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My dear K a r l  

Thank you very much f o r  your l e t t e r s  concerning my cr i t i c i sms  of your 
world 3 hypothesis i n  my book Sc ien t i f i c  Materialism. 

I appreciate  very much what you say about f r iendship and differences  
of  opinion. S t i l l ,  one cannot help wishing a b e t t e r  understanding. 
I remember you and Hennie very of ten  and su rp r i s e  myself arguing with 
you on a number of  points.  A f t e r  a l l ,  you a r e  t h e  only l i v i n g  philoso- 
pher who says things i n t e r e s t i ng  t o  m E; although very of ten a l s o  irri- 
t a t  ing. 

Before t r y i n g  t o  r ep ly  t o  your complaint o'Pe-i? my treatment of your world 
3 l e t  me hasten do deny t h e  slanderous gossip t h a t  I attacked Eccles 
personally i n  Dllsseldorf. I had been appointed t o  comment on h i s  l ec -  
ture, which w a s  i n  two par t s :  one on neurophnjsiology , t h e  other  on 
i n t e r a c t i o n i s t  dualism. (There was no psychology a t  a l l  in i t . )  I 
s t a r t e d  by prais ing him s incere ly ,  d e a r l y  and loudly on t h e  f i r s t  h a l f  
of  t h e  lec ture ,  which I found t r u l y  splendid. Then I c r i t i c i z e d  h i s  
t o t a l  lack of arguments, pa r t i cu l a r ly  from psychology, f o r  h i s  dualism 
and .in p a r t i c u l a r  f o r  h i s  view of  t h e  mind a s  immaterial ye t ,  a t  t h e  same 
t i m e ,  unknowable. I s a i d  a l l  t h i s  was a matter of f a i t h ,  of theology, not  
of science. ~ v e a o n e  understood t h a t  I was a t tacking Eccles' theology 
not h i s  personali ty.  

On t h e  o ther  hand Eccles did a t t ack  me personally i n  h z i s  book The Human 
Psyche--again an awful mixture of science and 13th century theology spfink&- 
ed with denunciations of- " l i be ra l - l e f t  a c t iv i t i e s " .  Thus on p. 243 he 
wr i tes  of  my c r i t i c i sm of  h i s  i n  DUsseldorf: "One can char i tably assume 
t h a t  t h i s  behaviour is a cover-up f o r  t he  weakness and i l l o g i c a l i t y  of  
t h e  determinist  posi t ion.  The subcoascious recognition of t h i s  may be 
operating on them not  a t  a r a t i o n a l ,  but a t  an emotional level!" If t h i s  
i s  not ad hominem, and Fraudian t o  boot, what is i t ?  

And now t o  your arguments f o r  world 3. It is possible t h a t  I have paid 
insuf f ic ien t  a t t en t ion  t o  them. If so it is because I bel ieve you have 
not characterizedyour world 3 i n  a prec ise  manner, o r  have offered evidence 
f o r  its existence,  o r  have even c l a r i f i e d  t h e  difference between conceptual 
and mater ia l  existence.  ( I n  some of your t e x t s  world 3 is a bag of concep- 
t u a l  ob jec t s ,  such a s  theor ies ,  and mater ia l  ones, such a s  books. ) 

I bel ieve a t  bottom t h e r e  is a deep disagreement on t h e  proper manner of 
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philosophizing--which i s  not surpr is ing,  a s  you have had a good philosophi- 
c a l  t r a in ing  whereas I have had none. You value argument, i n  pa r t i cu l a r  
c r i t i c i sm,  and bel ieve t h a t  they  a r e  decisive. I too  value argument, in 
p a r t i c u l a r  c r i t i c i sm,  but do not believe they a r e  enough. I a l so  demand 
(pos i t i ve )  evidence of some kind, pa r t i cu l a r ly  i n  &e case of existence 
hypotheses. Let me explain. 

You hypothesize t h e  existence of world 3 and o f f e r  arguments f o r  your hypo- 
t h e s i s .  In my view mere argument ne i the r  proves nor disproves existence-- 
except of course i n  theology. I n  formal ecience exis tence is e i t h e r  pos- 
t u l a t e d  o r  proved from postulates  with t h e  help of logic.  In f a c t u a l  science 
and technology exis tence conjectures are supported b r  undermined by both 
theory and empirical  evidence. The former suggests, t h e  l a t t e r  es tab l i shes  
more o r  less conclusively. And i n  a science-oriented philosophy exis tence 
claims should be t r e a t e d  i n  l i k e  manner: they should be postulated o r  proved 
r igorously i n  t h e  case of constructs,  and suppcirted by empirical  evidence 
in case tihey concern concrete things.  No matter how seductive an argument 
f o r  t h e  exis tence of d e i t i e s ,  disembodied minds, proposZtions i n  themselves, 
and t h e  l i k e ,  it w i l l  cut  no i c e  with m e  unless it can be supported by empi- 
r i c a l  evidence. I have never seen evidence f o r  the  hypothesis t h a t  t h e r e  
a r e  ideas in  themselves. A 3 1  I know is t h a t  some individual  b ra ins  a r e  
capable of thinking, and even of making t h e  pretence t h a t  t he re  a r e  ideas  
i n  themselves--or, which amounts t o  t h e  same, assuming t h a t  f o r  ce r t a in  
purposes one may disregard individual  dif ferences  among +bought (brain)  
processes, and speak of ideas  i n  themselves. There is no evzidence for  
t h e  exis tence of hodia t ic  e n t i t i e s  such a s  Plato 's  realm of ideas o r  your 
world 3. In t h i s  I am t h e  consis tent  ind iv idua l i s t ,  you t h e  ho l i s t .  

There is more t o  t h i s .  By t--se&a;hing bra in  and mind you and Eccles 
render neuroscience and physiological  psychology powerless. (The whole 
point of  physiological  psychology is  t o  explore t h e  hypothesis t h a t  mind 
i s  nothibg but a set of brain  functions of a ce r t a in  kind.) And by postu- 
l a t i n g  t h a t  mind and brain i n t e r a c t ,  you and Eccl s ( a )  use t h e  term 'in- 
t e r a c t '  i n  a metaphaorical way, s ince  it is e luc i  % t e d  in t h e  sciences  only 
with reference t o  concret-e things,  and (b) v io l a t e  t he  pr inc ip le  of conser- 
vat ion o f  energy, and even oper l the door t o  parapsychology. (As you wel l  
know, Eccles has wr i t ten  several  t imes t h a t  t h e  mind moves neurons.) So, 
T .believe t h a t ,  in a t tack ing  psychoneural dualism,,I a m  defending t h e  s c i -  
e n t i f i c  point  of view. But I have not r e s t r i c t e d  myself t o  such a t t ack  : 
I have offered a ma te r i a l i s t  theory of mtnd i n  my book The Mind-Body Pro- 
blem (Pergamon 1980). There is a resum6 of t h i s  book in one df t he  chap- 
t e r s  of my S c i e n t i f i c  Materialism, which a l s o  contains a chapter on my view 
of  t h e  ontological  s t a t u s  of conceptual objects .  

So, t h e r e  it is. But, f rankly,  I doubt whether you w i l l  pay any a t t en t ion  
t o  my arguments. After a l l  you never dea l t  with any of my ideas in your 
wriEngs. 

A l l  t h e  best  and love For you and Hennie. 

a r i o  Bunge I 
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