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Dear Professor Hayakawa,

Please accept my sincere thanks for your kind interest and willingness to review
my work on SEMANTOGRAPHY for ETC, I am grateful to Professor Oliver L, Reiser for his
kind introduction,and I sincerely hope that you too will become a friend of Semantography,
In writing this special letter to you, I wish to give visible expression of my keen de-
sire to win your friendship and the friendship of all Friends of General Semantics in the
United States and elsewherc,

Kindly excuse all shortcomings of this letter, I have found myself beset by the
difficulties of every writer, I don't like what I have written an hour ago, tear it up,
re-write it,and don't like when it's finished, To end these torments I have hit on the
waxstencil idea, As tho thoughts are coming into my mind, I typciall dowm. Corrections
on wax are very tedious, So I let it stay for botter or worse, In this way I have written
my 3 large volumes on Scmantography,after tearing up 4 manuscripts,

Those 3 volumes have becn reviewed by Professor G,Patrick Heredith of the Univer-
sity of Leeds (Great Britain), His roview apppearcd in the November issue 1950 of the
British Zducational Journal THE NEW ©RA, official organ of the Internstional New Educa-
tion Fellowship, He classcs his 2000 word review as next to an "unconditional eulogy's
He has only a few suggestions to make for alterations and hers is one in his own words:

"The Semantic Theory should be presented in an indepondent volume,as a
set of elearly stated principles,with such illustrations as have not already
been well ventileted by Ogden, Richards, Bodmer,Hayskawa, Korzybski, Stuart
Chase,ete, not to mention Charles Peirce, Bertrand Russell, Neurath,Morris and
Carnap., For this volume would be destined for the minority,already thinking
about these problems,for whom reiteretion is no recommendation,"

Now, I have titled my 3rd volume THE SEMANIICS OF SIMANTOGRAHY and have cited you,
forzybski, Rapoport,and others, But I admit that Professor Meredith is right, I have
writton all 3 volumes from quitc a different angle. Scmantography has 2 aspects, the
first is the Grophics of Semantography, a pictorial writing to bridge all languages, the
second iz the Semanties and Logic of Semantography, I have written my work from the
first angle with the result that the Semontics of womantogrephy can only be found inter-
gpersed in tho monster chapters on various humen activities in Science, Industry, Com-
meree, Communication,ete, Looking into these books one may get a shoek., All those symbols
look strange at first., Professor Meredith cells it a "half million word bulldozer, on
wirleh nevertheless I have spent many more hours than I could rationally spare in reeent
weeks, through sheer fascination,"

I had no choice, If I had written a small volume, showing a few symbols on
this or that secience, on this or that aspect of human activity, people would say that it
is a merec sheme only,It hasn't been worked out yet. 50, I had to work out a BULLDOZER
to shove away any such doubts, I belicve that Semantography is the first realisation of
Leibnitz's speeulation,s simple Picto-Idscography or (to use a low-brow word) a picturo
writing for interlinguistic communication even in science,




In this respect Semantography is another step forward in communication,which you
have described in your admirable book LANGUAGE IN ACTION (which, I am glad %o report, is
available in all important libraries in Sydney):

"By means of gcientific communication then, with its intermational systems of
weights and measures, international systems of botanical and zoological nomencla=
ture, international mathematical symbols, we are enabled to exchange information
with each other, pool our observations,and acquire collective control over our
environment," zp. 208).

I beliove that I have shown that Semantography could be the first international and
interlinguistic medium of scientific communication for the whole range of language.

In the above mentioned paragraph you go on to another form of communication,which
you call "affective commmication,and I believe that the Semantics and Logic of Semanto-
graphy is another step in this line, a new medium to understand ourselves and sach other,
within the same language group, I shall try to give an account of it in these lines,

I should have done it years ago, I sheould have approached you,and Korzybski and
Rapoport and other American Semanticists years ago. I hesitated - because I have found in
the few approaches I have made,that thc result may be disastrous - a downhearted feeling
of disappointment and frustration, The reason is obvious, Every student starts his creative
thinking where the other has left off. It hes taken Pythagoras and Korzybski and others
a life time to build up their system, It takes then only a few months of intensive sudy
to take in these systems,and cvery creative student will then 2o on creating where Pytha-
goras or Korgybski has left off, Raturally, he will try to improve on those systens and tho
result will be a system which looks quite differcntly - and may thon not be accepted as
an ioprovement - in this particular case,of Korzybski's General Semantics, I am looking
forward therefore,with hope but also with apprehension,to the reaction of the Pricnds of
Goneral Scmanties with regard to Semantography, Will they consider it as a work carried
Torward where Korzybski loft off, or will they reject it ? Will they consider it in the
true spirit of Korzybski's theory of Tine-binding? Will they therefore aliow me to start
With a criticisn of what needs improvement in General Semantics 9

I see 5 possibilities, Tha first o wholehearted support, the second a polite acknow-
ledgement and the third a rejection, I shall go for the first,and hoping for the nagnamity
and generosity of you and the other scholars and friends of General Semantics, I shall
dere to volce my eriticisn, for ne other purpose than to show that oemantography is indeed
2 further extension of General Semantics, Beliove me, I put my groatest hope in you and
your followers, I am not against Korzybski, On the contrary. I have studied his SCIENCE
AND BSANTTY, your LANGUAGE IN ACTION, Lee's LANGUAGH HARITS IN HUMAN AFFAIRS,and the other
books as a nan studices a subject on which his 1ife depends,and wy life and lifework depends
now on Semantics and all it stands for, I appeal to all of you, to receive my criticisn
kindly,and to realisc its purpose - improvement of Screntics,so that it shall sexrve all
the people of the world,

leredith seid (sec foregoing page) that I should write my book"for the rinority
2lready thinking about those problems..." and this word MINORITY gives the problem in a
nutshell, Xorzybski's work makes heavy reading even for one versed in mathematics,ete,
And all the other books including ETC are written for a winority and can be understood by
& uinority. We mmst therefore ain at a presentation which can be understood by everyone,
A Picture Writing is a good basis for this, Firstly, the pictorial symbols look indced
sinilar to those dravm by children of the .things around them. Furthermore, it is quite
cloar that vague and ambiguous abstractions cannot be pictured, They simply have no out-
line, They do not conform to anything real in our wodd, They exist only in our mind, There-
fore first application of the Scmantics of Scmentography whon hearing a word is: "Can I
dres o picture of it? Can I photograph it ?" Can this be applied to the word "eow" or
to the word "man", Yes, Can it be applied to the word "embiguity" or "progress" ¢ No.
Conscequently these last mecnings mey differ in different minds,

The great value of Korzybski's work is that he has brought us "down the abstraction
iadder" . And this cxpression is quite good to show that Korzybski's work can be improved,
If I zm right, Stuart Chasc used the cxpression mentionocd above, And you have pictured
Rorzybski's Structural Differential upside dovm on page 126 of your book LANGUAGE IN ACTION
Yos, this is a better presentation, Putting the syubolic outline of the submicroscopic
lavel dowm"to carth",making it a basis from which to start valking, is much better than
the first presentation with the ebstraction levels honging downverds,

Once we arrive at the rool THING,a pan, we can casily grasp thet not two mon are
alike, We can see this biological phenoucnon of differontintion everywhere, Children can
grasp it easily,
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You have before you my brochure "Introduction and First Lesson of the Correspondence
Course on Semantography, the new simple Logic and Semantics for Everyone," There I have
started with Korzybski's teaching apd have drawn it in the symbols of Semantography: that
not two human beings are alike, I shall now draw it in the: presentation of yours on page
254 in your book LANGUAGE IN ACTION :

/kl _. ié /l\z # AS# i ! fl— /k5 R i

mang unequals mang unequals mang unequals man, uwnequals wmang
Ian diffe§ggyyou he 4th person 5th person

Now this is a very important rule,and it will help people not to lump many human beings
together under one label and draw then conclusions, But, once we have absorbed this rule,
we must recognise its limitations, Someong told me that Communists have sneered at Gene=
ral Semantics, This is understandoble,because they have to fear a semantic interpretation
of their slogans and verbalisations, But with the quick wit of the antagonist, they
quickly found out the weak spot in thc enemy's front,and retorted by drawing up a similar
formula:

Nazi4 is not Nazig 1is not Naziz is not Nazig is not Nezls

This looks quite convincing, What's the usc of differentiating between different
Nazis ? They are all professed Nazis, aren't they ? Indeed they are, A rabid antisemit
_who will not listen to reason will admit that not two Jews are alike, yet he will say:
Jewq is not Jewp is not Jews cte. But they arc all Jews, ind a grest mumber of frightened
people, although convinced that not two men are alike, discriminate innocent people,sayingt
Cotmy4 is not Commyg is not Commyz ete, but Communists they are,even if they have no
nembership cards, The results are disastrous for soue who have nothing to do with Commu-
nism,
We sec therefore that something is wrong with the above mentioned formula,or rather
that the formula needs some clarification,some additional symbol, In order to find this
out,let us formulate a number of such formmulas and see whether there is grave danger of
unisinterpretation, or a semantic fallacy,likely to cause misunderstanding.

lan4 i=s not Mang Ao We have here different biological entities, On this for-
mla people of different convictions will agree,

-Cowq i5 not Cowg ..., On this formula too we shall find each other in agree-
nent,

Stone4 is not Stoneg... This too will be obvious, No disagreement,

House4q is not Houseg... Obvious again.

AlLl these words are classified in Semantography as material THINGS, All such THINGS
we can draw, we can photograph, we can touch, we can weigh,we can count, We can easily
find agreement about material THINGS, I have chosen a symbol to stand for a material
THING, It is a little square o , This should indicate that evory material THING has a geo-
netrical ocutline,an inside and an outside, Moreover,the harmonius configuration of the
" square should indicate that the structure of matter is not chaotic, On the contrary, A
grcat harmony and simpliciy reveals itself to us in the lines and planes of a crystal, or
the molecular structure of matter,

Consequently all thosc words above have a real outline,are real: man (o), cow (o),
stone (o), house (o),cte.

Now let us form other formulas dealing with man only, but in various activitics:

Plumber4 is not Plumberg ,... It's obvious, No szerious disagreement will

Farmerqy 1is not Faruerg ... y 3 i 5 arise,
ing Drivery is not Driverg ..., s : ¢ i

Cow,grazingq is not Cow,grazings ;' ki . 5

Cowy,walkingq is not Cow,walkingg % & " &

' Now we can quickly ascertain whether sonething is a man or a cow, Thesg are defined
1oXrical entities, Furthermore we can quickly ascertoin what ACTIONS these THINGS are
poerforming,whether a man performs ACTIONS with pipes and taps, or with ploughs and grain,
or with motorcars or other wvehicles, No serious disagreement will arise,

This brings us to the second class of words in Sewantography, in which all words
211 which indicate a physical ACTION, These ACTIONS are performed by material THINGS,
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A physical ACTION can be observed,either with the naked eye, or with a telescope or
a microscope, or an electroscope,or any other instrument. loreover, we can film such
ACTIONS with a movie camera, This means that THINGS and their ACTIONS are real, they exist
outside of our brain, For every such word there is a recal counterpart in nature, I have
chosen the following symbol A to stand for Action, It resembles the letter A in the Latin
word Actus, It indicates one of the primeval Actions on our planet, the throwing-up of
voleano cones, the thrusting-up of mountains,

These words fall then into this group: plumbing (4), farming (A), driving (A), gra-
zing (A), walking (A). The wordsplumber,farmer, driver fall intec both groups, In all 3
cases the first symbol will show a human male,the second symbol will indicete his -activi-
ty: olumber (o A), farmer (o A), driver (o /). |

It appears then that this classification conforms with the two aspects of nature,
the manifestation of HATTER and ENERGY, In view of the fact that the scientific method
has been developed to a remarkable degree, we can quickly come to an agreement in checking
and measuring secientif'ically the THINGS and their ACTIONS,

Two other aspects of nsture enter the picture SPACE and TIME, But they can be reduced
to HATTER and ENERGY, In speaking of spatial meanings we refer everything to our earth Ca)s
In using temporal meanings,we rofer to the Action of the sun (o) or the movement (A) of
the finger (o) of a clock (o).

But there is a third aspeet of naturc,which we can observe in animated THINGS, the
Life Forece which causes MATTER to multiply, to repair its own tissue and to think., These
activities arec centralised in the higher organisms in the brain,and we humans are highest
in evolution, Wo have evolved articulate language,and we have found words which indicatc
material THINGS, physical ACTIONS and words which refer to mind activities, AND THESE
ARE THE WORDS WHICH CAUSE MOST ARGIRENTS, Herc theon are the 3 aspects of nature,the mind
indicated by the outline of the upper skull,which encases the brain. :

O N\ N

HATTER INERGY MIND {(outline of skull)

In the MIND group fall all words which indicate a MIND activity, a MIND ACTION or
REACTION, For instance: thought(N), thinking (0), contemplating (7), consideration (0)
dceision (M), revulsion, (0), emotion (0) rcason (M), conscience (”j,etc.etc. It should be
noted that thesc words refer to a brain (o),which Acts somehow - we don't know yet how,
but we have found words for those activitices,which go on INSIDE OUR BRAIN with no counter-
part in thc outside world, At present we have no apparatuses to ascertain whether a man
is considering something or not, Whem he says he is-considering it, he may tell a lie,
Similarly a wan may believe that his activity is motivated by his reason or his conscience,
and it may net be so,

We are now coming to one activity (A) of our brain (o), which is most disastrous,
In looking on the THINGS and their ACTIONS manis not satisfied to give words to them (o A)
He mmet pass Jjudgement (M), he must evaluate (O) them, 411 those words I have termed
huraan EVALUATION, a word which I took from Genersl Semantics. For this group I have chosen
thisz symbol V which locks like the letter V in the Latin Valere, Value,eValuation, It may
indicatec too the Jlavile position in wmechanics, a cone standing on its top,liable to topple
over, Indeced the words falling into thefroup of human EVALUATION (V) can be challenged
easily and topple over casily,

Let us now toke the simplest terms falling into this group, the words long and short,
Do thesc words stand for a spceific material THING (like man or cow)? No 1. Do they indieate
& specific ACTION ? No | Conscquently they fall inte the drd group, indicating a mind
activity, a humen EVALUATION, These 2 questions arc indeed sufficient to ascertain into
which group a word falls, In the simplest example, we may have 2 nen arguing whether the
distance to the railway station is lcng or short, The one nay sonsider (0) it rather
long (V), the other would think it short (V). If they stick to their opinion (M), no one
will be able to convinece the other.one, The quarrel is resolved by applying the scientific
nethod and measuring the distance. If both men find that the distonce is 1000 meter, agrec-
uent would be reached,and in this process the eValvating words long and short have dis-
appeared, By using the tem neter they have referred to the earth (o) as yardstick,

The most frequent human eValuation words are geoed,bad, right, wrong, beautiful,
ugly, in short nost adjectives and adjectival nouns, but not all, These words arc genuine
adjoctives,but there are derived adjectives, For instance from the word water (o) we derive
the adjective aquatic ., We speak then ofaquatic supply” .But we mean actually"water supply"
#e nay derive the adjective stony (V) fron stone (DB, and nay then spesk of the "stony
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"stomy swefase" of some plastic (¢) or weod (u), we may find owrselves in disagreement

wilh someone who would challenge our oomparimzﬁ » But we vould again quickiy find agreew
ment by measuring the hardness of the surface with a hardness meter,This would remove the
word stony. But if someone accusss someone else that he has a "stony heart" or a "watery
mind" blows are likely to fall. No agrecement can be reached,because we have no apparatus

to measure the "harfiess" of the emoticnal part of our brain, nor its "liquidity", In short,
eValuations like watery and gbony, derived from material THINGS (o) are comparatively harm-
less if attached to other material THINGS or ACTIONS. But they are dangerous il attached

to words which refor to the MIND or a HIND activity,

Now let us go back to our first formula: ianj is not Mang is not Manz ete,
This formula - good as it is - is harmless,because it contains only reference to  mater-
ial biological entities,or in the symbols of Scmantography: 04# og# o5 WThere are no
EVALUATIONS here, We can quickly ascortain that not two human beings are alike (including
identical twins),

But if we write down tho formula:Nazii is not Nazi2 is not Nazi3 in Semantogra-
phy it looks: .-
oV DV £ gV # onV

e see that to each meterial entity there is an EVALUATION attached, For & harde
boiled Hitlerite all Nazis are good. He will accept that not two Nazis are alike,but they

are 2ll good, Whereas an anti-Nazi will eValuate them all bad, Or in ordinary language:

Ilangbad is not Mangbad is not Manzbad

-

or in other words: Rasealy; is not Rascalg 1s not Rascalg

The word Rasggal in Semantography carries the symbols o V, material THING with an
EVALUATION attochedbimilarly to men (o) bad (V) or bad man, And as said before, we have
found yardsticks to measure the eValuation long and short, but we have no yardsticks to
measure good and bad, It is true that the criminal code has such yardsticks to some extent,
measuring bad deeds in amounts of dollar fines or years of imprisonment, but even here a
rascal may come off lightly when eValuated lightly by a judge.

But outside the criminal court,we use the words bad and rascal very frecly, It may
turn out thst Rasecalq is the thief who broke into our house, and Rascalg may be the neigh-
bour who played the radio aftcr 10 p,m, And as shown above in - eertain circumstances men
called rascals by one zroup may be eValuated heros, martyrs, good men by another group,
And yet in both cases the 5 rascals (c V) or the 8 heros (o V) are the same & men (o),
Tom (o), Dick (u), and Harry (o).

THE "I,

Thesc long explanations will now culminate in one assertion (") which may be oValuaw
ted good or bad by people, For me it's ood, because I believe that I have arrived at it
in the true spirit of time=-binding,carrying on where Korzybski left off, And you will soon
soe why I have hesitated for years to approach Korzybski (alas, he is not among us) nor
any other semanticist or friend of Gencral Semantics, Now,that Semantography has reached
the American Semanticists I cannot aveid it any more, It has to be said, It will be the
crucial test for Semantography, It sementography "survives" in the eyes of the American
General Semantieists, then they will toke to it kindly, Otherwise.... well, I hope that
there will be no "otherwise",

Afber thinking for years about the IS T have found out (on account of the deliberations
mentioned above) that we must revise the semantic importance of the IS, It seems to me
quite harmless, the old copula, the binding link between two words, I understand of course
Korzybski when he said: "Whatever you say it is - well, it isn't ", I understand that a
horse is not a horse but a submicroscopic process, But I have found out in a Seminar where
we read Scilence and Senity, that utter confusion is the result, After all, we use language
to make ourselves understood, We quite agree that a word is not the THING, but if we say
that scuething IS a horse, something which conforms to the picture in our zoology book,well
we must adher to certain semantic understandings., Otherwisc understanding would be impos—
sible, I shall endeavour to give an exanple,

Let us suppose that soneone had never heard the word Korzybski,and he asks: "What
I5 Rorzybski ?" I would tell him that Korzybski IS a man,that he IS the author of a book,
that he IS a native of Poland, that he IS a naturalised American,ete,ste, (assuming that
Rorzybski werc still alive) To this an adherent of General Semantics would say:"Whatever
you say it IS, - it ISN'T, This would mean that Korzybski I3 NOT a man, that he IS NOT the
author of a book, that he IS NOT,ete,ete, It simply would not work, I can assure you that
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quite a number of people here in Sydney have left the idea of General Semanties in disgust,
The application of the IS NOT seemed utter nonsense to them, inspite of all explanations,
Or that:"the word is not the THING","Vhat do you mean by that", one asked me,"my mother

is dead for 10 years, Nowy if I say the word "m-o-t-h-e-r" this is not my real mother!"

I wns oble to  clear up the semantic confusion, The use of the word IS is harme
loss, if connected with material THINGS and physical ACTIONS, Xorzybsky is or was a man (o),
ho was the author-writer (o A) of a book (Bg,etc.etc. Similarly"the man(w) is working {/\),
he (o) is driving (n), he (o) is writing (1), Or: he (m) is a father (u), a manager (o A
a motorist (o A),ete,ctc, IN ALL THESE CASES THE IS IS PERFECTLY HiRMLESS,

HOWEVER,ITE IS VIHEN CONNECTED WITH HUMAN EVALUATION WORDS BECOMES DANGEROUS, BUT THE
D/NGER IS IN THE EVALUATION WORD, He (o) is bad (V), He (o) is a rascal (o V),etc,ete,
I can prove my assertion, I have found that if we accuse the IS of misrepresentation,than
wo must lovel the same accusation ageinst the HAS, The IS is connected with the adjectiwve:
He is bad, - But tho HAS can bo connccteéd vith the adjcctivel noun: He has badness, He has
ovil (A). He has perniciousness (V) , We could cven say: He has a rascal in him, It is
truc that the adjectival noun is seldodflised in this simple form,But I hope that I have
shown that not the IS and not the HAS is the culprit, but the human EVALUATION word,
And conscquontly what one mind may term bad, another mind may term good, I have shown in
ny chaptors on Logic that a syllogism which contains an cValustion word may be found truc
for on¢ mind and faolse for another mind, And this brings me to the cnd of this letter,

I shall use the rcmaining lines to say something about the multi-valued orientation.
Lotually, the words themsclves:multi-valued (V) orientation (0) tell what I want to say.
Not two human beings arc alikc, not two minds are alike,and my mind may think and evaluate
to-morrow quite differently from today, We can clear it up for those who can't comprehend
General Seucntics, or don't want to, SomeTHING is cither a man or a woman,wither a horse
or a zcbra,and nothing between ( biological freaks are rare), All these words refer to o ,
Or & driver drives or he drives not, a writer writes or he writes not, This is two-valued
logic and guitc accoptable, These words refer to o and A , Only when we comc to the drd
group YV do we have mmlti-valucd cValuations, 4And here woe can explain to the antagonist of
Goneral Semantics: "The word bad is not the THING, It is no THING at all, It is o meaning
which has no counterpart outside of our brain," Truc enough, the word IS,which indicate
roal cexistence lends woightfo the assertion that sorfé¥LS bad, But the trouble is that we
heve not koyt those words of human EVILUATION strictly aport from the words indicating real
THINGS ond ACTIONS , This has led to the false belief in many people that bad is as real
s a stone, True enough some people murder and do grost hsaym to people, For such crimes
we coen use the criminal code, But these ore rarc cases,wheress the word bad . is used every
oy in cvery home, overy officc,cevery workshop,every asscmbly,cte, If it rofers to some
THINGS likc « picce of work we may be able to rofor to measurcments and avoid the V word,
But if we refer the V word to a 0, then we have no measurcuents and blows arc likley to
nll, friendships are likely to break ond tragedy ooy result,

One last example to show that the wulii-valued oricntation of Scmantography goes
very far, Let us takc the statenent: "Is/GErman rearmement good or bad ?" The answer should
be obvious,It is bad, Yet some intelligent and honest people would soy it is good, How then
con we cone to an agrecment 7?7 This question is resolved in Sewantography as follows:
We will consider onc human being, He has a mind (9)., 4And as such he is a unigue observer,
oend his mind the acntrepost from which he makes his measurcments. Ho con ercei different
systons of reference within his mind, differcnt co-ordinates and measurc (cvoluate) from
then, First frame of reference: A re-crued Germany may plunge the world into another world
wnr, EValuation: this would be bad, Second frame of refcrence: 4 re-arncd Germany would
prevent Societ expansion and would thus stop Russia from over-running Burope, Hvaluation:
this would be good, Third frame of refcronce: A ro-arned Germany with its sovereignity
recstored may beecone a co-operative partner in the United Natiors Evaluationm: This would
pc good, 4nd so we can go on,creeting different frames of referonce and finding our oVa-
luations vary from good to bad,fraivery good to very bad,and all the timc we would deal
only with one and the samc question, Once we learn that the words bad and good are wvague,
noblguous and relative,we must relate them to certain frames of reference, It is then pos-
siblc that different pcople = once they have agresd on the particuler frane of reforcnce =
iy both agree that it would be bad. At the same time - using another frame of reference
they nay agroee that it would be good, However, therc is one word in all thosc statements,
the vord"would", Tt refers not to o not to A, but to 0, How to hondle this, I cannot say
hore ot length, ¥nough to say,that the symbol in Scmentography carrics the question mark (?)
Whatever we assert:"it would be so,.."once we reclise that the word itself carries the
question mark in Semantography we ndight not be so absolutely sure of what we say, We night
not indulge in heated and useless debates which tends to scparatc us,where we should stand
together and solve our problems intelligently, General Semontics is a great step forward
in Shis direction,and I belicve Senantogrophy is onother one, Yours Sipcerely

C A f3ess
C.K,Bliss




