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C H A P T E R 



Cl^PIER - I 

THE PRODLEM OF DIS£MDODIED £;CIST£l!J'£ 

Philosophy has set i t s e l f t o the task of exploring 

t r u t h s about the universe as whole and man's place in 

i t* The sc iences , mora l i ty , r e l i g i c n are a l so concerned 

t o find t r u t h s about the universe and raan's place in i t . 

But t h e i r concern i s l imi ted and spec i f i c . Philosophy 

i s t o c o r r e l a t e and unify the f indings of these specif ic 

s t u d i e s , t o a r r i v e a t the most genera l , yet i n c o r r i g i b l e , 

t r u t h s underlying them a l l . Philosophy, as every other 

s tudy, i s an thropocent r ic , t h a t i s , they a r i s e out of 

the human needs and subserve t h e i r ends. Philosophical 

f indings are charac te r i sed as specula t ive and regarded 

as sa t i s fy ing the p leasures of speculat ion only. But-

t h i s charge i s not cor rec t as the long h i s to ry of 

philosophy w i l l a t t e s t . Indeed the great phi losophical 

systems of the world, l i ke t h a t of P l a to , A r i s t o t l e , 

Descar tes , Locke, Kant, Hegel, e t c . , have given us 

world-views which have influenced the course of human 

c i v i l i s a t i o n and c u l t u r e . I t i s these world-views which 

have provided impetus t o world-shaking revolut ions and 

given b i r t h t o such soc ia l and p o l i t i c a l i n s t i t u t i o n s as 

are committed as the best productions of human i n t e l l i g e n c e . 
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The emergence of new s i t u a t i o n s in which man 

f inds himself in course of t ime, makes i t pertinenrt 

t o cas t a fresh look at the ex is t ing phi losophical 

foundation of human exis tence and brings out necessary 

modificat ions as per the new needs. Seventeenth century 

Europe saw the e/nergence of new s o c i a l , p o l i t i c a l and 

lega l systems alongside of the r e l i g i o u s ins t i tu t ions .^ 

The man in the soc ie ty , the c i t i z e n , i s endowed 

with r i g h t s , r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s , p r iv i l eges and red ressa l 

of grievances.1 He has t o take par t in p o l l s , e lec t h is 

r u l e r and hence i s a p o l i t i c a l subjec t ; commits crimes 

or p r o t e s t s against them and seeks the mediation of 

the court for j u s t i c e and i s thus a l ega l subject,! In 

t h i s way, the human being becomes mult i - faceted, ' No.-

more the concept of man i s considered adequate for t he 

purpose J After a l l , a human form having l i f e might be 

a man, but can hardly p a r t i c i p a t e in the s o c i a l , p o l i t i c a l , 

and lega l proceedings. ' Hence the concept of a person came 

t o a new addit ion in the frame-work of concepts. 

In the phi losophical t r e a t i s e s of Rene Descar tes , 

we r a r e l y comerCleicress the word ' person, 'excepting the 

fol lowing, perhaps the only remark a s ; 
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" Ihere i s one s ingle person who has a t once 

body and consciousness, so tha t th i s conscious­

ness can move the body and be aware of the 

events t ha t happen t o i t " . ^ 

I t i s only in the wr i t ings of John Locke tha t we find 

the frequent use of the woid. 'Person ' ,5 The concept 

of pers-on i s involved in the discussion of the p h i l o ­

sophical foundations of p o l i t i c s , law, morali ty and 

r e l i g i o n . The concept of man i s pre-eminently a 

b io log ica l concept whereas the concept of person i s much 

wider than that;^ 

There are qu i te a number of problems cent-!ring 

around the concept of person, meant for phi losophical 

de l ibe ra t ions , ' The problem of personal i den t i t y i s by 

far the most discussed one among them.' Although t h i s 

i s a problem which i s involved in such fac t s or a l leged 

f ac t s as r e s u r r e c t i o n , i r e i n c a r n a t i o n , bodily t r a n s f e r 

and su rv iva l , t h i s has tremendous importance in 

criminology and jurisprudence,* The discussion of the 

problem has been inspi red by current ' s c i e n t i f i c ach ie ­

vements l ike t r ansp lan ta t ion of limbs including t h a t of 

b ra in , a f fec t ing (or a l legedly so ) the s t ruc tu re of 

both body and mind.To add t o t h i s , t he re are auto-sensors 

and a r t i f i c i a l b r a i n s , so much so tha t automata have 

become person- l ike and persons have become automata 

l i ke . ' 
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In t h i s pe rspec t ive , the role oi the pliilosopher 

can hardly be over-emphasised. The philosopher has got 

t o c l a r i fy what exact ly i s the concept of a person ; 

how a person i s d i f fe ren t from man; i f^a t a l l he i s ; 

what are t h e c r i t e r i a of personal i den t i t y and Vî hether 

the concept of su rv iva l , e t c . , are ineani igf u l . 

Let us novi/ d i s t ingu i sh the concept of person 

from the concept of human being. The word 'human being' 

nâ mflS members of na tu ra l species alongside of the 

species l i k e c a t s , dogs, horses , e t c . t i n ordinary use 

the word ' person ' comes near t o the ordinary use of the 

word ' human being',^ Both law and theology, according 

t o Jenny Teichman, take the human being as a kind of 
2 

s t a r t i n g point or paradigm . In law persons are 

divided i n t o the na tu ra l and the a r t i f i c i a l and in 

theology, persons are c l a s s i f i e d as human and divine 

( s p i r i t u a l ) . ' Although lawers might agree tha t a r t i f i c i a l 

persons are ca l l ed persons in the de r iva t ive sense, 

theologians would not agree t h a t s p i r i t s be ca l led 

persons in -the de r iva t ive sense»' 

Human beings are the only n a t u r a l persons t h a t 

we come a c r o s s . " FeopieM are what we meet," sairi Antony 

Flew, in t h i s sense, perhaps. But we cannot ru le out 

the log ica l p o s s i b i l i t y of the exis tence of other 

v a r i e t i e s of na tu ra l persons , e . g . , t he r e might be 

non-huf'ian na tu ra l persons l i v ing on Mars who do not 
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j u s t the way we live.1 S p i r i t u a l persons include gods, 

angels , f a i r i e s . Sometimes the d i s t i n c t i o n between 

n a t u r a l and s p i r i t u a l i s not propeily maintained,^ 

The ;SJ5ods of some mythology ( Greek) behave very much 

l ike na tu ra l b io log ica l species.i 

In the law government departments, t r ade Unions, 

Col leges , Associat ions are regarded as a r t i f i c i a l persons»i 

They are endowed with some power within the system of 

law and they have ce r t a in du t i e s t o perform and r i g h t s 

t o enjoy.i Computers which are regarded as a r t i f i c i a l 

i n t e l i g e n c e s , are another va r i e ty of a r t i f i c i a l persons.i 

In view of the above discussion one might th ink 

t h a t the te rm 'person ' i s a ^enus with species and 

sub-species but i t i s not so.' The term ' Person' i s 

not the • name of a na tu ra l genus l i k e v e r t i b r a t e s , 

because i t s supposed species beioTig to d i f ferent cafcego-

l i e s oi exis tenca . A r t i f i c i a l persons can ndve interm­

i t t e n t exis tence but na tu ra l beingg cannot,' A r t i f i c i a l 

persons mignt renew t h e i r exis tence l i ke the t e l e p r i n t e r , 

say, if they are made t o do so." Natural beings including 

human beings do not do so,' The divine beings, on the 

other hand, do not l i v e , they merely ex is t . ' Sometimes, 

of course , they are said t o l i v e , but incor rec t ly so,^ 

When the word 'person ' i s a c t u a l l y taugrit and l e a r n t . 
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iL is s ta ted as if iL is coextensive with tlie expression 

'human b e i n g s ' / In the v/ords of Teichman " fhe concept 

of a person i s ce r t a in ly not formed by the obst ruct ion 

of a common fea ture( such as , say, consciousness) or 

sot of common f e a t u r e s , or even, from a set of overlapping 

resemblances/ I t i s not abs t rac ted from examples of 

(r-^spoctively) n a t u r a l , a r t i f i c i a l and divine persons". 

Natural persons, here human beings, are persons 

in the primary or cen t ra l sense of the word 'Person •, 

Non-natural persons are persons in a der iva t ive sense. 

As Teichman puts i t , " if human beings ar-^ not persons, 

then, one i s inc l iend t o say, there can bo no such things 
5 

as persons at a l l ", According to him, the appl ica t ion 

of the word ' person' in i t s primary and most ordinary 

sense requi res t ha t the re ferent i s or has a mater ia l 

body as well as i s or has a b io log ica l body,' On t h i s 

cons idera t ion , pa r ro t s vjill^not bf̂  roqnrded ns perrons 

because they belong t o a species of d i f ferent sort 

and computers a l so wi l l not be regarded as persons 

because they a r e not l iv ing c rea tures at a l l . 

The above discussion mak'̂ s i t c l^ar tha . th^^T? 

e x i s t s a conceptual d i s t i n c t i o n between 'human b'>ing' 

and ' person' ,' In the Indian cont.=>xt tine \ ord for 

' pe rson ' i s 'purusa ' ,' I t t r ansp i res fro-n the 

Sankhya l i t e r a t u r e and some others that ' purusa ' 
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( principle of plurality of 'purusa') is a word which 

is to be used in the plural in the sense of 'persons' 

or 'people' «' In this context to think that there is 

no difference between human beings and persons does 

not appear to be correct.i In ordinary parlance the two 

words a.Te used synonymously but in philosophical disco~ 

urse, we must stear clear of the differences in their 

sense.* 

The problem of disembodied existence, as it 

is discussed in the literatures , is the possible existence 

of disembodied person.' Whether a person; can exist in 

a disembodied state or not will depend on what we decide 

to call a person.' It might be said that the person 

is a material body.l The statement is not univocal,'. It 

might mean atleast two things: first, person is a kind 

of material body ( Miri) and second, person is necessarily 

a body ( Williams). On the first interpretation, the 

attributes of a person are nothing other than bodily att­

ributes but with a difference, A person is surely 

different. from a chair or an iron pillar and this 

difference is expressed in a complexity oi ptiysicai 

attributes. On this inteipretation, uLoembodided existence 

would not be possible.i It we interpret in the second way, 

then also disembodied state of a person would be logioaliy 

ruled out.l Vi/ittgen5£fii7i , in his philosophical Investigaticns. 
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says that, " The human body is the best picture of the 

human soul",' can go Vvlth this line of interpretation.* 

H.H.' Price puts the matter squarely in a different tone 

thus: " If you define 'life' in terms of certain very 

complicated physico-chemical processes, as some people 

would, then of course life aitor death is by definition 
7 

impossible, because there is nu longer anything to be alive" , 

This interpretation, nowe/er differenb it may be 

in that respect, according to the first, person is a body 

in confluence with other bodies. The class of bodies does 

not happen to be a unit class U'horeas en the OCMJ?~ 

interpretation this possibility is there,' Body is a class 

concept but persons might be the only member of this / M-KJ 

class. 

Instead of saying that person is a kind of material 

body or person is necessarily a materlai uudy, one might 

say that person has a material body,. This statement 

also does not happen to be univocol. It mignt DQ construed 

in two wa-ys: it might mean that the having a body is 

a contingent affair for a person. It has a body; it just 

hap-pens to have it. It is quite conceivable that it 

might not have had it. fli3 .relationship between the 

body and person or betvv'eon a body and a non-body (mind or 

soul) with tne person is causal and hence empirical.l 

In this sense, body cannot, in fact, be separated from 

person,' In the second place, the statement may bo 

A ^ y-\>—1 J I- - K ^ , , ^ ^ 1 



Accordingly, i t w i l l not be possible t o kno\v' a person 

without ascr ibing bodily a t t r i b u t e s or without taking 

them in t o cons idera t ion . Both these const ruct ions might 

be put together as Ayer does i t . Empirically a body with 
which i t i s r e l a t ed i s not separable from the person. 

But conceptually the two are d i s t i ngu i shab le . Accordingly 

the idea of disembodied existence would be s c l f - c o n t r a d i -
9 

ctory and meaningless, 

a i ' i s t o t i e ' b view lugoiuii.g the concept of man 

would be somewhat l i ke Ayer 's concdp-c of persons. The 

fundamental ca tegor ies of A r i s t o t l e a ie fjxiu an.d matter 

coming down from P la to , According t o Palato form and 

matter inhabi t in two d i f fe ren t worlds.' But A r i s t o t l e 

makes them inhabi t in the self-sdmo v.'orld,' The form and 

matter of a man both occupy the same locus ,' Hence they 

cannot be separated. ' 

Disembodied exis tence i s , t h e r e f o r e , c l ea r ly 

poss ib le and i s , in f a c t , seen as a phi losophical r e a l i t y 

in the philosophy of Pla to . ' This i s ruled out in the 

Philosophys of A r i s t o t l e . Whitehead had said once t h a t 

the whole of modern European philosophy are so many 

foo tno tes ' 01 Plato . ' Vie can, t o some ex ten t , modify and 

say t h a t the whole of modern European philosophy are ' 

so many footnote-S t o both Pla to and A r i s t o t l e . ' While 

Desca r t e s ' views on the idea of human beings are 

s imi la r t o P l a t o ' s and Locke's idea of person i s 

s imi la r t o Aristotle 's.^ 
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Apart from these dependence doctorines - empirical 

dependence and log ica l dependence: - the re i s another which 

looms large in the horizon of contemporary philosophy.1 

This i s the viev; of P.F,' Strawson who says t ha t the 

concept of person i s pr imi t ive in the system of concepts 

tha t we use t o t a l k about the world. The t a l k about 

persons i s not a t a l k about the the minds of persons 

or bodies of persons or even both • . . in unison.' Rather 
the t a l k about the l a t t e r i s bas ica l ly a t a l k about the 

former.'' In other words, the concept of person i s primary 

and the concepts of body and mind are secondary^' In t h i s 

perspect ive the concept of disembodied existence is not 

a basic concept. This i s p a r a s i t i c a l upon and draws i t s 

meaning from the concept of person.' 

Our concern would be t o find out whether the 

concept of disembodied exis tence is viable or not.Viri ters 

l ike H ^ r i s o n , Penelhum and Price are of the view t h a t 

i t i s a v iab le concept,' I t i t iiic.l:c£ sense t o t a l k of 

exis tence without body, then i t w i l l be regarded as viable.^ 

I t i s enigmatic t o observe that while some wr i t e r s are 

of the view tha t the concept ib a viable one,i others 

are of the view tha t i t i s se l f -con t rad ic to ry , ' Me seek 

t o apprecia te the grounds of both while t a lk ing o<f d i s ­

embodied ex i s t ence , a d i s t i n c t i o n appears t o be due uecween 

di-i;i.iL-Loieu e;:isteuce and non-bodied ex is tence . Disembodiment 



//ll// 

presupposes embodiment,' This implies that there is some­

thing non-bodily which is embodied contingently or 

necessarily.' l£ it is embodied contingently, then it 

is possible for it to remain in disembodied state to 

be embodied again;' The problems of survival, reincarnation, 

resurrection are problems which are bofn out of this 

conception.; But can there not be any existence which 

is absolutely independent of bodily existence, which 

is conceived apart from embodiment 7 Vie shall try to 

explore this in the sequel. Such a conception would be 

non-bodied rather than disembodied,? The views of Shoemaker 

and Peter Parfit would be found to be in this line,1 

The etymological derivation of the word ' exist • 

appears to be very significant in this connection.' The 

word • exist ' comes from the Latin root' ex(s) istere' 

which means ' to emerge ', ' to be visible' or 'to be 

manifest 'or 'to take up a position ',' In other words , 

an unmanifest essence becomes manifest , in the process 

or in the event of existence.- Embodiment is only an 

intermediary stage before and after which the essence 

is assumed.' 

It is not physico-chemical processes which interest 

us when we ask such questions.' But there is another sense 

of the words ' life' and ' alive' which may be called 

the psychological sense and in this sense ' being alive' 

just means'having experiences of certain sorts' .' In this 
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psycO-ogical sense of the word ' life' it is perfectly 

intelligible to ask whether there is life after death, 

even though life in the physiological sense does 

ex-hypothesi comes to an end when some one dies. 

Let us look at the problem of disembodied existence 

from a different point of view - the point of view regarding 

its source*! The problem of disembodied existence arises 

from at least three sources : two of them being philosophical 
the third one being empirical. The philosophical sources 

that give rise to the problem are, first , problem of 

substance which is a problem in metaphysics and next, 

the craving to match an action with appropriate consequence 

which is a problem in morality, A good exposition of the 

problem of substance is found in Rene Descartes, the father 

of modern philosophy,'' He held in doubt the certainty of 

any statement coming from conwnon belief, science or from 

religious authorities,* But he could not doubt the very 

existence of the doubter,' It was considered by him to be 

logically impossible,^ Doubt is a form of thinking and 

thinking presupposes a thinker,' According to Descartes 

mind is what thinks and which thinks incessantly,' Hence 

his foundational statement for the existence of mind is 

•cogito, ergo sum ' ( I think, therefore I am),' Any other 

action besides thinking like walking, sitting or standing 

cannot so entail my existence, because there might be 

illusions about walking, sitting or standing,! These are 
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physical or bodily s t a t e s .' Body i s extended . Mind has 

no extension. Body cannot t h i n k , but the very essence of 

mind i s thinking. ' Body and mind are thus considered as 

tiA|^"dimetrically opposite substances. 

A human being ( person ?) i s a pecu l ia r combination 

of these two substances: a body and mind.' They do not 

i n t e r - p e n e t r a t e , but they i n t e r a c t upon one another,^ 

To make the interaCion log i ca l l y v i a b l e , Descartes pos tu la tes a 

b i - s u b s t a n t i a l en t i t y ca l led the pineal gland,' This partakes 

the nature of thought and extension both and hence mediates 

between the two opposite substances,'I 

In the above view i t has been supposed t h a t 

the soul or mind can be conceived t o be the re as a th inking 

substance without being at tached t o a body and, of course, 

a body can be conceived t o be the re without a soul . In 

fact according t o Descartes only human beings have souls . 

Body happens t o be in attachment with a soul in 

case of a human being . The substance of mind and body have 

been defined in such a way as t o make themselves dependent.' 

They do not depend upon each other for t h e i r existence 

although u l t imate ly both of them depend upon God-- the 

Supreme Being.I But then , we are not t o ld whether the re 

i s a supreme soul or supreme body or a product of both. 

However, from the de f in i t ion of God t h a t i t is not necessary 
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for Him to have a body because in tha t case i t w i l l bg 

l imited in respect t o t h a t body. Hence i t i s reasonable 

in t h i s framework t o regard God as disetnbodied 

existence or non-bodied exis tence. ' VJe sha l l discuss 

more about i t in the body of tlib d i s s e r t a t i o n ,( 

More often than no t , i t i s thought t ha t 

a l l human ac t ions do not lead t o proper consequences 

within the l i f e span of the actor . ' If i t i s a question 
of public conferment of reward or punishment for the 

ac t ions done, they are sometimes inexpl icable and at 

other t imes e r r a t i c ' In such cases i t i s assumed tha t 

j u s t i c e must p reva i l and the doer concerned w i l l reap 

the consequences u l t ima te ly : if not in t h i s l i f e , in 

the l i f e a f t e r . Life i s perennial , although i t 

cons i s t s of spans.) At the begi'iiing of a span a body 

comes i n t o being and at the end i t pe r i shes . The soul 

which keeps i t ac t ive does not perish.l This soul i s 

now embodied and disembodied a f t e r some time.' 

The d i f ferent spans a re supposed t o form a 

continuum ,! So one does not worry if i t does not get 

proper j u s t i c e for one 's deeds at a given time.l In r e a l 

l i f e s i t u a t i o n s , Bhagichandra and Saria ( the charac ters 

in the famous book of Fakir Mohan Senapati in ' Chha Mana 

Aatha Guntha') were t o r t u r ed and dispossessed off 

t h e i r lawful property in c l iques hatched by Rama 

Chandra Mangaraj, I t has been shown by the novel i s t 
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t ha t the l a t t e r ci iaracter (Mx.. ivlciiyaraj) did not 

have a smooth sail ing.1 All h is wealth went away and he 

met a t r a g i c end . But Bhagichandra and his wife had 

had t h e i r end a l ready. In order t o explain t h i s 

discrepancy with regard t o dispensat ion of j u s t i c e , 

one t akes recourse t o the pos tu la t ion t h a t l i f e of a 

being does not end here but t he re i s a l i f e he re -a f t e r 

and here-af te r -a f te r«! J u s t i c e w i l l be dispensed in any 

of the l i v e s h e r e - a f t e r . Or, i t might be t h a t they have 

reaped the consequences of some act ions done here-before . 

I t must be emphasisecl here t h a t the problem of 

disembodied exis tence i s a problem by i t s e l f . I t i s 

not a subsidiary of the problem. of personal identity.^ 

I t might be t ha t the problems are over-lapping t o 

ce r t a in ex ten t and discussion of one might lead t o the 

discussion of the other. ' But i t i s not the case t ha t the 

problem of disembodied exis tence cannot be discussed 

independently in philosophy. I t must a l so be emphasised 

here t h a t the use of the ^word 'disembodied' and the 

use of the word ' person' as the substant ive qua l i f i ed 

by the adject ive ' disembodied ' are loaded from the 

very begirying. To say tha t a person can remain disembodied 

sounds odd and awakward because we art^ preo(56p«ied with 

the idea ' people are what we meet ' , or » the human body 

i s the best p ic tu re of the human sou l ' ,3o these words 
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are inclined like the leaning tower in Pisa. They 

are not logically colourless, and hence we would like 

to desist, as far as possible, from using them while 

discussing the problem at hand J The word 'disembodied.' 

is more inclined than the word ' person', Etymologically 

it means that something was embodied previiously •' In 

otlier words, because we know a given thing in an embodied 

state, we are able to conceive of it in a disembodied 

state >• To put the matter differently, the expression 

'disembodied state' of something has a derivative use 

of language because the embodied state of that thing has 

a primaty use.' To a-void such inclinations it is better 

to use the expression ' non-bodied existence' which does 

not have implications of the above kinds.' In this form, 

the problem at hand becomas more general and more interesting 

than what it is when it remains tagged with and subsidiary 

to the problem of personal identity,'-

Sydney Shoemaker is of the view that a discussion 

about the ê '̂ s'̂ sion of personal identity would shed 

light on the nature of persons.' It might be contended by 

this view that the discussion on the criterion of 

personal identity v̂ /ould also clarify \krhat a disembodied 

being is , In resfense to this we want to suggest that 

without a discussion of personal identity or its criterion, 

orie couid very well discuss the problem .of disembodied 

existence. 

file:///krhat
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There are mahy sorts of phenomena, called 

para-psychological which lend some support to the 

belief thdt tuere might be disembodied existence.' For 

example - (1)A boy who dues not know anything of Sanskrit 

recites the Vedas and Upanisads ."(2) A boy who has never 

been, taught tabla , gives a performance oi an expert, 

(3) A sppit which thrusts itself on some body. (4) A 

sjjrit being called upon through a medium of a body (Planchet 

call),! (5) Entering into another's body as reportedly 

done by Sankaracharya in king Amrik's dead body.l 

In religioub sciiptures and popular writings 

partaining to the fringe areas of religions and speculative 

metaphysics, vivid and picturesque descriptions of life 

after death ( accoiding to some it is life after life ) 

are given. In such descriptions, death is supposed to be 

an event like innumerable events in life and life after 

death is also supposed to be consisting of innumerable 

events , a continuation of the former.' The world in which 

the life after death is laid, is supposed to be a different 

world transcending this world, until and unless it comes 

back to this world in different name and form. The different 

events of life , cessation of these events called death 

and all the phenomena there after, are supposed to be 

events in the same sense happening to one and the same 

thing called the soul. A living being is a peculiar 

juxtaposiLiuu of a soul and a body.i The soul- is sometimes 

viewed as being encaged in the body,sometimes viewed as 
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a c h a r i o t i e r or as a captain in thu sh ip , i . e , the body 

and some-times , as in the Gi ta , wearing the body as a 

piece of cloth,i The moral of a l l these views, couched 

in anoloc|ies and p ic tu re - th ink ing r a t h e r than in arguments , 

i s t h a t body which i s not necessary for the existence 

of the sou l , r a the r for the l i f e of the soul.l 

L i fe , in t r u e sense of the t e rm, belongs t o the 

soul and not t o the body.* Body i s ensouled or animated 

by the soul.1 The body i s a d ispensable , cont ingent , 

changeable and changeful adjunct of the soul. ' Death 

occures t o the body, not t o the soul. ' Soul i s beyond b i r t h , 

growth and death ;1 When the soul. refuses t o animate 

a p a r t i c u l a r body, t h a t body becomes s o u l l e s s , l i f e l e s s , 

dead, decomposible organic matter. ' The exis tence of the 

soul sans the body adjuncts , i s known as disembodied 

exis tence or livhat we have ca l led the non-bodied existence. ' 

The soul' was bodied and i t might be bodied once again. 

Whether i t w i l l be bodied once again and how i t would be , 

c o n s t i t u t e a d i f fe ren t problem, namely, the problem of 

Karma which belongs t o the f i e l d of morali ty. ' This has , 

again, l inks with problems of re incarna t ion and problems 

of personal i d e n t i t y . We w i l l be concerned with those 

problems t h a t would have log ica l l inks with the problems 

of disembodied ex i s tence . Out present concern wi l l be 

t o see how far the ccnception of disembodied ex is tence , 

out l ined above, i s a v iable one.l 
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Disembodid existance is a matter of interesting 

preoccupation for common aen, newspaper man, and mischievous 

men alike.1 Now and then, news is Apread that at a 

particular period at night ( it is never a day time ) 

a disembodied being appears at a certain place, remains 

there in a particular position for some time, or moves ''. 

to another particular place alone , or as the Co-rider 

with somebody ,' In order to establish the existence 

of such a being, faC[tual evidence is often cited and 

theoretical justification are provided,! But it has been 

shown that there happens to be disaggreement with regard : 

to the evidence and logical defect with regard .- to the 

theoretical justification,' As regards to the first while 

some people swear that they have witnessed disembodied 

beings in their own eyes,' others swear that their eyes 

have never been so kind to them. There are some writers 

who claimed to have photographed disembodied beings, whereas 

some other writers reject such cliques as gimiicks.' As 

regards the second , i,e, regarding theoretical jusitification, 

both arguments and matters of fact are given to the 

same end ,i,e,it is said that therp must be disembodied 

beings and that there are actually such beings. This is 

a mistake in methodology,' The reason is that what would 

count to be a case or a fact , depends upon a corresponding 

theoretical decision,', If, for example f it is in principle 

imposible that there could be a disembodied existence 
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or the concept of disembodied exis tence i s se l f -

con t rad ic to ry , then t o say t h a t thert^ are ac tua l cases 

of disembodied exis tences w i l l simply be impossible, ' 

Hence, if i t i s , in p r i n c i p l e , poss ible for disembodied 

existence t o be t h e r e , then t o say t h a t , in f a c t , there 

are such exis tences would only be o t i o s e . 

There are some th inke r s who are of the view 

tha t the concept of the disembodied exis tence i s an 

obvious proposi t ion, ' This i s the log ica l outcome of the 

c l a s s i c a l dualism of Descartes, ' This conception of ' s e l f ' 

which i s , in h is philosophy, nothing other than 'mind ' 

i s regarded as t he substance which e x i s t s by i t s e l f 

without thaa id of any other substance, ' Physical body 

i s the second substance which i s opposite t o mind in 

nature and cannot be dependant on i t ( mind ) for i t s 

ex i s tence , Ofcourse, Descartes makes i t dependant upon 

God- the i n f i n i t e , all-knovdng and al l-powerful BeingJ 

From t h i s point of view, self or mind may be embodied 

or may not.l 

According t o M,' Mir i , ( Bhat i s a Person?) a person 

i s a kind of mater ia l body,' He takes Strawson t o be of 

the bel ief tha t t h e r e i s a d i s t i n c t i o n of ca tegor ies 

between persons and mater ia l bodies . Although M-predicates 

( m a t e r i a l - object p red ica tes } are a sc r ibab le t o person , 

P- p red ica tes ( person pred ica tes ) are not ascr ibab le 

t o mater ia l bodies. •̂'- Miri take Descartes t o be of the 
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belief that persons are categorially distinct from 

extended things. This belief is, according to Miri, ultimately 

a matter of fundamental assumption rather than something 

which can be seriously questioned. Sta"dVJSon is anti— Cartesian 

in his standpoint, but still he shares this assujnption 

12 with Descartes. 

Descartes does not use the word 'person', as already 

mentioned . He uses such words like ' thinkina thing', 

'mind', 'self', and 'I' • Miri takes Descartes to treat 

13 a person as a being nothing other than mind. For Strawson, 

persons are individuals about which problem of identification 

and re-indentification arises in different contexts, 

'Person' is a term which appears to have its 

original home in law and in political administration 

where duties and responsibilities are ascribed to the 

subjects of a sta"̂ e. It is the person, rather than a human 

being or thinking thing or a material body, which has 

certain rights to enjoy and duties to perform,' 

Peter Geach has, however, pointed out against Locke 

that his view of respcasibility is morally repugnant,! 

According to Lock6 the criterien of personal identity 

is memory. Except a few blessed cases or cursed cases 

(as in the case of Sikhandi in Mahabharata). a man does 

^ 
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not have memory of h i s previous exis tence . If a man 

lacks the memory of h is previous ex is tence , then the previous 

l i f e must be of a man di f ferent from himself , So t o say 

t h a t the man who i s t he re at present , i s the man responsible 

for the deeds done by another man in the pas t , i s ce r t a in ly 

wrong . This has a dangerous dimension t o i t , ' In the words 

of Geach," And even if a man's oblivion.of a past misdeed 

i s in i t s e l f wholly incu lpab le , h is r e spons ib i l i t y for 

the deed need not be diiainished; a man who drives reckless ly 

ought not t o be excused by others or himself because he 

has forgot ten the whole aflHiir owing t o concussion in the 

eventual c rash . Perhaps Locke would thin|^ t h a t God wi l l 

hold such a man excused on Judgement Day; but I see no 
14 reason t o think tha t .' 

I t might be said from the point of view of 

Locke t h a t the lack of memory on the par t of man does 

not exonerate him from any crime .' The memory of the 

p a r t i c u l a r man i s not s e l f - au then t i c a t i ng , Vvhat au thent ica tes 

i t may no t , hovvever , be h is bodily con t inu i ty , but the 

memory of other man t h a t t he r e could be. For Geach the 

chief c r i t e r i o n of personal i d e n t i t y i s bodily cont inui ty 

because according t o him givan some hciman body or o ther , 

the re i s the same person ju s t so long as the re i s the 

same mind . 

When Locke i s concerned with r e s p o n s i b i l t y , reward 

and punishment in the context of law and jur isprudence, -t 
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considerat ions regarding the a f f a i r s of the previous l i f e , 

if any, are hardly of any a v a i l . By emphasising on some 

such examijiles, Geach i s t r y ing t o b e l i t t l e the segdificance 

of L o c ^ s theory,1 

I t i s John Locke who brought in to currency the 

concept of person.' According t o Locke, the term 'pf^^son' 

i s a " forensic term appropr ia t ing i t s act ions and merit 

and so belongs only t o t ^ g i n t e l l i g e n t agents capable 

of a law, happiness and misery .' The point i s not t ha t 

t he re cannot be any phi losophical problem about the concept 

of person. I t does not imply % e i t h e r t h a t philosophers 

should not use the term,' The point i s r a t h e r tha t the 

recent philosophers s e t t i n g themselves t o the task t o 

discuss problems about the concept of person, t r y t o f i t 

in t h e i r views in the phi losophical system of the past 

philosophers who did not have the occasion t o discuss 

about personal This sometimes becomes a s t ra ined af fa i r , ' 

As already s t a t ed , a person i s a combination of two 

c a t e g o r i a l l y d i s t i n c t substances ; i t i s not merely â 

th inking substance, ' 

Vlhen Locke and other philosophers following 

him sought t o a r t i c u l a t e the concept of a person and 

discuss problems r e l a t i n g t o t h a t , the concept of a man 

and problems r e l a t i n g t o t h a t , which were discussed by 

Descartes and his fo l lowers , appeared t o be obsolate 
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and weaiu^ Accordingly, scholars l i k e Miri and Mohapatra 

have eas i ly found fau l t with Descartes for not saying 

th ings t h a t he did not intend t o say,'"Descartes does not 

have the need t o prove t h a t a body i s necessary for the 

conception of human being because tha t i s what i s cor r ig ib le 

and changeable.- But those scholars follovi/ing LflckQ, feel 

t ha t the conception of body i s necessary for the conception 

of person who would receive a pa t t ing on the shoulder 

or a kick at the back or a plaqua in hand or a noose in 

the neck for his ac t s of good or e v i l . More about t h i s 

w i l l be discussed l a t t e r . l 

I t might be objected here by the body theor i s t s . 

t h a t the independence of self and body i s not a two-way 

independenceJ The body ex i s t s independent of the self , 

but the self cannot ex is t without the body,' vVhenever 

a shadow is- t h e r e a body of which i t i s the shadow must 

be the re in principle,^ But a body can very well be the re 

without a shadow. But t h i s analogy misconceives the 

whole s i t ua t i on , ' Here shadow i s r e l a t i v e t o and dependent, 

for i t s ex i s t ence , on body and i s an a t t r i b u t e of body. 

But the conception of the soul or self and the body is 

such t h a t ne i the r of them i s dependent upon the other . 

I t might then be said t h a t i t i s only a de f in i t ion 

of the terms ' s e l f ' and 'body' tha t makes them independent 

of each other, ' This i s but a l i n g u i s t i c manoeuver which 

does not a s se r t anything about what e x i s t s in the world,i 
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I t does not say whether the re i s any body in the world 

or whether selves ac tua l ly ex i s t without the' support of 

and encasement in a body. This objec t ion , again ,miscon­

ceives the issue .'I 

The body- theor is t s c rea te an impression as 

though possession of a body i s l og ica l ly necessary for 

being a man, but i t cannot be a necessary c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 

for being a man»l I t may be noted here t ha t the concept 

of an immortal human being i s not regarded t o be self-
17 cont radic tory ,• The physical gross body i s subject 

t o decay and t h e r e f o r e , a decaying body cannot be a feature 

of immortality. ' Hence the se l f which i s t he re alongside 

a body in the cons t i t u t ion of a man i s conceived independent 

of t he body .' The l i f e on the ear th and the l i f e of human 

beings on the ear th are not co-eval,* There w&re bodies 

on the ear th before t he r e were men.' The point i s t ha t 

if physical bodies could ex i s t without minds or se lves , 

then minds or sel"Bes could a l so ex i s t without bodies.1 

Descartes and for t h a t matter any philosopher 

t ry ing t o ji^^tify h is view, does not provide any a r b i t r a r y 

de f in i t ion e i t h e r of the self or of the body. He t r i e s 

t o SJjS^iculate such conceptions out of the prevai l ing 

ideas about them which provides suf f ic ien t reasoning why 

t h a t a r t i c u l a t i o n i s done in the p a r t i c u l a r way. Moreover, 

we must not suppose the exis tence of t h i s th ing or t h a t 
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independent of what i s r e f l ec t ed in language.l That i s t o 

say , the world of exis tence i s a shadow cast by our 

language and discourse t h a t i s used t o t a l k about mat ters 

of fact and exis tence p r imar i ly . 

I t i s r a the r on the s t rength of the def in i t ion t h a t 

the body- theor is t s are inc l ined t o r e j e c t the conception 

of disembodied exis tence as s e l f - s t u l t i f y i n g »i The term 

•body' and the term • ex i s t ence ' are defined in such a 

way tha t the expsression ' disembodied ex i s t ence ' becomes 

empty of content . This move can well be contested,^ 

We ord ina r i ly say t h a t t he re can be no f i r e 

without something burning: coal burning , wood burXning 

woods burning { apart from the Sun burning) .' Suppose a l l 

the f i r e from e-arth Qoes out, then can there be no conception 

of f i r e 7 Surely, the discovery of f i r e i s a h i s t o r i c a l 

phenomenon.' P r io r t o i t s discovery, t he re was no f i r e in 

one sense. But there wjis f i r e , even then , in another sense . 

Possession of spec i f ic organs l i k e l eg s , hands, nose, eyes 

i s never considered e s s e n t i a l for being a man because 

otherwise loss of any limb would be a tantamount t o withdrawal 

of the property of manhood from the sufferer . ' But t h i s 

would be too harsh a~. move. Hence Descartes considered 

the possession of p a r t i c u l a r limbs as contingent or 

acc identa l t o p a r t i c u l a r i nd iv idua l s . He boldly goes 

a step fu r the r and consider^ the corporea l i ty i t s e l f 

as acc iden ta l t o the ex i s t ence of the soul. ' All these go 
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t o suggest that the conception of the physical body 

is not bui l t into the definition of man. I t goes only to 

i t s description.1 

Strawson takes Wittgenstein to be a no_ownership 

theoris t . ' Wittgenstien wants t o emphasise the point that 

surface grammer i s misleading. I t misleads us into 

speculative metaphysics. While we formulate intentional 

statements l ike ' I th ink ' , the ' I ' here gives the 
impression referring to an abiding metaphysical substance 

whose property i s thinking. But instead of formulating 

the statement in t h i s way, one could very well, contrary 

t o the existing pract ice , formulate i t in a different way, 

e .g . , ' I t t h i n k s ' . Now, the ' i t ' does no more give the 

impression of referring to an abiding metaphysical 

substance . This analysis makes Wittgenstein's thesis 

of e<tensionality consistent. The ' I t* is the subject 

in the statement ' I t th inks ' . As such , the view that 

thinking is not owned by some person or other, becomes 

misleading. Wittgenstein i s interested to find out the 

relat ion of the forms of language with forms of reality«i 

The form of language is not affected at a l l when 1 I t ' 

takes the place of ' I ' .i I t rather pays to make i t more 

in t e l l i g ib l e without any metaphysical constituent.^ By 

branding i t as ' no-ownership' theory, an unbecoming 

impression i s created that thoughts, aspirations and dreams 

float in free a i r without there being any thinkers , aspirants 
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and dreamers as their claimants, very much in the v;ay 

in v/hich the fish stock of an ill-fated truck lay scattered 

on the road after accident,' In such a case, our thoughts 

or ou$ dreams or our aspirations will be capable of being 

shared by different persons and not by any person in particular.' 

So the point is that Strawson might prove the primitivieness 

of the concept of person which he is interested in, but 

Vv'ittgenstein's view discussed above is hardly an evidence 

for such a proof.1 

The problem of disembodied existence has so far 

been discussed from the point of view of metaphysics 

as well as from that of theology, having repercussions 

on morality,- Moreover, it has been discussed mostly in 

the plane of particular and specific' I want to discuss 

the problem from oint of view of philosophical logic 

and in the most general sense possible. 
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CHAPTER - II 

PERSONS, BODIES AND EXISTENCE 
' — • - - -

In the in t roduc t ion , we said tha t the question 

whether the re could be , in p r i n c i p l e , existence in 

disembodied or in non-bodied s t a t e i s dependent upon a 
question which i s more fundamental. The question per ta ins 

t o the de f in i t ion of the t h r ee terms - person, body 

and ex is tence . In defining these terms , philosophers 

have not been in agreement so t ha t disembodied existence 

i s recognised as a p o s s i b i l i t y by some phi losophers , 

where-as i t i s dismissed as sheer imposs ib i l i ty by some 

others . ' In defining the term ' Person' , some philosophers 

consider body : physical organs, physical predica tes or 

phys ica l -objec t - language, t o be fundamental. The other 

group , on the other hand, conceived t h a t t h i s i s how 

th ings a r e . But t h e way th ings are , i s no guarantee 

tha t they must continue the same way. The lerm 'person ' 

i s defined by some philosophers in such a manner t ha t 

if something i s regarded as a person then he must be 

regarded as a being having a body.' As H.H.' Pr ice puts 

i t , " By ' a person ' we are supposed t o mean a hyman 

organism .which behaves in ce r t a in ways and especia l ly 
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one which speaks and can be spoken to ,; And when we say, 

•This is the same person whom I saw yesterday' , we are 

supposed to mean just that it is the same human organism 

which I saw yesterday, and also that it behaves in a recog­

nizably similar way ". 

Again, on the other hand, if something is regarded 

as existing then that must be regarded as physical.' 'Existence 
2 

is full-blooded ', says Bertrand Russell . This move 

appears to be quite convincing and sacrosanct . But if 

we accept this view, then our vision is simply confined 

to the sphere of the mŝ terial and the sensual. But our 

vision is not so limited. It includes many things besides 

gross is and the gross is not , Even in this gross sphere, 

all existent things are not of the same type.' Obviously, 

the table before me, the electrons, protons, and neutrons, 

that it is constituted of, the causal relation in which 

these are bound up with each other, the ether that surrounds 

us, the world I live in , and the cosmos of which this 

is a small part - all these do not exist in the same 

sense . Besides, the gross is and is not, we talk about 

ought and ought not , and besides the empirical, we are 

naturally inclined to talk about the trans-empirical, we 

are not merely psychologically inclined to talk about 

it,' There is some logical obligation to talk about them. 

If the arguments of some philosophers - called metaphysians, 

carry convictions .< Such talks are about God, Soul and 
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Immortality to name a few of the trans-empirical existence.! 

This metaphysical urge or illusion, as Kant would say , 

can hardly be suppressed ,1 As S, Kbrner puts it," Absolute 

metaphysics ,. is no ordinary illusion which can 
3 

be removed with sufficient logical care , 

The Philosophical endeavour in the two different 

directions as mentioned above carry conviction and indeed, 

pose a very hard choice before us." Those two directions 

have been technically termed as descriptive metaphysics 

and speculative metaphysics following P.'F.̂  Strawson,^ Strawson 

puts forth the distinction thus, ^ descriptive metaphysics 

in content to describe the actual structure about our thought; 

revisionary metaphysics is concerned to produce a better 
4 

structure".' To put the matter differently, the descriptive 

mataphysician seeks to draw a site plan of the existing 

state of concepts and their inter-relationship . The revisionary 

metaphysician , on the other hand, seeks to draw a blue print 

for the proposed structure of construction and their 

inter-relationships.l Wilkerson summerises the difference 

better , " One does the annual stock-taking ; the other 
5 

suggests new brands". Descriptive metaphysics is appealing, 

but it posses certain difficulties. The descriptive 

metaphysician like Strawson seeks to locate the individuals 

in the universe of discourse. But what are individuals and 

how many are they ? As Wilkerson aptly puts it, " the 

number of and types of individuals are themselves functions 

(at least in parts ) of the concepts we employ there 
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are numerous s e t s of indiv idual which may in turn be 

subs t i tu ted for ' shoes, ships and seal ing wax and 

cabbages and k ings ' " 

The metaphysician i s pr imari ly an ontologist«l 

" The d e s c r i p t i v i s t desc r ibes , in general terms, the kinds 

of i nd iv idua l s , we d i s t ingu i sh J. the revis ionary metaphysician. 

makes proposals as t o which kinds of individual ought t o 

be d is t inguished ". According t o Strawson, t he re i s a 

cen t r a l core of human th inking which i s massive and 

which has stood the t e s t of mai>y changes in the periphery .' 
t he 

The task o f /desc r ip t ive metaphysician i s t o locate and 
(^ 

describerj, t h i s . The attempt of the r e v i s i o n i s t i s l imited 

by t h i s massive c e n t r a l core of human thinking ,' Accordingly, 

the concept of person, the concept of body, and the concept 

of exis tence wi l l receive such treatment as t h e i r appl ica t ion 

wi l l remain confined t o the empirical , 

The ful l-blooded exis tence i s what i s c a l l e d ' r a a l ' 

as d i s t inguished from i l l u s i o n , ha l l uc ina t i on , mirages etc.i 

which are regarded as ' unrea l • . ' This i s the common d i s t i n c t i o n 

between ' r e a l ' and ' unreal ' embeded in ordinary language ." 

But the specula t ive metaphysician does not accept t h i s and 

h i s non-acceptance i s not without a po in t . He contends t h a t 

those th ings which appear as unreal because probably they 

lack s t a b i l i t y and consis tancy, are not nothing in the 

absolute sense of the term , What they are lacking something. 
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perhaps, a proper descr ip t ion . Vi/hatever the descr ip t ion 

might be , they cannot be regarded as unreal. ' What i s 

unrea l , i s unreal , i t cannot appear as r e a l as barren-

woman's son, square c i r c l e , as described in Indian 

contest as ' tuchha s a t t a ' ,1 If we apprecia te the ordinary-

d i s t i nc t i on between ' r e a l ' and • u n r e a l ' in t h i s way, 

then we find t h a t the post-mortem existence i s not nothing. ' 

What i t i s , may be d i f f i c u l t t o convey in language which 

wears the d i s t i n c t i o n . So we have t o convey i t sometimes 

with the help of models and metaphors . 

I t may be noted in t h is connection tha t Strawson 

comes from the B r i t i s h Empirical t r a d i t i o n and i s influenced 

by Wi t tgens te in ' s remark t h a t the task of philosophy i s 
g 

description. Because there is a thrust of wholeness, 

the descriptive task of the philosopher is called metaphysical, 

But the wholeness that the descripti^ist pursues does not 

appear to be the wholeness which the revisionist pursues.' 

In the former case, the metaphysician tries to locate 

and remain satisfied with the massive central core of 

human thinking ,' In case of the latter, the metaphysician 

seeks to unify the different conceptual systems and present 

a wholistic view of the whole universe which transcends 

the particular and partial view of different natural 

and humanistic studies. Empirical philosophy is determined 
from the very begining not to entertain 'anything existing 
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beyond the scope of ; the sensible.1 Assumed for the moment 

t h a t everything t h a t the sciences re fe r t o are sensible 

exis tences. ' How t o account for e t h i c s , a e s t h e t i c s , 

theology e t c . then ? The concepts employed in such 

pu r su i t s are committed t o a t ransempi r ica l ontology. 

Descript ive discourse i s only a par t of the discourse 

t h a t i s used by the human beings. Other discourses 

t h a t they use can n e i t h e r be wished away nor seen as 

modifications of desc r ip t ive discourse somehow or other»° 

Wilkerson apprec ia tes the dispute between the desc r ip t ive 

metaphysics and rev is ionary metaphysics in a c r i t i c a l 

fashion f inding favour with both. Both the t a sks are 

necessary , he says , because in t h i s way one would not 

become a gross r e a l i s t or a speculat ive philosopher. 

We, t h e r e f o r e , f ee l t ha t the concept of non-bodied 

exis tence represen ts such a t rend by admitt ing the log ica l 

p o s s i b i l i t y of or i n t e l l i g i b l e discussion of non-bodied 

beings . Vi(e choose t o avoid not only being a bodist and 

one sha l l t r y t o show in the sequel t h a t t a l k s about 

non-bodied exis tence and t o some extent disembodied 

exis tence t o o , i s qu i t e i n t i l l i g i b l e . Philosophers l ike 

P r i c e , Penelhum, and Harrison and b io logis t - turned-Phi losopher 

l i k e Watson have vehemently t r i e d t o persuade t h a t t h i s 

i s so.' 
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Let us now go back t o some c l a s s i c a l views to 

drive home the conception of a disembodied ex i s t en t ; 

i t s mode of knowledge and mode of ac t ion . The views 

t h a t we sha l l d iscuss are those of A r i s t o t l e and 

Dffiscartes. We sha l l consider Descartes f i r s t . 

According t o Descartes body i s what i s 

immediately present t o imagination. Therefore, i t 

must e x i s t . But t he re i s nothing which nature teaches 

more expressly than t h a t ' I -have a body' . This body 

i s adversely affected when I f ee l pain , which has a 

need of food or drink when I experience the feel ings 

of hunger or t h i r s t . Nature a l so teaches by these 

sensat ions of pain, hunger and t h i r s t t h a t I am 'lodged 

in my body as a p i l o t in the v e s s e l ' . Apart from t h i s 

metaphor, I am very c lose ly united t o my body; so 

intermingled with i t t h a t I seem t o compose with i t as 

one whole. How do I l̂ now t h a t the body of a man i s 

c lose ly united t o h i s mind? According t o Descar tes , 

a ce r t a in body i s more closely uni ted t o our mind than 

o the r s . This i s so , because pain and other sensat ions 

occur without our fore-seeing them and mind i s conscious 

t h a t these do not a r i s e from i t s e l f a lone. They do not 

pe r ta in t o i t e i t h e r in so far as i t i s ^ th inking t h i n g , 

but only in so far as i t i s united t o another thino-> 
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extended and mobile, called the human body. 

Death occurs to man not because of the soul 

quitting the body or something like that, but because 

of the decay of the principal part of the body. The 

dead body is just like a broken v̂ atfh with segregated 

parts. The soul indeed quits the body, but this happens 

only when the heat ceases from the body and the body 

disintegrates. 

Behind these remarks of Descartes there appears 

to lurk a supposition that there is a distinction betv.;een 

clinical death and the actual death of a man as the present 

day scientists like Watson, maintain, and this supposed' 

state between the clinical deatli and actueil death of a 

person is termed as "goth" by Vi'atsonl'-̂  

On the other hand, Aristotle thinks that it is 

the soul which animates the body. The heat and the motion 

of the body are generated by the soul ensconced with it. 

In other words, vjhen the soul ceases to supply lieat or 

energy, the body is said to be dead or lifeless. Descartes 

v/ould agree that the soul is ensconced with the body, but 

he would not agree that it generates heat or energy. He 

would rather say that the body itself generates alJ these 

and when it fails to generate heat death occurs to the 

body. 

The difference betv/een the tv/o viev.s is, in short, 

this. According to Aristotle, death ocfurs at the instance 
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of the soul , whereas according t o Descartes i t occurs 

due t o decay of the body. According t o Descar tes , the 

t ransference and movements of the body are u l t imate ly 

through nerves which are l ike f i laments or l i t t l e tubes • 

He i s of the view t h a t both the brain and the nerve which 

proceed from i t , are f i l l e d v^ith a very subtle a i r or wind 

which he terms as 'animal s p i r i t ' . His postula t ion of 

'animal s p i r i t ' l i ke his posti i lat ion of ' pineal gland' 

seeks t o make best of both the worlds,' If the re i s something 

of animal, then there must be something mechanical and if 

t h e i e i s something of the spiri t , then there cannot be anything 

mechanical , Thus, Desca r t e s ' view i s mechanical whereas 

A r i s t o t l e ' s i s s p i r i t u a l . The concept of animal s p i r i t is 

a metaphysical concept which v i t i a t e s the mechanical explanation 

regarding the cons t i t u t ion and the functions of the body 
11 

tha t Descart^ wishes t o offer . 

All the physical and physiological functions of the 

body then u l t imate ly spring from the body and not from 

the souloi Vyhat springs from the soul are our thoughts.= 

Thoughts are of two so r t s : ac t ions of the soul which 

includes a l l our des i res and then i t s passions which 

include the percep t ions , fee l ings and emotions of the soul.i 

The soul i s uni ted t o a l l the por t ions of the body conjoint ly, ' 

That i s t o say, the soul i s the one and i n d i v i s i b l e . I t does 

not become small when a portion, of the body i s someSsow 

separated."- But the soul separa tes i t s e l f from the body 
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entirely when the union of the assembled organs is 

dissolved or ceases to be.' 

According to Descartes, the essence of a human 

being consists in thc^ental not in the physical,' The 

physical adjunct in its parts or taken as a vjhole, 

is not considered necessary for the -identity of man.' 

Here mind has a logical supremacy over body which is 

subject to change, variation, decay, and destruction. 

But according to Locke, both mind and body as they go 

to constitute the humari- being are on the same par. 

Neither the mind nor the body has any logical supremacy 

over the other. Hence the identity of the human being 

is not determined by the mental. The physical also is 

a factor of determination of his identity. As Locke puts 

it, "if the identity of soul alone makes the same man, 

and there be nothing in the nature of matter vhy the 

same individual spirit may not bo united to different 

bodies, it will be possible that those men, living in 

the distant ages, and of different tempers, may have 

been the same men ; which way of speaking must be from 

a very strange use of the word 'man', applied to an 
12 

idea out of which body and shape are excluded". 

Locke also puts it in a different language thus: 
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" '.it is not the idea of a thinking or 

a rational being alone that makes the idea 

of man in most people's sense, but of a body, 

so and so shaped, joined to it, and if that 

be the idea of a man, the same successive 

body not shifted all at once must, as well as 

the same immaterial spirit, go to the making 

13 of the same man". 

According to Locke, personal identity is 

'continuity of consciousness'. What is consciousness ? 

Descartes says, "I am a thinking thing", i.e., he 

conceived that the essence of human being consisting 

in a substance that thinks. There are different 

manifestations of thinking like doubting, determining, 

dreaming, etc.. There is not a single moment in the life 

of man when he ceases to think. Locke, however, differed 

from this view. According to him, man is not a thinking 

thing, rather a person is a thinking and intelligent thing. 

It is important to note here, that he distinguishes between 

a 'man' and a 'person'. The idea of 'man' differs from 

14 

the idea of a ' p e r son ' . According t o Locke, man does not 

th ink alv/ays; th inking ceases during deep s leep . Thinking 

i s r a t he r one of the manifesta t ions of consciousness which 

alv/ays continues t o be. Other manifestat ions of consciousness 

are - dreaming, t h ink ing , perce iv ing, etcjv* The d i f fe ren t 
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forms of- thinking t h a t Descartes d i s t ingu ished , il-

are d i f fe ren t manifes ta t ions of th ink ing . Memory i s 

one such mani fes ta t ion . At a given period of the l i f e 

of a man, we may not find any manifestat ion of consciousness; 

a l l these manifes ta t ions remain in the l a t e n t form in 

the foundational consciousness* 

The idea of memory involves the idea of f o rge t t i ng . 

One cannot possibly remember one 's whole p a s t , one ' s 

remembering i s s ign i f i can t i f one can remember. According 

t o Locke, "even the best memories", must loose '•the s ight 

15 
of one p a r t , whi l s t viev;ing the another" . Hence some 

sec t ions of one 's past are remembered and some sec t ions 

a re fo rgo t ten . In other words, memories are in te r rup ted 

by fo rge t fu lness , Forgetfulness i s not a defect of memory, 

nor i s i t a welcome feature of i t , - I t i s r a t he r a defining 

c h a r a c t e r s t i c of i t . Without fo rge t t i ng memory i s meaningless. 

Remembering the pas t i s not r e - l i v i n g the pas t . Memory 

i s not co-extensive with consciousness. 

In t h i s pa r t of philosophy John ^ocke appears 

t o be misrepresented by some phi losophers . They are of 

the view t h a t memory i s what c o n s t i t u t e s the c r i t e r i o n 

of personal ident i ty* ' Locke does not say t h i s . He r a t h e r 
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says that personal identity depends upon the sameness 

of consciousness that makes man to himself. According 

to Locke; "by consciousness it has, of its present 

thoughts and actions, that it is self to itself now". 

It is now clear that memory alone cannot determine 

whether a man is the same man that he once was; that 

Devadatta at Kasi is the same Devadatta at Pataliputra. 

Appropriate actican at appropriate context and manifesta­

tions of thinking other than memory are also needed for 

determining this,' If memory is said to be the sole 

criterion of personal identity, then Locke will be 

another essentiaiist thinker like Destfartes. 

In opposition to Descartes' idea of mind and 

body as tv/o substances (although in the relative sense), 

J.Harriscai is of the view that bodies as well as persons 

are substances, but not minds, "Something belongs to 

the category of substance, in this sense of the word 

•substance', if it is capable of existing by itself.^® 

According to Harrison, there cannot exist a mind without 

a body, but body can exist without a mind. In that sense 

body is entirely a material body. The substance of a 

persc»i comprises the substance of a body and the non-

substance mind. There appears to be a difficulty in 

the conception of a person here as a substance which 

con exist by itself, exists with the aid of another 

substance, i.e., the existence of perswi as dependent 

on the existence of a body. According to Descartes, 

as we have already pointed out, the substance of body 
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and the substance of mind are peculj^^ly lodged with 

each other t o c o n s t i t u t e a man, 

J*Harrison t r i e s t o a r t i c u l a t e the concept 

of person by bringing in t h r ee ca t ego r i e s ; pers<xi, 

body» and mind«; He makes a d i s t i n c t i o n between 

having a body and being embodied and brings t h i s 

d i s t i n c t i o n t o bear upon the r e l a t i o n amongst the 

above categories.^ According t o him, having a body 

means having a body neces sa r i l y and being embodied, 

having a body i s caiiy a matter of chance, A person 

has a body whereas a mind i s embodied. Thus Harrison 

appears t o have both Descartes and Locke in the same 

cage,' He supports Desca r t e s ' pos i t ion by making mind 

f ree t o choose t o be embodied and disembodied. He does 

not admit l i k e Descartes t h a t mind i s a substance in 

which case embodiment i s not a t a i l necessary. For 

Harr ison, embodiment for a mind i s not necessary in the 

sense t h a t i t must necessa r i ly be at tached with a body. 

But i t must be embodied in order t h a t i t could be disembodied. 

Disembodiment i s s i gn i f i can t only in the background of 

embodiment,' He supports Locke's pos i t ion by maintaining 

t h e concept of a person and making physical body basic 

t o t he concept of a person, Locke however, does not give 

(perhaps he was not veiy c l e a r about s u b s t a n t i a l i t y ) 

subs t an t i va l s t a t u s t o body but Harrison does i t , again 

with defarance t o Descar tes . 
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The point of our concern i s whether the conception 

of non-bodied exis tence i s as such i n t e l l i g i b l e or no t . 

Harrison n a r r a t e s s t o r i e s of disembodiment. He t r i e s t o 

drive along the point t h a t the concept of disembodiment 

i s i n t e l l i g i b l e because the concept of embodiment i s 

i n t e l l i g i b l e . ' V<e w i l l pe r fec t ly understand what i t i s 

for an embodied person t o s l eep , s i t , see , say, e t c . -

Because t h i s i s so , we are able t o understand v;hat i t 

i s for a disembodied being t o sleep* s i t , s ee , say, e t c* . 

The l a t t e r l i v e s on the d i e t of the former.' But t h i s i s 

no disgrace. ' Phi losophica l conception always l i ve s on 

ordinary concepticai.' I f , for t h a t mat te r , we say t h a t 

t h e ca icep t s of book, fan, e t c . a re pi-iraary or basic 

whereas the concept of object i s secondary or d e r i v a t i v e , 

then the re i s no harm provided t h a t the importance of the 

l a t t e r i s not b e l i t t l e d . The point i s tha t non-bodied 

exis tence i s a l o g i c a l l y v iable conception. 

While discuss ing the concept of disembodied exis tence 

or vihat we have regarded as the saraething - non-bodied 

ex i s t ence , t h r e e ccncepts are formed t o be basic t o our 

d i scuss ion : the concept of person, the concept of body 

and the concept of mind or soul . Of these th ree Harrisor 

regards persons and body as substances and mind as non-

substance; Frcan the point of view of theory of meaning 

in genera l , t he concept of person and the concept of a 
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body appear t o be v i a b l e , whereas the concept of mind 

or soul does not appear t o be so.' There i s a difference 

between the two in respec t of the r o l s s and r e l a t i o n s . 

Mind does not belcaig t o the same s t a t u s as person or 

body. Vifhat we want t o say wi l l be c l ea r i f we sh i f t t o 

a s imi la r context . Vie consider the i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s t o 

the concept of p ropos i t ions , the concept of p r o p o s i t i o i a l 

s igns and the concept of meaning or sense. 

According t o Wittgenstein in the T r a c t a t u s . 
19 propositicai i s a p repos i t iona l sign with sense.-^^ The 

sense , according t o him, i s what he c a l l s ' p ro jec t ive 

r e l a t i o n with the world*. Accordingly a proposi t ion i s 

a p ropos i t iona i sign toge ther with i t s pro jec t ive r e l a t i on 

with t he viorld. Both the proposi t ion and the p r o p o s i t i a i a l 

sign have spat io- temporal ex i s t ence . They are loca tab le 

in the sensible mark on the paper or soundwaves in the 

a i r . But sense or meaning i s not loca table in t h i s way, 

because i t i s not an e n t i t y but i t i s a r e l a t i o n - ' p ro jec t ive 

r e l a t i o n with the world* - very much as uncle i s a r e l a t i o n 

with man. 

VJhen we l iken the concept of a proposi t ion t o the 

concept of a person, the concept of a p repos i t iona l sign 

with the concept of a body and the concept of sense or 

meaning t o the concept of mind or sou l , VJQ find t h a t 

Harrison has a poiiit*- Persons and bodies are locatable 

in space and t ime, capable of beLng iden t i f i ed and r e iden t i f i ed 
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whereas mind or soul is not so locatable.' It is not an 

entity. It is a relation - say the attitudinal relation 

of the human beings towards things existing in the world. 

Very much as the 'projective relation* is reflected or 

shown in the meaningful use of a proposition, the attitudinal 

relation is shown in the successful transactions of human 

beings in the world. Thus the questiai of independent 

existence or dis-embodied existence or non-propositianal 

existence of sense or meaning is impossible. So also 

disembodied existence or non-bodied existence of soul 

appears to be impossible in this sense. 

This sounds as if we have exercised a rule of 

thumb to admit certain possibilities and reject certain 

others. Language is a living phenomenon and it reflects 

forms of life, as Wittgenstein says in the Philosophical 

InvestiqatjLons. One form of life is as good as any other. 

No form of life need be supposed to be central, paradigmatic; 

others somehow varying from paradigm in degrees or one 

should not be thought to be reduced into another. Man 

participates in different foirms of life: scientific, 

religious, ethical, social, legal, etc.. If wo honour the 

autonomy of different forms of life, v\e have to admit the 

autcTiomy of the philosophies that we have: philosophy of 

science, philosophy of art, philosophy of religious discourse, 

philosophy of moral discourse, etc.. Accordingly, in philosophy 
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of re l ig ion^ e s p e c i a l l y , t he re i s an attempt t o understand 

in a cogent and Coherent manner, a l l the t h i n g s , l i f e as 

l ived by r e l i g i o u s man, h i s b e l i e f s , h is views about the 

world as a whole,' Here one f inds t h a t the concepts 

derived from desc r ip t ive discourse do not suffice^. The 

framework, of ..science i s not adequate t o cc«nprehend a l l 

t h a t happens t o human beings or a l l the fac t s t h a t are 

found t o be the re in the ambit of human experience. So 

one has t o go beyond the ambit of the s c i e n t i f i c framev^ork 

and make i t broader with non - sc i en t i f i c i ssues or 

trans1§]cendental conceptions added t o i t . Accordingly, 

the conception of a f t e r - l i t e , r e s u r r e c t i o n , r e i n c a r n a t i a i , 

and disembodied exis tence come t o our rescue . The 

philosopher in such a case has before him the t a sk t o 

make the conceptions i n t e l l i g i b l e . 

I t now appears as if there i s an opposition betv/een 

the two l i n e s of th inking - one in which mind or soul i s 

accounted for as a r e l a t i o n and another in which mind i s 

supposed t o have an independent exis tence. ' But in r e a l i t y 

t h e r e i s no such opposi t ion. The second l i ne of thought 

happens t o be more l i b e r a l , comprehensive with more 

explanatory povjer. I t pays t o c l a r i fy our th inking and 

promote our linderstanding if we can char t out the form 

of l i f e in which the conceptions l i k e disembodied exis tence 

or immaterial exis tence are not se t aside as being vacuous. 
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Richard Rorty, is of the view that it is 

Descartes who has created occasions for certain problems 

regarding immaterial existence by articulating the 

concepts of mind and' body« He quotes, with approval, 

Wallace Matson who says: 

"The Greeks did not lack a concept of mind 

even of a mind separable from the body. But 

from Homer to Aristotle, the line betv̂ een mind 

and body when drawn at all, was drawn so as to 

put the process of sense perception on the body 

side. That is one reason why the Greeks had no 

mind-body problem. Another is that, it is 

difficult almost impossible, to translate such 

a sentence as 'What is the relation of sensation 

to mind (or soul)?* into Greek, The difficulty 

is in finding a Greek equivalent for 'sensation* 

in the sense philosophers make,it bear ,. 

'Sensation* was introduced into philosophy 

precisely to make it possible to speak of a 

conscious state without committing oneself as 

to the nature or even existence of external 

stimuli".21 

Descartes articulated the concepts of mind and 

body in a way that was not done ever before and gave 

them the status of substance. As a result of the 

substantival status enjoyed by mind, questions were raised 

as to v;hether mind could exist quite independent of the body, 

although, as a matter of fact, this is not found to be the 

case. It was thought to be a logical possibility that this 

could be the case. 
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Richard Horty perhaps thinks that it is v;e who 

raised the dust and complain that we cannot see, i.e., 

the problems conceiTiing mind, be it be tlie prooiecn ot 

mind - body relationship' or be it the independent 

existence of mind, are all problems of language* Because 

there exists in our language a host of materialistic 

terras, these and other problems are created. If there 

would not have been such terras, then those problems 

could not have been bom at all. He imagines an 

alternative language and calls it the language of the 

Antepodeans and contrasts it v;ith the existing language 

of the Earthlings. In the language of the ̂ Antepodeans 

there are no terms like mind and its cognates - dream, 

desire, perceive, imagine, etc. iJovv tne question is 

whether the language of the Antepodeans is Icgicaliy 

inadequate for using it to talk about the world of things, 

events and persons. It jjcy be said that the language of 

the Antepodeans is poor because there is nothing in its 

vocabulary to reflect the inner feelings and desires of 

persons,^ But this is not the point*- A linguist may 

compare two natural languages and find that one is poor 

in vocabulary compared to the cfther. The point is that 

whether the Antepodeans would bo distinguished from the 

Harthlings in respect of their participation in different 

forms of lifo. It might be said that apart from the 

external behaviour in respect of which all the participants 

would be alike, still their experience will differ, I 

know when I look within, that I have some experiences of 
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which the outward behaviour i s only an-expression or 

a par t of the expression. Others roust be having s imi lar 

ones but not the same one, because obviously we occupy 

d i f fe ren t pos i t ions and conditioned by d i f fe ren t 

circumstances. Moreover, wibhout the inner , i t would 

be impossible t o d i s t i ngu i sh the outward behaviour, 

movements, and changes of a humarr.being and tiiose in 

the machines. Although the language of Antepodoans 

appears a t f i r s t t o be as ef f icac ious as t h a t of the 

E a r t h l i n g s ' , i t cannot be so in r e a l i t y . The idea of 

f r i endsh ip , love, duty, r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , good, bad, 

beau t i fu l , ugly, e tc , , cannot j u s t f ind a place in the 

form of l i f e of the Antepodeans. I t i s , t he r e fo re , a 

r e s t r i c t e d language, Descartes has not erred in giving 

subs tan t iva l s t a t u s t o both body and mind. He has r a t h e r 

opened up new v i s t a s of phi losophica l specula t ion . 

Prof, G.AUshra i n t e r p r e t s Descgifctes t o mean t h a t 

t h e l a t t e r has made a dichotoraous d iv is ion between 

s u b j e c t i v i t y and ob jec t iv i ty as such or between the subject 

and t he object, ' The tv/o are b l a t a n t l y opposed t o each o ther . 

They are mutually r e l a t e d in the context of the human 

person; t h e i r r e l a t i o n i s contingent in nature and so 

each of the tv/o could be the re without the other . According 

t o Prof. Mishra the idea of pure sub j ec t i v i t y i s an 

unworkable idea , " I t i s u n i n t e l l i g i b l e and t he r e fo re , 
22 l e s s than a.myth". 

As against Descartes for whom the human being is 
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composed of both body and mind, Prof, /.'lishra seeks to 

maintain 'a unitary idea'. He discovers the hollovv-nesr. 

of the thesis of pure subjectivity in an unjustified 

inference made by the proponent. It is true that a 

being can be called a human being without a leg or 

v;ithout a hand or without both legs or without both the 

hands or without both hands and legs. Thus none of these 

limbs,considered severally, is essential for the being of 

the man. But from this the inference goes that the body 

as a whole is not essential for the being of a perscn. 

This inference is wild. This is the concept of disembodied 

existence, which according to Prof, l/iishra, is based on 

the fallacy of composition. "A man is identified even 

after one or two limbs are amputated, v̂ hon the rest of 

the body is in tact. It is not possible to identify a 

23 
man who has lost his entire body", What does Prof. Mishra 

mean by 'rest of the body'7 Does he regard the two hands 

and the two feet are the only limbs of the body? Can there 

be amputation of the neck and head leaving the 'rest of 

the body in tact'7 Can there be a body in-tact with the 

head, hands and legs? What about the man without the 

tongue, the hands and legs so that he is left with no 

means to express his thoughts? 

Prof. Mishra is of the opinion that the idea of 
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a pure, se l f -consc ious , s e l f - i d e n t i c a l and non-objective 

ego, i s a problem arreated by the grariwiar of our language. 

This i s due t o the pecu l ia r use of the pronoun ' I ' in 

our language s t r u c t u r e . The word ' I ' i s an indexing 

word vjhich i s l i k e 'you' and ' h e ' in being a personal 

pronoun but while 'you' and ' h e ' r e fe r t o d i f fe ren t 

indiv iduals in d i f fe ren t b i t u a t i o n s , ' I . ' r e fe r s t o the 

same ind iv idua l a l l through one 's personal h i s t o r y . 

This c r ea t e s the impression t h a t t he r e i s an immaterial 

substance. "The idea of two d i s t i n c t v<;ords of ' ego ' and 
24 'non-ego' i s the r e s u l t of surface grammar". The human 

being i s not an add i t ive being cons i s t ing of mater ia l and 

immaterial substances*^ This idea i s due t o the bad logic 

and wrong metaphysics as Prof. Mishra puts it.*^ 

The problem of re incarna t ion i s an ins tance of 

bad logic and wrong metaphysics. The bel ief in 

re incarna t ion supposes t h a t t he r e i s an immortal self 

vrfhich migrates from one body t o another both of v;hich 

are pe r i shab le . This , according t o Prof. b.Mishra i s 

f a l l a c i o u s . The sense of the ' I ' i s not possible when 

the whole body i s l o s t . I t i s conceivaule t h a t a 

p a r t i c u l a r limb of my oody might not have been mine, but 

i t i s not conceivable t h a t the whole body might not have 

been mine. 



/ / 54 / / 

Prof, Mishra i s i n t e r e s t e d t o see what repercussions 

do the metaphysical models have on the human soc ie ty . The 

model of human beings as pure sub jec t iv i ty produces a 

socie ty of a s c e t i c s whereas t he model of pure ob jec t iv i ty 

produces a society of man-machines* The model of persons 

i s supposed t o maintain an equi l l ib r ium between the two 

extremes. But if we consider the matter a b i t c losely 

keeping an eye on the t r a d i t i o n of the Bhagavad Gita , we 

can find t h a t t he model of the human being as an addi t ive 

on an imperishable soul and a per ishable body i s the basis 

of a morally healthy society which ensures duty and 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and digni ty of human beings in soc ie ty . I t 

keeps man away from the harmful indulgence in sensual 

p leasure and f a l s e i d e n t i f i c a t i o n with the body and bodily 

s t a t e s . In respec t of the imperishable aspec t , the whole 

of human socie ty i s one p a r t i c i p a t i n g in the same form of 

l i f e . There i s no dispute in the fac t t h a t a cmsc ious 

being i s by necess i ty a language-using-being and a language-

using-being i s by necess i ty a soc ia l being. But in order 

t h a t man in socie ty may have a peaceful coexis tence, and 

t r a n s - m a t e r i a l order which l i e s a t the basis of the mater ia l 

order , has t o be assumed. This i s in qui te conformity 

with admission of the world here and new with a l l i t s 

fu rn i tu re s as well as the admission of tlio bodied human 

being for v/hom values and ideas have s ignif icance and meaning. 
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P l a t o ' s theory of soul must not be l e f t out of 

cons ide ra t ion . His philosophy i s at the apex of the 

ancient Greek philosophy and forms the foundation of 

modem philosophy. P l a to absorbs the Pythagorian 

theory of soul with due modif icat ion. According t o 

P l a to , t he re must be soul in the world t o accouiiit for 

a r a t i o n a l behaviour of th ings as well as t o explain 

motioi*! Accordingly, the cosmos which i s regarded as 

a l i v ing being has a soul knov;n as the world-soul and 

the indiv idual l iv ing beings in the cosmos have t h e i r 

souls of t h e i r ovjn. In the system of P l a to , the soul 

mediates between the world of Ideas and the \>/orld of 

sense. The soul has d i f fe ren t pa r t s - the highest par t 

i s the reason which apprehends the ideas . This r a t i m a l 

pa r t of the soul i s i m p a r t i t e , i ndes t ruc t i b l e and immortal. 

The other p a r t , i . e . , the i r r a t i o n a l par t i s subdivided 

in to noble self and ignoble se l f , I.Ian alone possesses 

a l l the three pa r t s of the soul ; animals possess the 

noble and the ignoole se l f ; p lan t s alone the igncnle se l f . 

P la to l inks the doctr ine of the immoriia'riity of 

the soul v^ith h i s theory of Idea s . This he does through 

two c e n t r a l ideas of h is philosophy. These two cen t r a l 

ideas a r e : (a) knowledge i s r e co l l e c t i on and (bji soul i s 

transmigrat,ory. Al l knowledge i s r eco l l ec t i on of t ha t 

which the soul experienced before being embodied. I t must 
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be noted, however, t h a t knowledge here does not mean 

any knowledge. Knowledge in t h i s connection i s r a t i o n a l 

knowledge and not sensuous Imovjledge, i . e . , knowledge as 

t o v/hat perfec t ion i s , what j u s t i c e i s and kno-wledge of 

mathematical t r u t h s are said t o be r eco l l ec t ed because 

the soul o r i g ina l l y knew i t in i t s non-bodied or disembodied 

s t a t e . In t he disembodied s t a t e i t i s in communion with 

the world of Ideas . With the b i r t h of a human being the 

soul gets embodied and with the death of the human being 

i t becomes disembodied and goes back t o the previous s t a t e . 

This i s what i s known as t ransmigratory sense of the 

soul in the Platonic sense. 

Hence for P la to the soul i s imwortal and p r e - e x i s t e n t . 

I t s na tu ra l hab i t a t i s t he world of Ideas . The soul in 

the pure s t a t e i s without a body. Because of i t s a f f i n i t y 

with the world of sense, i t sinks down in to a body. If 

the man l i ve s a holy l i t e , contemplates on the v.;orld of 

Ideas , and c u l t i v a t e s i t s philosophy, the soul re tu rns 

t o i t s previous pure s t a t e , 

We thus find t h a t according t o P l a t o , soul can 

be conceived by i t s e l t , without the conception of a body. 

In other v>/ords, the primary exis tence belongs t o the soul 

and the secondary exis tence only belongs t o the body. I t 

would not be inappropr ia te t o say t h a t body i s not the 

body without being en-souled. There i s nothing l ike soul less 

body, but a bodi less soul i s not' notliing. 
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Although Descai-tes does not say it explicitly, 

his view is that the soul is only a soul vjhen attached 

with a body, as the body is only a body when attached 

with a soul. The union of the two constitutes a man 

like a human being. There is nothing like a soul in an 

animal or a soul in a plant. But while ccfl̂ oeiving the 

self, the bodily characters are not regarded as essential. 

In the conception of the soul or mind, all the bodily 

characters are dispensable because there is no certainty 

with regard to their nature as well as existonco. Althougi" 

in this respect we con say that the soul or mind in 

Descartes is non-bodied,we can hardly say that it is 

disembodied, if the term 'disembodied' implies trans­

migration in the Platonic sense. 

Strawson comes to the concept of a person in 

a different way, Me hails from the British empirical 

tradition to which John Locke belongs. We have said that 

according to Locke a man can be identified not by his 

mental characteristics alone, but by the physical 

characteristics too. That is to say, a person has both 

physical and mental characters, Strawson approaches the 

problem of what a person is from the point of view of 

identification and -r^-identification of particulars. 

Identification moans bringing a given particular under 
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a class and distinguishing i t from other part iculars 

coming under that class, ' He-identification of 

par t iculars means recognising that par t icular as being 

the same. The idea of identif icat ion and re-identificatiion 

appears to be the idea of verificaticri in a new garb, 

because identif icat ion and re- ident i f ica t ion of a 

par t icular implies the existence of that part icular in 

space and time. Obviously, a pure self cannot be located 

in space and time. As a resul t of th i s i t cannot be an 

identif iable and re- ident i f iable par t icular . Material 

bodies are capable of being identified and re-identif ied 

for which Stravvison regards them as basic par t iculars . A 

person i s locatable in space and time ('persons are wliat 

\\Q meet*, Flew says). But for that matter he is not simply 

a material body. As Strawson says both material-object^ 

predicates (he weighs 100 pounds, he is fa t , he is s i t t ing 

on the chair) and person-predicates (he is thinking over 

philosophical probleais, he thinks that better days would 

come, he belietres that his income-tax will be low, e tc . ) 

are applicable t o persons. A person is not a pure self 

nor i s he merely a body, nor is he a curious admixture 

of the two. All these three ways of explanations are full 

of r iddles and hence Strawson i s led to say that i t cannot" 

be explained in any way. The concept of person i s a 
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primitive concept, he holds, 

A person, accordingly, means an embodied persm, 

Vv'e have not to say it explicitly that person is embodied. 

The use of the word 'person' shows that it is used in 

this sense. The concept of disembodied person is dependent 

upon the meaning and inteliigibiiity of person. The 

concept of person, in other v^ords, is primary and the 

concept of disembodied person is secondary. Phis appears 

to be just opposite to v;hat Plato says. For Plato the 

disembodied self has primary existence whereas the embodied 

soul has secondary existence. 

Strawson seems to think that tlie possibility of 

the disembodied person is conceivable only in connection 

with the persons vjho were once omPodied. Hamlyn does not 

agree with Strawson in this regard. "It is difficult to 

see", Hamlyn says, "why that restriction should be imposed 

once the general possibility of a disembodied existence is 

admitted, although it might be ditficult to think of ways 

in which intrinsically disembodied persons could be 

identified iti practice". "To suppose", he continues, 

"that that difficulty either limits or removes altogether 

any possibility of attaching sense to the notion of 

disembodied person is simply to embrace verificationism".^" 

If we compare and contrast the viev;s of the 
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philosophers mentioned above, we shall find important 

and interesting features in them. For Plato, there is 

a world of souls or non-bodied existence. This is a 

metaphysi,cal necessity. The existence of soul is 

incorrigible according to Uescaites. There is now a 

shift tovi/ards epistemology and the existence of the 

soul is epistemologically prior to the existence of 

the body.' Locke shifts the emphasis still fruther. He 

is concerned with social, political, and legal aspects 

of man. Accordingly, man has his share of duty, 

responsibility, and rights. He is liable to commendations 

or condemnations.' Hence man must be embodied or better, 

there must bo persons who are embodied. Disembodied person 

is an empty expression in such a framework, Vattgenstein 

is a philosophical logician and is interested in meaning 

and philosophical understanding of expression. This is 

linked with the use of the said expressions iJi different 

language games. The various language games are then linked 

up with forms of life. The concept of disembodied existence 

is to be understood in the context of the appropriate 

language game. Coming now to Strawson, the problem gets 

a different dimension altogether, Strawson searclies for 

the basic particulars of the world and is vi,orri9d about 

their identification and re-identification. Disembodied 
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persons cannot be basic particulars. The particular 

that merits to be picked up as the basic must be bodied, 

locatable in space and time. Disembodied existence can 

only be dependent particular. It can have a secondary-

meaning only. 

There are other philosophers in the tradition of 

iogico-linguistic analysis who try to explode the 

intelligibility of the idea of disembodied existence.' 

The views of some such philosophers like Harrison, 

Rorty have been taken up for detailed examination. It 

must be clarified that they are following the lead of 

Wittgenstein, the authors of the ideas of language 

games and forms of life. It would, therefore, be clear 

that the discussion of the problem of disembodied 

existence can be fruitfully carried on in this line. 
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aiAPTER - III 

DISEr^BODIED BEING ~ KfJOV.'LEDGE AND ACTION 

Terence penelhum in his book "Survival and 

Disembodied Existence' seeks to examine some of 

the logical problems connected with the belief that 

all or some persons survive death. A set of beliefs 

regarding survival and resurrection are there in some 

of the religious doctrines in the world. They are 

accepted as valid in their own context. The philosophical 

study consists in studying the logic of such concepts 

and tries to make sense out of thein. 

A belief, according to Penelhuui, would lack 

sense if it can be shown to be incohtirent in some way. 

The area of religious beliefs is full ot doctrines to 

which many people seem to attach sense, but v/hich 

philosophers reject as unintelligible. The belief in 

survival is most notorious among these,-

There are two concepts of survival after death. 

One, the Christian conception - the disembodied survival 

and two, the Greek conception - imnor^rtality of the soul. 

We are to assess their intelligibility. This can be 

shown in the follov̂ ing ways - (i) Firstly, we have to 
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a sce r ta in whether the p red ica tes which we ascr ibe t o 

pre-mortem persons can be applied to the supposed 

beings without bodies , i2) Secondly-, vxo have to determine 

whether beings without bodieG cnn be said t o lernain 

i d e n t i c a l through time in t h e i r ailogt-d dir.embcdied 

s t a t e . (3) Third ly , we have to find out whether they 

can be i den t i f i ed with the pre-mortera embodied persons. 

An embodied being i s said to know about t h i n g s , 

persons and events, ' I'Cncwledge implies many t h i n g s , 

such as perce iv ing , imagining, t h ink ing , dreaming, w i l l i n g , 

and might be a l so i t s movements (in space and t i ine) , A 

disembodied person v;ould obviously be impercept ible . But 

can i t perceive? Penelhum i s of the opinion t h a t perhaps 

he might have percept ions and along with percept ions , 

imaginat ions , i n t e n t i o n s , fee l ings of anger, but i s of 

the view t h a t many normal impl ica t ions of perceiving 
o 

things would no longer be there. 

Generally perception involves three things; 

(a) perceiver, (b) objects of perception and (c) act of 

perceiving. It may be pointed out rightly here, that a 

philosopher does ncft have any concern with the act of 
3 

perception, i.e., to perceive is to have perceived. 

In other words, the word 'perception' is not a process-

word but it is a product-word. Let us suppose that the 
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object of perception i s a bunch of flovv-er placed 

on a t a b l e . The disembodied being claims t o perceive 

the same. The claim vjill have t o be expressed in the 

form of a perceptual judgement, v i z , , I see a bunch of 

flower on the t a b l e or the re i s a bunch of flower on 

the t a b l e . Both the judgements are l og i ca l l y the same. 

The claim vjhich i s now expressed in the form of a 

judgement becomes ob jec t ive . One Jngy -agree t o i t or 

disagree with i t , may c a i t e s t the claim or may make a 

counter claim. Let us suppose, t h a t I am in the roan, 

and come t o hear such a claim u t t e r e d . Should I look 

t o the d i r ec t ion from v;hich the sound came? Perhaps no t . 

Because, the disembodied being cannot be said t o be 

s p a t i a l l y pos i t ioned . I t cannot be said t o be j u s t in 

the nor th -eas t corner of the room or a l i t t l e south of 

t h a t comer or above my head or a t my back. The sound 

may be l ikened t o the sound v\hich I hoar or r a the r ' f e e l ' 

v;hen I place two head-Jjhonos en my ears connected to a 

sound system, i , e , , the disembodied being may be regarded 

as being at the centre of the v isua l t i e i d , because 

Fenelhum says t h a t the re i s no sense to the notion of seeing 

from no point of view, '̂  So I would simply say, without 

changing the d i rec t ion of my look, ' t h i s i s no t , you see , 

a bunch of f lower, but a bunch of g r a s s ' . But whom do I 
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address as 'You' in my statement. It may be said that 

the term 'you' does not have an indexical use here, it 

is only a linguistic filler or has an imperscsial use 

like 'it' (in 'It is cold'). Granting this, if there 

is no response by way of reaction to my contesting 

claim, what should I say? Should I say that what I 

heard v<as merely illusory or should I say that the 

disembodied being thought it was too authentic to 

contest? It is hardly an illusion as it has been 

admitted to be a public perceptual statement. Can 

any claim to knowledge be its o;vn justification? It 

may be said in reply that there are certain perceptual 

judgements which constitute their ov;n justification, 

(for example - 'I feel pain'). It may be objected 

that one's feeling of pain cannot be given the status 

of authenticity, because the feeling of pain is subject 

to public criterion and public verification. If it is 

found on verification by a physician that there could 

be no such pain as narrated by the patient, then the 

verdict of the physician would bo final and even after 

that if the patient claims his statement to be true, 

then such a case may be a psychiatric case. 

But then there is a different kind of perceptual 

statement whose utterence is its own authority (such as • 
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*X dreamt of an elephant last night'). In such a case 

the truth or falsity of the statement concerned cannot 

be publicly ascertained.'' But then, the elephant of 

the dream, walking ou the road of the dream, with the 

rider of the dream, are certainly different from the 

road, rider and the elephant of life. The objects of 

dream and the objects of lile are distinguished from 

one another on the cr.dterion of coherence. So the 

statement 'There is a bunch ot flower on the table' 

cannot be likened to •! dreamt of an elephant last 

night'.^ 

But if the disembodied being makes a response 

by way of reiterating that 'There is a bunch of flower 

on the table' or by way of correction that 'There is a 

bunch of grass on the table', then I can hardly deny 

that the disembodied being really perceives, even though 

the judgement might be incorrect. In the language of 

Penelhura, "If the things do not look to him, the way 

they really look, then there is nowhere that we can 

say that he is''.̂  

Here an interesting question arises. Language 

is to be used in order to couch the judgements of 

perception. But which language it isV English or any 

other language. Though this question sounds interesting, 
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i t i s not of phi iosophical i n t e r e s t . V.e are not 

i n t e r e s t e d t o know which person i s t h a t novj speaking 

in the disembodied form and consequently the languages 

the person has mastery over. V.e are only in t e re s t ed 

in the claims t o knovdedge, not the p a r t i c u l a r mode 

in which the claim i s made. 

Can we grant t h a t the disembodied being hears ? 

Hearing i s analogous t o seeing, says Penelhum. The 

disembodied being could not be said t o touch anything, 

because if he touches anything, we can watch and catch 

him. But toe might be said t o learn about a thing by 

touch, in the sense that th ing might fee l rough or warm 

t o him when the th ing was rough or warm. There may be 

a quest ion now as t o what kind of touch i t i s 7 I s i t 

sense-object contact"^.'Or what i s ca l l ed in Nyaya Philosophy 

Mnanalaksna percept ion ' (extraordinary perception) as 

one says, by seeing a piece of ice th-at ' i t must be co ld ' 

or seeing a bed of grass t ha t ' i t must be s o f t ' 7 But 

t h i s cannot be so , because one i s othonvise expected t o 

have the t a c t u a l sensation of the thing concerned and 

the sense of touch i s not a d i s t an t organ l i ke the sense 

of seeing or t he sense of hearing or something. The 

contention of Penelhum i s tha t the disembodied being 

may learn about a th ing by touch v;ithout touching, 
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cannot be expected. Hence the disembodied being can 

a l so be said t o exerc ise bther d i s t an t sense organs 

l i k e SmfiUhl^ ' 

But i t does not make sense to say, as Penelhum 

does, t h a t he has ' t a s t e ' in the s imi la r way. Lyall 

V,'atson, a b i o l o g i s t , gives ceirtain opinions on the 

bas is of c e r t a in s c i e n t i f i c f indings which appear t o 

be very c lose to Penelhum's which we have been discussing 

so f a r . In a provocative and i n t e r e s t i n g t i t l e , "The 

Homeo Error" , Lyall V»atson a t tends t o the ques t ion. 

How does a disembodied person 'enjoy any kind of 

experience without sense-organs 7* He i s of the 

view t h a t 'without sense-organs a disembodied person 

vjould have t o perceive th ings by Clairvoyance, • which 

i s a kind of extra-sensory perception admitted by the 

para -psycholog is t s ; 'Viithout l imbs, i t would be able 

t o act on the environment only by psycho-k ines i s , ' 

v;hich i s perhaps assumed t o be movement of objects by 

more wish; 'and without any s t r u c t u r e , for producing 

voca l , v i sua l and ol factory s i g n a l s , i t could communicate 

only by t e l e p a t h y ' . Vv'atson a s s e r t s t ha t 'none of these 

th ings i s b io log ica l ly impossible. 9 

J . Harrison a l so t e s t i f i e s t h a t there can be 

ac t lcn a t a d i s tance on t h e par t of a disembodied being, 
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very much as the g r a v i t a t i o n a l power operates or 

remote-sensers function a t a d i s t ance . According 

t o him the 'body' which we have i s r a the r a misuse. 

I t needs r e - f u e l i n g , doctoring e t c . . I t i s a r e s t r a i n t 

on human w i l l . I t i s a l im i t a t i on on human ac t ion , 

When t h a t i s gone, i t becomes a l l the more easy t o 

get th ings done by w i l l , t o move th ings without moving 

oneself. Even i f one (disembodied being) moijes oneself 

one can move through th ings otherwise conbidered hurdles 

in the way of movements, l i k e walls and closed doors. 

Harrison manufactures a s tory na r r a t i ng how he, an 

embodied being, became a disembodied one and sensed the 

environment, wil led and acted upon ib v;ithout hurd les . 

In t h i s ccffinection Prof. P.K.iMchapatra's reac t ion 

t o Har r i son ' s conceptual explorat ion needs close a t t e n t i o n , 

P ro t . Wohapatra h i n t s , but does not develop the conceptual 

complications involved in Har r i son ' s view, tie tliinks t h a t 

by allowing conceptual i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y of l i f t i n g and 

moving the lidsbs by disembodied beings, we are a t t r i b u t i n g 

magical powers t o them. This implies t h a t v̂ -e are jrjaking 
12 modificat ions in the concept of person. Prof, .V.ohapatra's 

V 

contention appears to be based upon his commitment that 

possession of a body and normal bodily powers, as we 

generally have, constitutes a person. But why should 

philosophical reflections be confined to ha^ a concept 
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normally functions ? Normal functioning of a concept 

is taken note of by empirical studies. The philosophers 

a l so take note of t h a t only t o find out the underlying 

presupposi t ion of i t s funct ioning, log ica l necess i ty of 

those presupposi t ions and injplications in the event of 

those presupposi t ions being discarded. In the process, 

new v i s t a s in conceptual framework open up for i n t e l l e c t u a l 

illxjunination. If in t h i s way the disembodied beings 

are c red i ted with ce r t a in povjor, i t matters l i t t l e t o 

c a l l thefli magical or anything of t he sort - terms tha t 

are ava i l ab le in the present conceptual franiouork. 

H.H.Price th inks i t "reasonable t o suppose 

t h a t in a disembodied s t a t e te lepathy would occur 

more frequently than i t does now^.-^'^It appears from the 

above discussion t h a t the exis tence of disembodied person; 

i s conceivable , i . e . , we can make i t i n t e l l i g i b l e t o 

ourselves what form of disembodied exis tence could be. 

To f a c i l i t a t e our i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y , the idea of dream 

has been taken recourse t o by both Watson and H.H.Price 

who have c i t ed dreams as a very close p a r a l l e l of the 

kind of exper ience, the disembodied e x i s t e n t s might have.' 

According t o Uatson, "the only b io log ica l comparison 

a v i l a u i e t o us a t the moment i s the kind of experience 

v;e know occurs in dreams".-^^ 

"Dreams", according t o him, "include sensat ions 
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of colour, sound, texture, temperature, smell, taste, 

pain, and all other experiences we appreciate through 

15 
our sense organs in waking l i f e " . In t h i s sense, 

the experiences of the embodied s t a t e and the experiences 

of pre-morfeem s t a t e and t h a t of the post s t a t e do not 

d i f f e r in kind, they are only d i f t e ren t in degree* 

"The Jfext V.'orld" Pr ice t h i n k s , "might be caiceived 

as a kind of dream-world". He explains t h a t when we are 

asleep our sensory s t i m u l i i are cut off or at l eas t they 

are prevented from having t h e i r nor tua i e f fec ts upon the 

cen t res of our b ra in . But then v-'e have experiences " i t 

i s t r u e , t h a t sense-perception no longer occurs, but 

s u f f i c i e n t l y l ike i t does".'^''' 

We have thus seen t h a t the mode cf knoivledge 

which a disembodied being could i n t e l l i g i b l y have i s 

extra sensory perception and not perception through the 

exercise of any sense organ in p a r t i c u l a r . The mode of 

ac t ion of such a being i s s imi la r ly through psycho-kineses. 

There i s ser ious objection put forward by P.T.Geach, 

According t o him a disembodied s p i r i t , without sensory 

experiences would not be a surviving human person. He 

does not appear t o d i s t i ngu i sh between the near senses 

and d i s t a n t senses when he says t h a t a concept l i k e seeing 
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or feeling collapses if we break its threaĉ s of 

connection with other ccaicepts relating to the 

physical properties of perceived bodies and to human 

bodily behaviour,' HeosubsCribes to the visw that "ay 

soul is not •!"*, There appears to be a difference 

with reference to the very fundamentals and a virtual 

refusal to listen to the contender. 

We shall now consider in the next section the 

mode of action of a disembodied being in some detail. 

To know about the world, is to act and react upon things 

of the world. When the embodied being knows that something 

is the case, he plans his actions accordingly or at least 

it remains in the commonwealth of his knowledge for any 

future planning, I know, for example, that there is a 

bunch of flower on the table. If I need one, I can pick 

it and present it to the guest or hold it in ray hand and 

such other actions. Even if no such action is in the 

offing, future actions might be shaped accordingly, for 

example, if I want to keep a book, I vjiil rather avoid 

placing it on the bunch of flower, I must take care of 

the bunch and such other actions may follow. But how 

should the disembodied being utilise his knowledge that 

there is a bunch of flower on the table ? Suppose, 

while watching the bunch of flower, suddenly it begins 
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t o r i s e , v/ould we grant tha t t h i s i s being ra i sed by a 
19 

disembodied being or a s p i r i t V 

A counter question can be put follovjing . , i t tgen-

s t e in "what i s l e f t over wlien we subtract the fact that 

the bunch of flower rose , from the f a c t , that the s p i r i t 

r a i sed the bunch of flower 7 I t appears t ha t there must 

be something l e f t , i . e . , the a c t i v i t y ot the agent-'. 

This i s c l e a r when an embodied being r a i s e s the bunch of 

fiovjer. He puts h is f ingers under tlie bunch and then 

exer t s some upv.ard pressure. But t h i s i s ce r t a in ly absent 

in case of the disembodied being or s p i r i t , obviously 

because he does not have a body. I t may now be said 

t h a t the difference between the s p i r i t r a i s i n g the bunch 

of flower from the fact t h a t i t simply r i s e s , cons i s t s 

in a mental act which precedes the l i s i n g of the bunch 

of flower. When an embodied agent a c t s , the actiOT 

involves in some physical movements by way of t ry ing 

and deciding as well as vd l l ing t o do ce r t a in t h i n g s . 

These not ions are markedly absent in case of the so-cal led 

ac t ions of the disembodied agent . To quote Fenelhum 

again, *' those not ions lean on and do not serve t o 

explain the notion of doing." ^ In t h i s connection, 

Arthur Danto 's concept of basic act ion may now be taken ' .-

i n to account.' "An act ion i s basic for some one", according 
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to, Danto, " if t he r e i s no other ac t ion , which he 
21 has t o do in order t o do t h a t ac t ion" . On t h i s 

de f in i t ion t h e r e are a t l e a s t , two basic a c t i c ^ s , 

( i ) Mental ac t ions l i ke imagining and say ing ' t o 

oneself and (2) Movements of one 's limbs and t h e i r 

members. 

According t o Ryle, " there are hosts of wildly 

divergent so r t s of behaviour in the conduct of which 

v./e should o rd ina r i ly and co r r ec t ly describe as imaginative", 

"There i s no spec ia l facul ty of imagination seing 

th ings i s one exercise of imagination; growling somewhat 

l i ke bear , i s another; smelling th ings in the mind's 

nose i s an uncommon act of fancy; malingering i s a very 

common one and so - fo r th" , 'T'he behaviour which Ryle t a l k s 

of, includes verbal and non-verbal . There cannot be any 

non-verbal behaviour where bodily ac t ions are involved 

in case of the disembodied agent . But i t could be granted 

t o some extent t ha t he can have verbal behaviour. If 

we grant one sor t of basic act ion to the disGinbodied 

agent , perhaps we sha l l have to a t t r i b u t e some special 

povjer t o the disembodied agent . 

According t o S tuar t tiampshire, the concept of 

act ion i s c en t r a l t o the concept of person. This action 

i s p a r t l y , i f not vjholly, phys ica l . I t , t he re fo re , follows 



/ / 77 / / 

from the view t h a t the notion of personal survival 

or diserabodied exis tence i s meaningless. P.F. Strawson, 

however, t akes a l i b e r a l view of the mat ter . According 

to him, the notion i s not meaningless, i t only lacks 

primary meaning. In the primary meaning, a person means 

an embodied being. The notion of disembodied being i s 

p a r a c i t i c a l on or secondary t o i t (the notion of person). 

Hence one can i n t e l l i g i b l y think of the concept as 

surviving one 's death. To put i t s t r a igh t in the words 

of A.J.Ayer "one can imagine oneself contin?jing, to have 

experiences of various kinds , without having any pov^er 

t o make physical changes in the world and without having 

any percept ion of the body which i s r e l a t e d t o these 

experiences in t he way t h a t one 's l iv ing being i s r e l a t ed 

t o one 's present exper iences" , A fur ther condition i s 

suggested t h a t other people do not perceive such a body 

e i t he r , ' These do not imply t h a t t h i s could ac tua l ly happen 

t o be the case as some monks wished to perceive t h e i r 

bodies f l oa t ing down the sacred streams ot the Ganga 

a f t e r t h e i r bodily death. We are only t o t r y t o find 

out whether the idea of disembodied exis tence i s i n t e l l i -
27 g ib le or no t , 

Strawson lays down two essential features of 

these forms of existence. First, one would be entirely 
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alone, so much so that if there v.-ouici oe dii:embodied 

"bjings of the same sort, one could not be in a position 

to know them. Second, one could retain one's sense of 

self-identify, only if one preserves the memory of one's 

embodied existence. That is to say "One could exist, as 

28 it were, on sufferance as a form of person. Hence it 

follov,/s that there could not bo any disembodied survival 

unless there is a corresponding emDodied existence. 

Let us now conceive of some situations in which 

a disembodied agent is supposed to be on the play. In 

this connection an imaginary situation as laid down by 

Frederich Waismann may be considered. Suppose, I say, 

'My friend is over there'. What if on drawing closer 

in order to shake hands with him he suddenly disappeared ? 

Therefore, it was not my friend but some delusion or 

other. But suppose a few seconds later I saw him again, 

could grasp his hands etc.. What blien ? Therefore, my 

friend was nevertheless there and his disappearance was 

some delusion or other. But imagine after a while he 

disappeared again or seemed to disappear, 'inlhat shall 

I say now ? Do wo have rules ready tor ail sucii imaginable 

possibilities? 'Mystery is natural and expected, but it 

cannot be complete mystery',says Penelhum. 
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Let us take another example.Suppose, suddenly 

the l ight goes off in a rocan. I t i s found out that 

l ight i s there everywhere around and the switches in 

the room are on. On enquiry i t was further seen that 

the fuse was intact . ' Can we say in such a situation 

tha t i t a l l happened due t o the wil l of a disembodied 

being 7 Not so soon, although the switches being on 

and the fuse being intact which two are the necessary 

conditions for the l ight t o glow in the rown. But 

they are not sufficient conditions^ What ccaistitute 

the sufficient condition in t h i s case are a host of 

other necessary conditions. I t i s very diff icul t to 

determine the sufficient condition for the glowing of 

the l i g h t . But i t i s not impossible t o find out the 

same, according t o the s c i en t i s t . But if the sc ient is t 

exhausts a l l the known necessary conditic«is the sum-

t o t a l of vi^ich i s sufficient for the glowing of the 

l ight and does not find fault anywhere should he or 

should he not grant that t h i s i s due t o the will of a 

disembodied being ? In a l l probabili ty the sc ient i s t 

wi l l not grant, because the condition under which a 

l ight glows are a l l d e t ^ t a b l e condt t io is . If, for 

the time being, the faul% i s not found out, then the 

fault l i e s with the searich, not that i t i s due t o the 
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w i l l of a disembodied being. 

In t h i s connection t he view of Nicholas Rescher 

i s worth cons ider ing . According t o him, " I t i s in 

p r i n c i p l e , impossible t o design a language in which 

t h e desc r ip t ive mechanisms su f fe r , for the discourse 

abotrt r e a l t h ings a lone , without affording the means 

for introducing non-ex is ten t s i n to d iscuss ion . The 

mechanism of reference t o non-ex i s ten t s are an inherent 
30 l i n g u i s t i c f e a t u r e " . But although conceptual system 

as a l i v ing i n s t i t u t i o n , can cope up, with some v a r i a t i o n s , 

in the e x i s t i n g s t a t e of th ings i t cannot withstand the 

widest and the wi ldes t imaginable v a r i a t i o n s . 

I t has been supposed t i l l now t h a t knowledge 

involves ac t ion of some so r t or other in which physical 

change as wel l as bodily movement of the agency of such 

change are involved. This supposit ion i s l i a b l e t o be 

chal lenged. There might be ac t ions which do not necessa r i ly 

involve bodily movement of the agent . Bagehat says t h a t 

t he crown enjoys a t l e a s t t h r e e r i g h t s viz . - (a) the r i g h t 

t o be informed, (b) t h e r i g h t t o bp> consulted and (3) the 

r i g h t t o warn. With due respec t t o the statement we may 

say t h a t t h e disembodied being might ac t by way of informing 

us and warning us whether we choose t o consul t such a 



/ / 81 / / 

being or not*] Suppose, for example, the disembodied 

being informs that in the beginning of the nexlyear» 

there wil l be a very severe cycloie in ray area and 

my house i s l ikely t o be affected»> And suppose, 

again, tha t t h i s happens t o be the case*- If such a 

prediction comes t rue now and again, perhaps we will 

not have any reason t o deny any action t o a disembodied 

being. 

I t wil l not be exact t o say that the disembodied 

being predicts the cause of actioii, because prediction 

involves tenses l ike past , present and future and there 

i s no temporal dis t inct ion for the disembodied being as 

there i s no spat ia l d is t inct ion for him» Spatio-temporal 

d is t inc t ions are applicable t o bodies and embodied beings.; 

Hence there cannot be any prediction en the part of the 

disembodied being* The so-called predictions are so 

many facts for the disembodied being.' As there i s no 

dis t inc t ion of 'here* and ' there• for the disembodied 

being, so also there i s no dis t inat ion of 'now' and 

' then ' for i tv The world freezes for htm on several 

facts presented t o him in perpetual ' t he re ' and perpetual 

•now'. 

If a l l the informations provided by the disembodied 

being and a l l the warnings proved t o be correct then what 
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t h e s c i e n t i s t would do ? Sure ly , a t the i n i t i a l 

stag© he w i l l t r y t o f ind out the cati^al chain of 

phenomenon under I n v e s t i g a t i a u He w i l l not leave 

any stone unturned (in terms of v e r i f i a b l e exper ience) . 

But the information and warnings of the disembodied 

being given t o u s , involves phenomena iti so grand a 

sca le t h a t the s c i e n t i s t w i l l f ind i t hard and perhaps 

' imposs ib le ' t o f ind out the causal explanaticai. For 

example, the RanigunJ coal Mine accident of 1989 may 

be c i t e d . Out of the miners trapped underground, some 

could be rescued with s c i e n t i f i c acui ty but not a l l . 

The s c i e n t i s t never sa id t h a t they have ceased t o attempt 

t o rescue the r e s t but in fac t they could not do i t . ' This 

shows t h e l i m i t a t i o n s of working explanatiwi in not so 

grand a s c a l e . When the whole world w i l l be involved in 

explaining a given phenomenon, then i t w i l l be harder 

s t i l l for the s c i e n t i s t t o f ind out the l inks of a 

causal chain . 

Al l t hese go t o show t h a t act i t s i of basic type 

cannot be a t t r i b u t e d t o the disembodied agent , what t o 

speak of t he non-basic a c t i o n s . The most important 

argument which s t r i k e s a t t h e root of the exis tence of 

t h e disembodied being, comes from t h e notion of knowledge 

and act ion themselves. We have assumed previously t h a t 
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it could be granted to soma extent, that the disembodied 

being can have verbal behaviour,' Verbal behaviour 

involves the use of certain physical organs like the 

vocal cords, larynx ©tc' Radhakrishnan says that the 

secrets of nature were whispered, as if, into the ears 

of the sages of yore.i If there is whispering, there 

roust be a whisperer and \iiriiispering involves use of 

language*^ The whisperer must have some mechanism to 

communicate by way of uttering words which involves 

physical organism. Hence it cannot be said that the 

statement of the sages imply the existence of a disembodied 

agent. By its very nature, the disembodied being cannot 

possess these," So if at all the disembodied being is to 

express anything verbally it must do so through some 

medium. This is a para-psychological phenomenon which 

has'Evidences'and problems connected with these,' But 

one point must be noted here that knowledge cannot be 

attributed to anybody unless the claim to knowledge is 

linguistically expressed. Similarly, one cannot be said 

to imagine or will, unless this is evinced, partly atleast, 

in linguistic behaviour. If, as we have described the 

bunch of flower goes off on its own accord, then we would 

perhaps say that it is now an embodied existence, i.e., 

the bunch of flower is not spirited.' Similarly, in the 

case of the light going out in my room, I would rather 

concede ignorance regarding the functioning of the circuits. 

file:///iiriiispering
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And in the case of my fr iend popping out of exis tence 

or popping i n t o existence» I would r a the r admit I am under 

a s p e l l of i l lu3ion; i 

Can I not say t h a t th ings are happening as per 

t h e w i l l of supreme disembodied being ( God or the l i k e ) 

when th ings are not happening as per human ca lcu la t ions 

or happenings are catching thera unawares l i k e the p o l l -

ve rd i c t s of 1989 or Bhopal Gas tregedy of 1984 or the 

weather s i t u a t i o n in 1990 in the Indian sub-continent ? 

The n i t t u r a l i s t w i l l be incl ined t o say t h a t the gas l i ck 

in explainable n a t u r a l l y through cause-effect r e l a t i a i -

ship and the explanat ions which the subsequent inves t iga t ing 

committee gave, was qu i t e in t h i s line;^ That we did not know 

i t before hand or t h a t we did not t r y for i t or t h a t we t r i e d 

but the machine deceived u s , a l l these do not go t o prove 

the exis tence of t he disorabodied agency viho wi l led the 

t h i n g s t o happen in the way th ings happened.* More or l e s s , 

same was the case of p o l l verd ic t and the weather s i t u a ­

t i o n . In ordSr t o guess t he t rend of voting^' people conduct 

opinion p o l l , or ex i t p o l l , and base t h e i r ca lcu la t ions 

on t h i s . Howsoever s incere and mei^iculous the process might 

be , opinion i s collecteid a t randam, upon which there, i s 

guess work. I t can never be equivalent t o the f ina l poll. i 

The unexpected course of events does not go t o prove the 

exis tence of any such agency.' 
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I t might be said t h a t the w i l l of God, i.e., 

t he supreme disembodied agency does not make d i r ec t 

changes in t he se t up of th ings in the world. God's 

w i l l inf luences human w i l l s , which in t h e i r t u r n , 

a f fec t changes in the se t up of th ings in the world.' In 

t h e case of pol l v e r d i c t , i t might be said t ha t God 

could not toJ^erate anymore, t h e spreading and swelling 

of adharma and wi l led for a change. His w i l l influenced 

the w i l l of human beings who began t o apprecia te t h a t the re 

i s adharma done by some people and voted against therarfi 

In reply t o t h i s , i t might be s a i d , following Danto, 

t h a t human w i l l i s regarded as basic act ion • V/hen i t 

i s so regarded, t o say t h a t i t i s caused by something 

e l s e r e v o l t s agains t s e n s i b i l i t y * 

I t may fu r the r be e x t e n d e d in favour of the 

exis tence of God t h a t for Him there i s nothing l i k e a 

happening, event or phenomenal because these are a l l 

temporal conceptions and God i s beyond any temporal 

conception. For Him everything i s a fa^ct, everything t 

t h a t i s happelng or going t o happen have already happened, 

God i s in f u l l knov.'ledge of the t a c t s and the human 

being, who i s l imi ted and i s s i t ua t ed in t ime, has 

them revealed gradually within the l imited compass of 

h i s vision.1 ¥thatever happens was t o be. Everything 

i s pre-determined«- The world i s an inter-connected system 

of f a c t s . Nothing happens fo r tu i tous ly or acc iden ta l ly . 
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Everything happens exactly and accurately as per His will. 

As Leibni tz puts i t , a monad comes with a l l the 

p o s s i b i l i t i e s of i t s change ingrained within itself*-

As i t i s windowless, no i n t e r - a c t i o n with other mc»iads 

i s possible* S t i l l t hen , t he r e i s change and development 

happening t o the monad, fcvery such happening i s nothing 

but the unfoldment of i t s own n a t u r e . Such a view i s 

cha rac te r i sed as de te rmin i s t i c in t h e sense in which 

Spinoza 's system i s d e t e r m i n i s t i c , l.e,,freedom within 

a de te rmin i s t i c framework.' 

This contention sounds very much a l l u r i n g . I t s 

appeal i s hard t o r e s i s t . But t he point Is t ha t the 

allurement of the appeal i s only paychological and holds 

i t s ground because our psyche i s so condit ionea by our 

soci»fcultural ©Ktvironment.' The aforesaid contention carves 

out a p a r t i c u l a r point of view about the world as a whole 

and man's pos i t ion in it*' ^ t i s a t h e i s t i c world view .. 

which seeks t o regu la te the way of l i f e in thought , 
32 

expression (Language), and behaviour ( a c t i c n ) ! ' . I t i s 

t h e way of surrender or Samarpan and efacement of ono's 

own 0go.l But the log ica l point which we want t o emphasise 

it t h a t a metaphysical view of the world does not go 

t o prove the exis tence of i t s ob jec t s , as Kant would say.^ 

The r e l i g i o u s way of life, of course , shows tha t the re 

i s a t heo log i ca l being-God or anything. But t o say t h a t 

i t e x i s t s , lands us in l og ica l d i f f i c u l t i e s , t o put the 
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matter in the terrainology ot VJittgenstein in his 

Trac ta tus •' 

The discussion of the above matter shows tha t 

the re might be a sense in which knowledge can be 

a t t r i b u t e d t o a disembodied being^i When, however, 

agency i s a t t r i b u t e d t o such a being, the re i s tremendous 

pressure in i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y because act ion involves move­

ment of limbs and physical change i s the tftate of thingsil 

The disembodied being t o whoa knowledge and action are 

sought t o be a t t r i b u t e d , i s not of a kind as supreme as 

God i s said t o be*' The disembodied being thus conceived 

of, are very much l i k e the embodied persons minus t h e i r 

bodies. ' 

l e may r e c a l l here t h a t according t o w r i t e r s 

l i k e liVatson and Pr ice a disembodied persoi can have 

knowledge through t e l epa thy and according t o the former 

he can have act ion through psycho-kinesis , i .e . , he can 

wish th ings t o happen. Although we can be persuaded t o 

admit t h a t i t makes sense t o t a l k about knowledge of d i s ­

embodied t e i n g s , i t would be very hard indeed t o persuade 

us t o admit t h a t i t makes sense t o t a l k about act ion ofi 

such beings;^ I f they act within the periphery of t h e i r 

world ( the * Next Viorld' as v i sua l i s ed by Pr ice) then 

perhaps we might give our admission, but th«»t Pr ice does 

not d iscuss about any ac t i cn of disembodied being in 
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the » Next-V,'orld \ S t i l l then from t h i s t he re i s 

an i n c l i n a t i o n t o conceive of a disembodied being 

of unlimited character - knowing evierything and 

doing everything«i 

Scsne t h inke r s have t r i e d t o se t as ide such a 

conception because i t i s unver i f iab le *' But then the 

proponent might defend i t as 4iaying tha t i t i s Indeed 
33 

v e r i f i a b l e •! But we did not say t h i s . Vie r a the r 

pointed out the l o g i c a l d i f f i c u l t y involved in saying 

t h a t * God e x i s t s * , This lands us on the border of 

senselessness.1 In the pages t h a t fol lows, we s h a l l 

t r y t o f ind out other arguments that imight be advanced 

for the ex i s t ence of disembodied s p i r i t , ' Generally • 

such an admission i s sa id t o be necess i t a ted by such 

events as bodily t r a n s f e r , re tncorna t icn and r e s u r r -

ectionii In the next chapter we s h a l l have a log ica l 

Inves t iga t ion of these phenomenaw* 
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CHAPTER - IV 

BODILY TRANSF£i-l. .BB-INC/iRNAnOt^ AM) RESURRECTION 

Philosophical explanations differ from 

scientific explanations in comprehensiveness, 

consistency and cogency. Scientific explanations 

are based upon facts found by observation and 

experiment and are probable in nature. They cannot 

be guaranteed against corrigibility in a given 

occasion.' Fresh findings might go to strengthen a 

generalisation, but generalisations always fall 

short of universal validity»• 

Philosophical explanations are neither 

supported nor refuted by facts. They explain the 

facts. Even what is a fact and what is not a fact 
» 

is to be decided by a philosophical view.' They have 

universal validity and they are capable of explaining 

things which are otherwise unexplainable by the 

sciences. Philosophy, hov/ever, docs not ordinarily 

explain away the facts which are otherwise accepted 

and honoured by people.' The instances of bodily 

transfer, reincarnation and resurrection go to 



// 93 // 

support this view. This idea of reincarnaticn is ^ 

powerful idea in the culture and religion of India. 

It is said that Lord Vishnu who is regarded as the sus-

tainer of the universe, is reincarnated in one form 

or other when He feels that the physical nature has 

produced certiin elements which stand on the way 

of its sustenance," Thus, there are ' reincarnations* 

or ' avatarae* of Vishnu in the forms of Matsya, Sukara 

Kurraa, Warasimha, Vamana, Parsuram, Rama, Balarama. 

Bud!dhp,Kalki , Lord Krishna who is regarded aS an 

important incsifvation was instrumental in uprooting 

' adharaa* wh^ch was spreading its wings in the then 

world.' Srikrishna Himself, in the Geata explained " to 

establish • dharma• and to eradicate ' adharraa' He 

would reincarnate nov/ and againig. 

Not only Lord Vishnu, but everybody who has 

some yearnings unfulfilled in the present life is 

reincarnated to get it fulfilled. For example - Vedamati 

who yearned to get Kamachandra ( one of the reincarnations 

of Vishnu as stated earlier) as her husband could not 

materialise in that birth as her body was desecrated by 

Havana, She then destroyed her body by einolating herself 

and then being reincarnatad as Sita eventually got the 
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hands of Rama, the re incarnat ion Vishnu* S imi la r ly , Goddess 

Pa rva t i was re incarna ted repeatedly t o get bhiva -

as Uma, Durga, Minakshi and others v^hich i s described 

in Shiva Porana, Also the sixteen thousand r i s h i e s who 

were enamoured by the supreme beauty of Rama, fio much 

so t h a t they desired t o get him as Jfpouse. Hamachandra 

assured them v/ith the boon tha t in the next b i r th he 

v;ould be born as Sr ikr ishna and thoy woulc; be born as 

railkwomen of Gopapura, so t h a t t h e i r des i re would be 

fu l f i l l ed ," The sc r ip tu re s in India a ie aoound with buch 

ideas . ' Such ideas a r e , however, not confined to India 

only,' They are the re a l so in Greek mythologies. 

There i s another bel ief , which i s pecul ia r 

t o Chr i s t i an theology, namely, the idea of resur rec t ion , ' 

The bel ief runs t h a t consequent upon the death of a 

person the souli leaves the bodily abode for Heaven 

where the f i n a l judgment takes place regarding the 

person ' s a c t i v i t i e s on the earth in t h e de-ceased body." 

As per the judgement, the soul have t o re turn t o the 

body of suffer of" enjoy in the fresh lease of l i f e , 

But when wi l l i t r e t u r n , one does not knav,' The body 

i s r e s to red i intact by the family members of the 

deceased person, IVhen the dead body gets back the sou l , 

t h a t was once inhabi t ing in i t , the person concerned 
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i s said t o be resur rec ted or the body of the person 

i s said t o be resurrec ted , ' We sha l l discuss e l s e ­

where in a d i f fe ren t sense of r e s su r rec t ion v^hich 

i s in conformity with the Chr i s t i an theology.^ 

There i s another idea which i s ccraraonly prevelent 

in India as well as in t he West, t h a t i s , t h e idea of 

bodily t r a n s f e r . The s tory of cobblrer and the prince 

i s the famous ins tance of such bodily t r a n s f e r . John 

tocke r e f e r s t o i t and Terence Penelhura r e t e l l s the 

s to ry in a f a sc ina t ing way.i In t h i s s t o ry , t he cobb le r ' s 

Soul en te rs the body of the pr ince and the soul of the 

pr ince i n t o the c o b b l e r ' s . ^ A small objection can be 

ra ised here,namely, hov; do the souls interchange 

t h e i r h a b i t a t s 7 Does a soul leave i t s hab i t a t f i r s t 

and then beckons the other t o leave i t s own and then 

the change of h a b i t a t t akes place 7 The answer i s 

perhaps derived from the story i t s e l f . The s tory says 

t h a t the change i s discovered on a fine morning v^hich 

implies t h a t the event must have ©ccured during the 

previous night . ' I t i s said t h a t during the deep sleeping 

condit ion of a person, the soul does not remain in the 

body.' Hence the accident of change of bodily h a b i t a t s . 
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does no more appear t o be an u n i n t e l l i g i b l e propos i t ion . 

Whatever that , might be , the story v/hich we have in the 

Indian t r a d i t i o n i s more neat in t h i s r e spec t . The 

soul of i>hankaracharya leaves h i s ovvnbody v/ith a de l i be ­

r a t e mission,while the body remains in safe custody ot 

h i s d i s c i p l e s , and enters i n t o the body of the deceased 

king Amrukh.' The king Amrukh appears to be r e su r rec t ed . 

B u t , a l a s , a f t e r f u l f i l l i n g the mission through the 

person of the k ing, the soul of shankaracharya r e tu rns 

t o h i s own h a b i t a t . The mission of "Shankaracharya was 

t o know the f ac t s about the conjugal l i f e about which 

he was ignorant being a sanyasin ( me^Jliicant). 

A l l the t h r ee ideas,namely, re incarnat ion> 

re su r rec t ion and bodily t r a n s f e r involve the problem 

of personal i d e n t i t y . To t h i s q u e s t i o n , ! s h a l l re turn 

towards the end of t h i s chapter . In the case of r e ­

inca rna t ion , however,we know fur ther t h a t i t has a 

de^fiinite purpose ( t o sus ta in the world and save i t 

from the e v i l persons ).i In t h i s sense, t h i s i s 

t heo log ica l ly tent,as i t i s in the case of Rama of 

Dwapara and Sr ikr ishna of Tretaya. But the sense 

in which Tully i s said t o have been re incarnated in 

Cicero ( as goes t he Greek s tory ) i s not theo log ica l ly 
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bent a t l e a s t exp l i c i t ly* 

In case of r e s u r r e c t i o n , t h e problem remains 

the same," However the re w i l l be a difference betwee" 

the two." In case of r e inca rna t i on , t he r e w i l l be the 

self-same soul ,but two d i f fe ren t bodily forms at 

two d i f fe ren t periods of t ime. But in case of r e s u r r ­

ect ion the self-same soul w i l l r e tu rn t o the self-same 

body afber a lapse of unspecified t ime, A question 

may ucsi^ be ra i sed as t o how are we t o Icnow in such 

cases t h a t the soul ivhich was inhabi t ing in the 

p a r t i c u l a r body,has re turned t o the same body ? If 

i t i s assumed t h a t no other soul than Lho one vjhich 

was inhabi t ing t h i s body,will alone re tu rn , then eVen 

t h i s epistemological question cannot be avoided. 

What more evidence do we need, i f the body i s able to 

show i t s behaviour of the previous lease of l i f e ? 

The problem i s v/hat t o say about the pos i t ion and ro le 

of the soul in between the l ives*death and r e s u r r e c t i o n . 

V/hereas in case of bodily t r a n s f e r , t h e self-same 

soul i s not assuming a d i f fe ren t bodily-form,^s i t i s 

in the case of r e inca rna t ion , nor the self-same soul 

i s re-animating the self-same body as in r e s u r r e c t i o n . 
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Here,the soul of our body is occupying Lhe body cl 

another soul v/hich has l e f t tiio sarm .̂ fhe ra-jc cT 

bodily t r a n s f e r comes a b i t c lcsor to tlio case cf 

r e su r r ec t ion , but not exactly thi=? siirno. Here, the soul 

of Sankara went in to the k ing ' s body and behaved 

unlike the king. But in other case of bodily t r a n s f e r , 

the cobl^r behaved l i k e the king and tht? prince 

behaved l i ke the cobblar . As a r e s u l t of which tho 

c r i s i s vvith regard to the personal iden t i ty arose 

both in the case of p r i n c e ' s palace and a l so at the 

cobb le r ' s p lace . How can i t be knov î whether the 

cobler i s ac tua l ly the prince and the prince i s 

ac tua l ly the cobbler ? In any case,vje are d r i f t ed 

towards the problem of personal i d e n t i t y . 

Penelhurn i s of the view t h a t we have no standard 

of iden t i ty t o use in respect of diso'.nbodied existence 

at a l l . The c r i t e r i a of personal i den t i t y are bodily 

cont inu i ty and/or memory,' By de f in i t ion there i s no 

body here and as such there i s no question of bo'.'ily 

i d e n t i t y . Again,memory i s not an independent standard 

of personal i den t i t y . As he puts i t " the 

sub t rac t ion of the body leaves tlie notion of the genuine 

memory chronica l ly ' , incomplete", lie puts i t in 
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a more strong language t h u s , " I can a t t ach no sense 

t o the notion " loose" or un-o\.vned experience (or 

agent less ac t ion)" . ' ^ he notion of un-owned experinece 

i s a s e l f - con t r ad ic to ry one.' iMemory i s e s s e n t i a l l y a 

para-psychic concept. I t needs a body t o feed on. However, 

there i s a view advocated by the b io log is t Lyall V»atson , 

t h u s ; 

•• There seems t o be absolute ly no evidence 

t o suggest t ha t memories are stored in sny 

spec ia l par t of the brain or anywhere else 

in the body.' He a s s e r t s that^ personal i ty 

grov/s from a b io log ica l base and feeds 

on ind iv idua l experience. This experience 

i s s tored as memory and can be drawn on 

in dreaming and allow the persona l i ty 

f u l l and independent expression. All mammals 

are capable of t h i s kind of expression but 

none of them can we find with any physical t r a ce 

of such memory bank. Therefore, there i s no 

va l id b io log ica l objsction t o the sugcestion 

t h a t persona l i ty in the form of an independent 

set of memories would sur r ive beyond the 
" 6 point ot c l i n i c a l death. 
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So even if one pressed for identi ty of the pre-

mortem person v^ith the post-mortem person on the 

basis ot memory, an affirmative ansvjar is quite 

i n t e l l i g ib l e on t h i s contention,' 

There might be a different contention 

aitoghether in th i s connection to raise the issue 

of identi ty in respect of disembodied being, i s to 

raise the issue of disembodied personal identi ty 

7 

beyond i t s . perspective.' Ident if icat ion and r e -

ident if icat ion are issues vi/hich are raised in respect 

of empirical par t iculars in order t o ensure whether 

a par t icular is uniquely referred to or not. Empirical 

par t iculars are plural in number,. They are either 

things or persons er events of the world,' But disemDodied 

existence cannot s t r i c t l y said to be either singular 

or plural . Disembodied existence, in other v/ords, as 

a unit class is very much like non-existence, which 

i s s t r i c t l y speaking neither singular ^or plural.i I t 

does not ordinarily make sense to say that there 

are non-existents : non-existence of that and non­

existence of t h i s , very much as the i r existent being,' 

Similarly, we do not ordinarily say there are disembodied 

existences,;, though very much we say there are embodied 

existences. Disembodied existence is identical with 

-\ 0^ 
, ^ 
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i t s e l t ,' For ©cample, we can say t h i s patch oi Light" 

is due' t o t h i s lamp ar)d t ha t patch of l i g h t i s due t o 

t h a t lamp. But when the re Is dark a l l - o v e r , we cannot 

say t h a t , t h i s patch of darkness aridithat patch of dark-
p 

ness are from d i f fe ren t sources . 

To extend the question of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n {and 

re - r iden t i f i ca t ion) from the sphere of the empirical and 

corporeal t o the sphere of non-empirical and non-corpor4al 

i s t o do harm against the idea, ' 

But i t might be objected now th.Jt because a l l 

the t h r ee occuratices, namely^ re incarna t ion , r e su r r ec t ion 

and bodily t r a n s f e r involve the Idea of disembodied e x i s t -

CTice, the question of p l u r a l i t y of disembodied exis tence 

cannot be ru led out of cour t . Sr ikr ishna i s a re incarnat ion 

of Ramachandra, not of Desaratha ( somebody e l se might 

be the re incarna t ion of Dasara tha) . So the question 

whether one i s a re incarna t ion of one 's counterpart or 

not v d l l arise*" The soul in between one bodily form and 

another has t o maintain i t s uniqueness and i d e n t i t y . 

Otherv.'ise the t a l k of re incarna t ion wi l l not be signifleant;*. 

The same problem v^ill be there in case of r e su r rec t ion 

and bodily t r a n s f e r t oo . 

The idea of re incarna t ion can be made i n t e l l i g i b l e 

without the supposi t ion of a disemJDodied exis tence in 

betv/een tv/o embodied persons (Avataras) . In the Indian 
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t r a d i t i o n , Parsuram and Rama are two ayatar ic persc*is 

a t a p a r t i c u l a r time*' Cn one occasion Rania touched the 

ho/J of Parsuram and at once Parsuram became powerless • 

From t h i s i t t r a n s p i r e s t h a t re incarnat ion i s conceived 

as investment of pov;er. Being embodied i s being empowered,^ 

I t i s t r u e t ha t as per the requirements of r e ­

incarnat ion and r e s u r r e c t i o n , uniqueness of soul must 

be ĉT'? maintained. But i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and r e i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

cannot, in p r i n c i p l e , a r i s e in respect t o t h i s , ' The simple 

reason i s t h a t i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and r e i d e n t i f i c a t i o n are 

done, i t may be r e i t e r a t e d , with resibect t o empirical 

particulars,^. Hence the question of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and 

r e i d e n t ^ a t i o n w i l l a r i s e only when souls are embodied, . 

When a soul i s embodied, t he soul with body comes t o be 

knovm as a person,' I t i s the person who i s , t h e r e f o r e , 

placed for i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and r e iden t i f ication,- Vihether 

t h a t i s done on t h i s bas is ( of body) alone or on the 

bas i s of oemory alone or on the bas is of both, i s a 

matter for debate; ' But the point remains t h a t the 

question of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and r e i d e n t i l i c a t i o n cannot 

arise in case of the disembodied beiny. Even then i t 

does not imply t h a t disembodied form of existence is 

ru led out;' 

Vie hinted t h a t the re i s a d i f fe ren t sense oi 

r e su r r ec t i on in the Chr i s t i an Theology, Before concluding 
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t h i s chapter , we propose t o have a deep discussion of 

t h i s , 

John Hick r a i s e s the question as to what does 

the r e su r rec t ion of t he dead, mean 7 The answer provided 

by St." Paul in the Chr i s t i an theo log ica l framework has 

nothing to do with r e s u s c i t a t i o n of corps in the symetery 

( d i s t i n c t i o n i s mentioned betv;een general r e su r rec t ion 

and unique r e su r r ec t i on of J e s u s ) ; I t concerns the r e ­

crea t ion or r e - c o n s t i t u t i o n on the par t of the God on 

the human psycho-physical ind iv idua l . This individual 

i s not the organism vitiich has died, i t i s some^neumatikon, 

a " s p i r i t u a l body" which inhab i t s a s p i r i t u a l v\orld very 

much as the physical body inhab i t s our present physical 

world. 

Hick f inds t h a t such a doct r ine i s fac^d vath 

big problem concerning tho c r i t e r i a - of personal i den t i t y 

and t r i e s t o provide a model which may f a c i l i t a t e our 

conception of the Divine r ec rea t ion of the human 

pe r sona l i t y , F i i s t of a l l he supposes the one John iimith 

who l i v e s in U.'-S,A»' who suddenly and inexplicably disappears 

from before the eyes of his f r iends and at t h a t very 

moment an exact r ep l i ca of John bmith inexpl icably 

appears in Ind i a , The person who appeared in India and 

the person who disappeared in U.S.A.' happened t o be same 

in both mental c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , " There i s continuityiJ^A 
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of memory, complete sxmilarit"/ of bodily fea tures 

including f inger t i p s , eye-col o ra t ion , and stomachj,^ 

contains and a l so of be l i e f , h a b i t s , emotions, and mental 
Q 

dispositions"*^^ To add to this the John Smith replied 

that appeared in India thinks ol himself as being the 

John Smith who disappeaied in America . 

In the above statements of ilick one point 

appears to be objectionable , He says that John Smith 

appeared in India the same moment he disappeared in 

U.'S."A«- .'• If this implies that there is no time lag 

betv/een the disappearance at one place and appearance 

at a distant place, then this revolts against the 

principle of intelligibility.' 

In the second place ̂ tJohn Hick supposes that 

John Smith dies in U.S.A.. His corpse is in our hands 

at the same mcraent as his replica appears in India 

complete in memories and all other Characteristics,' 

This conception revolts more against the principle of 

intelligibility. Apart from the use of the words 'these 

same moment* it is said that memories and all other 

characteristics of the individuals are the same.It 

is supposed in some science like Criminology that the 

finger prints and the constitution of hair of any two 

individuals arc never the same . Conceding that this 

is not the necessary truth and that finger prints and 
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consti tution of hair can be duplicated, i t i s not 

s t i i i i n t e l l i g ib l e how the memories of the two indivi-

duals si tuated g-̂  • different spatio-temporal positions^? „ 

can be similar.} The memories of an individual are dependent'. 
. ,-i 

on his experiences and one's memory i s unique to one- ' "' 

self*' This does not mean that memory or experience 

i s private althought in a sense they are , and does 

not preclude- the i r carroboration in the acredited 

method to establish the i r objective.^ 
\ 

In the third place, Hick supposes that 3ohn Smith,>: 

dies in UiS.'Ail and his replica appears as a resurrection \ 

replica in a resurrection wojcld inhabited by ressurrected 

persons onlyi' This la not the world in which we live, 

but it is '̂  another world' as Price would call it*' 

Hick does ndt expound on the nature of this world, except 

saying that the objects of the resurrection world are 

specially related to each other, out liot to the objects 

of this world, He^however^f eels sure th-at in his model 

•• the element of the strange and the mysterious has been 

reduced to the minimum by following the view of some 

of the early Church Father that the re-surrection body 

has the same shape as physical body...,". 
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The more serious objection to the belief 

in the disembodied survival in general and to the 

alleged possibilities of bodily transfer,resurrection 

and reincarnation in particular comes from contemporary 

writings on the criteria are relied upon in making 

personal identity judgments. They are ;(l) bodily 

continuity and (2) psychological continuity, i.e. , 

memory, character and personality etc.. Vve say of 

the latter that he is the same person as the earlier 

person, if he has the same body and/or he has the 

same psychological features such as memory, character 

and personal:;ity.' Under all normal circumstances this 

is enough, but the problem arises in some abnormal 

cases, like bodily transfer, resurrection, and reincarnation,' 

For,in these cases, there is no body to be judged 

as identical. On the contrary, we have evidence 

of dis-continuity in such cases. So the only ground 

on which these cases could be described as cases 

of personal identity, is the psychologice.1 ground. 

Of the psychological grounds, character and personality 

viiill not be of much help, for even in normal cases 

the same character and personality is displayed with 

excellent accuracy in more than one person.! So the 

possibility of reduplication can never be ruled out.' 

Memory, however, seems to be the only recourse. In 
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the absence of bodily con t inu i ty , the resur rec ted 

and the re incarnated persons can be said t)o be the 

same as t h e i r pre-mortem counterpar ts only on the 

ground t h a t they remember th ings t h a t have happened 

t o the l a t t e r . But here again, the criucial quest ion: 

how are we t o determine that these memories are r ea l 

memories and not mere memory c la ims, because mere 

memory claims a l so cannot aveld the p o s s i b i l i t y of 

redupl ica t ion ? This w i l l , t h e r e f o r e , take us t o 

the larger area of how to distinguisfibetween ' r e a l ' 

memories and ' apparent* memories,' This d i s t i n c t i o n 

has to be made in p r i n c i p l e . And t h i s c a l l s for the 

question of var i fying and es t ab l i sh ing a puta t ive 

memory as r e a l . I t has been argued by several contemporary 

wr i t e r s tha t memory is a caudal notion and t h a t , in 

order for a pu ta t ive memory to be r ea l memory, the 

causal chain must fun through the body. Only then 

the memory linkage can avoid the p o s s i b i l i t y of redu­

p l i c a t i o n j ' Some body' which c a r r i e s with i t the-fact 

of spatia-tfemporal con t inu i ty , implies cont inui ty 

in one spatiartemporal path, and thus guarantees 

parentage t o rea l memory which is non-dupl icable . 

I t i s , indeed , in t h i s sense t h a t the philosophors 

have taken memory as pr(|sup:)Osing personal i d e n t i t y . 
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If what hgs been said in the foregoing 

paragraphs is correct, than it follows that memory, 

in order to be a criterion of personal identity at 

all, depends upon the bodily continuity criterion 

and is thus a secondary criterion of personal 
12 

identity«l In the alleged cases of bodily transfer, 

resurrection and reincarnation - where there is no 

continuity of bodies - the memory criterion is 

utterly inapplicable and hence any claim to personal 

identity in such cases is utterly unjustified. As 

a matter of fact, because of the above reason, the 

very concept of disembodied persons can be seem to 

be a degenerate concept, having only a secondary 

sense. The idea of disembodied existence of persons 

makes sense only because existence of persons has 

its primary sense in case of embodied persons and 

not, viceversa . It makes sense much the same way 

in v̂ hich ' my doll is in pain' said by a little 

girl, makes sense only because the word ' pain' makes 

sense in its ordinary human context. 

Thus the attempt to project such concepts 

which have only a secondary sense as meaningful 

in themselves is merely an attempt at logical futility* 

Therefore, the ideas of bodily transfer, resurrection 

and reincarnation are parasitic upon the embodied 
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concept of a person and personal identity ; in 

themselves they have no claim to intelligibility, 

contends Dr.' Mohapatra. But such contentions of 

philosophers like Dr,' Mohapatra who lay emphasis 

on the body and bodily characteristics as the 

primary reference of language need be evaluated 

in the light of the comments made earlier in 

this chapter upon Strawson's principle of individuation.' 
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CHAPTER ^ V 

XiVlMORTALITY CF TlJE SOUL 
•TiMiiiwiin III III niiiiiiiMaimiinmaaniuJBSsSi 

We have discussed that the properties of the soul 

are diametrically opposite t o the properties of the body. 

If the body i s described in the spat ia l terras; then the 

soul is denied ot such terins*^ If the body i s possessed 

of such properties of beginning , growth and end, 

tha t i s to say, the body is being called as contingent 

and subject t o decay and death, the soul i s e te rna l , 

not subject t o decay and death.' 

Gilbert Ryle takes Descartes into task for 

describing mind ( mind is identical with soul in Descecste^* 

philosophy) in the pattern of physical description.^ This 

Cartesian approach i s described by Ryle as the ')?ara-

mechanical* hypothesis,; For cfescriblng the nature of mind 

Descartes employs predicates Wihich are negations of 

those that are properly applied to the body • This is 

to commit a category mistake, as Ryle puts itw^ 

This view of Ryle has an enchanting appeal, but 

if we view i i a bi t closely then we wil l find that i t 

i s not a l l too correct* If we say that the table i s near 

the chair or not near the chair ; that i t i s five feet 

long or not five feet long ; that i t i s heavy or not heavy; 

that i t i s broken or not broken, then 1 am at t r ibut ing 

spat ia l characters or for that matter bodily predicates^ 



/ / 112 / / 

t o t a b l e . In such cases , p a r t i c u l a r bodies aro sought t o 

be described and such descr ip t ions are given in specif ied 

bodiiy p red ica te s . But v»(hen i t i s a question of a body as 

such, then "the workings of minds had t o be described by 

the mere negatives of the speci f ic descript ion given t o 

bodies, they are not in space, they are not motions, they 

are not modifications of mat ter , they are not access ible 

t o public observation. ' Minds are not b i t s of clock work, 

they are j u s t b i t s of nofc-clock work",' This i s not doing 

j u s t i c e to Descartes. ' Where Descartes says t h a t mind i s 

not extended,he means t o say tha t a l l physical predicates a 

are denied appl ica t ion to mind,' He not only does say tha t 

mind i s non-extended, but he also says that body i s non­

th ink ing . In other vjords , he means to say tha t mind i s 

not body and body i s not mind.' One can do no be t t e r than 

t o say th ings in the manner in v;hich Doscartos s i y s , 

Vi/o vjould, the re fore , not find i t l oq ica l ly odd 

t o say t h a t the soul i s non-mortal or im'iiortal. That 

the soul i s im.iortal i s a bel ief \,'hich yoos tocjoth'^c with 

the bel ief t h a t the re i s r e su r rec t ion and re incarnot icn . 

Resurrection is a bel ief which i s maintained by Chrisi . iani ty 

and re incarnat ion i s a bel ief v hich i s in-^intr'inod by Upanisads 

and the Gita. ' There are opposite points of vi >\v \ hich do not 

be l ieve in the iminortality of soul , e . g . , Corv'-Ka nLl~:ics 

ani-1 lioratian e t h i c s . Prof,' A.li. r.iylor .nlv mc ••! Llû  icl 'ouinri 
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two arguments t o e s t a b l i s h the immortality of soul. ' CD,-

Broad terras these two arguments as e th ica l arguments 

and empirical arguments.- The e t h i c a l arguiusnt takes the;-

form of the argument frcra duty.' According t o t h i s argu­

ment, ce r t a in ac t s w i l l be reyarded as duty only if the 

human race i s supposed t o survive death.^ If i t i s supposed 

t o d ie eventua l ly , then those acts w i l l not be regarded 

as duty. S imi l a r ly , c e r t a in other ac t s w i l l be regarded 

as u n i v e r s a l only If we are supposed to be immortal,' So 

they w i l l be regarded as otherwise if we are supposed 

t o be raortali^ 

In the Carvaka or Horratictn e th ics the crtly 

reasonable course of act ion i s t o enjoy the passing 

honrs t h v s , : e a t , drink and be merry so long as you l i v e , 

because you won't regain the body once i t i s burnt 

in to ashes,;. But t h i s i s not an acceptable position^t 

In the language of CD.Broad, if a man wishes to 

provide himself with sources ol pleasure t h a t w i l l ensure 

a qu ie i but s t rong happiness over the grea ter par t of 

h i s l i f e r a t he r than a few spasms of enjoyment in the 

e a r l i e r par t of i t followed by years of boredom, he 

w i l l be most unwise t o adopt the " f l e e t i n g hours" 
3 

p l an , even if he bel ieves himself to be mortal,^ 



// 114 // 

The example of the Greek race is given.' The 

Greeks flowered and decayed but left certain foot­

prints on the bed of time which provided inspiration 

for the subsequent race to follow. Those foot-prints 

were in the fields of artistic, literary and scientific 

productions»i The point is that, the human beings in dif­

ferent ages strive to pursue certain values which 

survive the ravages of time* According to Prof. Taylor, 

if all the values which the human races have created, 

die with it and are not continued by other races, the 

world is very evil or at least not very good as Broad 

would put it in more liberal terms.' If 

the human race will 'one day come to an end, it will 

be a tragic affair, but this . tragedy will hardly make 

any difference to my duty here and now,because this is 

not a question ot my continuing to be or ceasing to be,̂  

It is a question of the human race continuing to be. 

Hence Broad does not agree with Taylor's view that human 

beings survive death, whether they do or do not survive 

death, it is rational on the part of huTian beings to pursue 

these values which are favourable to the sustenance of 

the human race. 

Taylor's ethical argument takes a different f6rm 

too.' The world will be very evil unless men are iTimortal. 

We find that sometimes men die quite pretnaturely before 

the potentialities come to the full bloom.It they are 
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not regarded as surviving death, then it will be quite 

unjust.i xhis argument does not appear to have any strength 

because almost all the cases of death can be regarded as 

premature i,i So either ail men will be regarded to survive 

death o'̂  none will be. There are othisr implications of 

the ethical argument which Broad examines in detail and 

we do not want to repeat them herefl Before proceeding 

to the other argument, that is, the empirical argument, 

we must note that the ethical argument does not logically 

establish that human race must be imrnortalii 

We have said earlier that there are sometimes 

certain happenings around us whichy. v.'e think, are not 

amenable to ordinary explanation as per the principles 

provided by the physical sciences, i.e., a physical 

happening must be caused by some antecedent physical 

happening and there cannot be any action at a distance, 

etc. . In such cases one is inclined to postulate some 

non-physical agê icy* spiritual or diabolic,acting at a 

distance or simply wishing things to happen.! If the 

bishop slips down on the road while walking to or 

returning from the Church, then ordinarily we are inclined 

to say that his slipping is due to a diabolic agent even 

if it is found that the bishop's feet slipped off the 

road because of some banana peel, the explanation will 
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not alter,' It may either be said that some|othGr person » 

before the bishop, set his leet on the banana peel and 

did not fall or that the diabolic agent caused the banana 

peel to be there for the bishop to fall because of some 

laps or other, in or outside the Church.^ This is only 

an Instance in which explanation in terms of a diabolic 

agent is pi^rsued, might be because of widespread ignorance 

of scientific explanation of events or too much of belief 

in religious practices like the bishop • The point is 

that even if a man is armoured with all the facts aM 

principles of explanation, c«e is sometimes helpless in 

providing a factual and scientific explanation of some 

given phen&nenon, some of which we have listed in the 

introduction. 

C»D» Broad is very critical of such procedure, 

taking human survival as a hypothesis.' He asserts that 

other hypotheses in terms of state of things of the world 

appear to have a better standing.} According to Broaci two 

points must be considered here :- (i) The intrinsic 

probability;, if *p'«nd "̂ q'are two propositions, 

independent of each other, then the conjunctim of p'and 'q' 

is less probable than 'pC In the previous example^let 

'there was a baf»ana peel on the road • be the proposition 

•p* and 'the diabolic agent gave a push* be the proposition 

»q' . broad would say that the hypothesis that the 

bishop slipped is due to the banaaa peel on the road is 
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more probable than t h a t the re was banana ,peel on the 

road and the d iabol ic agent gave a push • The second 

proposi t ion appears t o be infructuous or a l e s s probable 

hypothesis • ( i i ) The second point i s tha t a given 

proposi t ion must f i t in well iftith respec t t o a l l known 

facts other than the one v\hich i t i s going t o explain . 

Here the prqposi t ion tha t t he r e i s baiiana peel on the 

road f i t s in with the f ac t s known about surfaces on the 

road, smoothness of the road , momentum of the body e tc , ' , 

>^'hereas the other proposi t ion t h a t the d iabol ic agent gave 

a push, does not f i t in with any such knovji f ac t . 

But the propwient of the d iabol ic hypothesis may 

not be s a t i s f i e d with what Broad says. YthaX Broad says 

bo i l s down t o the point t h a t whatever does not conform 

t o s c i e n t i f i c facts i s not sc ience . Broad assigns two 

motives t o the devi l theory,^ In the t i r s t place the re i s 

a d e s i r e t o f r igh ten one's congregation away from 

engaging in p rac t i ces which might do harm ra ther than 

good » ' ' * , , , 

In the second p l ace , t h i s i s the motive which the 

members, especia l ly the o f f i c i a l s of a l l c lose corporaticais 

have , towards the non-members who claim t o perform the 

same functions of c losing ( dead body in the cof f in) . 

This i s l ike doc . t o r ' s t o l l i n g t h a t a p a r t i c u l a r pa t ien t 

has died under quacks;? 
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C,p»̂  Broad's overall conclusion is that "at the 

level of ordinary experience there is not the faintest 

trace of evidence for survival, though there is a pretty 

general belief in it. The causes of such belief are 

very many J psychological and the like. But they axe 

never regarded as reasons for belief. But then, Broad 

is of the view that "the absence of evidence for the 

belief cannot be taken as strong evidence against it, 

in the view of what we know about means by which embodied 

human spirits have to communicate with each otheri' 

In modern philosophy, the body and soul were 

asigned distinct status;! They exist independent of each 

other.' Hence there arose insurmountable problems regarding 

their mutual relationship. In early Greek philosophy the 

problem of mutual interaction of mind and body was praninent 

by its absence;* According to Aristotle , the relation 

between body and soul is verwjuch like the relation 

between matter andi form.̂ i There cannot be any formless 

matter or matterless form. Form and matter are distinguish-

able in thought but inseparable in fact • Accordingly 

there cannot be a bodyless soul or a soulless body . There 

is always a souled-body or a bodied-soul, if we can say 

in this way ." Both soul and body : are in the same locus» 

i.e., a human being or a man. 
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When we compare the views ot Aristotle and Descartes, 

w8,of course, find a difference in their idioms of present 

ation,' If we want not to do any injustice to Descart.es, 

then we may perhaps begin to see that Descartes did not 

say that body and soul could, in fact, be separated .It 

v/as rather a wonder for him that substances of antithetical 

nature, like body having extension Wit no thought and soul 

having thought but no extension, could be lodged together 

to constitute a human being or man,' 

It may be mentioned that although Descartes does 

not say that mind and body can, in fact, be separated, 

they are separable in principle. They are separable in 

so far as the soul does not exist by Itself, but also 

it is conceived through itself. /According to Aristotle, 

however^the soul neither exists by itself nor is 

conceived through it self .1 

In Indian Philosophy in general and in Upanisadic 

traditicn in particular, mind is formed in and out of 

Atman. It is understood more from within than from 

without . Except the school of Carvakas who viev.' the 

'A 
mind as a modiiftcation of matter, all other schools 

regard it as a distinct reality . The study about the 

existence and nature of human mind is discussed under 

Indian psychology.' Psychology and philosophy did not 

http://Descart.es
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have distinct boundaries uhtill recently and hence the 

conceptual problems relating to mind are regarded by the 

scholars as psychological. But no factual issues are 

discussed and no factual informations and generalisations 

aie provided by thflmii Although in Descartes mind and soul 

are identical, in Indian philosophy atman (self) and 

wanas ( mind ) are nat#? The term Purusa is generally 

translated as » Person » but in the literature, the 

term • Purusa' is used to refer to the brahman residing 
Q 

in the innermost heart •^ 

The senses and objects are the results of the 

externalising of atman ,' Atman is associated with prana 

(life principle), manas (mind) and yak ( speech). Prana 

is of five kinds - Prana. Vyanatapina. udana and samana.' 

Thesw are the sources of activities of body, both 

voluntary and involuntary. 

The individual person is constituted out of the 

five sheaths ( kosa ) . Each succeeding sheath is regarded 

as hiS body. The fiyes^heaths are - the >sfeath of matter 

( annamava kosa ). the sheath of life ( pranamaya kosa). 

theifieath of conscious activities ( menomava kosa) , the 

sheath of intelligence ( yiinanamava kosa ) , ajjd finally 

thei'/ieath of bliss ( ainandamaya Kosa ) . For the individual 

persons, the^^eath of matter is his physical body; the 

iheath of life consist of the five organs of action and 

the five pranas; the ̂ ^eath of conscious activities consists 



of mind and the five organs of sensa j thê feeath of inte­

lligence consists of Intelligence and again the five sense 

organs ; and the sheath of bliss consist of individual 

nescience dissociated from bodily and taental functions 

and where the distinction of subject and object is no 

more there. 

There are four states of attnan - waking, dream, 

deep sleep and dreamless sleep* There aî ^ three kinds of 

bodies - the gross body ( sthula sarlra) , the subtle 

body ( suk&ma sarira) and the causal body ( karana sarira) A^ 

'The first one determines the individual's waking conscious-

ness; the second one determines the dream caisciousness j 

and the third one determines the deep sleop consciousness • 

Besides these, Advaita Vedanta speaks of a sjiksL, sarira 

witness - self. The soul, as identified with the subtlê  

body, is the agent and enjoyer of actions. The witness «-

self does not enjoy. It only looks on . H is pure 

consciousness C^'^^^^^) • 

Mind is not completely opposed to matter«i It is 

not regarded as purely spiritual. The distinction between 

the subjective and the objective is not a distinctiw 

between within and without. It is a distinction within 

(ovind). During dream and deep sleep, mauas leaves the 

physical body which is In charge of prina and enters 
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•the hit a-nidi that branches out from the heart.i During 

dream, the subtle/body is active.! The mind is nevar 

without a body.i When it leaves the gross body, it remains 

with the subtle body »' The body of deep sleep is the 

causal body.i The jantfeih karana is absent in this body.i 

But the subtle body remains in this body in potential 

form • It is maintained that when the soul leaves 

the body in order to enter antther, it moves as it were, 

in the casket of subtle body.' 

Prof. G.C Nayak is led to suppose that the 

survival hypothesis makes sense because of its long 

standing influence on human society and culture. He 

seeks to find out if there exists any trend of thought 

in the whole history of such a belief that makes it 

meaningful. He finds such a tr^d in Sinkhva Kirika 

of Isvara KaQ Bna . In the 40th sloka of the Kirika 

it is said," the subtle body formed primevally, uncwi-

fine<i|y lasting, composed of will and the rest, down to 

rudimentary, elementary migrates, is devoid of experience 

and is invested with dispositions". This subtle body is 

postulated by Sankhya philosophers over and above the 

physical body or satkausika sarira as Vac aspati puts it«' 

This has to be postulated because the will, etc, cannot 
r 

subsist supportless without specific bodies as Kirika 
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puts it • It seems to make perfectly good sense to 

Prof*' Nayak to talk of a sukstna .sarira surviving the dest­

ruction of a physical organism which it resembles more 

12 or less and with which it is continuous , 

Watson's view is worth citing here •* on the third 

level ts the * astral body* - a little more than vehicle 

13 
of the mind*** The idea of non-standard body projected 

14 by Harrison i s more or l e s s l i k e t h i s , ' The conception 

of sukTma s a r i r a as advanced by the Sankhya Philosophers 

lacks spec i f i ca t i ons as to i t s shape, s i ze e t c* . But t h i s 

does not lead t o the u l t imate breakdown of the conceptlrti.-i 

•• Further spec i f i ca t ion " , Prof, Nayak t h i n k s , • about 

the exact shape and s i ze of the suksma s a r i r a a re both 
15" " 

unwarranted and unnecessary ",' The assumption of sukSma 

s a r i r a only dr ives home the point t h a t bodily cont inui ty 

must be the re in some form or other not e xact ly in the 

gross physical form, in order t h a t a t a l k of survival may 

be i n t e l l i g i b l e . 

S t r i c t l y speaking^the concept of sukbma s a r i r a 

i s a via media between the gross physical body and the 

soul which i s non-physical , SukSma s a r i r a i s ne i the r gross 

nor s u b t l e . I t i s pos tu la ted t o be both • The concepticn 

of physical body app l i e s t o tho concrete and i s , t he re fo re , ' 
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intelligible^ But the concepticam of the soul refers? to 

the abstract and is not» therefore, easily intelligible. 

To make it easily intelligible the philosopher creates an 

artifice in the form of sukstna sarira ," It alleviates wie's 

resistence to understanding the conceptic«i of a pure 

substance.i 

Prof;' P.K* Mohapatra is of the view that a 

dogmatic adherence to the psychological criterian of 

personal identity gives rise to the belief in disembodied 

existence and reincarnation etc,, There are writers like 

Peter Geach., who reject the ideas of subtle body outright 

as being ' wholly devoid of philosophical interest*, because 

the supposition of the subtle body does not chanrge the 

character of the mind-body problem. According to hiii * there 

could clearly be no philosophical reason for belief in 

such subtle bodies but only in physical one; and 

further, the view is open to no philosophical objection'.17 

This gives an impression that Geach does not make very 

clear the conceptions of the subtle body,inspite of the 

fact that it was popular in England in sixties as Geach claims.i 

The problem of personal identity might be connected 

with the problem of disembodied existence, but they are 

not necessarily connected as we have shown earlier. 
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Prof* Mohapatra endorses the view of xSitawson and others, 

that the idea of disembodied existence can be understood 

in the derivative sense* If we look at the statement aixii 

closely^ I think there is no leason to dispute this* For 

one thing w,hen we have used the epithet* disembodied 

existence* meaningfully, we are presupposing the meaning­

ful use of embodied existence. Had we used the epithet ' 

non-bodied existence* as we have suggested earlier, such 

consideration would hardly arise.' For another thing the 

vocabulary of philosophy develops out of the vocabulary 

in ordinary employment- such as * substance', 'object* 

etc»» The meaning of these terms when used in philosophycal 

deliberation, are constructed out of the meaning assigned 

to them in their ordinary employment, Honce it is natural 

that they have a secondary and technical use in philosophical 

literature •• 

As Nicholas Rescher puts it ," unrealised possibilities.. 

and so, can be said to * exist" only in a secondary 

ana dependant sense, as actual and potential object of 
18 

thought"/^ 
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Cl-IAPTER - VI 

GOD AS DISEf4BQDIED BEING 

In the in t roduct ion we have t r i e d t o project 

God as an ins tance of disembodied being .• We said t h a t 

a Supreme 5oul t h a t God i s believed t o be , i s reason­

ably regarded as a disembodied being. At the very outset 

an object ion might be r a i s e d . I t might be said t h a t 

God i s never a subject of r a t i o n a l argument,! His e x i s t ­

ence and non-existence i s always a matter of f a i t h and 

a t t i tudev ' I f you w i l l , then something i s a sanctum 

rostrum, i f you do no t , then i t i s a r a i sed platform -

goes the popular saying. But the question of disembodied 

exis tence discussed so f a r , i s a d i scurs ive one and 

phi losophers have been t ry ing t h e i r very best t o provide 

arguments forat»?ejagainst. Hence ia t h i s r espec t j the 

object ion cont inues , one should not bxing the discussion 

regarding God t o bear upon the logic of disembodied 

ex i s t ence . 

I t i s Karl be r th who i s ot the view tha t"Bel ie f 

cannot aqfgue with un-bel ief ; i t can otvly preach t o it"^''^ 

According t o Antony Flew, such a view i s inimical t o the 
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human civilisation itself.' Ho says that to concede to 

such a claim •* would be to despire to not only of reason 

but of human solidarity". This would give rise to a 

sort of religious racism. Flew asserts. Moreover, this 

would give rise to " a cold war of the mind, in which 

there can be no roan for genuine and fruitful dialogue 
3 

between the enlightened and the un-enlightened"." 

Flew is of the view that faith is sometimes 

regarded as a substitute for knowledge,. But then the 

question about the need, scope and direction of faith 

properly arise only when the evidence which is an indi­

spensable dimention of knowledge is exhausted.' It cannot 

be denied that there are a variety of conceptions of 

God prevalent among the various sects and sections of 

human beings. The belief in the existence of God is 

diverse even among a particular sect, say, the Christians. 

The God in which Spinoza believes, is not the same 

God as Einstein believes in • But this is no serious 

hindrance to eke out a conception of God that would be 

basal to the variously varied beliefs in God,prevalent 

among the different sections of human society. In the 

Coherance of Theism, Richard Swinburne has tried to give 

a reasonably agreeaole definition of God and show whether 
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such a de f in i t i on could be coherent or not. ' By God i s 

commonly understood as *» something l i k e 'person* 

without a body ( i.e.^a spjrit) who i s e t e r n a l , f r e e , 

able t o do anything, Itnows everything, i s per fec t ly 

good, i s the proper object of human worship and obedience, 

the cfceator and sus t a ine r of the universe"."^ 

We are not undertaking the t a sk of examining 

the arguments provi4e<l in support of the bel ief or 

d i sbe l i e f in the exis tence of God, nor are we t r y i n g 

t o provide f resh proofs for t he same.i \,e vvant t o emphasise 

t h a t t h e God i s corawicnly believed t o ex i s t implies t h a t 

God i s a disembodied s p i r i t , ' By a ' s p i r i t ' Swinburne 

understands a persc^ without a body, a non-tobodied 

person. He uses the word*non-embodied'in the sense of 

•non-bodied* as we have used i t e a r l i e r . Sometimes God 

i s considered as being incarnated on the ear th assuming 

bodily form3. But such doc t r ines are not agreed upon by 

a l l r e l i g i o u s sec t s and, t h e r e f o r e , philosophers l i k e 

Swinburne exclude t h i s doc t r ine from the body of core 

b e l i e f s regarding God» Again, there are th inkers according 

t o whom the whole of manifested nature i s what God i s . 

I t i s bpinoza who beiOived in the equipollence of God 

and n a t u r e . Accordingly, everyttiiing tha t we see around 

us i s regarded as t h ^ o d y of the Gfod,* But such a conceptioji 
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of God is regarded as an excuse for the belief in God." 

It is significant to note that Spinoza v.as extradited 

from the Synagogue, 

liattison asserts that God must be a disembodied 

person,' He is the paradigm of disembodiment indeed, but 

it would not be proper to call God a ' person ',' It 

is not improper however, and it is in accordance ̂ -dth 

the usage in literature to regard Him as ' personal'. 

^People are Vifhat we meet ' as Flew puts it,' God what 

we do not meet,' Elsewhere, Flew says : 

" crucial ones", in the Theologians' dofiniticn 

of God " are all essentially personal: not 

only is Cod required to be in general personal; 

but he is also, in particular, to have a will 
5 

and as maker and preserver to be an agent",' 

|^2^tison makes a distinction between having a 

body and being embodied,i He asserts that God of the Christans, 

the Jews, and the Muslims are emboĉ iedl. He obviously pre­

supposes that the God of these reii gions is personal. 

They do not have bodies, because it is not necessary for 

them to appear in the bodily form.i But when the need arises, 

when people are detracted from their aims and objectives, 

God feels it necessary to appear in the bodily form to 



/ / 131 / / 

save t h e humanity, t o se t i t on the r igh t path,- This 

has been implocatfeon t h a t without a body, i.e.^in the 

non-booied s t a t e , God has f u l l knowledge of every th ing •' 

But in order t o speak , remind, chas t i s e c\ His sub jec t s , 

He has t o assume a physical body.' I t may be mentioned 

here t h a t lord Krisliaj pronounced t h a t i t i s p r e c i ­

sely His"task down the ages.; 

In the Hindu phi losophical t r a d i t i o n , the 

Bhagavat S i t a says t h a t the Supreme Brahman i s the 

Crea tor , sus ta ine r and des t royer of the world of beingsi; 

I t i s said t h a t He i s without a begining and an end.' 

He i s ne i the r ex i s t en t nor non-ex i s t en t . His eyes,hands, 

ears and face are on a l l s i d e s . He dwells in the world 

enveloping everything in i t . He i s withinandwithout of 

everything, ' He i s seated in hear t s of a l l . This conception 

of God does not exactly come under Panentheism but i t 

appears t o be l i k e t h a t , ' The Git a says t h a t the world 

i s affected by Him, but i s not affected by the world,' 

He i s undivided and seems divided among beings. 

The Gita conception of God appears to be qu i t e 

i n t e r e s t i n g in so far as i t t a l l i e s with t h e conception 

ot God of some a n a l y t i c a l philosophy, God can be regarded, 

f^arrison says , as standing in r e l a t i on to the universe 
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which i s SOTiewhat l i ke the r e l a t i o n in which people 

stand t o t h e i r bodies. ' I t i s odd t o ssy tha t God f ee l s 

pain, hence ce r t a in th ings happen t o t h e universe and 

t o say tha t God*s thoughts and fee l ings were determined 

by the events of the universe . But Harrison emphatically 

suggest,^ t h a t the re i s no oddity in supposing tna t God 

perceives everything t h a t are there in the universe. 

I t i s qu i t e i n t e l l i g i b l e t o speak ot Him as being present 

everywhere in the universe. ' I t i s a l so i n t e i i i g a b l e t o 

say t h a t He can a f fec t any change in the Universe, 

People have access to beings only a t the place in which 

they a re posit ioned.i But as bod is said to be everywhere, 

t o say t h a t He can have access from any place of p o s i t i o n , 

i s not without i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y . One who has anything 

t o pray fo r , can do so from any loca"iion whatsoever,' 

\Ve have s ta ted above t h a t God i s regarded as 

personal . ' V/e Invoke Him and submit t o Him a l l our d i f f i ­

c u l t i e s and needs. He l i s t e n s t o our p rayers , stands for 

us in our support at the time of our d i s t r e s s and d i s a s t e r . 

He i s conceived as an Omtnipresont S p i r i t , omnipotent. 

Omniscient t o o . E te rna l , and Immutable, F ree -ac t ing , 

Creator of the un ive rse , a Necessary Being,' Holy and worthy 

of vjorship. The host of expressions t ha t we have used 

iii the above sentence pose d i / f i c u i t i e s ot meauiug. fnere 

have been , in the h i s to ry of philosophy, d i f fe ren t views 
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regarding the raeaningfullness of these a s c r i p t i o n s . One 

of the c l ads i ca l s ta tements , tha t i s favoured by ana ly t ic 

philosophers l i k e Swinburne, i s by Thomas ^quiaas , ] AQuinas 

brings a d i s t i n c t i o n between the r e s s i gn i f i ca t a and 

modus s iqn i f i cand i of expressions tha t we pick up from 

t h e i r ordinary employment and a t t r i b u t e thein t o God. 

Let us take the example of ' ,^nov.' t o explain what 

Aquinas means. When God i s said t o knovj th ings the 

res s i g n i f i c a t a of '.know • remains t he same, whereas i t s 

modus s iqn i f i cand i becomes d i f fe ren t from the modus s i qn i t i c and i 

of ' knavledye' when knov.iedye ib a t t r i b u t e d to man or 

animals.; God's knov.ledge t h a t jg_ , l ike human knov,iledge, 

e n t a i l s bel ief t h a t j o _ , and _£_ and var ious othor t h i n g s , 

but i t d i f f e r s from human knowledge in various ways. 

All th ings are before God's eyes. He does not suffer 

from the l i m i t a t i o n s of huĴ nan beings and other animals 

v*ho have a l imi ted f ie ld of v i s i o n . They have the l imi ta t ion 

of ' h e r e ' and ' t h e r e ' and ' beyond' ' f ront s i d e ' , ' b a c k 

s i d e ' , and ' r i g h t s i d e , ' l e f t s i d e ' , ' above ' and ' below' 

e t c .* These l i m i t a t i o n s are due tu the capacity of organs 

arid pos i t ion of bodies*' God being non-bodied i s free 

from a l l these spat io-temporal l i m i t a t i o n s . He , therefore^ 

does not need t o mc\ke ( poss ibly) f a l l i b l e inference 

from the observed t o the unoDserved in order t o gain 
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kno/ledge.i Further, He so complete^ seos things thcit 

He cannot err in His claims to knowledge in vjhat He 

sees.' Hence divine claims to knowledgo are not suoject 

to error as human claims to knowledyc are,' There are 

other differences too. To say o-f man that ho knows that 

JB ,does not imply that he is currently thinking aoout 

£ • Divine knowledge, however, is ever before a divine 

mind. 

There arises an incompatibility between God's 

omniscience and human free will,' If God is omniscient 

then,. He knows ahead al l future human actions,' If God 

knows ahead anything, then that vail necessarily come 

to pass.' But if a human action necessarily comes to pass, 

because i t constitutes the fore-knowledge of God, then 

the said action cannot be free. One ot the solutions 

is that human action is not free. Another solution 

might be that human actions are free euen if they ccxne 

to pass by necessity. To see the human actions as free 

and as being within the ken of divine knowledge are 

two different points of view." 

ViJhat does i t mean to say that God is non-bodied 7 

To answer this question, we have to answer the question 

whot doos a person say when ho says that a particular 

body is his body, Harrison is of the view that there 
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are a"tleast five things which I say when I say that this 

body is ray bodŷ i (i) Disturbances in this body cause 

me pains, aches, tingles, etc., but disturbances in the 

chair or T.'Vii ov^t there, are not felt by rae,^ (2) I 

feel the inside of this body, I feel the emptiness of 

this stomach, the suffocations of this bronchus and 

the position of these limbs. (3) I can directly move 

different parts of this body, but I am able to move parts 

of some other body only by moving parts of this body.' 

In order to twist the arm kept on the table over there^ 

I have to move this arm and grasp that, whereas I am 

able to move this arm straight away. ( It may be recalled 

that this is what is called the basic action of an agent 

according to Danto). Ofcourse, some other things have 

to happen' so that I may move any arm, such as nervous 

impulses have to be propagated and muscles have to be 

contracted , But these things happen on their own, I do 

not make them happen consciously or intentionally, (4) 

I look out on the world from within the position of this 

body,' It is things around this body which I am able to 

see properly, b̂ t̂ not so properly when things are further 

avjay from this body.' I learn about the position of other 

bodies by their effects on this body ,• (5) My thoughts 

and feelings are affectecl by the processes taking place 

in this bodyi' 
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A person can be said to have a body if there 

exists some material object to which he is related in 

ail of the above five ways»' If he is not related to any 

material object in any of these five v/ays, then the person 

can net be said to have a body • A person can be said 

to be embodied to'some degree' i£ he is related to differ­

ent material objects in each of these ways or is related 

to a material object in only some of these ways,̂  

God is not supposed to be embodied in either 

thd first or the fifth way,i The reason is that, there 

is no material object such that the disturbances which 

take place in this, cause pains in God. There is no 

material object either whose state affects the manner 

in which Qod thinks about the world,' God is rather ̂  • 

supposed to be able to move any part of the universe 

directly. He does not require one part of the universe 

to move the other part of the universe. Ke can make 

any part move as, what Danto calls, ' basic actions'. 

This capacity of God is otherv̂ 'ise knov̂ n as cranipresence 

which is described succintly by //\:quinas thus," God 

is everyv;hGre in substance, povjer, and presence". 

According to Sv;inburne, it seems logically possible 

that thyrp is such a_ beirn̂  and he assorts that any one 

can conceive of himself as an omnipotent spirit. 
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God i s pos tu la ted as the c rea to r of the universe. ' 

Creating the universe out of nothing, could bo regarded 

as t he basic act ion of God. Human beinqs do not have 

the power to bring in to existence matter and energy, 

but we understand per fec t ly well whcit i t i s l ike for 

them t o c rea te these t h ings . As Swinburne puts i t , if 

by choice I could produce a s ix th f inger or a new 

fountain pen ( not out of p reex i s t ing ma t t e r ) , I would 

be regarded as having the povjer t o oring matter and 

ex i s tence . Others could see t h a t I have such power by 

asking me t o perl orm these a c t s . I t , t i i e je lo re , appeals 

coherent t h a t an omnipresent s p i r i t could exercise povMer 

for more extensive than t h i s . 

In t h i s connection, we roust observe the differences 

t h a t e x i s t between divine and human agency. There i s a 

d i f fe rence , for example, in bringing about something 

by a person and t h a t by God»- Permit t ing or allov^ing i s 

a species ot br ing about . An example of God permit t ing 

something t o bring about other t h i n g s , might be His 

permi t t ing one man t o k i l l another man . I t may be held 

t h a t such th ings happen only because God has permitted 

such things t o happen, but human beings sometimes may 

be regarded as allowing th ings t o happen in such way. 

For example , I may allow the ra in t o make ay scooter 
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v;et, because I c a n ' t be bothered t o put the machine under 

t h e roof. But the re i s a dif ference in the form of 

permission,< I can properly be said t o have permitted 

my scooter t o get wet, if only 1 could have stopped 

i t from get t ing wet and I vv'ould have been able t o stop 

i t from get t ing wet only if I could have put i t under 

the roof. For t h i s I need na tura l laws t o operate , 
otherwise ray pushing the scooter , kicking the s t a r t e r» 

or r e l ea s ing the clutch v.'ould not help and hence natura l 

laws independent ot human beings must operate for them 

t o permit th ings t o happen,' This i s the p l ight for the 

human beings • God i s not dependent in t h i s way on the 

operat ion of na tu ra l laws independent of Himself. Nothing 

independent of Himself need operate , for His permission 

t o be t r a n s l a t e d i n t o ac t ion . Things happen only oecause 

He allows them t o happen,' Seme of the act ion ascribed 

t o God are b^idc a c t i o n s , others are mediated act ions -

ac t ions Vî hich an agent does by f i r t t doing something 

e l s e . The laws of nature then operate can oe regarded 

as the basic act ion ot God,' God jus t brings i t about thg t 

the mater ia l objects of the universe bear the p roper t i e s 

t h a t they do and behave in the way tha t they do withodt 

doing something e l s e , r a the r He brings about fu r ther 

t h i n g s by making the laws of nature operate,^ In t h i s 
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wajji! He may cause a famine in Ethiopia or flood 

in Bangladesh,' t he r e i s fu r the r difference between 

divine act ion and human action.; A man can jus t a c t , but 

God cannot jus t act* God must act for a purpose and see 

t h a t h is act ion i s regarded as a good t h i n g . I t i s 

s ign i f i can t here t o note t h a t P l a to charac te r i ses 

God as the ' Highest Good' which i s expressed in the 

epigram as ' God i s Good*.' God cannot act in the v/ay 

t h a t would not be good or t h a t He be l ie fes t o be 

evil. ', This i s a log ica l cons t ra in t on divine action,', 

There Cannot be any cons t r a in t on the divine action except 

the log ica l c o n s t r a i n t , 'But t h i s i s no Constraint worth 

the name because nothing can count as divine act ion 

un less the divine being sees the doing of i t as a good 

th ing, : 

Previously we have discussed t h a t God is omniscient 

and we j u s t discussed t h a t a divine being i s a free agent,' 

There a r i s e s a c lash between the two ideas . I t i s contended 

t h a t God cannot be both otirtiscient anĉ  per fec t ly free 

because He would not be j u s t i f i e d in tioidiiig be l i e f s 

aoout h is OVJTI f ree actions;_ The contontioii i s t h a t : 

•* a per fec t ly f ree agent must do any action for 

doing which he Judges tha t there are ovorridiny 

rea'sons,' If he i s omniscient, he v^ill make 
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cor rec t judgement about tihis »' Given t h a t 

such judgements have t ru th -va lues 

Hence he w i l l do any action for doing which 

t h e r e are overr iding reasons,- Byt i t i s 

implausible t o suppose that i t grea t ly 

l i m i t s his future choice" . 

But the l o g i c a l l y prpper way to see that the 

idea of divine omniscience does not clash with the divine 

freedom i s t o apprec ia te t h a t God l i ve s in v, a t imeless 

e t e r n i t y . All th ings are present t o liim as they happen. 

There i s no moment a t which He does not know a thing 

happening , S t r i c t l y speaking, t h e r e f o r e , therp i s only 

knowledge with God; there i s no tore-knowledge nor 

retro-knowledge. 

Vile have thus t r i e d t o show tha t God stands at 
the apex of the order of disembodied ex i s tence . I t i s 

the paradigm of disembodiment, v/e s a id . V/e have chosen 

t o reason about the problems of exis tence of God and 

the a l l i e d problems r a t h e r than s ide t rack i t as being 

a matter of f a i t h . In the front of reasoning, t he re 

are philosophers who contend t h a t such an ' idea i s 

incoherent. ' But we have t r i e d t o v ind ica te t h a t i t i s 

coherent*' In c e r t a i n senses of the words 'know' and 
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' a c t ' as explained in the foregoing chap te rs , sou l s of 

p rone ta l and post-mortem hvunan exis tence are regarded 

as disembodied.' But in t he f u l l e s t s ign i t i cance of 

these worda, God i s regarded as a disembodied being ,' 

We have chosen t o d i s t ingu i sh Kim from the disembodied 

exis tence of the former order ( soul) by a t t r i b u t i n g 

t o Uim t he s t a t e of non-bodied exis tence as a paradigm 

case . The a f f i n i t y between souls and God i s so much 

so tha t in Advaiba Vedanta the former i s compared t o 

ghatakasa and the l a t t e r t o mahakasa and both are said 

t o be non-different in rea l i ty , -^^ 
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CH/vPIER- VII 

C 0 N C L U S 1 0 _N 

In the course of t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n , we have 

t r i e d t o find out whether we can make the conception 

of disembodied exis tence i n t e l l i g i b l e t o ourselves . 

Our conclusion has been in the af f i rmat ive . Contrary 

t o some recent w r i t i n g s , espec ia l ly tha t of Prof J 

Mohapatra, disembodied exis tence i s conceivable, ' I t 

can be conceived in the form of bodily death, 

r e su r rec t ion and r e inca rna t ion . I t i s a lso conceived 

as an Ominiscient, Omnipresent, and Qnnipotent being 

when i t i s the non-embodied exis tence of God,, In 

seeking t o f)ind out the i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y of the 

concept of disembodied ex is tence , we do not have 

any in ten t ion t o e s t a b l i s h the i l l u s o r y , ha l luc ina tory 

objects or objects of sorcery or ghosts,appaiition 

and the l i k e . Our sole aim i s to construct a framework 

of i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y which would admit a l l fac ts as 

f ac t s and disal low a l l non-facts as such . Of course, 

what i s a fac t and what i s a non-fac t , i s again 

dependent upon phi losophical de l ibe ra t ions and conclu­

s ions . But t ha t i s generally t o be adiwi i ied with 

regard to cases bordering upon fact and f i c t i o n . By 

and large t he r e i s hardly any disagreement with 
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regard t o ce r t a in cases of precocious t a l e n t s , s p l i t -

persona l i ty and possessed beings. If we do not have 

a framework which is able t o accommodate and 

explain these fac t s , i t i s so much the worse for 

the framework. The framework must be such t h a t i t 

must not re jec t f ac t s as being f i c t i t i o u s and t r y t o 

put i t on the Procrusti 'an bed,' 

The concept of disembodied existence is re jected 

by Hampshire as being s e l f - con t r ad i c to ry . But t h i s 

i s the r e s u l t of the presupposition that a l l the 

exis tence must be bodied or bodied beings alone 

can be said t o e x i s t , which vje have seen not t o be 

the case espec ia l ly in case of Cod. P.F, Strawson 

allows the i n t e l l i g i b l i t y t o the conception of 

disembodied ex i s tence , but he says that i t i s in te l l ig ible 

orjly in the de r iva t ive sense. He moans to say tha t 

v/e can i n t e l l i g i b l y t a l k of disembodied scate of 

those beings who were embodied previously having 

novj a s p a t i a l or temporal d iscont inui ty or even 

both s p a t i a l and temporal d i scon t inu i ty . Accordingly 

t a l k of disembodied existence in the primaiy sense 

or non-rela.t ive sense,,/ would not be i n t e l l i g i b l e . T h a t 

i s to say, we can i n t e l l i g i b l y ta lk of survival ,resuri^ect ion 
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and perhaps reincarnation but cannot talk intelligibly 

of soul and God, i.e.,of puro disombodioc! oxistonts. 

However, there are philosophers v«ho are 

of the view that to talk about such puro disenbodied 

existents like an omniscient,omnipotent, and omnipresent 

being is very much intelligible ( Swin^Burne) , 

albeit in a dirivative sense, as Strawson and i/lohapatra 

have wanted to put it,' We have discussed the view 

of Harrison whose aim is to establish that the talk 

about God as pure spirit, supposed to know everything 

and do everything, is an intelligible proposition, 

not characteristically different from the disembodied 

existence of a human spjrit bearing the human body, 

which it once inhabited, but still maintaining its 

identity with itself;'' 

V.hile talking about identity with itself, one 

may object that this is never the problem of identity 

which is only raised in connection with persons( embodied), 

whether Devadutta of Kasi is the same as Devadatta of 

Pataliputra. There is no question as to whether something 

is identical with itself except perhaps in ppetry while 

extolling the beauty of a heroine. That a thing or 

a person is identical with itself is taken for granted 

and in facf it is a fundamental principle of human 
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communication r ecoqn i sed e a r l i e r as a La\ of rhoiight. 

l>hat i s asked he re i s r a t h p r t h i s ; whothf^r a pprson 

' p ' a t t ime 'T2 ' i s t h e same as p e r s o n ' p ' at t i m e ' T i ' . 

Har r i son conce ives of a s i t u a t i o n in vh ich a 

person i s " beamed-off" from a space-'^liip an'"' r e aches 

a p l a n e t and geLs s p l i t L e d i n t o two. The ques t ion aris"-d 

heD e as t o whether t h e two " beamed off" p'^isons a re 

i d e n t i c a l wi th each o t h e r and i d e n t i c a l \'il:h t h e t h i r d 

person in t h e s p a c e s h i p . According t o Hamlyn th-^ q u e s t i 

of p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y does not a x i s e in t h i s c a s e , b e c a u s e 

in p h i l o o p h i c a l d i s c u s s i o n s idc-'iitity ic a cne~one 

r e l a t i o n ( Metaphysics) 

fhe grounds of p e r s o n a l i c e n t i t y ha\ ociuoied 

t h e p h i l o s o p h e r s a g r e a t d e a l . John Locke struc '^ upon 

tho problem v;hon he came t o consirc^r Mie f|u^ t i cn of 

p r i z e and punishment and a s c r i p t i o n of r - ^ s p o n s i b i l i t y . 

The concept of person came i n t o cur] etT ^ c h i e f l v as a 

p o l i t i c a l and l e g a l concep t . Qui te n a t u r a l \vjtli tho 

tnrnper of the s i t u a t i o n t h e qtu^sticMn ol pe'^^^eiidl id^ntit"^ 

appeared as a s o r t of s tock v o r i f i a t i o n whether <i n - r scn 

,it ^ subsequent time i s the sane per-son as the p rev ious 

t i m e . Behaviour was then sugcesucJ a- the c i i t e r i o n of 

pf^rsonal i d e n t i t y . Such behaviour \ TS r ^ r n ded as v e r b a l 

behaviour as t h e Rxpress ion of m-^mory, Hence both 

file:///vjtli
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physical cont inui ty as well as mc'Tiorv \ ero recaz-ded 

as c r i t e r i a of personal i d e n t i t y . 

Although these two c r i t e r i a ai-o helpful in 

det'^rmining v/heth.-^r a person boino tr i ' :d i s the same 

person as one who committed the crime or vhothor a 

person who now claims the property of Lh-̂  deceased 

person is the 5ame one as was kno\'n as his Son.But s t r i c t l y 

speaking_|they cannot be regarded as both necessa^-y and 

su f f i c ien t condi t ions for personal i d e n t i t y . 

According t o But le r , m.omory presupi^osed personal 

i d e n t i t y and cannot cons t i t u t e i t apart from the fact 

that memory can be f a l l i b l e anci decept ive. I t i s an 

extpeame view t o maintain , as Bernard Williams seems 

t o do , tha t bodily i den t i t y i s a necessa-iy and 

suf f ic ien t condit ion of personal i d e n t i t y . According t o 

Hamlya such a viev^ i s . hardly acceptable. ' 

Wit tgenstein in his ph i losophica l I nves t i ga t i ons , 

wr i t e s t h a t an inner process stands in need of outv;ard 

c r i t e r i a . Fa i th fu l t o t h i s view, philosophers in the 

a n a l y t i c a l t r a d i t i o n have t r i e d to e s t ab l i sh the ex is tence 

of body and bodily behaviour as the c r i t e r i a of personal 

i d e n t i t y . These c r i t e r i a are applied from a t l e a s t tv/o 
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points of view, i.e., from tho point of viev of verification 

(hence of truth) and from the point of viev of intelligi­

bility ( hence of meaning). As regards the first point, 

thp problem is epistemological.' On's vouldseek to kno\«' 

how far it is true that a person has suivivcd bodily 

death but has been resurrected or roincnrnatod. (X̂ ite 

naturally, therefore, spatio-temporal continuity of body 

is suggested as the evidence and accordingly the 

hypothesis of survival, resurrection and reincarnation 

are easily ruled out of court, not b'̂ causo they have 

not been verified in the alleged cases in the p:ci,but 

because they ai" not verifiable in priuciplo. \>ul supposi' 

somebody says that the body \-'hich one ov/ns at prt'sent 

v;as not the same body just sev'̂ n years back and will 

not be the same body seven years after, for the reason 

that all the cells of the body are replaced every seven 

years , according to the scientists. Similarly , archaeology 

has developed techniques to such an extent that they are • 

fi.ble to reconstruct a whole structure, say a temple, V'/ith 

the same material at a different location. Is the 

reconstructed temple the same as the original temple, 

apart from the difference with regard to the epithet 

'reconstructed' ? In a sense, it is the same temple, and 

in a sense, it is not. It would bo harsh indeed, if we 

press upon spatio-temporal continuity of the physical 
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body in tho s t r i c t sense of the icrn as GvidiMic" of 

identi"ty and hence of surijrival, r ^ su r r cc t i i n and 

r e inca rna t ion . The physical boriy is i noarded as 

caasal t o the se l f of a person in tho senso that 

sensat ions in the body cause ce r t a in perception in the 

se l f . In the Indian t r a d i t i o n , thor^foio , th'^ oui\ prd 

ph / s i ca l body i s knovm as tho causal body. I t is 

maintained tha t there is another body. Sukna igarira 

or subt le body which the self 02" soul car' ies in 

t r ansmigra t ion . The idea of subtle body might be a 

subject of controversy in so far a-̂^ one oinphasisos 

on the ' body' and the other on the vord' s u b t l e ' . 

One might say t h a t because body is indisponsabl'~> for 

the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and r e iden t i f i c a t i on of persons, 

although the re i s no physical body a f te r death, 

t he re i s something body-like to provide the desired 

con t inu i t y . The other party may maintain t ha t because 

disembodied exis tence i s d i f f i c u l t to conceive on the 

par t of the common man, a body in t h e ' s u b t l e ' form i s 

pos tula ted as a spr ing-board, so t o say . ' Subtle body' 

i s jus t an excuse for a body. There i s a move by 

the logic ians t o make body c r i t e r i o l o g i c a l for personal 

ident i ty ,1 The l a t e r Wittgenstein and his followers 

knovm as log ica l behav iour i s t s ,p ress upon the descr ipt ion 
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of body and bodily behaviour as being the meaning 

content of the sLateinont about the peTson, 

Alvin Plantinga emphasises that philosophy must 

reflect upon the logically possible situations. He 

seeks to prove the Cartesian thesis in logically regorous 

way by offering a ' possible world' theory. In the • 

' possible world', it is quite intelLigble, according 

to Plantinga, that I am at one time a human embodied 

person and at another time an angelic disembodied person 

which implied that it is not necessary for mo to have 

a material body.' 

In , M s paper entitled ' World S. Essence', Alvin 

Plantinga ( Philosophical Review - October 1970) seeks 

to find out the justifiability of Descartes' view that 

he ( Descartes) is not a material object.Plantinga thinks 

that Descartes means to reason as follo'.'s: it is at 

present possible both that ' I exist' and that •• there 

are no material objects'.Hia argum-̂ nt shoi-'s that ev;en if 

human beings are physical events, as a matter of fact, 

they only happen to be so and they ar'̂- contigently so. 

There are worlds in which I exist, but I am not a body, 

nor do I have to have a body.' It is not, tiierefore, 

essential for human persons to be embodied. It might 

just be inconceivable in the present '.orld that human 

beings do not have bodies. But it does not loll a that 
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in every possible v.orld human parsons would necessarily 

be bodies or have bodies, Henc-j, as it stands, the argument 

of Descartes ( Meditation: I) does not establish conclusively 

that he is not a body or a material object. But by applying 

the distinction between necossity and contingency, the 

possible world theory argument can be strengthened. 

It would appear in the above arguments that no 

possible change in the state of things is conceived in 

so far as the possible world is concerned,' There is 

rather a possible change in the v̂ ay of saying about things,' 

This might give the feeling of uneasiness, but then we 

might again remember, hero, that forms of saying reflect 

the f orm^ of Qxistence,' 

w4 have tried to show in this dissertalion that 

disembodi,ed existence could be an intelligible conception,' 

This is supported by the findings of the science of psycho* 

logy and supported by what comes to us as strange facts,! 

The psycHologists are unable to decipher whnt exactly 

constitutes the psyche; They postulate some unknov.'n fact 

or a state of being termed as ' goth' by Watson as discussed 

earlier ( Page -^g , Ch.IJ ) which com-̂ s after clinical 

death , but is not exactly death as Lyall Watson puts it . 

In th(-> Gita among the various characters of personality 
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one avvakta - the'unmenif e s t ' i s mentioned ( Ch.'13, 

sloka - 15) ,i This appears t o be very much l ike what 

behaviOttrLst school of psychologis ts termed as the 

' X~factor',^ All t h i s go t o s t a t e t ha t an outr ight 

r e j ec t i on of disembodied exis tence would be presumptuous*'! 

A pure p h y s i c a l i s t i c or behaviour i s t i c explanation does 

not appear t o be adequate,^ 

Before winding up the d iscuss ion , we must 

pu t , in a summary form, our f indings in the foregoing 

chapters.l The concept of a person is seen as in t imately 

connected viith the concept of body, so much so tha t a 

peifson i s regarded t o be or having a body. The question 

then i s asked as to whether there could be disembodied 

persons or no t . In other words, the question i s : I s 

the gexpression ' disembodied person' log ica l ly 

meaningful and hence in te l l ig ib le or not' ? Chapter - I , 

e n t i t l e d " The Problem of Disembodied Existence" spe l l s 

out in d e t a i l the d i f fe ren t face ts of the problem and 

d i s t i ngu i shes the logica l aspect of the problem from 

the non- logical ones. I t must be r e c a l l e d t h a t we have 

prefer red the express ion ' disembodied ex i s tence ' t o 

' disembodied person ' because the former i s wider in 

meaning and makes the problem discussable from 

var ious points of viewil 
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This takes us t o the de f in i t ion of the terms 

l i ke ' exis tence ' , ' p e r s o n ' ( as d is t inguished from 

'man') and ' body'and t h e i r in te r -connect ions . ' 

" Persons , Bodies and E);istence"which i s the t i t l e 

of the second chapter discusses t h i s . The f indings 

of t h i s chapter i s t h a t there cannot . be any 

disembodied ex i s t ence , i f the terms ' ex i s t ence ' 

and' 'body' which are defined in such a manner tha t 

the expression ' disembodied exis tence ' becomes 

se l f - con t r ad i c to ry and hence meaningless . But such 

a de f in i t i on appears t o be much r e s t r i c t i v e ; ' I t 

' expla ins , away ' f a c t s tha t are otherwise admitted 

in the general outlook of the world of being and 

becoming en te r ta ined by the coramonman and evidenced 

for by the s c i e n t i s t . ' 

Granting t h a t disembodied exis tence is an 

inteJHgible conception, we have explained i t s r e l a t i o n 

t o two important concept ions: the conception of 

knowledge and the conception of act ion, ' Chapte r - I I I 

which goes under t h t l i t l e , " Disembodied Being -

Knowledge and Action '• d iscusses t h i s at some length,' 

The concepts of knowledge and act ion have been 

d i s sec ted t o find out what r e a l l y c o n s t i t u t e s the usages 

of these terms. Most of the things t ha t go alongu'ith 
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the i r usage a^e only non-essential ; in tho essent ia l 

respect of the i r usage, a disembodied being con be 

regarded to know the set of things and act upon i t 

to make necessary changes. 

The fourth chapter, " Bodily Transfor, Reincarnation 

and Resurrection", t r i e s t o examine the conceptions 

a l l ied to the conception of disembodied existence.' 

These ideas of the Christian and Judaic t radi t ion as well 

as the para l le l ideas of the Indian t radi t ion have been 

studied and found to be quite supportable. The view that 

goes up against i t i s from the side of the empiricists , 

who were once talking of experience, subsequently of 

verification and now of ident if icat ion. ' Identif icat ion 

and re- ident i f ica t ion are ideas which are applicable to 

empirical par t iculars having perceptible qual i t ies 

only. By i t s very nature disembodied existence cannot 

be counted as an empirical par t icular and cannot, 

therefore , come within the consideration of identification 

and re- ident i f ica t ion . 

Another a l l ied idea, namely, "Immortality of 

the Soul" is discussed with the same t i t l e in the f i f th 

chapter.i Here//).r^ ethical aspect'^^of the world^ view with 

the conception of soul at the centre has been taken up. 

Although the ideas\ is unverifiable in real circumstances. 
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still its admission makes the world view wider, 

nobler and more acceptable,' 

The discussion regarding disembodied existence 

reaches its climax with God being admitted as the 

supreme form of it in the sixth chapter under the title, 

" God as Disembodied Being " .Taking the lead from the 

sympathetic critic Richard Swinburne, we have tried to 

understand how omniscience, omnipotence, omnipresence, 

benevolence and the allied qualities ars assigned to 

God.' Many interesting features of divine knowledge 

and divine action hnve been explored,' God does not have 

a body in the sense in which a person does have .' 

Hence it is more proper to regard God as a non-bodied 

existence rather than disembodied existence, we have 

contended.l 
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