The Subjectivity of Science

Modern scientists like to think of themselves as “being objective” when they are engaged in their empirical and theoretical activities.  That is, quantifications of the phenomena together with the generic formulations that encompass seemingly diverse species of phenomena are thought to be objective forms of experience and ideation, respectively.  There is a widely held belief that the ancients were simply qualitative thinkers who were not able, unlike the “quantitative moderns,” to escape their subjective biases.
When Kant brought the “forms” of all possible objective experience into the subject’s intuition, he effectively laid down a major obstacle for all of those who wished to “overcome” the problem of subjective human error in such a simple way.  In the Critique of Pure Reason, time is understood as the form of the internal intuition and space as the form of the external intuition.  And because the subject only understands itself—as a transcendentally united ‘I’—internally, time is taken as the necessary condition for the possibility of the experience of all objects within space.
An object of experience, then, is nothing other than the synthesis of the manifold of sense perceptions.  Furthermore, it is only when an object is subsumed under a category of the understanding (a “pure concept”) that it is conceived.  There are four major divisions of categories (of quantity, of quality, of relation, of modality), where each division consists of three pure concepts in the manner of thesis, anti-thesis, and synthesis.  In general, an object of scientific experience will at least consist of the theses of the divisions “of quantity” and “of quality” which are, respectively: unity and reality.  It is in this way, and in this way alone, that the concepts of quantity and quality “work together” in order to allow an object to be understood.
To say, therefore, that a mere measurement is able to bring a subject out of its subjectivity, and in an unmediated relation to the “thing itself” that underlies an experiencable phenomenon, flies in the face of one of the most (more likely, the most) widely cited philosophical essay of the modern era.
The major problem with which we are faced is not that scientists simply assume a “reasonable” philosophical position other than Kant’s, but rather that professional scientists are simply no longer given the same well-grounded educations that they once were.  And since they are not intellectually equipped to understand the subtleties of a system of thought as intricate as Kant’s, they will inevitably be satisfied with any sophomoric “disproof” of its discomforting consequences.
It should be fairly clear that the pursuits of the ancients differed from those of the moderns in that the former were interested in understanding whereas the latter are interested in predicting.  For Kant, the “highest principle” of the faculty of reason is to continue to reach for the unity of all of the concepts of the understanding.  To take a posture of “mere predictivity,” however, is to remain wedded to the hypothetical category (causality) of the “of relation” division and the totality category of the “of quantity” category of the understanding.
Modern physicists simply deny that they should have anything to do with the “of quality” division, whose categories consist of reality, negation, and limitation.  Reality is otherwise known as substantiality, and it is from this concept that we get the correlated concepts of “subjectivity” and “continuity.”  To “be subjective” is to “be continuous,” with respect to both time and space.  To deny the subject-self as the necessary condition of all empirical observation is to deny that temporally continuous, space-filling substance is the necessary “reality” that grounds the possibility of all objective phenomenality.
The result is that modern academic physicists do not have any sort of “matter” to “form,” as the ancients once did.  Instead, they are left with unextended “bare predicates” (i.e. mass, charge and spin) that occupy various locations within a metricized void-space.  These “no-things” are euphemistically known as “particles,” and are said to be “point-like.”  Material bodies and disembodied “forces” alike are said to exist in this manner.  (As an aside, there is also said to be a “wave-like” aspect of the various bodies and forces, but only in the sense of a probability distribution of particles within space rather than a continuously space-filling “real wave.”)  And since each physical entity occupies one and only one location in space, there is nothing to be visualized, and geometry no longer serves any heuristic purpose.  Consequently, all physical theorizing has found a home in the various algebraic formalisms that bear the names of their respective creators.  The language of physics then becomes a self-sustaining circular chain of logic that refers to nothing other than its own set of predicate-symbols.
The naïve “physical realist,” when attempting to engage a professional theoretical physicist in order to come into a deeper understanding of reality, is therefore bound to run into a bewildering flood of specialized terminology rather than a sensible “mental image” of how the universe functions.  It is in this way that all of the effort of the understanding deals with learning how to “speak the language of physics” rather than how to intuitively “see” the way in which the physical universe is constructed.
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