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1. Introduction

This paper is o philosophical discussion of a vefy éld idea,
namely, that huméns can consider 5efore they act and that potentially
their consideration can produce a better act than the oﬁe that would
have occurred withﬁut any prior consideration. In other words, why
should you think before you leap?

The philosophical problem is relevant to the many.efforts that
are being made todsy to improve our human condition, by plenning,
operetions reséaich, management science, systems science, infqrmation
systems, technological assessment, educational evaluation, and so on.
Since I am not concerned about the speclfic characteristics of each of
these efforts, but rather about their general philosophicel Justification,
I need a generic label, which I'11 call "systems design" (8D). I should
emphasize that "systems design" denotes any plausible effort to prepare
for decisions by means of prior inquiry and, therefore, also includes
applied socisl science, applied psychology, applied theory of altered

states of consciocusness, and so on.
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The hasic stipulation of the philosophical inquiry of this paper was

given by Descartes in his Discourse on Method: all issues are open to

discussion, and none shall be taken as settled Just because "everyone"
agrees. ‘The phrase "few can doubt that . . ." is to be taken as a signal,
not of accepténce, but of the obligation to listen to the few,

2. BSystems design

My purpose hére will best be served by first defining "systems
design" in a manner which will then enable me to discuss its philosophy:
systems design is implementing improvement in social systems by means of
the best available method of inquiry.

This definition has the relevent advantage of highlighting the
philosophical issues of SD. Taking the ideas in reverse, the meaning of
"best method of inquirf” is derived from the idea of how knowledge is

acquired, or what philosophers call epistemology. The meaning of a

"social system' is derived from the meaning of social reality, or what
philosophers ecsll socialvoﬁtologx. The meaning of "improvement' is
derived from the meaning of the good, or what philosophers call ethics.
The meaning of "implementing" is derived from the méaning of translating
knowledge into action, or what philosophers call pragmatics.

3. "Secientific method"

It will be appropriate to abbreviate "best method of inquiry" by
"seientific method" because of the historical tradition that "science"
is mankind's body 6f knowledge however acquired. Hence "scientific
method" is not the special province of eany discipline, but rather is the

appropriate method of gaining knowledge in any ares of human concern.
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We begin with a philosophical ‘discussion of scientific method, and
proceed to the other ideas, but we'll see that the route is not linear:
what we may 1earn‘about social reality, improvement, or implementation
will make us revisit the meaning of scientific method. Since this non-
linear journey may be an unusual one for you, it may help to describe at
the outset how we'll proceed. We'll start with a fairly obvious and old
idea about the meaning of peientific method; and then, by considering one
meaning of social reality, we'll find that this first definition of
seientific method is inadequate; and we'll try to develop another, richer
one. This second definition will lead to a revision of the definition of
social reality, which will carry us into the domain of'improvement where
a first definition will be tried, which pushes us back to reconsidering
scientific method and social reality again. If you guess that the
' jourﬁey has no end, you're a good guesser: learning philosophy is science
learning a rest;ess process of thought.

Scientific method is variously defined in the literature of science,
often in terms of the way the writer was trained to do his Ph.D. research.
But, as I said, here scientific method is taeken to réfer to ény of the
ways in which humen knowledge can be produced. In the Western world, two
such ways have been identiified as especislly appropriage: reason, or the
thought process of inferring consequences from already known pfinciples,
and observation, or the empirical process of using our senses to tell us
what is happening. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,
philosophers battled over which process dominated; those who said it was
reason wefe called rationalists, those who said it was observation were

called empiricists. In this century there are few pure rationalists



or empiricists; the common tendency is to regard scientific method as
some Judicious combination of these processes. But the important point
is that each process must follow certain rules which legitimize the
results. Thus, reason must follow orderly rules of deduétion, must not
indulge in blatant contradictions, must start with plausible or even
highly defeﬁsible assumptiohs. Observation must be condﬁcted ca;efully,
accordiﬂg to well-established procedures where the observer does not
indect his own biases into the results. .

We might sum this up by saying that both reason and observation can
be deceptive, but that there are clear and explicit wayé of minimizing
deception and that these ways are available in principle to all humans,
excluding perhaps & subclass who are "mentally deficient."

h, Soecial reélity

All the above sounds very fine and should have us nodding in
agreement, which like most agreesble statements ig slready an indication
to the philosopher that it says very little and what little it says may
well be wrong. I've bored you with it Because 1t has svoften been said
with no philosophical justification, The truth is that "scientific
methdd" is an extremely elusive concept. To begin to understend its
elusiveness, especisally in connection with 8D, we sthld examine the
second on the list of SD concepts: social reality. Here again the
literatﬁre gbounds in definitions, of which we can select one: "social
reality" consists of a group of humans ﬁhd are taken to be goal seekers.
Their goals really exist, and théir setions can be évaluated in terms
of whether they do or do not attain these goals. Hence the group 1s

taken to have real choices among a set of possible actions. Finally,



and this is the crux of the matter, it is possible to consider an
action without téking the action; the consilderation consists of evalu-~
‘ating the action in order to estimate its likelihood of attaining the
group's goals. The evaluation is "valid" to the extent that what it
asserts about the outcome of the action would really occur. It should
be pointed out that the "evaluation" can be made of actions already
taken, e.g., of existing government programs. Thus so-called "cost-
benefit" studies of educational or health programs sll assume this
version of social reslity.

It can readily be seen that these evaluations are "counter-
factuals" in the sense that the results are in the form: if the
socisal - group were tg do so-and-so, then such~and-such an outcome
would occur. For example, if this program were to be funded (or
eliminated), then such-and-such benefits and/or costs would occur
for society.

Now one might try to "test" these counterfactuals by conducting
“"social experiments" in which we systematically change certain éectors
of society in variocus ways, e.g.,, by experimentsl design techniques,
and attempt to use traditional hypothesis-testing methods. B&t it is
highly questionable whether such social experimentation is feasible,
ér, if so, desireble. It often is far more advantageous to determine
the validity of a counterfactual without disturbing social reality.
Hence, direct observation and reason may not constitute the appropriate
scientific method for systems design.

But is there really any difficulty here? After all, engineering

end indeed all applied sciences (medicine, agricultural science, etc.)



. are in the business of trying to assert valid,counterfaétuals. The
methodology seems to be fairly straightforward. an strives to
develop a theory gbout a specific sector of nature;-thé theoretical
assertions say tﬁat if such-ﬁnd—such is the state of a system aﬁ a
given time, then so-and-so wiil be the state:at'another time. The
theory is tested by observing how closely it maps "reélity," by

‘using the Jjudgment of s community of investigators ﬁ%o develop standards
for accepting or rejecting theorgtical assertions. Once & theory is
eccepted, one can then make "counterfactual" assertions of the sort
that SD requifes. Of course, there are many‘technical problems
involved in thé process; logicians, for example, have wﬁfried about
the epistemological status of counterfactuals. Furtﬁermore, no matter
how often and thoroughly a theory has been_tgsted, if may yet.fail
under new circumstanées. But on the whole, relying on counterfactual
assértioﬁs of applied science seems to work out fai?iy well, as

anyone who sﬁeps qnto 8 iarge Jet must feel.

The abover account is not so obvious a description of scientific
method, but is widely accepfed as an-adequate descripﬁion by epplied
scientists. But from the philosophical point of view, the account is
- unacceptable for SD. The reason it is unacceptéble isiwhat philOSOphgrs
cell the "self-reflective" paradox. You will note ihlfhé account that
. the "community" of applied scientists is said to establish the standards
of acceptable theory. But the communiﬁy is é_"group" and'furthermare_
a group that is seeking a goal: to establish reliable counteffactuals.
Such =& communify of.applied scientists is therefore one example of SD's

"soeial reality." The SD question addressed to such s group is whether



jts choice of actions {i.e., its "scientific method") is to be taken
as the best a#ailablg, or at leagt as adequate as any other choice,
Since the meﬁhod chosen is ver& dependent on group sagreement among
trained applied scientists, the method is certainly suspéct from an
SD point of view;, for ekample, a great deal of planning and operationé
research consists of going beyond organizational agreement to policies
which no one in the organization has even imagined.

What is "paradoxical" about all %his? Why,, we apperently need to
know what 5D is in order to define 5D, because 8D is the application
of "scientific method," add the correctA"scientific:method" is a
legitimafe sﬁbject matter for SD. I shouid hasten to point out that
the‘self-refléctive paradox is a philosophical issue and need not |
concern all SD practitioners; after a}l, it ig often sound 8D to;ignore
some problems'of an orgenization, even though they exist and are felt
to Be-critical by many people in the organization. Thus, we have
arrived at a Qefinition of a philosopher: sgomecne who 1s concerned
sbout the sélféreflective paradox'an& attempts to uﬁderstand it and
possibly "solve' it.
| I should also point out that SD is not the only a?eé of investigation
in which thé self-reflective paradox eppears. Ps&chology is anhother
example, since there is one viewpoint of the world in which everything
has a psychological base, including the scienceés, aﬁd therefore including
psychology itself. Indeed, this characteristic of éprafea of inquiry,
its susceptibility to the self-reflective paradox, should be regarded

as the characteristic which makes the area "basic" or "fundamentel."



-that is the "solution" of the self—réflective pafadox? The
soundest reply seems to be that the paradox does not beléng in the
world view of social reality which assumes that there are problems
and'solutions.‘ In othef words, the paradox does not fit welliinto
the original definition of SD's idea of social reality. What was
-dgficient in the first viewpoint of soecial reality wés 8D's own
réality. According to this viewpoint, SD stood a;idé, observed and
efaiuated the possible actions of the social group, much as a
laﬁoratory sclentist observes the objects on his bench. But this
viewpoint doesn't work because SD is a social reality itself and

cannot possibly "pull aside" from itself.

5. Improvement

‘We can gaiﬁ 8 hetter sense of how to modify the eaflier concept
of social reality if we extend our travels into the third domain of
inquiry, "improvement," and the question of how to judge that one
action is better then another. This is the age-old question of
ethics, and the domain has many confusing pathways. ‘Ce#tainly no
one should try to enter it who has not read in the hiéféry of ethics
-since hé needs~a1i of the wise guidande he cah get, and much of the
wisdom of ethics comes to us from our pasﬁ;'it's not an.area whéfe
only recent citafions are relefant.

Ethics is aUVery practical subqect; indeed, it can*be considered
as the investigation of the practical. Thus, SD mustAconsider.the
practical questioﬁs of who its clien'ts shouldrbe, what should be done
when the client-is seeking the wrong goels, how much to charge for

its services, how much of the results should be revealed, and so on.



All of these are ethical issues which are eséentially practical:
they are issués sbout the practice of 8D,

In thié sfofy T intend to restrict the conversa%ioﬁ about ethics
to ane central theme, namely, the scope of céncern about iﬁprovement.
An 8D team may be studying thé advertising policy of a firm, say, one
that sells ciéarettes or macﬁine guns. The ethical‘issﬁe of scope-
is whe£hen "improvemeﬁt" means "ipcfeased sgles per dollﬁr of adver-

tising" and "increased kill capability,’ ¢f,something much broader
like "contribution to health or peace."

6. The psradox of SD dats

The issue has a technical hase whieh can help us-ﬁnderétand its
cdmplexity.r Consider, for example, a typical operations researéh
study of inventory ﬁolicy. The purpose of such'ﬁ-policy is to mini-
mize the "costs" of maintaining inventory againét various kinds of

“demand. Too large an inventory runs the risk of'tigdéuﬁ cﬁpitai,
high taxes, obsolescence, and so on. ioo little_inventofy runs the
risk of shortages and hence serious deleys or loss.of pﬁtfonége.
The proper policy is therefore & balance between these (and other)
opposing costsf In operaticns-research pracﬁice, megsuriﬁg the
relevant costs is at least as important as-modeiing theféfstem
mathematically. The clue as to how to measure costs can be seen‘if
ﬁe consider one such cost, the cost of funds tied up in:inveﬁtory,
sqmetimes called the cost of capital. The idea is fﬁéﬁ a dollar
spent on en item that sits on a shelf waiting for futuré demond 1s a
dollar that caﬁnot be uged for other oﬁportunities, like investment

in bonds, where it would yield an annuasl interest. Hence, the cost
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of cépital tied up in inventory is an "opportunity*cﬁét," and its
measurement consists in estimating the maximum retufn that would
cccur if the inventory dollar were to be used in the:best alternative
opportunity.

But how are we to determine the best alternative? The answer
lies in the operations of another subsystem of the organization, the
financial system which controls the flow of cash. This system can
alsc be studied by SD, and one result of the study might be an
 estimate of the_optimal use of a dollar which has been released

from the inventaory system; in this case, the financial system would

have provided a measure of the cost of capitalrin the inventory

system. The italics are supposed to emphasize that.the cost of capital
is not a general cost operating across a whole firm or industry, as

is sometimes erroneously assumed, but rather a cost that is specific
to eacﬁ subsyétem. What should happen to & dollar released from
inventory need not be what should happen to a dollar gained by re-
ducing the work-force, for example.

But now another paradox arises, In order 4o study the inventory
system, we need to measure costs, and specifically the cost of
capital, To messure the cost of capital we need to study the cash-
flow system. But to study the cash-flow system we must also measure
some costs (transaction costs, risk costs, etec.) which will in-
evitably requi?é us to study some othef gubsystems. The point is
that 8D is restless; it cannot legitimately measure ¢osts in terms
of historical dutlays because these outlays may have been based on
wrong policles. If so, and SD uses historical data, if is measuring

incorrectly.
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The same remarks apply to demand. VIt is'very tempting to use
past records of demand to forecast.demand‘tﬁ&t will;be mede on the
inventory system., But SD should néver find itself in.such a fore- .
casting business because if the subsyétem which has historically
generated demand.has been operating incorrectly (and very often it
has), then the fbrecast based on history is an.incorreét measure of
demand, no matter how elegant the forecasting statistics may‘be.

This very practical yet philosophical poiﬁt isg offén missed in
nmany fgrecaéting studies, where the purpose of the invéétigator
seéms to be one of predicting fu£ure events on the.basié'of past
pattérns of'gvents, or--yhat ié apparently‘the.same thing--on the
basis of expert opinion. From the point of view of 5D, one has to
ask what subsystemé are influencing fupure évents and wﬁetﬁer
these subsystems arerjudged to be properly designed. It is ridicu~
1ous, for example, to forecast a specifie technological'breakthrough,
-liké the feasible_hoVer—craft or cure for cancer, withoqt considering
o the-linﬁages of theég éystem sectors to other subsystems of the wo;ld;

The same rémarks apply té all proposals for "information sysféms"
which store deta of various kinds. An information system which is to
be used for improving social systems must contain a total subsystem=
linkage image, or else the designers cannot judge which "data"
rqﬁlly constitute information. '

_ One might be tempted &t this point to séy that SD is not really

in the business of improving social systems by identifying real--
improvements, but rather its business is to provide "if,.then" |

estimates: "if we were to develop a chesap hover-craft, then it
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would take 10 years and 30 billions of dollars." The idea 1s that
5D might then avoid the psradox of its requiring a knowledge of all
relevant subsystem linkages in order to scquire any meeningful data.
But this attempt to make SD's task more modest doesn't resolve the
peradox at all, since all estimates like "ten years" and "30 billion
dollars" must be based on the way in which the subsystems {(finance,
management , research, etc.) ought to behave. An "if, then" state-
ment based on a very ineffective mansegenent subsystem would put SD
in the business of supporting bad policies, i.e., into the devil's
business.

The philosophical paradox of SD arises becsuse we apparently can
see no end to the "linkages" between subsysﬁems which are the sources
of the date which 8D requires. In the inventory example; the cost
of capital is a.linkage between the inventory system and the cash~fiow
system. The cost of liquidity is a linkage between the cash-flow
system and the‘investment system. A firm's social responsibility
is a linkage béfween the firm's total financial system and the social
system in which the firm exists. And so it goeS——appgrently.either
into an infinite'regress or into a wvicious circle,

It is important .to point out the difference between the technical
problem of an interlinked system and the paradoxical aspect of
inteylinking systems. It is no news that many machines must be
designed by coneidering the interplay of their part;: there is no
such thing as a generally optimal generator, but réﬁher for each
design we can estimate the specific generator that does the trick.

But all such machine designs assume that certain principles of design
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are appropriately based on past tests. If we thinkiofvthe whole
world as a machine-—or a brain, then we can use brain or mechine
design princ{plea to help us solve the tecnnioal probiem of linking
together subsystems. But such a technical solution by no means
resolves the paradox because we need to'know some.important things
gbout the system which decides that the world ig a machine or a'brain.
Is such an inguiring system operating optimally? -The paradox consists
of pointing out that there can be no place on which one_can stand to

answer such a question without agsain raising the same qnestion.

7. Implementation

?aradox, if it is meaningful, always carries us to other considf
eratlons, in this case to yet another domain which I ‘ecalled imple-
mentation. If we had allowed the first part of our travels to extend
this far, we would have said that implementation would consist in
transforming a thouéht-out solution of a problem into action 80 that
the social group would do what the SD team would propose and, most
important, it would do so because the 5D team had thought out the
solutlon and 1nfluenoed the group's behaV1or. So put5 1mplementatlon
would then be another aspect of SD’e social reality, In which 8D sees
itself as really causing a group to veer towards thereorrect solution..
VMOre.generally,.SD's idea of socisel reslity includes the'abiiity of.
appropriate inquiry to influence action in appropriate waye.

But this happy viewpoint won't do in the light of what has Just
oeen sgid. For one thing, there must always be a cost of 1mple—

mentetion, which is the opportunity foregone for the social group

and SD to have done something else. Thus an SD team may devise a
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wonderful new 1eventory system, and enlist the assistance of managers
and workers in 1nste111ng it. But all of them mlght have been engaged
in inventing a nge product, or snalyzing prices, or whatever.

Hence, "implementation" for SD cannot simﬁly mean causing a group
to-put an SD thought into action, becauserthis may not be the best
activity for the group to follqwr- We are being frustrated again by
. 8D on 8D, A A |

8. Back to sclentiflc method"

To lessen the frustration, let's try another theory -of pragmatlcs
wﬁich avoids the trap of problem—solution. This theory sterts with.
“the premiee that all scientific inquiry--and therefore SD——must;
begin partially blind and that this blindness in no way defraots
from the "science" of the inquiry. Thus, 8D mey study invenﬁery, -
but admits that it doesn't know whether this is the "vest" area for

Tlnqulry, admits that it 1sn't sure about the approprlate costs and-
B demands, but uses its best Judgment to make 1ts first estlmates.
SP then admits that the solutlon may not be a solution at all
and need not, for example, be better than the ex1st1ng pollcy.
But still implementation will be tried, i.e., the possibly erroneous

- i
thought process will be put into sction if pessible; ggﬁ_hedause
the resultlng social chenge is an improvement, but because thereby
S8b mey ;eggg_ be less blind, see more of its surroundings and
understand itself better,
Again; this is net a8 nevw idea. It is quite reasonable to view the

whole history of the experimental sciences in this manner. In the

early etages, e.g., when Galileo wrote his Dialogues, both theory
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and fact were very uncertaln. Indeed, Galileo testéd his very plausible
theory of unobstructed rolling bodles w1th a defective clock Had the
history of experimental science stopped there, perhaps we would never
know whether torbelieve his test or not. But the process did continue
and some theory and some facts bécame quite solid, though never
unshakeable, as the story of Einstein shows. Every‘fiﬁding is subject
to further investigation; those findings that:éontinuoﬁsly "work out"
and more 1mportant both support and are supported by ‘other findings
become the lessons that have been learned well and the basis for
further learning.

It.is important to notice that this "learning" acéount of scien-
tific method sﬁifts the picture of social reaiity away from the event-
fui ﬁroblem—solving imagery to s wholisticaproéess im&géry;' Thus ,
"improvement" is no longer to be conceived as a specific change for
the bebtter in one sector of society, but as a property of the whole
:'system. It follows that we must search for ways of identifying whole-
system improvement if we are to make any philoSophiggl sense out of
SD's enterprise.

9. "Improvement' as Progress ' : L g

Here again, hiétory comes to our aiq. We are searéhing for a
concept whichlconnoﬁeé the gradusal maturatioﬁ of the_ﬁuﬁan system,
end the nineteenth century in particulér offers ué."progreés."
Having introduced the word, I should hasten to add that it does not
mean "growth," nor is it linear. Tt stands for the conﬁinu;l
process of change of the human céndition and for the dssumption

3 t.
that the overall property of this change can be from the worse to
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the better. Progress is not inevitsble; its existence requirés the
existence of a human will, the will for betterment. The concept of
progress, in-various forms, underlies éll effofts to understand how
the plight df the human world can be lessened; to assume that it can
be lesséned is té gssume that progress is réally‘possible. What is
" needed to make it possible is "global sp." | |

Uhtil receht decades, it seemed possible to consider science as
a prototype of such whole-system development, and'even.td suggest
that the precision of certailn physicai cdnstapﬁs——like”the veiocity
of light in vacﬁp—4could be used‘as surrogates for the real progress
of all science from, say, 1500A.D. to the pfesent timé;~.The experience
and attitudes of more recent times indicate stronély tﬁaﬁ "advanceﬂent"
in science and technology does_ﬁot necessarily imply progress in
the total human system because other idesls of peacé and freedom must
also be considered. Thus, we are noe longer very much impreésed by
the précision and reliability of physical measurements since this
so-called improvement in a sﬁbsystem of society cen be used by_l
other subsystems for purposes of exploitation and destructibﬂ;
Néturally, a physicisﬁ could respond that the fruits of his inquiry
must be used weil and that "it's up to the pélitical or managerial
system to make suré that they are." But SD can make no such facile
reply: it's up to 5D to show that a proposed subsystem'improvement,
like greater precision of measurement or more accuratg theory of

natural phenomens, is a real whole-system improvement.'
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10 "Soeial reslity" snd "implementation" revisited

Thus our philosophical inquiry into the meaning of improvement
leads us back to the meaning of social reality: is menkind an ldesal
gseeker, a living form which can strive for the betterment of its
condition?

In the philosophy of SD, the answer must be "yes;" else the SD
enterprise becomes a sardonic joke, & struggle to help improve sections
of society when-the struggle as a whole is a grand iilusion. But
£he answer leads us again to "implemeﬁtation," which now has a
dramatically different meaning from the earlier one, Now the central
problem of implémentation is to design a society in which the
possibility of progress, i.e., idesl seeking, is madeﬂgecure.

At this point our speculations could readily becomé reactionary,
reacting either to Descartes in the seventeenth century or to St. Paul
in the first. One often hears £hese days that global-systems simulations
are only "first approximations," crude and wrong in meny weys. But
both Descartes asnd Paul realized that if you believe you have a "first
approximation," then you slso have an idea about the second, the thifd,
and the "limit," else your "first" is not en "approximation" at all:
"How we see through a glass darkly, but then face to face. Now
I know in part; then I shall understend fully..." To Paul, the
"vasic" aspects of mankind's progress lie in faith, hope and love.

To Descartes, they lie in the proof of the existence of_a benign
Supreme Being. Moét global simulators do not care to fesort
to such reactions to our past and indeed ignore them pompletely

and without reflection. None of them seem to wish to
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forecast what society would be like in the year 2020 if mankind's
faith, hope and love with respect to God were festored, although
this may be the most important forecast of all. The philosophical
point is that none of us who concern ourselves with SD have a
sound basis for choosing between Paul and an MIT simulastor. If we
could only have faith and hope in a Supreme Being, as did the
seventeenth-century rationalists, then the implementation problem of 8D
would seem to be solved: God helps those who help themselves. But
the spirit of questioning which characterizes scientific method does
not permit any such facile response to the problem of guaranteeing
our destiny.

Thus it seems safe to say that today we have no satisfactory
theory of implementation from the philosophical point of view. And
until we can arrive at a more satisfactory idea of ﬁankind and progress,
we must admit we do not have a soun& basis_for evaluating social
change or for evaluating social studles aimed at improving sectors
of our society; No university faculty can claim an sbility to Judge
the real quality of an 6D research by either students or themselves,

Such a "conelusion" might be taken to be negative, especially
by the cynics, but I take it to be altogether very exciting and
hopeful. If it were to be more widely recognized, then we might
turn away from niggardlyrcriticisms of inadequate research techniques
to the more central issues of human progress. Among other things,

we'd encourage Ph.D. candidates not to be speecific and narrow bub

broad and comprehensive.
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11. "Soecial reality": the individual

But such preaching needs to be checked by reflection in this
philosophical journey. The need arises from the reflection that
the whole account of progress and social reality léaves out a very
important aépect of SOQial reality: the individual. We have been
speaking of larger and larger worlds extending to the globe and all
future and.pasﬂ globes: ‘These larger images mayjﬁe'réal, ﬁut 50 are
you, inryoﬁr here~and-now life.

In the first version of social reality;.the individual was seen
as a goal seeker; he was, in fact, the limiting case.bf‘a grbup, a
group consisﬁing of one person, whose goals presumabiy.wereiunified
since he had no one to combat, In economics, the.individual'beéomes
an entity who ‘carries about a utility function for the outcomes of
his action. But this "utiliterian psychology" is utterly naive and
philosophically suspect,lJust.as is the idea that each individual is
an- "information processing" en%ity. The neivete is well documented
_in depth psychology, which claims that the unconscioué mind haé
"yalues" that influence & person's life in criticéi-ways and which
conflict witﬁ his conscious values. The philosophiéal suspicion
~arises with the very plausible specul;tion that the gresatest values
of all are two ineffables: the lonely and unique ind;vidual and
the'uﬁique relationship between tﬁo guch individuaié,,which we call

love.

It is reslly remarkable how difficult, subtle and exciting the
philosophiceal issues become once we try to view them in terms of the

individual. Kant's "never-ending awe" extended outward to the stafry
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heavens and inward to the squi. Nor does the immensity of the world
or the universe in the least detract from the importance of the inner
man; after all, immensity itself is a creation of man's psyche.

Most living creatures don't see an immense world;'énd; after all,
it was Kant's inner psyche which was filled with awe.

Of course, you can stop your philosophical ingquiry into ﬁhe psyche
anywhere you wish, at the surface in positiﬁistic behaviérism; a
little deeper in attitudinal or motivational psyéholdgy, deeper. still
~dn analytic péychology, snd so .on. 'The philosopher.viéhes to travel
as deeply into the inner psyche as he wisheé to travel broadly into
the whole system, else "goeial reality" is only partiallf explored.
This is why SD is not & fdigcipline" from the'philoéophical point
of view. |

_Our ignorance of the inner world is iﬁmenée, and our clues for
ehlightenment must be found in the most obscure wri#ings of the
past, inecluding mysticism ‘and myth. ﬁut even in'£he nidst of
obscurlty we can discern one theme which mekes us doubt the philo—

sophical exp051tlon of SD given earlier. It is that 1ndiv1duals,

as individuals, should not be classified with'respéct to socieﬁy's
decisions regarding the;r lives, "The individual is.a sacred value;
as Kant says, each individual is an end-in-itself which éught no£
to be used merely for the sake of other ends.

T am less interested here in defending this psychdlogicalspecﬁé:'
latlon than in pointing out itse consequences, if true, for the-

philosophy of 8P, . But I should mention that the speculailon is snd

has been widely held by humans of all welks of life; it is a
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cornerstone of many religions and doctrines of ﬁorality. What it
implies is that classifications and comparisons of individuals for
the sake of rewarding them, punishing them or otherwise changing
them in ways that they themselves do not will to-happen' are all
immoral. One conseguence, thoroughly devastating with respect tb
our earlier speculations about SD, is that the so—calledlprinciple
of trade-offs of values is absolutely inappropriﬁte:with respect
to the sacred value of the individual, The.tradeéoff principle
states that in determining the decision or poligy to:be nade, we
should Getermine how much of one value (e.g.,_speea on highways)
fo trade off for another value (e.g., safety). Thg_principle is tﬁe
basis for a great deal of 8D, e.g., in cost—benefit‘or cogt-
effectivenesé analysis, methematical programming, and a whole hest of
similar techniques. The philosophical speculation says that if an
individual is used as & means only, soAthat his sacred value is
sgerificed, then the loss of this value cannot be atoned by
trading it ﬁff by anotherAvalue. For example, s¢ runs the épecﬁlation,
it is imméral'to compare the value ofra.soldier's lifé~versus fhe
value of defending the country. Or, if you deliberately murdgr
another huﬁan for the sake of your own goals, you cannot "trade
of£" this sin by donating a miliion dollars to ydur favorite charity.
One way to remove sin is throﬁgh forgiveness; but the methods of
attaining forgiveness are lacking in much of SD practice today.

Again, I need to remind you that this speculation is g part of
the philosophy of SD, which tekes on the joy and frustration of

guestioning the axioms of SD practice. There is no need as yet to
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go out and shake fingers at SD practitioners who are busy trading

off values; there is & need, on the other hend, to question the
foundations of such practice if 5D is to remain héélthy. Also,

it should ﬁe recognized why many people reject and are even horrified
by many SD recommendations; these critics are not stupid, but rather
believe in a totally different picture of social reality. Never-
theless, im my mind's eye I can sée the unreflective 5D man

standing on the right of the king on judgment day and being

completely puzzled by the divine pronouncement, "as you did it to

one of the least of these my brethern, you did it to me." Surely,
he will say to himself, the optimal depends on how many and how
important.

Now if you were a well-trained SD type,you might be tempted to
snesk around the difficulties presehted by the values of the inner
life by simply agreeing to write them Into the constraint equations:
maximize nét socisl benefit subject to never treating anyone as s
means only. You can do this, of course, but you'll lack philo-
sophical Justification if you do. For one thing, in most models we
can readily compute the cost of a constraint and, hence, the coét of
avoiding immoral policies, But, as I indicated earlier, morality
is never based on tradeoffs and consfraint and, hence, the cost of
benefits.

But belief in the existence of the lnner life, the psyche,
introduces & deeper philosophical speculation which will end my
story of the endless philosophical Journey. It is the speculation

that from the point of view of the inner life, progress and the
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closely associated ideas of development and maturation have no
relevance and cannot be sensibly used to describe the process of
the inner lifé. To be sure, there has been a strong temptation on
the part of depth psychologists to transfer the viable ideas about
progress in the outer, social world to the 1life-process of the inner
world, but the philosophical speculation argues that this all-too-
human intellectusl step was erroneous. Even the labels psychopathology,
psychotherapy, and mental disease may be inappropriate from the point
of view of the.inner life, although they clearly have sensible
meanings in the outer, social life.

Also, so runs the speculation, the inner lifé is ineffable and
the usual means of communication, e.g., comparison, are not appro-
priqte. That the inner life is essentislly ineffable does not imply
that we can't talk about it, but rather that we must speak in myths,
poems, stories, allegories, in short, in a language far different
from that so "effable'" a langusge, mathematics. Thus there may be
"progress" in the inner life, but its meaning is essentially ineffable.

DoesAthis philosophical speculatidn'help us vetter undérstand SDT
It does at least one important thing: it indicates.that inguiry inté
the inner life, through meditation, psychoanalysis, group therapy,
religious devotion, ete., is also as much 'systems design" as is
a8 large global simulator.

But if we accept the speculation, then we must realize that we
evaluastors live in two worlds, the outer world of practice and the
inner world of the self, andAthat bhoth worlds are real. Bubt they

contradict each other, do they not? The reply may be that the two
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vorlds are dialectical, by which is meant that through contrast
we can learn & great deal about each of them.

S0 it looks as though the outer world dominatés after all

because there is a purpose to the clash between the two worlds,
and the purpose is to learn which is an aspect of progress. But
not necessarily. For there are two opposite versions of learning
{of course). In the outer world, learning in 5D means a shared
experience and reasoning to help us better understeand the consequences
of our actions in the future. Hence, outer learning stretches its
significance into the future or into different problem settings.
It is learning "from & distance" and, hence, is what people sometimes
call Apollonian, since Apollo always shot his arrows at & distance.
But learning in the inner world means a direct end unique occasion,
not for the sake of enything, but for itself. Such learning touches
the essence of the present and is Dionysian, since Dionysius "touches.

12. Pause in the Story

At this point.the philosophical story can stop itself by its own
volition. The nice part about philosophical inquiry is that you can
always turn it off simply by introduecing a common-seﬂse axiom which
you have no intention of examining further. For example, the last
section of this article can be successfully ignored by simply denying
the existence and/or relevance for SD of the inner life of the type
postulated by the philcsophical speculation., IT you believe that
the psyche is & brain or is like a large information-processing

computer, then there is no "inner" life other then a set of activities
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that in principle can be examined and explained, You simply stop
philosophizing and start doing other things: designing systems to
do such—-and-such in the outer world. You'll know you've left the
philosophical Journey once you hear yourself say: “Wéll, obviously,"
or "it's st least clear that . . ." To a neurclogist friend of mine,
it's obvious that all psychology in principle is based on neurology;
to me it's obvious that his conviction arises out of his own unique
psyche.

As for the philosopher, he can end with a joke, to show that he's not
all that deadly serious: isn't it marvelous that in order to defend

its right to be so precise, SD must be so frustratingly vague?
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11, References: a personal note of apprecistion.

Over the many yeafs I've acted as an editor of gseveral acgdemic
Journals, I've become more and more annoyed by our ritualistic style
of introducing quotations and prolifereting footnotes and references.
The reader must constantly shift from the author's style and theme
to the name of a book or some other author's style and theme. Too
often, the quotation is out of context, or repetitive, or embarrass-
ingly obvious (my ego cringes when I read: '"as Churchman says, it is
important to consider the larger system").

Nevertheless, I do appreciate one function of references: the
scknowledgement that so many others were talking to me as I wrote this

piece. E.A. Singer's Experience and Reflection (University of Penn~

sylvanis Press, 1958) is as always a starting point, counterbalanced
to some extent by Carl Jung's writings. Both Singer and Jung acknowl-
edge their debt to the historical writers in philosophy and science.

. I've enjoyed immensely the contrasts in 5D approaches among the
practitioners in the outside world. It's been immensely enlightening
to compare Russell Achoff, Stafford Beer, J. Forrester and George
Dentzig. Of course my personal bias goes toward Achoff's very
realistic view of the managerial world.

As for the inner world, the contrasts are even greater. Besides
Jung, other Jungisns (e.g., Maria Von France and James Hillman)
have inspired my remarks about the "no-progress" nature of inner life.
Eric Jantsch has been on a trip similar to the one of this paper, of
extending SD into other lands of human imagination. Above all,
Thomas Cowan, in many articles and countlessly more conversations

has so nicely kept me from drawing conclusions.



