 
A, 

specific~to- general is related to induction and synthesisi Now can we 
t.U,~~~-

think of some examples to fit with these tw.J opposing ideas? The Differ-
' A 

ential Calculus proceeds from the general to specific--from a function 

to its derivative. Hence is not the different ial c a lculus r e lated 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 integral c a lculus related to induction and synthesis? 
~~:, t--r;,;- :::;~ R?{;;..;."'f:;~v---L ·-,;c-;~u z,; ~y, 

Wnen viewed in this ig11t iwe ·- • "The Calculus is an analytical 
-6 " "-

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

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

3 



it as an analytical tool. S_umming up once again we see that; general t~ 

other hand specific to general is related to induction, synthesis and inte--------- -- -· --- - ---
gration. 
·-- -~· 

Now keeping these two opposing idea chains in mind let us move on a 

somew~at different tact. Imagine, if you will a domain (a comprehensive 

whole) and its constituent elements or parts. Now, imagine ano ther 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 number of domains and the~- t parts corresponding to 
L~· ~ .. ~ -1J 

,each. Naturally 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 ~ith do not exist. (. .... ~-...... .,,, ... ;l) 

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, Ana lysis and Differentiation. We call this ~-------- ----·-~ 
kind of unstructuring a Destructive Deduction. 



If 
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.. ~ 

~ 
Faced with such disorder or .chaos,. how • 1 we 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 ~ome or many of these constituents swimming in this sea of 

l~ 
anarchy. Linking particulars together in this manner we can form a new 

,\ 

domain or ~oncept--providing, of course, we do not_ inadverten~ use only 
·7 t -l .v( "7tf -J-

.._..,... 'l, \,A ,<'..,~1-'\..·( . . . _, _ .. ,t =~ 1--. ~ . .,L6't,:,V\,..uV-(}_ 

thos;e"bits and pieces" associated with one of the domains purged fro!.n 
/\ 

our imagination. Clearly, such a synthesis would indicate we have created 
~..z,.:. .•.•. '-;J-~l I"< ?l. 7..·· , ,_.t.c,~ _ .... ~,,.-( <S!;,/,"<'f. <. i. • '-- ( 

something new and different from what previously existed. ,utr'follows that 
~ 

• sreativit_y is related to .½:di:c~i~n s_z.._n~lrn~~~, 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 
) 

togethet s ~meaning} within unchallenged domains or concepts.'· Recalling 

that we use concepts or mental patterns to describe rea lity it follows 

that the unstructuring and restructuring just shown rev ea ls a way for 

changing our perception of reality. Naturally, such a notion imp lies 

that the e~erging pattern of ideas and interactions must be internally con­

sistent and match-up wit~reality. To check or verify internal consis-

irn<1'\:..o.m 

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

the creative or constructive induction. If we canno t reverse directions 

5 



.. 
,. 

the ideas and 
l,f~--'- -~ • 

interaction fa.re not internally 
/\ 

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 hbld together in a coherent ~attern 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 w~ich 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 rea lity. Over and over again this cycle 0 f - ;t;;.,,._ 
j r-------- - ~-

~reatio~ ~~ repeated until we ~emonstrate internal 

tency and a match-up with reality. •l-1-,✓--,--o>l;(;_;_,l ) , 

. ____ .,...... =-- I 
consis-

\ t_" 

-
-. ' 

·- ~ 
. {; <,~-v'-. 
• -;-

6 



Environment 

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

form, dissolve and reform their cooperative or competitive postures in a 
~-<--

continuous struggle to t:-ema±n or overcome physical and social environmeneal 

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

vidua l.sand groups compete for scarce resources and skills an improved capa­

city for independent action achie~~uals or groups constrains "E~ 
A--

capacity~ ~ ct;4c3 for other individuals or groups. Naturally, 

such a combination of real world ~ al striving to overcome 

this scarsity intensifies this struggle of and ~ with both their 
lt{, 

physical and social environments. 

~~~:::!l. ___ l_-~tf'.~-,:.__
1

~>:;_..---- Need for Decision 

~ 
Against such background actions and decisions become critically im-

.tt 

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 [implies that ~ individuals J 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 [ J decisions that literally impact V\d, survival 

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

2 
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to support this decision-making activity. 

CHs Constructing Concepts 

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

cepts to represent 

whole and break it 

observed reality: We can start 

down to its ~ w,2 can 

from a comprehensive l_ 
~ -v /-<_, 

start with the4>...u:ticles 

and build towards a comprehensive whole. In other words, we can go from 

the general to ~ specific or from the specific to ~ 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 fth.a general. In following this line of thought can we think 

of other activities that ~~e related to these two opposing ideas? Is not 

analysis related to proceeding from the general to ftp.~ specific? Is not 

synohesis,the opposite of analysis, related to proceeding from the spe-

cific to , general? Puting all this together: Can we not say that 

~ 
general to specific is related to both deduction and analysis .~e 

specific to general is related to induction and synthesis, Now1can we 
~ ··--'-"(.-,.;t~~. 

think of some examples to fit with these tw,..:, opposing ideas? The Differ­
/\ 

ential Calculus proceeds from the general to 1ef, 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 integral cal__culus related to irulucti n and synthe~is : .,A~JL: r 
r=od~~~~ -~ ~.J.~.,..,-...,..--~~ 

When viewed in this igh~ ~ c not;}say "The Calculus is an analytical # 

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

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

3 



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-

gr at ion. 

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 nµmber of domains and the constituent parts corresponding to 

~ 
each. Naturally 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.~) 

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 
:::.e 

kind of unstructuring a Destructive Deduction. 

4 





~ 
Faced with such disorder or chaos, how [goJ we 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 

anarch~ king particulars together in this manner we can form a new 
"'-

our imagination. 

something new and 

Clearly, such a synthesis would indicate we have cr~ateg 
~~4.. ~ ~~ ~ "--

different from what previcfusly existed. ,Ltfollows that 
A: 

~ reativity is related to induction synthesis, and integra.s!:£n 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 

together L!_s [meaning] within unchallenged 

bits and pieces are still tied _ep_ 
domains or concepts. Recalling 

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 internal consia- ·- /J~ 
. tenc;r. we /gerform a logical deduction from the conceptual wholj t~7ee ~ ---7 

~~we can find our way back to the original constituents that we; e used in 

the creative or constructive induction. If we cannot reverse directions 

5 



I 
( 

r~>-A7~~ ~=c,::r::::1r 
l~~ I 

the ideas and interactions are not internally consistent. However this 
A /l ) 

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 s eem to hold together in a coherent pattern of activity as 

distinguished from those ideas that do not se.e.m 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 . t 
✓~l.,~ 

we again attempt to find some common qualities, attributes, 'r,,f- operations 
V'- ) 

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 
___ ...,..c;;... 

~ eation andiv;rificati~ is repeated until we demonstrate internal consis-

tency and a match-up with reality.~) 

Dur· g Structure ) Uns Unstruc-
/ --

~ 
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When this orderly (and pleasant) state is reached 

the concept becom~s 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, furthe r 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 conc eptual pat tern . 

Toward this end, the conce pt - - and its inte rna l workings 

is tested and compared against observed phenomena over and over 

again in many different and subtle ways . Such a r epeated 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 e me r ge t o s t ifle a more gene r a l and precise 

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

this? 

On one hand, we realize that racts, ideas> i mpr essions , 

interactions , e tc . separated f rom previous o bse rvations a nd 

thought patterns have been linked together to create a new 

conceptual pattern. On the other hand, we expect that refined 

observat ions now unde r way wi ll eventually exhib it e i t her 

more or a di ffe r en t k ind of prec is i on and subtlety tha n t he 

previous observation, and thought that were used to make-up 

the 11 new 11 being us ed t o describe curre nt r eality . Cl early 

~ny anticipa t ed difference , o r dif fe r e nces, suggest we s hould 

e xp e ct a mi smat c h betwee n the observation and the concept 



description of that observation. To assume otherwise would be 

tantamo un t to a dmitting that p revious constituent and 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 

de scription. 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 impos sible to embr a ce 

mathematics within a s ingle system of logic . He accompl ished 

this by proving, first r 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 deduce d 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 f act, since Godel, Genherd Gentyen and o the r s have 

· shown that a consistency proof of arithmetric can be found 

by appealing to s ystem outside that arithmetic . 

Thus Gode ls proof indirectly shows : that i n order to 

construct and de t ermine the consistency o f any next system 

we must construct or create another system beyond it. Over 

and over this cyc l e must be repeat e d to demonstrate the c onsistency 

of more and mor e e laborat e s yst ems. 



Ke e ping t h is process in mind let us see how Gode ls 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 Destr11ctive 

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 t o shape or 

formulate a c oncept. On the othe r hand , we us e a concept to 

shape the nature of future inquiries or observations of reality. 

Back and forth s 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 incompl ete since we depend upon a changing 

concept to shape or formulate the nature of new i nquiries and 

observations. Therefore, When we probe back and forth with more 

precision and subtlely , we must admit that we have differenc es 

between obs ervation and concept description hence cannot det ermine 

the consistency of the concept, or its match- up with observed 

reality. 

Furthe rmore, the consistenc y cannot be de termi ned even wh e n 

the p r eci s ion a nd subt l ety of obse rved phenome na approa c hes the 

precision and subtlety of the observer who is employing the 

ide as an d int e ract ions t hat play together i n t h e conceptual pat tern, 

Thi s aspec t o f consis te ncy i s accounted fo r by Godels Pr oof as 

well as by the He ise nberg Uncertainty or Indeterminancy Principle. 



The Indeterminancy Principle uncovered by Werner Heism be rg 

in 1927 s howed 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 product of the velocity and position 

uncertainities, is equal to o r greater than a small number 

(Planck-Consistent or Quantum of Action) divided by the mass 

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

where is velocity uncertainty 

is position uncertainty 

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 i s little, or no different than the 

character or nature of the phenomena being observed. In essence, 

then, when the observer and observed become essentially 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 uncertaint y 

values represent the inability to determine the consistency of a 



4 

system w~thin 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 t he 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 l ow the uncertai nty 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 . 



z 

,., , ,, ' , ,. . -





• 
• 

•· 

• 
• • 

1 /IJrrv 
ywVl -2#~1 

1.-,l/ 1uJr ~~~ It bcJ 
fl1-- C)/~ t?OS 

LJ:t~::#==-7/ 
z.-V t>lh~ t~5 
Jll/L L lT • :;?,{ l -5:._ -

/6 Afii/ . - • ~..;Cr • 
~- 76 

W C'o/ fZ //!:2 _ 
(}/M c}i.,7,- t50;?? 

I'V~ ~qf{ 
' ~ ' ~IP"--'~ t ~ 1$~ 

fJ/q) --1 (f K~ 



: 

.,. 

• 
.. / • 



~ ........... 

• 

• 

• 
• 



• 

• 
• 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

$. 

+- 6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

+- 10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

DESTRUCTION AND CREATION 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Beveridge, ~I.B,, "The Art of Scientific Investigation" 
Vintage Books, Third Edition 1975 

Conant, James Bryant, "Two Modes of Thought'; Credo 
Perspectives, Simon and Schuster 1970 

DeBono, Edward, "New Think" Avon Books 1971 

DeBono, Edward, "Lateral Thinking : Creativity Step by 
Step" Harper Colophon Books 1973 , 

/ t_,.,,v,v-' .._, ( 

Foster, David, "The Intelligent Chinese" Putnam 1975 
r' 

~lo-YI ~-

FrOtii-~Erich, "The Curses of Psychoanalysis" Fawcett 
Premier Books 1971 

Gamow, George, "Thirty Years that Shook Physics" Anchor 
Books 1966 

tv,..., 
Georgesc~-Roegen, Nicholas, "The Entropy Law and the 
Economic Process" Harvard U. Press 1971 

Godel, ~rt, "On Formally Undecidable Propositions of the 
Princip~ Mathematica and Related Systems" pages 3 -,38 
The Undecidable Raven Press 1965 

1,-

Heilb~_oner, Robert L, "An Inquiry into The Human Prospect" 
Norton and Co. 1974 

Heisenberg, Werner, "Physics and Philosophy" Harper 
Torchbooks 1962 

Heisenberg, Werner, "Across the Frontiers" World 
Perspectives, Harper and Row 1974 

Hoyle, Fred, "Encounter with the Future" Credo Perspectives, 
Simon and Schuster 1968 

Hoyle, Fred, "The New Face of Science" Prespectives in 
Humanism, World Publishing Co. 1971 

Kramer, Edna E., "The Natul!e and Growth of Modern 
Mathematics" Fawcett Premier Books 1974 

Kuhn, Thomas S., "The Structure of Scientific Revolutions" 
University of Chicago Press 1970 

Layzer, David, "The Arrow of Time" Scientific American, 
December 1975 



18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

+ 22. 

-t 23. 

+ 24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

Levinson.z. Harry, "The Exceptional Executive" Mentor 
Books 19·,1 

Maltz, Maxwell, "Psycho-Cybernetics" Wilshire Book Co 1971 

Nagel, Ernest and Newman, James R., "Gtldel 's Proof" 
New York U. Press 1958 

Osborne, Alex F., "Applied Imagination" Scribners and 
Sons 1963 6 i .,_J, { .,,.. ... f--V 

Piaget, Jean, "Structuralism" Harper Goochbooks 1971 

Pola~ i, Michael, "Knowing and Being" University of 
Chicago Press 1969 

tt..... 
Singh, J k gjit, "Great Ideas of Modern Mathematics : Their 
Natur e an'ci Use" Dover 1959 

Skinner, B.F., "Beyond Freedom and Dignity" Banton/ 
Vintage Books 1972 

ThompsQn, William Irwin, "At the Edge of History" Harper 
Colophtn Books 1972 

Tse-J~;'[, Mao, "Four Essays on China and World Communism" 
Lancer Books 1972 

Waismann, Friedrich, "Introduction to Mathematical Thinking" 
Harper Torchbooks 1959 

l< 
Yu)lawa, Hideki, "Creativity and Intuition" Kodansha 
International LTD 1973 



• 



• 
• 



I l l 
~ 

• 
• 



\} J--



---
~ ~ sl-tv- ot3o -011£ 

~fl!/( 

~ :tf:="96 µ'~1-~ 16 Ir~ tl79.S - (02-3 ,' 

I - -



r 

s r; ~ 



• 
----

• 
., 674: ~ v,> ~ ,J~ .: I> 

LJ-"'- 4 ~ ~ ~ -LA.~L::z 

V',. [ ~ J ~ -~ _t; ~ ~~ 
• ~tu ~ ~~ ~~ - u_ _,;(~ 
~~~~x--~~ 
--~~/._// } '!~""' , p~,c_ ~;-. 

Lyvt y~ ,,L,.« ~ ~:x;: J.-.,.J_.,_,_,J__.,__ ,,,.x, 1,,1,.. 

,, -:;(,L{V\, j--,:;t('-~~ -- • 

.. I~ f t3 i Ir ~-·.., J ~ 1 

- -
• { 1~_ ~7..-~'7~-~ 

. ~ A.__~\ ;t_ __ ~ ,.,,.,,,-/4. :......--------

• 



. 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 



• 

• 

• 
• \ 



-nr-
----====------------

r-

-------- --
• 

• 





- - - - -- - - ~ - -

: - - - ~ ... ~ ... -- --

~ f':-0 'L ~ .~~-

. 1~ _ ,~~~~ -. ,...-r"' ~/\.A.....,._,A~~~~~ - ~ -

l--+--\4r----/ ~ _ • ~ ,~~~ 
_ ~bU 26-t,~'-._~ ~~ VL-A~:A._~ -

~ .. ---~- 7~~ _ .A.~~ ---

u--#C--H-~~ , ·- -

,;r-----
- -



j[ 

-- --=-~-~~ 
< j--~ ~ - - -

~~ 

/4-







..---
A - - - - - -- - - ·- - ~-- - - - -

- - ~ ~ _,;J..;!:i ~~ ~ -~ ~-
- -- ~ --c,_ -~J~~-!z - -

-. ---~~E ~~ -_·__ -
~~ ~--tP~~~ . r_, _,&> 

- -- ~ .&l ~.,L,,o~~ ~ - ~ ~~ ~ ~ 

,~ ~ ¢:7--:I~~~ ;?;; -~~~- - - -

-- ~~ - - - ~~ -

- --- Jk-~~~ ~~LA.-U Lr-;-=~ - ~~~ -

•-- - ~~s,._g_ _ EJy- - --==-- -

- - - - ~./ - - -~ ~~ ~~ -

-- - - -- _.;.... ~ - -- - . __ r _ 
--- - - __..:-.~~:~~~-A/-~ ~/::-~~~ ;c- -.:...,# __ --4--1 



- -- -- -- - ---- ---- - - - - - -- ·-

- - --- - - -- - -

- - - -- -- --- - ------ -- -

-~ --- --- ·- -- _ __ ., _____ -------- -- -- --- --



-- . .__, . 

- - -

- Al _A.l't..A I, ./..__.,.I -.-rz:r -~ _._..._....-,. Ii-, ~ ........ .."-"'C~ - -

- - ~ • - - ( :~~ -

. - ~ -~ lM-''~ • cz.p....,,,. ~_./., ~ 
- ~~~-N-£.-3 ~...,~~~~~ '-4 ~ -
--~~~ . -- - y~ 

--~~~~ - -~ ~ _....A'~~ -

_ _ .._._...--.... ~~-~~~FCZs-·~----
- _ - ~,::::_'IA--'\.._~,-. ~¥~~v _ . _ _ _ _ _ - teiJ!" 4?-__ 
- __ -- ~---- -,-- -

, ~- ~ .. "'VL.,, • ~ - L(_~~l -

,,. 

-- - ~---;--:-~--- ~-~~~~~~~ _ :t/~ - -- - -
- ~ -~-- - - -

-~ k< --"-£L,,VV"~..,.,~v - -~----~ ~ 

- -74 7.- . - -~ - - - _-:- -
-~ ~~~ . -

-~ - - - ~ ~ -JI._~ a ,,,.__,,._ ~----~ --
-- ~ - -~ ./4,L - - :-- . 

,,,...,...~ - - ( ~_.,. ... .....,._ ----....-.. -t -

~ < =-------~ ---~ 

~~ -~ =-~~ -



--

~~ 

-= ~ ~ ~~ 





,,6 .~r-r ~~v ,_,,~ A-...J..ALT ·~~ ~ - -

\. ~...1.k(J~~ ~ - ~ -"--""""'<-==--=--=---=--- • 

7~ p -

- ·-~~~-

~-~~~~~~~~~.&.4. ~ ,.td....,q;_J4 ti~~ V'~~ • 

-- -~~~~~~~~~~~~s::I 
~~~~ ~~~ ~. ~____;: _ ___. 

..... . 
. - -~~~~-~ ~,~~-~ 

~~~~~'"-.... ""::2-:~ .__ ~ _..-,,,,...__ 

, ~ ---- ----~~~-



,r --1---

---

~ - / ·--. 

~~~~~~r~=--====-- 1 ~~~,3-' _- '~A --===~- I ~ 

-~-~d_ . 

~ --- --

;, 

- ~ 



- - ' 
-

' .. 

~ ...... ~ -- 'L., ~ • ~ ~~,---~- - " '----~-v -

~ - ~~ '/ ..,_--"'""- -~o/- •- r-----.-rr- -

- ~ ~ - . 

~ 
- -





• 

• 
• 





ft­

• 

• 
• 



• 





---

2- +.{ ... --= -/.L I ?f 

")...- - q-_ l === c1--,J (t.) 
l 



-~....._"" ,,.,L~if, v-
~~ .... t,L ~ ~ 

·~ 

- r-~~-;;::;f--~~4..::--1:~~~~~~ 

~ 
Q ' ~ 

- -~4¢_ ~) 

~~ I 



23-- =· (g~,.. 

_A.A,~~- ~,R_ 



- - - -- .. - -- •. 

---~~~~~~~~~~~·~~ 

~~~~-- -
~~ 

o~ ~~-~~~~~ , ~~ · 

- ./\-"~--__,,__I ;J:z;~~-r-1-

. ~~~ ~-,.,. ~~~A-__-~ - ~ 
-- , _ --~~-Ar-----~ L ~c:t--

~ ~~~~~ 
-- - . -

~'~""'¥~~-·_,.__,._,- M -
~- ~~~~- -

I ', 

I- - ~~~-~ ~~~-

J--~ ~ ~ - ~---r·~ ;;::-~~ --
- k ... 

~~~~-~~- . 

-- - ~ ~ . - ' ~ .-
(/.. 4 ) 

-- . - ~~ 

- ' ... ~ - ~ --"' --= ~~ttt_ ~ 
- ~-~~ ~ /=A 



- -£j:;:' ~~~-~ ~~- ·----~r-z,6--vl_ 

- - ~~- - ~ 
/_A ~ ~ u, ~ - ~ -~fi- o/~ .. . ~ . --~ 
~ - --c--c..---1-,.,,_, ~ t/ ~ • / 

. - ~ ~-d~ 
----- - ~- - I • - ~? 

~ ~~~---=--__:_::_.~~"'~ ---( 

.. - 7~ -~~/?~ ~ T 

- - -~~~~~ __ :J,-~ -
- xh?:~ -~ ~ ~Id_ I ~ 
- - ~~ ~~ ;;,hvt-_fo-1 -

~ -1;· ~~-- ~ 7-1 _ --~A,./ ___,__,. - I - ~ - ~ 

---~~~~-

, -~pt_~ ·- - -.Y~-~ 

.,. 
- - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -

c.;= ~- -- -- ------ -~-~ 
--

- - - -~ ~~ • - :: - - -

- -- -- - - --- -







- -- ___ L _ - - . 
_Q ~ ~ -~, 

• ,, . ~ .--.,~~ . . ~A ,. - - ------ ,___ ~ '- ·-

-





l/ LP ) 





ftt/tP 
,, 
~ ~~ ~-~ ::i-·~~~ 

~ 
( 

r - e, 

A)a~ ~IJA- 0,.... ?l - --







' • f;.-._ ti/!) "/1---1 ~ .•• 
>t-t t/1 ~◄-( -~ 

~:1-,·· w 

7 



I 

TO: 

MEMORANDUM 
OF CALL 

□ YOU WERE CALLED BY- (Jvo 

I 

OF {Organization) 

□ PLEASE CALL ► 

□ WILL CALL AGAIN 

0 RETURNED YOUR CALL 

MESSAGE 

RECEIVED BY 

STANDARD FORM 63 
REVISED AUGUST 1967 
GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101-11.6 

PHONE NO. 
CODE/EXT. __________ _ 

□ IS WAITING TO SEE YOU 

0 WISHES AN APPOLNTMENT 

DATE 

GPO: 1967 30<>-455 #7-h 63-108 
c48-16-79684-l 



,. 




