








Our modern viewpoint is that these properties are contributed partially by the
observer, When we assert that something is green, we mean that it reflects a certain
wavelength of 1light, which on striking the retina initiates a causal chain termins-
ting somewhere in the brain with the sensation "green". Thus green is uwltimetely a
fabrication of our senses,

And when we consider that,..theory of the natural philosophers, that
all other earthly hues—every stately or lovelr cumblaznning——the sweet
tinges of sunset skies and woods; yea, and the rilded VOlVOtS of bubter~
flies, dand the butterfly chaeks of young girlse: 211 these are but subtile
deceits, not actually inherent in the substancer, but only lald on from
withouts so that all deif’cd Nature absolutely paints like a 5 rlot,
whoge allurements cover nothing but the cherncl-~hauss within,

At times, Korzybski seems to qcr‘ﬁpt this newer cutloovic, =3 when he spezks of
the objects themselves as being '"neither cold nor warm, greon nor red. sweet nor
bitter" (page 384) but when discussing the Structural Differential ho adopts the
old-fashioned view and speaks{pagc 412) about "characteristics of the event" or(page
389) "characteristics which the obj~ct hag" (underlineation mine).

It is not easy to M"abstract™ cha iracteristics From something when they do not
exist there in the first place, but, in Lorzvbskils words, are Tranufactured by our
nervous system...as responses to different energy manffestations" (page 384). Thus
the Structural Differential appears not too useful as a pedagopic device, since it
fails to omphamize the role of the observer in manufacturing relational characteris-
tics,
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Our next topic is Forzybski's theory of knowledge. This is closely bound with
the notion of "structure" whose importance is indicated by certain initial premises
which, because of their negative character, cannot be refuted without "imposing the
burden of impossible proof on the person who denies the denial! (page 10).

These axioms, it is implied, furnish the one invariant characteristic of know~
ledge: if properly chosen, our language may be similar in structure to what it
speaks about, but is never identical with it; our knowledge, therefore, must be en=
tirely structural in character,

One of these postulates is(page 61):

- Words are not things,

Now, it is a truism of General Semantics that the world is in constant fluxiev-
en a quasi-permanent event lilke a pencil "re¢presents...2 mad dance of 'electrons!?,"

a set of "dynamic processes...acted upon by, and reacting upon, the rest of the uni~
verse" (page 387), Hence no basic dlfference cxists between "objects" and "process",
so that they hoth mar denoted as™things! But in this case, words, written or spoken,
surely qualify as"things"—ecither as sequences of ink or penc11 marks(ob jects) or as
sequences of atmospherie vibratory motions(processes),

(Strictly speaking, a word is a ¢lass of individual things called "tokens"; g
this token '"cit", for example, is a particular instance of tbe word "cat", whlch
comprisesg this and a2ll other similer tokens, Here, the distinction is unimportant,
See pare P.)

The very fact that we can talk meaningfully gbout words, as when we say "cat"
has three letters or that "Fido " has two syllables, shows that words are things:
otherwise we could not talk about them in a meaningful way,

But words are things, and a small drop of inlk,

Falling like dew, upon a thought, produces
That which makes thousands, perheps millions, think,

Tis strange, the shortest letter which man uses
Instead of speech, mar form a lasting link

Of ares: to what straits old Time reduces-

"Frail man, when paper—even a rag like this,

Survives himself, his tomb, and all that's his

Another fundamental premise is (page 751)

Words are not the things they represent,
In what follows we shall specify that class of things comprising dogs, men,















This cxperiment, 1% is assertcd,shows the inadequacy of the "either—of! termi-
nology of lenpuare; for if we replaced the "hot—cold™ labels with the numerical gra-
dotions of a thermometer~—as when we say that the temperatures are 0, 80, and 40
degrees respectivelyp—then the parndox would disappear.

We remark that merely br considering the experiment z2g & poradox, the General
Scmonticist assumes one of the Aristotelisn Laws which elsewherc he claims to reject,

nomely, the Law of Contradiction, which states something connot be both hot and not-
hot siwultmneouslv. If a person disavows the laws of Thouﬂpt he thereby forfiets the
richt to use one to disprove another,

In any'case, the Ice and Water Bucket Exverinent doeces not refute the two—valmed
oricntation, which is still vnlid in the framework of gquantitative neasurement, as
when I assert thet eitber the thermonmeter dogs register the beiling voint or it doce
aot, i.e., either the mercury jg up to the 100 mark or it is pot.

The two~vnlued orientation, I should say, is a necessery categorv of thought,
since e are oblimed to use it even when discussing its inadequacv, as when we speL}
of the tuo-valued yeorsys the infinite=wnlued orientation or the Aristotelian versus
“he non<iristotclian swstem, ecte.

Let us cxemine the first Lristotelion law in nore detail,

As o purelv logical stotement, the Law of Identity asserts t-at situntion ™AW is
implicd by situation M"i", Becouse .ristotle understood "situation" in terme of attrie
butes or oropcrtics "Melonging to" somcthing, ' ¢ interoreted bis law in & pseudo-
empiracle nenner. Tet ws adopt, tommorerils, the Lristotelicn interpretetion ond stu-
dv it in connection with Bertraqd Russcll's previously cited definition of a'phwsical
objoct“

First we shall nodify Russellls definition of matter—-so as to include tactile
cnd other propertics——by defininp a "phrsical object! as heing the totality of per-
centions, cctuel and votential, of its egtire gset of chorccteristics. That region of
gpace vhere the toetile sense Uropcrties alone are neréeived will be resardcd as the
"mlace vhore the objcet is" and thet repion where its optical propertice are first
nonifested—i,c., where it first can be seen hub not touched—eg its ™oundary”.

Mow, in JAristetelion lanmuaee the Law of Xdentitw anscrts that ot any specific
instont on objcet exhibhits o doterminete sét of charactoristics, But we now rceord
this sct of propertics cs acetua’lw gomprisine the objeet; =o that rclative to our
modificd dcfinition of "motter" the low hecomes o touvhelogry. In our new internreto-
tion, therefore, the Low is an'enpt- stﬂtcmcnt,in the seongse that 2 proposition 1ikc
1211 even numbers orce divisible b tno," is cnpty.

But the analvtic charncter of the laws of Thought—-now considered in strictly
logical turnms—does not render them uscless for nractieal cpnlicationsi in foaet it is
preciscly this "empty" character, as with the statements of mothematics, that thier
utility lics,

Tt is the grcat tosk of logic to point out thosc sion comMinations which
v ommbv,afn shotyodnothé spndetdfranelvbics in these formulas the seience of logisg
nresents us with a specific instrument of thought cwerations nceessary in
21l scicnecg., In order to know the full bearing of its cscumptions, cvery
scicmee st use analytic transforne tions, which do not add anrthing to the
meaning of the assumptions; it is for this purposc that we need the empty
formulas of loeic, whosc addition te any scicatific greton is vermissable
becanse with them nothing is 2dded to the eapirical content of the systcml3

Let us recapitulote,

First it vae armied that in their present form Kerzyiski's basic premisce are
false ond Purtker that pcnqc—ocrccotiOﬂ ig iacxplicable in terms of the''zbetraction®

CONATPT TC BY OCUVITIED BY HMIF Structural Diffcorential, Moxt, there followed o plea
for a lees drmetic rescrlution nf the nind-bodr nreblenm and a demonstration that thre
sen.rality of the "infinitce-veluned"(cs onnosed to the tuo—vq1“cd) is 11Iuserv, Fin-
2lly, it wee contended that the General Sementieist docs not fullr understand the
LmsofTMmﬁt,wldmﬂc”'it&@ﬂﬁw'uidv'w,nﬁmco—ﬁmn'm@wntmmummm
nretotion, Clearly, then, the innowitions of Horzvbski arise from o clouded under—
etonding of the orincinles which the were desimed to sunplant, I therefore conclwie
that Gensral Semantics comnot he remorded ns o legiticte annlication of scientific
ncthod, . - - . 9
















































