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  The Release of the Soul from the Chains of the Body
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  All the passages that make up the following selection are from the Phaedo, in the translation of Benjamin Jowett. Socrates is speaking when the dialogue begins.


  The Separation of the Soul and Body


  IN THIS PRESENT life, I reckon that we make the nearest approach to knowledge when we have the least possible intercourse or communion with the body, and are not surfeited with the bodily nature, but keep ourselves pure until the hour when God himself is pleased to release us. And thus having got rid of the foolishness of the body we shall be pure and hold converse with the pure, and know of ourselves the clear light everywhere, which is no other than the light of truth. For the impure are not permitted to approach the pure. These are the sort of words, Simmias, which the true lovers of knowledge cannot help saying to one another, and thinking. You would agree; would you not?


  Undoubtedly, Socrates.


  But, O my friend, if this be true, there is great reason to hope that, going whither I go, when I have come to the end of my journey, I shall attain that which has been the pursuit of my life. And therefore I go on my way rejoicing, and not I only, but every other man who believes that his mind has been made ready and that he is in a manner purified.


  Certainly, replied Simmias.


  And what is purification but the separation of the soul from the body, as I was saying before; the habit of the soul gathering and collecting herself into herself from all sides out of the body; the dwelling in her own place alone, as in another life, so also in this, as far as she can;—the release of the soul from the chains of the body?


  Very true, he said.


  And this separation and release of the soul from the body is termed death?


  To be sure, he said.


  And the true philosophers, and they only, are ever seeking to release the soul. Is not the separation and release of the soul from the body their especial study?


  That is true.


  And, as I was saying at first, there would be a ridiculous contradiction in men studying to live as nearly as they can in a state of death, and yet repining when it comes upon them.


  Clearly.


  And the true philosophers, Simmias, are always occupied in the practice of dying, wherefore also to them least of all men is death terrible. Look at the matter thus:—if they have been in every way the enemies of the body, and are wanting to be alone with the soul, when this desire of theirs is granted, how inconsistent would they be if they trembled and repined, instead of rejoicing at their departure to that place where, when they arrive, they hope to gain that which in life they desired—and this was wisdom—and at the same time to be rid of the company of their enemy. Many a man has been willing to go to the world below animated by the hope of seeing there an earthly love, or wife, or son, and conversing with them. And will he who is a true lover of wisdom, and is strongly persuaded in like manner that only in the world below he can worthily enjoy her, still repine at death? Will he not depart with joy? Surely he will, O my friend, if he be a true philosopher. For he will have a firm conviction that there, and there only, he can find wisdom in her purity. And if this be true, he would be very absurd, as I was saying, if he were afraid of death. . . .


  Recollection


  . . . And shall we proceed a step further, and affirm that there is such a thing as equality, not of one piece of wood or stone with another, but that, over and above this, there is absolute equality? Shall we say so?


  Say so, yes, replied Simmias, and swear to it, with all the confidence in life.


  And do we know the nature of this absolute essence?


  To be sure, he said.


  And whence did we obtain our knowledge? Did we not see equalities of material things, such as pieces of wood and stones, and gather from them the idea of an equality which is different from them? For you will acknowledge that there is a difference. Or look at the matter in another way:—Do not the same pieces of wood or stone appear at one time equal, and at another time unequal?


  That is certain.


  But are real equals ever unequal? or is the idea of equality the same as of inequality?


  Impossible, Socrates.


  Then these (so-called) equals are not the same with the idea of equality?


  I should say, clearly not, Socrates.


  And yet from these equals, although differing from the idea of equality, you conceived and attained that idea?


  Very true, he said.


  Which might be like, or might be unlike them?


  Yes.


  But that makes no difference: whenever from seeing one thing you conceived another, whether like or unlike, there must surely have been an act of recollection?


  Very true.


  But what would you say of equal portions of wood and stone, or other material equals? and what is the impression produced by them? Are they equals in the same sense in which absolute equality is equal? or do they fall short of this perfect equality in a measure?


  Yes, he said, in a very great measure too.


  And must we not allow, that when I or any one, looking at any object, observes that the thing which he sees aims at being some other thing, but falls short of, and cannot be, that other thing, but is inferior, he who makes this observation must have had a previous knowledge of that to which the other, although similar, was inferior?


  Certainly.


  And has not this been our own case in the matter of equals and of absolute equality?


  Precisely.


  Then we must have known equality previously to the time when we first saw the material equals, and reflected that all these apparent equals strive to attain absolute equality, but fall short of it?


  Very true.


  And we recognize also that this absolute equality has only been known, and can only be known, through the medium of sight or touch, or of some other of the senses, which are all alike in this respect?


  Yes, Socrates, as far as the argument is concerned, one of them is the same as the other.


  From the senses then is derived the knowledge that all sensible things aim at an absolute equality of which they fall short?


  Yes.


  Then before we began to see or hear or perceive in any way, we must have had a knowledge of absolute equality, or we could not have referred to that standard the equals which are derived from the senses?—for to that they all aspire, and of that they fall short.


  No other inference can be drawn from the previous statements.


  And did we not see and hear and have the use of our other senses as soon as we were born?


  Certainly.


  Then we must have acquired the knowledge of equality at some previous time?


  Yes.


  That is to say, before we were born, I suppose?


  True.


  And if we acquired this knowledge before we were born, and were born having the use of it, then we also knew before we were born and at the instant of birth not only the equal or the greater or the less, but all other ideas; for we are not speaking only of equality, but of beauty, goodness, justice, holiness, and of all which we stamp with the name of essence in the dialectical process, both when we ask and when we answer questions. Of all this we may certainly affirm that we acquired the knowledge before birth?


  We may.


  But if, after having acquired, we have not forgotten what in each case we acquired, then we must always have come into life having knowledge, and shall always continue to know as long as life lasts—for knowing is the acquiring and retaining knowledge and not forgetting. Is not forgetting, Simmias, just the losing of knowledge?


  Quite true, Socrates.


  But if the knowledge which we acquired before birth was lost by us at birth, and if afterwards by the use of the senses we recovered what we precisely knew, will not the process which we call learning be a recovering of the knowledge which is natural to us, and may not this be rightly termed recollection? . . .


  The Soul’s Kinship with the Eternal


  Then now let us return to the previous discussion. Is that idea or essence, which in the dialectical process we define as essence or true existence—whether essence of equality, beauty, or anything else—are these essences, I say, liable at times to some degree of change? or are they each of them always what they are, having the same simple self-existent and unchanging forms, not admitting of variation at all, or in any way, or at any time?


  They must be always the same, Socrates, replied Cebes.


  And what would you say of the many beautiful—whether men or horses or garments or any other things which are named by the same names and may be called equal or beautiful,—are they all unchanging and the same always, or quite the reverse? May they not rather be described as almost always changing and hardly ever the same, either with themselves or with one another?


  The latter, replied Cebes; they are always in a state of change.


  And these you can touch and see and perceive with the senses, but the unchanging things you can only perceive with the mind—they are invisible and are not seen?


  That is very true, he said.


  Well then, added Socrates, let us suppose that there are two sorts of existences—one seen, the other unseen.


  Let us suppose them.


  The seen is the changing, and the unseen is the unchanging?


  That may be also supposed.


  And, further, is not one part of us body, another part soul?


  To be sure.


  And to which class is the body more alike and akin?


  Clearly to the seen—no one can doubt that.


  And is the soul seen or not seen?


  Not by man, Socrates.


  And what we mean by “seen” and “not seen” is that which is or is not visible to the eye of man?


  Yes, to the eye of man.


  And is the soul seen or not seen?


  Not seen.


  Unseen then?


  Yes.


  Then the soul is more like to the unseen, and the body to the seen?


  That follows necessarily, Socrates.


  And were we not saying long ago that the soul when using the body as an instrument of perception, that is to say, when using the sense of sight or hearing or some other sense (for the meaning of perceiving through the body is perceiving through the senses)—were we not saying that the soul too is then dragged by the body into the region of the changeable, and wanders and is confused; the world spins round her, and she is like a drunkard, when she touches change?


  Very true.


  But when returning into herself she reflects, then she passes into the other world, the region of purity, and eternity, and immortality, and unchangeableness, which are her kindred, and with them she ever lives, when she is by herself and is not let or hindered; then she ceases &om her erring ways, and being in communion with the unchanging is unchanging. And this state of the soul is called wisdom?


  That is well and truly said, Socrates, he replied.


  And to which class is the soul more nearly alike and akin, as far as may be inferred from this argument, as well as from the preceding one?


  I think, Socrates, that, in the opinion of every one who follows the argument, the soul will be infinitely more like the unchangeable—even the most stupid person will not deny that.


  And the body is more like the changing?


  Yes.


  Yet once more consider the matter in another light: When the soul and the body are united, then nature orders the soul to rule and govern, and the body to obey and serve. Now which of these two functions is akin to the divine? and which to the mortal? Does not the divine appear to you to be that which naturally orders and rules, and the mortal to be that which is subject and servant?


  True.


  And which does the soul resemble?


  The soul resembles the divine, and the body the mortal—there can be no doubt of that, Socrates.


  Then reflect, Cebes: of all which has been said is not this the conclusion?—that the soul is in the very likeness of the divine, and immortal, and intellectual, and uniform, and indissoluble, and unchangeable; and that the body is in the very likeness of the human, and mortal, and unintellectual, and multiform, and dissoluble, and changeable. Can this, my dear Cebes, be denied?


  It cannot.


  But if it be true, then is not the body liable to speedy dissolution? and is not the soul almost or altogether indissoluble?


  Certainly.


  And do you further observe, that after a man is dead, the body, or visible part of him, which is lying in the visible world, and is called a corpse, and would naturally be dissolved and decomposed and dissipated, is not dissolved or decomposed at once, but may remain for some time, nay even for a long time, if the constitution be sound at the time of death, and the season of the year favourable? For the body when shrunk and embalmed, as the manner is in Egypt, may remain almost entire through infinite ages; and even in decay, there are still some portions, such as the bones and ligaments, which are practically indestructible:—Do you agree?


  Yes.


  And is it likely that the soul, which is invisible, in passing to the place of the true Hades; which like her is invisible, and pure, and noble, and on her way to the good and wise God, whither, if God will, my soul is also soon to go,—that soul, I repeat, if this be her nature and origin, will be blown away and destroyed immediately on quitting the body, as the many say? That can never be, my dear Simmias and Cebes. The truth rather is, that the soul which is pure at departing and draws after her no bodily taint, having never voluntarily during life had connection with the body, which she is ever avoiding, herself gathered into herself;—and making such abstraction her perpetual study—which means that she has been a true disciple of philosophy; and therefore has in fact been always engaged in the practice of dying? For is not philosophy the study of death?—


  Certainly—


  That soul, I say, herself invisible


  The Transmigration of Souls
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  This bibliography covers all the topics discussed in the selections and the Introduction. The sequence of topics is roughly the same as in the Introduction.


  Two recent books provide a good idea of the major contemporary disputes about immortality. S. T. Davis (ed.), Death and Afterlife (London 1989) contains a collection of papers delivered at a conference in Claremont, California, in 1987. The editor, John Hick, and Paul Badham defend the Christian position; J. Prabhu supports reincarnation; K. Nielsen represents the unbeliever’s viewpoint. P. and L. Badham (eds.), Death and Immortality in the Religions of the World (New York 1987) contains essays expounding the views of different religions as well as those of unbelievers. A critical survey of the major philosophical positions is found in A. Flew’s article, “Immortality,” in the Encyclopedia of Philosophy (vol. 4, pp. 139–150). The history of different forms of belief in survival as well as of unbelief is recounted in great detail in W. R. Alger, The Destiny of the Soul—A Critical History of the Doctrine of a Future Life, a huge book, which first appeared in 1860 and went through ten editions by 1878 (It was reprinted by Greenwood Publishers of New York in 1968). In addition to being extremely informative, the book’s vivid and wonderfully absurd metaphors make it delightful reading. Reincarnation and Karma are praised in glowing language, but in the end Alger comes down in favor of survival in the next world. Man, he reasoned, is “the guest of God in the universe.” We may assume that the “infinite Housekeeper” will not be so ungracious as to “blow out the lights and quench the guests.” Given the nature of some of these guests one can only conclude that the patience of the infinite Housekeeper is inexhaustible.


  There are informative articles on reincarnation in the Encyclopedia of Religion (vol. 12, pp. 265–269) and the Encyclopedia of Philosophy (vol. 7, pp. 122–125). The former is by J. Bruce Lone, the latter by Ninian Smart. J. Head and S. L. Cranston (eds.), Reincarnation in World Thought (New York 1967) is a compilation of writings on reincarnation by past and present believers. J. M. E. McTaggart’s defense of reincarnation is found in chapter 4 of Some Dogmas of Religion (London 1906). C. J. Ducasse, the author of our selection 19, provides a fuller defense as well as much historical information in A Critical Examination of the Belief in Life After Death (Springfield, Ill. 1961). Apologists for reincarnation have a tendency to claim many famous men as fellow believers (Hume and Voltaire, for example) who did not in fact accept such a position. However, Plato (selection 1) did believe in some form of preexistence and Schopenhauer defended an idiosyncratic version of the theory in vol. 3 of The World as Will and Idea (1818; first English trans. London 1833). In Reincarnation As a Christian Hope (London 1982) G. MacGregor, Emeritus Distinguished Professor of Philosophy at the University of Southern California, argues, in opposition to the position of most Christian theologians, that reincarnation is perfectly compatible with Christianity. Ian Stevenson, the psychiatrist who supports reincarnation on the basis of the recollections of earlier lives by certain children, has summarized his research and theoretical conclusions in Children Who Remember Previous Lives (Charlottesville 1987). In chapter 1 of Beyond Death—Evidence for Life After Death (Springfield, Ill. 1987), R. Almeder takes the view that Stevenson’s research for which he has tremendous admiration supports a stronger conclusion than the one urged by Stevenson himself. In some of his earlier discussions, Stevenson allowed the possibility that theories other than reincarnation might account for his data. According to Almeder no other theory could possibly do this. Stevenson is also defended against various objections by the well-known parapsychologist A. Gauld in chapter 12 of Mediumship and Survival (London 1982). G. C. Nayak seems to be the only reincarnationist to show some understanding of the objection, based on the widely held view that bodily continuity is an essential ingredient of personal identity, that an individual who is said to be the incarnation of one living at another time cannot be identical with him and that hence we cannot have incarnations of the same person. He attempts to answer this objection in “Survival, Reincarnation and the Problem of Personal Identity,” which is available in J. M. O. Wheatley and H. L. Edge (eds.), Philosophical Dimensions of Parapsychology (Springfield, Il. 1976).


  The following three papers support the view that hypnotic past regressions, however factually accurate, can be explained as cryptomnesia: G. L. Dickinson, “A Case of Emergence of a Latent Memory Under Hypnosis,” Proceedings of the Society for Psychical Research, 1911; E. S. Zolik, “An Experimental Investigation of the Psychodynamic Implications of the Hypnotic ‘Previous Existence’ Fantasy,” Journal of Clinical Psychology, 1958; and Melvin Harris, “Are Past-Life Regressions Evidence for Reincarnation?”, Free Inquiry, 1986. The coherence of the reincarnation theory is questioned by T. Geach in chapter 1 of God and the Soul (London 1969) and in chapter 2 of A. Flew, The Logic of Mortality (Oxford 1987). The coherence but not the truth of reincarnationism is defended by R. W. Perrett in chapter 8 of Death and Immortality (Dordrecht 1987). A very detailed study of Karma (both critical and sympathetic) is B. R. Reichenbach, The Law of Karma—A Philosophical Study (Honolulu 1990). The Buddhist notion of Karma is criticized in P. J. Griffiths, “Notes Towards a Critique of Buddhist Karmic Theory,” Religious Studies, 1982–83. P. Siwek, S. J., The Enigma of the Hereafter (New York 1952) attacks reincarnation and Karma on philosophical as well as empirical grounds. It is written from a conservative Catholic standpoint. In chapter 3 of Eternal Life (New York 1984) the liberal Catholic theologian Hans Küng provides a scholarly and sympathetic treatment. Four chapters of J. Hick, Death and Eternal Life (New York 1976) are devoted to a restatement of the key ideas of reincarnationists in empirically meaningful language. One of the best-known critiques of Stevenson is found in chapter 3 of Ian Wilson, Mind Out of Time? (London 1981). Paul Edwards, “The Case Against Reincarnation,” Free Inquiry, 1986–1987, is a four-part series attacking reincarnation on both philosophical and empirical grounds. The last of the four pieces in this series deals with the work of Stevenson.


  Dr. Stanislav Grof, a Czech psychiatrist now residing in the United States, who has specialized in the treatment of mental disorders by administering high doses of LSD, is an ardent believer in reincarnation, offering the experiences of some of his patients as irrefutable evidence. In Realms of the Human Unconscious—Observations from LSD Research (New York 1975), which is the most systematic of his works, he presents the case of a psychotic woman who remembers her life as a snake. Her knowledge of the biology of snakes (which, according to Grof, she could not have obtained in any more familiar fashion) convinced him that she had indeed had an earlier life as a snake. In Beyond Death (London 1980), a beautifully illustrated book written with Christina Grof, he reaches the conclusion that “there now exists extensive clinical evidence to support the claims of religion and mythology that biological death is the beginning of an adventure in consciousness.” The Human Encounter with Death (New York 1977), written by Grof with Joan Halifax and supplied with a foreword by Dr. Kübler-Ross, deals primarily with dying patients who were given LSD both to make their pains more tolerable and to produce mystical experiences. Grof and Halifax interpret these as reliable premonitions of the next incarnation. Kübler-Ross was probably the ideal person to write the introduction to this last book since she regards reincarnation as a “fact” and since moreover she herself lived in Palestine two thousand years ago as one of the “most important teachers” of Jesus. Who she was in between has not been disclosed.


  There is an immense literature on the astral body, much of it completely insane, but some of it also extremely amusing. Astral theorists have a pre-scientific cast of mind, not realizing that their claims require to be supported by evidence. One of the most informative brief statements of the astral philosophy is an article, “Out-of-the Body Experiences and Survival,” by Robert Crookall in J. D. Pearce-Higgins and G. S. Whitby (eds.), Life, Death and Psychical Research (London 1973). If this piece is of doubtful sanity no such reservations apply to the numerous, full-length books by the same author, such as The Study and Practice of Astral Projection (London 1960) and The Mechanisms of Astral Projection (London 1968). The most enjoyable of Crookall’s vast number of works is The Next World—And the Next (London 1966). Several sections of this treatise are devoted to the problem of “ghostly garments”—the question, that is, of what clothes (if any) astral bodies wear. One of the saner presentations of the astral theory is R. Shirley, The Mystery of the Human Double (London 1938). The phenomenon of “bilocation” is discussed in detail in chapter 4 of Emesto Bozzano, Discarnate Influence in Human Life (London 1938), a book regarded as a classic by occultists. The passage from William Gerhardi quoted in the introduction in which he tells how his astral double was “neatly folded” inside his physical body comes from his autobiographical novel Resurrection (London 1930). One of the best-known presentations of the astral theory in recent years is R. A. Monroe, Journeys Out of the Body (Garden City, N.Y. 1971). During the heyday of the New Age, Monroe was interviewed by Newsweek (May 1, 1978) along with his star-pupil, Dr. Kübler-Ross. He told the reporters that during the seven years prior to the interview he had dispatched no less than 1400 persons on astral journeys. According to Monroe these travelers are publicly observable. It is regrettable that skeptics were not invited to witness these journeys and that not a single photograph was taken. Susan Blackmore, Beyond The Body (London 1982) may be recommended as by far the most thorough critical study of out-of-body experiences and theories about the astral body. Blackmore also discusses issues relating to out-of-body experiences in “Visions from the Dying Brain,” New Scientist, May 5, 1988 and “Out of the Body?” in R. Basil (ed.), Not Necessarily the New Age (Buffalo 1988).


  Philosophers have rarely discussed the astral body, but it figures prominently in a symposium on “Survival” by H. D. Lewis and A. Flew which is reprinted in Lewis, Persons and Life After Death (London 1978). It should be emphasized that neither Lewis nor Flew is a believer in the astral body, although Flew regards it as a less implausible vehicle for survival than either the disembodied mind or the resurrection replica. At the beginning of his discussion of immortality (selection 23) Geach dismisses the astral body on purely empirical grounds. G. McGregor, op. cit. chapter 11, objects to such dismissals as arbitrary and superficial. In “Questions of Survival: Some Logical Reflections,” which is available in Wheatley and Edge (eds.), Philosophical Dimensions of Parapsychology, op. cit. J. M. O. Wheatley reaches a conclusion similar to Flew’s but seems more hopeful about justifying survival by means of a “second body.”


  An excellent introduction to questions about the nature of the mind and its relation to the body is J. Shaffer, Philosophy of Mind (Englewood Cliffs, NJ 1968) and the same author’s article “Mind-Body Problem” in the Encyclopedia of Philosophy (vol. 5, pp. 336–346). There are comprehensive and lucid accounts of contemporary work on the subject in the following three survey articles: J. Shaffer, “Recent Work on the Mind-Body Problem (I),” American Philosophical Quarterly, 1965, D. C. Dennett, “Current Issues in the Philosophy of Mind,” American Philosophical Quarterly, 1978, and J. Shaffer, “Recent Work on the Mind-Body Problem (II),” in K. G. Lucey and T. P. Machan (eds.), Recent Work in Philosophy (Totowa, N.J. 1983). The following anthologies are useful collections of influential papers by contemporary Anglo-Saxon philosophers: S. Hook (ed.), Dimensions of Mind (New York 1961); V. C. Chappell (ed.), The Philosophy of Mind (Englewood Cliffs, N.J. 1962), D. F. Gustafson (ed.), Essays in Philosophical Psychology (Garden City, N.Y. 1964), G. N. A. Vesey (ed.), Body and Mind (London 1964); H. Morick (ed.), Introduction to the Philosophy of Mind (Glenview, Ill. 1970), S. Hampshire (ed.), Philosophy of Mind (New York 1966); J. O’Connor (ed.), Modern Materialism: Readings on Mind-Body Identity (New York 1969); S. F. Spicker (ed.), The Philosophy of the Body (New York 1970); C. V. Borst (ed.), The Mind-Brain Identity Theory (London 1970); D. M. Rosenthal (ed.), Materialism and the Mind-Body Problem (Englewood Cliffs, NJ 1971); J. Glover (ed.), The Philosophy of Mind (Oxford 1976); N. Block (ed.), Readings in Philosophy of Psychology (Cambridge, Mass. 1980, 2 vols); J. E. Tomberlin (ed.), Philosophical Perspectives, 3—Philosophy of Mind and Action Theory (1989) and Philosophical Perspectives, 4—Action Theory and Philosophy of Mind (1990), both published by Ridgeview Publishing Co., Atascadero, Calif., and D. M. Rosenthal (ed.), The Nature of Mind (New York 1991). The last of these, which is extremely comprehensive, gives an excellent idea of the major current controversies. A. Flew (ed.), Body, Mind, and Death (New York 1964) contains some contemporary papers, but most of the selections are from philosophers of the past. J. W. Reeves (ed.), Body and Mind in Western Thought (Harmondsworth 1958) has a long and informative historical introduction and contains some little-known pieces, but its selections do not extend beyond the nineteenth century.


  As explained in the Introduction, dualism in general and dualistic interactionism in particular have been out of fashion for some time and most of the anthologies just listed are heavily weighted in favor of one or more forms of materialism. However, dualistic interactionism is far from dead. It is defended in H. D. Lewis, The Elusive Mind (London 1969), K. R. Popper and J. C. Eccles, The Self and Its Brain (London and New York 1977), R. Swinburne, The Evolution of the Soul (Oxford 1986), and in various of the contributions to J. R. Smythies and J. Beloff (eds.), The Case for Dualism (Charlottesville 1989). G. Madell, Mind and Materialism (Edinburgh 1988) is a vigorous counter-attack against all major contemporary versions of materialism and at the same time a defense of dualistic interactionism. C. J. Ducasse, Nature Mind and Death (La Salle, Ill. 1951), from which our selection 19 is taken, continues to be widely quoted. Many who do not share Ducasse’s views on survival nevertheless admire the thoroughness with which he defends dualistic interactiop.ism against its critics. A still earlier book, C. D. Broad, The Mind and Its Place in Nature (London 1925), has achieved the status of a classic. In the end Broad comes down on the side of epiphenomenalism, but the book strongly favors dualism in opposition to the versions of materialism current in his day, some of which are not significantly different from versions in vogue at the present time. Both Broad and Madell insist that materialism is incompatible with the phenomenal qualities of our experiences which are usually referred to as “qualia” in contemporary discussions. The quotation from John Mackie on this subject in the Introduction comes from chapter 5 of his Problems from Locke (Oxford 1976). Roland Puccetti’s remarks on intentionality quoted on p. 27 are taken from his “The Heart of the Mind: Intentionality vs. Intelligence” which is one of the pieces in Smythies and Beloff (eds.), The Case for Dualism, op. cit. The passage from Searle on the same subject occurs in chapter 1 of Minds, Brains and Science (London 1984). Searle’s statement that “mental processes are biological phenomena located in our brain” is quoted from a letter in the New York Review of February 16, 1989. Similar statements are found in several of his other publications. E. G. Boring’s statement that “consciousness is located in the brain” is quoted from chapter 8 of The Physical Dimensions of Consciousness (New York 1963). Thomas Nagel’s illustration concerning the privacy of taste experiences is quoted from chapter 4 of What Does It All Mean? (New York 1987).


  A substance-theory similar to Reid’s is defended by Bishop Butler in his “Dissertation of Personal Identity,” which is available in vol. 1 of W. E. Gladstone’s edition of Butler’s Works (Oxford 1896). It is reprinted in Flew, Body, Mind, and Death, op. cit. The passage from Francis Wayland quoted on p. 32 of the Introduction comes from The Elements of Intellectual Philosophy (Boston 1853). J. McCosh wrote in support of the spiritual substance in An Examination of J. S. Mill’s Philosophy (New York 1880). More recent defenses are found in vol. 1 of F. R. Tennant, Philosophical Theology (Cambridge 1930), C. A. Campbell, On Selfhood and Godhood (London 1957), and H. D. Lewis, The Self and Immortality (London 1973) and The Elusive Self (Philadelphia 1982). The foremost champions of the substance-self on the current scene are R. M. Chisholm, Richard Swinburne and Geoffrey Madell—Chisholm in Person and Object (London and LaSalle, Il. 1976) and The First Person (Minneapolis 1981); Swinburne in The Evolution of the Soul (Oxford 1986) and his contributions to S. Shoemaker and R. Swinburne, Personal Identity [Oxford 1984]; Madell in The Identity of the Self (Edinburgh 1981). The passage from Lotze quoted on p. 33 of the Introduction comes from vol. 2 of his Metaphysics, an English translation of which was published in Oxford in 1887. Lotze is almost completely forgotten, but he was very highly regarded in the nineteenth century, by William James among others. In the same chapter in which the quoted passage occurs Lotze convincingly attacks the view still widely prevalent that “only like can act on like.”


  The leading champion of the bundle theory in the 19th century was J. S. Mill who defended it in chapter 12 of An Examination of Sir William Hamilton’s Philosophy (3d ed., London 1872). The passages quoted from Bertrand Russell on p. 33 are found in his Why I Am Not a Christian (London and New York 1957). Russell always thought of the spiritual substance as well as of its material counterpart as “grammatical illusions.” “The subject,” he wrote in My Philosophical Development (London 1959), “appears to be a logical fiction, like mathematical points and instants. It is introduced, not because observation requires it, but because it is linguistically convenient and apparently demanded by grammar.” The passage from Ayer quoted on p. 34 occurs in his introduction to Ayer and R. Winch (eds.), The British Empirical Philosophers (London 1952). Ayer discussed the subject in several later books, including The Origins of Pragmatism (San Francisco 1968), The Central Questions of Philosophy (London 1973), and Hume (New York 1980). A. Quinton’s reply to F. H. Bradley’s jibe is quoted from The Nature of Things (London 1973). In Section 13 of The Genealogy of Morals (1887), Nietzsche presents a view that is strikingly similar to Russell’s. “Behind the doing, acting, becoming,” he writes, “there is no agent, no ‘being.’ The ‘doer’ has simply been added to the deed by the imagination—the doing is everything.” Only the “snare of language . . . blinds us to this fact.”


  Philosophers have concerned themselves with the problem of personal identity—what makes a person the same at different times—ever since Locke and Leibniz, but the earlier literature is not extensive. Since the 1950s, however, the topic has become a major focus of interest among analytic philosophers and the literature is now immense. To find one’s way in the maze of conflicting theories and extremely subtle arguments, one cannot do better than consult H. W. Noonan, Personal Identity (London 1989), which, in addition to tracing the history of the subject, lucidly and fairly explains the competing positions and offers judicious comments on the arguments that have dominated contemporary discussions. J. Perry (ed.), Personal Identity (Berkeley 1975) is an extremely useful anthology containing selections from Locke, Reid, Hume, and such influential contemporaries as A. Quinton, H. P. Grice, S. Shoemaker, B. Williams, D. Parfit, and T. Nagel. The book also has an excellent introduction by the editor. A. Rorty (ed.), The Identity ofPersons (Berkeley 1976), contains papers by some of the best-known British and American philosophers as well as a comprehensive bibliography. T. Penelhum, “Personal Identity,” Encyclopedia of Philosophy (vol. 6, pp. 95–107) is highly recommended as an introduction to the subject.


  Most contemporary publications on personal identity do not spell out the implications of the theories advanced by the authors for the question of survival. There are, however, several notable exceptions. J. Perry, A Dialogue on Personal Identity and Immortality (Indianapolis 1978), is a delightful pamphlet written on a popular level in which the main character, a dying philosophy teacher by the name of Gretchen Weinrob, rejects the consolations offered by friends who think that survival is at least possible. The implications of theories of personal identity for survival are also explored in Flew, The Logic of Mortality, op. cit. and T. Penelhum, Survival and Disembodied Existence (London 1970). Penelhum also discusses both personal identity and survival in the last two chapters of Religion and Rationality (New York 1971).


  Nobody writing on personal identity and related problems in recent years has aroused as much controversy as Derek Parfit whose “Divided Minds and the Nature of Persons” is the last selection in the present book. Parfit’s first and probably most famous paper, “Personal Identity,” originally published in the Philosophical Review in 1971, is reprinted with an additional note in J. Glover (ed.), The Philosophy of Mind, op. cit. He subsequently elaborated his views in “On the Importance of Self-Identity,” Journal of Philosophy 1971, “Later Selves and Moral Principles,” in A. Montefiore (ed.), Philosophy and Personal Relations (London 1973), and “Lewis, Perry, and What Matters,” in Rorty (ed.), The Identity of Persons, op. cit. Parfit’s fullest statement may be found in his Reasons and Persons (Oxford 1984), which is widely regarded as one of the most challenging and imaginative philosophical works of recent decades. Parfit has repeatedly stated that what is important is not personal identity but what he calls psychological connectedness, as exemplified in the relations between the memory of an experience and the remembered experience for example, or the intention to perform a certain action and the performance of the action. It is instructive to spell out how Parfit would react to certain of Hick’s contentions. Hick believes that after our death God will create replicas of ourselves. (Parfit does not believe in God, but this is of no consequence in the present context.) Hick maintains (selection 24, pp. 240–241) that these replicas can quite properly be regarded as identical with the premortem individuals whose replicas they are. Parfit would neither endorse nor reject this claim: he would say that it does not matter whether the replicas are identical with the premortem person. What matters is psychological connectedness, and this would be present in the situation which Hick postulates. Parfit believes that acceptance of his views on personal identity and psychological connectedness has significant practical consequences. In Reasons and Persons he mentions that he has found his views on these topics liberating and that his own death seems “less bad” to him than it did formerly.


  The following are some of the numerous critical discussions of Parfit’s ideas: T. Penelhum, “The Importance of Self-Identity,” Journal of Philosophy, 1971, the same author’s “Survival and Identity: Some Recent Discussions” in B. Shapin and L. Coly (eds.), The Philosophy of Parapsychology (New York 1977), D. Lewis, “Survival and Identity,” in Rorty (ed.), The Identity of Persons, op. cit., B. Williams, “Persons, Character and Morality,” also in Rorty, op. cit., J. Shaffer, “Personal Identity,” Journal of Medicine and Philosophy, 1977; D. Wiggins, “The Concern to Survive,” in Midwest Studies in Philosophy (1979), reprinted in Wiggins, Needs, Values, Truth (Oxford 1987); Madell, The Identity of the Self, op. cit.; chapter 10 of J. Glover, The Philosophy and Psychology of Personal Identity (London 1988); J. Robinson, “Personal Identity and Survival,” Journal of Philosophy, 1988, and chapter 9 of Noonan, Personal Identity, op. cit.


  Parfit has repeatedly emphasized the affinities between his view and certain of the Buddha’s pronouncements—not only endorsements of the bundle theory but also of the implications, resisted by most Western supporters of the bundle theory, that human beings are not the same persons at different times. Some relevant passages are quoted by Parfit in selection 34. Several others are found in Appendix J of Reasons and Persons. Parfit gives as his sources T. Stcherbatsky, “The Soul Theory of the Buddhists,” Bulletin de l’Academie des Sciences de Russie, 1919, the same author’s The Central Conception of Buddhism, Royal Asiatic Society (London 1923); and S. Collins, Selfless Persons (Cambridge 1982). Hick, in Death and Eternal Life, op. cit. (p. 334), quotes a verse from a Buddhist scholastic by the name of Buddha Ghosa which is a perfect summary of the Buddhist doctrine:


  
 
  For there is suffering, but none who suffer;

  
  Doing exists although there is no doer;

  
  Extinction is but no extinguished person;

  
  Although there is a path, there is no goer.




  It will be remembered that Russell and Nietzsche use almost the same language to state their versions of the bundle theory.


  The eighteenth-century debate on whether matter can think took as its point of departure Locke’s declaration that there was no contradiction in supposing that God could “superadd to matter a faculty of thinking.” However, several decades before Locke, Spinoza had offered a similar suggestion. “No one has hitherto laid down the limits of the body,” Spinoza had written, “no one has as yet been taught by experience what the body can accomplish solely by the laws of nature.” The view that the body has mental as well as material attributes was explicitly advanced by John Toland, who considered himself a disciple of both Spinoza and Locke, in his Letters to Serena (London 1704); by Anthony Collins in his Letter to the Learned Mr. Henry Dodwell, Containing Some Remarks on a (Pretended) Demonstration of the Immateriality and Natural Immortality of the Soul (1707); by Lamettrie in Man As a Machine (1747); by Voltaire in various of his works (selection 10), and by Baron Holbach in his System of Nature (1770). The story of the debates inspired by Locke is told in great detail in two books by J. W. Yolton: Thinking Matter—Materialism in Eighteenth Century Britain (Oxford 1984) and Locke and French Materialism (Oxford 1991). Both books have superb bibliographies. The French story is also told in several chapters of A. S. Spink, French Free-Thought from Gassendi to Voltaire (London 1960). F. A. Lange’s great History of Materialism, originally published in 1865 and available in English translation with an introduction by Bertrand Russell, is a mine of information on the spread of materialism and the hostile reaction to it in Britain, France, and Germany. Ernest Nagel’s “Are Naturalists Materialists?” which is the second piece in Nagel’s Logic without Metaphysics (Glencoe, Ill. 1956) first appeared in the Journal of Philosophy in 1945, listing as authors John Dewey, Sidney Hook and Nagel. It was, however, entirely Nagel’s work who was writing in response to criticisms of naturalism by W. H. Sheldon appearing in the same volume of the Journal of Philosophy. Dewey and Hook, who were also the targets of Sheldon’s polemic, simply endorsed what Nagel had written. Köstler’s claim that the brain cannot “generate” consciousness, quoted on p. 40 of the Introduction, comes from his “Whereof One Cannot Speak” in A. Toynbee et al., Life After Death (New York 1976); the similar assertion by Medard Boss is found in Psychoanalysis and Daseinsanalysis (New York 1963) and Külpe’s remarks along the same lines are quoted from The Philosophy of the Present in Germany (Leipzig 1902; English trans. 1913). The scholastic maxim that any attribute of an effect must already have been present in its cause, or a principle very like it, is supported by Thomas Nagel in an article, “Panpsychism,” in his Mortal Questions (Cambridge 1979). Nagel argues that the brain could produce consciousness only if its ultimate constituents possessed mental properties. Unlike Koestler and the other writers quoted on this topic, Nagel does not deny that the brain generates consciousness, but he maintains that, if we do believe this, we are committed to panpsychism. Critics will reply that since panpsychism seems absurd, one or more of Nagel’s premises must be wrong.


  The two outstanding defenders of epiphenomenalism in the nineteenth century were T. H. Huxley and Shadworth Hodgson. Huxley’s “On the Hypothesis That Animals Are Automata and Its History” appeared in 1874. The entire essay can be found in Huxley’s Methods and Results (New York 1902). It is reprinted with slight omissions in the third edition of P. Edwards and A. Pap (eds.), A Modern Introduction to Philosophy (New York 1973). Hodgson presents his version in The Theory of Practice (London 1870) and The Metaphysics of Experience (London 1898). In chapter 5 of volume 1 of his Principles of Psychology (1890) William James quotes Huxley, Hodgson, an “exceedingly clever writer” by the name of Charles Mercier (from whose works some especially interesting passages are reproduced), and several other nineteenth-century psychologists who favored epiphenomenalism. He himself, however, embraces “the language of common-sense,” by which he means dualistic interactionism. Santayana defended epiphenomenalism in Reason and Common Sense (New York 1922) and The Realm of Essence (New York 1927). Broad supports epiphenomenalism in The Mind and Its Place in Nature, op. cit. Broad’s views are criticized in W. Kneale’s contribution to P. A. Schilpp (ed.), The Philosophy of C. D. Broad (New York 1959), which also contains Broad’s reply. Epiphenomenalism is criticized in M. Maher, Psychology (9th ed., London 1940); Ducasse, Nature Mind and Death, op. cit. and several of his other writings; B. Blanshard, “A Verdict on Epiphenomenalism,” in F. C. Dommeyer (ed.), Current Philosophical Issues (Springfield, Il. 1966); R. Taylor, Metaphysics (Englewood Cliffs, NJ, 2nd ed. 1974) and R. Swinburne, The Evolution of the Soul, op. cit. The “teaser” from J. Shaffer quoted in the Introduction appears in his “Recent Work on the Mind-Body Problem (I),” op. cit. Epiphenomenalism is sympathetically discussed in K. Campbell, Body and Mind (2nd ed. Notre Dame, 1984). In “Mind, Brain, and Causation” which appeared in P. A. French et al. (eds.), Midwest Studies in Philosophy, vol. 4 (Minneapolis 1979), John Mackie defends what may be described as a modified version of epiphenomenalism. Epiphenomenalism is supported without any modifications in F. Jackson, “Epiphenomenal Qualia,” Philosophical Quarterly, 1982.


  Computational materialists, to whom I briefly referred in the Introduction, are for the most part opposed to any belief in survival, but, as will be evident from the conclusions of MacKay’s discussion (selection 26), some of them believe that the theory is not inconsistent with bodily resurrection. In a fascinating (and also somewhat frightening) book, Mind Children—The Future of Robot and Human Intelligence (Cambridge, Mass. 1988), H. Moravec, one of the most prominent figures in the field of artificial intelligence, maintains that it is in principle entirely possible for human beings to achieve an afterlife—not in a “mystical or religious sense,” but by having the programs presently realized in their brains transferred to a “physically different computer,” a “shiny new body of the style, color, and material of one’s choice.” Those interested in introductions to computational materialism may be referred to P. M. Churchland, Matter and Consciousness (Cambridge, Mass. 1984) and J. Haugeland, Artificial Intelligence—The Very Idea (Cambridge, Mass. 1989). J. Haugeland (ed.), Mind Design (Cambridge, Mass. 1981) and J. L. Garfield (ed.), Foundations of Cognitive Science (New York 1990), are extremely useful anthologies containing papers both by leading computational materialists and by their critics. Mind Design has an excellent bibliography. Some of the basic philosophical questions are explored in Shaffer, “Recent Work on the Mind-Body Problem (II),” op. cit. and more briefly, but very illuminatingly, in Dennett, “Current Issues in the Philosophy of Mind,” op. cit.


  The leading critics of computational materialism are John Searle and the mathematical physicist Roger Penrose. Searle’s objections are stated in “Minds, Brains and Programs,” The Behavioral and Brain Sciences (1980), in Minds, Brains and Science, op. cit. and in his contribution to C. Blakemore and S. Greenfield (eds.), Mindwaves (Oxford 1987) entitled “Minds and Brains Without Programs,” which reprints portions of the BBC lectures and also contains additional explanatory remarks. Searle is criticized in Mindwaves by Richard Gregory and Philip Johnson-Laird. His original article in The Behavioral and Brain Sciences was followed by several critical notes. Both Searle’s article and the replies to him are reprinted in G. L. Garfield (ed.), Foundations of Cognitive Science, op. cit. Searle’s original article is also reprinted in Rosenthal (ed.), The Nature of Mind, op. cit. where it is followed by J. A. Fodor’s reply and by further exchanges between Searle and Fodor. Scientific American of January 1990 contains an exchange on the subject between Searle and Paul and Patricia Churchland. Penrose’s objections to computational materialism (some of them highly technical) are stated in The Emperor’s Mind: Concerning Computers, Minds and the Laws of Physics (Oxford 1989) and also in his review of Moravec’s Mind Children in the New York Review of Books of February 1, 1990. There is a critical review of Penrose’s book by Dennett in the Times Literary Supplement for September 29–October 5, 1989. Searle’s positive views, which may be characterized as a form of “biological materialism,” are stated more fully in the last chapter of Intentionality (Cambridge 1983). Searle clearly belongs to the tradition of Cabanis, Darwin, and Vogt (the “secretionists” referred to on p. 23 of the Introduction), but his contentions are less specific and hence not falsifiable in any obvious way.


  Among Anglo-Saxon philosophers who believe in survival, resurrectionism has undoubtedly been the most widely supported version in recent decades. However, this is not true of other regions of the world and it was not true of Britain and the United States in earlier times. Protestant philosophers and theologians as well as many educated laymen found it increasingly difficult to believe in bodily resurrection. In The Hope of a World To Come (London 1930), Edwyn Bevan, a leading liberal Protestant of the first half of the twentieth century, remarked that “for many people today the idea of a literal resurrection of the body has become impossible.” If these people can believe in survival at all, it must be survival of the disembodied mind, and there has been no shortage of writers defending this version of life after death. In a lecture on “The Soul and the Body,” delivered in 1912 and published in English translation in Mind-Energy (New York 1920), Henri Bergson, who prided himself on being a thoroughgoing empiricist, stated that “mental life overflows the cerebral life” and hence “survival becomes so probable that the onus of proof” falls on the unbeliever. Although he did not spell this out, it is clear that Bergson did not believe in bodily resurrection but in the survival of the disembodied mind. Bergson tacitly assumed that it makes sense to talk about a disembodied mind. It evidently never occurred to him to address himself to this issue, but it is this logically prior question of whether the notion of a disembodied mind is coherent which has been the focus of contemporary Anglo-Saxon discussion. H. H. Price argued in several places that statements about disembodied survival are intelligible. His arguments are presented briefly in “What Kind of Next World?” (selection 21); “Two Conceptions of the Next World,” in Price’s Essays in the Philosophy of Religion (Oxford 1972); and most fully in “Survival and the Idea of ‘Another World,’” in J. R. Smythies (ed.), Brain and Mind (London 1965). H. D. Lewis in The Self and Immortality (London and New York 1973) advances very similar reasons for regarding the notion of a pure mind as entirely coherent. It should be mentioned that while Price was an agnostic about survival, H. D. Lewis is a fervent believer. Among unbelievers there is a division of opinion on this issue. A. Flew in his article on “Immortality” in The Encyclopedia of Philosophy (vol. 4, pp. 139–150), a section of which is selection 22 of the present book, also in The Presumption of Atheism (London 1976), and most recently in The Logic of Mortality (Oxford 1987), and T. Penelhum in Survival and Disembodied Existence (London 1970) deny that it makes sense to talk about a pure mind. M. Schlick in “Meaning and Verification,” Philosophical Review 1937; C. Lewy in “Is the Notion of Disembodied Existence Self-Contradictory?”, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 1942–43, P. F. Strawson in Individuals (London 1959); A. J. Ayer, The Central Questions of Philosophy (London 1973), and J. Mackie in The Miracle of Theism (Oxford 1982), do not believe in survival but regard statements about disembodied existence as intelligible. An unusually interesting defense of this view is advanced by M. Scriven in “Personal Identity and Parapsychology,” Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 1965. Strawson argues that survival without a body would be a greatly impoverished form of existence, something that H. D. Lewis disputes. The intelligibility of statements asserting the existence of a disembodied mind is defended by G. R. Gillett in “Disembodied Persons” (Philosophy 1988), and in two articles by R. L. Purtill—“Disembodied Survival,” Sophia, 1973, and “Disembodied Survival Again,” Canadian Journal of Philosophy, 1977. The view of B. Williams, T. Geach, K. Campbell, and A. Quinton, mentioned in the Introduction, that we cannot individuate minds or mental states except by reference to the bodies with which they are connected or to which they belong, is challenged by R. M. Chisholm who writes (Person and Object, London and La Salle, Ill. 1976, p. 35): “I identify myself without identifying myself by reference to my body and I identify my body by reference to myself.” Campbell’s remarks about individuation are quoted from his Body and Mind, op. cit., Quinton’s from The Nature of Things (London 1973). The BBC discussion on “Life After Death” between Quinton, H. D. Lewis and Williams, as well as Lewis, “Immortality and Dualism,” are contained in H. D. Lewis, Persons and Life After Death (London 1978). Readers interested in the struggle of liberal Protestants to get their churches to replace belief in the resurrection of the body with survival of the disembodied mind are referred to Kirsopp Lake, Immortality and the Modern Mind (Ingersoll Lecture, Cambridge, Mass. 1922). Appendix I is an account of the efforts by some prominent rebels in the Church of England to have belief in the Resurrection of the Flesh excised from the Apostles’ Creed.


  Schrödinger’s view that all minds are absorbed in the one Universal Mind is explained in Mind and Matter (Cambridge 1958) and My View of the World (Cambridge, 1964). Köstler’s similar assertion is presented in his contribution to Toynbee, et al., Life After Death, op. cit. The body-mind dependence argument on a cosmic scale which would seem to undermine views such as those of Schrödinger and Köstler is expounded in Emil DuBois-Reymond, Über die Grenzen des Naturerkennens (Berlin 1873) and by W. K. Clifford in an essay entitled “Body and Mind” which is available in volume II of Clifford’s Lectures and Essays (London and New York 1879). The passages from Bertrand Russell quoted on p. 52 of the Introduction come from “What I Believe” (1925), which is reprinted in Russell’s Why I Am Not a Christian (London and New York 1957). A fuller statement by Russell can be found in chapter 5 of Religion and Science (London 1935). Chapter 3 of Corliss Lamont, The Illusion of Immortality (London 1936), contains a detailed presentation of the evidence not only from brain physiology but from biology generally in support of the negative position on survival. An early defense of the body-mind-dependence argument is found in On the Immortality of the Soul by the Renaissance philosopher Pietro Pomponazzi (1462–1525) who argued, in opposition to Aquinas and most other Christian theologians, that the immortality of the soul cannot be established by natural reason but must be regarded as an article of faith. Pomponazzi’s treatise is available in English translation in E. Cassirer, P. O. Kristeller and J. H. Randall, Jr. (eds.), The Renaissance Philosophy of Man (Chicago 1948). Pomponazzi’s treatise was greatly admired by the French free-thinkers of the eighteenth century who went so far as to circulate a clandestine edition of the work.


  Resurrectionism is represented in this book by Aquinas, Geach, Hick and van Inwagen. Perhaps the most lucid commentary on the views of Aquinas is found in chapter 4 of F. C. Copleston, Aquinas (London 1955). A briefer account occurs in chapter 37 of the same author’s A History of Philosophy, volume 2 (London 1950). Hick has stated his views in greater detail in Death and Eternal Life, op. cit. Flew’s criticism of Hick’s position quoted on p. 57 of the Introduction comes from his “Is There a Case for Disembodied Survival?,” originally published in 1972 in the Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research and since reprinted in several anthologies and in Flew’s The Presumption of Atheism op. cit. Hick does not merely believe in the conceptual coherence of his form of resurrectionism but also in its truth. R. W. Perrett in chapter 7 of Death and Immortality (Dorbrecht 1987) defends the coherence of Hick’s theory without in any way committing himself to its truth. In “Survival As Replication,” Sophia, 1988, J. C. Yates endorses Flew’s objections and also rejects Hick’s view that the New Testament teaches the kind of resurrection he advocates. Hick has also been criticized by A. Olding in “Resurrection Bodies and Resurrection Worlds,” Mind, 1970 and J. J. Clarke in “John Hick’s Resurrection,” Sophia, 1971. Hick’s answers to Olding and Clarke, first published in Mind and Sophia respectively, are reprinted in chapter 15 of Death and Eternal Life. The following are some of the articles published in recent years which explore various issues arising from belief in bodily resurrection: S. R. Sutherland, “Immortality and Resurrection,” Religious Studies, 1967–68; G. R. Mavrodes, “The Life Everlasting and the Bodily Criterion of Identity,” Nous, 1977; P. L. Quinn, “Personal Identity, Bodily Continuity and Resurrection,” International Journal for Philosophy of Religion, 1978; P. Helm, “A Theory of Disembodied Survival and Re-Embodied Existence,” Religious Studies, 1978–79; F. D. Dilley, “Resurrection and the ‘Replica Objection,’” Religious Studies, 1983–84; S. T. Davis “Is Personal Identity Retained in the Resurrection?”, Modern Theology, 1986 and the same author’s “The Resurrection of the Dead,” in Davis (ed.), Death and Afterlife, op. cit. Several of these writers consider the possibility of a “mixed” view according to which a person exists after death as a disembodied mind until he is united with his resurrection body on the Day of Judgment. There is an extensive literature on the question of exactly what the Church Fathers believed. K. Stendhal (ed.), Immortality and Resurrection (New York 1965), contains the 1955 and 1956 Ingersoll Lectures by the distinguished Church historians Oscar Cullman and Harry A. Wolfson. Cullman sharply distinguishes between the “courageous and joyful primitive Christian hope of the resurrection of the dead” and “the serene and philosophic expectation of the survival of the immortal soul” taught by Socrates and Plato. The teaching of Socrates and Plato, he concludes, “can in no way be brought into consonance with that of the New Testament.” In partial opposition to Cullman, Wolfson (who was also distinguished for his work on Philo and Spinoza) maintains that there is an element of Platonism in the outlook of the Church Fathers.


  The statement of the age regression problem by W. T. Stace quoted on p. 60 of the Introduction is taken from Man Against Darkness (Pittsburgh 1967). The same difficulty for the believer is also raised in chapter 11 of Ernst Haeckel, The Riddle of the Universe (1899, English trans. London 1900), and in Clarence Darrow’s “The Myth of Immortality” (1928) which is reprinted in Edwards and Pap, A Modern Introduction to Philosophy, op. cit. This hard-hitting article, which completely dispenses with technical terminology, is perhaps the best statement in the entire literature of the unbeliever’s position. St. Augustine’s discussion of the issue occurs in the City of God, Book 22, chapters 14–15. Augustine is criticized in chapters 3 of P. and L. Badham, Immortality or Extinction? (London 1982), from which selection 27 is reprinted. It might be of some interest to note that when this book was written both Paul and Linda Badham were believers in survival. Since then Linda has become a “naturalist,” that is, an unbeliever, which is evident from her contribution to P. and L. Badham (eds.), Death and Immortality in the Religions of the World, op. cit. Hick’s solution of the problem is offered in chapters 15 of Death and Eternal Life, op. cit. The quotation from Kübler-Ross on p. 60 is transcribed from a tape of the Canadian television program in the editor’s possession.


  The theological argument and the classification of arguments for immortality mentioned on pp. 69 and 62 respectively are found in volume 2 of F. R. Tennant, Philosophical Theology (Cambridge 1930). Cudworth’s metaphysical arguments are contained in his The True Intellectual System (1678). Clarke’s version of the metaphysical arguments is contained in A Letter to Mr. Dodwell (1706). This “Letter” as well as further exchanges are printed in the sixth edition of the same work (1731). Some of Mendelssohn’s writings on immortality are available in English in M. Mendelssohn: Selections from His Writings (New York 1975). A lucid statement of all the major metaphysical and moral arguments appears in chapter 24 of Maher, Psychology, op. cit. J. H. Holmes appeals to the “conservation of spiritual energy” in his “Ten Reasons for Believing in Immortality,” a sermon delivered in 1929 and reprinted in Edwards and Pap (eds.), A Modern Introduction to Philosophy, op. cit. There is a brief reply to this argument in Darrow’s “The Myth of Immortality,” op. cit. In chapter 5 of The Illusion of Immortality op. cit., C. Lamont criticizes attempts to deduce conclusions about immortality from the goodness of God.


  C. D. Broad was probably the most prominent philosopher to be seriously interested in psychical research. The last two hundred pages of his Lectures on Psychical Research (London 1962) are devoted to mediumship. Broad conceded that the performances of numerous mediums were fraudulent, but he was impressed by cases in which a dead person seemed to take control of the medium’s body and speak in his own characteristic voice through the medium’s lips. Broad made it clear that he had no wish to survive his own death and he concludes his book with the following remark: “For my part I should be slightly more annoyed than surprised if I should find myself in some sense persisting immediately after the death of my present body. One can only wait and see, or alternately (which is no less likely) wait and not see.” An extremely illuminating discussion by Broad entitled “Personal Identity and Survival,” first published in 1958, is reprinted in Wheatley and Edge (eds.), Philosophical Dimensions of Parapsychology, op. cit. Broad died before the “immortality explosion” that began with Raymond Moody’s best-selling Life After Life (Harrisburg, Pa. 1976) and the numerous declarations by Dr. Kübler-Ross that nothing was more certain than life after death, which received enormous publicity at the time and for some years thereafter. Hence he did not discuss the “near-death” experiences which form the subject matter of Moody’s book as well as books by his various successors. P. and L. Badham, Immortality or Extinction?, op. cit. from which selection 27 is taken surveys the older as well as the more recent appeals to psychical research. R. Heywood, Beyond the Reach of Sense (New York 1974), covers much of the same ground as Broad. She lacks Broad’s philosophical sophistication and is less critical, but her book contains a great deal of information that is difficult to find elsewhere in such compact form.


  The literature on mediumship is enormous. Summaries of the prima facie strongest cases of cross-correspondence are found in H. F. Saltmarsh, Evidence of Personal Survival from Cross Correspondences (London 1938), and two books by G. N. M. Tyrrell—Science and Psychical Phenomena (London and New York 1938) and The Personality of Man (New York 1946). G. Murphy and R. O. Ballou (eds.), William James on Psychical Research (New York 1960), reprints James’ lengthy report on Mrs. Piper, a medium who had greatly impressed him. The book also contains the full text of James’ lecture “Human Immortality” and numerous letters in which he discusses survival. In “Why I Do Not Believe in Survival,” Proceedings of the Society for Psychical Research, 1934, reprinted in A. Flew (ed.), Readings in the Philosophical Problems of Parapsychology (Buffalo 1987), E. R. Dodds concedes that “neither chance nor cheating, nor any combination of the two, will suffice to account for the whole of the mental phenomena of mediumship.” According to Dodds the knowledge displayed by mediums is due to telepathy or a combination of telepathy and clairvoyance. Dodds, who was a distinguished classical scholar, describes his interest in psychical research in chapter 11 of his autobiography, Missing Persons (Oxford 1977). In “Discarnate Survival,” in B. B. Wolman (ed.), Handbook of Parapsychology (New York 1977), A. Gauld replies to Dodds and others who try to explain mediumship by the “Super ESP hypothesis.”


  Two fascinating books about the history of spiritualism have been published in recent years. Ruth Brandon, The Spiritualists (New York 1983), is a witty account by a total skeptic of the fraud perpetrated by mediums and their associates and the astounding (or perhaps not so astounding) credulity of some of the famous men who were drawn to spiritualism. The Appendix on “The Machinery in the Ghost,” showing the instruments of deception employed by mediums, is particularly hilarious. Janet Oppenheim, The Other World—Spiritualism and Psychical Research in England, 1850–1914 (Cambridge 1985), concentrates on the role of spiritualism as a substitute-religion at a period when scientists and philosophers found it increasingly difficult to believe in the tenets of Christianity. Oppenheim does not address herself to the question of whether any of the mediums or automatists provided dependable evidence for survival, but she notes that there is no plausible this-worldly explanation for the “Palm Sunday” case of cross-correspondences. One of Brandon’s sources is the great magician, Harry Houdini, who was an inveterate enemy of mediums, devoting a great deal of energy to exposing their fakery. His investigations are recorded in A Magician Among the Spirits (New York 1924). He and his wife agreed on a message which the one dying first was to send to the other in case survival turned out to be a reality. Houdini died suddenly and tragically in 1926. No message was ever received.


  The term “near-death experience” has come to refer to three classes of phenomena: (1) experiences by persons who were revived after their heart had stopped beating for a few minutes but who had not suffered brain death; (2) experiences of people who came very close to death; and (3) the visions of dying patients shortly before their death. It is by no means a recent idea that in the course of such experiences it may be possible to get a glimpse of the next world, the reasoning being that if there is another world one is never closer to it than when one is dead or near death. James Boswell, who had a morbid obsession with death, made it a practice to attend executions, some of them of his own clients for such crimes as sheep-stealing, in the hope of hearing the condemned man’s last words which might be a description of the next life. James H. Hyslop, the first secretary-treasurer and research officer of the American Society for Psychical Research, expressed the same idea in a paper included in his Psychical Research and the Resurrection (Boston 1908). “If there be such a thing as a transcendental spiritual world and if we actually survive in our personality after death,” Hyslop wrote, “we might naturally expect some connection between the two sets of cosmic conditions, at least occasionally.” It would not be unreasonable to expect these “connections” to take place at the time at which a person crosses from one world to another.


  Raymond Moody’s Life After Life, op. cit. started the recent interest in the first two classes of near-death phenomena. Moody did not claim to have provided evidence for survival, but there is no doubt that his book was and was intended to be read as a defense of life after death. Fortified with an introduction by Dr. Kübler-Ross, it was on the bestseller lists for several years. Moody had two successors—Kenneth Ring, a psychologist from the University of Connecticut, and Michael Sabom, a cardiologist from Atlanta. Ring’s contributions to human knowledge were published in two books—Life at Death (New York 1980) and Heading toward Omega (New York 1984). The former has a moving introduction by Moody, the latter by Kübler-Ross who describes Ring’s book as “masterful.” Sabom’s Recollections at Death (New York 1982) concludes on a reassuring note. “Does the near-death experience represent a glimpse of an afterlife?” Sabom asks; “Could the mind which splits apart from the physical brain be, in essence, the ‘soul,’ which continues to exist after final bodily death?” The answer given on the last page of his book is a ringing “yes.” Those who had a near-death experience “were touched by some ineffable truth encountered face to face at death’s chosen moments.” It might be mentioned in passing that Moody, Ring, and Sabom are leading figures in the International Association for Near-Death Studies, which publishes a journal, Anabiosis, recently renamed Journal for Near-Death Studies. If Ring and Sabom are Moody’s sons, Karlis Osis and Erlendur Haraldsson, the authors of At the Hour of Death (New York 1977), introduction by Dr. Kübler-Ross, may be best described as his cousins. They express great admiration for Moody, but their own prime evidence comes from deathbed visions. We are told that many dying patients have visions of dead relatives and friends who form a kind of reception committee welcoming them into their new home. Naturalistic explanations are firmly rejected and, unlike Moody, Osis and Haraldsson explicitly claim that the survival-hypothesis is by far the best explanation of the phenomena under investigation.


  There are selections from Moody, Ring, Sabom, Osis, and various others of Moody’s sons and cousins, but not from any of their critics in C. R. Lundhal (ed.), A Collection of Near-Death Research (Chicago 1982). Bruce Greyson and C. P. Flynn (eds.), The Near-Death Experience (Springfield, Ill. 1984) is a more balanced collection. Moody and sons are here but so are two critics, Ernst Rodin (who had a near-death experience which he interprets as a delusion) and Ronald Siegel. D. S. Rogo, “Research on Deathbed Experiences: Some Contemporary and Historical Perspectives,” The Journal of the Academy of Religion and Psychical Research, 1979, contains information about the predecessors of Moody and his family. Historical information is also supplied by I. Stevenson and B. Greyson in “Near Death Experiences—Relevance to the Question of Survival After Death,” Journal of the American Medical Association, 1979. In chapter 5 of Immortality or Extinction?, op. cit. P. and L. Badham examine the explicit or implicit claims of Kübler-Ross, Moody, Osis-Haraldsson and several other writers not mentioned in this bibliography. They find grounds for regarding all of them as unreliable reporters, giving very specific reasons in the case of Moody and Kübler-Ross. They nevertheless conclude that because of the basic similarity of so many of the reports, near-death experiences provide some evidence for life after death. Other writers greatly impressed by the work of Moody, sons and cousins are D. H. Lund in Death and Consciousness, op. cit. and Ian Wilson in The After-Life Experience (London 1987). Wilson devotes rather more space to Moody’s sons than to Moody himself. He evidently believes that Ring and Sabom have made a strong case for survival. As for Moody himself, it may be of interest to note that he recently moved into a branch of psychiatry known as “past-life regression therapy.” In Coming Back: A Psychiatrist Explores Past-Life Journeys (New York 1991), Moody claims highly beneficial results for this technique. Although not committing himself to belief in reincarnation, he asserts that there are some meticulously documented cases which cannot be plausibly explained on any other assumption. It would not be surprising if this book also became a best-seller. If it does, we may confidently expect new sons and cousins to appear on the scene.


  Philosophers and psychologists familiar with the work of the near-death theorists have almost without exception rejected it as without merit—at least as far as the question of evidence for survival is concerned. Their methodology is flawed, their reports of questionable authenticity, and naturalistic explanations are dismissed on the flimsiest grounds. Above all, none of the patients was brain-dead, and there is every reason to believe that the brain can go on working for some time after the heart stops beating. It should be observed that this negative verdict has been rendered by believers as well as unbelievers. Moody and relatives are criticized in J. E. Alcock, “Psychology and Near-Death Experiences,” Skeptical Inquirer, 1979, the same author’s Parapsychology: Science or Magic? (Oxford 1981), R. Puccetti, “The Experience of Dying,” The Humanist, 1979, several articles by Ronald Siegel—“Life After Death,” in G. Abell and B. Singer (eds.), Science and the Paranormal (New York 1981), “Accounting for ‘Afterlife’ Experiences,” Psychology Today, 1980, and “The Psychology of Life After Death,” American Psychologist, 1980, and D. F. Beyerstein, “The Brain and Consciousness: Implications for Psi Phenomena,” Skeptical Inquirer, 1987–88. In the Winter 1990–91 issue of Free Inquiry, J. Preisinger, a California psychiatrist, writes about his own near-death experience, offering detailed physiological explanations of its various aspects, especially the euphoria connected with it. Preisinger mentioned the experience and his explanation to Moody. It will come as no surprise that Moody was not shaken in any of his views.


  Several psychologists have been interested in near-death experiences without any ulterior motive concerning proof oflife after death. Prominent among these is the Swiss psychoanalyst Oskar Pfister, whose “Mental States in Mortal Danger” (1930) appeared in Essence, 1981. (Essence, a Canadian journal published between 1976 and 1982, was devoted to “issues in the study of aging, dying, and death.”) Pfister’s paper was translated by R. Kletti and R. Noyes, two American psychologists who have published extensively on this subject. Their joint paper, “Depersonalization in the Face of Life-Threatening Danger,” is reprinted in Lundhal (ed.), A Collection of Near-Death Research, op. cit. In “Near-Death Experiences: Their Interpretation and Significance,” in R. Kastenbaum (ed.), Between Life and Death (New York 1979), Noyes offers a naturalistic explanation of near-death experiences and warns against “sensationalism and unwarranted claims,” a warning which has for the most part not been heeded.


  This bibliography would be incomplete without reference to Search for the Soul (New York 1979) by Milbourne Christopher. Like Houdini (about whom he wrote two books), Christopher was a magician who made the exposure of fakery one of his hobbies. As the title of the book indicates, Christopher relates the attempts of various “investigators” to produce incontrovertible empirical proof of the existence of man’s immortal soul. Moody and his cousins get their due, but they are dreary compared with a Dr. Duncan MacDougall of the Massachusetts General Hospital who in 1907 determined that the human soul weighs between one-third and one-half of an ounce. There is also a Mr. Holland who in the presence of a Chicago Tribune reporter saw, by means of a magnifying contraption, how vapor particles formed themselves into the double of a man who had just died. The fate of this particular double is unknown, but another gaseous replica, observed by Andrew Jackson Davis, one of the first American trance mediums, was seen to leave the room through an open door “en route to the hereafter.” One is reminded of Voltaire’s observation that not everything people see is really there.
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