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CHAPTER - 1

THE PROBLEM OF DISEMBCQDIED EAISTE[NE

Philosophy has set itseli to the task of exploring
truths about the universe as whole and man'*s place in
it. The sciences, morality, religion are also concerned
to find truths about the universe and man's place in it,.
But their céncern is limited and specific. [Philosophy
is to correlate and unify the findings of these specific
studies, to arrive at the most general, yet incorrigible,
truths underlying them all. Philosophy, as every other
study, is anthropocentric, that is, they arise out of
the human needs and subserve thelr ends., Philosophical
findings are characterised as speculative and regarded
as satlsfying the pleasures of speculation only. But-
this charge is not correct as the long history of
philosophy will attest. Indeed the great philosophical
systems of the world, like that of Plato, Aristotle,
Descartes, Locke, Kant, Hegel, etc., have given us
world-views which have influenced the course of human
civilisation and culture. It is these world-views which
have provided impetus to world-shaking revolutions and
.given birth to such social and political institutlons as

are committed as the best productions of human intelligence. -
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The emergence of new situationsrin which man
finds himself in course of time, makes it pertinemt
to cast a fresh look at the existing philosophical
foundation of human existence and brings out necessary
modifications as per the new needs. Seventeenth centnry
Europe saw the emergence of new social, political and

legal systems alongside of the religious institutionsy

The man in the society, the citizen, is endowed
with rights, responsibilities, privileges and redressal
of érievancesd He has to take part in polls, elect his
ruler and hence is a political subject; commits crimes
or protests against them and seeks the mediation of
the court for justice and is thus a legal subject,. In
this way, the human being becomes multi-faceted, No:
more the concept of man is considered adequate for the
purpose . After all, a human form having life might be
a man, but can hardly participate in the social,political
and legal proceedings.' Hence the concept of a person came

to a new addition in the frame-work of concepts.

In the philosophical treatises of Rene Descartes,
we rarely comeC%acress the word ' person. 'excepting the

following, perhaps the only remark as;
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" There is one single person who has at once
body and consciousness, so that this conscious-
ness can move the body and be aware of the

events that happen to ign, 1

It is only in the writings of John Locke that we find
the frequent use of the woml ‘'Person' .! The concept

of person is involved in the discussion of the philo-
sophical foundations of politics, law, morality and
religion. The concept of man is pre-eminently a
biological concept whereas the concept of person is much

wider than that,

There are quite a number of problems cent-ring
around the concept of person, meant for philosophical
deliberations, The problem of personal identity is by
far the most discussed one among them., Although this
is a problem which is involved in such facts or alleged
facts as resurrection, yeincarnation, bodily transfer
and survival, this has tremendous importance in

criminology and jurisprudence. The discussion of the

problem has been inspired by current "scientific achie-
vements like transplantation of limbs including that of
Brain, affecting (or allegedly so ) the structure of

both body and mind.To add to this, there are auto-sensors
and aftificial brains, so much sc that automgta have
become person-like and persons have become automata

like o
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In this perspective, the role of the philosopher
can hardly be over-emphasised. The philosopher has got
to clarify what exactly is the concept of a person ;
how a person is different from man; if.at all he 1is;
what are the criteria of personal identity and whether

the concept of survival, etc., are mezniygful.

Let us now distinguish the concept of person
from the concept of human being. The word *human being!'
namgs mambers of natural species alongside of the
species like cats, dogs, horses, etc..In ordinary use
the word ' person' comes near to the ordinary use of the
word ' human being', Both law and +theology, according
to Jenny Teichman, take the human being as a kind of
starting point or paradigm % In law persons are
divided into the natural and the artificial and in
theology, persons are classified as human and divine
(spiritual).' Although lawers might agree that artificial
persons are called persons in the derivative sense,
theologians would not agree that spirits be called

persons in the derivative sensej

Human beings are the only natural persons that
we come acrosS." PeopkeC}are what we meet," said Antony
Flew, in this sense, perhaps. But we cannot rule out
the logical possibility of the existence of other
varieties of natural persons, e.g., there might be

non-human natural persons living on Mars who do not

look like na and whn cannnat hroad with e hok 13dena 3o
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just the way we live, Spiritual persons include gods,
angels, fairies. Sometimes the distinction between
natural and spiritual is not properly maintained.

The @gods of some mythology ( Greek) behave very much

like natural biological species.§

In the law government departments, trade Unions,
~
Colleges, Associations are regarded as artificial personss!
They are endowed with some power within the system of
law and they have certain duties to perform and rights
to enjoys Computors which are regarded as artificial

inteligences, are another variety of artificial persons.

In view of the above discussion one might think
that the term 'person'! is a gehus with species and
sub-species but it is not so. The term ' Person' is
not the name of a natural genus like vertibrates,
because its supposed species belong to different catego-
1ies ot exlistence ., Artificial persons can nave interm-

ittent existence but natural beingg cannot.' Artificial
pexrsons mignt renew thelr existence like the teleprinter,
say, if they are made to do sos, Natural beings including

human beings do not do so. The divine beings, on the
other hand, do not live, they merely exist, Somectimes,

of course, they are said to live, but incorrectly so.l

When the word 'person'! is actually taugnt and learnt,
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il is slated as if il 1is comxtensive with the expression
Thuman beings', In the words of Teichman " [he concept

of a person is certainly not formed by the abstriction

of a common feature( such as , say, consciousness) or

set of common features, or even, from a set of overlapping
resemblancess It is not abstracted from examplas of

(r-spectively) natural, artificial and divine persons".4

Natural persons, here human beincs, are persons
in the primary or central sense of the word 'Berson !.
Non-natural persons are persons in a derivalivs sense,
As Teichman puts it, " if human beings ar- not persons,
then, one is incliend to say, theres can be no such Lhings
as persons at all ".5 According to him, the aponlication
of the word ' person' in its primary and most ordinary
sense requires that the referent is or has a material
body as well as 1s or has a biological body., On this
consideration, parrots will not be reaarded 25 percons
because they belong to a species of differenl sort
and computors also will not be recarded as persons

because they are not living crratures at all,

The above discussion makes it clear tha. ther-?
oxists a conceptual distinction boteyecen 'human beinc!
and ' person' . In the Indian contaxt Lhe vord {for
'person' is 'purusa' . It transpires fron the

Sankhya literalture 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 perscns does

not appear to be corrects In ordinary parlance the two
words are 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 persons It might be said that the person
is a materilal body. 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 complexdty of physical
attributes, On this interpretation, disembodided existence
would not be possibles It we interpret in the second way,
then also disembodied ;zgie of a person would be logieally

ruled out.l Wittgen6b81n » in his philosophical Investigations,
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says that, " The human body 1is the best picture of the
human soul",'6 can go with this line of interpretation.t
H.HJ 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 atteor death is by definition

impossible, because there is no longer anythine te be alive"7.

This interpretation, nowe 2r dificrent 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 whereas on the ocuor
interpretation this possibility is there. Body is a class
concept but persons might be the only member of this / J

- —————
class.,

Instead of saying that person is a kind of material
body or person is necessarily a material body, one might
say that persen has a material body. This silatement
also does not happen to be univocal, It might pe consirued
in two ways: it might mean that the having a body is
a contingent affair for a person. 1t has a body; it just
hacpens to have it., It is quite conceivable that it

might not have had it. [h2 .relationship between the
body and person or between a body and a non-body (mind or
soul) with tne person is causal and hence empirical.

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

person. In the second place, the statement may be

~earme b riina A me bFlAadt A mavnAame | P T I )
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Accordingly, it will not be possible to know a perscn
without ascribing bodily attributes or without taking

them into consideration. Both these constructions might

be put together as Ayer does it., Empirically a body with
which it is related 1is not separable from +the person.

s s . 8 .
But conceptually the two are distinguishable, Accordingly
the idea of disembodied existence would be self-contradi-

ctory and meaningless.9

Aristotie's view ivgGea.vlng the concept of man
would be somewhat like Ayer's concdpt of persong. The
fundamental categories of Aristotie oi1e 1{owu and matter
coming down from Plato. According to Palato form and
matter inhabit in two different worlds. But Aristotle
makes them inhabit in the self~se¢mc world. The form and
matter of a man both occupy the same locus .' Hence they

cannot be separated.!

Disembodied existence is, therefore, clearly
possible and is, in fact, seen as a philosophical reality
in the philosophy of Platos This is ruled out in the
Philosophy. of Aristotle. Whitehead had said once that
the whole of modern European philosophy are so many

footnotes- of Plato., We can, to some extent, modify and

say that the whole of modern European philosophy are /
so many footpot€S to both Plato and Aristotle. While
Descartes' views on the idea of human beings are
similar to Plato's and Locke's idea of person is

similar to Aristotlé%a
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Apart from these dependence dectorines ~ empirical
dependence and logical dependence: - there is another which
looms large‘in the horizon of contemporary philosophy.!
This is the view of P.F. Strawson who says that the
concept of -person is primitive in the system of concepts
that we use to talk about the world., The talk about

persons is not a talk about the the minds of persons

or bodies of persons or even both -. . in unison.' Rather
the talk about the latter is basically a talk about the

formers In other words, the concept of person is primary
and the concepts of body and mind are secondary.s In this
perspective the concept of disembodied existence 1is not
a basic concept, This is parasitical upon and draws its

meaning from the concept of person.,

Our concern would be to find out whether the
concept of disembodied existence is viable or not.Viriters
like HRrrison, Penelhum and Price are of the view that
it 1s a viable concept, It it .clcs sense to talk of
existence without body, then it will be regarded as viableus
It is enigmatic to observe that while some writers are
of the view that the concept is a viable one,i others
are of the view that it is self-contradictory. ‘'ie seek
to appreciate the grounds of both while talking of dis-
embodied existence, a distinction appears to be due wvetween

Jlocin.cGrea eistenice and noi-bodied existence. Disembodiment
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presupposes embodiment.' This implies that there 1is S Ome-
thing non-bodily which is embodied contingently or
necessarily. If it is embodied countingently, then it
is possible for it to remain in disembodied state to

be embodied againg The problems of survival, reincarnation,
resurrection are problems which are born cut of this

conception. But can there not be any existence which

is absolutely independent of bodily existence, which

is conceilved apart from embodiment ? We shall try to
explore this in the sequel. Such a congeption would be
non-Bodied rather than disembodied,! The views of Shoemaker

and Petgr Parfit would be found to be in this line.,i

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 existences 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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psyéﬁogical 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 sourced 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 common 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 thinkers 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 states . Body is extended . Mind has
no extension. Body cannot think, but the very essence of
mind 1is thinking.,’ Body and mind are thus considered as

Y
t@{dimetrically opposite substances.

A human being ( person ?) is a peculiar combination
of these two substances: a body and mind.' They do not
inter-penetrate , but they interact upon one another.d

To make the inter#ﬁion logically viable, Descartes postulates a
Bi- substantial entity called the pineal gland.! This partakes

the nature of thought and extension both and hence mediates

between the two opposite substancesdt

In the above view it has been supposed that
the soul or mind can be conceived to be there as a thinking
substance without being attached to a body and, of course,
a body can be conceived to be there without a soul. In

fact according to Descartes only human beings have souls.

Body happens to be in attachment with a soul in

case of a huyman being . The substance of mind and body have
been defined in such a way as to make themselves dependent.

They do not depend upon each other for their existence
although wultimately both of them depend upon God - the

Supreme Being. But then, we are not told whether there
is a supreme soul or supreme body or a product of both,

However, from the definition of God that it is not necessary
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for Him to have a body because in that case it will he
limited in respect to that body. Hence it is reasonable
in this {framework to regard God as disembodied
existence or non-bodied existence, Ve shall discuss

more about it in the body of tlhie dissertation .

More often than not, it is thought that
all human actions do not lead to proper consequences

within the life span of the actor. If it is a question
of public conferment of reward or punishment for the

actions done, they are sometimes inexplicable and at
other times erratic.,' In such cases it is assumed that
justice must prevail and the doer concerned will reap
the consequences ultimately: if not in this life, in
the life after. Life is perennial , although it
consists of spans, At the begiming of a span a body
comes into being and at the end it perishes, The soul
which keeps it active does not perish,! This soul 1is

new embodied and disembodied after some time.

The different spans are supposed to form a

continuum .. So one does not worry if it does not get
proper justice for one's deeds at a given time.l In real
life situations, Bhagichandra and Saria ( the characters

in the famous book of Fakir Mohan Senapati in '_Chha Mana _

Aatha Guntha') were tortured and dispossessed off

their lawful property in <cligques hatched by Rama

Chandra Mangaraj. It has been shown by the novelist
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that the latter character (Mr. Mangaraj)
have a smooth sailing. All his wealth went away and he
met a tragic end . But Bhagichandra and his wife had
had their eﬁd already. In order to explain this
discrepancy with regard to dispensation of justice,

one takes recourse to the postulation that life of a

being does not end here but there is a life here-after
and here-after-after, Justice will be dispensed in any
of the lives here~after. Or, it might be that they have

reaped the consequences of some actions done here-before.

It must be emphasised here that the problem of
disembodied existence is a problem by itself. It is
not a subsidiary of the problem. of personal identity.i
It might be that the problems are over-lapping to
certain extent and discussion of one might lead to the
discussion of the others But it is not the case that the
problem of disembodied existence cannot be discussed
independently in philosophy. It must also be emphasised
here that the use of the 'word 'disembodied' and the
use of the word ! person' as the substantive qualified
by the adjective ' disembodied ' are loaded from the
very begig&hg. To say that a person can remain disembodied

sounds odd and awakward because we are preoﬁﬁpaiéd with

the idea ' people are what we meet'!, o ' the human body

is the best picture of the human soul' .50 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.! The word 'disembodied?

is more inclined than the word ' person',., Etymologically
it means that something was embodied prewiously . In

other words, because we know a given thing in an embodied
state, we are able to conceive of it in a disembodied
state .o 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 awvoid 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 becomes moure 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 eXtension of personal identity would shed
light on the nature of persons.' It might be contended by
this view that the discussion on the criterien of
personal 1identity would also clarify what a disembodied
being is . In re%}nse to this we want to suggest that
without a discussion of personal identity or its criterion,
ore could very well discuss the problem .of disembodied

existence.
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There are many sorts of phenomena, called

para~psychological whigp 1lend some support to the

belier that tiere mlght Le disembodied existence. For
example - (1)A boy who dues not know an¥thing of Sanskrit
recites the Vedas and Upanisads .'(2) A boy who has never
been . taught tabla , gives a performance <1 an expert,

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

sﬁrit being called upon through a medium of a body (Planchet
call)e (5) Entering into another's body as reportedly

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

In religious sciiptures and popular writings
partaining to the fringe areas of religions and speculative
metaphysics, vivid and picturesque descriptions of life
after death ( according 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 1is also supposed to be consisting of innumerable
events , a continuation of the former.' The world in which

the life after death is 1laid, 1is supposced 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

juxtapusition of a soul and a body. The soul. is sometimes

viewed as being encaged in the body,sometimes viewed as
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a chariotier or as a captain in the ship, i.e , the body
and some~times , as in the Gita, wearing the body as a
piece of clothe. The moral of all these views, couched

in anologies and picture~thinking rather than in arguments ,
is that body which is not necessary for the existence

of the soul, rather for the life of the sould

Life, in true sense of the term, belongs to the
soul and not to the body.' Body is ensouled or animated
by the souls The body is a dispensable, contingent,
changeable and changeful adjunct of the soul.' Death
occures to the body, not to the souls Soul is beyond birth,
growth and death ) When the soul. refuses to animate
a particular body, that body becomes soulless, lifeless,
dead, decomposible organic matter,' The existence of the
soul sans the body adjuncts , is known as disembodied
existence or what we have called the non-bodied existence.:
The soul: was bodied and it might be bodied once again.
Whether it will be bodied once again and how it would be ,’
constitute a different problem, namely, the problem of .
Karma which belongs to the field of morality, This has,
again, links with problems of reincarnation and problems
of personal identity. We will be concerned with those
problems that would have logical links with the problems
of disembodied existence. Out presentyconcern will be
to see how far the conception of disembodied existence,

outlined above, is a viable one.l
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Disembodid existance is a matter of interesting
preoccupation for common men, newspaper man, and mischievous
men alike,t Now and then, news is £>pread 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 i
to another particular place alone , or as the Co-rider
with somebody .' In order to establish the existence
of such a being, faCfual evidence is often cited and
theorétical justification are provided.t But it has been

shown that there happens to be disaggreement with regard

to the evidence and logical defect with regard .- to the
tpheoretical justifications. 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 gimaicks. As
regards the second , i.e, regarding theoretical jusitification,
both arguments and matters of fact are given to the
same end yi,e,it is said that there must be disembodied
beings and that there are actually such beings., This is

a mistake 1in methodologys The reason is that what would
count to be a case or a fact , depends upon a corresponding
theoretical decislon. 1f, for example, it is in principle

ﬂnpo%@ble that there could be a disembodied existence



// 20//

or the concept of disembodied existence is self-
contradictory, then to say that there afe actual cases
of disembodied existences will simply be impossible,’
Hence, if it is , in principle, possible for disembodied
existence to be there, then to say that, in fact, there

are such existences would only be otiose.lO

There are some thinkers who are of the view
that the concept of the disembodied existence is an
obvious proposition,' This is the logical outcome of the
classical dualism of Descartes,' This conception of fself!
which is , in his philosophy, nothing other than 'mind
is regarded as the substance which exists by itself
without the aid of any other substance., Physical body
1s the second substance which is opposite to mind in
nature and cannot be dependent on it ( mind ) for its

existence. Ofcourse, Descartes makes il dependant upon

God- the infinite, all-knowing and all-powerful Being.

From this point of view, self or mind may be embodied

or may not,!

According to M. Miri, ( What is a Person?) a person
is a kind of material body. He takes Strawson to be of
the belief that there is a distinction of categories '
between persons and material bodies. Although M—predicates
( material- object predicates ) are ascribable to person ,

P- predicates ( person predicatss) are not ascribable

to material bodies.t! Miri take Descartes to be of the
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belief that persons are categorially distinct from

extended things, This belief 1is, according to siri, ultimately
a matter of fundamental assumplion rather than something
which can be seriously questioned. Strawson is anti— Cartesian
in his standpeint, but still he shares this asswnption

with Descartes. 12

Descartes does not use the word 'person'!, as already
mentioned . He uses such words like ' thinking thing!,
'mind', 'self', and 'I' ., Miri takes Descartes to treat

13 For Strawson,

a person as a being nothing other than mind.
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 state., 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 respoisibility 1is morally repugnant.!
According to Lock€ the criterien of personal identity

is memory. Except a few blessed cases or cursed cases

(as in the case of Sikhandi in Mahabh3rata), a man does
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not have memory of his previous existence. 1If a man

lacks the memory of his previous existence, then the previous
life must be of a man different from himself . So to say

that the man who is there at present , is the man responsible
for the deeds done by another man in the past, is certainly
wrong . This has a dangerous dimension to it, In the words

of Geach,” And even if a man's oblivion of a past misdeed
is in itself wholly inculpable, his responsibility for

the deed need not be diminished; a man who drives recklessly
ought not to be excused by others or himself because he

has forgotten the whole affair owing to concussion in the
eventual crash. Perhaps Locke would think that God will
hold such a man excused on Judgemcnt Day; but I see no

reason to think that .al4

It might be said from the point of view of
Locke that the lack of memory on the part of man does
not exonerate him from any crime .' The memory of the
particular man is not self-authenticating . What authenticates
it may not, however , be his bodily continuity, but the
memory of other man +that there could be., For Geach the
chief criterion of personal identity is bodily continuity
because according to him givén some human body or other,
there is the same person just so long as there is the

same mind . 15

When Locke is concerned with responsibilty, reward

and punishment in the context of law and jurisprudence, <
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considerations regarding the affairs of the previous life,
if any, are hardly of any avail., By emghasising on some

such examPles, Geach is trying to belittle the seqiificance

of Lock€'s theory.

It is John Locke who brought into currency the
concept of person.,) According to Locke, the term 'person!
is a " forensic term appropriating its actions and merit

and so belongs only to thgintelligent agents capable

of a law, happiness and misery Jlé The point is not that
there cannot be any philosophical problem about the concept
of person. It does not imply £ either that philosophers
should not use the term.,' The point is rather that the
recent philosophers setting themselves to the task to
discuss problems about the concept of person, try to fit
in their views in the philosophical system of the past
philosophers who did not have the occasion to discuss
about persongl This sometimes becomes a strained affair.
As already stated, a person is a combination of two
categorially distinct substances ; it is not merely .a

thinking substance.

When Locke and other philosophers following
him sought to articulate the concept of a person and
discuss problems relating to that, the concept of a man
and problems relating to that, which were discussed by

Descartes and his followers, appeared to be obsolate
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and weal' Accordingly, scholars like Miri and Mohapatra
have easily found fault with Descartes for not saying
things that he did not intend to say.''Descartes does not
have the need to prove that a body is necessary for the
conception of human being because that is what 1s corrigible
and changeable,s But those scholars following Lgckeg, feel
that the conception of body 1is necessary for the conception
of person who would receive a patting on the shoulder

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

the neck for his acts of good or evil. More about this

will be discussed latter.dd

It might be objected here by the body theorists .
that the independence of self and body is not a two-way
independence,! The body exists independent of the self,
but the self cannot exist without the body.' Whenever
a shadow is. there a body of which it is the shadow must
be there in principle. But a body can very well be there
without a shadow. But this analogy misconceives the
whole situation,! Here shadow is relative to and dependent,
for 1its existence, on body and is an attribute of body.
But the conception of the soul' or self and the body is

such that neither of them is dependent wupon the other.

It might then be said that it is only a definition
of the terms 'self' and 'body' that makes them independent

of each other, This is but a linguistic manoeuver which

does not assert anything about what exists in the world.!
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It does not say whether there is any body in the world
or whether selves actually exist without the support of
and encasement in a body. This objection, again ,miscon-

ceives the issued

The body-~theorists create an impression as
though possession of a body is logically necessary for
being a man, but it cannot be a necessary characteristic
for being a man. It may be noted here that the concept
of an immortal human being is not regarded to be self-

17 The physical gross body is subject

contradictory
to decay and therefore, a decaying body cannot be a feature
of immortality.! Hence the self which is there alongside

a body in the constitution of a man is conceived independent
of the body « The life on the earth and the life of human
beings on the earth are not co-eval, There wbkre bodies

on the eigth before there were men. The point is that

if physical bodies could exist without minds or selves,

then minds or selves could also exist without bodies.!

Descartes and for that matter any philosopher
trying to jystify his view, does not provide any arbitrary
definition either of the self or of the body. He tries
to@rticulate such conceptions out of the prevailing
ideas about them which provides sufficient reasoning why
that articulation is done in the particular way. Moreover,

we must not suppose the existence of this thing or that
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independent of what is reflected in language.! That is to
say , the world of existence is a sha&dow cast by our
language and discourse that is used to talk about matters

of fact and existence primarily.

It is rather on the strength of the definition that
the body~theorists are inclined to reject the conception
of disembodied existence as self-stultifying ' The term
'body! and the term ' existence' are defined in such a
way that the expmression ' disembodied existence' becomes

empty of content. This move can well be contested.

We ordinarily say that there can be no fire
without something burning: coal burning , woed burining
woods burning ( apart from the Sun burning)  Suppose all
the fire fromeyarth'eoes out, then can there be no conception
of fire ?7 Surely, the discovery of fire is a hdstorical
phenomenon,’ Prior to its discovery, there was no fire in
one sense, But there was fire, even then, in another sense .
Possession of specific organs like legs, hands, nose, eyes
is never considered essential for being a man because
otherwise loss of any limb would be = tantémount to withdrawal
of the property of manhood from the sufferer, But this
would be too harsh a-. move. Hence Descartes considered
the possession of particular limbs as contingent or
accidental to particular individuals. He boldly goes
a step further and consider8 the corporeality itself

as accidental to the existence o% the souls All these go
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to suggest that the conception of the physical body
is not built into the definition of man. It goes only to

its description,t

Strawson takes Wittgenstein to be a no_ownership
theorist, Wittgenstien wants to emphasise the point that
surface grammer is misleading. It misleads wus into
speculative metaphysics. While we formulate intentional

statements like ' I think' , the 'I' here gives the
impression referring to an abiding metaphysical substance

whose property is thinking. But instead of formulating
the statement in this way, one could very well, contrary
to the existing practice, formulate it in a different way,
e+gey, 'It thinks', Now, the 'it' does no more give the
impression of referring to an abiding metaphysical
substance . This apalysis makes Wittgenstein's thesis

of xtensionality consistant. The 'It!' is the subject

in the statement ' It thinks' . As such , the view that
thinking is not owned by some person or other, becemes
misleading. Wittgenstein is 1interested to find out the
relation of the forms of language with forms of reality.l
The form of language is not affected at all when } It!
takes the place of ' I' & It rather pays to make it more
intelligible without any metaphysical constituent. By
branding it as ! no-ownership'! theory, an unbecoming
impression is created that thoughts, aspirations and dreams

float in free air without there being any thinkers, aspirants
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and dreamers as thelx claimants, very much in the way

in which the fish stock of an ill~fated truck lay scattered

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

or ouf dreams or our @§8pirations will be capable of being

shared by different persons and not by any person in particular.
So the point 1is that Strawson might prove the primitiweness

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

Wittgenstein's view discussed above is hardly an evidence

for such a proof.

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 th?boint of view of philosophical logic

and in the most general sense possible.
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CHAPTER -~ II

PERSONS, BODIES AND EXISTENCE

In the introduction, we said that the question
whether there could be , in principle, existence in

disembodied or in non-bodied state is dependent upon a
question which is more fundamental., The question pertains

to the definition of the three terms' - person, body

and existence. In defining these terms , philosophers
have not been in agreement so that disembodied existence
is recognised as a possibility by some philosophers,
where-as it is dismissed as sheer 1impossibility by some
others,’ In defining the term ' Person' , some philosophers
consider body : physical organs, physical predicates or
physical-object~language, to be fundamental. The other
group , on the other hand, concelved that this is how
things are., But the way things are , 1s no guarantee
that they must continue the same way. The term 'person'!

is defined by some philosophers in such a manner that

if something 1is regarded as a person then he must be
regarded as a being having a body.' As H.H. Price puts
it , " By ' a person' we are supposed to mean a hyman

organism mhich behaves in certain ways and especially
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one which speaks and can be spoken to . And when we saf,
'This is the same person whom 1 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 recoge

nizably similar way ".1

Again, on the other hand, if something is regarded
as existing then that must be regarded as physical.! 'Existence
is full=blooded ',2 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 material 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 emp%rical, 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.l
This metaphysical urge or illusion, as Kant would say ,
can hardly be suppressed ./ As S. Korner puts it," Absolute
metaphysics esceese is no ordinary illpsion which can
be removed with suf%icient logical care .3'

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. Strawsony 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
structure".’4 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, seecks to draw a blue print
for the proposed structure of construction and their
inter-relationships. Wilkerson summerises the difference
better , " One does the annual stock-taking ; the other
suggests new brands”.5 Descriptive metaphysics is appealing,
but it poszes 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 sets of individual which may in turn be
substituted for ' shoes, ships and sealing wax and

cabbages and kings'...... n®

The metaphysician is primarily an entologist.i
" The descriptivist describes, in general terms, the kinds
of individuals, we distinguish § the revisionary metaphysician.
makes proposals as to which kinds of individual ought to
be distinguished “.5 According to Strawson, there is a
central core of human thinking which is massive and
which has stood the test of mahy changes in the periphery .
The task of/gggcriptive metaphysician is to locate and
describe& this. The attempt of the revisionist 1is limited
by this massive central core of human thinking .! Accordingly,
the concept of person, the concept of body, and the concept

of existence will receive such treatment as their appligftion

will remain confined to the empirical .

The full=blooded existence is what is called'real!
as distinguished from illusion, hallucination, mirages etcd
which are regarded as ' unreal'., This is the common distinction
between 'real' and ' unreal ' embeded in ordinary language
But the speculative metaphysician does not accept this and
his non-acceptance is not without a point. He contends that
those things which appear as unreal because probably they
lack stability and consistancy, are not nothing in the

absolute senge of the term . What they are lacking something,
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perhaps, é proper description . Whatever the description
might be , they cannot be regarded as unreal,’ What is
unreal, is unreal , it cannot appear as real as barren-
woman's son, square circle, as described in Indian

contest as ' tuchha satta' & If we appreciate the ordinary

distinction between ' real ' and ' unreal' in this way,

then we find that the post-mortem existence is not nothing.!
What it is , may be difficult to convey in language which
wears the distinction. So we have to convey it sometimes

with the help of models and metaphors .

It may be noted in t his connection that Strawson
comes from the British Empirical tradition and is influenced
by Wittgenstein's remark that the task of philosophy is
description.8 Because there is a thrust of wholeness,
the descriptive task of the philosopher is called metaphysical.
But the wholeness that the descriptigist 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
8 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. Assumed for the moment
that everything that +the sciences refer to are sensible
existences,’ How to account for ethics, aesthetics, (
theology etc. then ? The confepts employed in such
pursuits are committed to a transempirical ontology.
Descriptive discourse is only a part of the discourse
that is used by the human beings. Other discourses

that they use can neither be wished away nor seen as
modifications of degcriptive discourse somehow or other.*9
Wilkerson appreciates the dispute between the descriptive
metaphysics and revisionary metaphysics in a critical
fashion finding favour with both. Both the tasks are

necessary, he says, because in this way one would not

become a gross realist or a speculative philosopher,

We, therefore, feel that the concept of non-bodied
existence represents such a trend by admitting the logical
possibility of or intelliglble discussion of non-bodied
beings. We choose to avoid not only being a bodist and
one shall try to show in the sequel that talks about
non-bodied existence and to some extent disembodied
existence too, is quite intilligible, Philosophers like
Price, Penelhum, and Harrison and biologist-turned-Philosopher
like Watson have vehemently tried to persuade that this

is so.
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Let us now go back to some classical views to
drive home the conception of a disembodied existent;
its mode of knowledge and mode of action. TIhe views
that we shall discuss are those of Aristotle and

Descartes. We shall consider Descartes first,

According to Descartes body is what is
immediately present to imagination. Therefore, it
must exist, But there is nothing which nature teaches
more expressly than that 'I-have a body'. This body
is adversely affected when I feel pain, which has a
need of food or drink when I experience the feelings
of hunger or thirst. Nature also teaches by these
sensations of pain, hunger and thirst that I am 'lodged
in my body as a pilot in the vessel'. Apart from this
metapher, I am very closely united to my body; so
intermingled with it that I seem to compose with it as
one whole. How do I know that the body of a man is
closely united to his mind? According to Descartes,
a certain body is more closely united to our mind than
others. This is so, because pain and other sensations
occur without our fore-seeing them and mind is conscious
that these do not arise from itself alone. They do not
pertain to it either in so far as it is a thinking thing,

but only in so far as it is united to another thing=-
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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 watfh 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 between
clinical death and the actual death of a man as the present
day scientists like Watson, maintain, and this supposéd’

state between the clinical death and‘actual death of a

person is termed as "“goth" by WatsoniO

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, when the soul ceases to supply heat or
energy, the body is said to be dead or lifeless. Descartes
viould agree that the soul is ensconced with the body, but
he would not agree that it generates healt or energy. He
would rather say that the body itself generates all these
and when it fails to generate heat death occurs to the

body.

The difference between the two views is, in short,

this. According to Aristotle, death ocdurs at the instance
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of the soul, whereas according to Descartes it occurs
due to decay of the body. According to Descartes, the
transference and movements of the body are ultimately
through nerves which are like filaments or little tubes »
He is of the view that both the brain and the nerve which
proceed fromvit, are filled with a very subtle air or wind
which he terms as 'animal spirit'. His postulation of
fanimal spirit' like his post@lation of ' pineal gland!
seeks to make best of both the worlds., If there is something
of animal, then there must be something mechanical and if
there 1s something of the spirit, then there cannot be anything
mechanical . Thus, Descartes' view is mechanical whereas
Aristotle's 1is spiritual, The concept of animal spirit is
a metaphysical concept which vitiates the mechanical explanation
regarding the constitution and the functions of the body

11
that Descartls wishes to offer,

All the physical and physiological functions of the

body then ultimately spring from the body and not from

the souls What springs from the soul are our thoughtss,

Thoughts are of two sorts : actions of the soul which

includes all our desires and then its pessions which

include the perceptions, feelings and emotions of the soul,

The soul is wunited to all the portions of the body conjointly.
That is to say, the soul is the one and indivisible., It does

not become small when a portion. of the body is somehow

separated.* But the soul separates itself from the body
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entirely when the union of the assembled organs 1is

dissolved or ceases to be.

According to Descartes, the essence of a human
being consists in themental not in the physicals The
physical adjunct in its parts or taken as a whole,
is not considered necessary for the _ldentity 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 humam 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 ic
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 why the
same individual spirit may not be 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

idea out of which body and shape are excluded". 12

Locke also puts it in a different language thus:
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" eeesoedlt 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

of the same man".13

According to Locke, personal identity is
‘continuity of consciousness'!. What is consciousness ?
Descartes says, "I am a thinking thinao", 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 distinouishes between
a 'man' and a 'person'. The idea of 'man' differs from
the idea of a 'person'.l4 According to Locke, man does not
think always; thinking ceases during deep sleep. Thinking
is rather one of the manifestations of consciousness which
always continues to be. Other manifestations of consciousness

are - dreaming, thinking, perceiving, etc;y. The different
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forms of thinking that Descartes distinguished, ::- .
are different manifestations of thinking., Memory is
one such manifestation. At a given period of the life
of a man, we may not find any manifestation of consciousness;
all these manifestations remain in the latent form in

the foundational consciousness,

The idea of memory involves the ldea of forgetting.

One camnot possibly remember one's whole past., One's

remembering 1s significant if one can remember. According

to Locke, "even the best memories", must loose "the sight

of one part, whilst viewing the another”'}5 Hence some

sections of cne's past are remembered and some sections

are forgotten. In other words, memorles are interrupted

by forgetfulness. Forgetfulness is not a defect of memory,
nor is it a welcome feature of it., It is rather a defining
characterstic of it. Without forgetting memory is meaningless.
Remembering the past is not re~living the past. Memory

is not co-extensive with consciousness.

In this part of philosophy John Locke appears
to be misrepresented by some phllosophers., They are of

the view that memory is what constitutes the criterion

of personal identity. Locke does not say this. He rather
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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 acticns, that it is self to itself nown,.1®
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 action at appropriate context and manifesta-
tions of thinking other than memory are also needed for
determining this,” If memory is sald to be the sole
criterion of personal identity, then Locke will be
another essentialist thinker like Desdartesi’

In opposition to Descartes' idea of mind and
body as two substances (although in the relative sense),
J.Harrison is of the view that bodies as well as persons
are substances, but not minds. "Scmething belongs to
the category of substance, in thls sense of the worqd
'substance?!, if it 1s capable of existing by itself“.18
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
person comprises the substance of a body and the none
substance mind., There appears to be a difficulty in

the conception of a person here as a substance which

can exlst by itself, exists with the aid of another
substance, i.e., the existence of person 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 pecu%@éﬁiy lodged with

each other to constitute a man.

JsHarrison tries to articulate the concept
of person by bringing in three categories; person,
body, and mind,: He makes a distinction between
having a body and being embodied and brings this
distinction to bear upon the relation amongst the
above categories; According to him, having a body
means having a body necessarily and being embodied,
having a body is only a matter of chance. A person
has a body whereas a mind i1s embodied. Thus Harrison
appears to have both Descartes and Locke in the same
cage. He supports Descartes' posltion by making mind
free to choose to be embodied and disembodied. He does
not admit like Descartes that mind is a substance in
which case embodiment is not at all necessary. For
Harrison, embodiment for a mind is not necessary in the
sense that it must necessarily be attached with a body.
But it must be embodied in order that it could be disembodied.
 Disembodiment is significant only in the background of
embodimenty He supports Locke's positiaon by mauintaining
the concept of a person and making physicél body basic
to the concept of a person. Locke however, does not give
(perhaps he was not very clear about substantiality)
substantival status to body but Harrison does it, again

with defarance to Descartes.
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The point of our concern is whether the conception
of non-~-bodied exlstence is as such intelligible or not.
Harrison narrates storles of disembodiment. He tries to
drive along the point that the concept of disembodiment
is intelligible because the concept of embodiment is
intelligible. V¥e will perfectly understand what it is
for an embodied person to slzep, sit, see, say, etc..

- Because this 1is so, we are able to understand what it

is for a disembodlied being to sleep, sit, see, say, etc..
The latter lives on the diet of the former., But this is
no disgrace, Philosophical conception always lives on
ordinary conception. I1f, for that matter, we say that
the concepts of book, fan, etc. are primary or basic
whereas the concept of object 1s secondary or derivative,
then there is no harm provided that the importance of the
latter is not belittled. The point is that non-bodied

existence is a loglically viable conception.

While discussing the concept of disembodied existence
or what we have regarded as the samething = non-bodied
existence, three concepts are formed to be basic to our
discussion: the concept of person, the concept of body
and the concept of mind or soul. Of these three Harrisor
regards persons and body as substances and mind as none
substance, From the point of view of theory of meaning

in general, the concept of person and the concept of a
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body appear to be viable, whereas the concept of mind

or soul does not appear to be so, There is a difference
between the two in respect of the roles and relations,
Mind does not belong to the same status as person or
body. What we want to say will be clear if we shift to
a similar context, We consider the inter-relatlons to
the concept of propositions, the concept of propositional

signs and the concept of meaning or sense.

According to Wittgenstein in the Tractatus,
proposition is a propositional sign with sense.l? The
sense, according to him, is what he calls 'projective
relation with the world', Accordingly a proposition is
a propositional sign together with its projective relation
with the world, Both the proposition and the propositional
slgn have spatlo-temporal existence., They are locatable
in the sensible mark on the paper or soundwaves in the
air, But sense or meaning is not locatable in this way,
because it is not an entity but it is a relation -~ 'projective

relation with the world! - very much as uncle is a relation
with man.

Wihen we liken the concept of a propesition to the
concept of a person, the concept of a propositional sign
with the concept of a body and the conéept of sense or
meaning to the concept of mind or soul, we ftind that
Harrison has a point. Persons and bodies are locatable

in space and time, capable of being identifled and reidentified
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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 belngs 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 question of independent
existenfe or dis-embodied existence or non-propositional
existence of sense or meaning is impossible., So also
disembodied existence or non-bodled existence of soul

appears to be impossible in this sense29

This sounds as if we have exercised a rule of
thumb to admit certain possibilities and reject certain
others. Language i1s a llving phencmenon and it reflects
forms of life, as Wittgensteln says in the Philosophical
Investigatlons., 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 intc another. Man
participates in different forms of life: sclentific,
religious, ethical, social, legal, etc.. 1f wc honour the
autonomy of different forms of life, we have to admit the
autonomy 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 religion, especially, there is an attempt to understand
in a cogent and éoherent manner, all the things, life as
lived by religious man, hls bellefs, his views about the
world as a whole. Here one finds that the concepts
derived from descriptive discourse do not suffice. The
framework. of .science is not adequate to comprehend all
that happens to human beings or all the facts that are
found to be there in the amblit of human experience. So \
one has to go beyond the ambit of the scientific framework
and make it broader with non-scientific issues or
trangiZlcendental conceptions added to it. Accordingly,
the conception of after-life, resurrection, reincarnation,
and disembodied existence come to our rescue. The
philosopher in such a case has before him the task to

make the conceptions intelligible,

It now appears as if there is an opposition between
the two lines of thinking -« one in which mind or soul is
accounted for as a relation and another in which mind is
supposed to have an independent existence.,’ But in reality
there 1s no such opposition. The second line of thought
happens to be more liberal, comprehensive with more
explanatory power. It pays to clarify our thinking and
promote our understanding if we can chart out the form
of life in which the conceptions like disembodied existence

or immaterial exlstence are not set aside as belng vacuous.
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Richard Rorty, 1s of the view that it is
Descartes who has created occasions for certain problems
regarding immaterial existence by articulating the
.concepts of minqAand’body; He quotes, with approval,

Wiallace 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 between mind
and body when drawn at all, was drawn so as to
put the process of sense perception on the body
slde. 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 CGreek., The difficulty
is in finding a Greek equivalent for 'sensation?
in the sense philosophers make it bear.ecececescee
'Sensation' was introduced into philosophy
precisely to make it possible to speak of a
consclous state without committing oneself as
to the nature or even existence of external

stimulir,2l

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 whether 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 Rorty perhaps thinks that it is we who
ralsed the dust and complain that we cannot sece, i.,c.,
the problemns concexning mind, be it be the proolem ot
mind - body relationship or be it the independent
existence of mind, are all problems of lancuage., Because
there exists in our language a host of materialistic
terms, these and other problems are created, If there
would not have been such terms, then those problems
could not have been born at all. He imagines an
alternative language and calls it the language of the
Antepodeans and contrasts it with 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.., ilow the gquestion is
whether the language of the antepodeans is lcgically
inadequate for using it to talk akout the werld of things,
events and persons. It @may 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 thls 1s not the point. A linguist may
compare two natural languages and find that one is poor
in vocabulary compared to the other. The point is that
whether the Antepodeans would be distinguished from the
tarthlings in respect of their participation in different
forms of life. 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. 1

know when I look within, that I have some experiences of
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which the outward behaviour is only an-expression or
a part of the expression. Cthers must be having similar
ones but not the same one, hecause obviously we occupy
different positions and conditioned by different
circumstances., Moreover, without the inner, it would
be impossible to distinguish the outward behaviour,
movements, and changes of a humam.being and those in
the machines., Although the language of Antepoedeans
appears at first to be as efficacious as that of the
Earthlings', it cannot be so in reality. The idea of
friendship, love, duty, responsibility, good, bad,
beautiful, ugly, etc.,cannot just find a place in the
form of llfe of the Antepodeans. 1t is, therefore, a
restricted language. Descartes has not erred in giving
substantival status to both body and mind. He has rather

opened up new vistas of phllosophical speculation.

" Prof. GeMishra interprets Descggtes to mean that
the latter has made a dichotomous division between
subjectivity and objectivity as such or between the subject
and the object. The two are blatantly opposed to each other,
They are mutually related in the context of the human
person; their relation is contingent in nature and so
each of the two could be there without the other, According

to Prof. Mishra the idea of pure subjectivity is an
unworkable idea. "It is unintelligible and therefore,

less than a.myth"?2

As against Descartes for whom the human being is
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composed of both body and mind, Prof. ifishra seeks to
maintain 'a unitary 1ldea', lle disceovers the hollawness
of the thesis of pure subjectivity in an unjustified
inference made by the proponent. It is true ihat a

being can be called a human being without a leg or
without 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 person.

This inference is wild. This is the cancept of disembodied
existence, which according to Prof. lMishra, is based on

the fallacy of composition. "A man is icentified even
after one or two limbs are amputated, when the rest of

the body is in tact. It is not possible to identify a

man who has lost his entire body“.23 Wthat does Prof. Mishra
mean by 'rest of the body'? 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'? 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



// 938 //

a pure, self-conscious, self-identical and non-ockjective
ego, is a problem created by the grammar of our language.
This is due to the peculiar use of the pronoun *'I' in

our language structure. The word 'I' is an indexing
word which is like 'you' and 'he! in being a personal
pronoun but while 'you' and 'he! refer to different
individuals in ditferent situations, 'I! refers to the
same individual all through one's personal history.

Thls creates the impression that there is an immaterial
substance. "The idea of two distinct words of ‘'ego' and
'non-ego! is the result of surface grammar“‘?‘4 The human
being is not an additive being consisting of material and
immaterial substances.’ This idea is due to the bad logic

and wrong metaphysics as Prof. Mishra puts it,2°

The problem of reincarnastion is an instance of
bad logic and wrong metaphysics. The belief in
reincarnation supposes that there is an immortal self
which migrates from one body to ancther both of which
are perishable. This, according to Prof. G.iiishra is
fallaciocus. The sense of the 'I' is not possible when
the whole body is lost., It is conceivaple that a
particular limb of my pody might not have been mine, but
it is not conceivable that the whole body micht not have

been mine.
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Prof, Mishra is interested to see what repercussions
do the metaphysical models have on the human scciety. The
model of human beings as pure subjectivity produces a
society of ascetics whereas the model of pure objectivity
produces a society of man~.machines. The model of persons
is supposed to maintain an equillibrium between the two
extremes, But if we consider the matter a bit closely
keeping an eye on the tradition of the Bhagavad Gita, we
can find that the model of the human being as an additive
on an imperishable soul and a perishable body is the basis
of a morally healthy society which ensures duty and
responsibility and dignity of human beings in soclety. 1t
keeps man away from the harmful indulgence in sensual
pleasure and false ldentificaticn with the body and bodily
states. In respect of the imperishable aspect, the whole
of human society is one participating in the same form of
life. There is no dispute in the fact that a conscious
being is by necessity a language-using-being and a language-
using-being is by necessity a social being., But in order
that man in society may have a peaceful coexistence, and
trans-material order which lies at the basis of the material
order, has to be assumed. This is in quite conformity
with admission of the world here and now with all its
furnitures as well as the adumission of the bodied human

being for whom values and ideas have significance and meaning.
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Plato's theory of soul must not be left out of
consideration. His philosophy is at the apex of the
ancient Greek philosophy and forms the foundation of
modern philosophy, Plato absorbs the Pythagorian
theory of soul with due modification. According to
Plato, there must be soul in the world to accout for
a rational behaviour of things as well as to explain
motionas Accordingly, the cosmos which is regarded as
a living being has a soul known as the world-soul and
the individual living beings in the cosmos have their
souls of their own. In the system of Plato, the soul
mediates between the world of Ideas and the world of
sense, The soul has different parts - the highest part
is the reason which apprehends the ideas. This rational
part of the soul is impartite, indestructibls and immortal.
The other part, i.e., the irrational part is subdivided
into noble self and lgnoble self. I4an alone possesses
all the three parts of the soul; animals possess the

noble and the ignovle self; plants alone the ignchle self,

Plato links the doctrine of the imnort&=lity of
the soul with his theory of Ideas. This he does through
two central ideas of his philoséphy. These two central
ideas are: (a) knowledge is recollection and (bp soul is

transmigratory. All knowledge is recollection of that

which the soul experienced before being embodied. It must
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be noted, however, that knowladge here does not mean
any knowledge. Knowledge in this connection is rational
knowledge and not sensuous knowledge, i.e.,, lnowledge as
to what perfection is, what justice is and knowledge of
mathematical truths are said to be recollected because
the soul originally knew it in lts non-bodied or disembodied
state. In the disembodied state it is in communion with
the world of Ideas. With the birth of a human being the
soul gets embodied and with the death of the human being
it becomes disembodied and goes back to the previous state.
This 1s what 1s known as transmigratory sense of the

soul in the Platonic sense.

Hence for Plato the soul is immortal and pre-existent.
Its natural habitat is the world of Ideas. The soul in
the pure state is without a body. Because of its affinity‘
with the world of sense, it sinks down into a body. If
the man lives a holy lite, coutemplates on the werld of
Ideas, and.cuitivates its philosophy, the soul returns

to its previous pure state.

Vie thus find that according to Plato, soul can
be conceived by itselt, without the conception of a body.
In other words, the primary existence belongs to the soul
and the secondary existence only belongs to the body, It
would not be inappropriate to say that body is not the
body without being en-sculed. There is ncthing like soulless

body, but a bodiless soul is not nothing.
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Although Descartes does not say it explicitly,
his view is that the soul is only a soul when 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 congeiving the
self, the bodlly characters are not regarded as essential,
In the conception of the soul or mind, all the bodily
characters are dispensable because there 1s no certainty
with regard to their nature as well as exictence. Although
in this respect we can say thalbt 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 nerson in
a different way. He hails from the British cmpirical
tradition to which John Locke belongs. Ve 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 re_identification of particulars.

Identification means bringing a given particular under
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a class and distinguishing it from other particulars
coning under that class.,’ Re-~icdentification of
particulars means recognising that particular as being
the same., The idea of identification and re-identification
appears to be the idea of verification in a new garb,
because identification and re-~identificaticn of a
particular implies the existence of that particular in
space and time. Obviously, a pure sclf cannot be located
in space and time, As a result of this it cannot be an
identifiable and re-identifiable particular. HMaterial
bodies are capable of being icentified and re-identified
for which strawson regards them as basic particulars. A
person is locatable in space and time (‘'perscns are what
we meet'!, Flew says)., But for that matter he is not simply
a material body. As Strawson says both material-object-
predicates (he weichs 100 pounds, he is fat, he is sitting
on the chair) and person-predicates (he is thinking ové}
philoscphical problems, he thinks that better days would
come, he bellie¥es that his income~tax will be low, etc.)
are applicable to persons. A person is not a pure self
nor is he merely a body, nor is he a curiéus admixturs
of the two., All these three ways of explanations are full
of riddles and hence Strawson is led to say that it cannot’

be explained in any way. The concept of person 1s a
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primitive concept, he holds.

A person, accordingly, me=ans an embodled person,
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 ot disembodied person is dependent
upon the meaning and intellicibility of person. [he
concept of person, in other words, is primary and the
concept of disembodied person is secondary. Thils appears
to be just opposite to what FPlate says. For Plato the
disembodied self has primary existence whereas the embodied

soul has secondary existence.

Strawson seems to think that the possibility of

the disembodied person is conceivable only in connection
with the persons who were once ~mbodied., Hamlyn does not
agree with Strawson in this regard. "It is difticult to
see”, Hamlyn says, "why that restriction should be imposed
cnce 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 in practice", "To suppose", he continues,

"that that difficulty eifher limits or removes altogether
any possibility of attaching sensc to the notion of

disembodied person is simply to embrace verificationism".26

If we compare and contrast the views 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
metaphysical necessity. The existence of soul is
incorrigible according to bescaites. There 1is now a
shift towards epistemology and the existence of the
soul is eplstemologically 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 1s llable to commendations
or condemnations.' Hence man must be embodied or better,

there must be persons who are embodled. Disembodied person
is an empty expression in such a framework. Wittgenstein
is a philosophical logician and is interested in meaning
and philosophical understanding of expression. This is
linked with the use of the said expressions in 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. sStrawson searches for
the basic particulars of the world and is worrizd about

thelr identification and re-identification., Disembodied
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persons cannot be basic particulars. The particular
that merits to be plcked 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 phillosophers in the tradition of
logico=~linguistic analysis who try to explode the
intelligibility of the idea of disewbodied existencey
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
gyames 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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CHAPTER = III

DISEMBODIED BEING - KNOWLEDGE AND ACTION

Terence Penelhum in his book "Survival and
Disembodied Existence' seeks to éxamine some of
the logical problems connected with the belief that
all or some persons survive death. A set of beliefs
regarding survival and resurrecticn are there in sone
of the religious doctrines in the world. They are
accepted as valid in their own context. The philosophical

study consists in studying the logiz of such concepts

and tries to make sense out of them.

A belief, according to Penelhum, would lack
sense if it can be shown to be incoherent in scme way,
The area of religious beliefs is full ot doctrines to
which many people seem to attach sense, but which
philosophers reject as unintelligible. The belief in

survival is most notorious among these.t

There are two concepts of survival after death,
One, the Christian conception - the disembodied survival
and two, the Greek conception - immor~tality of thetsoul.
Ve are to assess their intelligibility. This can be

shown in the following ways - (1) Firstly, we have to
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ascertain whether the predicates which we ascribe Lo
pre~mortem persons can be applied to the supposed
beings without bodies,{2) Secondly, we have to determine
whether beings without becdies can be sald to zemaln
identical through time in their alleged disembedied
state. (3) Thirdly, we have to find out whether they

can be identified with the pre-mortem embodied persons,

An embodied being is said to know about things,
persons and events,” Kncwledge implies many things,
such as perceiving, imagining, thinking, dreaming, willing,
and might be also its movements (in space and tlme), A
disembodied person would obviously be imperceptible. But
can it perceive? Penelhum is of the opinion that perhaps
he might have perceptions and along with perceptions,
imaginations, intentions, feelings of anger, but is of
the view that many normal implications of perceiving

things would no longer be there.2

Generally perceptiocn involves three things:
(a) percelver, (b) objects of perception and (c) act of
perceiving. It may be pointed out rightly here, that a
philosopher does not have any concern with the act of
perception, i.e., to perceive is to have perceived?
In other words, the word 'perception' is not a process-

word but it 1is a product-word. Let us suppose that the
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object of perception is a bunch of flower placed

on a2 table, The disembodied being claims to perceive

the same. The claim will have to b3 expressed in the
form of a perceptual judgement, viz,, I see a bunch of
flower on the table or there is a bunch of flower on

the table. Both the judgements are logically the same.
The claim which is now expressed in the form of a
judgement becomes objective. One may--agree to it or
disagree with it, may contest the claim or may make a
counter claim, Let us suppose, that I am in the romm,
and come to hear such a claim uttered. Should I look

to the direction from which the sound came? Perhaps not.
Because, the disembodied belng cannot be said to be
spatially positioned. It cannot be said to be just in
the north-east corner of the room or a little south of
that corner or above my head or at my back, The sound
may be likened to the sound which I hear or rather ‘'feel’
when 1 place two head-phones cn my ears connected to a
sound system, i.e., the disembodicd being may be regarded
as being at the centre of the visual tield, because
renelhum says that there is no sense to the notion of seeing
from no point of view. 4 5o I woulcd simply say, without
changing the direction of my look, 'this is not, you see,

a bunch of flower, but a bunch of grass'. 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 impersonal use
like 'it!' (in 'It is cold'). Granting this, if there
is no response by way of reaction to my contesting
claim, what should 1 say? Should I say that what 1
heard was 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 own justification? It
may be said in reply that there are certain perceptual
judgements which constitute their own justificaticn,
(for example -~ 'I feel pain'), It may be objected
that one's feeling of pain caunot 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 be 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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'I 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 on 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 life are distinguished from
one another on the cr:itericn of coherence.5 So the
statement 'There is a bunch ot flower on the tabvle!
cannot be likened to 'I dreamt @&f an elephant last

night',6

But if the disembodiasd beiny makes a response
by way of reiterating that 'There is a bunch of flower
on the table' or by way of corvectio that 'There is a
bunch of grass on the table', then I can hardly deny
thét the disembodied being really perceives, even though
the judgement might be incorrect, In the language of
Penelhum,‘"lf the things do not look to him, the way
they really look, then there is nowhere that we can

say that he isn,7

Here an interesting question arises, Language
is to be used in order to couch the judgemsnts of
perception., But which language it is? English or any

other language. Though this question sounds interesting,
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it is not of philosophical interest. \e are not
interested to know which person is that now speaking
in the disembodied form and consequently the languages
the person has mastery over. e are only interested
in the claims to knowledge, not the particular mode

in which the claim is made.

Can we grant that the disembodied being hears ?
Hearing is analogous to seeing, says Penelhum. The
disembodied being could not be said to touch anything,
because 1f he touches anything, we can watch and catch
him., But he might be said to learn about a thing by
touch, in the sense that thing might feel rough or warm
to him when the thing was rough or wam. There may be
a question now as to what kind of touch it is ? 1Is it

sense-object contietior what is called in HNyaya Philosophy

'jﬁﬁnalak§na perception' (extraordinary perception) as
one says, by seeing a piece of ice that 'it must be cold!
or seeing a bed of grass that 'it must be soft' ? But
this cannot be so, because one is otherwise expected to
have the tactual sensation of the thing concerned and
the sense of touch is not a distant organ like the sense
of seeing or the sense of hearing or something. The
contention of Penelhum is that the disembodied bheing

may learn about a thing by touch without touching,
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cannot be expected. Hence the discmbodied being can
also be saild to exercise bther distant sense organs
like smelling .

But it does not make sense to say, as Penelhum
does, that he has 'taste'! in the similar way. Lyall
watson, a biologist, gives certain opinions on the
basis of certain scientific findings which appear to
be very close to Penelhum's which we have been discussing
so far. In a provocative and interesting title, "The
Romeo Error"*, Lyall Watson attends to the question.

How does a disembodied person 'enjoy any kind of
experience without sense-organs ?! 8 He is of the

view that 'without sense~organs a disembodied person
would have to perceive things by Clairvoyance,' which

is a kind of extra-sensory perception admitted by the
para-psychologists; 'Without limbs, it would be able

to act on the environment only by psycﬁo~kinesis,'

which 1s perhaps assumed to be movement of objects by
mere wish; 'and without any structure, for producing
vocal, visual and olfactory signals, it could communicate
only by telepathy'. Watson asserts that 'none of these
things is biologically impossible. 9

J. Harrison also testiflies that there can be

action at a distance on the part of a disembodied being,
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very much as the gravitational power operates or
remote-sensers function at a distance.10 According

to him the 'body' which we have is rather a misuse.

It needs re-fueling, doctoring etc.. It is a restraint
on human will, It is a limitation on human action,

vthen that is gone, it becomes all the more easy to

get things done by will, to move things without moving
oneself., Even if one (disembodied being) mobes oneself
one can move through things otherwise considered hurdles
in the way of movements, like walls and closed doors.
Harrison manufactures a story narrating how he, an
embodied.being, became a disembodied one and sensed the

environment, willed and acted upon it without hurcles.td

In this connection Prof. P.K.iMohapatra's reaction
to Harrison's conceptual exploration needs close attention.,
Frot. Mohapatra hints, bul does not develpp the conceptual
complications involved in Harrison's view., He thinks that
by allowing conceptual intellicoibility of 1lifting ang
moving the limbs by disembodied beings, we are attributing

magical powers to them. This implies that we are making
modifications in the concept of person.l'2 Prot, llohapatra's
contention appears to be based upon his coemmitment that ‘
possession of a body and normal bodily powers, as we
generally have, constitutes a person. But why shoulcd

philosophical reflections be confined to how a concept

v
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normally functions ? WNormal functioning of a concept

is taken note of by empirical studies. The philoscphers
also take note of that only to find out the underlying
presupposition of its functioning, logical necessity of
those presuppositions and implications in the event of
those presuppositions being discarded. 1In the process,

new vistas in conceptual framework open up for intellectual
illumination. If in this way the disembodied beings

are credited with certain power, it matters little to

call them magical or anything of the sort - terms that

are available in the present conceptual framework,

H.H.Price thinks it "“reasonable to suppose
that in a disembodied state telepathy would occur
more frequently than it does now".lBIt appears from the
above discussion that the existence of disembodied person:
is conceivable, i.e., we can make it intelligible to
ourselves what form of disembodied existence could be,
To facilitate our intelligibility, the idea of dream
has been taken recourse to by both VWaetson and H.H.Price
who have cited dreams as a very close parallel of the
kind of experience, the disembodied existents might have.
According to watson, "the only biological comparison
avilavle to us at the moment is the kind of experience

we know occurs in dreams“.14

"Dreams%, according to him, "include sensations
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of colour, sound, texture, temperature, smell, taste,
pain, and all other experiences we appreciate through

our sense organs in waking life”. 15 1n this sense,

the experiences of the embodied state and the experiences
of pre-morbem state and that of the post state do not

differ in kind, they are only difterent in degree.

"The Next Viorld" Price thinks, "might be conceived
as a kind of dream—world".léHe explains that when we are
asleep our sensory stimulii are cut off or at least they
are prevented from having their nortual effects upon the
centres of our brain. But then we have expericnces "it
is true, that sense-perception no longer occurs, but

sufficlently like it does®, 17

We have thus seen that the mode ¢f knowledge
which a disembodied being could intelligibly ' have is
extra sensory perception and not perception through the
exercise of any sense organ in particular. The mode of

action of such a being is similarly through psycho-klneses.18

There is serious objection put forward by P.T,Geach,
According to him a disembodied spirit, without sensory
experiences would not be a surviving human person. He
does not appear to distinguish between the near senses

and distant senses when he says that a concept like seeing
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or feeling collapses if we break its threads of
connection with other concepts relating to tne
physical properties of perceived bodies and to human
bodily behaviour. Hessubscribes to the view that "my
soul is not 'I'", There appears to be a difference
with reference to the very fundamentals and a virtual

refusal to listen to the contender.

Vie shall now consider in the next section the
mode of action of a disembodied being in some detall.
To know about the world, is to act and react upon things
of the world. VWhen 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 flowexr on the table., If I need one, I can pick
it and present it to the guest or hold it in my hand and
such other actions. Even if no such action 1is in the
offing, future actions might be shaped accordingly, for
example, if I want to keep a book, I will 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 tablg ? Suppose,

while watching the bunch of flower, suddenly it begins



/75
to rise, would we grant that this is being raised by a

disembodied being or a spirit 7 19

A counter question can be put tollowing wittgen-
stein ™what is left over when we subtract the fact that
the bunch of flower rose, from the fact, that the spirit
raised the bunch of flower ? It appecars that there must
be something left, i.e., the activity of the agent®.

This is clear when an embodied being raises the bunch of
flower., He puts his fingers undexr the bunch and thenf
exerts some upward pressure, But this is certainly absent
in case of the disembodied being or spirit, obviously
because he does not have a bedy. 1t may now be said

that the difference between the spirit railsing the bunch
of flower from the fact that it simply rises, consists

in a mental act which precedes the rising of the bunch

of flower. When an embodied agent acts, the action
involves in some physical movements by way of trying

and deciding as well as willing to do certain things.
These notions are markedly absent in case of the so-called
actions of the disembodied agent. To quote Fenelhum
again, ".....these notlons lean on and do not serve to
explain the notion of doing.” 20 15 this connection,
Arthur Danto's concept of basic action may now be taken = ..

into account. "An action is basic for some one", according
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to, Danto, " if there is mo other action, which he
has to do in order to do that action".21 On this
definitlon there are atleast, two basic actigns.
(1) Mental actions like imagining and sayinq?to
oneself and (2) Movements of one's limbs and their

members.

According to Ryle, "there are hosts of wildly
divergent sorts of behaviour in the conduct of which
we should ordinarily and correctly describe as imaginative“.zg
"There is no special faculty of imagination.....seing
things is one exercise of imagination; growling somewhat
like bear, is another; smelling things in the mind's
nose is an uncommon act of fancy; maiingering is a vefy
common one and so—forth".ZSThe behaviour which Ryle talks
of, includes verbal and non-verbal, There cannct be any
non~-verbal behaviour where bodily actions are involved

in case of the disembodied agent. But it could be granted
to some extent that he can have verbal behaviour., If

we grant one sort of basic action to the disembodied
agent, perhaps we shall have (o attribute some special
power to the disembodied agent.

According to Stuart Hampshire, tho concept of

(o

action is central to the concept of person. [This action

is partly, if not wholly, physical., It, therefore, follows
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from the view that the notion of personal survival
or disembodied existence is meaningless.24 P.F.5trawson,
however, takes a liberal view of the matter. According
to hin, the notion is not meaningless, it only lacks
primary meaning, In the primary meaning, a2 person means
an embodied being. The notion of disembodied being is
paracitical on or secondary to it (the notion of person).25
Hence one can intelligibly think ot the ccncept as
surviving one's death. To puk it straight in the words
of A.J.Ayer "one can imagine cneself continuing, to have
experiences of various kinds, without having any power
to make physical changes in the world and without having
any perception of the body which is related to these
experiences in the way that one's living being is related
s".26

to one's present experience A further condition is

suggested that other people do not perceive such a body
either, These do not imply that this could actually happen
to be the case as some monks wilshed to perceive their
bodles floating down the sacred streams ot the Ganga

after their bodily death. Ve are only to try te find

out whether the idea of disembodied existence is intelli-

gible or not. 27

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 would e disembodied
-bdngs of the same sort, one could not be in a position
to know them., Second, cne could retain one's sense of
self-identify, only if one preserves the memory of one's
embodied existence. That 1s to say "One could exist, as

28 Hence it

it were, on sufferance as a form of person,
follows that there could not be any disembodied survival

unless there is a corresponding embodied 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, 1 say,
'ily 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.. Vhat bhen ? Therefore, my
friend was nevertheless there and his disappearance was
some delusion or other. But imagine after a while he
disappeared agaln or seemed to dlsappecar. what shall
1 say now ? Do we have rules ready tor all such imaginable
possibilities?29 ilystery is natural and oxpected, but it

cannot be complete mystery',says Penelhun.
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Let us take another example,Suppose, suddenly
the light goes off in a room, It is found out that
light is there everywhere around and the switches in
the room are on, On enquiry it was further seen that
the fuse was intact, Can we say in such a situation
that it all happened due to the will of a disembodied
being ? Not so soon, although the switches being on
and the fuse being intact which two are the necessary
conditions for the light to glow in the rooms But
they are not sufficient conditions., What constitute
the sufficient condition in this case are a host of
other necessary conditions. 1t is very difficult to
determine the sufficient condition for the glewing of
the light. But it is not impossible to find out the
same, adcording to the scientist, But if the scientist
exhausts all the known necessary conditions the sum-
total of which is sufficient for the glowing of the
light and does not find fault anywhere should he or
should he not grant that this is due to the will of a
disembodied being ? 1In all probability the scientist
will not grant, because the condition under which a
1ight glows are all detéfgtable conditions, If, for
the time being, the faulz is not found out, then the
fault lies with the sear¢éh, not that it is due to the
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will of a disembodied being.

In this connection the view of Nicholas Rescher
is worth considering. According to him, "It is in
principle, impossible to design a language in which
the descriptive mechanisms suffer, for the discourse
about real things alone, without affording the means
for introducing non-existents into discussion. The
mechanism of reference to non-existents are an inherent
linguistic feature".ao But although conceptual system
as a living institution, can cope up, with some variations,
in the existing state of things it cannot withstand the
widest and the wildest imaginable variations.

It has been supposed till now that knowledge
involves action of some sort or other in which physical
change as well as bodily movement of the agency of such
change are involved. This supposition is liable to be
challenged, There might be actions which do not necessarily
involve bodily movement of the agent. Bagehat says that
the crown enjoys atleast three rights viz. - (a) the right
to be informed, (b) the right to he consulted and (3) the
right to warn. With due respect to the statement we may

say that the disembodied being might act by way of informing
us and warning us whether we choose to consult such a
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being or nots Suppose, for example, the disembodied
being informs that in the beginning of the nextyear,
there_will be a very severe cyclcnhe in my area and

my house is likely to be affecteds And suppose,

again, that this happens to be the case. If such a
prediction comes true now and again, perhaps we will
not have any reason to deny any action to a disembodied

being.

It will not be exact to say that the disembodied
being predicts the cause of action, because prediction
involves tenses like past, present and future and there
is no temperal distinction for the disembodied being as
there is no spatial distinction for him. Spatio-temporal
distinctions are applicable to bodies and embodied beings.:
Hence there cannot be any prediction on the part of the
disembodied being., The so~called predictions are so
many facts for the disembodied beings As there is no
distinction of 'here'! and 'there' for the disembodied
being, so also there is no distination of 'now' and
‘then!' for it. The world freezes for him on several

facts presented to him in perpetual 'there' and perpetual
'now?,

If all the informations provided by the disembodied
being and all the warnings proved to be correct then what
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the scientist would do ? Surely, at the initial
stage he will try to find out the cawsal chain of
phgnomenon under investigation., He willl not leave
any stone unturned (in terms of verifiable experience).
But the informatlon and warnings of the disembodied
being given to us, involves phenomena in so grand a
scale that the scientist will find it hard and perhaps
"impossible! to find out the causal explanation. For
example, the Ranigunj coal Mine accident of 1989 may
be cited. Lut of the miners trapped underground, some
could be rescued with sclentific acuity but not all.
The scientist never said that they have ceased to attempt
to rescue the rest but in fact they could not do it. ‘This
shows the limitations of working explanation in not so
grand a scale. When the whole world-will be involved in
explaining a given phenomenon, then it will be harder
still for the scientlst to find out the links of a

causal chain.,

All these go to show that action of baslc type
cannot be attributed to the disembodied agent, what to
speak of the non-basic actions, The most important
argument which strikes at the root of the existence of
the disembodled being, comes from the notlon of knowledge

and action themselves. We have assumed previously that
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it could be granted to some extent, that the disembodied

being can have verbal behaviour, Verbal behaviour
involves the use of certain physical organs like the
vocal cords, larynx etec.. Radhakrishnan says that the
secrets of nature were whispered, as if, into the ears

of the sages of yores If there is whispering, there
must be a whisperer and whispering involves use of
languages The whilsperer 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 theses So 1f at all the disembodied being is'to
express anything verbally it must do so through some
medium. This 1s a para-psychological phenomenon which
has'é&vidences'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 sald
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 1s not spirited. Similarly, 4in the

case of the light going out in my room, I would rather

concede ignorance regarding the functioning of the circuits.
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And in the case of my friend popplng out of existence
or popping into existence, I would rather admit I am under

a spell of illusiong

Can I not say that things are happening as per
the will of supreme disembodied being ( God or the like)
when things are noet happening as per human calculations
or happenings are catching them unawares like the poll-
verdicts of 1989 or Bhopal Gas tregedy of 1984 or the
weather situation in 1990 in the Indian sube-continent ?
The naturalist will be inclined to say that the gas lick
in explalnable naturally through cause-effect relation-
ship and the explanations which the subsequent investigating
comnittee gave, was quite in this linei That we did not know
it before hand or that we did not try for it or that we tried
but the machine deceived us, all these do not go to prove
the existence of the dismmbodied agency who willed the
things to happen in theway things happeneds More or less,
same was the case of poll verdict and the weather situa-
tion. In ord8r to guess the trend of voting, pgople conduct

opinion poll, or exlt poll, and base thelr calculations

on this. Howsoever sincere and meficuleus the process might
be, opinion is collected at-random, upon which there. is
guess work. It can never be equivalent to the final pollé
The unexpected course of events does not go to prove the

existence of any such agencye
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It might be said that the willl of God, i.e.,
the supreme disembodied agency does not make direct
changes in the set up of things in the world. God's
will influences human wills, which in their turn,
affect changes in the set up of things in the world. In
the case of poll verdict, it might be said that God
could not tolerate anymore, the spreading and swelling
of adharma and willed for a change. His will influenced
the will of human beings who began to apprecliate that there
is adharma done by some people and voted against themd
In reply to this , it might be sald, following Danto,
that human will is regarded as basic .action . When it
ls so regarded, to say that it is caused by something

else revolts against sensibility.

It may further be contended in favour of the
existence of God that for Him there is nothing 1like a
happening, event or phenomenon because these are all
temporal conceptions and God is beyond any temporal
conceptions For Hlm everything is a fact, everything %
that is happ%}ng or going to happen have alrgady happened,31
God 1is in full knowledge of the tacts and the human
being, who is limited and is situated in time, has
them revealed gradually within the 1limited compass of
his vision, ¥hatever happens wzs to be. Everything

is pre-determineds. The world is an inter-connected system

of facts. Nothing happens fortuihously or accidentally,
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Everything happens exactly and accurately as per His will.

As Leibnitz puts it, a monad comes with all the
possibilities of its change ingratned within itselfy
As it is windowless, no inter-action with other monads
is possible, Still then, there is change and development
happening to the monad. kvery such happening is nothing
but the unfoldment of its own nature. Such a view is
characterised as determinigtic in the sense in which
Spinoza's system 1s deterministic, i.e,freedom within

a deterministic framework.,

This contention sounds very much alluring, Its
appeal is hard to resist. But the point 1is that the
allurement of the appeal 1s only paychological and holds
its ground because our psyche is so conditionea by our
sociecultural emvironments The aforesaid contention carves
out a particular point of view about the world as a whole
and man's position in it., It is a thelstic world view ..
which seeks to regulate the way of life 4n thought,
expression (Language), and behaviour ( actiun)v;sz It is
the way of surrender or Samarpan and efacement of one's
own @ged But the logical point which we want to emphasise
i8® that a metaphysical view of the workd does not go
to prove the existence of its objects, as Kant would say.
The religlous way of life, of course, shows that there
is a theological being=-God or anything. But to say that
it exists, lands wus in logical éifficulties, to put the
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matter 1n the terminology of Wittgensteln in his
Iractatus o

The discussion of the above matter shows that

there might be a sense in which knowledge can be

attr}buted to a disembodied beingsi When, however,

agency 1s attributed to such a being, there is tremendous
pressure in intelligibility because action involves move-
ment of limbs and physical change is the 8@tate of thingsi
The disembodied being to wham knowledge and action are
sought to be attributed, is not of a kind as supreme as
God 1s said to be. The disembodied being thus con@eived
of , are very much like the embodied persons minus their
bodiess

We may recall here that according to writers

like Watson and Price a disembodied person can have
knowledge through telepathy and according to the former
he can have action through psycho—kinesis s 1.2, he can
wish things to happen. Although we can be persuaded to
admit that it makes sense to talk about knowledge of dis-
embodied beings, it would be very hard indeed to persuade
us to admit that it makes sense to talk about action of:
such beingsd 1f they act within the periphery of their

world ( the ' Next World' as visualised by Price) then
perhaps we might give our admission, but them Price does
not discuss about any action of disembodied being in
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the ! Next-World ! Still then from this there is
an inclination to con@eive of a disembodied belng
of unlimited character - knowing evwerything and
doing everythingsy

Seme thinkers have tried to set aside such a
conception because it is unverifiable & But then the
propcngnt might defend it as &aying that it is indeed
verifiavle 493 But we did not say this. We rather
pointed out the logical difficulty involved in saying
that ' God exists!, This lands us on the border of
senselessnessd In the pages that follows, we shall
try to tind out other arguments that.might be advanced
for the existence of disembodied spirit, Generally ,
such an admission is said to be necessitated by such
events as bodily transfer, reincarnatiocn and resurr-
ectionyg In the next chapter we shall have a logical

investigation of these phenomenae
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CHAPTER = IV

BODILY TRANSFEH, .REINCARNATION AND 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 ot universal valldity.

Philosophical explanations are neither ’
supported nor refuted by facts. They explain the
facts. Even what 1s a fact and what is not a fact
is to be decided by a philosophical view. They hav;
universal validity and they are capable of explaining
things which are otherwise unexplainable by the
sciences. Philosophy, however, does not ordinarily
explain away the facts which are stherwise accepted
and honoured by people. The instances of bodily

transfer, reincarnation and resurrection go to
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support this view. This idea of reincarnation is @
powerful idea in the culture and religion of India.

It is sald that Lord ¥ishnu who is regarded as the sus=

tainer of the universe, is reilncarnated in one form
or @ther when He feels that the physical nature has
produced certdin elements which stand on the way

of its sustenance,” Thus, there are ' reincarnations®

or ' avataras® of Vishnu in the forms of llatsya, Sukara

Kurma, Narasimha, Vamana, Parsuram, Rama, Balarama,

Buddha,Kalki , Lord Krishna who is regarded as an

important incapnation was instrumental in uprooting

' adharma' which was spreading its wings in the then
worlds Srikrishna Himself, in the Gezta explained " to

establish ' dharma' and to eradicate ! adharma!'! He

would reincarnate now and againi,

Not omly Lord Vishnu, but ever&body who has
some yearnings unfulfilled in the present life is
reincarnated to get it fulfilled. For example - Vedamati
who yearned to get flamachandra ( one of the reincarnations
of Vishnu as stated earlier) as her husband could not
materialise in that birth as her body was desecrated by
Ravana. dhe then destroyed her body by emolating herself

and then being reincarnated as Sita eventually got the
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hands of Rama, the reincarnation Vishnu, Similarly, CGoddess
Parvati was reincarnated repeatedly to get Shiva -

as Uma, Durga, Minakshl and others which is described

in Shiva Purana. Also the sisteen thousand rishies who
were enamoured by the supreme beauty of Rama, 8o much

so that they desired to get him as §pouse. Ramachandra
assured them with the boon that in the next birth he

would be born as sSrikrishna and they would be born as

milkwomen of Gopapura, so that their desire would be
fulfilled. The scriptures in India are avcund with such

ldeas. Such ildeas are, however, not confined to India

only. They are there also in Creek mythologies.

There is another belief , which 1s peculiar

to Christian theology, mamely, the idea of resurrection.

The belief runs that consequent upon the death of a
person the soul' leaves the bodily abode for Heaven
where the final judgment takes place regarding the
person's activities on the e@rth in the de~ceased bodyd
As per the judgement, the soul have to return to the

body of suffer of enjoy in the fresh lease of life |,

But when will i¥ return, one does not know. The body
is restored i jyatact by the family members of the
deceased person. When the dead body gets back the soul,

that was once inhabiting in it, the person concerned
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is said to be resurrected or the body of the person
is said to be resurrected, We shall discuss else-
where 1n a different sense of ressurrection which

is in conformity with the Christian theology.

There is another idea which is commonly prevelent
in India as well as in the West, that is , the idea of
bodily transfer. The story of cobbler and the prince

is the famous instance of such bodily transfer. John

Locke refers to it and Terence Penelhum retells the

story in a fascinating way.' In this story,the cobbler's

Soul enters the body of the prince and the soul of the

prince into the gobbler's.® A small 6bjection can be

ra ised here,namely, how do the souls intershange

their habitats ? Does a soul leave its habitat first

and then beckons the other to leave its own and then

the change of habitat takes place ? The answer is
perhaps derived from the story itself. The story says
that the change is discovered on a fine morning which
implies that the event must have eccured during the
previous night. It is said that during the deep sleeping
condition of a person,the soul does not remain in the

body. Hence the accident of change of bodily habitats,



/96 //

does no more appear to be an unintelligible proposition.
Whatever that might be,the story which we have in the
Indian tradition is more neat in this respect. The

soul of Shankaracharya leaves his ownbody with a delibe-
rate mission,while the body remains in safe custody ot
his disciples, and enters into the body of the deceased
king Amrukh, The king Amrukh appears tebe resurrected.
But,alas,after tulfilling the mission through the

person of the king,the soul of Shankaracharya returns
to his own habitat. The missicn .of ‘Shankaracharya was
to know the facts about the conjugal 1life about which
he was ignorant being a sanyasin ( mdﬁicant).3

All the three ideas,namely, reincarnation,
resurrection and bodlly transfer involve the problem
of personal identity. To this question,I shall return
towards the end of this chapter, In the case of re-
incarnation, however,we know further that it has a
defiinite purpose ( to sustain the world and save it
from the evil persons ). In this sense, this is
theologically bent,as it 1is in the case of Rama of
" Dwapara and Srikrishna of Iretaya. But the sense
in which Tully is said to have been reincarnated in

Cicero ( as goes the Greek story ) is not theologically
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bent at least explicitly.

In case of resurrection,the problem remains
the sames However there will be a difference between
the two.” In case of reincarnation,there will be the
self-same soul,but two different bodily forms at
two different periods of time., But in case of resurr-
ection the self-same soul will return to the self-same
body after a lapse of unspecified time, A question
may now be raised as to how are we to know in such
cases that the soul which was inhabiting in the
particular body,has returned to the same body 7?7 If
it is assumed that no other soul than the one which
was inhabiting this body,will alone return,then etven
this epistemological question cannot be avolded.

What more evidence do we need,if the body is able to
show its behaviour of the previous lease of life ?
The problem is what to say about the position and role

of the soul in between the livegideath and resurrection.

Whereas in case of bodily transfer,the self-same
soul is not assuming a different bodily-form,gs it is
in the case of reincarnation, nor the self-same soul

is re-animating the self-same body as in resurrection.
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Here,the soul of our body is occupyving Lhe body cl
another soul which has left the sawme. [he case of
bodily transfer comes a bit cleser te the case of
resurrection,but not exactly the same, Here,the soul
of Sankara went into the king's body and behaved
unlike the king. But in other case of bodily transfer,
the cobﬁﬁr behaved like the king and the prince
behaved like the cobblar. As a result of which the
crisis with regard to the personal identity arose
both in the case of prince's palace and also at the
cobbler's place. How can it be known whether the
coblhr is actually the prince and the prince is
actually the cobbler ? In any case,we are drifted

towards the problem of personal identity.

Penelhum is of the view that we have no standard
of identity to use in respect of disenbodied existence
at all., The criteria of personal identlty are bodily
continuity and/or memory. By definition there is no
body here and as such there is no guestion of bodtily
identity. Again,memory is not an independent standard
of personal identity .+ As he pubs iL " ,........ the
subtraction of the body leaves the notion of the genuine
4

memory chronically | incomplete®, e puts it in
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a more strong language thus, " I can attach no sense
to the notion " loose" or un-owned experience (or

S fhe notion of un-owned experinece

agentless action)V..
is a self-contradictory one. Memory is essentially a
para-psychic concept. It needs a body to feed on. However,

there is a view advecated by the biologist Lyall Watson ,

thus;
" There seems to be ahsolutely no evidence
to suggest that memories are stored in sny
special part of the brain or anywhere else
in the body. He asserts that personality
grows from a biolongical hase and feeds
on individual experience. This experience
1s stored as memory and can be drawn on
in dreaming and allow the personality
full and independent expression. All mammals
are capable of this kind of expression but
none of them can we find with any physical trace
of such memory bank. Therefore, there is no
valid biological objection to the sugcestion
that personality in the form of an independent
set of memories would survive beyond the

point ot clinical death. ©



// 100 //

S0 even if one pressed for identity of the pre-
mortem person with the post-mortem person on the
basis of memory, an affirmative answar is quite

intelligible on this contention.

There might be a different contention

altoghether in this connection to raise the issue

of identity in respect of disembodied being, is to
raise the issue of disembodied personal identity
beyond its _pe:z:spec'c.:’t.ve.t7 Identifieation and re-
identification are issues which are raised in respect
of ampirical particulars in order to ensure whether
a particular 1s uniquely referred to or not., Empirical
particulars are plural in number. They are elther
things or persons er events of the world, But disembodied
existence cannot strictly said to be eithar singular
or plural., Disembodied existence, in other words, as
a unit class is very much like non-existence, which

is strictly speaking neither singular Ror plural. It
does not ordinarily make sense to say that there

are non-existents ! non-existence of that and non-

existence of this , very much as their existent being.

Similarly, we do not ordinarily say there are disembodied
existences; though very much we say there are embodied
existences., Disembodied existence 1is identical with

_) JPRE




is due’' to this lamp and that patch of light is due to

that lamp. But when there is dark all-over, we cannot
say that, this patch of darkness andthat patch of dark-

8
nass are from different sources,

To extend the question of identification (and
re-tdentification) from the sphere of the empirical and
corporeal to the sphere of non-empirical and non=-corpordéal

is to do harm against the idea.

But it might be obJected now that because all
the three occurauces, namely, reincarnation ,resurrection
and bodily transfer involve the idea of disembodied existe
ence, the question of plurality of disembodied existence
cannot be ruled out of court. Srikrishna is a reincarnation
of Ramachandra, not of Desaratha { somebody .else might
be the reincarnation of Dasaratha). So the question
whether one is a reincarnation of one’s counterpart or
not will arise, The soul in between one bodily form and
another has to maintain its uniqueness and identity.
Otherwise the talk of reincarnation will not be significanti
The same problem will be there in case of resurrection

and bodily transfer too.

The idea of reincarnation can be made intelligible
without the supposition of a disembodied existence in

between two embodied persons (Avat3ras). In the Indien
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tradition , Parsuram and Rama are two avataric persons
at a particular time., Cn one occasion Rame touched the
bow of Parsuram and at once Parsuram became powerless
From this it transpires that reincarnation is conceived

as investment of power. Being embodied is being empowered,

It is true that as per the requirements of re-
incarnation and resurrection, uniqueness of soul must
be {77 maintained. But identification and reidentification
cannot, in principle, arise in respect to this. The simple
reason is that identification and reidentification are
done, it may be reiterated, with respect to empirical
particularss Hence the question of identification and
reidentﬂ?ation will arise only when souls are embodied,
Wthen a soul 1s embodied, the soul with body comes to be
known as a persons It is the person who is, therefore,
placed for identificatlion and reldentification. Vhether
that 1is done on this basls ( of body) alone or on the
basis of memory alone or on the basis of both, is a
matter for debate, But the point remains that the
question of ldentificatlion and reidentitication cannot
atlse 1in case of the disembodied being. Even then it
does not imply that disembodied form of existence is
ruled outy

We hinted that there is a differzant sense ot

resurrection in the Christian Theology. Before coneluding
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this chapter, we propose to have a deep disecussion of

this.

John Hick raises the question as to what does
the resurrection of the dead, mean ? The amswar provided
by St.' Paul in the Christian theological framework has
nothing to do with resuscitation of corps in the symetery
( distinction is mentioned between general resurrection
and unique resurrection of Jesus). It concerns the re-
creation or re-constitution on the part of the God on

the human psycho-physical individual. This individual

is not the organism which has died, it is some-pneumatikon,
a ¥ spiritual body® which inhabits a spiritual world very
much as the physical body inhabits our present physical

world.

Hick finds that such a doctrine is faced with
big problem concerning the criteria of personal 1dentity
and tries to provide a model which may facilitate our
conception of the Divine recreation of the human
personality, First of all he supposes the one John Smith
who lives in U.S.As who suddenly and inexplicably disappears
from before the eyes of his §riends and at that wery
moment an exact replica of John Smith inexplicably

appears in India, The person who appeared in India and

the person who disappeared in U.S.A. happened to be same

in both mental characteristics.® There is continuityag%
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of memory, complete similarity of bodily features
including finger tips, eye~coloraticn, and stomachg
contains and also of belief, habits, emotions, and mental
dispositions“é9 To add tu this the John Smith replicy
that appeared in India thinks ot himself as being the

John Smith who disappeared in america .

In the above statements of Hick one point
appears to be objectionable . He says that John Smith
appeared in India the same moment he disappeared in |
UeSéAs o If this implies that there is no time lag
between the disappearance at one place and appearance
at a distant place, then this revolts against the
principle of intelligibility.

In the second place John Hick supposes that
John Smith dies in U.S.A.. His corpse is in our hands
at the same moment 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.lt
is supposed in some sclence like Criminology that the

finger prints and the constitution of halr of any two
individuals are never the same . Conceding that this

is not the necessary truth and that finger prints and
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constitutioqbof hair can be duplicated, it is not
still/intel;}gible how the memories of the two indivie
duals situated ,t. different spatie~temporal positionsﬁlg
can be similar. The memories of an individual are dependééﬁé\

on his experlences and one's memory is unique to ocne-

selfs This does not mean that memory or experience

is private althought in a sense they are , and does
not preclude. thelr carroboration in the acredited

method to establish their objectives
%

}

"In tbe third place, Hick supposes that Jdohn Smithizi
dies in UﬁSﬁAﬂ and his 1xrepllica appears as a resurrectioq‘i
replica in a)resurrection world dinhabited by ressurrected |
persons onlys This im not the world #In which we live,

but it is ! another world'! as Price would call ity

Hick does ndt expound on the nature of this world, except
saying that the objects of the resurrection world are
speclally related to each other, but ifot to the objects

of this world. He ,howeversfeels sure that 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....".lo‘
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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 ; (1) bodily
continuity and (2) psychological continuity, i.e.,
memory, character and personality etc.. Ve 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 personaliity. Under all normal circumstances this
is enough, but the problem arises in some abnormal
cases, like bodily transfer, resurret¢tion, and reincarnation,
For,in these cases, there is no body to be judged

as ldentical. 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 psychologicsl ground.

Of the psychological grounds, character and personality
will 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 continuity, the resurrected

and the reincarnated persons can be said bo be the
same as their pre-mortem counterparts only on the
ground that they remember things that have hanpened
to the latter. But - here again, the crucial question:
how are we to determine that these memories are real
memories and not mere memory claims, because mere
memory claims also cannot aveid the possibility of
reduplication ? This will, therefore, take us to

the larger area of how to distinguishbetween ' real!
memories and ' apparent' memories, This distinction
has to be made in principle., And this calls for the
question of varifying and establishing a putative
memory as real., It has been argued by several contemporary
writers that memory is a - caugal notion and that, in
order for a putative memory to be real memory, the

11 Only then

causal chain must Tun through the body.
the memory linkége can avoid the possibility of redu-
plication, ! Some body' which carrieg with it the fact
of spatistemporal continuity, impliss continulty

in one spatioc<temporal path, and +thus guarantees
parentage to real memory which is non-duplicable,

It is, indeed , in this sense that the philosophers

have taken memory as presupnosing personal identity,
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If what h&@s 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 criteriun

and is tggs a secondary criterion of personal

identity. 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 sesm to

be a degenerate concept, having only a secondary
sense.13 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 . 1t makes sense much the same way

in which ' my doll is in pain' said by a little

girl, makes sense only because the word ' pain' makes
sense in its ordinary human context.l4

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



// 109 //

concept of a person and personal identity ; in

themselves they have no claim to 1intelligibility,

contends Dr.,' Mohapatra, But such contentions of
philosophers like Dr, Mohapatra who lay emphasis
on the body and bodily characteristicg‘as the
primary reference of language necd be evaluated
in the light of the comnents made earlier in

this chapter upon Strawsont'!s principle of individuation.,!
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CHAPTER = V
IMMORTALITY (¥ THE Sgg;

We have discussed that the propertles of the soul
are diametrically opposite to the properties of the beody.
1f the body is described in the spatial terms; then the
soul 1s denlied ot such terms. If the body is possessed
of such properties of bedinning , growth and end,
that is to say, the body 1s being called as contingent
and subject to decay and death, the soul is eternal,

not subject to decay and death.

Gilbert Ryle takes Descartes into task for
describing mind ( mind is identical with soul in Descarted!
philosophy) 4in the pattern of physical description. This
Cartesian approach is described by Ryle as the 'Para-
mechanical'! hypothesis, For describing the nature of mind
Descartes employs predicates which are negations of
those that are properly applied to the body . This is
to commit a category mistake, as Ryle puts ity

This view of Ryle has an enchanting appeal, but
if we view it a bit closely then we will find that it
is not all too correct, If we say that the table is near
the chair or not near the chair ; that it is five feet
long or not five feet long ; that it is heavy or not heavy;
that it is broken or not broken, then 1 am attributing

spatial characters or for that matter bodily predicates,
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to table. In such cases, particular bodies are sought to

be described and such descriptions are given in specified
bodidy predicates. But when it is a question of a body as
such, then "the workings of minds had to be described by
the mere negatives of the specific description given to
bodies, they are not in space, they are not motions, they
are not modifications of matter, they are not accessible
to public observation, Minds are not bits of clock work,
they are just bits of not-clock work“.2 This is not doing
justice to Descartes.! Where Descartes says that mind is
not extended,he means to say that all physical predicates =
are deniz2d application to mind.s He not only does say that
mind is non-extended, but he also says that body is non-~
thinking, In other words , he means to say that mind is

not body and body is not mind.,' One can do no better than

to say things in the manner in wvhich Descarktes says.
y

We would, therefore, not find it logically odd
to say that the soul is non-mortal or immortal., That
the soul is imaortal is a belief which yoes together with
the belief that there is resurrectlon and reincarnation .
Resurrection is a beliesf which is maintained by Chriswianity
and reincarnation is a beli=f vhich is w-inteined by Upanisads
and the Gita.t There are opposite points of viw vhich do not

believe in the immortality of soul, e.g., Z3rvvi:ila athics

and loratian ethics. Prof s AJtl. Taylor advme -5 Lhe tellowing
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two arguments to establish the immertality of souls C.Ds
Broad terms these two arguments as ethical arguments

and empirical arguments, The ethical argument takes the®
form of the argument from duty.' According to this argu-
ment, certain acts will be reyarded as duty omly if the
human race is supposed to survive deathy If it is supposed
to die eventually, then those acts will not be regarded
as duty. Similarly, certain cher acts will be regarded
as universal only if we are supposed to be immortals So
they will be regarded as otherwise if we are supposed

to be mortaly

In the Carvaka or Horatian ethics the atly

reasonable course of actlon is to enjoy the passing
honrs thus.: eat, drink and be merry so long as you live,
because you won't regain the body once it is burnt .

into ashese. But this 1ls not an acceptabla positione

In the language of C.D.Broad, if a man wishes to
provide himself with sources of pleasure that will ensure

a quiet but strong happlness over the greater part of
his 1lilfe rather than a few spasms of enjoyment 1ln the
earlier part of it followed by years of boredom, he
will be most unwise to adopt the ™ fleeting hours®

plan, even 1f he believes himself to be mortalc3
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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 flelds of artistic, literary and scientific
productionsyg The point is that, the human beings in difw
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.‘4 1f
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 of my continuing to be or ceasing tu bes
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 humnan beings to pursue

these values which are favourable to the sustenance of
the human race,

Taylér's ethical argument takes a different férm
too., The world will be very evil unless men are immortal.

We find that sometimes men die gquite prematurely before

the potentialities come to the tull bloom.It they are
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not regarded as surviwing death, then it will be quite
unjust.’ This argument does not appear to have any strength
because almost all the cases of death can be regarded as

premature & So either all men will be regarded to survive

death or none will be, There are other implications of
the ethical argument which Broad examines in detail and
we do not want to repeat them herey Before proceeding
to the other argument, that is, the empiriczl argument,
we must note that the ethical argument does not logically

establish that human race must be immortals

We have sald earlier that there are sometimes
certain happenings around us whichy, we think, are not
amenable to ordinary explanation as per the principles
provided by the physical sclences, i.e., a physical
happening must be caused by some antecedent physical
happening and there cannot be any action at a distance,
etcs . In such cases one is inclined to postulate some
non-physical agency, spiritual or diabollc,acting at a
distance or simply wishing things to happen. 1f 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 1is 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 som#other person ,
before the bishop, set his teet on the baneana peel and
did ngt fall or that the dlabolic agent caused the banana
peel to be there for the bishop to fall because of some
laps or other, in or outside the Churchs Thls 1is only

an instance in which explanation in terms of a diabolic
agent 1s pursued, might be bacause of widespread ignorance
of scientific explanation of events or too much of belief
in religious practices like the bishop . The point 4is
that even if a man is armoured with all the facts and
principles of explanation, one is sometimes helpless in
providing a factual and scientific explanation of some
given phentmenon, 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 standings According to Broad two
points must be considered here :- (1) The intrinsic
probability . if ‘p’and ‘q’are two propositions,
independent of each other, then the conjunction of 'p'and 'q°
is less probable than ‘'p. In the previous exampleylet
'*there was a babana 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 1is due to the bénaaa peel on the road is



//111//

more probable than that there was banana .peel on the
road and the diabolic agent gave a push . The second
proposition appears to be infructuous or a less probable
hypothesis . (24) The second point is that a given
proposition must fit in well with respect to all known
facts other than the one which it 1s going to explain.
Here the proposition that there is bamana peel on the
road fits in with the facts known about surfaces on the

road, smoothness of the road , momentum of the body etcy,

whereas the other proposition that the diabolic agent gave
a push, does not fit in with any such known fact.

But the proponent of the diabolic hypothesis may
not be satisfied with what Broad says. What Broad says
bolls down to the point that whatever does not conform
to scientific facts Is not science. Broad assigns two
motives to the devil theory. In the tirst place there is
a desire to frighten one's congregation away from
engaging in practices which might do harm rather than

good » : ’ L

In the second place, this is the motive which the
members, especlal]y the officials of all close corporations
have , towards the non-members who claim to perform the
same functiéns of closing ( dead bocy in the coffin).

This is 1like doc .tor's telling that a particular patient

has died under quackgy
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cqnb Broad's overall conclusion 1is that Yat the
level of ordinary experience there is not the faintest
tracé of evidence for survival, though there is a pretty
general belief in itf'é The causes of such belief are
very many; psychological and the like. But they are
never regarded as reasons for belief, But then, Broad
is of the view that "the absence of .2vidence 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 otherl’

In modern philosophy, the body and soul were
asigned distinct statuss 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 prominent
by its absences According to Aristotle , the relation ;
between body and soul is verﬂhuch like the relation
between matﬁer and\formﬁ There cannot be any formless

matter or matterless form. Form and matter are distinguish=- '

8

able in thought but inseparable 1in fact .~ Accordingly

there cannot be a bodyless soul or a soulless body . There
is always a souled-body or a bodied-scul, if we can say

in this way . Both soul and body :are in the same locus,

1.2., a hunan being or a man.
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When we compare the views of Aristotle and Descartes,
we,of course, find a difference in their 1idioms of present
ations If we want not to do any injustice to Descartes,
then we may perhaps begin to see that Descartes did not
say that body and soul could, in fact, be separated .It
was rather a wonder for him that substances of antithetical
nature, like body having extension béit 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 con, 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 Aristetle,
however, the soul neither exists by itself nor 1is

concaived through itself.

In Indian Philosophy in general and in Upanisadic

traditium in particular, mind is formed in and out of

Atman. It is understood more frum within than from
without . Except the school of Carvakas who view the

i
mind as a modificaticn of matter, all other schools

regard it as a distinct reality . The study about the
existence and nature of human mind is discussed wunder

Indian psychology. Psycholeogy and philosophy did not
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have distlinct 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 informationsand generalisations
aie provided by th@mii Although in Descartes mind and soul
are ldentical, in Indian philosophy atman (self) and

manas ( mind ) are noty The term Pyrusa is generally
translated as ' Person ! but in the literature, the
term ' Purusa' is used to refer to the Brahman residing
in the innermost heart .,

The senses and opbjects are the results of the
externalising of atman . Atman is associated with prana
(life principle), manas (mind) and vak ( speech). Prana

is of five kinds - Prana, Vyana,apana, udana_and samana.

Thesw are the sources of activities of body, bcth
voluntary and involuntary.
The Individual person is constituted out of the

five sheaths ( kosa ) . Each succeeding sheath is regarded

as his body. The fi¥e sheaths are - the sheath of matter

( annamaya koga ), the sheath of life ( pranamaya kosa),

thegheath of conscious activities ( menomaya kosa) , the

sheath of intelligence ( vijnanamaya kosa ) , and finally

the sheath of bliss ( anandamaya kKgsa ) . For the individual
persons, thesheath of matter is his physical body; the

sheath of life consist of the five organs of action and
the five pranas; the sheath of conscious activitles consists

<. - -
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of mind and the five organs of sense ; theskeath 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 mental functions
and where the distinction of subject and object is no

more there,

There are four states of aiman - waking, dreanm,
deep sleep and dreamless sleep. There arg three kinds of
bodies « the gross body ( sthula sgriré) , the subtle
body ( suksma sarira) and the causal body ( karana sarira]) 4

The first one determines the individual's waking conscious-
ness; the second one determines the dream consciousness 3

and the third one determines the deep sleep consciousness .

Besides these, Advalta Vedanta speaks of a spks). sarira

witness - self. The soul, as identified with the subtle
body, is the agent and enjoyer of actions., The witness -
self does not enjoy. It only looks on , It is pure

consolousness (cetana) .'©
P

Mind is not completely opposad to matters It is
not regarded as purely spiritual. The distinction between °
the subjective and the objective is not a distinction
between within and without., It is a distinction within
(mind). During dream and deep slecp, manas leaves the

physical body which is in charge of prana and enters
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the hita-nadi that branches out from the heart. During
dream, the subthbody ls actives The mind is never
without a bodyd When it leaves the gross body, it remains
with the subtle body « The body of deep slasep is the
causal body. Tha anthh karana 1s absent in this body.
But the subtle bedy remains in this body in potential
form . It is maintained that when the soul leaves

the body in order to enter anbther, it moves as it were,

in the casket of subtle bodyy

Prof. G.Cs Nayak 1s 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 bellief that makes it

meaningful. He finds such a tremd in Sankhya Karika

of Isvara Kzisna « In the 40th sloka of the Karika

it is said,"™ the subtle body formed primevally, uncon-
fined]y lasting, composed of will and the rest, down to
rudimentary, elementary migrates, is devoid of experience
and 1s invested with dispositions"flrhis subtle body is
postulated by Sankhya philosophers over and above the

physical body or satkgusika sarira as Vac aspatli puts it
This has to be postulated because the will, etc., cannot

subsist supportless without specific bodies as Karika
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puts it . It seems to make perfectly good sense to

Profs Nayak to talk of a suksma sarira surviving the deste

ruction of a physical organism which it resembles more

or less and with which it is continuous .12

Watson's view is worth citing here ® on the third
level ts the ! astral body' -« a little more than vehicle
of the mind".l3 The idea of non-standard body projected

14

by Harrison 4is more or less like thisy The conceptlion

of suklma sarira as advanced by the Sankhya Philosophers

lacks specifications as to its shape, size etc.. But this
does not lead to the ultimate breakdown of the conceptlond
® Further specification ", Prof. Nayak thinks, ®* about

the exact shape and size of the suksma sarira are both

15
unwarranted and unneceassary ", The assumption of sukSma

sarira only drives home the point that bodily continuity

must be there in some form or other not e xactly in the
gross physical form, in order that a talk of survival may

be intelligible.

Strictly speaking,the concept of sukbma sarira

is a yvia media between the gross physical body and the

soul which is non-physical, SukSma sarira 1is neilther gross

nor subtle. It is postulated to be both . The conception
of physical body applies to the concrete and is, therefore,’
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intelligipbley§ But the conception of the soul refers to
the abstract and is not, therefore, eagily intelligible.
To make it easily intelligible the philosopher creates an
artifice in the form of suksma sarira .« It allevgates one's

resistence to understanding the conception of a pure

substance.!

Profs P.K. Mohapatra is of the view that a
dogmatic adherence to the psychological criterian of
personal identlty gives rise to the bellef in disembodied
existence and reincarnation etc.“.‘6 There are writers like
Poeter Geach, who reject the 1ldeas of subtle body outright
as being ' wholly devoid of philosophical interest!, because
the supposition of the subtle body does not chamge the
character of the mind~body problem, According to hin ' 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'.l?
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,!

The problem of personal identity might be connected
with the problem of disembodied existence, but they are

not necessarlly connected as we have shown earlier.
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Prof. Mohapatra endorses the view of Sirawson and others,
that the idea of dlsembodied existence can be understood
in the derivative sense. If we look at the statement a fit
closely, I think there is no mason to dispute this. For
one thing when 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 vocabulzry
in ordinary employmente such as ' substance', 'object'
etc., The meaning of these terms when used in philosophycal
deliberation, are cunstructed out of the meaning assigned
to them in their ordinary employment. Hence it is natural

that they have a secondary and technical use in philosophical

literature.

As Nicholas Rescher puts it ," unrvalised possibilities..
and so, can be said to " exist" only in a secondary

a0 e

ana dependant sense, as actual and potential object of

18
thought?s~
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CHAPTER - VI

GOD AS DISEMBODIED BEING

_In the introduction we have tried to project
God as an instance of disembodied being « We said that
a Supreme Soul that God is belleved to be , is reason-
ably regarded as a disembodied being, At the very outset
an objection might be raised. It might be said that
God is never a subjqct of rational argument,: His exist-
ence and non-existence 1s always a matter of faith and
attitudeJsIf you will, then something is a sanctum
rostrum, if you do not, then it is a raised platform =
goes the pepular saying. But the question of disembodied
existence discussed so far, 1is a discursive one and
philosophers have been trying their very best to provide
arguments foramndagainst. Hence im thls respect, the
objection continues, one should not bging the discussion

regarding God to bear upan the logic of disembodied

existence.

It is Karl Barth who is ot the view that"Belief
cannot aggue with un-belief; it can only preach to it"sA

According to Antony Flew, such a view is inimical to the
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human civilisation 1itself. He says that to concede to
such a claim " woulc be to despire to not only of reason
but of human solidarity". 2 This would give rise to a
sort of rellglous racism, Flew asserts. Moreover, this
would give rise to " a cold war of the mind, in which
there can be no room for genuine and fruitful dialogue

between the enlightened and the un-enlightened"."3

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 indie
spensable dimention of knowledge is exhausted. It cannot
be denied that there are a varilety 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 1in which 8pinoza believes_ 1is 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 soclety. In the
Coherance of Theism, Richard Swinburne has tried to give

a peasonably agreeaple definition of God and show whether
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such a definition could be coherent or not. By God is

commonly understood as % something like ‘person?

without a body ( i.e,a sprit) who is eternal, free,

able to do anything, knows everything, 1s perfectly

good, is the proper object of human worship and obedience,

the crteator and sustainer of the universe".A

We are not undertaking the task of examining
the arguments provided in support of the belief or
disbelief in the existence of God, nor are we trying
to provide fresh proofs for the same, lie want to emphasise
that the God 1s commonly believed to exist implies that
God is a disembodied spirits By a 'spirit' Swinburne
understands a person without a body, a non-bmbodied
person. He uses the word ‘non-embodied’in the sense of
'non~-bodied' as we have used it earlier. Sometimes God
is considered as being incarnated on the earth assuming
bodily forms. But such doctrines are not agreed upon by
all religious sects and, therefore, philosophers like
Swinburne exclude this doctrine from the body of core
beliefs regarding God. Again,there are thinkers according
to whom the whole of manifested nature is what God is.
It is sSpinoza who bel@ived in the equipollence of God
and nature, Accordingly, everything that we see around

us is regarded as thﬁbody of the Gods But such a conception
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of God is regarded as an excuse for the belief in God.
It is significant to note that Spinoza\uas extradited

from the Synagogue,

Harrison asserts thet 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 1s in accordance with
the wusage in literature to regard Him as ' personal’,
‘People are what we meet ' as Flew puts it. God what
we do not meet, Elsewhere, Flew says :

" crucial ones;, in the Theolecyians' definiticn
of God "™ are all essentially persocnal: not
only is Cod required to be in general perscnalj;
but he is also, in particular, to have a will

and as maker and preserver to be an agent".‘5

H#xtison makes a distinctlon between having a
body and being embodiedy He asserts that God of the Christans,
the Jews, and the Muslims are embodied. He obviously pre-
supposes that the God of these reli gions 1is personal.
They do not have bodies, because it is not necessary for
them to appear in the bodily forme But when the need arises,
wheil people are detracted from their aims and objectives,

God feels it necessary to appear in the bodily form teo
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save the humanity, to set it on the right paths This

has been implecatfon that without a body, i.e,in the
non=-bodied state, God has full knowledge ot every thing .
But 1in order to speak , remind, chastise . His subjects,
He has to assume a physlcal bodys It may be mentioned
here that lord Krish2, pronounced that it is precie-

sely His task down the agesad:

In the Hindu philosophical tradition, the
Bhagavat Gita says that the Supreme Brahman is the
Creator, sustainer and destroyer of the world of beingsi
It is sald that He is without a beagining and an ends
He is neither existent nor non-existent. His eyes,hands,
ears and face are on all sides. He dwells in the world
enveloping everything in it., He is withinandwithout of
everythings He is seated in hearts ot all.c This conception
of God does not exactly come under Panentheism but it
appears to be like that, The Gita says that the world
is affected by Him, but is not affected by the worlds

He is undivided and seems divided among beings.

The Gita conception of God appears to be quite
interestiﬁg in so far as it tallies with the concepticn
ot God of some analytical philosophy. God can be regarded,

Harrison says, as standing in relation to the universe
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which 1s somewhat like the relation in which people
stand to their bodiess It 1is odd to say that God feels
pain, hence certain things happen to the universe and

to say that God's thoughts and teelings were determined
by the events ot the universe. But Harrison emphatically
suggest§ that there is no oddity in supposing tnat God
perceilves everything that are there in the universe.

It is quite intelligible to speak ot Him as being present

everywhere in the universe. It is also intelligable to

say that He can affect any change in the uUniverse,

People have access to beings only at the place in which
they are positioned. But as God is said to be everywhere,
to say that He can have access from any place of position,
1s not without intelligibility . One who has anything

to pray for, can do so from any location whatsos¥er.

Ve have stated above that Cod is regarded as
personals, We invoke Him and submit to Him all our diffi-
culties and needs., He listens to our prayers, stands for
us in our support at the time of our distress and disaster.
He is conceived as an Om&nipresent Spirit, umnipotent,
Omniscient too, Eternal, and Imnutable, Free-acting,
Creator of the universe, a Necessary Being, Holy and worthy
of worship, The host of expressions that we have used
iii the above sentence pose difficulties ot meaning. [Inere

have been , in the history of philosophy, different views
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regarding the meaningfullness of these ascriptions. One
of the clagsical statements, that is favoured by analytic
philosophers like Swinburne, is by Thomas Aquimas.) Aquinas

brings a distinctlon between the res significata and

modus_significandl of expressions that we pick up from

theilr ordinary employment and attribute them to God.

Let us take the example of ' know' to explain what

Aquinas means. Vhen God is said to know things the

res significata ot 'know ' remains the same, whereas its

modus significandi becomes different from the modus signiticandi

of ' knovwledyge' when knowledge is attributed to man or
animalse God's knonledga that p , like human knowledge,.
entails belief that p , and p and various other things,

but it differs from haman knowledge in various ways.7

All things are before God's eyes. He does not suffer

from the limitaticns of hymnan beings and other animals

vho have a limited fleld of vision. They have the limitation
of ' here' and ' there' and ' beyond' 'front side','back
side', and ' right side,'left side' ,'above! and ' below!'
etc.. These limitaticns are due tu the capacity of organs

and position of bodiess God being non-hbodied is free

from all these spatio~temporal limitations. He , therefore,
does not need to make ( possibly) fallible inference

from the observed to the unopserved inorder to gain
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knowledge,’ Further, He so completéy sees things that
He cannot err in His claims to knowledge in what He
sees, Hence divine claims to knowledéo are not subject
to error as human claims to knowledyoc aves There are
other differences too. [0 say of man that he knows that
P __,does not imply that he is currently thinking apout
B+ Divine knowledge, however, is ever befovre a divine
mind.

There arises an incompatibility between God's
omniscience and human free willy If God 1is omniscient
then, He knows ahead all future human actions.' If God
knows ahead anything, then that will necessarily come
to passe But if a human action necessarily comes to pass,
because it constitutes the fore-knowledye of God, then
the said action cannot be free. One ot the solutions
is that human action is not f ree. Another solution
might be that human actions are free ewen if they come
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 views

What does it mean to say that God is non-bodied ?
To answer this question, we have to answar the question
what does a person say when he says that a particular

body is his body. Harrison is of the view that there
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are atleast five things which I say when I say that this
body 1is my bodys (1) Disturbances in this body cause
me pains, aches, tingles, etc., but disturbances in the
chair or T.V& ovet there, are not felt by mes (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 1limbs. (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). bfcourse, some other things have
to happenfso 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 en the world from within the position of this
body., It is things around this body which I amn able to
see properly, byt not so properly when things are further
away from this bodys I learn about the position of other
bodies by their effects on this body . (5) My thoughts
and feelings are affected by the processes taking place

in this body.
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A person can be sald to have a body if there
exists some material object to which he is related in
all of the above five ways. I1f he is not related to any
material object in any of these five ways, then the person
cannot be sald to have a body « A person can be said
to be embodied to'some degree! if 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
thé first or the fifth wayes The reason is that, there
1s no material object such that the disturbances which
take place in this, cause pains in God. There is no
material object eithsr whose state atfects the manner
in which God thinks about the worldes 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 wuniverse. He can make
any part move as, what Danto calls, ' basic actions'.
This capacity of God is otherwlse known as omnipresence

which 1is described succintly by Aquinas thus," God

is everywhere in substance, power, and presence".9

According to Swinburne, it scems logically possibple

that there is such a, being and he asscrts that any one

can ccncelve of himself as an omnipolent sPirit.lO
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God 1is postulated as the creator of the universes
Creating the universe out of nothing, could be regarded
as the basic action of God. Human beings do not have
the power to bring into existence matter and energy,
but we undgerstand perfectly well what it is like for
them to create these things. As Swinburne puts it, if

by cholce I could produce a sixth finger or a new
fountain pen ( not out of preexisting matter), I would
be regarded as hawving the power to bring matter and
existence. Uthers could see that 1 have such power by
asking me to periform these acts. It, theietore, appeais
coherent that an omnipresent spirit could exercise powef

for more extensive than this.

In this connection, we must observe the differences
that exist between divine and human agency. There is a
difference, for example, in bringing about scmething
by a person and that by God, Permitting or allowing is
a species ot bring about. An example of God permitting
scmething to bring about other things, might be His
permitting one man to kill another man . It may be held
that such things happen only because God has permitted
such things to happernr, but human beings sometimes may
be regarded as allowing things to happen in such way.

For example , I may allow the rain to make my scooter
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wet, because I can't be bethered to put the machine under
the roof., But there is a difference in the form of

permission, I can propsrly be said to have permitted
my scooter to get wet, if only 1 could have stopped

it from getting wet and I would have been able to stop

it from getting wet only if I could have put it under

the roof. For this I need natural laws to operate,
otherwise my pushing the scooter, kicking the starter,

or releasing the clutch would not help and hence natural
laws independent ot human beings must operate for them

to permit things to happen. This is the plight for the
human beings ., God is not dependent in this way on the
operation of natural laws independent of Himself. MNothing
independent of Himself need operate , for Hic permission
to be translated into action. Things happen only pecause
He allows them to happen., Sane of the action ascribed

to God are basic actions, others are mediated actions =

actions which an agent does by first doinc sumething

else, The laws of nature then operate can be regarded

as the pasic action ot God, God just brings it about that
the material objects of the universe bear the properties
that they do and behave in the way that they do withodt
doing something else, rather He brings about turther

things by making the laws of nature operates In this
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wayp He may cause 8 famine in Ethiopia or flood

in Bangladesh. There is further difference between
divine actlon and human actions A man can just act, but
God cannot just acts God must act for a purpose and see
that his action is regarded as a good thing. It is
sicnificant here to note that Plato characterises

God as the ' Highest Good! which is expressed in the
epigram as ' God is Good's, God cannoct act in the way
that would not be good or that He beliefes to be
evils This is a lugical constraint on divine action,;
There gannot be any constraint on the divine action except
the lugical constraint. But this is no c¢onstraint worth
the name because nothing can count as divine action
unless the divine being sees the doing of it as a good

thinge

Previously we have discussed that God is omniscient
and we just discussed that a divine being is a free agents
There arises a clash between the two ideas. 1t is contended
that God cannot be both omiiscient and perfectly free
because He would not be justified in holding beliefs

apout his own free actions; The contontion is that:

* a perfectly free agent must do any acticn for
doing which he judges that there are overriding

reasons, If he is omniscient, he will make
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correct judgement about bhis ¢ Given that
such judgements have truth-values .,e.....
Hence he will do any action for doing which
there are overriding rcasons. Byt it is
implausible to suppose that it greatly

limits his future choice".ll

But the logically prpper way to see that the
idea of divine omnisclence does not clash with the divine
freedom is to appreciate that God lives in .. a timeless
eternity., All things are present to liim as they happen.
There is no moment at which He does not know a thing
happening . Strictly speaking, therefore, there is only
knowledge with God; there is no tore-kioowledge nor

retro=knowledge,

We have thus tried to show that God stands at
the apex of the order of disembodied existence. It is

the paradigm of disembodiment, we said. We have chosen
toc reason about the problems of existence of God and
the alliled pfoblems rather than sidetrack it as being
a matter of faith. In the front of reasoning, there

are philosophers who contend that such an” idea is
incoherent, But we have tried to vindicate that it is

coherents In certain senses of the words 'know' and
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'act'! as explained in the foregoing chapters,souls of
prqhetal and poste-morten human existence are regarded
as disembodied., But in the fullest signiticance of
these words, God is regarded as a disembodied being .
vie have chosen to distinguish Him from the disembodied
existence of the former order ( soul) by attributing
to Him the state of non-~bodied existence as a paradigm

case, The affinity between souls and Cod is so much

so that in Advaita Vedanta the former is compared to

ghatikasa and the latter to mahikdasa and both are said

to be non~different in reallty.12
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CHAPTER-~ VII

CONCLUSTION

In the course of this dissertation, we have
tried to find out whether we can make the conception
of disembodied existence intelligible to oursglves,
Our conclusion has been in’the affirmative. Contrary
to some recent writings, especially that of Prof.
Mohapatra, disembodied existence is conceivabla, It
can be conceived in the form of bodily death,
resurrection and reincarnation. It is also conceived
as an Omniscient, Omnipresent, and Omnipotent being
when it is the non-embodied existence of God. In
seeking to Bind out the intelligibility of the
concept of disembodied existence, we do not have
any intention to establish the 1illusory, hallucinatbry
objects or objects of sorcery or ghosts,appantion
and the like. Our sole aim is to construct a framawork
of intelligibility which would admit all facts as
facts and disallow all non-facts as such . Of course,
what is a fact and what is a non-fact, is again
dependent upon philosophical deliberations and conclu-
sions. But that is generally to be admitted  with
regard to cases bordering upon fact and fiction. By

and large there is hardly any disagreement with
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regard to certain cases of precocious talents, split-
personality and possessed beings. If we do not have

a framework which 1s able to accommodate and

explain these facts , it is so much the worse for

the framework. The framework must be such that it
must not reject facts as being fictitious and try to

put it on the Procrustian bed.

The concept of disembodied existence is rejected

py Hampshire as being self-contradictory. But this

is the result of the presuppositign that all the
existence must be bodied or bodied beings alone

can be said to exist, which we have sezen not to be
the case gspecially in case of GCod. P.F. Strawson
allows the intelligiblity to the conception of
disembodied existence, but he says that it is intelligibla
only in the derivative sense. He means to say that

vie can intelligibly talk of disembodicd state of

those beincs who were embodied previously having

now a spatial or temporal discontinuity or even

both spatial and temporal discontinuity. Accordincly
talk of disembodied existence in the primaiy sense

or non-relative sense,; would not be intelligible.That

is to say, we can intelligibly talk of survival,resurrection
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and perhaps reincarnation but cannot talk intelligibly

of soul and God, i.e.of purc discmbodied existents,

However, there are philosophers who are
of the view that to talk about such pure disembodied
existents like an omnfscient,omnipotent, and omnipresent
being is very much intelligible ( Swin-Burne) ,

albeit in a dirivative sense, as Strawson and jlohapatra
have wanted to put it. We have discussesd 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 sprit bearing the human body,
which it once inhabited, but still maintaining its

identity with itselfs

While talking about identity with itself, cne
may object that this is never the problem of identity
which is only raised in connection with persons( embodied),
whether Devadutta of K3si is the same as Devadatta of
Pataliputra. There is no question as to whether something
is identical with itself except perhaps in ppetry while

extoling the bmauty of a heroine. That a thing or

a person is identical with itself is taken for granted

and in fact it is a fundamental principle of human
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communication recognised earli~r as a Lav of Thought.
l.hat i< asked here is rather this j; whether a person

tp' at time 'T2' is the same as person'p' at time'T1°',

Harrison conceives of a situalion in vhich a
person is " beamed-of{"™ from a space-ship ans reaches
a planet and gels splitited into two. The question aris-=d
\
heie as to whether the two "™ beamed off" prrscns are
identical with each other and identical viith the third
person in the spaceship. According to Hamlyn th~ quecstion
of personal idenlity does not artise in this case,bncause
ir philo ophical discussions icenlity ic a  one-one

relation ( Metaphysics)

fhe ¢rounds of personal icentity hav  occunied
the philosophers a great deel. John Locke struck upen
the problem when he came to consicer fhe qu> tian of
prize and punishment and ascription of r-sporsibility.
The concept of person came into curiency chieflv as a
political and legal concept. Quile natural w:th Lhe
temper of the siluation the question ot personal idnlity
appeared as a sort of stock verifi atign wbelher o rn-rscn
ol a subscquent time is tho sance persen as the provious
time. Behaviour was then sugcoesced as Lhe ciitoerion of
personal 1dentitys Such  behaviour vas recuded as verbal

bechaviour as the expression of me~mory. Hence both
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physical continuity as well as mecmory 1 ere recarded

as criteria of personal identity.

Although these two criteria ave helyful in
det~rmining wheth~r a person being tri~d is the same
person as one who committed the criime aor vhether a
person who now claims the property of Lh» deceased
person is the S&ame one as wes knon as his $on.But strictly
speakinggythey cannot be regaided as both nocessary and

-
sufficient conditions for personal identity,.

According to Butler, mecmory presupposed personal
identity and cannot constitule it aparl from the fact
that memory can be fallible and deceplive, It is an
exteeame view to maintain , as Bernar< Williams scems
to do , that bodily identity is a necessa:y and

sufficient condition of personal identity. According to

Hamlyma such a view is . hardly acceptable.!

Wittgenstein 1in his Philosophical Investigations,
writes that an inner process stands in need of outward
criteria, Falthful to this view, philosophers in the
analytical tradition have tried to establish the existence
of body and bodily behaviour as the criteria of personal

identity. These criteria are applied from atleast two
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points of view, i,e., from the point of viev of verification
(hence of truth) and from the point of view of intelligi-
bility ( hence of meaning}. As recards the first point,
the problemn is epistemological,’ Cne vould seek to know
how far it is true that a person has suirvived bodily
death but has been resurrected or roincornated. GQuite
naturally, therefore, spatio-temporal continuity of bedy
is suggested as the evidence and accordincly the
hypothesis of survival, resurrection and reincarnation
are easily ruled out of courty, nol bocouvse they have
not been verified in tha alleged cases in the proi,but
because they are nol verifiable in principle. Bul suoposoe
sumebody says thal the body wvhich one owns at prosent
was not the same body just seven 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 sclentists. Similarly , archaeology
has developed techniques to such an extent that they are-
able to reconstruct a whole structure, say a temple, with
the same material at a different location, Is the
reconstructed temple the same as the oricinal 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 be harsh indeed, if we

press upon spatio-temporal continuity of the physical
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body in the strict sense of the lerin as cvidenc~ of
identity and hence of sur¥ival, r surreccticn and

reincarnation. The physical body is 1ccarded as

cagasal to the self of a person in the sens2 that
sensations in the body cause certain perception in the
self. In the Indian tradition, ther:fore, the oulierd
physical body is known as the causal body. It is
maintained thal there is another body. Sukma Sarira

or subtle body which the self or soul carries in
transmigration, The 1idea of subtle body might be a
subjecl. of controversy in so far as one ecmphaslises

on the ' body' and the other on the viord!'! subtlet,

One might say that because body is indispensabls for
the identification and reidentification of persons,
although there is no physical body after death,

there 1is something body-like to provide the desired
continuity. The other party may maintain that because
disembodied existence is difficult to conceive on the
part of the common man, a body in the'subtle! form is
postulated as a spring-board, so to say . ' Subtle body!
is just an excuse for a body. There is a move by

the logicians to make body criteriological for personal
identitys The later Wittgenstein and his followers

known as logical behaviourisis,press upon the description
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of body and bodily behaviour as being the meaning

content of theslatement about the person,

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 intelli%%l@, 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 me to have

a material body..

In , his paper entitled ' World & Essence', Alvin
Plantinga ( Philosophical Review - October 1970) secks
to find out the justifiability of Descartes' view that

he ( Descartes) is not a material object.Plantinga thinks

that Descartes means to reason as follows: it is at
present possible both that ' I exist' and that ® there
are no material objects',liis arcum=nt shows that egen if
human beings are physical events, as a matler of fact,
they only happen to be so and they ar~ contigently so.
There are worlds in which I exist, but I amn nol a body,
nor do I have to have a body. It is not, therefore,
essential for human persons to be embodied. It might
just be inconceivable in the presenl ',orld that human

beings do not have bodies. But it does not follon that
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in every possible world human persons would necessarily

be bodies or have bodies, Henc-=, 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 necessilty and contingency, the

possible world theory argument can be strengthencd,

It would appear in the above arcuments 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 way of saying about things.
This might give the feeling of uneaéiness, but then we
might agiin remember, herc, that forms of saying reflect
the form§ of existence.

5

We have tried to show in thls dissertation that
disembod;ed existence could be an intelligible conceptions
‘This is supported by the findings of the science of psychow
logy and supported by what comes to us as strange facts.
The psychologists arg unable to decipger what e xactly
constitutes the psyches They postulate some unknovn fact
or a state of beilng termed as ' goth!' by Watson as discussed

earlter ( Page «38 , CholI1) which comrs after clinical

death , but 1is not exactly dealh as Lyall Watson puts it .

In the Gita among the various characters of personality
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one avyakta - the'unmenifest' is mentioned ( Ch.13,
sloka ~ 15)  This appears to be very much like what
behaviguwrist school of psychologists termed as the

' X~factor's, All this go to state that an outright

rejection of disembodied existence would be presumptuousd
)A pure physicalistic or behaviouristic explanation does

not appear to be adequate,

Before winding up the discussion, we must
put, in a summary form, our findings in the foregoing
chapterssl The concept of a person is seen as intimately
connected with the concept of body, so much so that a
peyson is regarded to be or having a body. The question
then is asked as to whether there could be disembodied
persons or not. In other words, the question is: 1s
the ®xpression ' disembodied persoﬁ' logically

meaningful and hence intelligible or not ? Chapter -I,

entitled " The Problem of Disembodied Existence" spells
out in detail the different facets of the problem and
distinguishes the logical aspect of the problem from
the non-=logical ones. It must be recalled that we have
preferred the expression' disembodied existence' to

' disembodied person' because the former is wider in

meaning and makes the problem discussable from

various points of viewdl
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This takes us to the definition of the terms
like ' existence ','person' ( as distinguished from
'‘man') and ' body'and their inter-connections.

" Persons , Bodies and Existence"which is the title
of the second chapter discusses this. The findings
of this chapter is that there cannot. be any
disembodied existence,if the terms ' existence!

and 'body!' which are defined in such a manner that
the expression ' disembodied existence ' becomes
self-gontradictory and hence meaningless . But such
a definmtion appears to be much restrictivei It

'explains. away ' facts that are otherwise admitted
in the general outlook of the world of being and
becoming entertained by the commonman and evidenced

for by the scientist.’

Granting that disembodied existence is an

intelligible conception, we have explained its relation
to two important conceptions: the conception of
knowledge and the conception of action, Chapter-III
which goes under tht f#itle, " Disembodied Being =
Knowledge and Action " discusses this at some lemgth.
The concepts of knowledge and action have been

dissected to find out what really constitutes the usages

of these terms. Most of the things that go alonagwith
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their wusage are only non-essentisl ; in the essential
respect of their usage, a disembodied being can be
regarded to know the set of things and act upon it

to make necessary changes.

The fourth chapter, " Bodily Transfer, Reincarnation
and Resurrection", tries to examine the conceptions
allied to the conception of disembodied existence.!

These ideas of the Christian and Judaic tradition as well
as the parallel ideas of the Indian tradition have been
studied and found to be quite supportable. The view that
goes up against it is from the side of the empiricists,
who were once talking of experience, subsequently of
verification and now of identification. Identification
and re-identification are ideas which are applicable to
empirical particulars having perceptible qualities

only. By its very nature disembodied existence cannot

be counted as an empirical particular and cannot,

therefore , come within the consideration of identification

and re-~identification .

Anéther allied idea, namely, "Immnortality of
the Soul”™ is discussed with the same title in the fifth
chapter.! Here§§§§ethical aspecqgnof the worldf view with
the conception of soul at the centre has been taken up.

Although the ideag&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 i%s 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,
bene¥olence and the allied qualities are assigned to
Gods' 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 ds a non-bodied

existence rather than disembodied existence, we have

contended.,l
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