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Dear Professor Russ, Editor
JMB

[bookmark: _GoBack]Here is my responses to your letter and notated MS. I do appreciate it very much the effort and time you and the other reviewers invested in my MS. Please convey my thanks to them. All my responses refer to the notated MS you sent me, any other reference will be indicated.
Overall, I believe that I succeeded to respond to your and the other reviewers, and by that improve the MS. The length of the MS was reduced from 10113 words to 9293 words.
Best wishes,
Sam Rakover  
The letter
1. It is true that the psycho-neurology is an enormous issue in both philosophy and psychology (e.g., cognitive-neurology, neuro-psychology). But precisely because of this one would like to see in this paper even a brief discussion on this topic. On the top of it, I believe that it became clear that the attempt to explain behavior has to take in consideration the following general equation: Behavior = f(stimuli, neurophysiological processes, cognitive processes, mental processes). That is, neurophysiological processes cannot be skipped.
2. On p. 5 of the revised MS, I explained briefly the term of ‘operational definition’ and its limitations.
3. I introduce in the revised-MS the appropriate changes. I deleted the paragraphs you proposed to omit.
4. I deleted the section that was suggested to omit.
5. I clarified the whole argument.
6. I clarified the summary about Newell.
7. The developmental gap does exist. As you can see from the above, I clarified the issue [see (5.)].
8. As you can see from p. 16 (new MS) I deleted some sentences from the previous MS and rewrote organize the whole section.
9. As mentioned below (p. 20 notated MS) the physical lengths are the same. I believe that the figure help explaining the point about the difference between objective vs. subjective measurement. I deleted the note about the realist approach. 
10. I changed imbecile to a retarded person. See P. 20: IQ below.
11. You are right: a theoretical term is related directly or indirectly to an observation. I deleted the word ‘purely’.
12. We don’t need a permission for the figure. It is my own creation – made for the present paper. 

Notated MS
I accepted and incorporated most of your suggestions, which did improve the paper. Here are some clarifications of what I have done. 
Acronyms: I cut the use of acronyms such as FDUT. However, I believe the use of UMs (units of measurements) is helpful, since I use it many times in the paper.
P. 8: Sociology: To describe and explain the problem of measurement in attitude research will be very long, which will stand in contradiction with my intention to shorten the MS. Furthermore, all I want to say is that similar problems occur in sociology and that a reader who is interested in the topic can read the cited references.
P. 8-9: I have deleted the paragraphs you suggested to omit. I also deleted the letters A B etc which were associated with their sub-titles.
P. 13: I have deleted the paragraph you suggested to omit. 
P. 13: Newell. Yes, he was talking about two opposing explanations. I made clear that the list I brought from Newell is of opposing explanations. 30 years has elapsed, but his paper was published in 1973.
P. 16: Newell. SOAR is not an acronym; it means to take off. 
P. 20: Illusion.  Physically, the lengths are the same: 5.2 cm.: from the beginning of the arrow in the left to the end of the arrow in the middle, and from there to the beginning of the inverted arrow (in the right).  
P. 20: IQ. There is no problem in saying that Einstein is 3 times higher than one imbecile, because the UM in both cases is meter. The estimation may be even correct if Einstein’s height is 1.80m and the imbecile’s height is 60cm (dwarf). The fact that (finally) many psychologists understand that IQ cannot be measured on an interval scale, just reinforce the basic argument of the paper. (In fact, I learned this fact from a course on mat. psychology given by the late Amos Tversky. He did not use the funny example here. See also Coombs et al. 1970)
P. 28: validity. I think you may be right in saying that the validity issue will continue even if one succeeded to reduce psychology to neurophysiology, perhaps because it is so hard to conceive a complete reduction of multi-dimensional mental term into physiological term which is well defined on one, two or three dimensions. But my point is that this research program has not been successful.         


