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  We must needs believe in that other life in order that we may live this life, and endure it, and give it meaning and finality.




  Unamuno




  I have suffered too much in this life not to expect another. All the subtleties of metaphysics will never make me doubt for a minute the immortality of the soul. I feel it, I believe it, I want it, I hope for it. I will defend it to my last breath.




  Rousseau




  I believe that when I die I shall rot, and nothing of my ego will survive.. . . . I should scorn to shiver with terror at the thought of annihilation. Happiness is nonetheless true happiness because it must come to an end, nor do thought and love lose their value because they are not everlasting.




  Bertrand Russell
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  This book is not only about immortality but also about two of the most fascinating and difficult philosophical problems—the mind-body problem and the nature of personal identity. Immortality cannot be seriously discussed without an understanding of these problems and hence, both in my introduction and in the selections, I have covered all three issues. In making the selections I have been motivated by the desire to do justice to all viewpoints and arguments that deserve to be taken seriously. I believe that the selections do not exhibit any bias. However, in the introduction I have not refrained from occasionally expressing my own views. The temptation to do so proved irresistible, and, in any case, an introduction in which the editor takes sides is usually more interesting than one in which he tries to assume a pose of complete neutrality.




  Many of the selections deal with immortality as it has been debated by Western philosophers and religious thinkers, but the book also contains extensive coverage of reincarnation. This theory has become extremely fashionable and is accepted or sympathetically considered by a great many people who are totally unaware of the case on the other side. This is particularly unfortunate when those involved are college students who ought to be better informed. The case for reincarnation is represented in several selections, but because I could not find a sufficiently compact statement of the case against it anywhere in the literature, I have summarized the major objections in the Introduction. Readers interested in a fuller presentation of the case against reincarnation are referred to my four-part series on the subject, which was published in Free Inquiry in 1986–1987.




  The majority of the selections are well-known, but I have also included some pieces of great interest which are probably unfamiliar to most students of the subject. I would like to call special attention to Tertullian’s critique of reincarnation, which is as simple as it is incisive; Voltaire’s satirical treatment of all forms of belief in survival; Joseph Priestley’s attempt to reconcile materialism with immortality; Hugh Elliot’s defense of epiphenomenalism, here entitled “Tantalus,” and Donald MacKay’s ingenious argument that even if we regard consciousness as embodied in our brain, we need not abandon the hope for eternal life. John Beloff’s “Is There Anything Beyond Death?—A Parapsychologist’s Summation” is here published for the first time. Both believers and unbelievers will be grateful for this authoritative report of the work of psychical researchers.




  I wish to thank the following friends and colleagues who read my introduction for criticism and suggestions: Victor Fernandez, Norbert Hoerster, Champe Ransom, Jerome Shaffer, and Michael Wreen.




  Paul Edwards
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  Introduction




  WHEN BENJAMIN DISRAELI was on his deathbed Queen Victoria expressed a wish to visit him. Disraeli did not think this a good idea. “The Queen would only ask me,” he is reported to have said, “to take a message to dear Albert.” Except for Christian and Muslim fundamentalists, very few people today hold as confident and literal a belief in survival after death as Queen Victoria. However, the number of those who believe or half-believe in some kind of afterlife is still huge, and undoubtedly many who do not believe wish they could. What has been called the occultist explosion of recent decades and the interest in reincarnation are surely not due to the discovery of any new evidence, but rather to the reluctance to accept a purely naturalistic philosophy which teaches that death means total annihilation, that, in the words of Ecclesiastes, in the end “all is vanity,” that just like animals men “are of the dust and will turn to dust again.”




  It can hardly be denied that a philosophy which maintains that the world is morally meaningful, that death is not the end, and that human beings—or at least some of them—will have another chance is emotionally more satisfying than naturalism. However, the question can hardly be avoided whether this emotionally more satisfying outlook is supported by adequate evidence; and it is this and related questions about what we may call the logical standing of the belief in life after death with which philosophers have concerned themselves. The selections which make up the bulk of this book deal with these logical issues, and not with the emotional effects of belief and unbelief. The same is true of the Introduction. My aim here is to explain very fully the different forms which belief in immortality has taken and the arguments for and against each of them.




  Some Preliminary Distinctions




  Before going any further it will be helpful to call attention to several differences among believers in life after death. The first concerns the difference between what we may call the belief in “survival” and the belief in “immortality.” As we shall use these terms, a believer in survival claims no more than that human beings will survive the death of their bodies, leaving it an open question whether they will go on existing forever. This view is entirely consistent with acceptance of eventual annihilation. A believer in immortality on the other hand makes the stronger claim that human beings will go on living for ever. It is worth observing that some of the evidence for life after death would, if cogent, merely prove survival. This is certainly true of all the evidence derived from parapsychology. Messages picked up by mediums would at the very most establish that certain dead persons still exist. They would not show that these individuals will go on existing forever. The same is of course true of “near death experiences”—deathbed visions and experiences during episodes when the heart stops beating. By contrast, metaphysical arguments of the sort found in Plato, the scholastic philosophers, and various rationalistic philosophers of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, would prove the indestructibility of human beings and hence their eternal life. It should be added that the division between those who reject any kind of life after death and those who believe either in survival or immortality is much more fundamental than the division between the two kinds of believers. It is safe to say that most of those who have a craving for continued existence after death would be quite happy to settle for survival—for five or ten million years or even just another thousand years—even if they were to be permanently extinguished after that.




  Another difference among believers which deserves to be mentioned is between those who believe in personal survival and those who believe that human beings will not survive as individuals but will merge or be absorbed in some kind of “Universal Mind.” Christians and those Jews who believe in immortality take the former view and so do nondenominational believers like Rousseau and Kant both of whom rejected Christianity but not life after death. Prominent among Western adherents of the latter view were the New England transcendentalists of the nineteenth century. William James, in a footnote in his lecture on immortality, quotes the following statement from Emerson’s Self-Reliance:






   We lie in the lap of immense intelligence, which makes us receivers of its truth and organs of its activity. When we discern justice, when we discern truth, we do nothing of ourselves, but allow a passage to its beams.







  It is this “immense intelligence” or Absolute Mind with which we become one after death.




  James himself speaks of this Absolute Mind as “the mother sea” and “the great reservoir of consciousness.” He does not explicitly endorse this position, but he writes about it with sympathy and respect. Among Western writers who have endorsed it are the physicist Erwin Schrödinger (1887–1961), known for his momentous contributions to quantum theory, and the influential novelist and political commentator Arthur Köstler (1905–1983). Schrodinger argued that contemporary physical theory which has abandoned the notion that particles are “identifiable individuals” naturally leads to the view taught in the Upanishads that the separation of individual minds is merely appearance and that “in truth there is only one mind.” He suggests that at death “the veil of Maya,” the deception of which makes us believe in a multiplicity of minds, will be lifted and we will realize that we are part of Brahman, the omnipresent, all-comprehending eternal self of Hinduism. Köstler believed that not only modern physics but also, and especially, the evidence of parapsychology support the view that there is a “psychic substratum,” and “all-pervading mind-stuff,” a “cosmic consciousness” out of which the “individual consciousnesses are formed and into which they dissolve again after three score years and ten.”




  It should be added that many Eastern reincarnationists combine both versions of survival belief. Hinduism teaches that after numerous incarnations individual minds will eventually be absorbed in Brahman, and Buddhists maintain that those who have lived sufficiently good lives will attain a state of enlightenment and reach Nirvana, which is not, as is frequently supposed, the absence of all consciousness, but a kind of Absolute or Cosmic Mind.




  This book is primarily concerned with personal survival and there is next to no discussion of the impersonal variety. There are two reasons for this restriction. In the West, at least, those who believe or try to believe in survival because they find death and the world’s injustice unbearable seem to derive comfort from the notion that they and those they care for will survive as individuals. With some notable exceptions, they seem to derive no comfort at all from the notion that they will be absorbed into the Absolute Mind when, at the same time, they will, in Köstler’s phrase, become “depersonalized.” Furthermore, while there is a vast literature offering arguments for belief in personal survival, there is next to nothing in the way of systematic defenses of impersonal survival. There is only one respect in which certain of our selections bear on the latter view. The mind–body dependence argument (selections 9, 10, and 33) would, if valid, not only rule out survival of a pure or disembodied individual mind, but equally that of a pure universal consciousness.




  The last and most important preliminary distinction concerns what we may call the bearers or vehicles of survival. If a person is to survive after death there must be something in or relating to him that continues to be alive. It is important to distinguish between three vehicles. The first of these is the disembodied or pure mind. On this view a human being, while living on earth, is a body and a mind, and the mind will continue to exist after death without any body. This view has the support of several famous philosophers and of many of the more sophisticated religious believers. Plato certainly held this position and it also seems to have been the view of such diverse philosophers as Descartes, Locke, Kant, and Bergson. Some supporters of this view admit that life without any body may be an impoverished form of existence, but writers in the mystical tradition, who frequently despise matter in general and the human body (the “sinful Hesh”) in particular, teach the opposite. It is perhaps worth noting that many of the outstanding opponents of belief in survival (Hume and Russell for example) directed their criticisms at this conception, regarding the other versions as too absurd to warrant their attention.




  The second vehicle of survival is the resurrected body. There are two significantly different versions of this view. On the more traditional and straightforward version, God will resurrect the very body that dies on the earth in much the same way as Jesus is said to have resurrected Lazarus. To avoid the obvious difficulties which such a position encounters, a number of philosophers and theologians maintain that God will create a new body. John Hick (selection 24) believes that this new body will be a replica of the one that died, but other theologians are not nearly so specific. In I Corinthians, chapter 15, St. Paul declares that the new “spiritual” body may differ from the physical one as much as a full grain of wheat differs from the wheat seed. In a well-known passage which was critically analyzed by Voltaire, Pascal also seemed to adopt the more sophisticated version of resurrectionism. “Is it more difficult,” he asks, “to reproduce a man than to produce him at first?” Such a reproduction, he argued, is no more and no less miraculous than the creation of the universe, something that Voltaire disputed.




  The third vehicle is the astral body. Until fairly recently few people other than the members of such esoteric cults as theosophy or anthroposophy had so much as heard of this vehicle, but with the occultist explosion of the last two decades the notions of the astral plane and astral projection have become quite familiar. Dr. Elisabeth Kübler-Ross’s astral adventures have been described in some detail in such publications as Newsweek and Shirley MacLaine’s best-selling books are full of reports of astral journeys. The basic idea is that human beings, contrary to what is usually believed, possess two bodies—the familiar physical body and also a “non-physical,” “second” body that is the “‘double’ or duplicate of the physical body.” The last sentence is quoted from a programmatic article by Dr. Robert Crookall, a geologist by profession, who was probably the foremost astral theorist of the twentieth century. It is not easy to extract an intelligible explanation from the writings of astral believers of how the astral body is both “non-physical” and a double of the regular body. Perhaps one can construct something resembling a coherent account from the two kinds of evidence to which believers refer. The first of these are astral projections or out-of-body experiences (OBEs) in the course of which the person’s regular body is in one place while his astral body is in another. During such projections the astral body is observed by the person himself but not by anybody else. The other evidence consists in the appearance of a person in two places at the same time. During these “bilocations” the astral body is publicly observable. It is maintained that after the death of their regular bodies, human beings will use their astral bodies as bearers of their consciousness. “For the first stage of our survival at least,” to quote William Gerhardi, a prominent and much-admired novelist of the pre-War years, “we already have a body neatly folded away in our physical bodies, always at hand in case of death, or for special use.”






  Reincarnation and Karma




  Traditional Western believers in survival, whether their vehicle is the pure mind or the resurrected body, have a special problem about just where one is supposed to survive. Believers in the disembodied mind are committed to the view that the next life does not occur anywhere. Pure minds do not occupy space and hence the next world cannot have any location. Even if some meaning can be attached to this statement, it is not easy to see that any worthwhile activities could be carried on in a “world” that is not in space. Believers in the resurrected body are not faced with this difficulty, but their problem—among many others—is to specify just where the resurrection world is located. Believers in reincarnation avoid this problem: survival takes place right here on earth and not in a world that has no location at all or in one whose location cannot be specified and which has never been seen or otherwise observed by anybody.




  Reincarnation may be defined as the view that human beings do not, as most of us assume, live only once, but live many, perhaps an infinite number of times, acquiring a new body for each incarnation. An important difference between reincarnation and Western beliefs in survival is the view that human beings, or rather the souls that inhabit their bodies, did not have a beginning. Incarnations stretch infinitely into the past. In the Bhagavad Gita—which dates back to about 500 B.C. and thus precedes the rise of Buddhism—Krishna, the god of love, assures his as yet unenlightened companion Sanjaya that grief and sorrow are inappropriate emotions in relation to the death of somebody we loved. The reason is that a human being will live for ever and that “the eternal in man cannot die”:






   We have all been for all time: I, and thou, and those kings of men. And we all shall be for all time, we all for ever and ever.







  Belief in reincarnation comes in many forms. According to several Eastern versions the body from or into which a person migrates is not necessarily another human body: it can be that of an animal or a plant or even an inanimate object. Some nineteenth-century reincarnationists believed that sopranos were nightingales in a previous existence and that children with a talent for architecture had been beavers. The late Austrian conductor Herbert von Karajan did not claim to have been an animal in a previous life, but he was sure that he would return as an eagle. Bull terriers, the lovable little dogs whose noses look as though they had been bashed in, were probably prize fighters in a previous life and, as for New York City landlords, there can surely be no doubt that they once were sharks. According to a less fanciful version of the theory, human beings are incarnated only in human bodies. In the remainder of this discussion we shall concentrate on this latter version, but we will not entirely neglect its more imaginative alternative.




  Most reincarnationists also believe that the universe is governed by the Law of Karma. This law maintains that the world is just, and justice is equated with retribution. Everything good that happens to a human being is a reward for some previous good deed, and everything bad is punishment for an evil deed. The following is the formulation of the Law of Karma by Rayner Johnson, a leading academic reincarnationist:






   Whatsoever a man sows, whether in the field of action or thought, sometime and somewhere the fruits of it will be reaped by him.







  It is not of course denied that for many of their good acts human beings are not rewarded and for many of their evil deeds they are not punished in the present life, but in that case the appropriate rewards and punishments will come in a later life, just as the happiness and unhappiness in the present life are frequently rewards and punishments for deeds in earlier lives.




  It is clear that one can believe in reincarnation without believing in Karma, but that the converse does not hold. To say that a human being will live again in other bodies does not by itself imply anything whatever about rewards and punishments. On the other hand, if somebody believes in Karma he must believe in reincarnation. For otherwise he could not account for the absence of any dependable correlation between the moral quality of acts on the one hand and rewards and punishments on the other. It would be difficult to find an Eastern believer who accepts reincarnation without also accepting Karma, but some of the best-known Western supporters of reincarnation (for example, the philosophers J. E. McTaggart and C. J. Ducasse, and Ian Stevenson, the psychiatrist whose research is claimed to have given reincarnation a scientific foundation) have not endorsed the Karmic doctrine.




  It is evident that reincarnationists are committed to the controversial (but entirely respectable) philosophical theory known as “dualism.” We already briefly met this theory when referring to the disembodied mind. If we include as dualists all those who agree that mental events and processes cannot be identified either with actual and possible behavior or with any bodily states or processes, then we may distinguish the more moderate variety, which holds that a person is both a mind and a body, from the extreme form, which maintains that a person is his mind and that the body is simply one of his possessions. It is clear that reincarnationists are committed to the latter of these views. A person’s body is different in every incarnation, but he is the same since it is the same mind that animates all the different bodies. In the words of the Bhagavad Gtta:






   As a man leaves an old garment and puts on the one that is new, the Spirit leaves his mortal body and then puts on one that is new.







  Dualism is out of fashion at the moment, but there are still numerous philosophers who find it highly plausible. However, the extreme form of it to which reincarnationists are committed, is rejected by almost all contemporary philosophers; and if this extreme version is indeed untenable, reincarnation will have to be rejected along with it. We shall return to our discussion of the varieties of dualism in a later section.






  The Case for Reincarnation




  Undoubtedly some reincarnationists base their belief purely on faith. However, both Eastern and Western philosophers who have championed reincarnation maintain that their belief is based on solid evidence. It is asserted that reincarnation is the only theory which, in the words of the aforementioned Rayner Johnson, “carries with it the reasonable assurance that we live in a just world.” In “Preexistence, Reincarnation and Karma” (selection 18) Dr. Johnson presents in some detail the argument for reincarnation based on the injustice found in the world. This argument is used by the great majority of the defenders of reincarnation, the more articulate and educated writers as well as the more primitive believers. It closely resembles the “moral” arguments for the existence of God and life after death found in Kant and numerous Christian and Jewish writers. I will not discuss it here because it is open to the same objections as the moral argument used by Western believers which will be considered in a later section (see pp. 63–64 below). In the remainder of this section I will concentrate on three more empirical lines of defense—the claim that certain well-known facts are best explained by the reincarnation-hypothesis, hypnotic regressions, and spontaneous memories of earlier lives, especially those studied by Ian Stevenson.




  1. Otherwise inexplicable empirical facts. Reincarnationists constantly maintain that certain facts cannot be explained in terms of natural or, more specifically, biological causes. Only an explanation along reincarnationist lines is plausible. Existence in one or more previous lives is here advanced as an explanatory hypothesis. Since the structure of these arguments resembles that of many arguments in the sciences, it is tempting to call them “scientific,” but since reincarnation is not a testable or falsifiable theory it would be more accurate to refer to them as “quasi-scientific.” Among the facts frequently mentioned in this connection, by both Western and Eastern believers, are child geniuses like Mozart, Mendelssohn, and the Irish mathematician, William Hamilton; the so-called déjà vu experience; love at first sight; striking differences between children of the same parents; and many more.




  In the case of some of the “otherwise inexplicable” facts, for example the déjà vu experience, it is by no means true that science has not been able to shed any light on them, but it may be granted that some of them have so far eluded anything like an adequate scientific explanation. Needless to say, this does not mean that they cannot be explained in terms of natural causes. Surely we have no grounds for supposing that in order to explain the extraordinary gifts of men like Mozart or Hamilton we have to go outside a study of the human brain. It should be remembered that in spite of the impressive progress of recent years, brain research is still in its infancy. Very few brain researchers have any serious doubts that with further improvements in our instruments we will be able to shed much light on these problems. It seems entirely plausible, for example, that Mozart’s auditory cortex was in certain ways significantly different from that of people lacking his gifts. To foreclose further research in this area would be an utterly defeatist procedure. To substitute an explanation in terms of the acquisition of musical skill in an earlier life would be like abandoning medical research into the causes of cancer and substituting theological speculation on the ground that medical science has so far provided us with only a very limited understanding of cancer.




  Reincarnationists are in the habit of talking very vaguely about the soul’s acquiring skills and knowledge in a previous life and taking these along into the next incarnation. One must pin them down and inquire about the mechanics of this transmission. Let us assume that, before it came to inhabit the body of Wolfgang Amadeus, the soul of Mozart lived in the body of Heinrich Klapper and that it was during this incarnation that it acquired the knowledge passed on to the Mozart body. Reincarnationists who are not altogether lost to some fantastic form of occultism will admit that the transmission from the Klapper to the Mozart body must have occurred via the brain and nervous system of the new embryo. If they admit this they have tacitly admitted that Mozart’s special ability was due to certain features of his brain that are not present in the brains of most other human beings. This does not, of course, show that reincarnation is false or, more specifically, that Mozart did not have a previous life. It does show that genetic causes are sufficient to explain Mozart’s special gifts. It should be added that the authors of the quasi-scientific arguments evidently work with a pre-Mendelian, “common sense” theory of genetics that holds that all features in an offspring must have been exhibited in one or both parents. They do not seem to have heard either of recessive genes or of mutations.




  2. Hypnotic past-life regressions. The general public is probably not familiar with any alleged evidence for reincarnation except the recollection of previous lives by hypnotic subjects. Such regressions are most impressive when the subject displays knowledge of historical details which—so it would seem—he could not have learned through normal channels.




  This topic has been studied by a number of psychologists and it is now generally agreed that all such regressions are instances of what is known as cryptomnesia, or source amnesia, in which the hypnotic subjects did obtain their knowledge through normal channels but forgot the source. When they are rehypnotized and asked about the source, they usually reveal it without any resistance. Harold Rosen, a Canadian psychiatrist, describes the case of a patient who, under hypnosis, started writing in Oscan, a language spoken in Western Italy up to the first century B.C. The patient denied having ever seen the words he had written and also insisted that he had never so much as heard of Oscan. When rehypnotized, however, he recalled sitting in the library while somebody next to him opened a book on a page which contained the Oscan “Curse of Vibia.” It was this Oscan curse that he had reproduced. Numerous similar cases are on record, one of them, that of Blanche Poynings, going back to 1906. It was investigated for the British Society for Psychical Research by the well-known classical scholar G. Lowes Dickinson who, after considerable effort, traced his subject’s remarkably detailed knowledge of the personalities at the court of Richard II to her reading of a historical novel as a child. As a result of the work of Lowes Dickinson and the more recent research of Edwin S. Zolik of Marquette University, the Finnish psychiatrist Reima Kampman, and the British television producer Melvin Harris, this phenomenon has been completely demystified. There is every reason to believe that the famous case of Bridey Murphy, which caused great excitement in the 1950s, was just such an instance of cryptomnesia.




  3. Spontaneous memories of past incarnations and the work of Ian Stevenson. Throughout the ages claims have been made by or on behalf of certain individuals that they could recall previous lives. These memories or ostensible memories differ from hypnotic regressions in that they occur to the persons in their waking lives and are not provoked by artificial stimuli. “I have been born many times, Arjuna,” says Krishna in the Bhagavad Gita,




  

     and many times hast thou been born. But I remember my past lives and thou hast forgotten thine.







  It is widely believed by Buddhists that yogis have the power to remember entire past lives, namely, those in which they inhabited a human body. In his preface to the fourth edition of the Tibetan Book of the Dead, the editor, an American anthropologist by the name of W. Y. Evans-Wentz, who was a convert to Buddhism, insists that the belief in reincarnation need not be taken on faith. On the contrary, it has a “sound basis” in the “unequivocal testimony of yogis who claim to have died and reentered the human womb consciously.” Similarly, Swami Nikhilananda, the able and well-informed editor of an abridged version of the Upanishads, rejects the theory of annihilation partly because it is inconsistent with “the intuitive and direct experience of the seers regarding the indestructibility of the soul.” Not only yogis and “seers” but also emperors, poets, philosophers, and mystics are alleged to have remembered previous lives. The list usually includes Pythagoras, Empedocles, Ovid, Julian the Apostate, Swedenborg, Goethe, and Alexander Dumas Fils. On investigation most of these stories tum out to be false and, where the individuals really made assertions about a previous life, these could not be checked for their accuracy. They are therefore devoid of scientific value.




  It is widely believed, however, that Ian Stevenson’s studies of certain spontaneous memories do provide scientific evidence for reincarnation. Stevenson, a Canadian psychiatrist who has been associated with the University of Virginia medical school for over thirty years, is a major figure in parapsychology. He has occasionally written on topics other than reincarnation, but his fame rests on his reincarnation research. In his early publications he did not take a definite stand, but in more recent years he has come out as an ardent supporter of reincarnation. It should be remarked that he is an excellent writer and that the presentation of his cases is always lucid, systematic, and detailed. It will hardly come as a surprise that Stevenson has become a hero to believers in reincarnation all over the world. It is difficult to pick up a book or pamphlet defending reincarnation and published in the last twenty years or so that does not refer admiringly to Stevenson’s work. What may be surprising is that his work has been praised and some of it also published in respectable journals. Reviewing the first volume of his Cases of the Reincarnation Type, the Journal of the American Medical Association praised his “painstakingly and unemotionally collected cases from India in which the evidence is difficult to explain on any assumption other than reincarnation.” Two of Stevenson’s articles were published in Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease whose editor, Eugene Brody, proudly told the New York Post that he had received three or four hundred requests for reprints from scientists in every discipline. In the volume Psychic Voyages in the Time-Life series on the occult—Mysteries of the Unknown (1987)—Stevenson’s work is treated with great respect.




  The bulk of Stevenson’s cases which concern small children have a fairly uniform pattern. Between the ages of two and four these children usually begin making statements about coming from a home and place different from the one in which they are living. They recall altogether different parents and most of them speak of having lived as adolescents and adults. Some also recall their death, often a violent one, in their preceding life. Children vary greatly in the quantity of their utterances and the richness of the details they recall. The volume and clarity of the statements usually increase until between the ages of five and six. After that there is less and less mention of a previous life and by the age of eight the memories have in most cases faded completely. During the period when the children remember their earlier lives they often behave in strange ways. This strange behavior, according to Stevenson, is consistent with the character and occupation of the remembered person. In several cases, which form the subject matter of his books, there has been extensive corroboration. Research shows that the persons the children remember having been did in fact exist and many, although usually not all, descriptions of the experiences, acts, and relationships tum out to be correct. This at least is what Stevenson maintains, and if one reads his books and articles without knowing what the critics have to say, one can hardly fail to be impressed.




  Stevenson repeatedly refers to himself as a scientist, but in handling criticisms of his research he does not act as a scientist should. He has never answered the more significant objections and he makes it a practice not even to mention their existence. Children Who Remember Previous Lives (1987), a summary of his work and a philosophical defense of reincarnation, contains a huge bibliography but not one item by any of his opponents. In the following remarks I will summarize four of the major criticisms.




  1. Ian Wilson has emphasized that Stevenson generally dismisses on the flimsiest grounds the possibility of fraud on the part of the children, their parents, and other interested parties. Stevenson maintains that no motive for fraud exists, when such motives are only too evident. Wilson has pointed out that several of the children remembered belonging to a higher caste in their previous lives and seem to have been motivated by a wish for better living conditions. In one case, for example, a boy asked for one-third of the land of his past-life “father,” but abruptly lost interest in his previous incarnation when this former father lost his fortune and became poorer than his father in the present life. Wilson also calls attention to the fact that Stevenson invariably tells us exceedingly little about the character and background of the parents, who are usually vital informants. In many cases, too, there was or easily could have been contact between the parents and persons connected with the “previous personality” about whose life the child had accurate recollections. The same criticism is found in an article by William G. Roll, a leading figure in American parapsychology, who, unlike Ian Wilson, is an admirer of Stevenson’s work. Roll notes that in only seven of Stevenson’s cases were the children’s statements about previous lives recorded before the attempts at verification. Stevenson has himself admitted that where this is not done, subsequent developments may lead to embellishments of what the child is supposed to have said. Yet, in all these seven cases, the children lived “within the geographical or social circumference of the previous personality.” This means that there could easily have been contact between the child’s parents and the family of the dead individual whose personality is supposed to have surfaced in the child.




  2. One of Stevenson’s foremost critics is Professor Chari, an Indian philosopher who taught at Madras Christian University and who is not a Western materialist or positivist but a Hindu and a well-known para-psychologist. Chari does not reject reincarnation, but he believes that Stevenson is incredibly naive and that his reports have no evidential value. In a number of articles Chari has given us some insight into the way Indian cases “suggestive of reincarnation” are manufactured. He pointed out that cases of the kind Stevenson has collected occur mostly in cultures in which there is a deeply ingrained belief in reincarnation and, what is equally significant, in which the type of reincarnation claimed fits in with the form of reincarnation belief prevalent in a given area. Chari has himself studied cases quite similar to those reported by Stevenson and regards them as cultural artifacts, pure and simple. Chari proceeds to lament the “generally lax” standards of evidence prevailing in India. “Few bother about rigorous proofs of rebirth which is a cultural commitment (pace Stevenson) even without proofs.”




  3. Chari’s conclusion is corroborated by the experiences of David Read Barker. Barker has a doctorate in anthropology and did the re-search for his dissertation in India. Stevenson hired Barker to assist him in the analysis of some of his cases and also to investigate other cases in conjunction with Satwant Pasricha, a true and tried believer and disciple. Barker could not find a single case in which there was convincing evidence of the presence of a paranormal process. Two published items by Barker are relevant to our discussion. One of these is a letter in the Journal of Parapsychology (1979). The other is a joint publication with Pasricha, dealing with the case of Rakesh Gaur, in the European Journal of Parapsychology in 1981. In the letter, Barker described the Gaur case as “the most authentic, evidential and thoroughly investigated” of fifty-nine cases he had studied with Pasricha, and he concluded that it is “best interpreted as a result of Indian social psychology rather than parapsychology.” There is no space to give an account of the 1981 article. It is most instructive because the case in question is so similar to those reported by Stevenson himself and because it describes in detail how the “verifications” of the child’s memories were obtained.




  4. Barker’s two communications appeared in extremely specialized journals whose very existence is likely to be unknown to most of Stevenson’s readers. Credit for calling attention to them belongs to Scott Rogo who, although himself a believer in reincarnation, is skeptical of the value of much of Stevenson’s work. In the same book in which he quotes Barker’s conclusions (The Search for Yesterday, 1985), Rogo also mentions the so-called Ransom report. He revealed that in the early 1970s Stevenson hired a lawyer by the name of Champe Ransom to assist him in the analysis of his data. According to Rogo, Ransom soon became highly critical of Stevenson’s research methods. Rogo admitted that he had not been able to obtain a copy of Ransom’s report but offered a description of its contents, which he conceded was based on hearsay. I mentioned Rogo’s account in part 4 of my series on reincarnation, published in Free Inquiry in 1986–1987. To my surprise and pleasure Ransom turned out to be a reader of Free Inquiry. He kindly sent me a copy of his report which, with his consent, I plan to publish as an appendix to a book on reincarnation on which I am working. In a letter published in Free Inquiry (Fall 1987), Ransom wrote:






   My experience as a research assistant at the Division of Parapsychology at the University of Virginia from 1970 to 1973 was an interesting but painful one. Eventually, I became disillusioned, mostly because of the zealous attitude of the researchers (as opposed to a more balanced one), the defensive attitude toward outside skepticism, and the weakness of the evidence. The more thoroughly I studied an alleged paranormal event, the less likely a paranormal explanation seemed right.







  The following is a summary of Ransom’s report supplied by him for the present volume:






   The Report lists and discusses a number of methodological Saws in Stevenson’s research. Three notable ones are that leading questions were asked, that the questioning period for each witness was quite brief, and that the time that elapsed between the alleged occurrence of an event and the investigation of it was quite long, frequently years. In addition, the Report details problems with Stevenson’s reporting of the cases. Such problems include his presenting the conclusions of witnesses rather than the observational data that led them to their conclusions, and his failure to discuss any weaknesses in a witness’s report except in a separate part of the book. (And even there weaknesses are discussed in a way that does not clearly refer back to individual cases.) Stevenson’s cases then do not amount to even halfway decent evidence. In only 11 of the approximately 1,111 rebirth cases had there been no contact between the two families before an investigation was begun. Of those 11, seven were seriously Sawed in some respect. What this means is that in the great majority of cases, the two families had met years before a scientific investigation began, and that the likelihood of independent testimony was quite small. The rebirth cases are anecdotal evidence of the weakest sort.







  Although Rogo’s account of the details of Ransom’s report was mistaken, he was not at all wrong in suggesting that it undermines Stevenson’s pretense of having provided genuinely scientific evidence for reincarnation.






  The Case Against Reincarnation




  It is one thing to say that there is no good evidence for reincarnation. It is another to maintain that reincarnation should be rejected as a false or perhaps an incoherent theory. In this section we shall look at some of the arguments which, if they are sound, would show that reincarnation is untenable. The first three arguments maintain that reincarnation is incompatible with certain obvious or well-established facts. The other considerations are of a more purely philosophical kind.




  1. Tertullian’s objection. This is a very simple argument and was concisely and forcefully stated by the early Church Father Tertullian (c. 160–220) in Chapter 31 of his Treatise on the Soul (see selection 3). “How happens it,” he asks there, “that a man who dies in old age returns to life as an infant?” Whoever continues life in a new body might be expected to “return with the age he had attained at his death, that he might resume the precise life which he had relinquished.” If “souls depart at different ages of human life,” Tertullian continues, “how is it that they come back again at one uniform age?” John Hick, a Christian theologian who believes in the resurrection of the body (see selection 24) but who at the same time has a sympathetic interest in reincarnation, endorses this objection, pointing out that babies are not born with adult egos “as they would be if they were direct continuations of egos which had died at the end of a normal lifespan.”




  2. Evolution and the recency of life. It is difficult to see how reincarnation can be reconciled with evolutionary theory. In the first place, evolution teaches that the human race descends from nonhuman species and that there was a time when human bodies did not exist. However, the more sober version of reincarnationism with which we are primarily concerned here is committed to an infinite series of past incarnations in human bodies. Furthermore, evolution teaches that our consciousness developed gradually along with the brain and the nervous system. Reincarnationists are committed to holding that no such development occurred because it is the same soul that migrated from body to body. They may indeed concede that there has been some development—that some souls have gradually grown kinder and wiser and better informed. However, this is not the kind of development postulated by evolutionary theory. It may be thought that the wilder form of reincarnation which holds that human souls may have been incarnated in animal bodies escapes this objection. This is not so. Reincarnationists defending this version do not teach that the sequence of bodies in which a soul is incarnated is in any way parallel to the sequence postulated by evolutionists. A human being can become a dog or a gnat and, conversely, the soul may most recently have been in the body of a nightingale or a beaver.




  Reincarnation is also inconsistent with what science has discovered about the relative recency of life. It is now generally accepted that for many billions of years after the Big Bang the universe contained no life at all. However, all forms of reincarnation postulate a series of incarnations stretching back into the past without limit. Pythagoras and the founders of Eastern religions can hardly be blamed for not knowing the science of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, but this does not make the objection any less cogent.




  3. The population problem. The next objection is based on the well-established fact that the human population of the earth has shown enormous increases throughout recorded history. In an article published in the July–August 1981 issue of BioScience, Arthur H. Westing of Amherst summarized the best available information about the number of human beings alive at various times. At the time at which. he wrote, the population was estimated at 4.4 billion. In 1945 it had been 2.3 billion; in 1850, 1 billion; in 1650, 500 million; at the time of Christ, 200 million; and in 8000 B.C., approximately 5 million. Among other interesting calculations, Westing estimated that the 1981 population of 4.4 billion amounted to 9 percent of all human beings who ever lived, and that it was greater than the number of people who lived through the entire Paleolithic age, a period accounting for 86 percent of the duration of human life. It should be added that in spite of famines and wars the same trend has continued since 1981. According to figures supplied by the United Nations the earth’s population reached 4.8 billion at the end of 1985, and on July 7, 1986, it passed the 5 billion mark. If current trends continue, the total human population will be 10 billion by the year 2016.




  Most Eastern versions of reincarnationism teach that new souls are never added to the world. All souls have always existed. Every birth is a rebirth—the rebirth of a soul that has already existed. Reincarnationists who maintain that some souls are eventually allowed to give up their earthly existence and merge into the Absolute or Nirvana are committed to the view that in the long run the population must decrease. Other reincarnationists imply that the population is stationary. In either case, whether committed to a stationary or decreasing population, reincarnationism appears to be refuted by population statistics.




  It is noteworthy that this argument has hardly ever been explicitly discussed by any of the academically respectable reincarnationists. One suspects that the reason for this is the great difficulty of finding an answer that would strike a sober person as even remotely credible. The less inhibited reincarnationists, however, have attacked the population argument with relish. Morey Bernstein, author of The Search for Bridey Murphy, has an easy answer. We can dispose of the objection by bringing in the population of the astral world:






   The total number of entities both in this and the afterworld can remain the same while the balance shifts between the numbers of entities on earth and the number in the unseen world.







  V. F. Gunaratna, a Buddhist philosopher, reminds us that animals or gods may turn into human beings and the late K. N. Jayatilleke, another Buddhist philosopher, who had a master’s degree from Cambridge, a doctorate from the University of London, and who was an admirer of A. J. Ayer, offers the reflection that the population increase may well be due to invasions of human embryos by souls from other planets.




  Ian Stevenson has discussed this problem both in the article “Some Questions Related to Cases of the Reincarnation Type” and in Children Who Remember Previous Lives. In the former, published in 1974, he poses as neutral observer and remarks that if “the recent increase in the world’s population” continues it will bring “difficulties for the reincarnation hypothesis.” Since 1974 the increases have continued at an enormously accelerated pace, but this has not prevented Stevenson from becoming an ever more ardent believer. In the book that was published in 1987 he lists a number of “assumptions” that would dispose of the problem. The first such assumption is that “new individual human minds are created as needed and attached to human bodies.” Stevenson tells us nothing about how or why these minds are created—do they simply come into existence without any cause or are they produced by a supernatural being? And why should so many new minds have been created in recent times? Apparently anything is better than the simple biological explanation adopted by most people in Western countries. The other “assumptions” Stevenson mentions are identical with those favored by such writers as Bernstein and Gunaratna. It may be that “minds presently incarnated in human bodies have been promoted from incarnation in non-human bodies.” Another assumption is that “human minds may split or duplicate so that one mind can reincarnate in two or more bodies.” The assumption Stevenson discusses most fully and which he seems to favor is that the interval between death and rebirth is not fixed but, on the contrary, “fluctuates from time to time.” There may have been a period “when few minds were incarnated and many more were existing in the discarnate state, waiting for terrestrial incarnation, or perhaps hoping to avoid one.” During a period when the interval is very great, “many discarnate minds may be awaiting reincarnation and could thus contribute to an even greater increase in the world’s population than we have seen during the last two centuries.”




  The answer to all these solutions of the population problem is that they involve what may be called “noxious” ad hoc assumptions. Not all ad hoc assumptions are automatically objectionable, and it will be worthwhile to explain the distinction between those that are and those that are not. All of us constantly make perfectly reasonable ad hoc assumptions in everyday life and occasionally ad hoc assumptions have proved highly fruitful in the history of science. One of the most celebrated cases of this kind is the discovery of the planet Neptune. By the beginning of the nineteenth century Newtonian celestial mechanics enabled astronomers to calculate the orbits of most of the planets with very great accuracy. The orbits of two planets, however, those of Uranus and Mercury, defied all i:heir calculations. To explain the discrepancy between the calculated and the observed orbits of Uranus, two astronomers, John Adams (1819–1892) and Urbain Leverrier (1811–1877), postulated the existence of a new planet having a certain size, shape, mass, and position in the sky. This was an ad hoc hypothesis in the sense that it was not based on any direct evidence and that its purpose was to “save” the Newtonian theory, that is, to retain it in spite of observations that seemed to contradict it. In 1846 Leverrier requested the Berlin astronomer Johann Galle to carry out the appropriate telescopic observations, and the result was the discovery of Neptune, one of the so-called giant planets with a mean diameter of approximately 28,000 miles and a mass 17.2 times that of Earth. The Adams-Leverrier hypothesis of a new planet was not “noxiously” ad hoc for two reasons: the theory that it was meant to save was itself powerfully supported by a vast array of observations and, although ad hoc, it was independently testable.




  By contrast, the various rejoinders to the population argument are “noxiously” ad hoc because reincarnationism, unlike Newtonian mechanics, is not a theory for which there is powerful observational evidence and because the assumptions that are introduced are either, like mass immigrations from the astral world, not even in principle testable or, as in the case of population reductions on other planets, so vague as not to be testable in practice.




  4. The interregnum. The difficulties mentioned so far are mild compared with the problems besetting reincarnationists in connection with what might be called the “interregnum”—the period between incarnations. The great majority of reincarnationists teach that death is not immediately followed by rebirth. The question at once arises as to just where and how people spend the interregnum and, more specifically, what they are like between incarnations.




  There appear to be only two possible answers and neither is very alluring. The first is to say that a person exists as a disembodied or pure mind until he finds or chooses his new body. Such a position is faced with a number of serious logical and empirical problems which will be discussed later. There is also of course the question of how a pure mind, devoid of sense organs, could ever locate or choose the mother of his next incarnation.




  The only alternative to the pure mind seems to be some sort of astral body; and this is in fact the view preferred by most reincarnationists. It is, for example, the position adopted in the Tibetan Book of the Dead, one of the sacred books of India, and a work much admired by such diverse figures as C. G. Jung, Paul Tillich, Stanislav Grof, Timothy Leary, and Raymond Moody, Jr. The Tibetan Book is primarily concerned with descriptions of the intermediate or “Bardo” world, and it offers detailed advice about how a person is to comport himself there. In the Bardo world human beings possess a “Bardo” body which is identical with the astral body or at least a close cousin. W. Y. Evans-Wentz, the editor of the English language version of the Tibetan Book whom we quoted earlier, describes the Bardo body as “an exact duplicate of the human body, from which it is separated in the process of death.” It is “formed” of an unusual kind of matter, one that is invisible and “ethereal-like.” The Bardo body, furthermore, possesses two of the supernatural attributes usually associated with astral travel. It can go anywhere instantaneously and it can pass through material objects as if they did not exist. The Bardo body cannot be perceived by live human beings, but at least for a short period after death it can see and hear “all the weeping and wailing of friends and relatives,” although “they cannot hear him calling upon them.” Substantially the same view is adopted by Ian Stevenson who is emphatic that the bearer of consciousness in the interregnum is a “non-physical body” and who believes that this body is composed of “some kind of matter,” but a matter which “must be . . . quite different from what we ordinarily mean by the term.” We shall see in the next section that there are overwhelmingly strong reasons for believing that no such entity exists. If a theory has to fall back on the introduction of something like the astral or Bardo body, this is sufficient to condemn it.




  5. The dependence of consciousness on the brain of the current body. Some reincarnationists pride themselves on the empirical nature of their theory when it is compared with belief in the survival of the disembodied mind. The latter is said to clash with our experience that consciousness is found only in conjunction with certain physical entities, namely animal and human bodies. By contrast, the reincarnation theory accords perfectly well with this fact: although an individual’s consciousness is connected with different bodies in different incarnations, it does always have a bodily substratum. A little reflection shows that this is an illusory advantage. If the mind–body dependence argument (pp. 51–53) is valid, it shows more than that a person’s consciousness cannot exist without a brain; it shows that it cannot exist without the current brain, and this refutes reincarnation no less than the belief in the survival of the disembodied mind.






  The Astral Body




  In first introducing the notion of the astral body we briefly referred to the two kinds of evidence offered by believers in the astral body—bilocations and “astral projections,” or out-of-body experiences (OBEs). It has been reported about a number of saints that they could appear in several places at the same time. Thus St. Anthony of Padua, whose sermon to the fishes has been immortalized in one of Gustav Mahler’s Wunderhorn songs, knelt to pray on Holy Thursday of 1226 in the Church of St. Pierre du Queyrrix at Limoges and at that very moment also appeared at the other end of the town at another service. Sister Maria Coronel de Agreda, a seventeenth-century Spanish nun who modestly doubted her own gifts, had telepathic powers, was able to levitate, and experienced no less than five hundred bilocations. Just as saints and other members of religious orders no longer levitate, so they also have not engaged in bilocations in more recent centuries, but several secular cases have been reported during the past hundred and fifty years. One of those most frequently mentioned in the literature concerns Mme. Sagée, a schoolteacher in nineteenth-century France. Soon after her appointment, according to Crookall’s account, rumors circulated that she had been seen far from the classroom where she was teaching. On one occasion when she was writing on the blackboard, Crookall writes, “all the girls saw not only her physical body but also her ‘double’ which made the same gestures.” Perhaps the most distressing event occurred when she was helping to dress one of the girls, standing behind her. The girl happened to glance in the mirror and saw not one but two Mme. Sagées. She promptly fainted. After numerous complaints by parents the school authorities dismissed the luckless teacher. Some of these stories are delightful but unfortunately none of them is supported by proper documentation. The one case—that of Mr. and Mrs. Wilmot in nineteenth-century America—which on the face of it had impressive backing from eye-witnesses, totally collapsed when it was investigated by Susan Blackmore.




  Bilocations are a myth. OBEs cannot be dismissed in the same way. They are quite real, but the question is whether they are evidence for the astral body. The term “out-of-body experience” has been simply and clearly defined by Blackmore as referring to “an experience in which one seems to perceive the world from a location outside the physical body.” There is no question that many people in many countries at many different times have had such experiences. These experiences have certain common features reminiscent of the Bardo body of the Tibetan Book of the Dead: the person can travel at great speed and he can penetrate material objects like walls, roofs, and human bodies as if they were not there. Dr. Kühler-Ross, one of the outstanding astral travelers of our time, who has reported extraordinary journeys to the outer reaches of space, claims to have traveled at speeds greater than light. This remarkable feat conflicts with Einstein’s special theory of relativity, which will presumably have to be abandoned. More modest travelers, who may have heard of Einstein’s theory, merely claim that their speed was enormous. Certain further characteristics asserted to belong to all OBEs, both by Crookall and other astral theorists, are not in fact universal. By no means all subjects report that their vehicle was a duplicate of their regular human body. Celia Green, in her book Out-of-Body Experiences, reports many cases in which the person perceived himself as a blob or globe, a Bare or a point of light, or in which he simply “looks” at his original body and has no sense of possessing another one in the place from which he is looking. Some astral travelers have reported seeing an extremely elastic silver cord connecting the astral body to the sleeping physical body. Many astral theorists also believe that, if the silver cord or “astral cable” is broken, the person must die. When a person dies, the cord breaks and this enables the astral body to leave for other regions. The supposed universality of the observation of the silver cord during OBEs has frequently been cited as conclusive evidence that they cannot be hallucinations. For this reason it should be emphasized that many reports of OBEs are on record without mention of a silver cord or, for that matter, any connecting link. Many of Celia Green’s subjects do not report such a cord, and no astral cable appears in many of the OBEs reported in other cultures.




  To speak of OBEs as “astral projections” is tendentiously misleading. It suggests that the only possible explanation of OBEs is the theory that a human being has a double and that it is this double which travels to the location from which the person believes himself to be perceiving the world. Susan Blackmore, who has probably studied the subject more exhaustively than anybody else, lists a number of possible explanations and treats the theory of the astral body as just one and in many ways the least plausible of the competing theories. If, as we shall see shortly, this theory can be independently shown to be absurd, it would at once be ruled out of court.




  To most people who have not been caught up in the occult the notion of the astral body seems sheer lunacy, and reflection shows this impression to be entirely correct. One simple consideration relates to the clothes worn by astral travelers, whether they are engaged in a bilocation or merely in an OBE. I am not aware of a single case of bilocation in which an astral double was observed without clothes. When St. Anthony of Padua preached in two different churches in Limoges at the same time, he was wearing his usual clerical robes during both sermons. As for Mme. Sagée, the nineteenth-century French bilocationist, she surely shocked her students sufficiently by appearing in two places without being naked in. either of her apparitions. In some reports of OBEs, in which the traveler’s astral body is not publicly observable, the double was naked, but in most of them it did wear garments just like those worn by regular bodies. Now, the clothes worn by astral bodies cannot be ordinary, physical clothes: the astral bodies lack the solidity that would keep the clothes in place. The only alternative seems to be that they are astral clothes, but where are astral clothes manufactured and how do they suddenly appear on the scene when a bilocation or a private OBE occurs? Crookall and several leading theosophists were prepared to embrace the view that there are indeed astral duplicates of our clothes, as of all other regular physical objects, but this purely ad hoc assumption is not likely to commend itself to the sane segments of the human race.




  Another problem for the astral believer is that of synchronization between the regular and the astral body. It will be remembered that the astral body is supposed to be an exact duplicate of the regular body. If the astral body leaves the regular body of a boy aged ten, it will look just like the boy looks then; if it leaves the body of the same person at the age of eighty, it will look like the regular body at the age of eighty. The astral bodies of men will look like the regular bodies of men and the astral bodies of women like the regular bodies of women. If a boxer has just been punched in the face resulting in a flattened nose and the loss of three front teeth, his astral body will show the same flattened nose and the same gap in his mouth. If the boxer retires and eats a great deal so that he becomes enormously fat, his astral body too will be enormous. If a woman in her prime, with soft and unblemished skin, were to take an astral trip, the skin of her astral body would be soft and unblemished. However, if the same woman were to take a trip many years later when her skin has become parched and wrinkled, this would also be true of her astral double. Astral believers prefer to state their theory in very general terms and usually 8inch when such specific consequences are derived from it, but there is no doubt at all that these and similar statements about the appearance of astral doubles are really implied by the theory.




  Now, the question that at once arises is how this exact synchronization is achieved. Except when it is released for a journey, the astral body resides inside the regular body. However, the exact state of the regular body at any given time is very largely the result of its movements and of in8uences upon it coming from its environment. To secure the synchronization required by astral theory we must postulate that corresponding to every physical act and movement there occurs an astral act and movement: corresponding to every ordinary breath, every normal meal, every physical exertion, every conversation, every injury, there must occur a corresponding astral process. Surely no sane person can believe that this happens. One would think that while it is safely tucked away inside the regular body, the astral body cannot do anything at all. But this is not all. One of the key propositions of astral theory makes most external influences on the astral body quite impossible. I am referring to all events in the person’s life involving physical contact. According to the believer, the astral body cannot touch or be touched by another body, physical or astral. When our prize fighter had his nose flattened and three of his teeth knocked out, the corresponding damage to his astral body was not possible. Similarly, insofar as eating involves physical contact between various parts of the body and the food consumed, it cannot have an astral counterpart, and there is no way of explaining how the astral body becomes enormous if the regular body overeats.




  Let us for the sake of argument assume that the objections just mentioned can somehow be answered and that all human beings possess astral doubles. A little reflection will show that the astral double cannot help the case of survival. Astral philosophy teaches that, except for its “lack of solidity,” the astral body is an exact double of the regular one. Without this assumption the theory would not explain the facts—or alleged facts—of bilocation. However, if the astral body is an exact duplicate of the regular body it must die along with the regular body. This entirely reasonable conclusion seems to have escaped all astral theorists. If the secular body died as the result of a brain tumor or as the result of being shot through the heart, the astral brain and the astral heart must have been similarly injured. It is evident that if a person is to survive death he will need some other vehicle.






  Dualism and Materialism




  If the astral body is eliminated from further consideration we are left with two possible vehicles of survival: the disembodied mind and the resurrected body. Believers in survival of the disembodied mind are committed to dualism, a theory to which we have referred on several occasions. If dualism is true it does not by any means follow that human beings survive as disembodied minds or in any way whatever. The question, however, then remains open. If dualism is false, on the other hand, the theory of disembodied survival does not even get off the ground.




  The most important alternative to dualism has always been a theory, or rather a family of theories, known as materialism which maintains that a person is his body and that what we call his mind is really a name for certain bodily phenomena. “Body am I entirely and nothing more,” wrote Nietzsche, whose materialism is rarely mentioned in accounts of his philosophy, and” ‘soul’ is only the name of something in the body.” According to Lucretius, who states not only his own view but also that of Democritus and Epicurus, the mind consists of atoms (selection 2). These atoms are finer and more mobile than the gross atoms which make up the rest of the world, but they are just as physical. According to Hobbes, the feeling of pleasure is “nothing really but motion about the heart, as conception is nothing but motion in the head.” David Hartley (1705–1757), the founder of associationist psychology, whose materialism was wholeheartedly accepted by both Godwin and Shelley, maintained that sensations and thoughts consisted of vibrations of “medullary particles” in the brain. The “Idéologues,” a group of French philosophers and scientists of the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (including such famous scientists as Lavoisier and La Place), held that the study of man must be reduced to physics and physiology. Human beings should be studied by the same methods used in the study of minerals and vegetables. “Just as the stomach and intestines are destined to operate digestion, the liver to filter bile, the parotid and maxillary glands to prepare the salivary juices,” wrote Pierre Cabanis, one of the leaders of the Ideologues, “so the brain performs organically the secretion of thought.” It may be noted in passing that Charles Darwin subscribed to the same view. “Why is thought being a secretion of the brain more wonderful than gravity a property of matter?,” Darwin wrote in his private notebooks, which were not published until 1982. “It is our arrogance and admiration of ourselves,” he went on, which keeps us from acknowledging the opposite. Echoing Cabanis, the nineteenth-century German biologist Carl Vogt wrote that “the relation between thought and the brain is roughly of the same order as that between bile and the liver or urine and the bladder.” One obvious trouble with such theories is that while bile and urine can be seen, weighed and even bottled, this is unfortunately not possible in the case of the secretion called “thought.”




  One of the most radical forms of materialism which flourished in Great Britain and the United States during the years after the Second World War and in Central Europe a little earlier, is known as “logical” or “philosophical” behaviorism. A view of this kind was advanced in Gilbert Ryle’s Concept of Mind and it was supported by the “left wing” of the logical positivists, notably Rudolf Carnap, Otto Neurath and Carl Hempel. The main idea of this theory is that psychological predicates—such expressions as “being frightened of dogs,” “believing in God,” “hating socialism,”—refer to the actual and possible behavior of human beings; and this behavior is of course publicly observable. To say that a given individual hates socialism is not a statement about his “inner” feelings, accessible only to himself, but about what he says and does and what he would say and do in various circumstances. It should be noted in passing that “psychological” behaviorists are not committed to this view. They do not, as a rule, deny the existence of “inner” mental states, but hold the less extreme view that a scientific psychology should concern itself exclusively with behavior. The statements of some psychological behaviorists suggest that they are really dualists, admitting the existence of mental states but denying that these states have any effect on human behavior.




  A contemporary highly influential version of materialism, usually referred to as the “identity theory,” also known as “central state materialism” and somewhat facetiously as the “Australian Heresy” (because two of its foremost exponents, J. J. C. Smart and David Armstrong, teach at Australian universities) maintains that sensations, and mental states and processes generally, are identical with states and processes of the brain. The contention is not merely that mental states are uniformly correlated with brain states—this is something a dualist can consistently admit—but that the two are identical. The authors of the theory emphasize that they do not assert a logical identity of sensations and brain processes but rather a de facto or empirical identity. Psychological and physicalistic predicates do not have the same significance or connotation but they have the same reference or denotation. Although they differ in meaning, experience shows that they refer to the same thing in much the same way as experience shows that the morning star is identical with the evening star or water with H2O. As a parallel, Herbert Feigl (a well-known supporter of the theory) mentions the case of two explorers climbing the same mountain from different sides. We may suppose that they are in radio contact and that they are sending to each other very accurate descriptions of the mountain as it appears from their respective positions. The visual appearances may be so different that they believe to be climbing different mountains. Finally, however, when they meet on the top they realize that it was one and the same mountain all the time. In much the same way a person’s sensations or dreams may be identical with brain processes, although what the individual experiences and what a brain physiologist would see are altogether different. On this view, the dualist is quite right in asserting that introspection discloses certain facts to us, but he is wrong in thinking that these facts are nonphysical. Whatever its own difficulties, the identity theory is much more sophisticated than earlier versions of materialism and escapes at least some of the objections commonly brought up against its predecessors in this tradition.






  The Objections to Materialism




  The identity theory is one of several versions of materialism that are extremely popular among contemporary philosophers who regard dualism as little more than a tissue of confusions. A number of philosophers, however, do not go along with this judgment and continue to support dualism. They do not deny that dualism involves some serious difficulties, but they insist that these pale into insignificance when compared with the objections to materialism. In the remainder of this section I will explain four of these objections.




  1. Privacy. In the heyday of behaviorism a joke was current about a meeting of two behaviorists, one of whom says to the other, “You are fine—how am I?” This remark is so transparently absurd because mental states, at least those of which we are conscious, are directly available to the person and not to anybody else. This is what is often called their privacy. A person does not have to observe his behavior to know that he dislikes a piece of meat, or that he sees his cat lying on his desk, or that he has a throbbing toothache. Not only does he not need to observe his behavior in order to know these and a great many similar things, but he also does not need to observe what goes on in his brain. Indeed, he need not know anything about his brain or even that he has one. If a perfect correlation between dreams and brain states existed and were known, a brain physiologist would be able to infer what a person was dreaming on the basis of observing what was going on in his brain. The dreamer himself, however, does not need to engage in any inferences and, what is more, the perfect correlation could never have been established without introspective reports by people about their dreams. All this seems incompatible with logical behaviorism and most other forms of radical materialism. If thinking and dreaming were simply the movement of physical particles or secretions or events in the brain there would in. principle be no reason why others could not observe the subject’s mental states.




  2. Qualia. Several philosophers have maintained that certain features of our experience are left out in any materialistic account of the world. The features in question are the so-called phenomenal qualities, the “raw feels", or qualia. Examples are sense qualities—colors, sounds, smells, tastes—and feelings—such as joy, sadness, or pain. No kind of physical information about a rose can capture the smell of a rose. This example is taken from the article “Epiphenomenal Qualities,” by the Australian philosopher Frank Jackson, who proceeds to develop a set of ingenious arguments to demonstrate this thesis to anybody who does not find it obvious. In discussing pain and the stimulation of C-fibers in the brain, the late John Mackie, another Australian philosopher, concedes that a person may be in pain when and only when his C-fibers are stimulated. Mackie observes that we may decide to use the word “pain” to refer to the C-fibre stimulation, adding that this would leave “untouched its phenomenal quality, how it feels to me, in fact its painfulness.” The pain itself as felt “is an unreduced and irreducible feature of the situation.”




  3. Intentionality. Most, if not all, mental states possess a characteristic technically known as “intentionality.” What is meant by this is that they are directed toward an object or “target.” A story used to be told about a student of the German philosopher, Martin Heidegger, who, after reading the master’s works, announced that he was now “resolved.” When asked what he was resolved to do he said that this he did not know. (“Ich bin entschlossen, ich weiss nur nicht wozul”) Most of us would regard such a remark as absurd because one cannot just be resolved: one has to be resolved to do something or other—to leave one’s job, enter a monastery, run for governor, or whatever. People are usually not just afraid, but they are afraid of this or that thing judged to be threatening and they do not just believe but they believe that something is or was or will be the case. The word “object” in the context of intentionality is used in a very broad sense to include what may not exist. People believe in fairies and witches and they are terrified of impending attacks which are not at all impending. Intentional objects may even include what existentialist writers refer to as “negative realities” and what we normally call absences, such as death, poverty, or loneliness. Some philosophers maintain that all facts are “positive,” but this is clearly wrong if it is meant to include intentional objects. If I decide on early retirement, I may enjoy doing things I could not have done if I had not retired, but I may also enjoy not having to see or talk to certain people. These are two distinct pleasures. The negative intentional object of the second pleasure is not identical with any conjunction of positive intentional objects.




  Now, it has been claimed by a number of philosophers that a materialistic scheme cannot accommodate intentionality. Mental states are about or point to objects beyond themselves, but it is not easy to see how material objects, even the neurons in the brain, can do this. How, asks John Searle, who in this context writes like a good dualist,






   can this stuff inside my head be about anything? How can it refer to anything? After all this stuff in the skull consists of “atoms in the void,” just as all of the rest of material reality consists of atoms in the void. Now how, to put it crudely, can atoms in the void represent anything?







  Rolland Puccetti, who, unlike Searle, really is a dualist, offers as an illustration the case when somebody is told that it is raining. Puccetti explains that the person cannot understand what he has been told until nerve impulses reach Wernicke’s area in his left cerebral hemisphere. Now, clearly, a description of the “neuronal activity going on at the cortical juncture of parietal, occipital, and temporal lobes in his left hemisphere is itself not about the state of weather outside.” Puccetti concludes that physical states and processes cannot be identical with mental acts because they “never point beyond themselves to anything else,” the way mental acts do.




  This objection has frequently been thought decisive against all forms of materialism. I will therefore point out that an identity-theorist could reply that although sense observation of the brain will not disclose the intentional object of a given brain state, introspection, which on his view is in fact an “inner” way of observing the brain state, does disclose the intentional object. The identity theory may not itself be plausible, but if its basic claim is allowed, then intentionality would not be a problem.




  4. Immateriality. If materialism is true then mental states and processes should have mass, size, and shape, and occupy spatial positions. However, it seems absurd to regard them as having mass or size and shape or, for that matter, to be moving from one place to another at a given speed. It is not false but nonsense to say that one thought weighs more than or as much as or less than another. Again, to quote C. D. Broad, it is perfectly intelligible to ask whether a molecular movement is swift or slow, straight or circular, but such questions are nonsensical about the awareness of a red patch or of anything else. The question of location is somewhat more complicated because bodily sensations such as pains, itches, tremors, and cramps can be located in space (at least by the person who experiences them), but this is not true of other mental states. It is worth remembering that the classification of bodily sensations as “mental” is open to question: pains and cramps are admittedly private, but they also, on the face of it, seem very physical. Be this as it may, when it comes to thoughts and feelings it seems most implausible to regard them as occupying a spatial position or as having extension. In the section “Of the Immateriality of the Soul” in his Treatise of Human Nature, Hume observed that “a moral reflection cannot be placed on the right or on the left of a passion.” A little earlier he had raised the question whether anybody could “conceive a passion of a yard in length, a foot in breadth, and an inch in thickness,” implying that this was impossible, because passions, like other mental occurrences, have no extension. Hume concluded that “an object may exist and yet be nowhere.” He would presumably have said that the opposite view—that whatever exists must have a location in space—is an a priori prejudice that is refuted by experience.




  Hume’s conclusion may be resisted on the ground that thoughts and images can be located “in the head,” and there is no doubt that most of us do talk like this on some occasions. Saying that thoughts go on in the head is, of course, just a vague way of saying that they are located in the brain. This is not only the view of many ordinary people, but it has also won the support of some influential psychologists and philosophers. “Consciousness,” in the words of Edwin C. Boring, a distinguished experimental psychologist of an earlier generation, “is localized in the brain in the sense that discriminative specificity originates there within the differential field that may be imposed by the periphery” (Boring’s italics). Similarly, after claiming that “pains and other mental phenomena just are features of the brain (and perhaps the rest of the central nervous system),” the aforementioned John Searle goes on to assert that “our mental processes are biological phenomena located in our brains.” It should be emphasized that these remarks are not put forward as recommendations to talk in certain ways but as true statements with the evident implication that anybody who thinks otherwise is mistaken. One may readily grant that mental processes are biological phenomena, but it does not follow either that they are features of the brain or that they are in the brain; and if the word “in” is used in either of its two natural senses, it is simply not true that they are in the brain. It is clear that mental states are not in the brain in the sense in which neurons are in the brain. A brain physiologist can see the neurons if the head is opened so as to make the brain visible, but he could not see the subject’s mental states. Thomas Nagel has given the following amusing illustration. Suppose I am biting into a chocolate bar and have a certain taste experience. Let us imagine that a scientist was so crazy as to start licking my brain while I eat the chocolate. My brain would almost certainly not taste like chocolate, but even if it did the. scientist would not have my taste experience (see H. H. Price, selection 21).




  In the case of bodily sensations, the word “in” is used in a somewhat different sense. Here, to say that something (such as a pain or an itch) is in a certain location means no more than that it is felt to be there by the person who has the sensation. In this sense some few mental states may really be said to be in the brain, namely those resulting from brain injuries or tumors. However, the great majority of mental states are not experienced in the brain. If I feel a pain in the knee or a cramp in the foot, the pain and cramp are where I feel them and not in the brain.




  Many, perhaps most, human beings find it incredible that anything should exist without having a location. The moment they regard something as real they at least tacitly assign a place to it. This includes the most devout believers in God, it includes occultists who identify the mind with the astral body and vaguely talk about “spirits,” and it also includes respectable dualists in their less guarded moments. They then use language which amounts to an implicit retraction of their view that the mind is not in space. They constantly talk about thoughts, feelings, and sensations occurring “in” the mind as if the mind were a container or perhaps a little screen inside the brain on which the various mental events make their appearance. In 1967, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research published the text of a debate on “The Problem of Consciousness” between Brand Blanshard, one of the ablest defenders of dualism, and B. F. Skinner. In the opinion of all non-Skinnerians, Dian-shard won the debate hands down, but even he was guilty of some backsliding. At one point Dlanshard addressed himself to the question “Where are mental images?” and convincingly showed that a behaviorist has no plausible answer to this question. A dualist, he implied, has no problem with images since they are “in consciousness” (italics mine). One may fully agree with Blanshard that mental images do not present a problem for a dualist, but the correct answer from his dualistic point of view would have been that the images exist nowhere. Or else Dian-shard should have said that for the dualist who is prepared to maintain that things may exist without being in space the question simply does not arise. It may be of interest to note that even Descartes, who so often and so emphatically denied that the mind has extension, nevertheless thought that it had a “seat,” the seat being the pineal gland in the brain. In defense of Descartes it might be said that mathematical points and centers of gravity also have no extension and can nevertheless be assigned a spatial location. However, it is doubtful that Descartes attributed to the mind no greater reality than that possessed by mathematical points or centers of gravity.




  Dualists maintain that the four sets of facts or alleged facts presented in the preceding survey can be explained only on the assumption that a human being is a mind as well as a body—that this mind has certain attributes that are radically different from those of the body, and that it is known directly by the person and cannot be known directly by anybody else. (It is left open here whether the mind is to be conceived as nothing more than a bundle or succession of mental states, or as an underlying subject of these states.) Many contemporary philosophers who are well aware of the facts in question do not subscribe to this conclusion. The last thirty years have witnessed the development of several new forms of materialism, some of them admittedly wild and not deserving serious attention, but others not wild at all and the work of subtle and brilliant minds. Contemporary materialists would claim either that the facts listed in our survey are entirely consistent with their theories or else they would deny that they are facts. It would lead too far to attempt a discussion of these theories here; but it is worth pointing out that many philosophers have not been won over by the arguments of the new materialists and that they continue to regard dualism as a viable theory.




  One final comment The word “mental” covers a very wide range of phenomena which differ in all kinds of ways among themselves. It covers thoughts, fantasies, dreams, feelings, and a multitude of sensations. In the dispute between dualism and materialism we may not be faced with an either-or situation. It might tum out that dualism is right for some mental phenomena and some form or forms of materialism for others. Speaking for myself I find it grossly implausible to identify dreams or sensations with brain states. At the same time I am convinced that an identity theory is quite defensible for feelings, for example fear or rage. Fear and rage seem to be states of the organism: they are felt by the person who has them and they can be observed by others. The content of consciousness of the person who feels the fear is different from that of the person who observes the frightened individual, but it is arbitrary and unreasonable to confine the word “fear” to the experience of the subject It seems much more natural to say that it is the same state, experienced in different ways by the subject and the observer. It should be noted that feelings are here identified with total states of the organism and not with brain events. Somebody who accepts dualism for some mental facts and materialism for others is committed to a view which lacks the neatness and “simplicity” of both the identity theory and of a thoroughgoing dualism; but, if it is true, this would be a small price to pay.






  Interactionism




  The survival of the disembodied mind does not just presuppose dualism. It presupposes a form of it known as dualistic interactionism. Dualistic interactionism has had many supporters among philosophers from Descartes right to the present and at least at first sight it seems eminently plausible. A dualistic interactionist maintains that there are causal connections between mind and body in both directions. Numerous illustrations readily suggest themselves. Wounds or injuries cause pain, stimulation of the sense organs produces sensations, indigestion may give rise to morbid feelings, and the consumption of drugs can seriously affect our moods. All these are instances of causal influence by the body on the mind, but there seems just as ample evidence of causal relations in the opposite direction: a person who is ill and has nothing to live for is far less likely to recover than one who has many interests and is filled with hope. Expectations of pleasant encounters affect our body in one way, expectations of unpleasant encounters in quite another. Embarrassment causes us to blush, fear to tremble, happiness to smile and sometimes to cry. Perhaps the plainest oases of mind-body causation are voluntary movements. A man decides to go to the opera. To obtain this result, he must go to the box office and buy a ticket His decision to go to the opera thus produces a whole sequence of motions of his body–he leaves his apartment and hails a taxi, he walks from the cab to the box office, he stands in line, and ultimately purchases the ticket




  All this seems exceedingly plausible, but it has been questioned by both philosophers and scientists. Some philosophers, known as parallelists, of whom Leibniz is probably the most famous, have questioned the possibility of causal transactions in either direction. Some have questioned only the physical causation of mental states. This view, to which Ducasse gave the name of “hypophenomenalism,” has not been widely held. A far larger number of philosophers and scientists have advanced the theory known as epiphenomenalism, which, admitting body–mind causation, holds that mental states are mere by-products of brain states and possess no causal power. One of the consequences of epiphenomenalism is the impossibility of mental states in the absence of a bodily foundation. If the disembodied mind is to have a chance we must assume that epiphenomenalism is false. We will shortly turn to a discussion of epiphenomenalism, but before we can do this it is necessary to explain in some detail a basic division among dualists concerning the nature of the mind.






  Is the Mind a Substance or a Bundle?




  I hope I have said enough to show that, right or wrong, dualism is not a wild theory and cannot be dismissed as obviously absurd. To be able to proceed, let us assume from now on that dualism is true. However, dualists differ greatly among themselves on certain issues and some forms of dualism are much more defensible than others. In this section we are concerned with the question of whether the mind should be regarded as a substance or as nothing more than a “bundle,” or succession of experiences.




  Dualists who maintain that the mind is a substance insist that it cannot simply be identified with the sequence or series of a person’s experiences: it is their subject or owner. It is that which “has” or “owns” them, and unlike the experiences—which constantly change—it remains the same throughout all of them. There surely cannot be dreams without a dreamer, thoughts without a thinker, or feelings without a “feeler.” “Motion is unthinkable,” writes Michael Maher, S.J. (1860–1917), the author of an excellent textbook, Psychology, “without something that is moved,” and in the same way “cognition and passion cannot inhere in nothing.” It seems incontrovertible that the mind which thinks, feels, perceives, and dreams remains “abidingly” the same. This last phrase occurs in a book by the Scottish religious philosopher James McCosh, one of the most influential philosophers teaching in the United States during the second half of the nineteenth century. McCosh was a disciple of Thomas Reid, the founder of the Scottish school of Common Sense, who developed the same idea in great detail (selection 11). In conscious opposition to the views of Locke and Hume, Reid wrote:






   My thoughts, and actions, and feelings, change every moment; they have no continued, but a successive existence; but that self or I, to which they belong, is permanent and has the same relation to all the succeeding thoughts, actions, and feelings which I call mine.







  The sameness of the substance-self is most evident in memories. The truth of many memory judgments is known with complete certainty. When these are analyzed, writes Father Maher, it is clear that they implicitly involve the identification of one’s present self with the self of the remembered experiences. This identification would be impossible if a mind were “merely a succession of states” or if the person’s body were the “substantial principle” in which the mental states “inhered.” It is a well-established physiological fact that the constituents of the body are completely changed in a comparatively short time. As for the other alternative, it may be observed that “fleeting mental acts could as little result in this self-conscious recollection as could the disconnected cognitions of successive generations of men.”




  The spiritual substance is also usually said to be “simple.” By this it is meant that the substance, unlike material objects, cannot be broken up or analyzed into parts. Monroe Beardsley remarked that it is regarded by its champions as a kind of “ultimate spiritual particle.” This notion derives from Plato, who argued in the Phaedo (selection 1) that only things which are “compound” or “composite” can be destroyed, be cause destruction means the breaking up of a thing into its. constituent parts. This argument was taken over by Aquinas (selection 4) and was also endorsed by Reid, Mendelssohn, and numerous other pro-religious philosophers. More recent religious philosophers (for example, Kant and Hick) have not found it convincing. However, it should be noted that a person can quite consistently be a champion of the spiritual substance without believing in its indestructibility; and our concern in this section is not with survival but with the question of whether the mind should be conceived as a substance or a bundle.




  There is a division of opinion among substance theorists on whether the spiritual substance is known as a result of inference, or whether it is given in immediate experience. Some nineteenth-century philosophers, especially those who were influenced by Kant, tended to adopt the former view. According to Francis Wayland (1796–1865), who was president of Brown University, we know nothing “of the essence of Mind” since it is not given in experience. “All that we are able to affirm of it,” Wayland wrote, “is that it is something which perceives, reflects, remembers, imagines, and wills; but what that something is which exerts these energies we know not.” Much more commonly it has been held that the substance-self is something known in immediate experience, that it is no less an empirical reality than the various experiences it has. That “I am an Ego which is the center and source of my acts and states,” writes Father Maher, “is forced upon me by constant, intimate, immediate self-experience, with the most irresistible evidence.” Perhaps the most famous statement of this view is found in volume 2 of Metaphysics, by the influential nineteenth-century German philosopher Hermann Lotze (1807–1881) who protested against the doctrine of “sensationalism” advocated by Locke, Hume, and Mill, charging that it was unempirical:






   A mere sensation without a subject is nowhere to be met with as a fact. It is impossible to speak of a bare movement without thinking of the mass whose movement it is; and it is just as impossible to conceive a sensation existing without the accompanying of that which has it—or rather, of that which feels it, for this also is included in the given fact of experience that the relation of the feeling subject to its feeling, whatever its other characteristics may be, is in any case something different from the relation of the moved element to its movement. It is thus and thus only, that the sensation is a given fact; and we have no right to abstract from its relation to its subject because this relation is puzzling, and because we wish to obtain a starting-point which looks more convenient, but is utterly unwarranted by experience.







  Substantially the same claims have been made by numerous more recent philosophers, including C. A. Campbell, R. M. Chisholm, H. D. Lewis, and Richard Swinburne.




  One of the most concise statements of the bundle theory is presented by Bertrand Russell in a popular article entitled “Do We Survive Death?” (1936). “We think and feel and act,” he writes




 

    but there is not, in addition to thoughts and feelings and actions, a bare entity, the mind or the soul, which does or suffers these occurrences.







  A person is the same at different times not because he has or is an unchanging spiritual substance but because there is a continuity of habit and memory:






   There was yesterday one person whose feelings I can remember, and that person I regard as myself of yesterday; but in fact, myself of yesterday was only certain mental occurrences which are now remembered, and are regarded as part of the person who now recollects them.







  “What we call a mind,” writes Hume, who was the first philosopher to develop the bundle theory in any detail,






   is nothing but a heap or collection of different perceptions, united together by certain relations, and supposed, though falsely, to be endowed with a perfect simplicity and identity.







  Elsewhere Hume likens the mind to a theater






   where several perceptions successively make their appearance; pass, repass, glide away, and mingle in an infinite variety of postures and situations . . . the comparison of the theater must not mislead us. They are the successive perceptions only, that constitute the mind.







  More famous than either of these passages is the one in which Hume explicitly describes the mind as a “bundle of perceptions”:






   For my part, when I enter most intimately into what I call myself, I always stumble on some particular perception or other, of heat or cold, light or shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasure. I never catch myself at any time without a perception, and never can observe anything but the perception. . . . If anyone, upon serious and unprejudiced reflection, thinks he has a different notion of himself, I must confess I can reason no longer with him. All I can allow him is, that he may be in the right as well as I, and that we are essentially different in this particular. He may, perhaps, perceive something simple and continued, which he calls himself; though I am certain there is no such principle in me.







  Hume is not of course serious when he allows the possibility that some people experience themselves as spiritual substances. They no doubt think they do but in this they are deluding themselves:




 

    Setting aside some metaphysicians of this kind, I may venture to affirm of the rest of mankind, that they are nothing but a bundle or collection of different perceptions, which succeed each other with an inconceivable rapidity, and are in a perpetual flux and movement.







  Hume evidently regarded the substance theory as false. Some contemporary philosophers have gone further and declared it to be meaningless. The spiritual substance is not like a mythical animal which we could recognize if we came across it but which as a matter of fact does not exist. We don’t even know what it would be like to come across it. “The point is not,” in the words of A. J. Ayer,






   that the vast majority of men are unable to perform the difficult feat of experiencing themselves as substances. It is rather that such a feat is not conceivable. There is nothing that would count as stumbling upon oneself, as opposed to some particular perception.







  Hume, Russell, and Ayer were frankly anti-religious philosophers and opposed to any kind of survival after death. However, versions of the bundle theory have also been endorsed by philosophers who, like Mill, were agnostics on the subject or who, like James (selection 15) and H. H. Price (selection 21) were highly sympathetic if not outright believers. It is of some interest to note that in his criticisms of the substance theory Hume’s influence has not been confined to Anglo-Saxon philosophers. Wilhelm Wundt (1832–1920), the founder of the first psychological laboratory as well as a highly respected philosopher, followed Hume in advocating what his critics called a “psychology without a soul” and Nietzsche, too championed a Humean view, regarding the substance theory as a grammatical illusion [Bibliography, p. 322]. Something like a bundle theory can even be detected in existentialist writers like Sartre. Long before any of the philosophers just mentioned the Buddha advocated the bundle theory. As quoted by Derek Parfit (selection 34) he remarked that “there exists no Individual, it is only a conventional name given to a set of elements.”




  As noted earlier, the spiritual substance still has some defenders, but most contemporary philosophers who have written on the subject agree with Hume that we are here dealing with a vacuous notion. Its emptiness is hidden by the metaphors used in statements of the theory, and also by its being confused with other notions which are not empty. When it is maintained that the spiritual substance owns the experiences of a person, the word “own” is not used in its literal sense. The spiritual substance is obviously not an owner in the sense in which a landlord is the owner of a certain apartment complex. The latter may be described and identified independently of the buildings he owns. We might point him out as the man standing to the left of Mayor Koch or the person who is just entering the building. Again, he might be described as 56 years old, six feet two inches tall, having blue eyes, hard-working, a bad husband but devoted father, a lover of Italian opera and a patient in Jungian analysis. When asked, “Who owns this building?” one can enumerate these and other physical and psychological attributes of the owner, and one is not restricted to the answer that the building is owned by the person who owns it. In the case of the spiritual substance, on the other hand, all one can say is that it is the entity which owns, or has, the various mental states. It cannot be identified or described independently of them. We most emphatically have not been told what “it” is by the statement that it is that which owns the experiences. We are here dealing with a featureless owner, and hence an entity which is not an owner in the usual sense.




  It should also be emphasized that, as the spiritual substance is conceived by its champions, it cannot possibly be identified with the personality of the individual. The spiritual substance is supposed to be unvaryingly the same throughout life, but this is clearly not true of an individual’s personality. A person can be submissive at one time of his life and domineering at another, compassionate and generous early in life and cruel and indifferent many years later, passionately interested in politics at the age of twenty and bored by it in old age. Yet throughout these periods his spiritual substance has not changed. It follows that the substance is not identical with the personality, and in fact it is not what anybody means by “I.” Lotze insisted that what I experience are not just “atomic” sensations or feelings but myself as having these sensations. I do not just experience pain but myself as being in pain. Perhaps so, but the “I” that is here experienced cannot be the unchanging spiritual substance, or the soul.




  Contrary to what its champions maintain, the spiritual substance does not in any way enter into an analysis of what we mean by personal identity. This was brought out forcefully by Locke (selection 6), who did not deny the existence of what he called the “immaterial” substance. Let us assume that Henry Kissinger has been engaged to give a lecture on “Machiavelli and Metternich” to the Association of Retired Diplomats and that he has been offered a sizable fee. The lecture is just what the audience hopes for—scholarly, witty, and interlaced with recollections of the speaker’s own diplomatic career. When the president of the association is about to hand over the check, the lecturer declines to accept it on the grounds that he is not Henry Kissinger. “It is true that I have the Kissinger-body, the Kissinger-memories and an awareness of the continuity of Kissinger-experiences, but I woke up with a different spiritual substance. As a disciple of Lotze and H. D. Lewis, I cannot regard myself as Henry Kissinger any longer.” The president of the association is unlikely to accept this conclusion and there is no doubt that the judges of the Supreme Court, liberals and conservatives alike, would rule that in spite of his loss of the Kissinger-spiritual substance, the man who gave the lecture is Henry Kissinger.




  Let us briefly consider a very different scenario. At the beginning of the talk, the lecturer looks like Henry Kissinger and speaks entertainingly about Machiavelli and Metternich as well as his own diplomatic service, but then during the next hour, to the consternation of the audience, the Kissinger body gradually changes into the body of Shirley MacLaine. Along with these changes there is a change in the voice and also in the subject and the personal recollections. After the physical transformation has been completed, the lecture is all about reincarnation, the occult, the astral body, Hollywood, and recollections of Shirley MacLaine’s life. Now suppose that the president of the association refuses payment but that the lecturer, looking and talking just like Shirley MacLaine, insists on payment on the grounds that “he” is Henry Kissinger because, in spite of all the undeniable changes that have taken place, “he” is still aware of himself as the Kissinger spiritual substance. Payment would be refused on the ground (probably not the only one) that the lecturer is no longer Henry Kissinger. Such a refusal would be sustained in court even if it was allowed that the lecturer’s protestations about possessing the Henry Kissinger spiritual substance are entirely sincere.




  It will be replied that none of this answers the original challenge: there cannot be dreams without a dreamer or feelings without a feeler and hence our experiences require a subject, an “I” which possesses them. There are two possible answers to this retort. Some bundle theorists would flatly deny the need for a subject and it is not at all obvious that they are wrong. They would say that because we use the words “I” and “mind” as nouns and frequently as grammatical subjects, we are liable to assume that they designate things. Experience shows that they do not designate things any more than such words as “space” and “time” and many others that have puzzled philosophers. The mind is a “many” and not a “one”—it is a series or stream of experiences, and to say that a given experience such as a dream or a feeling of fear belongs to a certain mind is to say that it is a member of a certain class of experiences as contrasted with other classes of experiences that constitute other minds. Alexander Bain was one of the leading defenders of the bundle theory in the nineteenth century. F. H. Bradley in a much-quoted passage thought that he could show that the bundle theory involves an intolerable paradox. “Mr. Bain,” he wrote, “thinks the mind is a collection. Has Mr. Bain reflected: who collects Mr. Bain?” Anthony Quinton, a contemporary bundle theorist, was ready with the answer that “the later Mr. Bain collects the earlier Mr. Bain by recollecting him.” Alternatively, it may be replied that the body is entirely capable of fulfilling the role of a subject of experiences and dispositions. There is nothing absurd in holding that a human being is a body with both physical and mental attributes. As we shall see in the next section, precisely this view has been advocated by a number of influential philosophers.




  It should be emphasized that the bundle theory is a plausible answer only to the question “What is a mind?” and not to the question “what is a person?” or “What is a human being?” No adequate answer to the latter question can leave out reference to the body. Unfortunately both Hume and several of his successors, who were in effect what we earlier called extreme dualists identifying a person with his mind, did not always clearly distinguish the two questions. “When my perceptions are removed for any time, as by sound sleep,” Hume wrote, “so long am I insensible of myself, and may truly be said not to exist.” This is clearly wrong since my body continues to exist at the time. The most that Hume had a right to say is that my mind then ceases to exist though even this may be disputed on the ground that, dreaming aside, my cognitive and emotional dispositions are not annihilated during sleep. However, this last issue—whether the mind continues to exist during dreamless sleep—is none of our concern and is in any event a purely verbal question.






  Can Matter Think?




  In the history of philosophy the word “materialism” has been used in several different senses. In the section on “Dualism and Materialism” it was used in the narrow sense, most common in contemporary philosophical discussions, in which it refers to any theory that identifies minds or mental facts with bodily phenomena of some kind. It has been customary to classify such theories as “reductive” or “monistic” materialism. However, “materialism” has also very commonly been used in a broader sense in which it refers to any theory that regards matter as the fundamental reality. Such a view may admit that some or all mental phenomena are sui generis. At the same time it holds that although the body can exist without the mind, the mind cannot exist without the body. Contemporary philosophers and scientists who are materialists in this broader sense usually also maintain that there was a time when matter did and mind did not exist and that in all probability there will again come a time when there will be no minds. In past centuries materialists confidently asserted that matter is eternal, but this view has recently been questioned by several cosmologists. When William James (selection 32) speaks of “cerebral materialism” he is obviously using the word in the broader sense. The scientists he has in mind did not maintain that consciousness is reducible to bodily phenomena but that it cannot exist without the brain.




  In this and the next section I will briefly discuss two influential theories which are forms of materialism only in the broader sense. Both occupy an intermediate position between reductive materialism on one side and a full-fledged dualism on the other. The theory with which we are concerned in this section holds that there is only one substance or subject—the body—but that the body has mental as well as physical attributes, the mental attributes being irreducible to bodily states and processes. This view is perhaps best understood by briefly referring to an eighteenth-century dispute dealing with the question of whether matter could think. The leading participants in this debate took as their point of departure the observation in Locke’s Essay Concerning Human Understanding that God could “give to certain systems of created senseless matter, put together as he thinks fit, some degrees of sense, perception and thought.” It is “not much more remote from our comprehension,” Locke went on, to conceive that “God can.” superadd to matter a faculty of thinking than that he should superadd to it another substance with a faculty of thinking.” Several British and French philosophers endorsed Locke’s remark and proceeded to defend the view that in fact matter does think or, more precisely, that thinking and other mental processes are caused by the brain and may be regarded as attributes of the body. These included the leading English deists, John Toland and Anthony Collins, Voltaire (selection 10), Lamettrie, Holbach, and Priestley (selection 13). “Thought is so little incompatible with organized matter,” wrote Lamettrie, “that it seems to be one of its properties on a par with electricity, the faculty of motion, impenetrability, and extension.” Hume nowhere asserted that mental states are attributes of the body, but in his Essay on Immortality he observed that “nothing can be decided a priori,” in support of the view that “matter, by its structure or arrangement, may not be the cause of thought” (selection 9). There is some doubt whether Priestley should be included in the above list. He seemed to waver, or rather not to be clear on the status of the mental attributes of the body. Although many of his remarks suggest that he regarded mental states as irreducible to anything physical, he also wrote that “man consists wholly of matter,” which is most naturally interpreted as a form of reductive materialism. Voltaire was undoubtedly the most famous and influential advocate of this view, and I will therefore refer to it as “Voltairean materialism.” Voltaire never called himself a materialist, but there is no doubt that he vigorously supported the view under discussion and realized its subversive implications. It is evident that, like reductive materialism, Voltairean materialism rules out survival of a disembodied mind but is entirely compatible with the resurrection of the body.




  The main argument in favor of Voltairean materialism is that it is more economical than Cartesian dualism and dispenses with what is at best a highly obscure notion. “I am a body and I think,” Voltaire wrote in his “Letter on Locke”—“shall I go and attribute to an unknown cause when I can so easily attribute it (thought) to a secondary one?” A human brain is an observable entity. If it produces thought, why also bring in a mysterious entity like the soul? Another argument is based on the similarity between human beings and animals. Many animals resemble human beings in having sense organs and a brain. We have every reason to believe that they have ideas and feelings, although the ideas and feelings of human beings are undoubtedly much more numerous and complex. Voltaire finds it incredible that animals are “mere machines,” that is, beings devoid of ideas and feelings. Only a metaphysician is capable of believing something that so flagrantly contradicts common sense. Now, if the existence of ideas and feelings requires us to postulate a spiritual soul, then animals must also have spiritual souls. If people have spiritual souls, then so do dogs and moles and even Beas, worms, and mites. On the other hand, if we deny souls to animals, then we cannot make the possession of feelings and ideas a reason for postulating souls in human beings.




  A number of twentieth-century philosophers—among them Ernest Nagel, John Dewey, Sidney Hook, and Antony Flew—subscribe to the same view. Flew in many places makes it clear that he is not a radical materialist, admitting that mental processes are irreducible to bodily phenomena. At the same time he insists that human beings are “creatures of flesh and blood” and these creatures of Besh and blood are the subjects of sensations, feelings, and thoughts. Perhaps the most forceful statement of Voltairean materialism occurs in a little-known and unjustly forgotten article, “Are Naturalists Materialists?” (1945), by Ernest Nagel. Nagel distinguishes between reductive and nonreductive materialism. The former, which he rejects, maintains that psychological terms are synonymous with “some expression or combination of expressions belonging to the class of physical terms.” The latter, which he supports, makes the much milder claim that the occurrence of mental events is “contingent upon the occurrence of certain complex physicochemica-physiological events and structures.” No emotions, not even experiences of beauty or holiness, would exist unless “bodies appropriately organized were also present.” Minds are not substances but “adjectival and adverbial of bodies.” Mental states and processes are “properties . . . of spatia-temporal objects in their organized unity.”




  Voltairean materialism may or may not be true, but the most common objection to it is based on nothing but an a priori prejudice. In his contribution to Life After Death, from which we quoted earlier, Arthur Köstler opposes the view that the brain can “generate consciousness.” Köstler bases himself on a lecture by Sir Cyril Burtt entitled “Psychology and Psychical Research,” published in 1968 in the Proceedings of the Society for Psychical Research. There is no hope for life after death, writes Köstler,






   as long as we remain captives of that materialist philosophy which proclaimed—as Burtt ironically phrased it—that the chemistry of the brain “generates consciousness much as the liver generates bile.”







  This “naive materialism,” however, must be rejected because it cannot explain “how the motions of particles could possibly generate this ‘insubstantial pageant of images and ideas.’” Writing from a very different standpoint, the existential psychoanalyst Medard Boss, a disciple and close friend of Martin Heidegger, insists that “not a single human perception or thought . . . could ever be intelligibly derived from the physiological processes of the bodily metabolism, from any nerve functions, or from the so-called higher nervous activities which take place concommitantly.” These words are put by Boss into the mouth of a patient whose reasoning he greatly admired. “How did the doctor,” the patient went on, “picture such a transformation of physical processes into mental, immaterial phenomena? Perhaps as some kind of magic evaporation?” “It is inconceivable,” Boss writes a little later, now speaking in the first person, “how blind particles and quanta of energy of a body can suddenly see and perceive things as the things they are with all their meaningful connotations.”




  Köstler, Burtt, and Boss were amateurs in philosophy, but exactly the same reasoning can be found in the writings of numerous professional philosophers. Thus Oswald Külpe (1862–1915), an eminent German psychologist and philosopher whose excessive love of his Kaiser resulted in his premature demise, insists that materialism “is incapable of explaining psychological facts.” It does not allow us “to make even the simplest and most easily apprehended psychical processes intelligible.” The sensation of red or a tone of a certain pitch are “in no way more intelligible from the fact that we may trace them back to some particular activity of the brain.” In the same vein, the distinguished English theologian F. R. Tennant (1866–1957), whose ideas on immortality will be discussed later, maintained in his article “Materialism” in the Hastings Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics that “materialism cannot explain even the simplest type of conscious process.” According to Tennant there is an insuperable difficulty in conceiving “how a sensation or a feeling could be the necessary consequence or effect of . . . matter or mass-points.” What agitates all these writers is shown very clearly in a passage from Death and Consciousness (1985), by the contemporary American philosopher David H. Lund:
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