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0. Outline


This Outline is divided into six sections. (0)
First, a summary of key points presented in three papers written before Has Quantum Supersession, etc. Been Demonstrated? (Prescience 10D), (namely, 10A, 10B, and 10C). (1)
Second, a summary of key points I would like to re-present from this essay Has Quantum Supersession, etc. Been Demonstrated? (2)


Third, a summary of critical points generally directed at the type of ‘computational model’ put forwards by Wolfram. (3)

Fourth, with respect to a separate topic in this Forum, in a series of comments and observations, why is the field of science being ‘critically’ subjected to an ongoing, contemporary, political process of either disregard, disvaluation and/or rejection especially by political participants who identify with the right-hand side of the political spectrum, especially by those on the far-Right? (4)

Fifth, I will briefly proffer a mechanism that might explain ‘how’ this polarized form of counter-identification is able to manifest (but, currently, not yet as an explanation that accounts for ‘why’?)? (5)


A final series of provisional conclusions, comments and observations? (6)
1. Section One
I wrote three essays in the field of quantum physics, before settling on this fourth essay titled: Has Quantum Supersession, etc. Been Demonstrated? (9)

By ‘supersession’ is meant ‘the replacement of one paradigm by another’; i.e. ‘a major discourse is successfully supplanted by a minor discourse that becomes the new ruling paradigm, or, at least is seen as possessing such pretensions’. (8)

Usually this means that a certain theoretical approach is innovatively constructed in such a manner that it is capable of appropriating that supplanted paradigm in a manner observed to have greater degrees of explanatory power, utility, insightfulness, etc. (9)

E.g., the Copernican revolution, or, the Einsteinian revolution along with the Quantum revolution (where, currently, these two latter revolutions appear to be relatively incommensurate with respect to each other; although the former does deal primarily with the macrocosmic and the latter does deal with the microcosmic division of ‘physical’ labour). (10)

In key considerations in the first essay (10A) titled An Explorative Delineation of an Economic Basis for the Scientific Discipline I defined the ‘scientific discipline’ as a that discipline which deals with a ‘conformal determination of phenomena’. By ‘conformal’ is meant ‘that which can be either confirmed in real time or verified after the situation whilst also be able to be either reconfirmed and/or reverified, (etc.
)’. In this essay I also argued that we need to adopt an ‘economic’ reading of conformal phenomena, i.e., using a trimodal approach that appear to both defuse controversies and appears to proffer a richer, more rewarding set of interpretations of the phenomenal situations in question. In this process I also explored a transformational modeling based on pretreatment, treatment, and retreatment/posttreatment, along with the economic role of the observer intersecting both quantum coherence and non-quantum, non-coherence through the chaotic-non-chaotic nature of intentional consciousness intersecting both domains. I also address bimodal issues the particle/wave controversies by attempting to rewrite them in economic terms of reference, i.e., trimodally. I also touched on applying the concept of ‘economic correlativities’ and that this possibility for interpretation was in evidenced in the form of the Malacena Duality as a way of proffering a harmonization of a plethora of views. As a consequence, pre-processes of harmonization, we are presented with a disparate variety of perspectives in this topic (hence, e.g., numerous interpretations of quantum physics beside the Copenhagen Interpretation, e.g.). Hence:
The discipline of physics is riddled with theoretical scandals.
 One such scandal could well be found in the plethora of interpretations that seek to definitively ‘interpret’ the seemingly settled theory of quantum mechanics.
 [29]

And,


That, by such a plurality of correlative measures ‘physics’, indeed, is a veritable ‘world of physics’ with a plural ‘s’!
 [42] (11)

Arguing in effect, that quantum physics, despite the predictive power of its equations, etc., is hardly a ‘theory’ and, as such, appears to be desperately in need of some convincing form of metaphorical modeling that might better explain the ‘power’ of those same equations other than merely appealing to a successfulness of its mathematics.
 (12)

In the second essay titled A Metaphorical Way to Approach Both Quantum Entanglement and the Relative Decoherence of a Non-Quantum Sense of World I set about attempting to explore these two concepts of ‘entanglement’ and ‘decoherence’ (with ‘decoherence’ being seen as ‘dis-entanglement’). A number of concepts are introduced, e.g., I propose a ‘relational theory’ that invokes a holographic form of informational modeling; introducing recent ideas (centered in a transformational process of retreatment) like, e.g., deconstructive-emissions, rectificational-currents and systems of re-normalization, etc. (13)

In the third essay titled The Inevitable Supersession of Quantum Physics, etc? I explore this concept of supersession (and how by the end of this essay I was intrigued by Wolfram computation modeling of reality as a candidate for possible paradigmatic supremacy) (given his claims, taken at face value, that his computational modeling could integrate both relativity and quantum mechanics, an objective that has eluded a multitude of physicists to date). (14)
2. Section Two

The fourth essay titled Has Quantum Supersession, etc., Been Demonstrated?  explores this possibility of supersession possibly at work in Wolfram’s computational modeling:
In running the computation of unicellular automata Wolfram noted, quite some years ago, that simple rules alone can give rise to very complex patterns and that, therefore, we should not surmise that complexity observed in the world need necessarily arise from complex processes per se. From such insights was born a computational approach to a formal modelling of space and time, and, therein and thereafter, the formal grounds for the formulation of possibly credible accounts of a range of theoretical phenomena, as he would claim and demonstrate, from Relativity Theory to Quantum Mechanics, and beyond…
 [9] (15)

Basic ideas include ‘that space, near or below the Planck constraints on time and space, etc., as being discrete and atomic-like in their constructive abilities to form networks (modelled through hypergraphs)… whose computational reordering constitutes the appearance of time (which is to be understood as quite distinctive from these spatially-constructive units forming such networks for causal progressions to proceed across).
 Moreover, ‘Computation’ here is to be conceived of in universal terms of reference, i.e., as distinctive progressions in a process of computation, following specific rules, with reference to the hardware being utilized to run the output of those progressions’. ‘Computational universality’, therefore, basically, is the fact that ‘these rules could all be run on any number of different types of computational-like devices, be they computers or otherwise’.
 An important concept in this formalism is ‘causal invariance’. Basically, ‘a set of updates of a possible set of causal progressions (depicted on a hypergraph) with no particular canonical order in updating that still produces an isomorphic feature or element on the hypergraph where, effectively, state a follows state b (and where such invariance is a feature necessary for the running of certain geometries underlying both relativistic and quantum processes, etc.). Put more simply, a set containing a miscellaneous sequence of steps, with no particular order, that all produce the same causal progression…
 (16)

The concept of ‘branchial space’ is introduced:
Also introduced, in a higher order form of mathematical theory, is a ‘branchial space’ whose depiction ‘follows the tree-like branching histories of quantum bifurcations’.
 It is argued by Wolfram that this formal approach theoretically describes what emerges in the diffraction patterns that arise in two-slit experiments. In a first understanding of the latter, as provisionally being developed by myself, it would seem that brachial space is projected on to a lower order form of space-time and hence describes the probabilistic pathway of photons, etc., and the ensuing diffractions patterns being observed in this kind of experiment, etc? Wolfram also claims that in this space we only get bifurcations and mergers and that these two processes can also account for the difference between leptonic and baryonic forms of matter (accounting for their differences in spin, etc.)? He also claims that in this space we could find the maximum speed of entanglement (and disentanglement?)?
 
 (17)

The even higher order concept of ‘ruliad space’ is also introduced, namely, ‘an even higher order of mathematics, in a meta-meta-order of mathematical functioning, he proposes ‘rulial’ space, as the ‘ruliad’, a locus where all rules from all starting conditions can be run simultaneously (as a type of ‘simultaneous running of an infinite number of Turing machines’)… and that from such a prospect, surprisingly, certain interesting possibilities can actually arise.
 E.g., that from causal invariance in rulial space there then implies “rule space relativity” which is what allows us to see different possible reference frames to describe the universe’.
 (18)

But, let us say that the upshot of these computational rules and concepts is the creation of a computational space that overcomes, according to Wolfram et al, a lot of the dualities, etc., that have riddle both relativity theory and quantum physics as well as rending these two theoretical edifices no-longer as relatively incommensurate vis-à-vis each other. (19)

3. Section Three

The impossible computations associated with most of the possible trajectories in the infamous ‘three bodies’ problem multiplied across the entire university would seem, in my opinion, to render a computational model as impossible. (20)

Wolfram might argue that complexity can arise from the interaction of simple equation, and, therefore, the complex of worldly computations might be more illusory in nature? On the other hand, the world is obviously more complex (and, yet, fractal symmetries indicate relatively integrated forms of relational holism must be operating?). (21)

But, in preserving the theoretical integrations of this computational model we might argue, in reverse, that causal trajectories in the world are more evidence of a de-computational model. (22)

Working on an analogy with my vision of a transformational philosophy of retreatment I have proposed that in the invocation of every suspension we automatically release a process of de-suspension. That in essence, computation is not so much taking place as processes of de-computation on par with de-suspensions (i.e., de-suspensional flows that ripple through the economic system in question and immediately re(-)construct it moment by moment). (23)

A number of criticisms leveled at Wolfram were also noted and countered? (24)


This essay concludes:

In answering his critics Wolfram has argued (according to this cited article in the Scientific American) that his model has replicated most of the fundamental physics already. “From an extremely simple mode, we’re able to reproduced special relativity, general relativity and the core results of quantum mechanics.”


But,

…a wide variety of mathematical tools has, as yet, not demonstrated these specific computational rules supposedly at the center of this edifice.
 [32] (25)
3. Section Three: The Observation of a Distrust of Science on the Political Right? 

The interpretation of this observation is borne out in numerous ways. Let me attempt this demonstration in the following anecdotes which deserve to be debated, and, at the end of such a lengthy debate, assess whether this overall interpretation holds? (26)


In this global pandemic of Covid-19 we have witnessed, much more often on the righthand side of politics, a distrust of good scientific advice, be that from the ‘declaimed existence of this pandemic’ as a ‘hoax’; a relatively large cohort who refuse to take vaccine although vaccine hesitancy is quite understandable (given such rampant ill-informed, misinformed and mal-informed advice on social media, etc.); a broad distrust and non-understanding of the nature and functioning the scientific discipline within the scientific life-world; a relatively reactive resistant to mask wearing, vaccine mandates, lockdowns, etc. (27)

An interesting statistic: people in those counties that voted for Trump in 2020 are 2.7 times more likely to die from Covid-19 that people in those counties who voted for Biden.
 (28)

Trump, as a deliberate shift in policy on 17 June 2019, according to The Washington Post, had the Agriculture Department announce a decision to relocate two of its research agencies… to Kansas. This editorial article (The Post’s View) is titled: Opinion: Moving USDA research agencies is part of Trump’s war on science and statistics. This article notes: In its war on science and statistics, the Trump administration has a habit of sidelining inconvenient information. (29)

The shift had to be agreed to in a very short time frame and a good percentage of the staff refused to relocate. Consequently, the fine work, often at the forefront of world science, has been savaged from this sudden shifting of the voices of science away from Washington. In order, as this article argued, to ‘stifle independent and objective research’. (30)

Or, e.g., a certain Christian museum in the US where there is an infamous set of dioramas displaying an impossible juxtaposition where both dinosaurs and humans (anachronistically) tread the same soil together (in some anti-scientific sense to breath ‘veracity’ into a very narrow, literal interpretation of the Genesis, etc.).
 (31)

According to The Washington Post, in an article by Chris Mooney, 27 August 2015, the first paragraph states: ‘For a long time, it has been apparent that skepticism about the science of climate change is not evenly spread across the political spectrum. Rather, multiple studies have shown that it is more common on the political right. The article continues to conjecture that vaccine hesitancy was understood to occur on the left. However, studies have shown that at least in two regions, Republicans – and especially Tea Party Supporter – were more distrustful of scientists not only on the subject of climate change, but also on vaccines. It could be argued that the Tea Party lost its influence, more or less, in 2016 and those that would have supported that organization, now more support the Freedom Caucus or Liberty Caucus. I would contend that these trends have continued to become more evident and vocal under the presidency of Trump and have increased after his ‘landslide’ loss to Biden. (32)


Do we have any other observations that either support this contention or somewhat qualify it or further reduce the credibility of this generalization that the Right (in the US and in Australia) have a marked tendency to downplay the role of scientific advice, and so on? (33)

So, if this contention is generally correct, how might we explain this apparent phenomenon? (34)

4. Section Four: A Model to Explain how this Distrust might Operate?

As a model to explain ‘how’ (but not ‘why’). (35)


In my recent research on a topic I have designated as ‘transformational retreatment’ I noted an economic progression, albeit dialectical in orientation and not to be misconstrued as either linear and/or temporal in extent, wherein, ideally, we have pretreatment, treatment and retreatment. Pretreatment utilizes our current ‘prejudices’ as ‘prejudgments’ as the material for a set of critical ‘treatments’ or ‘judgments’. We must start somewhere and that somewhere is basically our commencement with what is to hand, namely, ‘prejudgments’ as (de facto) ‘prejudices’ (as per Husserl, Gadamer, et al). (36)

Then, through various forms of suspension we arrive at a variety of co-associated treatments. If ‘critically enacted’ we safely arrive at an ‘overall series of critical judgments’. (37)


But, with every suspension we get an opposite process of a de-suspension which undoes the suspension (and in balancing each other further ensures the continuation of an overall transcendental suspension (as noted in the Pursuit, Volume II) as an ‘extensive suspension’ given its subsuming both processes of suspension and de-suspension). In this regard, I have argued that in an existential receptivity to the relational nature of experience we would be more inclined to find ourselves, on balance, or, in subtle forms of imbalance, of progressing to a continuing, ongoing reoccurrence of a concrete, historical specificity with a marked existential complexion. (38)

On the other hand, if we do not conduct sufficiently critical forms of review, or find our motivation is suffering, say, through the imminent arrival of the state of sleep , etc., we may well be more thrust back to our world of prejudices without their ‘progressive’ critical emendation? (39)

Or, in essence we have a ‘choice’, to that extent we can exercise this semblance of an ‘existential decision’ to either confirm, or restate through default, our prejudicial prejudgments, or, to proceed to a more existentially attuned state of affairs more in harmony with the holistic-like nature of our relationships in which narrational forms of dissonance find forms of ongoing harmonization. (40)


A somewhat stark choice between merely confirming our prejudices or emending the same in what might be a more radical-like sense of re-direction! (41)


But this might explain how we fall back on our prejudices, but, apparently does not seem to suggest “why?’ Indeed, by what mechanism or mechanisms, by what metaphorical modeling, simple or complex, might we invoke in order to account for the motivation(al changes) behind this apparent anti-science stance? (42)
6. Some Tentative Provisional Conclusions, etc., behind this ‘Distrust in Science’?

Hence this apparent conundrum of not being able to explicate ‘why’ despite the possible explication of ‘how’ people have an apparent distrust in this discipline of science? Obviously, a complex set of issues. But, here I propose a non-exhausted number of tentative solutions that deserve to be debated, and, therein and thereafter, re-assessed as possible solutions? (43)

1. Political polarization, as another political phenomenon, has set up a political-social situation where people are led to feel they must identify/re-identify either in opposition to or in support of certain issues that are currently being treated in a controversial light (for whatever other reasons and agenda)? One way to test this conjecture is to see if a similar set of polarized phenomena, with a similar set of topics, is also in evidence on the other side of the political spectrum? Personally, I feel that this conjecture has only a mild degree of evidential support, but, that an overall asymmetry renders this solution, by itself, as essentially inadequate? (44)

2. Another possible conjecture is the fact that through the emphasis now given to social media the work of any discipline has a ‘social translation’ or ‘media shadow’ created and cast in this world of social commentary that may well eclipse the overall, direct impact of the discipline per se in this collective world of lived-experience, and, under the influence of both relatively positive, or benign or beneficial influences and/or relatively negative, or non-benign or adverse influences, certain controversial features of a problematic or problematized topic are more directly entertained and appreciated rather than the direct impact of that discipline itself. A problematic differential between ‘evidential reality’ and ‘perceived reality’ which, in certain controversial situations, is accentuated by vested interest often needing to divest little or no financial outlay. That, with the right ideological inducements, there are always ‘messengers’ happy to work for free, wittingly or unwittingly, on the behalf of such vested interests. Such messengers being agents who are both provoked and are provocative, and, who, forever and a day, will happily over-promote their over-commitments on their self-nominated positionings on such of issues. A reiterated process of dissemination that is also endlessly ‘mirrored’ in this realm of social commentary, where also, sad to say, more traditional forms of media are then prone to reiterate this ‘churn’ through merely reporting the outgoing outrage of such supporters and the ongoing umbrage of non-supporters? (45)

3. Obviously, the better or best interests of certain advocates on certain issues are not being supported by examining relevant statistical evidence. Witness the statistical variation in mortality figures for Covid-19 patients in areas that more heavily support the (so-called?) Right in US politics versus those who more heavily support the (so-called?) Left (as noted in paragraph 28)?
 That what more motivates people is more likely ‘feelings’ rather than ‘ideas’, or more correctly, the ‘connotations of such denotations’? (46)

4. Ultimately, we would need to look more into closely into social process of ‘collective acts of motivational re-direction’… a potentially chaotic domain where attitudes either bifurcate or merge to emerge in relatively novel forms and formats? However, one dialectical approach here might be to explore aspects of ‘non-motivational inertia’ to not change. E.g., given conservatives are more generally inclined to oppose change per se, and, on balance, politically, if more people were to evidently oppose change, from a conservative-like perspective, then politicians may well wish to reflect such an apparent attitude and do likewise in the political arena, and v.v? Of course, given current degrees of polarization on those issues that are re-perceived as controversial, rightly or wrongly, politicians might also feel that they must reflect such attitudes regardless of their own private opinions on such topics? Hence an overall ‘switching effect’ where small shifts in perceived public opinion, especially in the demographic/s that might support you as a politician, would see the more public opinions of such ‘reflective’ politicians then more decidedly cast in that altered, re-switched setting? (47)

But this vexed issue, as a philosophical conundrum, must await a more nuanced, definitive sense of resolution? In this regard, we must ask ‘have we made some progress or little or no progress in understanding this issue?’, namely, why ‘the (so-called) Right appears currently to be a demographic that, generally, disregards, disvalues and often outrightly rejects scientific findings and advice (e.g., as when expressed in this pandemic) especially when it appears to counter strongly held views on co-associated topics(?) (28)






    Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 10.12.21.
*	For latest version of this text: � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noels homepage5.html" �www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noels homepage5.html�


� 	In this Outline I am indicating key points that might benefit by being looked more closely to varying degrees.


� 	By ‘etc.’ is implied the adoption and adaptation of a Tarskian semantic approach to truth determination, etc.


� 	Need I mention some of them? So-called dark matter; dark energy; accounting for the universal constant; understanding how gravity fits into particle physics, e.g., from a quantum perspective; the long sought for theoretical integration between relatively non-classical physics and relatively classical physics, etc.


� 	Pursuit, III.10A.29.


� 	Ibid. 42. Able to be further integrated albeit only in non-abolutistical economic terms of reference!


� 	Refer to III.10A.34-36, and their attached footnotes.


� 	Pursuit, III.10D.9.


� 	Ibid., 11.


�  	Ibid., 12


� 	Ibid., 14.


� 	‘Branchial space’ is defined as ‘the space of quantum states, in which entangled states are nearby’. Branchial space has the same relation to the multiway graph that physical space has to the causal graph, defining extent in each slice in a foliation of the multiway system. Branchial space is a generic term for what exists in branchlike hypersurfaces. The ‘evolution of a quantum system’ as a ‘succession of branchlike hypersurfaces’. (Glossary – The Wolfram Physics Project: � HYPERLINK "https://www.wolframphysics.org/glossary/" �https://www.wolframphysics.org/glossary/� )


� 	Refer to Pursuit, III.10B.24-26 where this same idea is broached.


� 	Ibid., 15.


� 	‘Rulial space’ is ‘the space defined by allowing all possible rules of a given class to be followed between states of a system. Different foliations of rulial space can be thought of as corresponding to different languages for describing behaviour… A sequence of spacelike hypersurfaces defines a foliation of spacetime. (Glossary – The Wolfram Physics Project: � HYPERLINK "https://www.wolframphysics.org/glossary/" �https://www.wolframphysics.org/glossary/� )


� 	Ibid., 16.


� 	Ibid., 32.


� 	Ibid., 32.


� 	Reported in the Guardian: US News, in an article by Maya Yang, 7 December 2021 titled: People in counties that voted Trump more likely to  die from Covid – study: Subtitle: Areas that voted for Trump by at least 60% in November 2020 had 2.7 times the death rate than in counties that voted heavily for Biden.


� 	The ‘Creation Museum’ in Kentucky. Address: 2800 Bullittsburg Church Rd, Petersburg, KY 41080. Photos of these ‘impossible’ dioramas can be seen on the Internet. 


� 	A similar phenomenon in Australian politics where it could be argued that ‘if people were entirely rational and fully read the policies disseminated by the Coalition and the Australian Labor Party, and believed they would be enacted, and properly compared them in order to see under which regime they would better benefit from then most people would have elected a Labor government!’ But, in this regard, a Coalition government was re-elected demonstrating perhaps, I am sad to say, that people are not rational. Or, more probably, people are easily scared, and, whosoever successfully scares people more will more than likely find themselves elected or re-elected? That, in this light, perhaps people are even more rational than are given credit for?!





