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Dear Dr Bullock 

Thank you very much f o r  your i n t e r e s t i ng  l e t t e r  of the  5th, which I 
a m  s t i l l  i n  t h e  process of digesting.  My preliminary react ion t o  it 
i s  a s  follows. 

1. I do not  doubt t h e  value of Eccles' contribution t o  neurophysio- 
logy, although the re  a r e  neurophysiologists who claim t h a t  he  is a 
f i n e  technician r a the r  than a s c i e n t i s t s ,  and a l so  those who cannot 
forg ive  him f o r  having clung so dogmatically t o  t h e  e l e c t r i c a l  hypo- 
t h e s i s  o f  synapt ic  contact. What I question is h i s  r e l en t l e s s  propa- 
ganda f o r  obscurantGm: PK, t h e  immaterial sou l ,  and the  impossibi l i ty  
of inves t iga t ing  mind with s c i e n t i f i c  means. It i s  not j u s t  t h a t  he  
holds t h a t  sc ience w i l l  never cover everything: I too be l ieve  t h a t  
t h e r e  a r e  l i m i t s  t o  what man can know. What Eccles claims is t h a t  
mind, being immaterial and e te rna l ,  is not t h e  property of  science 
but t h a t  o f  re l ig ion .  If t h i s  a t t i t u d e  does not  slow down'the advance 
of  science,  what does it do? 

2. There is no doubt t h a t  s o c i a l  evolution is not iden t ica l  with bio- 
l o g i c a l  evolution. S t i l l ,  t he re  i s  se lec t ion  and there has been men- 
ta l  evolution over t h e  pas t  200,000 years--and t h i s  is t h e  point de- 
nied by Eccles, who -claims t h a t ,  because t h e  bra in  s i z e  has not 
increased, t he re  cannot have been any mental evolution--as i f  t he  
organization o r  s t ruc tu re  of  t h e  bra in  did no t  matter. To him, a s  
a d u a l i s t  and a bel iever  i n  t h e  Catholic doctr ine of the  unchangeable 
soul  given us a t  b i r t h ,  there  can b e  no mental evolution: f o r ,  i f  t h e r e  
were, then t h e  mind could not be  immaterial. 

3. I gran t  you t h a t  my paper "The psychoneural iden t i ty  theorytt is 
too schematic. I t  happens t o  be an abs t rac t  of  a book MS t i t l e d  
The Mind-Body Problem, where I motivate my def ini t ions  and postu- 
l a t e s .  I bel ieve the  book is l e s s  unsatisfactory.  S t i l l ,  I am sure  
t h a t  (a)  some of  my formulations need reform, i n  par t icu la r  my def ini-  
t i o n  of behavior as  motion, and (b) theee a r e  bound t o  remain disagree- 
ments der ivirg  from philosophical differences.  In any event,  I am re -  
thinking t h e  statements you have c r i t i c i z e d  and hope t o  improve the  
book. My only excuse f o r  my blunders is t h a t  I have had no model t o  
copy,, f o r  most psych%iologists do not  care  f o r  c l ea r  mathematical 
( l e t  a lone axiomatic) formulations. A t  l e a s t ,  such formulations have 
t h e  merit  t h a t  you can see r i g h t  away where they go 

Thank you again and cordial  regards. 7- 
Mario ~ u f ; ~ e  

Postal address: 3479 Peel Street, Montreal, PO, Canada M3A 1 j 


	Cartas_Bunge_Bullock_02_pag_01.tif

