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Puccetti & Dykes expose some of the difficulties in mind-brain identity theory with 
the aid of a provocatively simple illustration: the similarities of structure in different

primary sensory areas of cerebral cortex. Unfortunately they create difficulties

by appearing to assume (in common with their opponents and many others) 
the more general theory that subjective experience might one day be explained 
by reference to its neural correlates alone. This presupposition, not just their 
neuroanatomical thesis, leads P& D to their tentative conclusion for dualism 
against monism. It is this commitment among many neuroscientists to find 
consciousness among the neurons which is liable to divert their attention from 
the main theoretical issue toward arguments as to whether P & D are likely to 
have come to the right anatomical conclusion.

To maintain a neutral monist or multi-aspect view of reality, it is unnecessary

and in fact wrong to identify the mind with the brain alone, or to locate it 
exclusively there. A person's mind should be identified, roughly speaking, 
with his whole physical world - his physical environment, to some extent his body, in addition to his brain. Furthermore, we are unlikely to understand the detailed 
functioning of an individual brain without knowing the history of its interactions with the external and internal environments during that person's life.

The reason for this is that both the objective and the subjective aspects of

mind, both behavior and experience, lie in the individual's relation to his environment.

Consciousness is a behaver's own viewpoint. Experience is a private process 
embodied in the public world of its owner's behavior in his particular physical and 
social context (Wittgenstein 1953). 
Thus experience is not the sort of process that could be organized solely by a set of 
Brain events, and the efficacy of a behaver's viewpoint or awareness is not simply

an influence on a network of neurons. Mental processes form causal chains

at a level of analysis in terms of meaning which is complementary to analysis

at the physical level (MacKay 1958; Polanyi 1966). Physical causation runs

through a system in which brain and environment are integrated, and furthermore

there is no sense in seeking gaps in that chain of causation to fit consciousness

in, whether within the brain or anywhere else (such as the environmental

history). Specifically to P& D's argument, the nature of a particular

experience depends on the whole system, not just on one particularly critical

set of physical mechanisms.

P & D's deaf and dumb extraterrestrial visitor would come to know what the 
experience of hearing is if his behavior became organized by sound through 
auditory receptors, even if he still had no Area 41 (and even though he might 
still refuse to acknowledge the refutation of his "eliminative materialism"). 
And, contrary to P & D's analysis, there are many more than two possible 
outcomes after Utopian transplants of human auditory cortex to visual Area 17 
(for example). Far more likely than promptly normal visual functions or visual 
stimuli yielding auditory experiences - and an outcome which might be as 
instructive as normal perceptual development would be initially inchoate
visual experiences, or non-modal spatial impressions at most, while erstwhile 
auditory cortex begins to use its new visual input and to have its output 
interpreted elsewhere in the brain and environment.

Establish the new meaning of the physical operations, and good

visual behavior and clear visual experience will be re-established. (If P & D

are wrong about the structural generality of sensory cortices, then completely

normal vision may never be established, even in Utopia.)
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In summary, P & D's logical diagram becomes unproblematic when it is

completed (Fig. 1 ). There do not have to be any differences between

the structures of sensory areas to account for the differences among the subjective

experiences of seeing, hearing, and touch.
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"+" refers to a physical connection
Figure 1 (Booth). Completion and correction of P & D's diagram of mind-brain relations. If sensory 
areas A, B, and C are very similar, and yet sensory experiences A', B', and C are very different, it is 
still possible for a + A to be identical with A', b + B = B', and c + C = C’, where a, b, and c are other

parts of the same physical system [including the environment] which are very different. 

These are not mere philosophical quibbles. Dissolving the conceptual

hang-ups of mind-brain identity theory has immediate implications for research

strategy. Neurochemists and neurophysiologists should pay as much

attention outside the brain as inside it if they want a chance to find out how

the brain works. Behavior is not a neurosecretion, and consciousness cannot

be a field property of cerebral networks. Physical explanation of the meaning

in behavior, and even of subjective experience, will be in terms integrating

physical environment, somatic physiology, and neuroscience. This is the job

of behavioral neuroscience or physiological psychology (a much misappropriated

name by which I am proud to designate my work), and developments in both 
psychology and physiology have very recently brought such a reduction

at last within sight of technical feasibility. Physiological-physical explanation

of mind will not eliminate psychology but should stop some psychologists 
from feeling that they must try to masquerade as neuroscientists. It will not 
rule out consciousness or refute its existence, any more than atomic physics 
refutes the existence of life by explaining how life is possible in terms of 
biochemistry, physiology, and selective self-reproduction. Hopefully, the 
prospect may shift neuroscientists from trying to localize function to 
elucidating the whole system of processes that makes function possible.
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