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To understand differences in perspective berween Kuttner and Rosenblum’s (2006} and
my view (Vandervert, 2006} of the plausibility of theory-neutral quantum experiments,
meta-theoretical differences between experimental physicists and theoretical physicists are
examined. According to ES.C. Northrop the perspective of experimental physicists
(like Kuttner and Rosenblum) is more toward the operational specification of “facts,”
while the perspective of theoretical physicists (like Albert Einstein) is more toward how
theory influences how we see “facts” and, at the epistemological level, what constitutes
“facts.” It is pointed out that the same difference in perspective occurs among scientists
in psychology. An example of how the purely experimental perspective could lead to
Kuttner/Rosenblum-type impossible experiments in psychology is presented.
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Kuttner and Rosenblum (2006) continue to believe that they can explain
consciousness by way of quantum activity that resides outside of a theoretical
framework. In my final plea on this issue I will offer the simplest possible
examples of the actual place of theoretical physics in the theoretical-epistemo-
logical scheme of things. I hope this will get Kuttner and Rosenblum to see
what is perhaps an unconscious error in their thinking. To do this I go back to
one of the great discussions of all time of the theoretical and epistemological
nature of physical reality, namely, that in the beautiful volume, Albert
Einstein: Philosopher—Scientist, edited by Paul Schilpp (1949). In Schilpp’s vol-
ume the natures of relativistic and quantum realities are deeply examined
from many sides. For the purposes of this final little reply paper I will draw elu-
cidations from Filmer S.C. Northrop’s “Einstein’s Conception of Science.”
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8 VANDERVERT

[ offer a quote from Northrop that I think describes the root source of the
difference in perspective between me and Kuttner and Rosenblum. In dis-
cussing Albert Einstein’s conception of science, Northrop pointed out that
Einstein’s ability to develop sound theory and epistemology in physics
stemmed in part from the fact that he was a theoretical physicist rather than an
experimental physicist. The following differentiation between these two orien-
tations helps explain, [ think, many of the differences | have with Kuttner and
Rosenblum:

The experimental physicist’s business is to perform denotatively given operations. This
tends to cause him to have his attention upon, and consequently to emphasize, the
purely empirical, positivistically immediate side of scientific theory. It tends also to
cause him to want to reduce all other meanings in science to such purely empirical, pos-
itivistically immediate operational meanings. The theoretical physicist, on the other
hand, tends to approach science from the standpoint of its basic theoretical problems,
as these problems are defined either by the points of difference between major theories
in different parts of the science or by points of difference between the deductions from
a single systematic scientific theory and propositions incompatible with these deduc-
tions, which are nonetheless called for by the experimental evidence. Thus the experi-
mental physicist who writes on the methodology, epistemology and theory of physics
tends naturally to reduce imaginatively constructed, systematically and deductively for-
mulated scientific meanings to positively immediate, purely denotatively given mean-
ings [which tends to hide theoretical assumptions that are inherent in them]. The the-
oretical physicist, on the other hand, tends to see that the problems of physics are only the-
oretically formulatable, since facts cannot contradict each other; only the theoretically pre-
scribed conceptualizations of the facts can contradice one another [italics added; in other
words, physics can only obtain epistemological meaning through theory that organizes

facts]. (Northrop, 1949, pp. 389-390)

The logic and perspective by which Kuttner and Rosenblum arrived at their
major original argument was as follows:

We will present the empirical facts of the two-slit experiment in a theory-neutral man-
ner. By “theory-neutral” we mean that our description avoids any reference to quantum
theory. The point of the theory-neutral treatment is to emphasize that the objective evi-
dence for consciousness can atise directly from empirically demonstrable facts. The usual
treatment, introducing theoretical constructs such as the wave function, can mask this
evidence. (2006, p. 47)

This statement is an elaboration of Northrop’s experimental physicist’s tenden-
cy toward the reduction of reality to produce what may seem to be a theory-
neutral position. But if the position were actually theory-neutral it could only
mean uninformed as to possible outcomes because no hypotheses can be derived
from a theory-neutral position. (I use the term “reality” because Kuttner and
Rosenblum purported to provide objective evidence for consciousness, and it
is through consciousness that we are in contact with reality.)

The problem with the experimental physicist’s approach when addressing
the deeper problems of epistemology is simply that in the act of reducing all
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meanings to immediate operational meanings one must automatically, as
Northrop says, invoke the full theoretical frames of reference that connect the
concepts (the basis of all meaning) of quantum theory to the empirical refer-
ents which, in themselves, can have no meaning. Darwin (see Darwin and
Seward, 1903/2007) made Northrop’s point in an 1861 letter during a similar
scientifically turbulent time:

About thirty years ago there was much talk that geologists ought only to observe and
not theorise; and [ well remember some one saying that at this rate a man might as well
go into a gravel-pit and count the pebbles and describe the colours. How odd it is that
anyone should not see that all observation must be for or against some view if it is to be
of any service! (p. 195)

By “view,” of course, Darwin meant theory. It seems that Kuttner and Rosenblum’s
objective evidence would only be a matter of counting pebbles and describing
colors.

Psychology has an experimental/theoretical division of perspective that is
analogous to that described by Northrop. The strict behaviorist represents the
extreme end of Northrop's experimental perspective. On the other hand, work-
ing memory theorists who are conceptually connected with and hope to
explain phenomenal experience as discussed by Baddeley and Andrade (2000},
provide examples of Northrop’s theoretical perspective. It may seem laughable,
but it is meant in all seriousness; Kuttner and Rosenblum’s impossible two-slit
experiment seems to be in the position of theory-neutral behaviorists propos-
ing impossible rat experiments aimed at providing the only objective evidence
for the phenomenal phantom limb experiences of amputees and of those with
congenitally missing limbs (Melzack, 1992; Melzack, Israel, Lacroix, and
Schultz, 1997).
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