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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

My object 1n the following lines is to make a
humble contribution to one of the most baffling and
slippery problems of philosophy, viz , the problem
of self T have tried here, with the help of relevant
1epresentative thoughts in the Western as well as
Indian philosophy, to develop a theory of self which
has long appeared to me to be alone capable of resolv-
ing the numerous perplexities with which the problem
has been riddled in the history of philosophical
thought The subject 1s too vast to be adequately
treated 1n a single treatise, and. consequently, I have
restricted myself here to the most general features of
the problem which alone lend themselves to a strictly
epistemological discussion  Philosophy, I believe,
cannot dispense with logic and epistemology, and all
conclusions that are not guaranteed by epistemology
must necessarily be built on a 1ope of sands Hence,
many nteresting special problems connected with
the problem of self have not heen discussed here,
hecause thev mav be easily deduced from the general
principles only when the latter have a sound logical
basis

Comparative philosophy has so far been either
predomnantly historical and descriptive, or it has
contented itself with discovering stray similarities

v
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between the Western and Indian thought No seri-
ous attempt, as far as I know, has yet been made to
undertake a comparative study for mutual supple-
mentation of arguments and consequent clarification
of issues Yet, this alone can suggest the paths to
new constructions and thus help the development of
philosophical thought

I am not cne of those who beheve that Indian
Philosophy contains wisdom which 1s unsurpassed
and unsurpassable. vet, 1t must he granted that
Truth 1s not discovered evervday What 1s true 1s
eternally true, and so far as its discovery is concern-
ed, the past attempts, I believe, have not been as
illusive as the quest of the Holy Grail We may,
therefore, still draw inspiration for our philosophical
constructions from the great thinkers, such as Plato
and Aristotle, or Sankara and Sriharsa A philo-
sophy that pretends to be entirely original must
stand self-condemned

A word may be added here m order to avord a
possible misunderstanding  In the course of my dis-
cussions, I have found 1t profitable to refer frequent-
ly to the aiguments of the well-known Indian monst,
Sankara, and so far the present work may be also
characterized as some sort of a logical envisagement,
i the hight of modern thought, of Sankara’s theory
of self But my interpretation of the ‘advaita’ posi-
tion differs so fundamentally from the current imter-
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pretations, and Sankara’s analysis of experience has
been developed here in such new directions, that I
must be prepared for hearing the full responsibility
for all that 1s said 1n these pages without forcing a
great thinker to make amends for any sins I may
have committed

For a work like the present, 1t is not easy for
an author to state definmitely his obligations, for, any
form of acknowledgment must be either too wide or
too narrow  In a sense, 1 am indebted for whatever
hght T possess to all those authors whose works have
helped me, directly or indirectly, for arriving at the
position expounded here, and I have acknowledged
it at the appropriate places My son, Mr D N
Mukerj;, M A, has helped me considerably in the
preparation of the mdex and 1 manv other ways

Maich 2, 1938 A C MURERJL.



PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

The call for a second edition of this essay en-
courages me to believe that students of philosophy
are awakening to the necessity of hreaking through
the crust of prejudices that has hred an 1solationst
attitude 1n the study of Indian thought  While the
1deas of Plato and Avistotle have inspired remark-
able constructions. Indian philosophy has only  suc-
ceeded 1n rousing antiquanan interest, and, even
when admired, the admiration i~ almost hike what 1~
excited by the mummies in o muoseum  Yet  like
most of the Tndian svetems Sankarva's analvsis  of
experience, if approached m the critical rather than
the exegetic spirit, would throw a flood of hght on
some of the perennial issues of epistemology and meta-
physics that have been hrought to prominence parti-
cularly by the philosophical discussion of to-dav

The changes in the present edition are more verbal
than material, except that the Appendix B and a
few foot-notes have been added T take this oppor-
tunity to thank the Vice-Chancellor of the Univer-
sity of Allahabad for pernmssion to make use of an
essayv published 1n the Unnersity of Allahabad
Studies for the year 1939 from which the matter of
Appendix B is substantially reproduced  Mr I G
Varma, M A |, my student of the Research Depart
ment. has also earned my gratitude bv re-casting the
index and helping me generally 1n preparing the
hook for the new edition

October, 1943 A C MUKER)I.

YIin
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Tae Eco-CeNTrIC PARADOX

Philosophy as the thinking consideration of
things has necessarily to assume that Truth 1s an
eternal vision, a comprehension of Reality sub specie
@ternitatis. Every system of philosophy is an
attempt to articulate this eternal vision through the
zeitgeist or spiritnal environment of the time in
which the philosopher happens to live  The time-
spirit, however, changes from age to age and from one
country to another, and is so far limited by the con-
ditions of space and time But the Absolute Truth
is independent of the spatio-temporal limatations,
and so not relative to a particular age or country.
Here lies the strength as well as the weakness of a
particular system of philosophy Its strength consists
essentially in its being an organ for the self-expres-
sion of the eternal vision, but 1ts weakness arises out
of the necessity of expressing it through the changing
spirt of the time Once the time-spirit 1s changed,
the expression, though adequate in an earlier age,
fails to function as an efficient vehicle This is why
it has been often complained that Indian Philosophy,
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‘“ in spite of all that has been written about it, re-
mains somewhat dark to most English readers ”’ (J.
Mackenzie, Ultimate Values, p 78) The greater
the change in the intellectual and spiritual settings of
thought, the harder 1t 1s to detect the Absolute in the
relative, the Eternal in the temporal

But howsoever difficult the task may be, it is one
that is worth undertaking in the interest of mutual
clarification of issues, for the true aim of a com-
parative study of philosophical problems is to follow,
as rigorously as possible, the umiversal dialectic of
thought underlying the different formulations of a
given problem, and thus detect the real source of their
conflict and divergence

Such a study, evidently, is not identical with
merely detecting and cataloguing the similarities be-
tween two thought-currents Philosophical systems
may meet on a truth, or, again, they may meet on an
error, and consequently their similarity does not
necessarily vouchsafe the speculative worth of either
And if perchance they meet on an error, it would be
but a poor achievement to have been able to show how
two systems have moved on parallel lines. The
cause of truth can hardly be promoted by counting
and tabulating logical aberrations in different philo-
sophical systems It is only when a comparative
study helps to trace these aberrations to their sources
and thus clears the way to a more adequate comprehen-
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sion of the Truth that the trouble 1s worth under-
taking

In view of the function of comparative philoso-
phy, as conceived here, we may easily distinguish be-
tween the historical and the philosophical treatment
of a particular problem History 1s primarily con-
cerned with a faithful description of the ideas in a
chronological order, and 1ts function, therefore, 1s to
present each system or theory as it was originally
conceived By the inaugurators On the other hand,
the primary aim of comparative philosophy being to
aid a fuller comprehension of the truth, here chrono-
logy has to be subordinated to critical evaluation, and
description must be supplemented by interpretation.
The historian 1s not bound to interpret, nay, the more
he intrudes himself on his subject-matter, the less does
he stick to his mission of being faithful to facts But
the personal factor cannot be wholly ehminated from
a philosophical treatment, because he whose primary
concern is to discover what 1s real and true has very
often to make explicit what was left implicit in the
original system and, 1f necessary, mterpret and re-
interpret 1ts conflicting tendencies in the interest of
logical consistency  Thus only 1s 1t possible to offer, by
means of a comparative study, useful suggestions for
new constructions and expose the pit-falls and falla-
cies in the different systems brought together for com-
parison.
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These remarks on the function and utility of
comparative philosophy will be amply substantiated
in the following pages Some of the fundamental
paradoxes 1nherent 1n the problem of self,
it will gradually appear, may be resolved successfully
by following the 1inner dialectic of thought as 1t
expresses itself in the conflicting speculations of two
different ages and countries These paradoxes have
long crippled philosophical thought and the prospect
of a successful resolution appears to be ad remote to-
day as it was in the age of those who were responsible
for the inscriptions on the temple of Delphi And if
a comparative study throws a single ray of light in the
way of partially disentangling thought from some of
its baffling perplexities, it will certainly be welcome
to the modern lovers of truth and reality Let us
then start with a short formulation of some of the
paradoxes that have kept clinging to the problem of
self

It 1s but common knowledge that the solution of
the supreme problem that was formulated in ancient
India as well as Greece in the form of a command,
namely, Know Thyself, was generally regarded as the
raison d’étre of philosophy. In India specially
where life and philosophy were never separated from
each other, the attainment of the Ultimate Purpose of
Existence was made conditional on a right solution of
this supreme problem, while all other philosophical
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discussions owed their value to the light they could
throw on the nature of self and the method of self-
knowledge Since the first formulation of the prob-
lem, Philosophy, both in the East and the West, has
thrashed it to almost the last chaff, and consequently
any pretension to absolute novelty will certain-
ly betray one’s 1nadequate acquaintance with the
history of philosophy While, however, admitting
that almost all possible avenues of approach to the
problem of self have been already explored, one may
st1ll claim that it is not yet impossible for a modern
student to break fresh ground, if not in the capacity
of an explorer, yet in that of an humble candle-
bearer, and, in view of the importance as well as the
difficulty of the problem, even the candle-bearer’s office
may be of some use for the philosophical pilgrims to
the Temple of Truth

The main difficulties of the problem of self have
their root 1 a paradox  That every object of
knowledge presupposes a self that knows it is almost
a truism which 1s as clear as it is innocent Yet this
apparently innocent position has latent in it one of
the most baffling paradoxes with which thought has
ever been confronted What is the self that is pre-
supposed by every object? “How is the knower
known?If every object presupposes a_self that
knows it, should not there be another knower
for knowmg the first self? These are some of
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the simple forms in which the ego-centric paradox
has been historically formulated, and it has defied
the acutest subtlety of dialectical intellect In
its attempt to resolve the paradox, thought has
been 1nvolved in a series of humiliating sub-
terfuges, and the history of philosophy, in so far
as this paradox is concerned, has been the history of
more or less disguised prevarications A full justifi-
cation of these remarks will be found in the following
pages, yet 1t may be useful to begin with a short
statement of the salient points of our conten-
tions

No one, we venture to think, is even in sight of
the real problem of self-consciousness who fails to
recognise what may be called the centrality of the ego
in the knowledge situation Though man has, like
every other thing of the world, a particular origin
and history of his own, yet there 1s a sense in which
all the barriers of time and space break down for him
in so far as he 1s connected cognitively with the
world as a whole which evidently includes and goes
beyond the limited period and history of his earthly
existence In this sense, though historical through
and through, he is the possessor of all eternity and of
all reality This universal attitude of man in the
knowledge-situation is an undeniable fact which no
theory of self can ignore, irrespective of the divergent
metaphysical implications which different theoriés
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may have to draw out of it And it is this univer-
sality which confers upon the self what may be
analogically called the central function 1n the
economy of the universe This may be clarified in
another way A present fact, a past event, an idea,
an instinct, the psychological complexes, the physiolo-
gical glands,—these are all intelligible objects; if any
of them had been umntelligible, it would have been
as good as nothing for us, and the assertion of its
existence would have no meaning Now, the most
universal conditions of intelligibility are just those
laws of thought the validity of which 1s re-asserted in_
every attempt to deny their universal application

Though, however, they are primarily laws of thought
in so far as thought cannot rest content with any-
thing that contradicts itself, these laws are at the
same time the universal features of things inasmuch
as every concelvable thing must be a self-consistent
unity on pain of reducing itself to nothing If
every finite thing, as Hegel and Bradley, or Nagar-
juna and Sriharsa have maintained, must ultimately
break down somewhere through inner inconsistencies,
thought would start on a dialectical journey till the
thing attained stability through self-transcendence,
rather than stultify itself by repudiating its own
laws Hence unity is the most universal of the con-
ditions of objectivity, to which must conform every-
thing about which significant assertions can be made
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The unity of a thing, however, implies not only self-
consistency but also determinateness; that is, it must
be a determinate something Determination, again,
involves in 1ts turn relations to things other than
itself, and 1t 1s through these inter-objective relations,
generally called categories, that all objects of thought]
recerve mutual definiteness and clarification

There 1s, however, a deeper condition of objecti-
vity than even the relational categories If it 1s true
that everything must conform to the categories, 1t is
true in a deeper sense that nothing 1s intelligible which
does not exist for a self Even 1f 1t be granted that
the world of things exists independently of know-
ledge, the things must have at least the possibility of
entering 1nto the knowledge relation, and as within
knowledge, they exist as objects for a subject or self
In this sense nothing on which we can hold intell-
1gible discourse can exist except 1n relation to the self
that is implied by the knowledge situation. Exist-
ence-for-self, therefore, 1s the sine qua non of all
things, and there is an important sense in which it is
a deeper condition of objectivity than the categories
The latter, though presupposed by every object of
thought, can themselves be made objects of reflection
through a sort of transcendental abstraction, and 1n
so far as they become objects, the categories them-
selves presuppose the self as much as the things which
they condition Thus, the self is the deepest of the
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transcendental conditions of objectivity, and is pre-
supposed by, and consequently overreaches, all dis-
tinctions between form and matter, reality and ap-
pearance, man and God, spirit and matter, and so on.
And it is this truth which we intend to express
through the centrality of the ego, and, considered in
this light, the self may be fitly, though still analogi-
cally, called the centre of an indefinite number of
concentric circles, each periphery being occupied by
one class of objects It is perhaps clear from this
centrality of the self that no theory of self-conscious-
ness can claim to be satisfactory that seeks to resolve
the ego-centric paradox by decentralizing the self
and thus identifying the real self with one of the
objects on the periphery

To turn now to the problem of self-consciousness
How has philosophy resolved the ego-centric paradox?
Two methods are clearly discernible in the history
of philosophy, the experimental or the inductive
method, and the logical or the transcendental method.
Of these, the former, on account of its relative
simplicity, has found favour with a large circle of
contemporary metaphysicians and psychologists,
while the latter has yielded important results at the
hands of those who are generally known as idealists
or transcendentalists The inductive method, to
begin with this, is the method to which are pledged
the realist and the pragmatist, the psychologist and
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the psycho-analyst ° Experience ’ is their battle-
cry, and consequently no knowledge 1s supposed to be
worth the name that has not stood ‘the test of
repeated observations and laboratory experiments
Thus, for example, B Russell would challenge the
truth of a number of traditional notions of philosophy
—e ¢., the world 1s a systematic unity, knowledge
implies the relation of subject with object, conscious-
ness 1s an ultimate unanalysable fact—because they
are inconsistent with the discoveries of comparative
psychology ~ Similarly, J B Watson and his
followers would propose to replace the terms con-
sciousness, mental states, mind and the like, by
muscular and glandular changes following upon a
given stimulus, because the former are supposed to be
graturtous hypotheses for a scientific explanation of
human and animal behaviours Lastly, the dis-
coveries of the psycho-neurotic hospital are supposed
to be equally fatal to some of the traditional theories
of philosophers about the unity of self or the reality
of a pure ego Neurosts following on unsuccessful
repression, the pathological manifestations consequent
on excessive introversion, sudden onsets of dissocia-
tion, gradual sinking into dementia proecor, hypnesis,
dreams, and the apparently trifling slips of pen and
tongue —these are some of the hard facts guaranteed
by experience and not @ priori speculations and mere
theories It 1s a careful scientific study of these facts
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alone, 1t is widely and emphatically claimed, that
will ultimately answer the command-—Know Thyself.

After what has been said above about the cen-
trality of the ego, it is not at all difficult to detect
the common fallacy vitiating all these empirical
methods of analysing knowledge in terms of some-
thing other than itself The fallacy is the outcome
of an obstinate objective attitude of mind and may
be called the fallacy of decentralization of the self
arising out of the identification of the true self with
the peripheral objects that may consequently be called
spurious selves or pseudo-egos And the fallacy is
at least as old as the Nyaya Philosophy of India,
which Locke has comparatively recently introduced
into Western philosophy The conception of knowl-
edge as a property of a particular class of things in
what Alexander has aptly called the democracy of the
universe 1s 1ndissolubly connected with the conception
of the cognitive relation as a relation between two
determinate entities, one being distinguished from
the other by its peculiar attribute or quality When
this mechanical notion is uncritically accepted, the
result 1s behaviourism, vitalism, pragmatism, volun-
tarism or some other so-far-nameless theories which
may 1dentify the self with mind, attention, reason or
intellect. And so long as the mechanical conception
¢f the knowledge situation 1s not abandoned, it mat-
ters little which of these psendo-egos is favoured by a
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particular thinker, for, the decentralization is com-
_plete 1n any case, and decentralization has implicit
in 1t the germ of materialism  But once the decentral-
ization is there, 1t has the advantage of effectively
disguising the real difficulties of self-consciousness,
for then we may be said to know the self in the same
‘way as we know, say, a chair or a table But the
price of the easy victory has always to be paid dearly
For, the mechanical theory has implicit in 1t the
awkward regressus ad infinitum which comes to the
surface as soon as the real question 1s rightly put
When A knows B, each of which has its pecuhar
property, they must first be distinguished by a self
which on that very account cannot be 1dentified with
one of the distincts This latter self, again, being
itself a distinct entity, must require another self, for
which 1t exists, and so on ad infinttum  Thus the
birth of an indefinite number of selves or an infimte
series of anuvyavasayas has been rightly considered as
one of the unanswerable objections to the mechani-
cal theory of knowledge It might almost be called
the hard rock on which every such theory must
ultimately be wrecked

The reason, however, why even an accomplished
thinker has to succumb to the simplicity of the
mechanical theory of knowledge 1s that while offer-
ing an analysis of knowledge he unwittingly drops
himself out of sight and so fails to recogmise the
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unique relation in which he himself stands to the
entities which, according to him, are present in the
knowledge situation as a whole When, for in-
stance, knowledge 1s reduced to a pecuhar charac-
teristic of the total process from stimulus to reaction,
or when the self 1s described as the casual nexus
among a series of events, it is entirely forgotten that
the stimulus, the reaction or the events are 1ntell-
1g1ble only 1n so far as his own relation to them is not
reducible to any of the relations that may obtan
between the stimulus the reaction, and in so far
as he himself is not thé@_@éjﬁ%xus of events All
these things are intelligible entities for him, because
they conform to the general conditions of objectivity,
and because his own relation to them 1s different from
any inter-objective relation.

+ The nature of the unique relation between the
subject and the object, as well as the fundamental
defect of identifying the relation of an object to its
transcendental conditions with an inter-objective
relation, may be shown in another way, as a transi-
tion to the transcendental method of solving the ego-
centric paradox Self-consistency is the first condi-
tion of conceivability, and every conceivable object,
therefore, must be a self-consistent unity. But the
relation of the object A, for instance, to the law of
consistency~is certainly not identical with the rela-
tion of A to B. Unity 1s the basis, the very life-
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blood, of both A and B, as of every other determin-
ate thing Consequently, the law which is the com-
mon basis of A as well as B 1s related to them in a
way entirely different from that in which A is related
to B The former, in fact, 1s the unique relation of
the universal to the particular.as distinct from any
relation between two particulars Hence the empi-
ricist’s reduction of knowledge to the relation of
compresence between the mental acts and the objects
1s bound to be inadequate in the long run, and he
misses the universal simply because it is not known
in the same way as the particular The expéerimen-
tal method which is deified by him may yield empiri-
cal generalizations, but what precisely 1t cannot give
him is the true universal Yet, without the univer-
sal the inductive methods of generalization lose all
their meaning, and consequently every attempt to
derive the transcendental conditions of knowledge by
the inductive method, as in the case of Hume or Mill,
1s vitiated by kysteron proteron

If the method of discovering the transcendental
conditions of knowledge be called the method of
transcendental analysis or logical reflexion as distinct
from the inductive or experimental method, then
these contentions may be summarised as follows
The universal conditions of experience being the
basis of all objects that may stand as the subject of
significant judgments, they are related to the objects
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in a different way from that in which objects are
related inter s¢  And the inductive method which is
the source of our knowledge of the particular is, for
that very reason, not competent to establish the
universal logical imphicates of knowledge, though its
own success depends upon the universality of these
very logical principles which it fails to establish,
These principles, therefore, are discovered through
transcendental analysis of the nature of knowledge,
and their universality is proved by the Aysteron
proteron which vitiates every attempt to derive them
from experience

If, then, the experimental method has to be
definitely abandoned in discovering the universal
logical 1mplicates of knowledge, 1ts bankruptcy is
likely to be more pronounced in knowing the ulti-
mate transcendental basis of knowledge, namely,
the self, for which exist not only the things but even
their logical implicates This leads us naturally to
the views of the transcendentalist or i1deahist whose
distinction between the inductive method and trans-
cendental analysis 1s a very valuable philosophical
achievement The self being the deepest of the con-
ditions of objectivity, the surest way of missing it
is to look for it in the wrong direction Even the
logical implicates of experience,—namely, space,
time, unity, causality, reciprocity, etc.—are not
known in the same way as that in which a particular
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thing is known But from the fact that these uni-
versal forms of knowledge or experience are not
knhown in the same way as we know, say, a colour
or a sound, the stimulus or the reaction, 1t does not
follow that they are not known at all, what does
follow 1s that they cannot be known in the same way
as we know the particular facts which are laid out
according to these universal forms In other words,
the logical implicates are the ultimate forms of
thought and existence, and, though unknowable 1n-
ductively or experimentally, are yet known through
transcendental reflexion, and, though abstractions
apart from matter, they are still the life-blood of
concrete things which are always formed matters

So much being granted, we must consider how
these contentions bear on the problem of self-con-
scriousness  Existence-for-self, as already urged, 1s
the highest form of objective existence, nothing can
exist for me which I cannot conceive as existing In
this sense, idea and image, reflex arc and libido, tree
and table, quite as much as space and time, umty
and causality, end and means, phenomenon and
noumenon, must all exist for the self, which on that
very account 1s the centre of the universe From
this, however, the transcendentalist has drawn the
conclusion that self-consciousness is the highest
category of thought and existence If it be granted
that existence-for-self is the highest a priori form,
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and if it be further granted that forms are known
through transcendental reflexion, though not througl
the inductive method, it must, he urges, be also
granted that the self is known through the same
method which yields knowledge of the other univer-
sal forms of existence. Post-Kantian Idealism has,
thus, sought to solve the ego-centric paradox in a-
way entirely different from that of empiricism and
realism, and the idealistic solution of the paradox
stands to this day as the most satisfactory account
of self-knowledge It has staunch advocates not
only in England where Hegelianism has come to es-
tablish itself as a permanent philosophical tendency,
but it 1s accepted as final also by many accomplished
thinkers of contemporary Italy and India, where
Hegelianism has very recently penetrated and 1s
st1ll seeking a lodgment

In commenting on the transcendentalist’s theory
of self, we must begin by emphasising the value of a
number of permanent contributions he has made to
the understanding of the place of the self in knowl-
edge These consist mainly in showing that the self
1s not a substance having knowledge as a property,
that knowledge cannot be understood in terms of
something other than itself, that all distinctions are
within knowledge, that the subject-object relation is
unique and is the presupposition of all other rela-

tions between objects and objects These are some
F 2
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of the main principles which form the core of his
insight obtained by a penetrating and strictly logical
analysis of knowledge, and 1t 1s only when this
valuable insight 1s distorted under the influence of
extra-logical considerations that he forgets the results
of an unbiassed analysis. And in proportion to the
violence done to the logical insight, he makes himself
liable to the same fallacy of decentralization of the
ego which he has done so much to expose The self,
according to the transcendentalist, exists as one self
only as it opposes itself as object, to itself as subject,
and yet transcends that opposition In this senge,
the self is a concrete unity, a dual unity, Séy a
restored unity, or, again, a transparent identity-in-
difference. and the puzzle of self-consciousness, it 18
held, is due to our tendency to separate identity from
difference Now, the question that we venture to
raise at this place 1s whether this is a real solution of
the ego-centric paradox That unity-in-difference
is the highest form to which every conceivable object
of thought must conform may be true, but this by
itself does not show that the subject for which such a
form exists is 1tself a unity-in-difference, in other
words, even the distinction between form and matter
presupposes the subject which, therefore, cannot be
identified with one of the distincts. To do so-would
be to contradict the principle that the self is the pre-
supposition of all objects of thought or that all dis-
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tinctions are within knowledge. Again, even sup-
posing that the self is a unity-in-difference, it flatly
contradicts the assertion that the subject is not a
substance, for, such a self as at least the property of
being a dual umty as distinct from an undifferen-
tiated or unrestored unity and so far it is analogous
to the stone, though the latter has another distin-
guishing attribute, namely, weight The fact is that
nothing which exists by opposing itself to something
other than itself can be identified with the central
ego for which exist all opposites and all distincts,
and which, therefore, is not to be confused with one
of them.

That the categories, howsoever different from
the things which they conditon, are still objects for a
subject follows from the centrality of the ego, and it
is as illogical to identify the self with a category as to
1dentify it with the nervous system or with the
psychological complexes. Yet, the identification of the
self with the category of unity has been the source of
the strength as well as the weakness of the transcen-
dental theories of self-consciousness. The self has
been openly claimed to be a logical form by Bonatelli
and Varisco of Italy, and in so far as the British
Neo-Hegelians are concerned, there seems to be some
truth in Pringle-Pattison’s remark that they give
us the logical ideal in place of a real self It need
not, however, be denied that there is a sense in which
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self-consciousness is a mediated unity, that is, the
consciousness of the self and that of the not-self are
correlative with each other, 1n so far as it is only in
relation to the object determined as the not-self that
T am conscious of myself But our contention 1is
that when the self is thus determined in relation to
the not-self, 1t 1s just ome thing among other things
and not the central self for which exist all things
and all distinctions between things And it is very
significant that even Bosanquet is compelled by these
considerations to reject the finality of the idea of
subject 1n so far as 1t implies the subject-object rela-
tion 1In fact, such a determined self as is implied
in mediated self-consciousness cannot be anything
more than what James Ward calls the spiritual self
which is but one of] the many presentations, and not
the self to whom is presented the sensory, the idea-
tional, the personal, or the spiritual self It 1s,
to adopt a very significant expression of Stout, only
one of the presentational doubles or wrappings which
mask the real self

There are, however, transcendentalists who, un-
like E Caird or Dr. Haldar, appear to have kept
more consistently to the centrality of the ego than to
the Hegelian tradition. Green’s genius, for in-
stance, though nurtured in the transcendental school
of Oxford, made a desperate attempt to rise above
-the shortcomings, or rather the backshdings, of
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British Neo-Hegelianism. That the self exists as the
basis of all objects of knowledge is certain, but what
it is positively cannot be known; the only knowledge
we have of the self is hegative and, therefore, accord-
ing to Green, the relations by which, through its action,
phenomena are determined are not relations of it—
not relations by which it is itself determined. Thus
while Caird conceives the self as a unity of differences
and as a circle of relations in itself, Green is led to
describe it as a principle of union which is not one
or any number of the relations. - Again, while Caird
accuses Kant of not seeing the absurdity of the sup-
position that the synthesis by which the self becomes
consclous of itself as an object at the same time hides
it from itself, Green accuses Locke of making the
absurd attempt to know that which renders knowl-
edge possible as he might know any other object.
Thus, Caird saves his theory of a knowable self by
decentralizing the ego, but Green attempts to stick
to the centrality of the ego and is inevitably landed
in agnosticism in so far as the self is concerned
And Caird did not fail to see and deplore this
difference between his own position and that of his
friend.

In fact, that an unbiassed analysis of knowl-
edge in accordance with the transcendental method
must lead to some sort of agnosticism in regard to
+the self has been clearly seen by Green’s critics.
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The ego in this theory reduces itself to what Balfour
calls the bare geometrical point

Similarly, Bonucci detects agnosticism in
Gentile’s theory of self as the subject; Stout finds
the pure ego of Ward reducing itself to an empty
form, and Pringle-Pattison rightly finds Green’s ego
to be the dot on the ‘i’ What this agnosticism
teaches is not that we can lay down logic, as the
critics have suggested, for to do so would be to sub-
stitute dogmatism and blind faith for philosophy
But what it does teach 1s that the ego-centric paradox
18 yet to be resolved.

Thus, the real problem of self-consciousness or
self-knowledge remains unsolved to the present day.
The inductive or psychological method has 1nevitably
led to the decentralization of the self which is wrong-
ly identified with one of the pseudo-egos on the peri-
phery; and the result is that those who have pledged
themselves to the inductive method do not even see
that there is a problem of self-consciousness at all
The transcendental method, on the other hand, leads,
by an inner logic, to the theory of self as a focus
imaginarius, and in so far as the transcendentalist
has succeeded in avoiding this legitimate conclusion
from the centrality of the ego which he accepts un-
grudgingly, he has done so only by committing the
same fallacy which he has himself done so much to
explode in the psychological theories. If, then, both:
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the methods have failed in resolving the ego-centric
paradox, a third method 1is the crying need of
modern philosophy.

But, before we start on an exposition of this
new method of approach, a somewhat detailed
examination of the two current methods, attempted in
the two follewing chapters, will be useful for a
correct appreciation of their merits as well as of the
crucial points on which they appear to break down.



CHAPTER 11
THE PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORY

The doctrine that the Self, the existence of which
none can seriously doubt, is yet essentially unknow-
able through the ordinary avenues of knowledge 1s
as old as the Upamsads The puzzle .was started by
Yajnavalkya, the ddstinguished teacher of the early
‘ Vedanta ’ absolutism, 1n his famous dialogues with
Maitreyi and Gargi That through which every-
thing 1s known, he urged, cannot 1itself be made an
object of knowledge, none can know the knower
(yenedam sarvam wvijdndti tam kena  ovijaniyat
vijfiataram are kena vijaniyat—Brh Up, 1I
14, 111 8 11) The puzzle has remained ingrained
in the Vedanta philosophy of a later age, and has
found in Sankara one of 1ts most powerful exponents
In the history of Western thought, a strikingly simi-
lar doctrine has been the upshot of Kant’s critical
analysis of knowledge Kant’s relentless criticism
cf rational psychology for its erroneous application
of the categories to the transcendental ego brought
out the puzzle of self-knowledge in a manner which
is strongly remimiscent of the thoughts of Yajna-
valkya and Sankara As nothing can be an object
of knowledge without the application of the cate--

. 24
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gories, and as the self is the source of all the
categories of knowledge, reason is committed to
an awkward pass 1n its attempt to know the
knower which, therefore, can best be represented by
the X.

This peculiar agnosticism has naturally elicited
vehement criticism, both in the East and the West,
yet, there seems to be a remarkably smooth passage of
thought from the premises to the agnostic conclusion
From the admission that the self is the ultimate
presupposition of everything known and knowable,
that it is the universal centre to which all that can
be known as existing has a necessary reference, it
seems to follow naturally that the transcendental ego
cannot be an object of knowledge except through a
process of logical decentralization which places the
ego somewhere on the periphery Indeed, those who
have accepted the premises and yet denied the con-
clusion appear to have been influenced more by a
sentimental horror of agnosticism rather than by
the logical cogency of arguments, the result being
that while the logic of the situation tends towards
some sort of agnosticism in respect of the nature of
the self, this agnosticism 1tself is made the basis of
the logical inadequacy of the initial analysis. In
other words, it is first assumed by the critics that
the self cannot be a featureless X, and then various
méthods are devised to reconcile this assumption with
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their respective theories of knowledge, and, as a
consequence, the reconciliation becomes more or less
strained and artificial according as the theory of
knowledge is more or less precise and true.

The truth of these observations will be verified
in due course In the meantime, we may sug-
gest that there is an 1mportant element of truth in
the contention that the self, when rightly seen
in the light of 1its place in knowledge, points beyond
itself as a definable entity, hence some sort of agnos-
ticism must be a necessary accompaniment of every
theory of self that can successfully avoid the confu-
ston of the self as the knowing subject with one of the
objects which the self knows. This fatal confusion,
according to Kant and Sankara, 1s natural, it is a
transcendental illusion, as the former names 1t, or
an ‘ adhyasa,” as put by the latter And if it can
be shown that every theory that has so far denied the
alleged mystery of self-consciousness and defended
the knowability of the self has done so only by con-
fusing, exther consciously or unconsciously, the tran-
scendental ego with one of the objects of knowledge,
it will at least help us to appreciate the difficulties
which, according to Kant and Safkara, are present
in the problem of self-knowledge The Pure Ego,
the-innermost subject, however, should be, for this
purpose, carefully distinguished from those objects
with which 1t 1s generally confused, namely, the body,
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the mind, the sense-organs, etc , which may be called,
following the Indian tradition, the ° kosas,’ or,
following James Ward’s terminology, the objective
zones When, on the other hand, the distinction is
cverlooked or repudiated, we get either epipheno-
menalism, or behaviourism or any other disguised
form of materialism which may make its appear-
ance in the history of thought due to the ruling con-
ception of the age Or, again, the confusion may
lead to the theory of spiritual or mental atoms 1Im
erther case, the position of the ego remains unaltered
m so far as the subject 1s 1identified with an
object

Now, confining ourselves to the history of
Western philosophy, the difficulties in self-knowledge
have been challenged from two different, directions.
Some have altogether rejected the Kantian distinction
between the self as subject and the self as a substance.
And having once identified the self with the brain or
the nervous system, or the mind, they have no
difficulty 1n showing that the self has nothing mys-
terious about it. On the other hand, those who accept
the Kantian distinction as true have been equally led
to doubt the existence of an insoluble difficulty, in the
way of self-knowledge. The self, they urge, is like
the light which illumines itself as well as the ob-
jects it knows. We may call the former attitude as
predominantly psychological as it looks upon know-
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ledge as a relation between two entities one of whic
is called the self The latter attitude, on the othe
hand, 1s predominantly epistemological in so far a
it refuses to reduce the self in knowledge to one o
the things known Despite this internal 1ncom
patibility between these two attitudes, however, they
have presented a united front to the agnostic theory
of self If, however, 1t happens to be true that
agnosticism' is the inevitable result of the assumption
that Reality 1s restricted to the world of definable
objects, then, 1t will follow that every theory of self
which refuses to see any inexplicable mystery 1n self-
knowledge, while keeping the assumption unchalleng-
ed, must do so by an unconscious identification of the
trascendental ego with one of the objects or
things
For an adequate appreciation of the psycho-
logical approach to the problem of knowledge, we may
turn to James Ward’s analysis of experience, for, he
was one of those great minds in whom the philosophical
sciences of the end of the last century made a lasting
impression, but were not able to clog their speculative
insight And if 1t can be shown that Ward, despite
his rejection of atomism and presentationism, could not
entirely free himself from the glamour of empiricism
which led him into difficulties peculiar to presenta-
tionism, that circumstance by itself may be taken as
a strong ground for the presumption that the greatest
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thinker is bound to fall into confusions when he tries
to trace knowledge to something beyond thought and
self-consciousness

James Ward’s theory of experience, though not
entirely original, has the unique merit of presen¢ing
the facts with that freshness of outlook and wealth of
details which can come only from an intimate acquain-
tance with the different departments of knowledge
combined with acuteness of thought, and desire for
thoroughness As an accomplished scholar, he never
fails to inspire confidence even when his reader finds
it difficult to follow him Moreover, his analysis
.touches upon a number of very important problems
which are still in the forefront of philosophical
discussions of the day, and thus affords the reader an
opportunity to concentrate on the main currents of
contemporary thought without the trouble of an actual
wading through the multifarious currents We select
here for consideration his contribution to the theory
of knowledge and even with regard to this we shall
restrict ourselves to some of the most outstanding
features of that theory, particularly to those which
offer a strong contrast with what is generally known as
the idealistic analysis of experience. The import-
ance of such an undertaking can hardly be exaggerat-
ed For, de¥pite the strong tincture of idealism with
which Ward’s position in general is 1mbued, there are
very significant differences between his analysis and
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that of the idealists, and so one of them must ulti-
mately be abandoned as false

Experience, for Ward, 1s a term which includes
‘“all that we know and feel and do, all our facts and
theories, all our emotions and ideals and ends.”’* The
most persistent feature of experience in this sense is
its duality as distinct from the dualism of matter
and mind The duality of subject and object charac-
terizes experience at all the different stages through
which it passes, and the most 1mportant point in
the development of experience 1s reached with the
dawn of self-consciousness Epistemologists, accor-
ding to Ward, have been almost always guilty of ignor-
ing what psychological analysis has proved beyond the
shadow of a doubt, namely, that there are ‘‘successive
stages 1n the advance from the one level of experience
or knowledge to the other ’> Much confusion has
arisen from not recognizing that ‘‘both reflexion and
reasoning are the result of social intercourse, the
gradual development of which has produced this gulf
between man and brute ’’ Once it is assumed that
*‘each man by himself is rational instead of recogniz-
ing that humanity has achieved rationality,”’ the
result is a fatal confusion of psychology with episte-
mology. “‘Our human perception, or intuition of

! Naturalism and Agnostictsm, 11, p. 110.
2 Psychological Principles, 2nd edition, p. 32.



PRE-CONCEPTUAL EXPERIENCE 31

things as expressed in language,”’ it is urged in
another connection, ‘‘is, of course, for us the nearest,
the highest and the clearest.”” But, unfortunately,
‘“‘epistemology has not merely started from the human
level as it must : but it has tended to assume that this
intellectual level is where knowledge itself begins.”’s
One of the fatal consequences of this confusion is to
be found in the extremely loose way in which the
terms ‘subjective’ and ‘objective’ are used in
epistemological treatises What 1s epistemologically
subjective is erroneously regarded as psychologically
subjective as well, and that which is psychologically
objective is also supposed to be epistemologically
objective And thus arise all the difficulties of
dualism and external perception

Psychology may avoid these confusions, Ward
thinks, by clearly distinguishing between individual
experience and universal experience. From its in-
dividualistic standpoint, it can show how experience
at all the different levels of its development involves
a relation between a knowing, feeling and active sub-
ject on the one hand, and an object on the other; and
how universal experience ‘‘has grown out of; depends
upon, and is really but an extension of, our primary,
individual, concrete experience.”’* This distinction

3 Mund, XXVIII, 1919, p 268
¢ Naturalism and Agnosticism, 11, p. 153.
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between the concrete experience of a given individual
and that experience which is the result of inter-sub-
jective intercourse ‘‘systematized and formulated by
means of abstract conceptions’ 1s at the root of the
dualism of commonsense and science. But dualism
can effectively be refuted by showing that conceptual
experience is preceded by a type of experience in
which conceptions do not figure at all, and that the
trans-subjective object, far from being independent of
the subjects that know it, is ‘‘rather what, 18 common
tc the objects of the separate individual knowers ’’®

It 1s not necessary for our present purpose to
reproduce all the arguments by which Ward seeks to
establish his position outlined above, nor need we
question the validity of his description of the different
stages through which individual experience develops
into something like an over-individual experience
The criticisms his theory has evoked in its psychologi-
cal aspects—that 1s, as a true description of the
development of individual experience as it is for
the experiencing individual—are well known But
there are some very important epistemological issues
involved 1n Ward’s theory of experience, and if his
contentions be true, then it is time that we should
revise our attitude to certain conclusions which have
so far been accepted as indubitable verities in the field

5 Ibad |, p. 165,
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of epistemology. To these then we turn. And we
may conveniently begin with the consideration of the
individuahstic standpoint which is thought to be the
peculiar standpoint of psychology.

*‘Of all the facts with which he deals,”’ it has
been urged by Ward, ‘‘the psychologist may truly say
that their esse 1s percipi, in so far as such facts are
facts of presentation, are ideas in Locke’s sense, or
objects which imply a subject. Psychology, then,
never transcends the limits of the individual.’’®
Hence Psychology may quite adequately be defined as
the science of individual experience But though in
this sense, ‘the whole choir of heaven and furniture
of earth’ may belong to psychology, yet psychology
cannot 1gnore the difference between ‘‘the standpoint
of a given experience and the standpoint of its ex-
position,”’” or, as Ward himself explains, it should
not interpret the conduct of children as if they were
already ‘grown-up’ persons ® That is, the psycho-
logist’s business 1s to give a systematic account of
experience as it grows from one stage to another in
the life-history of an individual without confusing his
own standpoint with that of the experient who actual-
ly owns the experience which passes through different

8 Psychological Principles, p 27
1bud, p 48.

8lbd, p 82.

F. 3
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stages of development Now, the first question that
naturally suggests itself here is how is it possible
for the psyvchologist to abandon his own standpoint
and place himself in the position of a less developed
mind 1n order to give a faithful representation of the
world as it 1s presented to 1t? This question, 1t may
be seen, is not trivial, and Ward has to raise 1t and
offer an explanation ‘“The infant,”’ he says, ‘‘who
is delighted by a bright colour does not of course con-
ceive himself as face to face with an object, but
neither does he conceive the colour as a subjective
affection " And the reason evidently 1s that concep-
tion or, as Ward elsewhere says, experience in which
concepts figure 1s preceded by experience 1n which
they do not Yet, in dealing with the infant’s ex-
perience the psychologist ‘‘is bound to describe his
state of mind truthfully,” and this according to
Ward can be very well done without ‘‘abandoning terms
which have no counterpart in his consciousness,’’
because ‘‘these terms are only used to depict that con-
sciousness to us *’ This explanation, however, does
not seem to remove the difficulty If the psychologist
has to give a faithful description of the child’s mind
when it 1s face to face with the bright colour, he must
not introduce into his description such terms as have
a meaning only for those who have reached a higher
stage of development Because, 1n that case, the
description is not of the child’s mind whatever elseit
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might be  The psychologist, therefore, seems to be be-
tween the horns of a dilemma. He must; either stick
to his own standpoint or abandon it In the former
case, he commits the ‘psychologistis fallacy, while
1 the other case, he may be faithful to the facts but
he does 1t at the expense of intelligibality

Ward appears very often to prefer the latter
alternative and 1nsists on the essential unintelli-
gibihity of the lower forms of experience Thus, to
take one clear instance, the lizard’s 1mmediate ex-
perience of sunshine and warm stone occurring to-
gether, 1t 1s said, does not strictly admit of statement;
vet, universal experience is ‘‘only an elaboration,
though a most important elaboration” of the
perceptual experience of the lizard ® This impossi-
bility of stating clearly the hizard’s experience as 1t
18 for the lizard, i1t may be replied, 1s due to the
absence of those distinctions 1n perceptual experience
which exist only at a higher stage But this admis-
swon, taken strictly, 1s not compatible with Ward’s
conception of development as an epigenesis. We shall
illustrate our point by reference to an interpreta-
tion of Ward’'s position given by Dawes Hicks
mm another connection In explaining Ward’s theory
of the pure ego, and defending Ward’s position
against the suspicion that he was reviving the

® Agnosticism and Naturalism, p 184
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spiritﬁalistic theory of a soul-substance, Prof. Dawes
Hicks says that ‘‘wherever we have a state or mode
of consciousness, there we have what may otherwise
be called, using Lotze’s terminology, a mode of
‘being for self,” a mode of self-expression on the part
of a subject that in and through such act is in some
measure and to some degree aware of, or experienc-
ing, itself The awareness in question may be con-
fused and indefinite to any extent, it may be no
.more than the first dim obscure stirrings of feeling;
but the point 1s it is always there, and were it not,
the gradual development of self-consciousness would
he inexplicable.’’?® This interpretation, we believe,
may fairly be taken as a criticism of Ward’s own
position If there is anything that Ward is most
anxious to defend, 1t 1s this that self-consciousness
is the latest stage in the development of experience,
and that this development is an epigenesis On the
other hand, Dawes Hicks seeks to read into
Ward’s theory a conception of development which
essentially consists 1n a process from the implicit to
the explicit, from the potential to the actual But
to say that what is logically implicated is unconscious-
ly involved in the former stage 1s, according to
Ward, “bad psychology and assumes a scientifically
unwarranted and unworkable use of the notion of

10 find, XXX, 1921, p. 5.
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potentiality,”"!* and so development must lead to the
emergence of new factors that did not exist in the
prior stage

The point we have raised is too important to be
ignored completely or treated lightly. Once it is
made clear that it is only from the standpoint of the
psychologist that the individual experience is intelli-
gible, the hard and fast line by which Ward seeks to
distinguish sense-knowledge from thought-knowl-
edge, or experience in which concepts figure and that
in which they do not, disappears, and we are landed
in some such theory as that which Green, for example,
expounded when he said that ‘‘a natural history of
self-consciousness, and of the conceptions by which
it makes the world its own, is impossible 12

It is, however, well known that Ward's account
of the relation of the trans-subjective stage to the
previous stage of individual experience has been
thought to be unsatisfactory even by such a sym-
pathetic critic as G F Stout  “If thought
first arises,”’ it 1s said, ‘‘after previous stages which
can be accounted for without 1t, 1t emerges as a
radically new faculty - there is a breach of continuity.
But if we examine critically Ward’s treatment of the
development of the individual percipient prior to
the beginning of the trans-subjective stage, we find

n Mind, XXVIII, p 263
2 Works, I, p. 166
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that it already involves in manifold ways thought as
well as sense "’ Now, we do not desire to consider
the purely psychological question here Whether,
as a matter of historical fact, a given individual
below the trans-subjective level has in 1ts experience,
in however crude a form, both sense and thought, 1t
is for the psychologist to ascertamn  Nor do we pro-
pose to consider the value of the psychological ques-
tion for epistemology But supposing that there is
an experience which forms the subject-matter of in-
vestigation, then the question we raise is whether it
1s possible for the psychologist to give up his own
standpoint, even when the experiencing subject
whose experience he investigates stands at a lower
level of development Let us clear up the problem
by means of an example A psychologist, say, 1s
required to give a faithful description of a flower as
1t 18 for an experient below the trans-subjective
stage The psychologist, being already at the trans-
subjective level, knows the flower to he a unitary
existence as distnct from other similar existing
things of the world with some of which it
is related spatially, temporally and causally And
his knowledge of the flower is more or less adequate
accordingly as he 1s a physiologist or a botamst. On
the other hand, the experient whose experience he

18 The Momst, XXXVI, 1926, p 41
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describes knows nothing of all these relations through
which the psychologist knows it Being at the sub-
reflective level, the psychological subject cannot evi-
dently have that type of knowledge of the flower
which 1mplies 1dentification and differentiation,
causal connection and spatio-temporal relations The
question then 1s 1f 1t 1s possible for the psychologist
to describe the flower as 1t is for the psychological
individual  To do so, the psychologist must be able
to strip the flower of all those relations through
which he knows 1it, and thus reduce it to something
which is, 1n the Kantian phrase, as good as nothing
for him  But 1f he 1s not to commit the *‘psycho-
logist’s fallacy” he must describe the flower without
introducing into his description any of the relations
through which alone he knows it

In the light of these considerations, we cam
easily realize the appalling ftesponsibihty that is
thrown on the shoulder of the psychologist, when he
}s constantly warned against the psychologist’s
fallacy, and vet asked to do the miracle of describing
individual experience from the standpoint of the
experiencing individual Ward, as we have seen
above, avoids this perplexity, nay, evident absurdity,
by saying that when in a psychological description
the term sensation, for instance, is used, it is simply
meant to describe to us the individual’s state of
mind But a student of Kant might similarly urge
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that the category of causality, though not applicable
to the ‘ thing-in-itself,” is used in order to describe
it to us  But any one would hardly accept the real-
ity of the thing-in-itself on the ground on which
Ward asks his reader to believe 1n a pre-intellectual
or anoetic stage of mental development Let us
then turn to the description which Ward as a psy-
chologist offers of individual experience below the
trans-subjective level

Psychologists, it is said, ‘“‘have usually repre-
sented mental advance as consisting fundamentally
in the combination and recombination of various
elementary units, the so-called sensations and primi-
tive movements, in other words, as consisting in a
species of ‘mental chemistry ° If needful, we might
find in biology far better analogies to the progressive
differentiation of experience than in the physical
upbuilding of molecules ’** Even 1n higher minds, a
presentation is still part of a larger whole, and
““working backwards from this, as we find it now,
we are led alike by particular facts and general con-
siderations to the conception of a totum objectirum
ot objective contitnuum which 1s gradually differen-
tiated  In many places, however, in our account
of this process of differentiation, it 1s further said,
the “‘only evidence apparently to which we can

1 Pyychological Principles, p 76
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safely appeal in this enquiry 1s that furnished by
biology ”** And the reason apparently is that the
processes in many cases ‘‘have now proceeded so far
that at the level of human consciousness we find it
bard te form any tolerable clear conception’’¢ of the
lower forms of experience But in spite of these
difficulties, it is believed that we can conceive indi-
vidual experience which involves the duality of
subject and object . the subject confronted with a
partially differentiated sensori-mgtor continuum  But
here we are on the other horn of the dilemma, and
the problem is how can we describe such an experi-
ence from the standpoint of the experiencing indivi-
dual? From the standpoint of the psychologist who
stands at the intellectual level, it 1s of course possible,
on the analogy of biological development, to conceive,
though with difficulty, what the psychological indivi-
dual might be But that does not explain what its
experience 1is for 1tself @~ The experient, for
example, cannot know the objective continuum as
such, because that would involve all those funda-
mental relations which, according to Ward, are much
later attainments .

The only plausible answer to the question we
have raised 1s perhaps to be found 1n the distinction,

15 Ihd , p. 108,
16 Itnd , p 79.
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which Ward insists on in different contexts, between
sense-knowledge and thought-knowledge Thus, for
instance, 1n opposition to Green’s dictum that a con-
sistent sensationalism must be speechless, Ward
urges that ‘‘though sense 1s speechless, 1t. 1s not
‘senseless 7’17 That is, if we understand Ward
aright, epistemologists have been led to deny the
non-intellectual type of knowledge on account of
their pre-occupation with man at the intellectual
level But though 1t 1s true that ‘“‘our human per-
ception, or wntuition’ of things as expressed in lang-
uage 1s, of course, for us the nearest, the highest
and the clearest,”” yet, 1t is not equally true that
knowledge begins only at the intellectual level In
this respect ‘‘formal logic and sensationalist psy-
chology have been but blind leaders of the blind
Language, which has enabled thought to advance
to the level at which reflexion about thought can
begin, 1s now an obstacle in the way of a thorough
analysis of 1t ’* But anoetic consciousness, whether
or no 1t actually exists, ‘‘1s a conceivable limit, and
has the theoretical usefulness of limiting conceptions
generally *'* Considered in this light, the experi-
ent at the sub-intellectual level has, 1t will he main-

T Mimd, XXVIII, p 259
18 Psychological Prineples, p 313
19 Ihd , p” 217,
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tained, sense-knowledge of the sensori-motor conti-
nuum. and though it cannot translate its knowledge in-
to the thought-form, yet that does not detract from the
concreteness and immediacy of its non-intellectual
Fnowledge Far from being ‘nothing,’ individual
experience is the primary, concrete experience, and
even when the intellectual level has been attained, it
is this concrete experience which provides the neces-
sary content, the fundamenta, for the relating
activity of the intellect. Taken by itself, this con-
tent does not give rational knowledge, and cannot
explain rational experience But ‘‘without this con-
tent the unmiversal and necessary factors” that enter
into rational experience ‘‘lapse 1nto empty form,
become as incapable of yielding experience as empty
dies of minting comn ’’*°

The answer outlined above, though not explicit-
ly formulated by Ward, 1s strongly suggested bv the
uncompromising rigour with which he pursues the
distinction between sense-knowledge and rational
knowledge We do not intend to repeat here the
contentions we elaborated elsewhere about the dis-
trnction 1n question, but assuming the essential vali-
dity of the distinction in our experience, we ask
whether on the basis of a distinction 1n self-conscious
experience, it 1s possible to describe the experience

* 20 Natuialtsme and Agnosticism, II, p 184,
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of an individual below the level of self-consciousness
—an individual that is ex Ahypothesi precluded from
any knowledge that implies the power to distinguish.
Such an individual, restricted to the enjoyment of
1ts immediate experience, would know nothing of
the distinctions that we make between subject and
object, cognition and conation, thought and feeling.
Tts experience for itself would be, to borrow Ward’s
phrase, a matter of being rather than of knowing.
And if such beings exist at all, in what sense can we
describe its experience as involving the duality of
subject and object which has been accepted as the
universal feature of experience? It is of course not
denied that an individual may feel without knowing
that it feels, there is the whole difference here between
consciousness and self-consciousness Similarly, it
is not denied that the subject-object relation may be
involved 1n an experience, though the experient
knows nothing of that relation, but, then, 1n describ-
mg such an experience, the psychologist is not des-
cribing 1t as 1t 1s for the experient, and thus com-
mitting the fallacy against which he 1s repeatedly
asked to guard himself

The essential correctness of our contentions is
implied in the explanation which Stout offers
of the psychologist’s fallacy Though the psycho-
logist is required “‘to give a coherent and truthful
account of the development of individual experience
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as it is for the experiencing individual,” yet, it is
admitted, ‘‘there is an essential difference between
this experience itself and what the psychologist
knows and seeks to know about it His standpoint
and outlook cannot be identical with those of the
individual be is studying. Otherwise, in order to
study a baby’s mind he must himself become a baby
and so cease to be a psychologist. No data, concep-
tions, distinctions, hypotheses are illegitimate in
psychology, if and so far as they help relevantly to
answer properly psychological questions.? Similar-
ly, Ward seems to suggest, in some places of his
psychological account of experience, that the psycho-
logist may give a truthful account of 1mmediate
experience even when he describes 1t only from his
own standpoint Thus, for instance, he admits a
plurality of properties in a sensation while denying
its complexity, on the ground that the psychologist
can reflectively make an analysis and find out a
plurality of constituents in an experience, though
such an analysis is not possible for the subject of
that experience To deny this, it 1s said, it to over-
look the difference between a psychological and a
peychical analysis 2> But it is not at all clear in

N The Monist, XXXVI, 1920, p 27,
22 Peychological Principles, p. 105
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what dense this psychological 'analysis is then an
analysis of experience as it 1s for the experiencing
individual Does 1t not clearly show that it is neces-
sary for the psychologist often to view the experience
he 1s investigating, not from the standpoint of the
experiencing 1ndividual, but from that of his own'?
Is 1t not then mere sophistry, however cleverly con-
cealed by terminological distinctions, to deny that
nsychology studies individual experience not neces-
sarily from within but ab extra? The fact 1s that our
knowledge of a thing or event cannot be adequate ex-
cept 1n terms of self-conscious experience, and when
therefore that event or thing 1s ex hypothesi of a
nature different from what can be realized 1 self-
consciousness, there can be no knowledge The con-
ditions of knowledge being absent, that thing re-
mains 1naccessible and inscrutable And the reason
is that the conditions of self-consciousness are really
the conditions of knowledge

We may then summarize this portion of our
contentions as follows The psychologist’s fallacy, as
explained by our eminent psychologists, far from being
a defect to be removed from psychological descrip-
tions, enters necessarily into all intelligible descrip
tion of facts In describing and explaining mental
events, in tracing the development of experience from
one stage to another, or 1n analysing a complex
psychosis 1nto its constituent elements, the psycho-
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logist can as little lay aside his intellectual mecha-
nism as a mason can put away his tool in building an
edifice And the demand that a psychologist should
guard himself against the psychologist’s fallacy and
describe individual experience from the standpoint
of the experiencing individual 1s as 1mpossible to meet
as the demand that he should describe the indescrib-
able or think of the unthinkable This of course
does not mean that a genetic study of mental facts is
foredoomed to failure On the contrary, the genetic
mgthod, we believe, has been of 1mmense value 1n
psychology as much as in other departments of
knowledge Its special fitness for the study of mind
lies 1n the simple fact that mind 1s essentially a
process, a growth But 1t 1s equally important to
remember that in following the mind through the
different stages of 1ts development, the psychologist
has to reconstruct its process, and 1s, therefore, in-
evitably bound down by the conditions of reconstruc-
tion No knowledge, specially no knowledge of the
past, 1s possible except through a constructive acti-
vity on the part of the knower That the past s not
immediately given, but has to be constructed out of
what is given, ought to be now a commonplace of
philosophy ~ And then 1t follows that the psycho-
logist in tracing the growth of mind must of neces-
sity construct or, say, reconstruct the past history of
the mental evolution 'And from this it follows
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further that what defies reconstruction cannot be
described in intelligible terms.

What prevents Ward from clearly realizing this
truth 1s perhaps his pre-occupation with biological
concepts Having rightly insisted on the duality, as
distinct from the dualism, of experience, he has no
difficulty 1n exposing the shortcomings of mechanical
and chemical categories in the description of mind
and mental evolution. But he still continues to re-
present the subject-object relation as something like
the relation between the organmism and its environ-
ment The subject with the capacity to feel and act,
and armed with the single power of attention, 1s
represented as confronting a sensori-motor conti-
nuum, almost in the same way in which an organism
is confronted with its environment It 1s true that
the essential distinction between these two types of
relation 1s sometimes recognized, and then 1t 1s said
that experience 1s hife as 1t is for the hiving indivi-
dual, and not like the ‘‘interaction of organism and
environment with which the so-called biologist is
exclusively concerned, and where both organism and
environment are objects for a distinct observer ’’23
And then 1t is rightly urged that in respect of the
subject-object relation, as the absolutely ultimate

28 Naturalism and Agnosticism, 11, p. 111
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relation within experience ‘‘we can either say that it
is mexplicable, or that it needs no explanation, or
we may entertain the notion of an absolute, in whonr
the unity of experience outlasts the duality >’
These alternative courses, however, are not followed
by Ward ‘They are, actording to him, preferable
courses 1n comparison with that which brings the
subject-object relation under the category of cause
and effect Experience, Ward seems to think,
vouchsafes only interaction, and not causal relation
hetween subject and object ‘‘Given a subject, or
centre of experience, and such an objective comple-
ment, then the most salient feature 1s their interac-
tion, the feelings that objective changes induce in
the subject, and the actions to which such feeling
Jeads 7’2" Now, interaction is essentially a biological
category, and it is difficult to see how, in spite of
1ts superiority to the category of cause and effect, it
can effectively disarm the force of the criticism which
Ward has brought to bear upon the -cause-effect
category as representing the subject-object relation.
If the subject-object relation 1s presupposed by and
therefore not explicable in terms of cause and effect, 1s
1t any the more explicable under the category of inter-

24 Ibed., p 117,
.28 1bud, p126.
F. 4
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action? Does not the latter category presuppose as
much the subject-object relation as the former?

The fact seems to be that Ward has not done
sufficient justice to his insight that the subject-object
relation 1s ultimate Being under the fascinating
influence of a new fruitful discovery, he was natural-
ly blind to 1ts limitations, and so fondly clung to the
biological category of interaction in explaining not
only what was imperfectly explained by the mecha-
mcal and the chemical categories. but 1n explaining
even that ultimate relation which 1s presupposed by
every specific relation within experience While
rghtly discovering the absurdity of identifying the
subject of experience with the organism ‘‘which 1s
but a special object among others,”’?¢ while realizing
that 1t would be ‘‘a mistake to seek to explain the 1m-q
dividuality of the psychological subject by reference
to the individuality of the organism,”’*" and lastly,
while detecting the fatal ambiguity of the term mind
or ego as meamng ‘‘the unity or continuity of con-
sciousness,”’ as well as, the subject to which this
unity 1s presented,?® Ward fails to work out all the
imphcations of his position, mainly on account of a
strong biological bias

2 Ibd , p 127
21 Poychological Principles, p 36
@ Ihid | p 39, also p. 423
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This brings us once more to the contrast, which
Ward is never tired of insisting on, between the
standpoint of psychology and that of epistemology,
and particularly the contrast of the psychological a
priority with the epistemological a priority It s
cne of his repeated warnings that we must not con-
fuse the concept of space-time with the experience of
space-time  ‘‘That the knowledge of space’’ he
urges ‘‘is @ priori 1n the epistemological sense it is
no concern of the psychologist either to assert or to
deny ’** Now, can we not equally say, reversing
Ward's remark, ‘‘that the knowledge of space-time
1s not psychologically a priori 1t is no concern of the
epistemologist either to assert or to deny?’ So far
as the psychological question 1s concerned Ward’s
account may be true or, again, 1t may be false as
shown by Stout, who is uncompromising in holding
that ‘‘this merely sensuous unity 1s not sufficient’’ for
explaining the growth of the knowledge of external
world 3 But we must recognize, he urges, that from
the outset there must be ‘‘some germinal apprehen-
sion of the unity of the world,” and that ‘‘such
categories as spatial umty, temporal unity, causal
unity belong even to rudimentary perceptual consci-
ousness as a condition of its further development.”

29 Ited , p 144
30 Manual of Psychology, 4th edition, p 413.
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Nor again are we to decide on the psychological
validity of Ward’s explanation of space-perception
in contrast with that of another eminent psychologist
of our time who holds that there can be no perception
of space without the constructive activity of mnd
““ 16 which the sense-stimulations and the qualities of
sensory expertence that immediately follow upon them
are the provocation ’** From these alternative
theories of space-perception, we may, however, see
clearly that it 1s futile to appeal to psychology even
of the most modern type 1n order to expose the defects
of Kant’s account of space as epistemologically a
priors

The question that 1s allamportant from the
standpoint of knowledge is whether space-time is
not involved 1n any account of the growth of indivi-
dual experience which passes through different levels
of development, and whether the conceived space-
time is not objectively real in contradistinction from
the ‘ concrete perceptual ’ space-time The objective
reality of time as a succession of events, for mnstance,
18 presupposed by every psychologist who ventures to
give a genetic account of experience, and then it 1s
not in terms of the time as perceived but in terms of
the time as conceived that the genetic account be-
comes intelligible. The concept may be, as Ward

31 McDougall, Outhine of Psychology, p. 245.



CONCEPTUAL KNOWLEDGE 53

would have us believe, at once abstract and ideal, but
it is in terms of the conceptual time alone and not
in terms of the Bergsonian duration, that the gradual
and successive development of experience can be
understood Are we then to reject the conceived
time as ‘‘the pendant of geometry?’ Can develop-
ment be understood except in terms of the ‘‘abstract
time of science in which we imagine the successive
states of the whole phenomenal world to be plotted
ont?’%2  In fact, however, Ward himself suggests
that the real time is what we conceivel 1t to be, and
says explicitly that whatever may be our intuition
of time, the time as we conceive it’ 1s time as 4¢ is

But f this be granted, then epistemology, far from
presupposing psychology, 1s really presupposed by
psychology,** and reflection, even if 1t be something
which comes to be at a particular stage of the deve-
lopment of individual experience, is the medium
through which alone an objective development is in-
telligible  In other words, conceptual knowledge is
not abstract in the derogatory sense of being some-
thing that gives us a partial view of reality or a
false view of real things And 1t follows also that

32 The Realn of Ends, p. 305

_ 38 Paychological  Principles, p. 203. {Ttahes in the
otiginal Cf. Stout  Objective time 1s thus an ideal con-
struction—Manual of Psychology, 4th edition, p 568,
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to talk of a correspondence between conceptual knowl-
edge and reality is to court misunderstanding, sug-
gesting as it does a different type of knowledge
through which reality exists for us, with which we
are to compare our conceptual constructions If, on
the other hand, it is found that even the staunchest
critic of conceptual knowledge has to construct in
spite of himself and thus assume 1mphcitly the vali-
dity of conceptual constructions, this by itself 1s a
transcendental type of proof showing the a prior:
validity of concepts as also the futility of instituting
a comparison between conceptual knowledge and
reality

The fact 1s that concepts, as Kant urged long
ago, are rules that unify knowledge and there can
be no knowledge without a concept ‘‘ however indefi-
nite or obscure 1t may be ” Amd the ultimate source
of the conceptual constructions 1s the subject that
knows, call 1t the pure ego or the transcendental
unity of apperception Now, there 1s no doubt that
Ward too admits 1n a sense that the experient sub-
ject 1s the source of the real categories of substance
and cause, and that ‘‘the world 1s intelligible only
when 1t 1s interpreted 1n terms of what the experient
subject at the trans-subjective and self-conscious
level knows 1tself to be ’** But then he 1nterprets

34 A Study of Kant, p 83
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these categories in the anthropomorphic sense and
thinks that all Kant meant by the transcendental
conditions of knowledge is this that the ‘‘permanence
and activity of the subject itself are analogically
projected,’’?> at the transcendental level of experience.
And if this be the upshot of Kant’s reply to Hume,
then we must agree with the critics of Kant in the
remark that Kant’s vast transcendental machinery is
a signal failure ® For, Hume would have surely
retorted that ‘‘to convince us how fallacious this
reasaning 1s, we need only consider, that the will
being here considered as a cause has no more a dis-
coverable connection with 1ts effects than any material
cause has with its proper effect ’3* We venture to
think, however, that Kant’s transcendental condi-
tions of experience are not the anthropomorphic
projections at the transcendental level of experi-
ence On the contrary, they are the presuppositions
of even the anthropomorphic projections That 1s,
Kant’s reply to Ward would be essentially the same
as his reply to Hume All descriptions of the origin
of the categories, he would say in effect, can be in-
telligible only 1n terms of the categories themselves,
and consequently must be vitiated by “‘a sort of

B Ihd | p 134,
36 J H Stuhng’s article in Mwmnd, 1885,

47 Treatise, I, 111 v



56 THE NATURE OF SELF

qeneratio aequivoca,” and this irrespective of the
rodes in which they are supposed to have originated.
Whether the categories are described as having ori-
ginated from the habits of imagination or from the
anthropomorphic projection, the psychologist assumes
the umversal validity of the causal principle in the
logical sense, 1n so far as he is thinking of the origin
of the categories as a real fact of the world

There are certain other aspects of Ward's
philosophy 1n respect of which also he may truly be
regarded as the mouth-piece of the spirit of the age,
but we are not concerned with them in the present
context We may, however, conclude with a warn-
ing against a possible misinterpretation of our criti-
cism of Psvchologv  Nothing we have so far said is
meant to decide on the merits of the competing
theories about the psychology of knowledge as it 1s
conceived now  Whether all knowing begins with
sensory experience or with experience referred to
something beyond 1tself, 1t is for the psychologist to
discover  Similarly, 1t 1s none of our purposes‘either
to defend or to attack the widely respected opinion
that, as a matter of history, the self-conscious level
has been attained at a particular stage of the psychao-
logical individual’s development

All we have attempted to show is that a psycho-
logy of knowledge must necessarily presuppose the
validity of those ultimate principles which lie at the
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basis of thought and existence. That 1s, even if 1t
be granted that self-consciousness together with the
formative principles of knowledge come to exist at a
particular stage in the development of individual
experience, we cannot consider this fact as a ground
for rejecting the findings of the self-eonscious indivi-
dual who necessarily interprets facts in accordance
with the logical categories The psychologist him-
self, for instance, is at the self-conscious level, and
his description of ‘‘the successive stages in the ad-
vance from the one level of experience or knowledge
to the other’” must be in terms of the categories in the
logical sense, and he will surely repudiate the sugges-
tion that the description 1s purely anthropomorphio
and, as such, may or may not correspond to real
facts If then it is admitted that the individual
experiences which he describes are real facts in the
world, and 1f 1t be further admitted that he cannot
accept the Lockian opposition of what 1s real to what
we ‘“‘make for ourselves,”” then the logical categories
must be 1n the individual experiences though the in-
dividual may not be fully conscious of them. Ward
admits that the human standpoint 1s the highest and
the nearest to us, but the question 1s not in fact one
of temporal relation between one stage of development
and another The problem rather is whether any
description can be made intelligible except in terms
of "the categories, and whether every _description
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should not assume the objective validity of the
categories Further, if we agree with Ward that
the subject of experience, though last in the order of
knowledge 1s yet first in the order of existence,
should we not extend this insight to the case of the
categories as well?

A psychology that denies these plain considera-
tions must be inevitably landed 1n the 1nextricable
difficulties of naturalism and agnosticism The
spectre of the Thing-in-itself being the inevitable con-
sequence of the attempts to limit thought within a
part of reahty, 1t 1s bound to visit us as often as we
raise a wall between thought and reality, irrespective
of the point at which it 1s erected We may either
limit thought within the field of appearance, or
within the four walls of trans-subjective experience,
the logic of the situation remains the same Amnd
while the logic remains unchallenged, it 1s 1mmater-
1al whether we are engaged in tracing the evolution
of mind from matter or that of thought from sense
If the absolute homogeneity of Herbert Spencer be,
as Ward rightly remarks, equal to nothing, then his
own proposal to begin with a mere sensori-motor
continuum cannot meet with a better prospect We
need not here prejudge the 1ssue that divides the
temporalist from the eternalist, and consider how far
the recognition of the failure of psychology to trace
the genesis of the logical categories should commit



THE SUBJECT IS NOT A TERM 59

one to Green’s theory of an Eternal Intelligence,
and whether Green’s is the only alternative to
naturalism and agnosticism But we belieye he was
essentially right in his incisive remarks on the pre-
tensions of psychology to offer a satisfactory theory
of knowledge

The difficulties which we have so far tried to
detect in Ward’s psychological attitude to the prob-
lem of knowledge are crystallized in his theory of
self The subject-object relation which, according
to him, characterizes experience at every stage gives
birth necessarily to an agnostic doctrine of -self,
because he never gives up his initial assumption that
experience is a relation between two determinate
entities one of which is the subject Such an assump-
tion must spell disaster to every theory of self, and
the puzzles and paradoxes which 1t 1nvolves are
nowhere more explicitly brought out than in Ward’s
treatment of self-consciousness

His solution of the problem of self-consciousness,
to put it briefly, corsists in pointing out that if we
begin with self ‘‘represented by concentric objective
zones, sensory, ideational, personal, spivitual’’ we at
last end with a focus imaginarivs, which, though
“‘suggested by the structure of experience, is not only
devoid of all “ content * 1n fact, but 1s necessarily so
devoid from 1ts very nature as a limiting concept—
hke 1ts analogue the point, that which bhas position
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but neither parts nor magnitude This concept of the
Pure Ego, or I, in other words, 1s the limit to which
the empirical Ego points >’*. What then, asks Ward,
“‘can be the meaning of talking of a ‘pure subject’
to whom it is all presented ?”

Ward himself admits that his own answer to
this question, though psychologically simple, may
fail far “‘of being speculatively adequate ’ And it
has been urged by Prof. G F Stout that ‘“‘as an
account of the development of the self and of self-
consciousness, Ward's work 1s here admirable and
ought to be carefully studied by every psychologist
But considered as an attempt to meet his own theore-
tical problem of how the pure ego, as such, can be
known at all, 1t seems to me to be a brilliant failure >’3°
For, how can the pure ego ‘‘be known at all, seeing
that 1n becoming known, it must become an object
and so cease to be pure subject?” Even an indirect
knowledge of the pure ego 1s 1mpossible, because ‘‘the
pure ego 1s supposed to be initially invisible,”” and 1t
follows logicallv that we can know, either directly or
indirectly, ‘‘only 1ts presentational doubles” which
are not the pure ego but only ‘‘presentational wrap-
pings which mask and disgmse it ‘‘Into the
empty form of consciousness,”’ says Ward, ‘‘our

3% Peychological Principles, p 377
4 The Monist, Vol XXXT1, 1926, p 47
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being fits.”’* But how can it be known to fit, if all
that is known 1s the empty form, the positive con-
tent not being known but merely experienced *'*

We need not examine the alternative method,
suggested by Stout, of ‘‘giving up’’ the conception of
the pure ego altogether, and substituting in 1ts place
the unity of a complex whole, partly because we have
already sufficiently exposed the fallacy of confusing
the subject with the mind, and we believe that no-
thing less than this confusion is involved in identify-
ing the unity of the self, considered as the ultimate
presupposition of experience, with ‘‘the unity of the
total complex of its experiences "’ But apart from
the question of the tenability of his positive doctrine,
his statement of the problem of self-consciousness, we
think, is as clear as it can possibly be. And if our
previous contentions be correct, then the pure ego,
notwithstanding the difficulties which it leads to, is
the inexpugnable postulate of all knowledge and
experience

Despite the difficulties, however, Ward’s account
of the pure ego has a unique importance Because,
1t seems that of all the contemporary thinkers who

40 Pripnciples of Peychology, p 381.

1 Loc, cit , p 50.

42 Prof Stout, Some Fundamental Pounts wn the Theory
vf* Knowledge, p 6.
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have approached the study of mind exclusively from
the standpoint of psychology, he has the merit of
keeping his eyes wide open to the perplexities which
beset the psychological approach and of offering solu-
tions 1n so far as such solutions are possible at all

within the limitations of a special science As a
peychologist he has, for instance, to present a scienti-
fic account of the nature and growth of individual

experience, and this commits him to treat the subject
of experience as one object or thing among other
things, much as a physicist or a biologist treats the
materials of his investigation connecting them 1n
multifarious direcfions in space and time And as
2 biologist, 1n interpreting his data, has to take the
help of a different order of categories from that
which the physicist employs, owing to the special
nature of his subject-matter, so Ward too, as a psy-
chologist, has to bring into his gervice a number of
notions peculiar to his subject-matter and expose the
msufficiency of mere physical and chemical analogies
in interpreting the growth of individual experience

Nevertheless, he is not blind to the difficulties of such

a procedure which he seeks to surmount by forcing
Kant to tell a psychological tale. Thus, while re-
pudiating all attempts to bring the subject-object
relation under any other subordinate relation, he
continues to view it as analogous to the relation be-
tween an organism and its environment, and inter-
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action is explicitly stated to be the most salient
feature of the subject-object relation We need not
repeat here what has already been said in this re-
spect Ward, as we have contended, has failed to
do justice to his speculative insight owing to a strong
biological predilection When, however, he comes to
deal directly with the nature of the pure ego and
toe possibility of self-consciousness, he makes a des-
perate attempt to rise above his prepossessions
The subject, then, 1s no more described as a thing
distinguished from other things by the capacity to
feel, act and attend 1n relation to a sensori-motor
continuum On the contrary, 1t reduces itself to a
limiting concept to which the empirical ego points,
an empty form, a focus imaginarius

Thus Ward's exposition of self-consciousness
suffers from a vacillating attitude which seems to
arise from his attempt to reconcile the best teachings
of epistemology with the findings of psychology
But the epistemological and the psychological atti-
tudes are as distant from each other as the north pole
from the south pole, and the result 1s that his an-
alysis has failed to satisfy the psychologist as much as
the epistemologist Bradley, for example, has made
some very serious observations on Ward’s position
which go to the root of the matter The puzzles of
conscrousness and self-consciousness, we are told, are
dug to ‘‘the internal difficulties of the relation and its
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terms and then again in the fact of the relation it-
self ’#3 The difficulties, according to Bradley, arise
in the following way ‘‘We have an object, a some-
thing given, and 1t 18 given to the subject Is the
subject given? No, for, 1f so, 1t would itself be an
ohject 'We seem, then. to have one term, and a rela-
tion without a second term But can there be a
relation with one term? No, this appears to be self-
contradictory, and, if we assert it, we must justify
and defend our paradox But, again, can a term be
known only as a term of a relation or relations, while
it is not, 1n any respect, known otherwise? No,
once more, this 1s impossible, and 1n the end un-
meaning. Terms are never constituted entirely by a
relation or relations But, once more, can we
have a relation, one term of which 1s contained in the
experienced and the other not? No, for a term,
which is not 1n some sense experienced, seems nothing
at all '+

It is probably under the force of these searching
criticisms that Ward had to distinguish between ex-
perience and knowledge The pure ego, he says,
though first 1n the order of existence is, yet, last in the
order of knowledge But this knowleédge 1s not, ag he
1= careful to explain, knowledge 1n the sense in which

43 Esvays on Truth and Reality, p. 195,
14 Ibad | p. 192.
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it implies an object Experience 1s wider than
kaowledge in the strict sense, and the pure ego,
though within experience, cannot be known as an
object. But the difficulty, we believe, cannot be met
in this way and Ward seems to win an easy victory
over his critic, by pushing back the problem For,
the question remains how, 1f experience always 1n-
volves a subject-object relation, it 1s possible to ex-
perience the subject without turning 1t into an
object  There can be no experience without a subject
—this is the  corner-stone of Ward’s analysis of
experience, and 1t follows from this that the subject
to be experienced must have another subject, and so
on ad infinitum

The fact 1s that these difficulties are insur-
mountable as long as the subject-object relation 1s
regarded as a relation between two things, and Ward,
m spite of his insistence on the unique nature of this
ultimate relation, has the tendency, sometimes too
clear to be i1gnored, to represent it as analogous to
any other relation within knowledge And so far
as he does ~o0, the remarks of such competent critics
as Stout and BEradley will remain unchallengeable
On the other hand, when his attitude advances from
the psychological to the epistemological plane—and
this, be 1t remembered, he can only do by forgetting
the results of his previous analysis—his position 1s
undssailable The pure subject, he then urges, is

F 5
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not to be confused with the concentric objective zones,
such as the sensory, the ideational, the personal or
the spiritual ego. The latter, as Prof Stout aptly
describes them, are but presentational wrappings
which mask and disguise the pure ego. As every
presentation implies a subject to which 1t 1s present-
«d, all attempts to grasp the subject as a presenta-
tion will necessarily end in giving us, not the pure
ego, but only 1ts presentational misnomer, and it
matters little in the long run whether the presenta-
tion be the so-called bodily self, the 1deational self,
or the spiritual self



CHAPTER III
THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL THEORY

The psychological theories of self which all agree
in concerving it to be one thing among other things
and 1 refusing to distinguish between the subject of
knowledge and what 1s generally called ‘mind’ were
found, on éxamination, to have obscured the knowl-
edge situation owing to their failure to recognise
clearly and consistently that knowledge 1s the medium
through which all that 1s real must reveal itself, and
that knowledge, 1n the strict sense, implies 1nterpre-
tation according to certain ultimate principles which
on that very account are principles of existence as
well The most fundamental of these principles,
we have maintained, 1s a synthesising or interpreting
subject which being the source of all the fundamental
¢oncepts 1mbedded 1n the objects of knowledge cannot
itself be an object The psychological theories, in
1ignoring this important truth, have been under the
influence of a sort of error which may be called, after
Kant, a transcendental 1illusion This 1llusion we
have seen to have 1ts origin in the difficulty of over-
coming our inveterate habit of conceiving the subject-
object relation on the analogy of inter-objective rela-

tions, and thus forgetting that every relation between
67
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one object and another must necessarly imply their
relation to a subject, and hence the latter relation is
not on the same footing as the former Under the
influence of this habit the subject has inevitably come
to be conceived as a thing and knowledge as an at-
tribute

As we now pass on to the consideration of the
epistemological theories, we may begin by concentrat-
ing on the fundamental agreement between their con-
tentions and those which we have so far tried to
justify It is well known that the post-Kantian ideal-
1sts, whatever be their differences from Kant 1n other
respects, are at one with him in recognising the im-
portant distinction between the self as an ultimate
unity presupposed in all knowledge and the self as
one of the objects of knowledge In other words, the
psychological approach to the problem of self and
other allied problems of knowledge have been always
condemned as unsatisfactory by those who are general-
ly known as the neo-Kantians or the neo-Hegelians
owing to the varying degrees of similarity between
their contentions and those of Kant and Hegel The
most significant of the contentions which bind them
to Kant and Hegel, however, 1s, at least in so far as
our present purpose is concerned, that the subject is
not a substance and that knowledge 1s not a quality
And 1if our previous contentions be correct, then the
epistemological theories represent so far a distinct
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advance upon the psychological theories of self, and
the theories of knowledge which have not lost sight
of this basic truth must consequently be much more
adequate than any theory which consciously or uncon-
sciously identifies the subject with substance If,
however, this similarity 1s significant, equally
significant 1s the disparity which exists between Kant
and the post-Kantian idealists, and which has led to
a partial modification of the Kantian account of self
and to a more or less emphatic rejection of the puzzies
of self-consciousness as formulated by Kant <~

We have already ventured the suggestion that
there 1s perhaps no ria media between the theory of
ego, as lying beyond relational experience and con-
sequently defying all definite knowledge, and the
theory which, either overtly or covertly, considers
the ego on the analogy of a thing and thus commits the
transcendental 1llusion In other words, the recogni-
tion of a noumenal supra-relational ego 1s forced upon
us 1n proportion to the success with which we are
able to remove the transcendental 1llusion from our
account of the knowledge situation, and hence there
can be no third alternative theory in addition to that
which accepts the noumenal ego and that which re-
gards the ego 1n knowledge as a particular substance
Tt now remains to see how far the post-Kantian
idealists have succeeded in steering clear of thee
alternatives, and, in fact, the epistemological theories
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do claim to offer a third alternative For, if they
seek to avoid, on the one hand, the mistake of 1dentify-
ing the subject of knowledge with a particular mind
or the empirical ego, they are equally anxious to repu-
diate the grounds which landed Kant in an inextri-
cable quandary regarding the possibility of self-
consclousness It is true that a reality beyond the
spatio-temporal world forms almost the bed-rock of
the 1dealistic speculations after Kant and. Hegel, and
this reality 1s reached generally through an analysis
of the function of the ego in knowledge But, 1t 1s
denied with more or less definiteness of emphasis that
this ego is such as to preclude the possibility of definite
knowledge The ego, it is held, far from being
unknowable, 1s the knowable par excellence, though it
is not one object among others This position, how-
ever, as we shall see presently, has been held by
different thinkers with unequal emphasis on the two
points both of which are equally important for its
successful exposition As a result, some have laid a
greater stress on the difference between the ego and
the world of things, and have proportionately sacrific-
ed the force of the second point, namely, that the ego
is knowable Those, on the other hand, who have
accentuated the knowability of the ego have come
perilously near conceiving it on the analogy of things
that are constituents of the world of knowledge. This
uncomfortable tendency to invest one of the two vital
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points with logical cogency by proportionately weaken-
ing the strength of the other is clearly noticeable in
the development of post-Kantian idealism, and for
a detailed justification of this contention we must now
turn to two of the chief representatives of this valu-
able school of thought

The logical see-saw which has been described
above as arising from the attempt to hold together the
theory of a knowable ego with the distinction of the
self as subject from the self as a substance may be
traced back to Green with whom practically begins
that masterly treatment of knowledge which has been
the source of inspiration for a number of subsequent
thinkers of the 1dealistic school. It will be needless
to enter with any detail into his theory of knowledge to
which we had had already a number of occasions
to refer in confirmation of our own contentions- In
insisting on the impossibility of subsuming the sub-
ject of knowledge under those formal conceptions of
which it 1s the source, in repudiating the notion of
knowledge as a quality of a particular substance, in
showing the self-refutation of every attempt to re-
present knowledge in terms of something other than
itself,—he has laid the foundation of an epistemologi-
cal analysis which may truly be called the prolegomena
to every system of sound metaphysics It is, how-
ever, when he comes to deal specifically with the
ngture of the self or the principle of union that 1s
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presupposed 1n all_knowledge that his guidance be-
comes unsteady, though, even here, 1t does not
altogether fail us

It has become a commonplace with Green’s stu-
dents that the knowledge as well as the existence of
Nature, according to his analysis, presupposes a unity
of consciousness which is the source of those con-
ceptions through which the world of facts exists.
This consciousness or principle of unity 1s the ultimate
condition which explains the possibility of that
mutual relations or determination without which
knowledge of objects would be unrealised and unreal-
1sable  For that very reason, however, the ultimate
prinaple of unity cannot be one of the related facts
If 1t 1s agreed that knowledge ‘‘consists in the estab-
lishment of relations between data of sensibility,”
then, he tells us, it can be ascertained by reflective
anaiysis that ‘‘the existence of a knowable nature
mplies that of a principle of union which 1s not
1itself part of the knowable nature, not one or any
number of the relations which constitute 1t, an un-
conditioned, 1n relation to which alone the mutual
conditioning of phenomena 1s possible. a conscious-
ness of laws of nature, or rather a principle of con-
sclousness which, 1n relation to sensibility, yields
laws of nature, which 1s not 1tself subject to those
laws of nature 't Similarly, 1t 1s urged in another

1 Works, II, p 90
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context that ‘‘the really prolific element”’ an Kant’s
theory of knowledge is the view of the noumenon
“which he calls the ego, as the source of the cate-
gories’” and which on that account cannot be brought
under categories © Locke’s contradictions, Green
points out elsewhere, are due to his ‘‘avowed enter-
prise of knowing that which renders knowledge
possible as he might know any other object *’* What
Locke fails to see 1n this connection is that every
“interrogator of the individual consciousness- seeks
to know that consciousness, and just for that reason
must find 1n 1t at every stage those formal concep-
tions, such as substance and cause, without which
there can be no object of knowledge at all He
cannot state anything that he knows save in terms
which 1mply that substance and relation are in the
things known If nature 1s the object, he must
find them 1n nature, i1f his own self-consciousness, he
must find them in that consciousness * Hence the
principle of umty which is the source of the concep-
tions of substance and cause and which 1s 1mplied in
the interrogator’s attempt to know ‘‘the individual
consciousness’’ cannot he 1tself one of the conditioned
things of the knowable nature

2 lnd , 111, p 127
S Works, £, p 109
RN p
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Green’s conclusions about this ultimate principle
of unity are stated in a far clearer language in a
well-known section of the Prolegomena ‘‘That there
i1s such a consciousness,”’ he tells us, ‘‘1s impled in
the existence of the world, but whkat 1t is we only know
through its so far acting in us as to enable us, however
partially and interruptedly, to have knowledge of a
world or an intelligent experience ’> Green 1s here
evidently thinking of his Spiritual Principle, but as
he holds with a number of eminent 1dealists that ours
is ‘“‘a limited mode” of ‘‘the world-consciousness,’’
his remarks hold good equally of what 1s generally
called the human consciousness in that aspect of 1t in
which 1t is the principle of unity presupposed in all
knowledge As he himself points out, the self-
distinguishing consciousness which 1s the condition of
nature ‘‘is one which, on however limited a scale, we
ourselves exercise in the acquisition of experience, and
exercise only by means of such a consciousness
This, according to Green, 1s all that we are entitled
to say positively about that something which 1s the
ultimate condition of nature ‘“We are further
entitled to say of it, negatively,”’ he remarks signifi-
cantly, ‘‘that the relations by which, through its ac-
tion, phenomena are determined are not relations of

5 Prolegomena, p 58
6 Ibud , p 59
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it—not relations by which it is itself determined.
They arise out of its presence to phenomena, or the
presence of phenomena to it, but the very condition of
their thus arising is that the unifying consciousness
which constitutes them should not itself be one of the
nbjects so related

Such passages can be infinitely multiplied from
Green’s works to show that he was fully alive to the
logical consequence of his analysis of knowledge. The
subject-object relation, 1f properly grasped, must in-
evitably lead to the conception of a noumenal ego which
itself is but a limiting concept without a positive
content This Ego, in the words of James Ward, is
““the limit to which the empirical Ego points’’;? but
in itself is a mere ‘‘focus imaginarius,”’ that cannot be
known 1n the same way as we know an object. Indeed,
the possibility of knowing the Ego is precluded by
Green’s entire analysis of knowledge, and this has
been repeatedly pointed out by his critics The Ego,
here, reduces itself to ‘‘the bare geometrical point,”’
as Balfour puts it,® or ‘‘the ideal focus,”” as A S.
Pringle-Pattison aptly describes it ® The critics,
however, have generally considered this to be the

7 Psychological Princaples, p. 377
8 Mind, Vol IX, p 89,

9 The wdea of God, p. 199, Cf also Hegelwanism and
Peérsonahty, p 28
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weakest point 1n Green’s position, and from this they
have, rather hastily, inferred the fallacious character
of ‘“‘any argument from the conditions of knowledge
to the theorem of an All-Thinker and of the universe
as the system of his thought ’ ‘“What difference
Jces 1t make,”” asks A S Pringle-Pattison, ‘‘whether
we regard nature as existing per se, or msist that all
her processes are registered 1n a mind, 1f that mind
is nothing but such a register or impartial reflection
of the facts ’'* The answer, we believe, 1s not far
to seek, provided we remember Green’s premises A
philosophical conclusion 1s different from a mere
unmediated belief Beliefs may be gererated 1n a
number of ways. they may be, in the words of Francis
Bacon. idola tribus, fori, specus, theatri, and so, as
1t has been more recently contended, ‘“‘pure 1nsight
and logic, whatever they might do ideally. are not the
nnly things that really do produce our creeds "' Yet,
no belief which 1s not rationally justifiable 1s entitled
to the name of a philosophical creed To ignore this
dwistinction between an unmediated and a mediated
belief 1s to_fall into that suicidal scepticism which
_wag first propounded by the great sophists and has
béen revived 1n our time by the pragmatists who would
expect us to accept the pragmatic theory as providing

W hd , p 200
1'W James, The Will to Believe, p, 11
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the only absolute standard of truth. On the other
hand, when the absurdity of the pragmatist theory of
truth claiming an absolute validity is realised, 1t will
be clear that a philosophical creed must ultimately
produce its logical credentials

In fact, however, these contentions are not denied
by A S Pringle-Pattison who agrees that the ultimate
principles of knowledge, such as ‘‘the principle of
intellectual coherence,’’ ‘“we must and do accept as
ahsolute ” for, it 1s ‘‘a necessity of reason involved in
the possibility of knowing anything—involved there-
fore 1 all practical living as well as in the immovable
belief 1n law and order which inspires all scientific
investigation *** But 1f so much is granted, then,
we cannot condemn ‘‘the direct argument from the
conditions of knowledge’’ as yielding only nugatory
conclusions  For, the principle of intellectual cohe-
rence 1s as much the result of the ‘‘direct argument”
as the ego which 1s the principle of unity presupposed
in “‘the possibility of knowing anything’® Now,
whether this ego should be called an empty form or
net depends upon the extent to which we have suc-
ceeded in avoiding the confusion of the principle of
unitv involved 1n all knowledge with one of the know-
able objects, or, what is the same thing n a different
language, the confusion of the subject-object relation

* 12 Joc ctt, p, 239
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with an inter-objective relation. We need not repeat
the arguments which Green brings forward against
such confusions To those who are of his way of
thinking, he says, ‘‘all knowing and all that is known,
all intelligence and intelligible reality, indifferently
consist in a relation between subject and object '’!2
Hence, the subject cannot be known in the same way
as the object, though 1t 1s the inexpugnable basis of
all knowledge, and all intelligible reality = This, far
from being a defect in his theory of knowledge, 1s,
when properly understood, an indication of the
thoroughness with which he pursued his analysis to
1ts legitimate conclusion

Though, however, we reach this agnostic con-
clusion about the nature of the ego under Green’s
gwidance, yet, as we have remarked above, he does not
always keep steadfastly to this result of .his own
arguments, and then, probably under the influence of
the Hegelian atmosphere which came to establish 1t<elf
at Oxford at that time, he did not hesitate to charac-
terise what ought to be a mere empty form according
to his own analysis as a spiritual self-conscious being
of which all that 1s real 1s the activity or expression
““The subject in virtue of the act, the object 1n virtue
of the manifestation, are alike and in strict cor-
relativity so far determined '’ Now, such language

13 Works, I, p 386
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may be interpreted in two different senses, and the
wrong sense has a better chance of acceptance because
it is in accord with our habitual ways of thinking. It
may mean, that is, that the subject is real in the same
sense as any knowable object may ever be, and that it
is known as such a reality This, however, would
be in direct contradiction to his repeated assertions
that the subject cannot be known in the same way as
the object, that i1t cannot be brought under the con-
ceptions of cause, substance and other categories
through which the objects exist, that all intelligible
reality indifferently consists in a relation between
subject and object If we follow his arguments here,
then, even the spiritual reality, in so far as it is an
mntelligible reality, must presuppose the subject-object
relation, and so must fall on the side of the object.
And the correlativity which 1s said to exist between
the subject and the object must be also carefully dis-
tinguished from the correlativity that may exist be-
tween one object and another. Yet, Green’s language
has the tendency to suggest that the spiritual principle
and 1ts correlativity are not essentially different from
the things and the relations which constitute the
objective world Thus, while insisting in different
contexts that the ultimate principle of union 1s “‘an
unconditioned,” and, as such, different from ‘‘any
number of the relations which constitute’’ the know-
able nature, he urges at the same time that the cor-



80 THE NATURE OF SELF

relativity of subject and object 1s such that “‘every
determination of the one implies a corresponding
determination of the other ”” That 1s, while there
are passages in which the ultimate principle is rightly
taken to be unconditioned; and indeterminable, there
are others where it is thought to be determinable and
so far conditioned

The fact seems to be that this oscillation on the part
of Green arose out of his attempt to give a positive
content to what his own impartial analysis of know-
ledge tended to show to be a mere empty form ‘‘The
principle of union’’ or “‘the principle of conscious-
ness,”’ the existence of which is discovered through
“reflective analysis’’ has none of those determinations
which make the objects knowable. and so to charac-
terise that principle further as spiritual, or as being
in necessary relation to the world of objects, 1s to state
more than the reflective analysis warrants The law
of contradiction, for instance, is ascertained through
a reflective analysis of the actual process of thinking,
and in so far as it is implied in every assertion it may
rightly be called an eternal principle of thinking.
But this does not help us to determine the nature of
that which is the presupposition of the reflective
analysis itself As Green has put it himself, the
formal conceptions are found 1n every object of know-
ledge—‘‘If nature 1s the object, he must find them n
nature, 1f his own self-consciousness, he must find
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them in that consciousness.”’ And consequently, these
formal conceptions through which nature as well as
self-consciousness exists cannot be apphied to the
subject for which they exist as objects Green’s
critics, therefore, we believe, are essentially right
when they protest against the metaphysical transfor-
mation of Kant’s transcendental ego into an Absolute
Spirit It was reserved for Kant’s successors, W
James tells uvs, to convert Kant’s notion of Bewees-
stsein uberhaupt, or ahstract consciousness, 1nto one
infinite concrete self-consciousness which 1s the soul of
the world and 1n which our sundry personal self-con-
sciousnesses have their being '*  But, in the words of
Prof A Seth, ‘1t must be 1n the highest degree
improper to convert consctousness in general without
more ado 1mnto a universal conscilousness We can
have absolutely no right to transform the logical
1dentity of type into a numerical 1dentity of
exystence 'V

When, however, we follow the general trend
of his thought without emphasising the conflicting
modes 1 which 1t is expressed, Green appears, on
the whole, to value the distinction between the self
as a subject and the self as a substance together
with 1ts logical corollary that the self cannot

14 Vareties of Religrous Experience, p 449
15 Hegelianivm and Personality, p 32.
F 6
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be known, more than the theory of a knowable
Absolute or ‘an Eternal Spiritnal Principle,
though he is generally known as one of the
absolutists whose chief task is to expound and
justify the reality of a Universal Consciousness
'‘And 1t 1s true that the bulk of his philosophical dis-
courses 15 occupied with the theory of an Eternal
Spiritual Principle which is the basis of his ethical
and political conclusions, yet, this Spiritual Prin-
ciple, according to his own express view, is not
knowable except in the negative sense that it is not
one of the objects that constitute nature That this
negative aspect of the doctrine 1s more predominant
in Green’s philosophy than what he says positively 1s
also apparent from the criticism which 1t has evoked
even from E Caird regarding whose relation to
Green 1t has been remarked - ‘‘Seldom have there
been 1n the history of philosophy two men who so
eutirely entered into each other’s mind and so
entirely understood each other."’** We pass on, then,
to the masterly analysis of self-consciousness by E
Caird who is by common consent looked upon as the
most reliable exponent of English neo-Hegelianism.

E Caird’s views on self and self-consciousness
have a unique importance for the obvious reason

1 Prot Muirhead, Isfe and Philosophy of Edward
Cawd, p 131,
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that he is not only one of the most accredited expo-
nents of post-Kantian idealism, and consequently of
the epistemological theory of self, but his strenuous
effort to present the Kantian philosophy in a sys-
tematic form brought him into a more intimate touch
with the different aspects and tefidencies of Kant's
thought than could be expected of any critic who
would concentrate more or less on a limited portion
of the Critical Philosophy Caird’s views represent
the logical see-saw from the other side That 1is,
while Green’s analysis of knowledge brought into
prominence the agnostic side of the epistemological
theory of self by its frequent insistence on the differ-
ence between subject and mind, Caird is compelled
hy the logic of the situation to throw this distinction
into the background on account of his strong repug-
nance to any philosophical tenet that smacks of
agnostictsm He would fain accept the distinction
between the self as a noumenal condition of experi-
ence and the self as an empirical ego existing and
developing in time, provided, and so long as, the
noumenal ego is not raised above all the conditions of
knowledge and experience as we discover them by an
actual analysis Thus, when pious feeling exaggerates
“the division between divine and human, and even
fears to admit the possibility of the intelligence of
man apprehending in any sense the nature of God,”’
Caird would remind us that in that case ‘‘religion
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would be an impossibility.”*” It 1is no wonder,
therefore, that he will assume an uncompromisable
attitude to a theory of self which tends to suggest
the 1mpossibility of knowing 1t from the human stand-
point Hence his sustained polemic against Kant’s
statement of the puzzles of self-consciousness And
as his own views can be best apprectated through his
criticism of Kant, we should begin with what he says
against the alternative theory rather than his own
positive opinions

Caird’s criticism of Kant’s 1dea of self-conscious-
ness 1s succinctly stated in a well-known passage of
his small book on Hegel Admitting the essential
correctness of Kant’s contention that the unity of
the ego 1s presupposed in all knowledge, he com-
plains that Kant's account of it 1s curious, for,
“when we look at the matter more closely, it would
seem that Kant 1s here himself guilty of a curious
paralogism, in attacking what 1s our very highest
tvpe of knowledge, and rejecting it because 1t does
not conform to his own preconceived 1deas '®
Though Kant's own analysis proves that ‘‘every ob-
ject of knowledge, as such, involves a relation to a sub-
ject, in other words, that 1t 1s not a simple 1dentity, but
mvolves difference, and unity mn difference,” yet, his

1" Hegel, p 140
18 Hegel, p 147
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““mind was secretly possessed with the preconception
that the one thing entirely intelligible 1s a pure abstract
identity which has no division or difference in 1t ”
But when we get rid of this preconception it would
appear that self-consciousness is no simple unity or
identity, ‘“for if so, 1t must be purely an object or
purely a subject, but really it is both 1n one, all other
things are for it, but it 1s for itself ©° Regarded in
this light self-consciousness 1s our highest type of
knowledge, or knowable par excellence, ‘‘inasmuch
as 1n 1t the object, which 1s distinguished from the
subject, 1s, at the same time, most perfectly coales-
cent with it °° That is, as knowledge 1s the relation
of an object to a Conscious subject, ‘‘it 1s the more
complete, the more intimate the relation, and it
becomes perfect when the duality becomes transpar-
ent, when subject and object are 1dentified, and
the duality 1s seen to be simply the necessary expres-
sion of the umity,—in short, when consciousness
passes 1mto self-consciousness ”  ‘‘Self-consciousness
15 the standing emigma for those who would separate
1dentity and difference "* When, on the contrary,
1t 15 seen that ‘‘the self exists as one self only as 1t
opposes 1tself as object, to itself as subject, and im-
mediately demes and transcends that opposition,”

1 Jlnd., p 149
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when, that 1s, 1t 1s seen to be ‘‘a concrete umty, which
has in itself a resolved contradiction,” there will be
no difficulty in understanding that ‘‘its own existence
is implicitly the solution of all the division and con-
flict of things *’

This, briefly stated, is Caird’s theory of self-
consciousness which he develops by a criticism of Kant
from the standpoint of Hegel, and which, according to
him, 1s the only theory that can successfully overcome
the perplexities relating to the possibility of knowing
the source of all knowledge The self, according to
this view, 1s described as a ‘‘dual umty,’” a ‘‘restored
unity,” an ‘‘orgamic umty,”’ or again as a
“pure transparent identity-in-difference ’° The truth
that all these descriptions are meant to bring out is
that self-consciousness 1s a mediated consclousness,
it 1s a consclousness which presupposes the conscious-
ness of the objects, and so cannot be realised except
1n relation to the latter Hence, it 1s further urged,
the development of the consciousness of ohjects and
the development of self-consciousness proceed strict-
ly pari passu, and every defect in our knowledge of
the world corresponds to a consciousness of disunion
in ourselves It will be out of place to explain with
any detail here the further considerations by which
Caird 1s led from the organic nature of the develop-
ment of self-consciousness to the idea of a ‘‘perfect
mtelligence’” or a ‘‘spiritual principle’’ of which the
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world is the self-manifestation ;? or, as he puts 1t 1n
another context, ‘‘time and space, the world of objects
so related, cannot be adequately understood unless we
regard it as essentially related to a conscious self,
and as a necessary element in its self-consciousness
or, in other words, unless we regard the world in space
and time as essentially the manifestation of a spiri-
tual principle,”’** which, again, ‘‘shows its unity
with itself just in the process of change *’%*

The question that is all-important for our pre-
sent purpose is whether the explanation of what may
be called mediated self-consciousness does really solve
the puzzles of self-consciousness as formulated by
those who have admitted them to be inseparable from
our necessarily discursive knowledge That is,
granting that mediated self-consciousness 1s a restor-
ed unity, is a return of the self upon itself, do the
conditions of this mediated self-consciousness remove
the puzzles as they are seen by those.who distinguish
between this type of self-consciousness and that self
which 1s the ultimate principle of all knowledge and
experience The answer will clearly depend wupon
the meaning of self. If the self can be shown to be
real only in so far as it returns upon itself, then, of

20 Critacal Philosophy, I, p 425
2 lind , p 654.
22 Jbed , 1T, p. 89 ¢
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course, there 1s no room for any serious difficulty 1n
accounting for self-consciousness The self 1n this
sense may well be called a dual umty, or a unity 1n
duality, and 1t may perhaps also be said with some
amount of truth that 1t 1s in the return of the self
upon ttself that ‘‘the ego, strictly speaking, comes
into existence,” and that ‘‘only that being is truly
to be called an ‘T’ which calls étself so ’** But can
we 1dent1fy this self with the ultimate umty presup-
posed 1n experience? As an account of the develop-
ment of self-consciousness from the stage of an ‘“‘un-
differentiated unity” to that of a ‘‘dual umty ~ this
1dealistic theory may be true But can 1t dentify
the developing self with the subject without com-
mitting 1itself to a view of the self which 1s pre-
Kantian? Evidently, all talks of development and
growth are intelligible only in respect of a thing
which 1s 1n time, and 1s subject to the categories
through which alone any object exists for us And
1t follows from this that the self that develops from
consciousness to self-consciousness must be under
those very conditions of space, time and categories
which are the conditions of objectivity This self,
therefore, cannot be the subject in the true sense of
the term

This distinction between the developing self and
the subject 15, 1n fact, accentuated by Caird in differ-

23 Critacal Phelosophy, 1, p 403
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ent contexts Mind, he tells us, has a twofold aspect,
because 1t is ‘‘not merely an object in the known and
knowable world, he 1s also a subject of knowledge,
and 1t 1s only for such a subject that an object or a
world of objects can exist Hence we may speak of
man’s knowing himself in two ways of a knowledge
of himself 1n which he is regarded simply as the self,
the thinking subject which 1s 1mplied in all objects
of knowledge and of a knowledge of himself as a
human being, distinguished from other human beings,
from the amimals and from nature in general, rand
standing 1n definite relations to each of them *
The defect of the ‘‘psychological theory of know-
ledge,”” 1t 1s further declared, consists 1 this that
1t “‘treats the faculty of knowledge merely as an
attribute of certain things in the world, by which
they are characterised and distinguished from other
things, so that, ¢ ¢ , as weight 1s the attribute of a
stone, thought 1s the attribute of man > Epistemo-
logv, on the contrary, looks upon mind as ‘‘presup-
posed in everything known or knowable, or, in other
words, 1n so far as the principles which are involved
m the relation of objects to a conscious self are the
latent presuppositions of all knowledge, the principles
through which everything else must be known, and
bv means of which, therefore, every other kind of

“24 [hed ,p 11
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knowledge must be tried > Hence, 1t is further point-
ed out, that as ‘‘no object of knowledge is given apart
from its relation to the subject,”” we must avoid the
“‘confusion of the distinction of the subject and the
object of knowledge with the distinction of mind and
matter as different objects of knowledge ’?* Now, this
line of thought, if properly developed to 1ts con-
sequences, leads necessarily, as we have frequently
urged, to an agnostic theory of self, 1n so far as the self
as subject has none of those conditions of objectivity by
means of which all objects, including mind 1itself, can
be known Caird, however, is anxious to save his
theory from the agnostic tendency which was promi-
nent in Green’s elaboration of the epistemological
doctrine of the self And the result is that he ends
bv over-emphasising the other extreme of the logical
see-saw  That is, starting with the same premises
as Green did, yet trying to evade the agnostic con-
clusion necessarily following from those premises,
Caird comes unwittingly to view the subject of
knowledge as an object, and so far fails to maintain
the epistemological attitude with which he started

It will no doubt appear as extremely, improbable
that Caird who opened his famous exposition of the
Kantian theory of knowledge with an emphatic re-
Jection of the psychological theory should have come

2 {bid , p 20
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to regard the subject as an object But, we believe,
the greatest thinker cannot help falling into confu-
stons when he attempts to know the ultimate prin-
ciple of knowledge in the same way as he knows an
object, or, what 1s the same thing from the other
side, when he seeks to avoid the agnostic conclusion
that follows from the epistemological distinction of
subject from mind In illustration of the confusions
into which such a thinker must fall in the long run,
we have but to refer to a very sigmificant passage in
which Caird makes a desperate attempt to reconcile the
epistemological distinction of the self as the ultimate
presupposition of all knowledge from every known
and knowable object, with his belief that the self is
knowable par excellence  When we apply the idea of
development to a self-conscious being, we cannot, 1t
1= maintained, ‘‘suppose a difference, such as exists
between things as in space and ‘time, to exist in that
for which alone time and space are Yet, on the
other hand, in so far as. we admit that such a con-
sciousness is gradually developed, we are obliged to
regard the subject of 1t as passing through states in
time and standing in relation to objects which exter-
nally affect it Our first solution of the difficulty will
naturally be to say that the developing being pre-
supposes the externality which yet it negates, and
that 1t presupposes the successive determination of
the subject which yet is a conscious subject only as it
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cancels succession 1n itself  But the difficulty returns
that, in taking this view, we seem to be making the
subject of the consciousness, for which time and
space alone are, itself an object in time and space,
while yet we regard the process of its existence as
one in which both time and space are negated To
put it more directly. a developing consciousness 1<
conceived as passing through a series of stages, vet
just so far as its development 1s for itself,—and 1t
cannot be its development, strictlv speaking, till it
1s for 1itself,—it neutralises this change = How to
et rid of this difficolty? Caird’s answer 1s that
““ while space and time and all objects in them exist
only for a self-conscious subject, and while, 1n so far
as I am a conscious self, they exist for me, yet that T
am a derived self-consciousness, and so far must be
regarded as an object, and not as a subject, though
1t 15 only as a subject that I am 1n the proper sense an
ego or self,—a being which can say ‘I *’

Thus, 1n his attempt to steer clear of the two
extreme positions,—namely (1) the self 1s one object
among others, and (2) the self 1s not knowable—
Caird, in direct contradiction to his epistemological
premises, comes to yield to that transcendental illu-
sion which 15 1nseparable from the psychological atti-
tude, and which he has himself done so much to

26 Crmtical Philosophy, 1, p A8, also 11, p 399



KNOWLEDGE OF RELATIONS 93

explode. While rightly insisting that every known
and knowable object presupposes a subject for which
the object can exist, and which, therefore, cannot be
identified with any object of knowledge except through
a confusion, while emphasising the important distinc-
tion between the subject of knowledge and mind
which 1s but one of the objects of knowledge stand-
ing 1n definite relations with other objects, while en-
tering an emphatic protest against the widespread
lusion to 1egard the subject as a thing and knowl-
edge as a quality, Caird 1s compelled to countenance
a theory which, when strictly interpreted, cannot be
reconciled with his epistemological findings  The
conceptions of ‘‘a derived self-comsciousness’” and of
a subject which may be ‘‘regarded as an object’’ can-
not be seriously justified without violence to the
valuable truth that the subject-object relation 1s
ultimate, and, as such, 1t 1s presupposed by every
other relation  All distinctions are within knowl-
edge, and so A and B as objects on which we can hold
intelligible discourses must both fall within knowl-
edge, 1rrespective of the nature of the relation ob-
taiming between them A, for instance, may be
either the cause or the effect, the antecedent or the
consequent, the end or means, the substance or attri-
bute, in relation to B But all these multifarious
relations which are but the different ways of deter-
mining A and B must ultimately fall within the
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subject-object relation, or, which is the same thing 1n
another language, must fall within knowledge A
subject, therefore, that can be regarded as an object,
or a selfl that is derived from something other than
itself, is an entirely inconceivable and self-contradic-
tory notion, whatever may be the ultra-logical
grounds on which 1ts claims to a respectful hearing
be justified

On a closer examnation, however, 1t would
appear that such inconceivable notions as a derived
self-consciousness and an objectified subject are not
so much dictated by logical exigencies as by what may
be called the .gnostic prejudices of Caird If every-
thing which 1s real must exist for a subject. it will
necessarily fall on the objective side How then to
know the subject to be real? We must either say
that the subject is only a focus imaginarius though it
18 at the same time the basis of all knowledge, 1t is
the determining principle involved in all knowledge
of objects and hence cannot be 1tself determined
except hy giving up the 1nitial position that all
objects exist for a subject The other alternative,
which Caird endeavours to defend, 1s to start with the
assumption of the knowability of the subject and
then, as nothing can be knowable except by pre-
supposing a subject, to refer to another subject for
which the former subject is an object But, as
Pradley has rightly urged, the old difficulty 1s aot
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solved by this appeal to the new subject; for, even
here ‘‘the correlated terms are for a subject which 1t-
self 1s not given  The correlation falls in the exper:-
ence of this new subject, which itself remains out-
side that object "’** And, as a matter of fact, even
Caird 1s sometimes forced by the logic of the situa-
tion to admit that ‘‘the correlativity of the object
and subject 1s a correlativity for the subject,”’?
and, regarded in this sense, the self ‘‘overreaches the
distinction between 1tself and its object ’** But,

then, the all-important question, to put it naively, is
—-which of the two subjects do you mean to refer to

in this context? Does the world of objects stand as
a correlative to the new subject for which the object
as well as the old subject are mere objects? If not,
then, are we to suppose that the correlativity of
subject and object exists for the same subject which
1s one of the co-related terms? It is, we venture to
submit, impossible to find an unambiguous reply to
these questions from Caird’s statements The self,
he will tell us, is a subject, a restored unity, an object,
a derived self-consciousness, an infinite intelligence, |
an unconscious unity underlying the correlativity of
subject and object, and what not  And it

2T Lruth and Reality, p 193
8 Critical Philosophy, 1, p. 425
29 Hegel, p 182
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18 this ambiguity which helps to conceal the defects
of his attempts to reconcile the theory of a knowable
ego with the epistemological interpretation of the
subject-object relation

But while the ambigmity persists, 1t 1s useless to
clear up the situation by means of metaphorical lan-
guage There 1s no doubt a ring of absurdity in the
complaint that ‘1t 1s umpossible to see the sun because
we cannot throw the rays of a candle upon 1t,”’ and
then point out that ‘‘as 1t 1s the light which reveals
both itself and the darkness, so 1t 1s self-conscious-
ness through which we know both 1tself and all other
things '3 The force of this remark depends upon
the sense in which self-consciousness 1s used If 1t
simply means that every object presupposes a subject
for which 1t exists, so that the unity of self which 1s the
ultimate condition of all knowledge of objects can-
not be denied, then, no doubt, the remark 1s not only
true, but every attempt to assail 1t i1s bound to lead
ultimately to self-refutation Caird, however, does
not seem to mean only this The unity, he further
“tells us, 1s a unity 1n difference, or, more precisely, a
pure transparent identity-in-difference In this
sense, 1t is the ‘‘ideal unity,” or rather, the ‘‘last
category’’ which contains and implies all the other
categories That 1is, self-consciousness, or rather,

30 Hogel, p 147,
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the self which is the ultimate presupposition of all
knowledge of objects 1s no simple identity; ‘‘for 1f so
it must be purely an object or purely a subject, but
really 1t 1s both in one, all other things are for 1t, but
it 1s for itself >’ If this be the meaning of the self,
then, we maintain emphatically that the metaphor
quoted above 1s not true. There is a whole world of
difference between the position that the world exists
for a self and that the self 1s neither a mere subject
nor a mere object, but both in one.

We must, however, hasten to add that nothing
which we have so far said implies a criticism of the
category of umity-in-difference On the contrary, we
believe that 1t 1s a valuable correction of the logic of
bare 1dentity A thing apart from 1its relations with
other things 1s incomprehensible and unintelligible,
and 1t 1s through the relations alone that the things
get those mutual determinations which are indispen-
sable for the existence of everything on which we
can make 1intelligible assertions But this does not
show that the relating or determining principle for
which the world of things exists or in relation to
which the world has 4 meaning is 1tself a unity-in-
difference, or that 1t 1s 1tself determined by the world
of objects. That would be to put the subject side by
side with the object; which 1s evidently tantamount to
denying that there 1s a subject at all And in fact

Caird, as we have already remarked, in his anxiety
F 1
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to avoid agnosticism has come perilously near con-
ceiving the subject as an object, and has tried to save
bis own position from this apparent inconsistenéy by
shifting the réle of the subject from the finite to the
infinite principle of union for which the finite prin-
ciple is only an object This, however, does not solve
the real difficulty, 1t only pushes the real problem
further back  Similarly, a number of other 1nconsis-
tencies 1n Caird’s views on self-consciousness arise
from the same source, and these are made only less
palpable by the ambiguous way in which the term
subject 1s used Thus, on the one hand, the process
of reflection 1s said to discover ‘‘the categories and
the forms of sense beneath ordinary experience, and
the unity of the self beneath the categories and the
forms of sense,’’®' on the other hand, the self 1s also
said to be not so much beneath the categories as 1tself
the highest category of knowledge, and in this sense
1t 1s supposed to be “‘the nltimate meaning or truth’’
of all other categories > Now, 1f 1t 1s admitted that
the self 1s the umity underlying the categories, then
it clearly follows that 1t cannot be 1tself bronght under
them, and as nothing can be an object which 1s 1n-
comprehensible through the categories the self, in the

3t Chatrcal Philosophy, 11, p 641
32 Hegel, p 183



OBJECT A PRESUPPOSITION OF SUBJECT 99

absence of the conditions of objectivity, remains in-
comprehensible If, on the other hand, the self be
the highest category, then, clearly it is not the ulti-
mate principle of knowledge, for a category is a
mode of interpretation through which the world of
objects exists, and, as such, 1t presupposes a princi-
ple beyond 1itself

This brings us to another deep-lying inconsistency
which runs through every attempt to evade the
agnostic conclusion following from the epistemolo-
gical attitude The correlativity of subject and
object has become almost a commonplace of philosophy
since Kant undertook a transcendental deduction of
the categories But the value of this doctrine, like
the value of every other such commonplace, depends
upon a careful interpretation  As nothing can exist
which 1s not realised or realisable within knowledge,
and 1masmuch as self 1s the ultimate principle involved
in all knowledge, there 1s an important sense in
which the self and the world are in perfect correla-
tivity with each other Every object in this sense
presupposes a subject which 1s the common centre,
as 1t were, of all the objective zones When, how-
ever, it 1s added, from the other side, that there can
be no subject apart from the object everything depends
upon how this is understood The very first point
which has to be borne in mind in this connectio
as we have suggested in relation to Greenls pogition
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that the correlativity of subject and object should
not be conceived on the analogy of 1inter-objective
correlativity Two objects, such as father and son,
husband and wife, are 1n correlativity with each
other, so that there 1s a sense in which one cannot
exist without its relation to the other More pre-
cisely, as every object receives 1ts determination from
the relations 1in which it stands to other objects, 1t
cannot exist in the absence of the latter A thing,
in other words, owes i1ts being to the relations,—
spatial, temporal, causal, etc —in which 1t stands
to other things, so that to take away all the relations
from a thing 1s to reduce 1t to a pure nothing On
the other hand, our knowledge of the things grow
more and more in definiteness according as 1t is brought
into relation with an ever wider circle of things.
Following this line of thought, we can easily see that
for a perfect intelligence the world will present itself
as a systematic whole 1n which all things are organical-
ly related with one another, so that any two things
1 that whole are in perfect correlativity with each
other But 1t 1s equally important to remember here
that this inter-objective correlativity or relation 1s not
analogous to the relation in which the correlative
things stand to the subject which 1s their common
presupposition, and in this sense the subject-object
relation 1s the ultimate relation within which all the
inter-objective relations must necessarily fall * All
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intelligible reality, as Green has put 1t, must in-
differently consist in a relation between subject and
object

What, then, do we mean when in the light of
this unique relation we interpret the view that the
subject cannot exist apart from the object? In other
words, 1s 1t possible to distinguish the subjecﬁ—object
relation from all inter-objective relations, and yet hold
that the subject cannot exist except as organically
related to the object? If 1t 1s admitted that the sub-
ject 18 the ultimate presupposition of every object of
knowledge, can we reverse the proposition and main-
tain that the object 1s a presupposition of the subject ?
Our answer 1s that as the subject 1s not a thing which
must be necessarily a determinate something, as it 1s
only the limiting concept to which all objects point,
but not a positive concept such as 1s implied 1n the
notions of an ultra-phenomenal object or a noumenal
thing, the questions formulated here, when taken
strictly and seriously, are inadmissible A noumenon,
when 1t 1s something more than a hmiting concept,
has to be grasped only in contrast’ with the pheno-
menon, and, as such, 1t becomes an object of a different
order But however different may be the order to
which a particular object may belong, as an object of
thought 1t must submit to the conditions of objectivity
and cannot be taken to be identical with the subject
fon which alone all objects and all distinctions among
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objects exist So when it is said that the subject is
bevond the phenomenal world, the truth of the remark
is entirely missed if we continue to regard the nou-
menal subject as a positive somethinge And from
this 1t follows that no intelligible meaning can be
ascribed to such assertions as that the subject cannot
exist apart from the object, or that the object 1s a
presupposition of the subject. For such observations
have a meaning only on the assumption that the sub-
ject is a determinate something though 1t may belong
to a different order from that under which the things
other than the subject fall But, 1n that case, as Kant
has made it clear once for all, ‘‘the logical exposition
of thought in general 1s mistaken for a metaphysical
determination of the object ” And in so far as the
post-Kantian 1dealists have attempted a metaphysical
determination of the subject the value of A Seth’s
eriticism cannot be overestimated Kant’s argument,
he remarks, ‘‘1s overlaid 1n parts by extraneous con-
siderations, and infected by Kant’s relativistic preju-
dices but 1n pointing outl the merely logical character
of the self reached by the analysis of knowledge, he
1s not only guided by a sounder instinet, but shows
also a keener insight than his speculative followers
Then with reference to the passage quoted above
it is observed. ‘““The words are spoken of the
metaphysical psychologists, but it,would be impos-
sible to characterise more aptly the fallacy which
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underlies the neo-Kantian deification of the abstract
unity of thought ’33

We are not concerned here with A' Seth’s positive
views, but the important observations he has made on
the Kantian theory of ego, and on the neo-Kantian
departure from the spirit of the critical philosophy
are, we believe, based on a deep 1insight into the
Kantian analysis of knowledge The transcendental
ego of Kant, he urges, cannot be 1dentified with the
spiritual principle of the post-Kantian 1dealists, and,
in fact, ‘‘unless we have other data, and approach the
question along a different road, we are still far from
anything like spirituality or freedom in the ordinary
sense of these words ’3* “‘In this respect,” 1t 18
further remarked, ‘‘Kant saw his way more clearly
than many of those who make bold to teach him con-
s1stency Kant himself, 1t 1s almost superfluous
to point out. would have never acquiesced in the deduc-
tions which his neo-Kantian followers have drawn
from his premises > These deductions, 1n the opinion
of A Seth, are due to the mistake of transforming a
logical subject into a metaphysical existence The
mistake perhaps may be more aptly described, as he
himself suggests, as the transformation of the
transcendental subject which logical exposition yields

38 Hegelianism and Personality, p 38
3¢ Ibad , p. 29.
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into a Universal Spiritual Consciousness by interpret-
ing the subject as an object ~The transcendental sub-
ject, when strictly taken, 1s a principle of unity, or a
unifying principle, and, as such, no more than a
focus imaginarius or a hmiting concept, whereas the
spiritual principle 1s something very definite, 1t 15 a
unity-in-difference, or rather a unity which manifests
1tself 1n the differences, and 1s the source of our moral
and religious aspirations Thus the limiting con-
cept of a noumenal subject 1s metaphysically determin-
ed as a definite object of thought This object may
not be 1n space and time, and perhaps 1t may also be
said with some truth that it 1s not subject to the
ordinary categories of causality and substance, yet 1t
is at the same time characterised as spiritual and
noumenal 1n a positive sense But 1f 1t be granted
that every object must exist for a subject with which
the former cannot be identified, then, the noumenal
object must equally be distinguished from the subject
for which 1t exists If, on the contrary, this parti-
cular object of thought be 1dentified with the subject,
there 1s absolutely no reason why any other object,
such as matter and mind, electricity and magnetism,
should fall on the objective side only

The fact is, as Green has urged, in the passage
already quoted, that the subject-object relation 1s the
“‘generic element’’ 1n our description of the knowable
universe, and so the thinking ‘ego is the source of*the
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conceptions in virtue of its presence to objects, “‘but
under which for that very reason it cannot itself be
known ” And as that to which no conceptions are
applicable cannot be an object of thought, the think-
ing ego eludes the grasp of our discursive knowledge
Yet, 1t 1s the basis of all knowledge and knowable
universe, and of all distinctions within the knowable
unmverse, be they the distinction of matter and mind.
or spirit and matter, or phenomenon and noumenon
It may now be easy to see the real meaning of the
correlativity of subject and object The only sense 1n
which this widely accepted doctrine 1s true is that
every knowable thing presupposes a knower, or, more
precisely, a unifying principle But the presupposed
principle 1s not a thing, nor an object of thought,
for to make the subject an object of thought would
require, as it 1s commonly said, another subject.
Hence, all further talks of the subject!, such as 1t 1s
conditioned by the object, or 1t 1s determined by 1its
relation to the object, or 1t expresses itself in the
world of objects—are unmeaning and unintelligible,
as they are inconsistent with the recognition of the
ultimate character of the subject-object relation

It 1s perhaps necessary to add here that the
spiritual principle which Caird in agreement with
the absolutists in general has inferred from the cor-
. relativity of the subject-object. would never have been
actaally inferred 1f he had more carefully distinguish-
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ed this correlativity from what we have called the
inter-objective correlativity But not having always
clearly distinguished between these two types of re-
lativity, and having taken the principle of identity-
in-difference as the highest principle of thought, he
steps beyond the subject-object relation to a ‘‘higher
unity,”’ or an ‘‘unconscious unity’’ which 1s supposed
to lie ‘‘beneath the conscious duality of self and not-
self,” or ‘‘beyond the opposition of the subjective unity
of thought and the objective unity of knowledge *’
That, here, Caird, contrary to his own teachings,
has been led to confuse the subject-object relation
with an inter-objective relation, and has unconscious-
ly substituted a thing or object for subject, may be
easily seen from his explanation of the i1dea of spirit.
“Thought,”” 1t is said, ‘‘1s always distinction, deter-
mination, the marking off of one thing from
another,” but <though 1n his sense it 1s true that ‘‘a
thing which has nothing to distinguish 1t is un-
thinkable, but equally unthinkable is a thing which
1s so separated from all other things as to have no
community with them *’*> “If, therefore, we say
that everything—every intelligible object of thought
as such—must be differentiated from all others, yet
we must equally say that no obfect of thought can be
absolutely differentiated, in other words, differen-

3% Hegel, p 135
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tiated so as to extlude any identity or unity which
transcends the difference.” In this sense, ‘‘there is
a unity which lies beneath all opposition ” It is
clear from such expressions that Caird is here think-
ing of things as intelligl.ble objects of thought And
consequently the relations and the distinctions he is
talking of in this context are inter-objective rela-
‘tions  But the difficulty is that he does not restrict
these observations to the objects only, and goes on to
remark that ‘‘neither things nor thoughts can be
treated as simply self-identical—as independent or
atomic existences, which are related only to them-
selves They are essentially parts of a whole, or
stages in a process, and as such they carry us beyond
themselves, the moment we clearly understand
them ’’3¢

Now, when we speak of thoughts and things as
parts of a whole, these parts, as well as the whole
must be, according to his own showing, ‘‘at least
intelligible, since they exist for our intelligence ”’
And it follows from this that the intelligence for
which the thoughts and the things exist cannot be
1dentified with the thoughts which are grasped in
distinction from the things. Nor can the whole of
which thoughts and things are parts be 1dentified with
that- intelligence for which it exists as an intelligible

%8 Ibd , p. 137.
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entity Caird, however, to the great bewilderment
of his readers, speaks of the principle of unity-in-
difference 1ndifferently in respect of the subject-
object relation as well as inter-objective relations
Not only this, but he actually characterises the spiri-
tual umity as one in which ‘‘the i1dea of antagonism
1s overcome, contradiction reconciled,’”’?®” and it 1s
further said to be a unity ‘‘which can be realised only
through such a conflict 7 But, then, the question
must press itself 1s not this spiritual umity itself
“at least intelligible,”” and, as such, existing only
“for our intelligence’”’? To answer the question in
the affirmative 1s to admit that it 1s an object, and
must presuppose, hike every other intelligible reality,
the subject A negative answer, on the other hand,
waould lead ultimately to agnosticism which Caird re-
Jects from the beginning

All these difficulties, we submit, are due to the
attempt to apply to the subject the principles which
underlie our knowledge of the world of objects.
Substance, causality, reciprocity quite as much as
unity and difference, are categories to which the
objects of thought must conform, but, for that very
reason, the subject cannot 1tself be known under
them Caird admuts this, but partially “It was
Kant’s merit,” he says, ‘‘that his criticism rested

87 Ibwd , p 38.
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from the first upon the principle, that 1t is impossible
to apply to the subject the categories by which objects
are determined as such, and 1n the second edi-
tion of the Critigue, he made steps toward a view of
inner experience, as not merely the consciousness of
the self as an object among other objects, but as an
outer experlence freed from its abstraction, 7.e., re-
garded as the experience of a self ’** Having admit-
ted this, however, Caird does not draw the conclusion
which we have suggested, namely, that no category
should be applied to the subject The chief defect of
psychology, according to him, 1s to regard man in
whom nature comes to 1tself, or comes to self-conscious-
ness as a phenomenon connected with other phenomena
according to the category of causality and reciprocity.
But ‘1t 1s impossible, 1n truth, to take a conscious self
as one of the objects of experience, objects which
are concerved as externally determining and deter-
mined by each other, without leaving out all its
distinctive characters as a conscious being Even an
animal cannot be fully or adequately determined from
such a point of view, much less an intelligence ~ We
need higher categories to do justice to hfe and mind,
and 1f experience means the determination of objects
by the principle of external necessity, we cannot
have experience of such objects "% Thus, according

38 Critecal Philosophy, 11, p 100
39 Ibid., p 97,
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to Caird, it is impossible to apply to the subject, not
any category, but only the categories of external
necessity , here we need higher categories But does
this conclusion really follow from Caird’s premises?
Without challenging the Hegelian gradation of cate-
gories, one can perhaps still maintain that the subject
for which all objects exist and have their meaning
is as little to be 1dentified with life and mind as with
matter and energy Mind may require higher cate-
gories for 1ls adequate determination, but the mind
which 1s thus determined, as Caird himself has urg-
ed 1n another context, 1s not the subject And a
category, howsoever high may be 1ts place in relation
to other categories, is only a mode of determining an
object of thought, and as such 1napplicable to the
subject for which all intelligible reality exists And,
in fact, when 1t 1s unreservedly admitted that Kant
was right 1n recogmsing that ‘‘the relation of objects
to the self cannot be brought under the same cate-
gories as those which determine the relation of objects
to each other for the self,”’#% 1t 1s dafficult to see how
the case becomes different 1f, 1n place of matter and
energy, the objects are life and mind

The fact seems to be that Caird does not invar:-
ably and consistently stick to the truth that the
subject-object relation 1s ultimate, though the whole

1 Ibd |, I, p 603.
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burden of his own analysis of knowledge rests upon
its recognition  All that is thinkable or knowable,
be rightly insists, presupposes the thinking ego So
the world of intelligible reality must presuppose the
ego for which it exists, or, in other words, the world
is an existence-for-self But if this be recognised,
then the self for which the world has a meaning can-
not 1tself be regarded as forming an element within
the world Yet, the transition from one position to
the other is made frequently, as 1f both the positions
were 1dentically the same Indeed, this transition
1s almost characteristic of Caird as well as of those
who are of his way of thinking But on closer exa-
mination, 1t may be seen that from the doctrine that
every object must exist for a subject 1t does not
follow that the subject itself must be an object, or,
what 1s the same thing in different words, from the
truth that the world of objects has no meaning apart
from 1ts relation to the subject, 1t does not follow
that the subject must somewhere be in the world
This would be to make the presupposition of the
world 1tself a part of the world And the position
remains essentially unaltered, 1f we were to substi-
tute for the world in space and time the
term universe which includes a number of
other worlds than the spatio-temporal world.
Because, in that case, even the universe must
be supposed to exist for the self, on pain of * being
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reduced to nothing The self as the subject, as
Caird himself tells us, is ‘“presupposed in everything
known and knowable,”” and 1n so far as the universe 18
at least knowable, the subject is the presupposition
of the universe However ‘‘anomalous’” be the posi-
tion of the subject 1n such a theory, 1t 1s the legiti-
mate conclusion of an unbassed logical procedure.
It 15, however, 1nteresting to note that Caird him-

self appears sometimes to come very near the posi-
tion we are trying to maintain Thus, for instance,
in expounding Green’s theory, he tells us approving-
ly that ‘“‘1if we cannot regard natures as complete 1n
itself apart from a principle of intelligence substan-
tially 1dentical with that which we know in our-
selves, then we may fairly argue that man, 1n so far
as such a principle of intelligence manifests itself in”
him, is not to be reduced to a merely natural existence,
a mere part of the natural system If he were mere-
ly a part of 1t, he could not know 1t Or, at least, 1f
we do regard him as a part of nature, we must be
using the word ‘nature’ to express the whole system
of related phenomena, including the spiritual prin-
ciple which 1t 1mplies And then we must find some
other word to express the system of relations exclusive
of that principle ' The legitimate conclusion from
such lines of thought 1s that man, 1n so far as he

41 Mund, Vol, VIII, 1883, p 547.
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knows the universe, cannot be a part of the universe,
or, conversely, if he were a part of the universe, he
could not know the universe = But the universe ex
hypothesi includes everything that can be thought
of as existing or as real, hence the principle which
the universe 1mplies is not to be brought under the
categories which are after all the modes of thought
through which the universe exists Caird, how-
ever, seeks to avoid this legitimate conclusion, as
we have frequently noted, on account of his gnostic
prejudices, or aversion to agnosticism. And the
result is that though he emphasises that ‘‘we must
be careful to observe that a being in whom
the spiritual principle, which 1s the principle
of .unity in the world, manifests itself, must
not be brought wunder categories,” yet, he
hastens to qualify his remark by an unwar-
rantable restriction to the categories of substance
and cause only  This restriction, we have contended,
1s 1nconsistent with his own premises, and we need
not repeat our contentions But we can now see the
reasons why Caird sounded a note of protest when
Green, with an unprejudiced openness of mind, came
to countenance a type of modified agnosticism in so-
far as the ultimate principle of knowledge was con-
cerned  Green, it is complained by Caird, ‘‘while,
like Kant, he bids us reason backwards from our

intellectual and moral experience to that spiritual
F 8 -
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nature 1n which lies the possibility at once of knowl-
edge and of moral action, 1s also like Kant in refus-
ing to say much of that spiritual nature in itself ”
Green, 1t is admitted, was right 1in holding that ‘‘the
source of the categories cannot be brought under the
categories,’”’ and this he has shown ‘‘with great force
of argument ”’ But the difficulty 1s that ‘‘he 1s unwill-
ing to go much further—either 1n the direction of
speculation about the nature of the self-conscious
principle to which he has referred all things, or in
positively working out any view of nature and human
history as the manifestation of spirit 42

But, as we have tried to show above, 1t 1s not
possible to go further than Green has really gone,
except on other than logical lines, and 1n this regard
Kant’s attitude, we venture to suggest, was more logi-
cal than that of his 1llustrious exponent And
Green’s 1nsight here 1s distinctly deeper than that
of Caird If the subject-object relation 1s admitted
to be unique, then, 1t 1s certainly more proper to 1n-
sist, with Green, that the unifying consciousness
“‘should not 1tself be one of the objects so related,”
or that the subject 1s a principle of union which 1s
not ‘‘one or any number of the relations’’ that consti-
tute nature, rather than hold, with Caird, that the
self is “‘a circle of relations in 1tself,”’*®* and, then

2 1hd , p, 560
' Heged, p 149
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finding 1t “‘absurd to say that the synthesis by which
1t becomes conscious of itself as an object, at the same
time hides 1t from itself ¢

The difficulties of the psychological as well as
the epistemological accounts of self-consciousness
which have engaged us so far point to the crying need
for a satisfactory theory of self The puzzles, 1t may
have appeared clear from the foregoing considera-
tions, are ultimately traceable to the ambiguous use
of terms ‘conscioudness’ and ‘knowledge’ Self-con-
sciousness, self-knowledge, self-feeling, are some of
the terms that hide a lot of sins and have spelt disas-
ter to philosophical discussions on the problem of
self The prospects of a satisfactory solution of this
supreme problem are, therefore, likely to be brighter
1f we start with the notion of consciousness rather
than that of self The doctrine which denies the
very reality and existence of consciousness being the
necessary result of a paiticular approach to the prob-
lem of self, 1t will he useful to begin with a short
examination of this ultra-sceptical attitude of con‘em-
porary thought

—_—

12 COritical Philosophy, T, p 411



CHAPTER 1V

THE RELATIONAL THEORY OF
CONSCIOUSNESS

The development of philosophical thought is, not
in a small measure, due to the rise of the sceptical
spirit which paves the way to sound speculations by
exposing the self-contradictory basis of dogmatism
Scepticism, therefore, is invariably a sign of the
maturity and vitality of reason There 1s. however,
an unhealthy type of scepticism which, far from pro-
viding a stepping-stone to further progress and
maturer growth, has always acted as a clog in the way
of rational speculations, it doubts everything with-
out looking at its own foundations, it carries on its
destructive campaign against every established belief
and institution without stopping to examine the
ground upon which it itself stands Any one who
surveys reflectively the main currents of contemporary
thought would have no difficulty in detecting that
the majority of the currents have an unmistakable
tendency towards a position that can hardly be dis-
tinguished from this unhealthy scepticism The
result is that a lot of mist has gathered around some
of the most fundamental principles of thought and

existence The object of the following lines .is to
' 116
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attempt a partial dissipation of the mist with the
aid of an Indian analysis of one of these basic prin-
ciples, namely, the principle of consciousness

In a well-known passage of his Commentary on
the Praswopanisad, Sankara attempts a classification
of the principal theories of conscicusness each of
which had its enthusiastic exponents in the history of
Indian speculation The advaita theory of conscious-
ness is here distinguished from as many as four other
theories which are carefully scrutinized and ultimate-
ly rejected as based upon an imperfect analysis of
experience These rival theories are defined as
follows :—(1) that which looks upon consciousness as
semething that is very moment born and destroyed,
(2) the theory which denies the very reality of con-
sciousness, (3) that which regards consciousness to be
an evanescent property of a permanent self, and
(4) the theory according to which consciousness is the
quality of matter * It is easy to see that almost
every theory of consciousness that is still mn the fore-
front of philosophical discussion today can be classi-
fied under one or the other of the different heads men-
tioned here. And an examination of some of the
outstanding theories of contemporary philosophy in
the light of the advaita analysis may, therefore, be of
fascinating interest for the modern thinkers.

———

*1 Commentary on the Pra$nopamsad, VI, 2.
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The polemical mood in which Sankara expounds
the advaita theory of consciousness frequently obscures
the important hints he gives of a constructive theory,
and 1t will, therefore, be useful to start with an 1ni-
tial statement of the main features of his position
The most 1mportant and far-reaching of his conten-
tions 1s to be found 1n what may be called the found-
ational character of knowledge or consciousness It
ought to be accepted as a universal rule, he 1nsists,
that there can be no object of knowledge without
knowledge * None can prove something that 1s not
known, and the attempt to prove 1t would be as absurd
as to maintain that there is no eye though the form
is apprehended * The objects may change their
essence, but consciousness cannot be said to change
inasmuch as it witnesses all objects irrespective of the
place where they may happen to be; the fact-of-being-
known 1s thus implied by all objects without excep-
tion * Even when something is supposed to be non-
existent, this very non-existence cannot be proved 1n
the absence of knowledge °

2 Na hi jidne asat, ]fTeyam ndma bhavat kasyactt

3 Kineit na jidyate ity anupapannam - ripam ca driyate
na ca asty caksurity yatha.

4 Svaripavyabhicaresu padarthesu cailanyasyavyabhicarat
yathd yathd yo yah padirtho vyiayate tathd tatha jfidgyama-
natvideva tasya tasya cartanyasydvyabhicaritvam vas utatvem
bhavata.

5 Abhavasydpr jiieyatvat jiandabldve tadanupapatteh,
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The second feature of the advaita analysis of
consciousness lies 1n its 1nsistence that consciousness
1s always distinct from the object of consciousness
The things, therefore, should on no account be iden-
tified with the consciousness which makes them 1ts
objects From this follow two corollaries, namely,
that consclousness cannot be its own object and that
every object of consciousness 1s unconscious or
material

Out of these four cardinal points of the advaita
theory of consciousness, the first would easily put a
modern student in mind of the central contention of
an 1nfluential school of thought which is generally
known as the idealistic school Since Kant’s ana-
lvsis of knowledge it has been a recognised temet of
the idealistic theory of knowledge that consciousness
1s the prius of reality, inasmuch as all things must
be ‘‘determined in relation to the conscious self, as
the one condition which we can lay down for them a
prior:.”’® In fact, the development of post-Kantian
1dealism bears eloquent testimony to the vitality of
the advaita position, and the former may in this re-
spect be regarded as an elaborate exposition and
ramification of the latter 7

6 E Caird, The Critical Philosophy, Vol I, p. 353.

7 Compare, for instance, Green’s remark that ‘‘all know-
mg and all that 1s known, all intelligence and intelligible
reality, indifferently consists in a relation between subject and
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Consciousness, when regarded in this light, is
the ultimate principle of revelation for which alone
the world of objects has a meaning,.it is not a rela-
tion between two elements, on the contrary, 1t 1s the
light which manifests all objects and all relations
between the objects It is ‘‘the centre of the whole
world comprising the objects, the senses and the mind,
and it has neither inside nor outside, it is altogether
a mass of knowledge.’’8

This is generally known as the centre theory of
self, conscious self, according to it, occupies the cen-
tral place of the universe, inasmuch as all objects
owe their meaning and significance to the relations
1n which they stand to the *self that essentially is
consctousness = It 1s from this standpoint that . the
self is also described as the Saksi which witnesses all
objects and all changes in the objects, it 18 sarva-
partyayadar$i and citéaktisvarapamitra®  The
entire world is revealed only through the light of the
self, “just as the light of the sun is the condition of
the manifestation of all form and colour *’*® This is

object,”” and, consequently, the generic element 1n our defini-
tion of the knowable mniverse 1s ‘‘that 1t is such a relation ”’
—Worls I, 386 See also Lord Haldane, The Rewgn of
Relatwnity, p 150.

8S5. B 1 4 19. Compare Lord Haldane’s explanation of*
the sense in which the essence of the panorama of life centres
In me as given in the Reign of Relatwvity, p 169.

® Commentary on the Kenopansad, 12

1S B 1,3, 22.
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excellently expressed by Suresvara wheun he remarks
that the self and the not-self are established in the
world through perception and other means of knowl-
edge, but the not-self is in every case established only
on the presupposition of the existence of the self
For a surprisingly similar language one may turn to
Prof B. Varisco’s observations that objective exist-
ence ‘‘is my cognition, cognition of an experience
belonging to myself, and obtained by an activity of
my own, it would not exist, if I did not exist 2
Hence all objects are said by Suresvara to be a@tma-
purvaka To put it in the language of modern
idealism, existence-for-self is the highest category to
which must conform all objects Matter, mind, elec-
tron, proton, etc ,” have any meaning for us only in
so far as they stand in relation to the conscious self
whose reality, therefore, has to be presupposed by
every intelligible entity In this sense, conscious-
ness is the prior principle or the foundational fact
which cannot be reduced to something other than it-
self except through a confusion of thought

A word of explanation may be useful at this
place in regard to the precise meaning in which con-
sciousness is said to be the prius of reality This
doctrine is often interpreted on the idealistic line and

1t Nawskarmyasiddhe, IV, 3
"12 Know Thyself, p 2.
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supposed to deny the independent existence of the
material world apart from consciousness This,
however, would be to raise a highly controversial and
difficult problem, and 1f the priority of consclousness
could not be established till the age-long controversy
on the relation between the external world and the
knowing mind had been settled once for all in favour
of 1dealism, the advaita theory of consciousness would
naturally stand on a shaky foundation It 1s, there-
fore, important to dissociate the assertion of the
priority of consciousness from the idealistic conten-
tion, and realise clearly that the doctrine of the prio-
rity of consciousness is equally compatible with the
realistic belief in an independent world Even 1f it
be granted that knowledge does not create but only
reveals a pre-existent reality, yet it would remain
unchallengeable that the external reality could not
be-revealed to us apart from consciousness which 1s
the principle of revelation . We may thus be in a
position to appreciate Green’s well-known remarks
that even if 1t could be admitted that matter and
motion had an existence in themselves. it would still
not be by such matter and motion, but by the matter
and motion which is known that the function of the
soul can be explained by the materialists * The epis-

18 Prolegomena, p 13 Prof. R, B. Perry does not
appear to us to have done full justice to the doctrine of the
priority of consciousness when he associates 1t with idealism
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temological priority of the conscious self 1s thus
reconcilable with realism as well as with idealism **
The force and vitality of the advaita position
will be better appreciated through a consideration of
the anti-advaita theories which, as noted above, are
classified by Sankara under four heads The most
audacious and apparently paradoxical of all these
theories 1s that of the nihilists who reduce conscious-
nes§ 1tself to pure nothing Not content with the
mentalism taught by the Buddhists of the Yogécara
school which reduced everything to momentary flashes
of consciousness, the Madhyamikas seek to cut the
ground from under the feet of consciousness itself
This 1s evidently a very bold and dare-devil position
which would easily outbrazen a number of modern
theories that deny the reality of consciousness When
W James challenges the ekistence of consciousness
and proves it to be nothing more than a loose name
for the relations existing between certain events and

m his admirable book, Present Philosophical Tendencies, p
105 —To limit things to what can be experienced may be
groundless and misleading ({b1d , p, 316), the things may not
require any home, yet the independent reality, call 1t a thing
or a neutral entity, could not be revealed to us and so could
not be used in explanation of anything 1f 1t had not been
known at all.

14 For a further exposition of the meanming of indepen-
dence, 1 must refer the readers to my Self, Thought dnd
Reality, pp 115-120
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the life of the organism,’® he had at least to seek
the support of the neutral events for destroying the
‘wmde-spread prejudice for consciousness. Conscious-
ness, for him, is a particular relation into which the
neutral events enter which, therefore, must be ac-
knowledged to be real entities. The Madhyamikas,
on the other hand, go about their iconoclastic business
all single-handed and unaided and will not rest till
all philosophical superstitions are finally eradicated
including the Vijfianavadi’s superstition in favour of
consciousness 16

Sankara’s attitude towards the theory of pure

15 Journal of Philosophy, Psychology, and Scientific
Method, I, 1904, since incorporated in Essays wn Radical
Emprricism, p 17.

18 This distinction between the position of the subjective
1dealist and that of the nihilist is beautifully brought out in
the Serva-Suddhinta-Sangraha, IV, 6, a work attributed to
Sankara The only philosopher whose nihilistic perfection
approaches the radical scepticism of the Indian Buddhists 1s
1" H, Bradley who has so far been rightly characterised as
‘3 genuine Madhyamika” by Dr Th Stcherbatsky in his
Nurvana, p 52 But the difference between these positions 1s
at least as great as their sitmilanity Bradley, in spite of his
condemnation of the self and self-consciousness as mere
appearances, 1s anxious to find a home for them in the life of
the Absolute, though they have to undergo transformation and
transmutation before they can enter 1t. Moreover, the self,
for him, though not a true form of experience, 1s the highest
form of experience which we have (Appearance and Reality,
p -108). For Nagarjuna, on the other hand, the self is as
unreal as the son of a barren woman, and, consequently, has
no place in Reality ‘
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nothing or Sunyavdda is generally one of sheer con-
tempt.?” Yet, however, he has indirectly subjected
it to a scathing criticism which, though directed
against some of the assumptions of Indian nihilism,
may very well be utilized 1n assessing the merit. of
the modern theories. One of his contentions against
the position of universal mhilism is that a significant
denial has invariably a reference to something real
as 1ts logical basis, ¢ g , when the 1llusory snake is
negated as unreal this is made possible only on the
basis of the perceived rope which 1s real ** Demal
1s sigmficant only when something is left, 1f, on the
cther hand, ‘‘everything is denied, and no real entity
is left, the negation becomes impossible and, con-
sequently, that entity which we started to deny be-
comes real ” Turning to the mhilist’s denial of con-
sciousness, 1t is remarked in another context that even
if the position of the subjective idealist be left 1n the
.region of controversy and 1t 1s left undecided whether
the object of knowledge 1s real or unreal, yet the
reality of consciousness or knowledge has to be presup-
posed in either case.’® Even the nihilists, 1t is observ-
——”C(_Tpare, for instance, his indignant remark that

nihilism does not merit refutation as 1t is opposed to all types

of proof—S B, II. 2, 31.

18 Kanchidhe paramartham alambya aparamdairthah prati-
stdhyate—S B. 111, 2, 22.

® Ubhayathdpr  ghatddwwydianasya  bhavabhitatvam
abhyupagatameva—Commentary on the Brh Up , IV, 8. 1.
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ed elsewhere, have to concede that non-existence or
abhava 1s knowable as well as permanent ** And 1t
would be absurd, therefore, to assert the knowability
of negation while denying the reality of knowledge *
The modern theories of consciousness, as we have
ohserved above, are less audacious and much less
radical than the doctrine of the Indian nihilists
Even W James who doubted the reality of conscious-
ness did not doubt the reality of the neutral events
which, according to him, were the ultimate stuff of
the real world Similarlv, the behaviouristic and
neo-realistic doctrines of consciousness, far from com-
mitting themselves to the position of nmiversal nega-
tion, undertake to reduce consciousness to a particular
tvpe of relation between the external stimulus and
the orgamism -That 1s, 1nstead of reducing conscious-
ness to pure nothing, these modern theories reduce 1t
to something other than consciousness, and so far they
escape partly the edge of Saikara’s critiaism  But-
this partial escape brings out all the more prominently
their weakness when judged 1n the light of the other
part of the criticism  The most fundamental point in

20 C'ospmentary on the Prainopanisad, VI, 2

21 Thys argument has found 1n Prot Gentile one of 1ty
distinguished modern supporters ‘It 1s clear that our very
1gnorance 18 not a fact unless at the same time 1t 1s a cogm-
tion 50 that ignorance 1s a fact to which experience can
ap];gal only Because 1t 1s known *'—The Mind as Pure ;4ct,
D
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the contemporary attempts at denying the " real-
ity of consciousness lies in their unanimous
rejection of the 1idealistic procedure of assigning a
supreme place to consciousness and knowledge
Things, it is urged, are not only independent of knowl-
edge, but knowledge 1s nothing more than a specific
type of relation into which the things enter under
certain conditions * These things are no doubt various-
ly named in the various theories, but the central con-
tention remains 1dentical in all of them, namely, that
there 1s no consciousness outside or apart from the
things and their relations *

The 1internal paradox of the contemporary
theories of consciousness may best be exposed by
enquiring whether the elements, the neutral events
o1 the bits of pure experience into which consciousness
1s reduced are themselves unknown or known The
former alternative would evidently render them
undistinguishable from pure nothing or mere naught,
and, as such, they must repel all predicates And 1n
that case they cannot be brought 1n for explaimng
anything The only alternative, therefore, would be
to admit that they are objects of knowledge and, as

2

he only exception to this general tendeney 1s furnished
by Prof 8 Alexander who does not favour the total oblitera-
ution of the well-established distinction between the mental and
*he physical and insists on enjoyment and contemplation as
being two fundamentally different tvpes of kmowledge none
uf which can be reduced to the other
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such, presuppose the reality of knowledge or conscious-
ness. The scepticism of Descartes, as 1s well known,
was arrested by the cogito, and it is this very fact
which 1s demied here  When I doubt, I cannot doubt
that I doubt, and as doubting 1s a mode of conscious-
ness, it would be paradoxical to doubt, and more so to
deny, the reality of consciousness It 1s this fact
which, as we have seen above, is emphasised by the
epistemological priority of consciousness **  All
objects, no matter what they are in detail, are, n so
far as they are appealed to in explanation of some-
thing, known objects, and must have their prius in ““I

think,”” “I know” or ‘I am conscious ’ They are,
as put by Sured$vara with his characteristic terseness,
atmapirvaka

The I:eason, however, why such an apparently
self-evident position threatens to degenerate into the
relic of an exploded doctrine is that the majority of
the modern theories of consciousness have unwittingly
pledged themselves to an altogether ,unwarranted.
postulate  This postulate, to put 1t simply, is that
consciousness 1s an object, and as such can be inves-

28 In this connection one may recall Professor G F
Stout’s important observation that whatever ‘‘1s meant, in-
tended, ar thought of bv the mind, 1nasmuch as 1t 1s meant,
:ntended, or thought of, 1s the mind’s object, whether it be
fact or fiption, a mountain or a headache or a geometrical
problem,”! Manual of Psychology, {fourth edition, p 8,
And t are all objects because they are ‘‘Presented to con-
sclousnesy *'—Ibul | p, 99,
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tigated and explained in the same way in which we"
explain all other objects of the world There have
been, no doubt, philosophers and psychologists who
bave protested against the practice of regarding the
self as an object, but they have as a rule ended by
depriving the self of all its meaning till it dwindles
into a bare zero or, as it 1s disparagingly put by A S.
Pringle-Pattison, the dot upon the 1 2* Thus, Kant
and Green, J Ward and E Caird have exhibited 1n
their exposition of the self a clear drift to agnosticism
Whether ar no some type of agnosticism be 1nseparable
from a true theory of self, the indybitable reality of
consciousness provides a brilliant instance of a reality
which, though incapable of being known as an object,
1s yet a foundational fact This leads us to what
we have called before the second feature of the advaita
theory of consciousness

Consciousness, according to the advaita thinkers,
being the ultimate principle of revelation, canmot
stand 1n need .of a more ulterior principle for 1ts own
revelation That which 1s the prius of the knowable
chjects cannot itself be conceived as an object among
other objects much as the light which reveals every-
thing does not require a second light for 1ts own mani-

festation ** Hence, consciousness is characterised
24 The Idea of God, p 199
25 Samvedanasvaripatvat samvedandntardpelsa ca na
sambhavat, yatha pralasasya proha$anterdpeksiya na
sambhavah tadvat—Commentary on the Kenopanisad, 12
Fo -
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as svayamprakasa All things, 1t is observed,?® ‘“‘can
be classified as knowledge and knowable, and none
except the Vainasikas would admit a third knowledge
which perceives the other knowledge ’ In fact the
distinction between knowledge and the object of
knowledge 1s 1nevitable 1n all cases, and ‘‘a hundred
Vainadikas cannot make knowledge itself knowable
and this 1s as sure as they cannot revive a dead man ”’
The knowledge of knowledge (7#dnasya jiieyatvam) or
awareness of awareness 1s, therefore, a psychological
absurdity, and even when it 1s advanced as a logical
theory, i1ts untenability may be shown by the evident
conflict 1t comes 1nto with the admittedly vahd
principle that all objects are presented to conscious-
ness ‘‘In so far as consciousness is an object of con-
sciousness,” 1t has been rightly remarked by Prof
Gentile, ‘‘1t 1s no longer consciousness In so far as
the original apperception 1s an apperceived object, 1t
1s no longer apperception %7

A lot of mist that has gathered round the
problem of self and that of consciousness would,
therefore, disappear; as soon as we abandon the
1cgical superstition that all that 1s real must neces-
sarily be a defimite object of thought And modern
philosophy has already prepared the weapons with

26 Commentary on the Prainopanisad, VI, 2.
2 Ibd , p. 6
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which one may kill the superstition Berkeley’s
distinction between ‘idea’ and ‘notion,” Professor S.
Alexander’s insistence that knowledge in the way of
contemplation is altogether different from what we
get in the way of enjoyment, James Ward’s contrast
of the self from the presentations, and lastly G
Gentile's position that the transcendental ego can
never in any possible manner be objectified—these are
some of the clear instances in which attempts have
been made to widen the domain of reality beyond the
world of knowable objects All that 1s needed now
for a just appreciation of the advaita position 1s to
see clearly that 1t 1s conscrousness and consciousness
alone which, though not an object, 1s yet eminently
real And this would certainly disarm the critics
who have been but too 1eady to 1dentify such a posi-
tion with that of the agnostic

It ought to be clear from what has been so far
saild 1n elucidation of the advaita doctrine of con-
sciousness that any analysis of consciousness which
1s undertaken without a distinct comprehension of
the essential difference between consciousness on the
one hand and the objects that are presented to it on
the other 1s sure to be 1nadequate and uninstructive
That which reveals every object and illumines the
entire world of things cannot itself be apprehended as
a ‘this’ or a ‘that > The nearest analogy to it in the
physical world 1s furnished by light which, there-
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fore, has been very frequently appealed to in 1llustrat-
ing the peculiar character of consciousness by the
Indian as well as the Western thinkers ** The light
which manifests all material things cannot be appro-
priately said to be here and not there, 1t 1s not a
particular thing existing by the side of other things;
yet 1t 1s the condition of the revelation of the parti-
cular things 2 Hence arise the difficulties which
our psychologists experience 1n defining conscious-
ness, the reality of which they find 1t necessary to
emphasise, 1t is something, they say, that can be
defined only 1n terms of itself Hence, again, Yajna-
valkya while expounding the nature of the Absolute
to Usasta 1nsisted on the mmpossibility of explaining
1t 1 the same way 1n which one shows the cow by
holding her by the horn The Self being the seer of
sight, as he puts 1t, 1t 1s not capable of being appre-
hended as an object, as, ¢ ¢ , we know the jug, etc **

25 Among the western philosophers, one may remember
here Hamilton’s comparison of consciousness with ‘‘an 1n-
ternal light”” (Metaphysics I, p 183) or E  Caird’s compar-
1son of the selt with “the light which reveals bhoth 1tself and
the darkness” (Hegel, p 147) The advaita literature
abounds 1n this analogy and frequently refers to the self as
the lamp-Light or the light of the sun

2 Another favourite instance of the advaita thinkers 1s
growded by space or Ghdéa which 1s too ubiquitous to be
etermined as ‘this’ or ‘that’ or ‘here’ as distinct from ‘there *

30 Comment ry on the Brh Up, III 4 1.
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The initial assumption of the contemporary
theories of consciousness 1s essentially identical with
that of Usasta, namely, nothing that cannot be pre-
sented as a definite object 1s real This very assump-
tion was at the root of the imperfect analysis of
experience offered by associationism and presenta-
tionism, particularly, 1t formed the corner-stone of
Hume’s analysis And 1f Hume’s search for the
self ended 1n a total failure, the relational theories
of conscwousness of the present century cannot be
expected to fare better while the initial assumption
is allowed to stand unchallenged When, that is,
consciousness 1s defined as a species of function exer-
cised by the organism,® or as the cross-section of the
universe determined by the specific response of the
organism,®* 1t is not so much as questioned whether
consciousness to which are presented all things in-
cluding the nervous system can 1tself be adequately
concelved as a presentation or a particular type of
thing among other things The result is that the
conscious self which 1n fact is the presupposition of
the orgamsm and 1ts function is lost sight of amidst
the congeries of objects, and then ingenious attempts
are made to evolve 1t out of that very organism which

3;; Prof R B Perry, Present Philosophical Tendencies,
P
82 Prof E. B. Holt Concept of Conscrousness, p. 170.
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when separated from a conscious self 1s devoid of all
intelligible meaning  This procedure, 1n the words
of Sankara, 1s as preposterous as to think that the
colour 1s seen though there 1s no eye ** When the self
is reduced to the complex of the body, etc , it 1s signi-
ficantly remarked by Satikara, what 1s 1gnored 1s
that “‘this complex, not heing distingmishable from
sounds and the rest in so far as 1it, like them, is of
the nature of the knowable, 1t is not reasonable to
attribute the nature of the knower to 1t 't The
colour cannot see the sound, but everything 1s know-
able by the self 2°

A curious meeting of extremes 1n this respect 1s
llustrated by the accounts of self advanced by
Bradley and Bosanquet Out of the various meanings
of self which Bradley examines in his monumental
work, Appearance and Reality, theve 1s hardly any

33 It 18 interesting to note that W Tames whose analysis
has profoundly influenced the realistic theories of our age has
sometimes been more careful 1n this respect than s followers,
When the psychologist mndertakes an analysis of knowledge,
h.e tells us, he has not only to see the elements and their rela-
tions involved in knowledge, but also the relation 1n which
he himself stands to the total situation —Principles  of
Psychology, L p 184 When a philosopher analyses or ex-
plans an object, 1t 18 as natural as 1t 18 disastrous to drop
bimself out of sight
_ 3% Dehddisaighatasydpy  $abdadisvaripatv@visesat  wy-
fieyatvividesat ca na yuhtam viydudt !

Jriatrtvam

35 Servameva tu atmang neyam~—C

Rathopamied. 075 a vyieya ommentary on the
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reference to the doctrine according to which the self
1s Consciousness or Knowledge, though such a doc-
trine has been strongly suggested by the idealists
and sometimes ably explained as, ¢ g, by FLord
Haldane ** And the reason seems to be that he
starts with the same assumption which vitiated the
analysis of Hume and the associationists 1n general ®7
Even 1f 1t be granted that the self 1s, ‘‘ where not
hiding itself in obscurity, a mere bundle of discre-
pancies,”*® 1t may still be urged that the conscious
self for which such a bundle exists cannot itself be
reduced to a mere bundle of discrepancies The fact
15 that all s difficulties about the self, as aptly put
by Dr Haldar, are ‘“ due to his i1dentification of 1t
with its content '3 And once this identification is
assumed to be true, it would be a comparatively easy
task to condemn the self as a gross fiction, a mere
monster, or a metaphysical chimera  This identifica-
tion remains essentially unchallenged in Bosanquet’s

p—

36 Compare, for 1nstance, his article 1n the Proceedings
of the Brittsh Academy, Vol 1X, and also The Reign of
Relatwnity, pp 160, 288,

37 This 15 particularly evident from the way in which he
esks ‘““‘whether there 1s anything which may not become an
object, and 1n that sense, a not-self’’—loc eit., p. 77, Such
remarks as that the main bulk of the elements on the side of
the self and on the side of the non-self ‘‘1s interchangeable’”
llustrate clearly Bradley’s tendency to presentationism.

38 Loc cit | p 104,
3% Neo-Hegelanism, p. 262 -
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theory It 1s true that he, in spite of his deep sym-
pathy with Bradley’s way of thinking, does not go
the length of condemning the self as a mere appear-
ance On the contrary, he insists that the signi-
ficance of mind should be accepted on its own merits
and as sui generzs  Yet, the description of the self as
a world of experience working itself out towards har-
mony and completeness, or an active form of totality,
or, again, as a living world of content, is strongly
suggestive of a fruitless search of the conscious self
the wrong place 4° .

The conclusion that emerges out of these con-
siderations 1s that no theory of consciousness is
likely to survive the hight of critical thought which
leaves unexamined and unchallenged the 1dentifica-
t1on of consciousness with what 1s presented to it
And it further follows that consciousness cannot be
dismissed as a mere chimera simply on the ground
that 1t cannot be known as an object Thus, agnos-
ticism and presentationism are the two extremes
which should be carefully avoided by a true theory of
consciousness The self, which 1s essentially con-
sciousness for the advaita thinkers, is, therefore,
frequently described as different from the known and
beyond the unknown, and this character, 1t 1s urged,

10 Some of his,pregnant remarks on the self are to be
tound 1 The Principle of Indiiduality and Value, pp 193,
289, 336 Cf also The Nature of Mwnd, p 125f
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does not belong to any other thing +* That 1is, as
explained by Sankara, the self 1s different from the
entire world of objects but that does not mean that
1t is unknown #2

The advaita distinction between the svayam-
siddha and the dgantuka 1s intended to convey essen-
tially the same meaning The conscious self, accord-
ing to the thinkers of this school, is of the nature of
an irrepressible reality which is necessarily pre-
supposed by all proof and disproof, and which,
therefore, falls beyond the region of logical justifica-
tion or refutation The self 1n this respect is
different from the adventitious objects, such as ether
These are not beyond the range of proof (pramana-
nirapeksa) or self-established (svayamsiddha), the
self, on the other hand, 1s the basis (@$raya) of the
process of proof, and, consequently, 1s established
prior to the process of proof ** You can refute what
is adventitious, but not that which 1s your essential
nature, much as the heat of fire cannot be refuted by
the fire 1tself

Regarded in this light, the conscious self, accord-
ing to the advaita theory, is an irrepressible reality,

41 Kenopanisad, 1, 3
2 Anandagirt 1llustrates the point by the help of light
vhich, as we have seen above, 18 the most favourite analogy
with the advaita thinkers
13 Atma tu pramanadivyavaharéirayatvat pragev
4 geva pra-
méanadwyavalarat siddhyatr S B, 1I. 3 7 ?
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and what Bradley says with regard to the principle
of contradiction may with equal justice be applied to
1t, namely, that its absolute reality 1s proved by the
fact that, ‘‘either 1n endeavouring to deny 1t, or even
1n attempting to doubt 1t, we tacitly assume its
validity ''4¢

From the dictum that there 1s no consciousness,
which has so far been considered, to materialism
there 1s but a short way The latter does not deny
the fact of consciousness, but accepting it as an 1n-
dubitable fact, materialism considers 1t to be a pro-
duct of matter But none the less materialism and
the doctrine of no-consciousness meet on the confu-
sion of consciousness with the content, the only dif-
ference 1s that the latter has the merit of drawing
the 1nevitable consequences of the fundamental
postulate which has always been at the basis of

1 Appearance and Reality, p 120 This 1n fact contains
the essence of Kant’s transcendental deduction The neces-ity
and usniversality of the principles of the understanding are
ultimately proved by the fact that they are the ground of the
possibility of experience ; that which makes experience possible
18 for that verv reason necessary In this sense the unity of
consciousness, according to Kant, 18 a transcendental condition
of all expenence and all knowledge, it 1s the ultimate pre-
supposition of knowledge The advaita c(onception of
svayamsiddha essentially conveys the same meaning; and if
Bradley condemns the self as a mere appearance while accept-
ing the absolute vahdity of the law of contradiction, that 1s
probably due to his assumption that the self, 1f real, must be
an obwc}hve_ content
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the former And this postulate, it may be worth-
while to urge at the risk of repetition, lies in
assuming that consciousness is one object among
others ~ Once this assumption has been swallowed,
the wood 1s sure to be lost in the trees, and, con-
sequently, the relational theories of conscious-
ness may very aptly be styled as the natural nemesis
of objectifying the subject

As the purport of the present chapter 1s to pro-
vide an antitoxin for counteracting the ruinous ten-
dency of contemporary thought to what we have
called above unhealthy scepticism 1n respect of the
most ultimate principle of thought and existence, a
full and detailed examination of the anti-advaita
theories of consciousness, which 1s undertaken below,
1s not called for in the present context In fact, all
these anti-advaita theories may be ultimately traced
back to the root-fallacy which has inevitably led to
the relational theory of the present century, and the
reductio ad absurdum which 1t 1llustrates 1n a very
piquant and clear manner ought to force philoso-
phical thought to retrace its steps and come to a
clearer consciousness of the limits within which alone
scepticism can exercise 1ts healthy influence



CHAPTER V
CONSCIOUSNESS AS A QUALITY

The paradox implicit 1 the denial of conscious-
ness and In every attempt to translate it i terms of
something other than 1itself shows that here at least we
are dealing with a reality that 1s irrepressible, what-
ever 1ts ultimate status might be in the democracy of
things When, however, 1its reality is accepted as
unchallengeable, it 1s still open to us to deny its
foundational character and reduce 1t to a by-product
©of matter, an epiphenomenon or, mn the words of
Hodgson, a sort of foam, aura, or melody In other
words, the real strength of the position, generally
known as materialism or naturalism, 1s not weakened
to any appreciable degree even 1if we admit the
epistemological priority of consciousness, for logical
priority 1s apparently not incompatible with chrono-
logical posteriority And 1t may well be 1magined
that consciousness, though prior to matter in the order
of knowledge, 1s posterior to matter in the order of
existence, 1t 1s this existential dependence that is
emphasised by modern naturalism which, unlike the
older forms of materialism, 1s ready to concede to the
dealist’s demand for a privileged place for conscious-
ness 1n the field of knowledge

140
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The advaita reply to this modern form of
materialism will be better understood if we start with
Sankara’s polemic against that cruder type of
materialism associated with the name of Carvaka in
Indian philosophy Consciousness, according to 1it,
15 a by-product of matter and appears, hike the intoxi-
cating property of a drug, when the material elements
are transformed mto the shape of a physical body *
The bulk of Sankara’s criticism of the materialist’s
arguments consists 1n attacking the vahdity of a
number of empirical generalisations by which the
materialistic thesis has been sought to be supported
What 1s, however, of special interest for the modern
thinkers 1s the amazingly idealistic vein 1n which he
asks What 1s the nature of that consciousness that
1s supposed by the materialist to have 1ts origin 1n the
material elements > Consclousness, according to him,
must either be perception of the elements and what
springs from them, or it must be a quality of the
material elements But in either case we are landed
in difficulties  In the former case, the elements and

v Caitanyam  madasaktivedviyianam—S 1B III 3 53
1t 18, according to the Lokayatikas, bhutadharma—Commen-
tary on the Prasnopanisad, VI. 2 The matertalists are de-
scribed, 1 Sarea-Sidhanta-Sangiaha 11 B, as those wmho
ascribe everything to Nature as 1ts cause and, consequently,
consciousness 13 supposed to arise 1 the same way as the red
]colour 18 produced by the combination of betel, areca-nut and
me

2SS B IIT 3, 54
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their products are objects of consciousness, and, as
such, 1t cannot be their product, whereas 1n the latter
case, 1t would be absurd to urge that physical qualities
can objectify their own qualities, such as form and
colour It 1s consciousness alone that can make
material things its objects, and 1t 1s as absurd to
suppose that consciousness that 1s a quality or product
of matter,would yet make material things its objects
as to think that fire can burn itself or that a trained
acrobat can mount on his own shoulders Sankara’s
conclusion, therefore, 1s that consciousmress must be
different (vyatireka) from the material elements, and
the self which 1s essentially knowledge (upalabdhi-
svaripa) 1s something other than the physical body
The force of these criticisms, 1t 1s evident, depends
upon what has now become an 1dealistic commonplace,
namely, first, that consciousness to which 1s presented
every object cannot be i1dentified with an object, and
as matter 1s one of the objects that have a meaning
only 1n so far as they are presented to consciousness,
the latter must be entirely different from the former *

3 Nalu bhatabhautihadliarmena sati cattanyena Dbhata-
bhautikan, visayihriyeran—loc <t It may be interesting
to note that Sankara’s argument that a thing cannot act upon
itself (swatmane hreyg-verodhat) has tound favour with so
accomplished a realist as Prof = Alexander ‘I cannot have
knowledge of my mind in the sense of making 1t an object
of contemplation, for that would mean that my mind could
et upon atself '—The Proccedings of Aristobelian Society,
1910-11, p 19,



THE QUID ANTERIOR TO CONSCIOUSNESS 143

Secondly, that which 1s an object of consclousness
cannot be a precedent factor in the genesis of con-
sciousness These are the two principles underlying
Sankara’s criticism,—principles that are also at the
root of the 1idealist’s polemic against materialism.
Matter, 1t 1s remarked by Green, ‘‘is an element 1n a
world of consciousness,”’ and only as an element ‘‘can
any material relation be known,”’ consequently, 1t
would be absurd to explain ‘‘consciousness itself as
one sort of such material relation, which 1s as if a
phystologist should explain the vital process by some
particular motion of a muscle which 1t renders
possible "' That 1s, matter, 1f 1t 15 to explain the rise
of consciousness, cannot be merely ‘‘the unknown
negative of consciousness,”’ cannot be external to
consciousness, on the contrary, 1t 1s matter as known
that alone provides an explanatory principle by which
“the function of the soul, or anything else, can for
us be explamned '’ -

Thus Green, like his Indian predecessor, Sankara,
offers the same epistemological arguments against the
materialistic thesis, and thinks that the knowledge of

* Works I, p 3878 The absurdity of the materialist’s
procedure 1s 1llustrated by Green by the teat of Baron Mun-
chausen 1m swinging himself across a stream by the sleeve of
bis own coat (Zb:d, p 438) This 1s almost a reproduction
of Sankara’s 1illustration of the trained acrobat mounting
on his own shoulders

5 Prolegomena to Ethics, p 13
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nature cannot be itself a part or product of nature,
since ‘‘between the consciousness 1itself on the one
hand, and on the other anything determined by the
relations under which nature 1s presented to conscious-
ness, no process of development, because no com-
munity, can be really traced ¢ Consciousness, for
both Sankara and Green, 1s, therefore, something su:
generis, a reality that has none of the characters,
belongmg to the things that are known or knowable
as objects (vzseya), and, as such, 1t cannot be a
product of the things, that have a meaning only for
CONSCIOUSNEsS

It is evident that such a criticism of materahsm
contains 1n a nutshell all the baffling puzzles that are
responsible for the origin and perpetuation of the
idealism-realism controversy in philosophy Because
a realist might still contend that the epistemological
priority of consciousness 1s not inconsistent with its
chronological posterionty, and, consequently, con-
sciousness, though born of nature, may yet make nature
its object  Such a retort, however, ignores the plamn
fact that the quid anteror to consciousness has no
meaning for us, and so cannot be appealed to in
explanation of anything, on the other hand, the very
chronological order which 1s here contrasted with the
logical order is a particularly conceived order, 1t 1s

¢ Prolegomena, p 23
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something presented to consciousness, and here lies its
efficiency for working as an explanatory principle
This 1s not, however, the place to assess the realism-
idealism controversy 1n detail, which we have else-
where attempted But the mmportant point 1s that
matertalism takes that to be the antecedent condition
of consciousness which has a meaning only as present-
ed to consciousness, and it matters little whether it is
called matter, nature or history That which makes
nature possible, to borrow Kant’s classical expresston,
cannot be a product of nature, and if nature 1s through
and through historical, then, even this history has a
meaning only for consciousness The objects of knowl-
edge, Sankara urges, have temporal determinations,
such as, past, present or future, but that for which
these temporal relations have a meaning cannot be
itself in time, 1t 1s 1n this sense an eternal presence *
Sankara’s criticism of that type of spiritualism
which posits the reality of a spiritual soul-substance
underlying the fleeting states of consciousness, and of
which Locke iz the West and the thinkers of the
Nyaya-Vaisesika school in India have been the most
enthusiastic exponents, brings out the logical paradox
of another theory of consciousness which has attracted
a large number of accomphshed thinkers by reason of
its simplicity and apparent persuasiveness Con-

" Sarvad@-vartamina-svabligrah—8 B, I 3. 7.
F. 10
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sciousness, according to 1t, 1s not essentially a product
of matter, it is, on the contrary, a quality supported
by, and generated in, a spiritual substance, generglly
called the self or soul It starts with the common-
sense dualism of mind and matter, and then conceives
knowledge as a quality which, though produced by
_matter, must reside m mind  Such a theory, 1t will
be seen more clearly m the sequel, can he distinguished
from materiahsm with the greatest difficulty, because
consciousness 1s still concewved as a product, and the
soul as a substratum transcending or lymng beyond the
conscious processes The status of consciousness 1s
still one of dependence, though 1t has now heen
transferred from the matertal to the spiritual
substance, the soul may exist without consciousness,
but the latter needs a crutch to support itself

The defect of such a mechamcal conception of
knowledge 1s beautifully summarised by Sankara and

—

¥ The verv defiurtion of knowledge as an effect produced
by a sort of compact o1 contract between the elernal ohjects
and the soul has the tendency to reduce the latter to an
unconscious material substance, Cp Gawtama  Indnyartha-
sanntharsotpannam  phanam—Nyaye-Satra 1 1 4. and
Locke’s deseniption ot the production of the ideas 1 the
white paper '.dEs.say, Bk II. Ch I 3 The perception of
wdeas according to Locke, is to the soul what motion 15 fo
the body, “not‘ 1ts essence, but one of 1+ operations ’  And
this would easily remind an Indiau student of the famous
sta{te}x:xen\ﬁ of Jayanta: Sacetanaicita yogat tadyogena 1ina
Jadak—Nyayamanjari, Ganegidhara Sictrv’ i
AT Pt 2 4{32 , g ra Sdstry’s edition, Vol
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E Cawrd According to the philosophers of the
sschool of Kanada, 1t 1s complammed by Saikara, con-
sciousness 1s produced in the same .way as the quality
of red 1s produced m a jar through its connection with
fire ®° The psychological attitude of Locke, it is
smularly remarked by Caird, leads him to treat the
faculty of knowledge merely as an attribute of certain
beings n the world, by which they are characterised
and distinguished from other beings, so that, ¢ g., as
weight 1s the attribute of a stone, thought 1s the
attmbute of man '

Thus the apphcation of the categories of sub-
stance-attribute and cause-effect to consciousness, 1n
the opmnion of Sankara and Caird alike, is the funda-
mental fallacy of this type of spiritualism **

Y bginghar < drgogajasiolutadigunauad—S BT, 3. 18,
Lraryan rastu bhaiate ghate nae  1dgasamardyi— San-
kara’s C'om on the Kenopanisad 11 4,

W ke Critical Phidosophy of Kant I, p. 12

1 How fu Sanhkara’s view here has come to be un es-
tabli~bed tenet of modein idealism may he seen from the
«mphatic observation of Green that the greatest writer must
fall 1mto contusions when he brings under the conceptions
of caus~e and substancethe self-conscious thought which 1s then,
source —Works I, p 109 Compare also Haldane’s remark
that the mentalists and the new realists have made the dan-
gerous assumption about the adequacy of the category of
substance and thus they treat knowledge as a cacsal result-
Proc’ of the British Academy, Vol IX
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The misapplication of the categories of substance
and cause to the conscious principle, which is en-
couraged-alike by the grammatical forms of language
and the popular modes of thinking, is one of those
philosophical superstitions that win popular approval
at the sacrifice of logical profundity by following the
natural inchnations of ordinary thought and speech.
Descartes’ definition of the self as a spiritual substance
of which thought is but an attribute, or Gautama’s
description of knowledge as a quality of the soul
(atmagauna), would, by reason of 1ts very seductive
simplhcity, lead to the triple distinction of knowledge,
the knower and the object of knowledge, described as
triputi 1n Indian philosophy It has received the
certificate of scientific authority at the hands of
modern psychology and influenced the epistemological
analysis of a large number of philosophers 1n all ages
and countries When I know the table, there is
nothing apparently more simple than to analyse the
total situation into the * I,” the table and the process
of knowledge, and the result 1s that knowledge 1s
concerved as a temperary event arising ont of the
operation of the table upon the self and inherng in
the latter Thus, Ramanuja, for mstance, in his
elaborate criticism of the position of §ankara, appeals
to experience in order to discredit the theory of
knowledge which takes it to be foundational, and, as
such, without a self to support it or an objett to
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produce it 12 The very nature of knowledge, 1t is
urged, is to manifest an object to the self, it can as
httle be its own object as its awn subject. Knowledge,
therefore, must be taken to be a particular property
of the self (atmano dharmavidesah) Similarly, A S.
Pringle-Pattison defies Fichte’s imperious tone and
asserts emphatically that ‘‘to speak of thought as self-
existent, without any conscious being whose the
thought is, conveys no meaning to our minds. Thought
exists only as the thought of a thinker, 1t must be
centred somewhere To thought per se we can attri-
bute neither existence nor causal activity, and this
being so, 1t can have no place in metaphysics as a
theory of Being '

The plethora of paradoxes and inconsistencies
hidden beneath the triple division of knower, knowl-
edge, and object known, would have long rendered the
psychological analysis a thing of the past, if it had
not enjoyed the privilege of being entrenched behind
the established usages of our ordinary thought and
speech. 'All the vices of presentationism and the
objective attitude of mind are concealed beneath its

12 Naneit ndma hdcrh mrdsraya nirvisayd vé  atyentanu-
palabdherna sambhavati—Sribhasya 1 1. 1.

13 Hegelianism and Personahity, p 18, Cp, J, Ward's
remark that it is futile to attempt, by means of phrases such
as consciousness or the unity of consciousness, to escape the
implication of a conscious subject —Psychological Principles,

» 40.
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outward cloak of simplicity, such as the confusion of
the subject-object relation with an inter-objective
relation, the error of identifyng the knower with mind
or sentience, and so on  Historically, whenever the
Iight of critical thought has attempted to pierce
through its outer cloak, it has developed 1n the direc-
tions of materialism, scepticism, and agnosticism.
Thus, for instance, its materiahstic tendency is dis-
closed in the speculations of Locke and the thinkers
of the Nyaya-Vaidesika school who found 1t hard to:
distinguish the soul-substance from a bit of matter, 1ts.
sceptical tendency 1s brought to prominence in the
philosophy of Hume and the Buddhists, whose search
for a permanent soul ended 1n the theory of no-soul,
and 1ts agnostic tendency manifests 1tself in that parti-
cular theory of self which 1s represented by James
Ward 1n modern thought and by Prabhikara m Indian
Philosophy » i

It may be interesting to see how the germ of these
apparently conflicting theories 1s mmplicit mm the
psychological analysis of knowledge If we start on
our analysis with the simple fact of perception, it may
be said to consist of three factors, namely, the object
that is perceived, the percipient, and the process of
perception  Out of these, the last factor 1s apparently
the result produced by the object npon the percipient.
mind  Perception, though a product of the mind-
object relation, reveals the object to the mind or ‘the
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self, and the self is something over and above the
perceptual process which inheres in it '* As percep-
tion cannot fly about without a support, it is natural
to refer it to the self to whom is presented the object.
Thus, the self becomes a substance of which knowledge
is an attribute.

It is easy to see that the place of the self in such
an analysis is extremely anomalous. And the puzzles
manifest themselves as soon as it 18 asked how is the
self known? As all objects are, exhypothesi, present-
ed to the self, and are revealed to the self, the difficulty
of knowing the self must be ehormous in such a
scheme It 1s not possible, as nghtly urged by
Sankara, to know the self in such an analysis, because
all 1ts activities, such-as hearing, seeing, speaking or
reflecting, must be directed only to the objects and
not to the self 3

The first 1mpulse of thought in- face of this
difficulty would be to regard the self also as a type
of object As objects alone are revealed by know-

It 18 not necessary here to insist on the distinction
between Mind and Soul, or on the three-fold contact which,
1n the opinion of the Nvaya thinkers, buings about perceptual
knowledge ‘

. . -
16 Sravanidilriyaiea sravisayesy eva, na h mantavyat
anyatra  manturmananakriya sambhavati—Sankara’s sum-

lélﬁr)]: Va.lt the end of s commentary on Astareyopanisad,
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ledge, the knower also must be one object among other
objects  This position 1s ably defended by the philo-
sophers of the Nyaya-Vaisesika school, and by their
modern successors, such as W James and Prof
Alexander The self, therefore, 1s itself an object of
knowledge, and, like all other objects, must be reveal-
ed or proved. It s, in other words, a prameya among
other prameyas, as put by the Naiyayikas And if
this circumstance 1s combined with the other part of
the analysis, namely, that the self 1s the substance to
which knowledge belongs as a quality, the soul-
substance becomes indistinguishable from a bit of
matter, 1t 1s, therefore, openly taken to be material
yada) by Jayanta Bhatta, when consciousness 1s not
produced 1n 1t

When, on the other hand, the inconsistency
involved 1n the admission of a self as an object among
other abjects, to which all objects are yet supposed to
be presented, 1s clearly seen, thought moves forward
to another position, namely, that the so-called self
which is distinguished by the psychological analysis
from all objects 1s a mere fiction of 1magimation, what-
ever exists must be an object, and, consequently, the
self that 15 supposed to be different from the world of
objects is a mere, nothing like the son of a barren
woman. Thus emerges the theory of no-soul that 1s
ably defended by the Buddhists and their modern
exponent, Hume .
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The sceptical conclusions of the Buddhists and
those of Hume, or Prof. E B Holt, though arising
out of the psychological analysis by an immanent
logical dialectic, must compe] thought to move forward
once more to a more satisfactory position  As the self
which is the knower of all objects cannot itself be
denmed without reducing the psychological analysis to
a logical camouflage, and as the self cannot be known
as an object, 1t is something sué generis that 1s known,
not as an object, but as the subject to which all objects
are referred as their inexpugnable basis James
Ward’s theory of the Pure Ego which 1s within
«experience though unknowable as an cbject, as well as
Prabhakara’s theory of self that cannot be known as
an object, but known only as the subject, are
llustrative of the agnostic tendency imphlicit in the
psychological analysis of knowledge

Even this brief consideration of the apparently
simple division of the perceptual situation into three
factors indicates some of the puzzles that develop out
of 1ts mmtial assumption And the pemalty which
philosophers have to pay for an uncntical alliance
with commonsense 1s clearly shown by the material-
1stic, sceptical and agnostic tendencies of the present-
day philosophy The very first assumption of the
triple division,—namely, that the self can be known
under the same conditions as the objects—must,
thetefore, be challenged; and it 1s an eminently inter-
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esting fact that both Sankara and the modern idealists.
have actually challenged 1t The categories of
substance, attribute or causality, they urge, are not
the conditions under which the conscious principle
can be known The self and the not-self, it 1s
emphasised by Sankara at the very beginmng of his
principal work, are as different from each other as
light 1s from dairkness The conditions of objective
knowledge, therefore, are inapplicable to the self
which, like the hght of the physical world, is pre-
supposed by all objects that are ever known. Sankara,
consequently, has repeatedly warned those who would
seek to know the self against the msapplication to 1t
of the conditions of objective kmowledge What, then,
are the conditions of knowledge !

The very first condition of objective knowledge, 1t
15 held by Sankara, 1s (@) that an object should possess
a generic unity with specific difference ‘‘An object
can be known only when 1t 1s differentiated from things
other than itself *''¢ The lotus, for instance, 1s known
only 1n so far as 1t 1s distinguished by 1ts attributes of
blue colour and sweet scent from objects other than
itself with which yet 1t belongs to the same class. The
category of substance-attribute, therefore, 1mples for-
its apphcation a plurality of things that should at the

1o Kvam he tat jignam bhacat: yadanyebhyo niedlgat
—Lommentary on the Tarttutya 1 panisad TL 't )
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same time belong to the same genus®* (b) The
characteristics of an object, such as generic umty,
specific qualities and action, it is urged elsewhere, are-
the conditions of intelligible discourse on it '

How far such observations anticipate the moderm
idealistic analysis of knowledge needs no particular
comment. ‘‘Thought 1s always distinction,’’ 1t 1s held
by E Caird, and consequently ‘‘a thing which has
nothing to distinguish 1it.is unthinkable, but equally
unthinkable 1s a thing which 1s so separated from all
other things as to have no community with them. "'*
The necessity of fimtude and determinate knowledge,
1t 1s similarly remarked by Wiliam Wallace, 1s that
everything finite, every ‘ somewhat,’ has somewhat
else to counteract, narrow, and thwart it = In fact,
the Hegelian analysis of determinate knowledge
contains the essence of Spinoza’s celebrated deter-
minatio negatio est, and 1t is clearly this which

17 Yada la anekans dravyany ekajatiyan: anelgriievana-
yogim tada visesanasya artharattram-—loc cit,

18 Tat  anyasmar  upadestum Sahyam jate-guna-hiiya-
videsanarh—om on the Kenopanvsad 1.8 ('p also the
Commentary on the Gita XIII 12: ““Every word employed
lo_denote a thing can do so only in s0 tar as it 1s assoc1ated
with a certaih genus, or a certain act. o1 a certamn quality,
or a cerfain mode, of relation. Thus cow and horse 1mpl
genera, cook and teacher imply acts, white and black 1mply
qualities, wealthy and cattle-owner imply possesaon |

19 Hegel, p 135

20 Prolegomena, p. 424
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Sankara emphasises in his analysis of objective knowl-
edge. But when one real thing is thus necessarily
limited by another, 1t 1s equally important to remember
that both must belong to one class, they must be
ekajatiyany as put by Saikara Even the Cartesian
dualism between the spimtual and the matenal
substance has for its presupposition a class-umty, that
15, Descartes could separate them only by unconscious-
ly bringing them under the common concept of
substance. Apart from this community they could
not be defined 1n antithetical and mutually conflicting
terms All differences and conflicts, as tersely put by
Vacaspat: Misra, would be 1mmpossible 1f there had
been difference at their foundation The judgment,
‘intellect 1s non-eternal,” for instance, cannot conflict
with the judgment, ‘ the soul 1s eternal *** Hence,
conflicts can neither be foundationless (anasraya) nor
«an they exist when there 1s difference at the very basis
«of the conflicting 1deas or judgments (bkinnasraya)
As for the second point in Sankara’s analysis of
knowledge, the development of the doctrine of
categories from Aristotle to Kant and Hegel is but an
lluminating exposition of the advaita position Kant’s
only criticism of the Aristotehan doctrine, as is well
known, was that the latter lacked a defimte principle

M Na ca blannadraya viruddhah— Brahmasutra-Sankara-

Khasyam with mme Commentaries, edited by Mm A. K.
Dasti, p 821 '
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according to which the exhaustiveness of the lst of
categories could be secured A similar criticism may
well be levelled against Sankara’s haphazard lists of’
the categories of objective knowledge Yet, it may
perhaps be remarked without running the risk of being
accused of an over-zeal that Sankara was essentially
expressing the same truth that inspired Kant's
doctrine at a later age The categories of determinate
knowledge, though universally valid of all objects that
can be ever known and discussed, are yet inapplicable
to the conscious principle for which the objects have
a meaning Generic umty, specific difference, act,
quality, relation, etc , are supposed by Safikara to be
the ultimate conditions of the objects To these he
sometimes adds space, time, causality and non-
contradiction ** It 1s obvious that there 1s no attempt
here to deduce these categories from a principle, but
Sankara 1s emphatic that they are not applicable to
the conscious principle except through a sort of
‘ natural confusion ’ that permeates commonsense 23
This important truth about the validity and limats
of the categories has frequently escaped the notice of
those who are anxious to accommodate their theories
to the dictates of unreflective commonsense at the
sacrifice of logical insight and depth The question

22 Desa=hdla-numitta-ampattira: adhadca—S B III, 2. 8

28 This, as we have seen in Ch II, was also Green’s
reading of Kant’s theory of self as a thing-in-1tself
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that mevitably forces itself upon us at this pont 1s
whether such an analysis of knowledge can be success-
fully extricated from agnosticism that 1s supposed to
be associated with the self-theories of Kant and the
Neo-Kantians and Neo-Hegehans This important
.question, however, must be postponed to a later stage
of our discussions with this remark that Sankara’s
theory of self, when rightly interpreted, does indicate
a way out of the paradoxes of agnosticism and
scepticism  Presentationism and agnosticism are the
two fatal positions that have been historically respon-
sible for the confusion of the real self with the pseudo-
egos, and none of these can be fitted into the advaita
theory of self 1In the meantime, 1t will be nteresting
to follow a few steps further Sankara’s criticism of the
psychological analysis of knowledge

The fatal paradoxes of the psychological attitude
are scarcely seen m therr true colour even by some of
the penetrating thinkers of our time Prof Alexander,
for mstance, would famn avoid behaviourism in his
theory of perception while accepting the conmonsense
doctrine of compresence of 1mnd with the things 1t
knows But behaviourism, as 1t 1s explained by
Prof Watson and the American neo-realists, 1s but
the logical consequence of the imtial supposition that
the self 1s one object among others m the democracy of
things  This inevitable result, however, was actually
drawn from an identical premise by the philosopners
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of the Nyaya-Vaidesika school who fearlessly reduced
the self to a bit of matter in the intervals of conscious-
ness, such as sleep or swoon. Even Locke, as is well
known, found it difficult to believe that the soul would
always think  Once 1t is accepted that consciousness
results from the mechanical relation between the mind
and the external thing, the very logic of the situation
would lead to the theory that the perception of ideas
is to the soul '‘what motion is to the body, not its
essence, but one of its operations ’** Consciousness
in such a theory, as put by Saitkara, 1s an adventitious
attribute,® and the soul an essentially unconscious
thing (Svatah acetanak dravyamatrasvarapah )
Sankara’s criticism of such a theory must be of
fascinating interest for modern philosophy if we start
with the simplest type of perceptual knowledge
Knowledge, from the psychological standpoint, we are
told by no less a psychologist than W James, pre-
supposes ‘‘two elements, mind knowing and thing
known,”’ and to the psychologist, therefore, minds are
“‘objects, 1n a world of other objects 26 There are,
he admits, some ‘“ultimate puzzles” in the psycho-
logical study of knowledge, but the psychologist need
trouble himself about them ‘‘no more than the

2 Essay, 11 1. 10, _
2 Agantukam atmanascaitanyam—S B, 11, 3, 18.
28 Pranciples of Psychology 1, p. 183.
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geometer, the chemist, or the botamst do, who make
precisely the same assumptions as he *” This, however,
does not prevent W James from describing perception
as that process by which the mind ‘‘supplements a
senge-impression by an accompaniment or escort of
revived sensations, the whole aggregate of actual and
revived sensations being solidified or ‘ integrated ' inte
the form of a percept, that 1s, an apparently imme-
diate apprehension or cogmtion of an object now
present 1 a particular locality or region of space
For such an analysis of perception, he might as well
turn to any treatise by the Indian philosophers ol the
Nyaya-Vaisesika school $ridhara’s analysis, for
example, runs as follows.—When we see the colour of
a nice fruit, we remember 1ts taste that was experienc-
ed on a previous occaslon, this remembrance creates
i us a desire to eat the fruit, this 1s followed by an
effort for its attamnment This effort n its turn
produces a modification 1n the organ of taste in the
form of salivation flowing from the roots of the teeth.
Now this flow of saliva cannot be due to any intelligence
in the sense-organ 1itself, because each of the two sense-
organs engaged 1 the perception of the fruit perceives
one quality only, one perceives the colour while the
other perceives the taste, and, consequently, the sight
of the colour could not bring about recognition of the

, “T Quoted_approvingly by W James in Frinciples o
Psychology 11, p 179, trom Sully’s Outlines, p 153 «
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taste. But as a matter of fact, we do find this modi-
fication in taste. Hence, there must be some unitary
principle apart from the sense-organs which cognises
both, and which remembers the taste on seeing the
colour 28

Apart from the comparative value of these de-
scriptions by W James and Sridhara respectively,
. what is to be noted 1s that the most important point
emphasised by both 1s the factor of integration or
unification involved in perceptual knowledge The
only difference 1s that while Sridhara openly refers
this factor to the self, James avoids 1t 1n the present
context, and only remarks that the consciousness of
the object, instead of being the consciousness of the
few qualities or attributes, ‘‘must have the unity
which every ‘section’ of our stream of thought retains
so long as 1ts objective content does not sensibly
change )

The question which cannot be simply dismissed
as an “‘ultimate puzzle’ in an analysis of perception
is whether the synthetic character of perception, which
both James and $ridhara rightly emphasise, admits
of a plausible explanation within the presuppositions
of their psychological attitude The problem, in other

28 Nyayakandal, Vizianagram Sanskrit Series, p 84. A
much shorter analysis 1s given by Pragastapada who supplies a
nige analogy of the self to a person looking through twe
windows, on p. 70 of the Bhdsya.

F. 11
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words, is that of reconciling the synthetic factor in
perception with the 1nitial assumption that the self
or mind 18 one ¢ object ’ among other objects. An
object clearly implies a subject for whom alone it has
a meaning, on the contrary, it would be evidently
absurd to suppose that an object perceives another
object In fact, this is roundly admitted by James
himself. “‘The psychologist,”” he remarks, ‘‘stands
outside of the mental state he speaks of Both itself
and 1ts object are objects for him ' The psycho-
logist, however, James continues, gets easily led to
suppose that the thought, which 1s of the object,
“knows 1t in the same way in which he knows it,
although this 1s often very far from being the case *’
And the result 1s that ‘“The most fictitious puzzles
have been introduced into our science by this means *
Indeed, the entire exposition of ‘“The Psychologist’s
Fallacy’’ by which James seeks to distinguish the
status of the psychologist from the ‘‘thoughts’’ or the
‘‘subjective data of which he treats’’ 1s a most interest-
ing and instructive recantation of the assumption that
the cognitive relation 1s an inter-objective relation
For 1t shows clearly that the psychologist cannot be
one of those data he studies, and so his relation to
them 1s entirely different from “‘thesr relations to their
objects.”” To 1dent1fy these two types of relations, in

28 Ibud., I, p. 196.
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the language of Sankara, would be as absurd as to urge
that the forms of the physical body may perceive their
own forms as well as those of other things?* To
insist that there is no subject, or that the so-called
subject is but an object, Sankara contends in another
context, is not less preposterous than the statement
that ‘‘the form is seen though there is no eye.”’

If then 1t has to be admitted that all objects have
a meaning only for a subject, the next question which
must force itself upon every thoughtful mind is What
is the nature of that which can account for synthetic
knowledge? That every perception involves a syn-
thesis, a unification, solidification or integration is
rightly pointed out by James and Sridhara alike But
this synthesis 1s evidently incompatible with pan-
objectivism as well as materialism The perceptual
data come 1n the form of a successive series, when one
is there the other has either disappeared or 1s yet to
come They form, as James aptly puts 1t, a stream
of thought Moreover, each of the sense-organs, as
urged by Sridhara, perceives only one quality of the
perceived fruit. Apparently, therefore, the percep-

30 Rupadayale anyonyam. svam svam ripamy ca viyaniyuh
—Commentary on the hathopanivad IV 3. The whole of
Sankara’s contentions here may be taken as an effective eriti-
c1sm of pan-objectivism or presentationism dominating the
contemporary tendencies of philosophy.

31 Commentary on the Prasnopamsad, Question V1.
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tion of an object must imply an abiding and relatively
permanent principle that does not disappear with the
successive © sections ’ of thought or the successively
apprehended qualities of the fruit  If it be assumed
that ‘thought’ within each personal consciousness is
always changing, then, a relatively unchanging
principle seems to be all the more necessary for that
solidification or integration which perception implies
Howsoever sensibly continuous ‘ thought ° might be,
the changing ‘ sections ’ cannot integrate themselves
into the perception of an object possessing different
aspects or attributes In so far as they change and
are 1n succession, it cannot be explained, as contended
by Saikara, how the aggregates (samuddya) are
brought about ** 1In an identical tone 1t is asked by
Green How can a perpetual flux be collected 2 The
very term ° collection of ideas,” Green urges against
Hume’s doctrine of universal flux, ““is an absurdity”
on such a supposition.®

In fact, James hides this difficulty in reconciling
his theory of ever-changing thought with the unity of
the perceived object by msisting, agamnst the associa-
tionists, that perception is not ‘‘a sum of distinct
psychic entities,” on the contrary, it is “‘one state of

3288 II.2 18
38 Works I, p 178,
3¢ Samuddyabhavinupapatish, as put by Sankara
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mind or nothing.”’® Similarly, he agrees with the
critics of associationist-psychology in thinking it
obvious that ‘‘ a bundle of separate ideas would never
form one thought at all >’ and that ‘‘ if things are to
be thought in relation they must be thought together,
.and in one somsthing.”” But the difficulty of reconcil-
ing this unity with the changing thoughts is explained
away by assuming that all things that are thought in
relation ‘‘are thought from the outset in a unity.’’s®

The real difficulty is thus kept exactly where it
was left by Hume And the only available solution
of the problem 1s to be found in such remarks of
Sankara or Green as that in order to the successive
events being related even in the way of sequence, there
must be some unit other than the events, and not
passing with them, through relation to which they are
related to each other ** This abiding principle must
be conceived as ‘‘ that to which the past is yet present,
and present 1s past ’*® It 1s ‘‘ a being which is
neither event nor series of events, to which there is no
before or after >’

35 Jhd , 11, p. 80,
36 Ibvd 1, p. 278.
37T Works II, p 15
38 Ibd., p. 16

8 Works 1, p 127, Cp. Sankara’s notion of the self as
-an eternal presence—S B 11, 3, 7,
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The philosophers of the Nyaya-Vaidegika school
escape from James’s perplexities by their admission of
a permanent principle over and above the sense-data
But as the materialistic implications of pan-objectivism
are brought out 1n their analysis more clearly than in
that of James, the paradoxes here are as insoluble as.
in the latter For Locke, there is nothing to exclude
the possibility of even matter being endowed with the
power of thinking The Nyaya-Vaidesika thinkers,
on the other hand, have been unanimous in their
contention that the perception of an object imphes the:
synthetic function of a permanent principle Neither
matter nor the sense-organs, it is held, can be the self,
because these cannot account for the synthesis involved
in the perception of an object through different senses
The object which I have seen through the eyes, it is
argued by Vatsyayana, is now touched through the
skin, and these two types of sense-knowledge, the
visual and the tactual, refer to the same object as well
as to the same self ¥ Similarly, as we have seen
above, Prasastapada as well as Sridhara see clearly
that perception implies a permanent self which holds
together the colour and the sound reported respective-
ly by two different sense-organs, the self, in other
words, must be a synthetic principle (ubhayadarsi)

10 Ekavisayou cemou pratyayou ehalkart:kou pratisandhi-
yete—Commentary on the Nyaya-Siatra 111, 1, 1



CONFLICTING ASPECTS OF NYAYA THEORY 167

Thus, they insist, on the one hand, that matter
has no synthetic function; on the other hand, con-
sciousness is supposed by them to'be a quality generated
in an essentially unconscious soul-substance which, as
we have seen, is unreservedly declared material (jada)
by Jayanta, when it is not connected with conscious-
ness. But how can these two aspects of the theory be
reconciled with each other? It may either be said that
the unconscious soul possesses the synthetic function,
or that 1t belongs to consciousness In the former
case, the soul cannot be distinguished from matter,
and then all efforts to prove their incompatibihity
would be futile, the latter alternative, on the other
hand, would amount to the admission that the syn-
thetic function belongs to an intermittent quality of
the soul, and not to 1ts essential nature Such a
transient consciousness cannot evidently discharge the
function of a synthetic principle which, therefore, as
they themselves see it clearly, must be a permanent
principle  Thus the possibility of synthesis remains
unexplained within the assumptions of the psycho-
logical theory of self  The transience of consciousness
and the permanence of the unconscious soul-substance
are the two fatal assumptions which must ruin the
psychological analysis of perception The simplest
perceptual knowledge implies a synthesis of recogni-
tion, as rightly urged by Kant, it is equally realised
by the thinkers of the Nyaya-Vaidesika school. But
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_ while the former sees it clearly that such a synthesis
implies a permanent conscious principle which he calls
transcendental apperception, the latter leave it un-
explained and unreconciled with their mnitial assump-
tions

Tt is evident then that neither James nor
Vitsyayana and §ridhara have really explained the
synthetic character of perception, though they have
rightly stressed 1t in their respective theories  Syn-
thesis, consequently, remains an inexphcable mystery,
as incompatible with the conception of self as a
stream of thought as with that of an unconscious
permanent soul supporting impermanent knowledge-
events James, like the philosophers of the Vijiana-
sada school of Buddhism, seeks to reduce the self to
a ‘ passing thought ’ thus reminding us of the ‘‘ flux
of perceptions '’ of Hume on the one hand, and of
the “Vijiana-santana’’ of the Buddhist, on the other,
The prospect of reconciling such a theory of self with
the unity of the object of perception appears to be as
far as ever The thinkers of the Nyaya-Vaidesika
school, on the other hand, sought, like their modern
descendants, to escape from the puzzles by insisting on
a permanent principle, but this partial solution lost
all its logical stability on account of the objectivist and
materialistic implications of their theory of self. No
aggregation or combination is explicable, as tersely
put by Sankara, without the supposition of a conscious
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permanent principle #* Neither a material substance,
however permanent it might be, nor ‘passing thonghts,’
howsoever immaterial they might be, would account
for aggregation _

If we now remember the common assumption of
the doctrine of soul-substance and that of a changing
self, we may easily detect the dialectic of thought
underlying both and adjudicate upon their relative
merits This common assumption, as we have seen,
is that the self is one object among other objects.
Once this step 15 taken, thought must move almost
automatically in accordance with the first principle
of determinate knowledge which, as formulated by
Sankara, 1s the principle of generic unity with specific
difference 2 Each object, therefore, must not only be
brought under the common notion of  object,” but it
must have some specific attributes to distinguish it
from the other objects It matters little whether the
distinguishing attribute 1s selected from the world of
matter or that of mind, whether, i.e, it is a physio-
logical response as in behaviourism or knowledge
inhering in the soul as urged by the spiritualists Ih
either case, the particular ‘ object > which is called the
self must be brought under the category of substance-

41 Aé'afm udayap:aptuh, samudéyabhdvanupapattsh, hkutah,
samudayingm acetanatvat . . anyasyd ca hasyacit cetanasya
. stharasya sanhantuh anabhyupagamat—S B, 1I. 2. 18,

2 Supra, p 146
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attribute, and so far the logic of the position remains
identical The substance in such a theory, again,
must be something in addition to the attribute, and if
the attribute 1s taken to be knowledge or consciousness.
the substance must inevitably be an unconscious
‘ something ° Thus pan-objectivism leads necessarily
to materialism

James avoids the materialistic consequence of
pan-objectivism by an evidently arbitrary refusal to
apply the category of substance-attribute to the fleeting
‘ thoughts ° This is, however, arbitrary, for if the
mind studied by psychologists 1s one object 1n a world
of other objects, 1f 1t 1s, 1n other words, primus inter
pares, its claim to the democratic status can be main-
tained only through its differentiating attributes.
There can be no geperic umty without specific
difference, and plurality can be sustained only by
specific qualities 3

————— ey

® 4 It may be noted here that pan-objectivism as well as
subjectivism meet on a common erro1 Whether all things are
supposed to be mere objects or mere subjects, we commit 1n
either case the fallacy of accepting only one-half of the first
principle of determinate knowledge James no doubt avoids
the difficulty of Hume and the Buddhists by implicitly as-
suming a physical world which 19 different from the ‘minds’
that know 1t But he saves his theory from the materialistic
nemesis of spriritualism by refusing to make expheit what 1s
mplied by the distinction .



CHAPTER V1
CONSCIOUSNESS AND CHANGE

Our examination of the current theory of percep-
tion, in the last chapter, has brought out some of its
imperfections Perceptual knowledge, we have seen,
implies a permanent conscious principle without which
its synthetic character remains inexplicable This
conscious principle, we have further seen, cannot be
brought under the category of substance-attribute, or,
as a matter of fact, any of the categories of objective
knowledge This will be made more clear and convinc-
ing by a further exammnation of the factors in
perception

The different qualities of the object, such as
colour, taste, smell, etc, are apprehended one after
another as so many 1solated data of perception, each
has 1ts appropriate sense-organ through which alone
it can affect the mind That 1s, each sensible quality
throws the mind 1nto a particular type of change, so
that the mental modification stimulated by the colour
is different from that produced by the sound These
mental modifications are so many events in the life-
history of the individual, which begin and cease, and,
as such, may be distinguished from the external thing

that endures and persists through different moments
171
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of time It does not matter in the least whether
these modifications are called changes in the mind,
modifications of sensibility or states of antahkarana,
provided it 1s remembered that they are perishing
existences, while the thing apprehended through them
has a unity, identity and permanence ‘‘The act of
thinking,”” it 1s remarked by Prof Stout, ‘‘1s an event
which happens in our own mental history, the object
is a meaning which is the same whenever it is appre-
hended ’* These acts of apprehending, 1t 1s further
contended, are distinct events in the time-order of our
conscious hife, but “the sensible quality 1s not an event
1n the history of my experience at all

The most 1mportant thing to be remembered here
1s that even the ‘acts of apprehending’ are real events
in a real time-order, though they belong to the
subjective side of our experience This distinction
between the mental events and the permanent objects
brings out all the more clearly the necessity of postulat-
ing a permanent principle for explaining the synthesis
in perception—a principle that does not pass away
with the passing mental events but holds them together
into the concept of one object It is from this stand-
point that Green complains about the muschievous
implications of ‘‘certain current phrases of modern
psychology > ‘“We speak of consciousness univer-

—

! Manual of Psychology, Fourth Edition, p 101,
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sally, without qualification or distinction, as a
succession of states; and the figure of the stream 1s the
accepted one for expressing the nature of our spiritual
life > On a more careful reflection, however, 1t will
appear that though the figure of the stream may be
applicable to ‘‘the relation between stages of the
process by which the knowledge or perception is
arrived at,”’ yet it 1s wholly inapplicable to the
conscious principle implied in ‘“knowledge even of the
most elementary sort *’> Because, ‘‘it is essential to
every act of knowledge that the related facts should be
present together in consciousness '~ Green’s thesis,
therefore, 1s ‘‘Our experience has two characteristics
of which neither admits of being reduced to or explain-
ed by the other On the one hand it 1s an order of
events 1n time, consisting 1n modifications of our
sensibility  On the other hand 1t 1s a consciousness of
those events—a consciousness of them as a related
series, and as determined in their relations to each
other by relation to something else, which is from the
first conceived as other than the modifications of our
sensibility *’

Green’s analysis of knowledge is in fact inspired
by that of Kant Recognition for Kant, as is well
known, can be explained only by postulating an
identical consciousness without which ‘I should never

———

2 Prolegomena, Fifth Editwon, p 64.
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be conscious of the various members of the series as
forming one whole *’* On the one hand, 1t must be
realised that ‘‘in the flux of inner phenomena there can
be no unchanging or permanent self ° But, on the
other hand, 1t 1s equally important to remember that
“no knowledge whatever, no unity and connection of
objects, is possible for us, apart from that umty of
consciousness which 1s prior to all data of perception,
and without relation to which no consciousness of
«objects 18 possible *'*  “This pure, original, unchange-
able consciousness,” Kant admits clearly, ‘I call
transcendental apperception ’’

Kant’s distinction between the ‘‘flux of inner
phenomena’” on the one hand and the 1dentical con-
sciousness which 1s prior to perceptual data, on the
-other, provides Green with a very important clue to a
right analysis of perception Perception, for him,
mvolves at least a changing principle as well as an un-
changing principle The ‘‘successive states,”’ we are
told, ““may be represented as waves of which one 1s for
ever taking the place of the other > “‘In this sense
different states of knowledge succeed each other 1n the
individual, but not so the manifold constituents of that
which in any act of knowledge 1s present to his mind
as the object known; For a known object, as

8 Watson’s Selections, p 60,

t1hd p. 62.
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known, is a related whole, the members are necessarily
present together, . . None is before or after
another ’’8

The contrast of such an analysis of perception
with what is supplied by Locke, James, and the
modern psychologists on the one hand, and
Vatsyayana, §ridhara, and Ramanuja, on the other,
is too clear to require any elaborate explanation The
psychological analysis leaves the synthetic character
of perception mexplicable for want of the important
distinction, drawn by Kant and Gteen, between the
changing and the unchanging principles which every
concrete perceptual knowledge involves And what
must be eminently interesting for a modern philo-
sopher 1s the similarity of Green’s analysis with that
of Sankara In fact, some of the trenchant remarks
.of the former on the theories of Locke, Lewes and
Spencer might easily be taken for Sankara’s criticism
of the thinkers of the Nyaya-Vaisesika school No
perception, according to the ° advaita’ analysis, 1s
possible without the function of two distinct principles,
one of which undergoes modifications while the other
remains unchanging and unmodified. The former is
called antahkarana, citta, or buddhi, and the latter
cit or bodha  When I know, say the tree or the table,
the unconscious antahkarana assumes, or is modified

slbwd, p 606,
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into, different forms corresponding to the different
aspects of the object that 1s known But these mental
modifications (antahkaranpa-orttis) do not by them-
selves constitute knowledge, left to themselves, they
are unconscious; and as such, incapable of combining
themselves into the concept of a table or a tree It 1s
only in so far as consciousness (cit), which 1s other
than the modes, holds together simultaneously the
fragmentary mental modes that come 1n succession,—
which therefore are aptly represented by Green as
waves, and by the advaita thinkers as ortti-pravaha—
that there 1s knowledge of the table It 1s not
necessary for our present purpose to enter 1nto the
confusing details about the origin of antakkarana
from ajii@na or about the number of functions that are
ascribed to it by different thinkers of the advaita
school Nor need we defend the apparently absurd
notion of the antahkarana going out to the object
through the senses and assuming the form of the object
in the same way 1n which water runs through the drain
to the basin and takes on the form of the latter, though
such a defence 1s sometimes supposed to promote the
cause of comparative philosophy.® The really import-
ant point for a correct analysis of perception: is
furnished by the ‘advaita’ distinction between antah-
karapa and cit, the unconscious changing principle

6 See, e g., Prof, D, M, Datta’s The Swur Ways of Know-
tng, p. 61
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and the conscious unchanging principle, and 1t 1s
important because their confusion has been mainly
responsible for the imperfections in the psychological
theories of perception 1n the West as well as mn
India.

In the light of these observations 1t will now be
easy to appreciate the ‘advaita’ distinction between
eternal knowledge and the fragmentary knowledge
that is generally supposed to arise through the relation
of the sense-organs to the external things. That our
knowledge is transient and fleeting seems at first sight
to be too obvious to call for any elaborate philosophical
defence I know the chair and then ] know the table;
I percerve the book on my table and then 1 perceive the
green meadow stretching far and wide before my
vision. When the chair 1s perceived, the table, the
book and the meadow are not perceived by me, and
similarly, when I perceive the meadow my knowledge
of the chair has already disappeared Thus our
knowledge has the appearance of coming in the form
of a stream of units that are constantly replacing one
another A further evidence of the fleeting character
of knowledge 1s apparently furmshed by sleep, swoon,
and those intervals in the flow of psychical current that
are found 1n hysteric patients. Do not these obvious
facts of our hife bear unquestionable testimony to the
fragmentary character of knowledge and conscious-
ness+!

F. 12
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This obvious view is subscribed to by a large
number of accomplished thinkers of the modern time
as well as of an earlier age If knowledge had been
eternal, 1t is urged by Ramanuja, it would also appear
as eternal, but it does not in fact appear as such.” On
the contrary, what is obvious 1s that perceptual knowl-
edge is a temporal event, 1t appears as conforming to
the modes of time (kala-paricchinnataya pratiteh),
so that the knowledge of a jar, for instance, comes mto
existence only so long as the jar 1s before us, and it
goes cut of existence as soon as the jar is removed from
our presence Similarly, Kanada and his followers,
it is pointed out by Sankara, accept the view that
consciousness is adventitious, for, ‘‘if the soul were of
eternal intelhgence, 1t would remain ntelhgent in the
states of deep sleep, swoon, and spirit-possession ’’8
These arguments of Ramanuja and Kanada against
eternal knowledge are also at the root of Bradley’s
reluctance to admit anything like an eternal principle
“It 1s hard indeed to fix any lLmit to the self’s
mutability ** 'And, ‘‘if we add the requirement of
psychical continuity, have we advanced much further?
For obviously 1t 1s not known, and there seems hardly
any way of deciding, whether the psychical current is
without any break. Apparently, during sleep or other-

7 Nutyam cet sanvedanam svatahsiddham, nityamityeva

pratiyeta, na ca tathd pratiyate— Siibhiasya, loc cit
8S B.I1.3 18
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wise, such intervals are at least possible, and if so,
continuity, being doubtful, cannot be used to prove
identity-’’®

The problem of personal identity must be post-
poned to a later stage of our discussions. The question
that is important at this place is whether the most
elementary type of perception can be explained with-
out postulating a permanent conscious principle over
and above the changing mental modes Sankara,
like Kant and Green, as we have seen, is emphatic
that perception implies such a synthetic principle. It
will be interesting to follow his arguments, advanced
from a slightly different standpoint There are, he
remarks significantly, two types of knowledge, the
transitory and the permanent; of these the latter is the
presupposition of the former * ‘‘ If the perceptual
knowledge were not distinct from the eternal knowl-
edge of the self,”” Sankara remarks, “‘then the blind
man could not see blue, yellow, etc , in his dreams *’
It must be noted, 1n order to do justice to this piece of
argument, that the question raised here is not one of
origin of the dream '* Whatever might have been
muw and Reality, p. 70.

W Natyatmano drstrh vahyamtyadrsteh grahiké—Summary
at the end of ditareyopanisad JIT

11 On the question of the origin of dreams, the hst of
modern theories may be enlarged by the conflicting theories

held by the Indian philosophers A short list of the latter
IJEVQ;IIVGP by Dr J N Sinha in his Indian Psychology, Ch.
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their causes, our dream experiences are, after all
experiences 'of a type, and as such, imply a conscious
principle as much as our waking experiences If then
all knowledge had been of sensuous origin, as the
empiricists have contended, dreams would remain a
mystery, as here there is admittedly no contact of the
senses with the external things Empirical knowledge
{loukikidyrstih), it is observed 1n another context, is
conditioned by mental modifications arising from the
contact of the senses with sensibility, it appears and
disappears.’? Eternal knowledge (paramarthika
drstih), on the contrary, does not appear and dis-

appear, as it is the very essence of the knower (drastuh
svariipatvat), much as heat and light form the essence
of fire In this sense, again, eternal knowledge may
also be called the knowledge of the knower
(drasturdrstik), as distinct from sense-knowledge

There can be no destruction of the ‘‘knower’s knowl-
edge,”” nor can1t be an object of sense-knowledge

The fleeting and fragmentary knowledge born out of
the senses is something like a shadow (praticchaya)
of the “knower’s knowledge’’ and, consequently the
latter which is in fact the pervading principle of the
former cannot itself be revealed by sense-knowledge.
Sankara concludes his explanation of eternal knowl-
edge with the remark, which will remind a modern

_ 12 Caksuhsanyuktantahkaranavrttih, si kryate 1t
~Jayate vinadyate ca—Com. on the Brh. Up. 111, 4. 2 ¢
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student of the indignant tone of Fichte’s observations
in a similar context, that those who cannot understand
the difference between what is commonly called the
knower (drastd) and the knower of knowledge
(drsterdrastd), and interpret the latter also as imply-
ing an agent of which knowledge is an activity, exhibit
cnly their intellectual weakness (buddhidourbalyam).

It is evident that Sankara, in these arguments, is
anxious to prove the reality of a foundational type of
knowledge which is the presupposition of our frag-
mentary perceptual knowledge It is called, 1n-
differently, the ‘‘knower’s knowledge’’ or the knower
of perceptual knowledge The difficulty here 1s due
to the very nature of our discursive thinking which
understands everything through distinctions and
differentiations and Sankara is fully alive to them
When we talk of the self, he remarks, we must realise
that 1ts nature 1s such that ‘‘all distinctions of speech
and thought are merged in 1t ’*3 That is, when I
distinguish between two things, I cannot myself be one
of the terms of the relation of distinction He who
would try to understand the self through relational
categories,—such as existence and non-existence, one
and many, qualified and unqualified, etc —is thought
by him to be similar to a man who ‘“would desire to

13 Vanmanasayorbheda yatra ekam bhavatr—Com on the
Artareyopamisad, loc cit.
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step up the sky as if Le climbed a flight of steps, or
trace the path of fishes in water and of birds 1n the
sky.’* The self, in other words, being the basis of all
distinctions, it cannot be an object of discursive knowl-
edge And the result 1s that even when we try to
indicate the self as foundational knowledge, it 1s
impossible completely to get rid of distinctions, re-
presented in such phrases as ‘‘knower’s knowledge,”
or “knower of knowledge,’”’ etc  But, then, we must
bear 1n mind that the foundational knowledge being
the presupposition of all distinctions, these phrases,
though inevitable for every attempt to indicate what 1s
beyond all distinctions, are not to be taken hiterally
The point we are discussing here 1s so 1mportant
for understanding Sankara’s theory of self that a short
reference to the explanation offered by the celebrated
author of Bhamati may not be out of place Though
there is no difference n the innermost self, says
Vacaspati Musra, yet we impose dufference upon 1t and
use such phrases as ‘the consciousness of the person,’
etc ** This, however, 1s nothing but an accommoda-
tion of what is in fact distinction-less to the require-
ments of our discursive knowledge, the difference, as

14 Loc. cit.

15 Ya_dyap!, pratyagatmany ‘nanya prathd asti, tathépi
bliedopacarah, yatha  purusasya caitanyem’ r—Brahma-
Satra-Sanhara-Bhasyam, with nine Commentaries, edited by
Mm. A. Sastr, p. 405,
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put by him, is a mere imposition.(upacara). The
conscious self, he continues, must necessarily be pre-
supposed as given in an immediate, non-objectifying,
experience, for, without this self-experience no other
things can be experienced, and, consequently, the
whole world would be immersed 1n darkness ** It 1s
clear that Vacaspat: insists on the one hand that there
15 no difference within the conscious principle or self,
though we are obliged to think and speak about it as
1f there were differences in it  On the other hand, he
is equally anxious to point out that such an undifferen-
tiated consciousness 1s not a mere myth, but given in a
sort of immediate experience which is the necessary
presupposition of all other experience

As a help to a proper appreciation of Sankara’s
views, 1t may be useful to remember here some of the
permanent contributions the modern 1idealists have
made to a sound theory of knowledge We have
acknowledged these contributions at different places,
but they are so clearly put by the late Lord Haldane
that an entire passage may be quoted at this place.
Knowledge, he urges, creates its own distinctions
within 1tself, and excepting through it and 1n its terms
there 1s no 1intelligible significance to be found for
either the self that knows or for the objects to which

16 4vafyam cudadma aparoksa abhyupatevyah, tadapra-
thayan sarvasyépratharena jagadindhyaprasangat—-1bid ,
p 411
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it is related Kpowledge may thus turn out to be
the prius of reality, and, like the Elan of Bergson or
Will of Schopenhauer, itself the ultimate reality,
capable of expression 1 no terms beyond its own,
masmuch as creation 1s meaningless outside 1ts scope
Things and our reflections on them must alike belong
to it If, indeed, the Elan or the Will 1s intelligible
it can, in this view, be so only as the result of distinc-
tions made within knowledge of some sort, and 1t must
fall within 1t as 1its own mere form and not as reality
independent of 1t It may then appear in the'end that
1t 1s only by what is called abstraction, by a separation
made 1 reflection for limited ends and standpoints of
a secondary and provisional nature, that knowledge
has even come to seem to be anything else than a
foundational fact, the ultimately real that can be
rendered only in 1ts own terms !’ Hence, agan,
knowledge must not be regarded as a ‘‘property of a
substance, 1t cannot be called a property even of the
subject It 1s the subject itself m 1ts essential
aspect ' Serious difficulties i the analysis of
knowledge, 1t 1s remarked elsewhere, ‘‘seem to have
arisen as soon as I fixed on the notion that my mind
was a kind of thing, and that knowledge was a
property of this thing *** It 1s recommended, there-

17 The Rergn of Relatunty, p. 150
18 Id |, p. 200
1 /ind , p. 160
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fore, almost in the very language of Vacaspati, that
we must abandon the habit of thinking of ‘‘conscious-
Tess as a property, the consciousness of a person.’’?

This passage, 1t must be admitted, 1s on the whole
an 1lluminating exposition of Sankara’s contentions
about the “‘knower’s knowledge’” and the ‘‘knower of
knowledge >’ The self, when regarded in this respect,
s the seer of sight or the very essence of the knower;
and, consequently, it cannot be the object of the
faculties of knowledge, as the term ‘ knowledge ’ is
generally understood In other words, the self 1n this
sense 1s unseen (adrstam), unheard of (a$rutam), not
an object of reasoning (amatam), and not an object
of knowledge (avijAatam)* It 1s sumilarly said at
the beginning of the Kenopanisad to be the ear of the
ear, mind of the mind, tongue of the tongue, life of the
hfe, and eye of the eye In this sense, agamn, 1t 1s
described as being distinct from the known and above
the unknown *2

The apparent contradiction in this defimition of
the self as both known and unknown 1s resolved by
Sankara 1n his explanation of the famous text of the

20 Ibid , p 320

2t Com on the Brhv Up 1II, 8, 11

22 A nyadevatadviditat atho aviditadadhe  Lest it should
be confused with a transcendent Absolute, Sankara remarks

tl_lat. “‘1t 18 clear that none other than one’s own self can be
distinet from both the Known and the Unknown *’
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Kenopanisad 11. 4, where 1t 1s described as that which
i3 ““known in respect of every state of consciousness,’”
or pratibodhaviditam  If the self be not known at
all, it may be asked whether there 1s not a contradic-
tion in holding at the same time that it is known

Here he starts with a significant distinction between
the mental states involved in ordinary knowledge
(bouddhah pratyayah) and the self for which all
mental states become objects (sarie pratyaya visayi-
bhananti yasya) The self, he says, 1s the subject 1n
relation even to the mental states, and so must be
essentially Consciousness which, revealing as it does
every one of the mental states, is indirectly indicated
by them 2* ““There is no other way,”’” it is emphati-
cally said, ‘“in which the innermost self can be known '~
The meaning evidently is that though the foundational
knowledge or Consciousness cannot be known as an
object, yet, its reahty cannot be denied because it is
emplied by each and all mental processes indifferently

To put these contentions n terms of modern philo-
sophy, the self, though not known as an object, is yet
known as the transcendental ground or the ultimate
logical implicate of all mental processes involved in
knowledge There could be no knowledge of a given
object, such as the table or the chair, if we had not.

28 Sarvapratyayadaréi ciechaktisvaripamatrah pratyar_c/az-—
teva pratyayesu avifistataya laksyate.
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postulated the reality of a foundational type of knowl-
edge which forms the background of the fragmentary
knowledge that is produced piecemeal as the mind
comes into relation with a particular aspect of the
object, such as, its colour The foundational knowl-
‘edge, therefore, does not itself come into existence or
goes out of existence with the origin and disappearance
of the particular knowledges which, as put by Green,
come as waves On the contrary, perception requires
sensibility as well as consciousness neither of which,
to put 1t agan in the language of Green, admits of
being reduced to or explained by the other

We are now in sight of the fallacy which vitiates
the psychological analysis of perception, as offered by
W James, Sridhara or Ramanuja The fallacy, to
put 1t shortly, 1is that of confusing sensibility with
consciousness This leads to a mistaken transference
of the characteristics of the former to the latter Even
the modifications of sensibility, as Green rightly urges,
cannot account for perception, the mere ‘vrtti’s, as
put by the advaita thinkers, do not explain knowledge.
The fallacy, therefore, 1s characterised by the latter as
one of confusion between ortti and bodha This
fallacy 1n its turn may be traced to the assumption
that the self is a substance and knowledge 1s a
property, with its corollary that the self 1s a bit of
matter—a position which is occupied by able thinkers
who cannot rise above the linguistic exigencies.
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The sccount of wikalpavrtt gaven m the Yoga philosophy
illustrates very aptly the confusions created by linguistic
forms in the way of philosophical thinking It 1s defined as
vastusunyatvepr $abdajnana-mahémyanibandhano vyavaharah
—Yoga-Bhasya on the Sitra 9 Taterally translated, 1t
means  the mental modification created by the power of
linguistic knowledge even 1n the absence of a corresponding
reality That 1s, the grammatical forms often mislead us
into believing 1n realities which do not exist in the same
forms. In 1llustration of these confustons, Vydsa refers to
a few popular modes of thought, such as, ‘consciousness 1s
the real nature of the self,” ‘the arrow 1s staying,” ‘the self
18 devoid of the quality of origin > Thus, when 1t 1s said that
consclousness 1s the real nature of the self, we are apt tc
think 1n the same form in which we think of the cow as
belonging to Caxtma The remedy suggested by Yoga
philosophy 1s called Sabda-sanheta-smrti-pari$uddhs, that is,
the process of purging the mind of the memory of linguistic
assocrations  And this 15 supposed to be a necessary pre-
condition of the highest type ot knowledge, called nirvihalpa
Similarly, 1t 1s saxd 1n Ajiignabodhuni, 34, a work generally
attributed to Sankara, that such a phrase as ‘the knowledge
18 yours’ 1s to be interpreted as knowledge is yourself, much
as the phrase ‘the head of Rahu’ wmeans that the head 1s
Rahu 1tself Sankara, therefore, would agiee that there
are ‘vthalpavrtty’s 1n our knowledge, but he would not perhaps
accept the Yoga method of removing them

This must lead us naturally to examine the
doctrine of self as dynamic, or as a growing entity
The theory of evolution which is the ruling conception
of our age has been pressed by many thinkers into their
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own service, and the result is that it is widely believed
to be a valuable key to a scientific theory of mind

The human mind, it is supposed, 1s the outcome of a
long and highly specialized evolution ** It 1s true
that there is still some amount of vagueness in the
minds of the present-day thinkers in respect of the
exact nature of the evolution which has given birth to
the human mind, whether, 2¢, 1t 1s emergent,
epigenetic, and creative, or 1t 1s sumply a process that
brings out what was already latent in the growing
umiverse  Similarly, difficulties are felt in taking 1t
as either teleological or mechanical, or purely in-
determinate But 1t is agreed on all hands that the
function of a philosopher, as aptly put by Bergson, 1s
to see ‘‘the material world melt back into a simple
flux, a continuity of flowing, a becoming > And then
only will it be possible for him to discover ‘‘real
duration there where it is still more useful to find it,
in the realm of hife and of consciousness ’’2* This is
how Bergson concludes his monumental work which
opened with the remark ‘‘The existence of which we,
are most assured and which we know best is un-
questionably our own,”’ but what we find here 1s that
I change without ceasing, ahd that ‘‘there is no
feeling, no idea, no volition which 1s not undergoing

24 Prof. L. T, Hobhouse, Mund wn Evolution, p. 369,
26 Creative Evolution, p. 390.
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change every moment if a mental state ceased to vary,
its duration would cease to flow.”

1t is clear even from these short remarks of-one
of our mfluential thinkers how the modern theory of
consciousness moves 1n the Humian atmosphere of
pure flux and becoming The world has no place for
anything hke a foundational consciousness which
Sankara and Haldane supposed to be indispensable
for every type of knowledge It may be, therefore,
useful to remember some of the main contentions of
Sankara against the theory of flux, these contentions,
it will be interesting to see, contain essentially an
Indian answer to Hume which 1s not less effective than
what was returned by Reid or Kant

Sankara in his principal work starts on a refuta-
tion of the theory of umversal becoming by condemning
the doctrine of the Vaisesika school as semi-mhilistic
The appropriateness of this epithet is nowhere more
clear than 1n 1ts theory of fleeting consciousness which
15 supposed to arise out of the contact of the external
.things with the soul-substance through the sense-
organs and the atomic mind The psychological theory,
as we have remarked above, can be distinguished
from materialism only with the greatest difficulty, we
may now see that it gravitates in two directions In
so far as consciousness 1s supposed to arise from the
mechanical contact of things that are essentially un-
conscious, 1t points to materialism, on the other hand,
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jts theory of fleeting consciousness points unmistakably
to the theory of an ever-changing series of momentary
flashes of consciousness defended in the Yogacara
school It 1s true that consciousness is taken to be a
little more permanent in the Vaisesika school than in
the Yogacara school, but the situation does not
materially change so long as it 1s supposed to appear
and disappear like the changing things of the world 2¢

Thus, 1t 1s apparent that the psychological
analysis of knowledge has latent 1n 1t the germ of a
theory of consciousness which may be easily developed
into the positions of either Hume or Bergson, or, again,
that of the Buddhists As Hume’s destructive
criticism of the categories of identity and causality
may still be regarded as an 1mportant contribution to
the philosophy of becoming, 1t will be useful to devote
a little space to the consideration of his arguments

In respect of the self, Hume’'s insistence on the
theory of the self as a series is but a special applica-
tion of his general thesis that nothing exists except the
flux of ‘ perceptions.” Like the Buddhist idealists,
he will not admit the reality of any permanent
principles anywhere in the universe, and as the self 1s

26 1t may be observed that we do not dispute Thibaut’s
mterpretation of the term semi-mihilistic by which, according
to him, Sankara only referred to the doctrine of difference of
size constituting difference of substance  Qur contention 1s

that the term 1s more appropriately applied to the Vaisesika
theory of fleeting consciotsness
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something within the universe, 1t must be as dynamic
and changeful as the rest ‘‘Some philosophers,”
Hume starts his discussion of personal identity with
the remark, ‘‘1magine we are every moment intimately
conscious of what we call our self, that we feel its
existence and its continuance 1n existence, and are
certain, beyond the evidence of a demonstration, both
of its perfect identity and simphicity.”” Hume looks
about for such a self and remarks that ‘‘if any
impression gives rise to the idea of self, that impression
must continue invariably the same, through the whole
course of our lives, since self 1s supposed to exist after
that manner But there 1s no impression constant
and invariable Pamn and pleasure, grief and joy,
passions and sensations succeed each other, and never
all exast at the same time It cannot therefore be from
any of these impressions, or from any other, that the
1dea of the self 1s derived, and consequently there is no
such idea.”’®

In appreciating the similarity of such a theory of
self to that of the Buddhist idealists, we must
remember that the ideas (vijfidnas) and the mental
dispositions  (vasands), according to them, are
mutually conditioned by each other almost in the same
way in which Hume’s ideas and impressions are
conditioned by each other. In the absence of any
external stimulant, these mental elements have to be

© 1 Treatise 1. IV. VI
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explained in a similar way by Hume as well as by the
Buddhist idealig¢s. The order in which they are
derived from each other is described by Hume in a
famous passage of his Treatise ‘‘An 1mpression first
strikes upon the senses, and makes us perceive heat or
cold, thirst or hunger, pleasure or pain, of some kind
or other Of this impression there is a copy taken by
the mind, which remains after the impression ceases;
and this we call an idea This i1dea of pleasure or
pain, when it returns upon the soul, produces the new
impression of desire and aversion, hope and fear,
which may properly be 1mpressions of reflection,
because derived from it These again are copied by
the memory and imagination, and become ideas, which
perhaps 1n their turn give rise to other impressions
and 1deas, so that the impressions of reflection are not
only antecedent to their correspondent ideas, but
posterior to those of sensation, and derived from
them ’?* 'Thus Hume accepts the essentials of the
Buddhist’s conception of the relation between the
vijfidnas and the vasands as mutually determining each
other It is, as the Buddhists put it, the relation of
mutual causation like the relation of the seed (b7ja)
to the sprout {ankura).

It is true that there is here an apparent break in
the similarity in so far as the Buddhists accept the
doctrine of dependent origination (Pratityasamut-

fs Treatise I 1.2
F. 13
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pdda), while Hume’s chief contribution lay in a
destructive criticism of the causal principles. But
whatever might have been Hume’s professed objective,
his actual procedure, particularly in this case, implies
clearly a causal determimation between the impressions
and the ideas, as is indicated by such terms as
¢ produces,” ‘ gives rise to,” etc

It will be interesting, therefore, to analyse
Sankara's attack on the theory of a serial flow of
impressions and 1deas, as a prelimmary to his criticism
of the theory of the self as a series And the most
fundamental part of his craticism of the doctrine which
assumes the reality of perpetual change or mere
passing elements without a permanent basis consists
1 exposing the incompatibility of such a doctrine of
purely evanescent events with the principles of causal.
determination that is supposed to exist between them
The advocates of perpetual change, he points out,
admit that when the event that exists in the second
moment makes its appearance what existed at the first
moment has ceased to exist; but on this admission it is
impossible to establish between the two events the
relation of cause and effect.?® Apart from the

2 Na ca evam abliyupagacchata parvottarayoh ksanayor-
hetuphalabhavah $ak yate sampidayitum—S B, 1L, 2. 20,

We need not show in detail how Sankara analyses the
meaning of a cause and drives the Buddhists to the self-contra~
dictory position that a momentary existence must endure for
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absurdity of predicating appearance as well as dis-
appearance of an entity that is supposed to be
perpetually changing, or momentary, the denial of a
permanent cause leads inevitably to the position that
entity springs from non-entity (abkavatbhavotpatiih)
And the most damaging implication of such a position
is that anything may come out of anything because
non-entity 1s everywhere the same, and in that case
even a sprout may originate from the horn of a hare 3¢
Sankara, therefore, insists on the contrary position
that ‘“ only things of permanent nature which are
always recognised as what they are, such as gold, etc ,
can be the causes of effects like golden ornaments *'3
It would certainly be infimtely interesting to
remember at this place that these remarks of Sankara
on the incompatibility of the doctrine of momentary
existence with causal determination embody essentially
Green's cnticism of Hume's attempt to combine the
theory of flux with causal connection Unless the
passing feelings ‘‘were taken to represent a thing,
conceived as permanently existing under certamn

more than one moment 1n order that 1t may be said to produce
the succeeding event Orgination and ces-ation, he aigues,
«an be predicated of an event only in so far as 1t endures for
a few moments, and this imples that the event o1 the thing 1s
not constantly changing but is permanentat least to1 the three
moments of origination, endurance and disappearance

308 B II.2.26

81 Loc cut
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relations and attributes—in other words, unless it were
identified by thought—it would be no definite object,
pot this flame or this keat, at all ’ And without such
permanent objects, “‘there could be no such comparison
of the relations in which two objects are now presented
with those in which they have always been presented,
as that which according to Hume determines us to
regard them as cause and effect It 1s only on
supposition that a certain sensation of sight 1s not
merely like a multitude of others, but represents the
same object as that which I have previously known as.
flame, that I infer the sequence of heat and, when it
does follow, regard it as an effect *’+*

Thus, according to Sankara as well as Green,
causal connection can exist only between things that
are recognisable at different times, and not between the
perishing existences, such as the 1deas and impressions
are supposed to be by Hume and his Indian pre*
decessors, the Buddhists This leads to the connected
problem of 1dentity. And here, again, Hume’s
explanation of 1dentity is but a wonderful reproduction
of the Buddhist’s account of 1t  Recognition, accord-
ing to the Buddhists, can be accounted for by

32 MMorks, I, p. 256,

The latter part of Green’s remarks is almost a literal
translation of Sankara’s observation Sthirasvabhavandm eva
suwvarnadingm pratyablyiigyamanandm rucakidi-kéryakarang
bhavadaréangt—S B, loc, cit.
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similarity 3 Though, in fact, there is nothing
permanent, yet two resembling nails or hairs are
mistaken for the same identical nail or hair on account
of their simularity The flames of the fire, to take
another oft-quoted example, are constantly changing,
yet, the similarity of the flames at successive moments
of time leads to the mistaken notion of one identical
flame How far this explanation of apparent identity
1s an anticipation of Hume’s famous discussion on the
subject does not require much comment ‘‘Nothing
is more apt to make us mistake one idea for another,”
to quote one of his characteristic sentences, ‘‘than any
relation between them, which associates them together
m the imagination, and makes it pass with facility
from one to the other Of all relations, that of
resemblance is in this respect the most efficacious, and
that because it not only causes an association of 1deas,
but also of dispositions, and makes us conceive the one
idea of an act or operation of the mind, similar to that
by which we conceive the other.”’* For Hume,
identity is a fiction of imagination, and ‘‘resemblance
1s the cause of the confusion and mistake” and this
resemblance ‘‘makes us substitute the notion of
identity, instead of that of related objects.’’ ’

83 Sadréydt etat sanpatsyate—S B. IL, 2. 25, Sadriyat
pratyabhy)fianam, krttotthata-kesanakhadisu wa—Com. on the
Brh, Up. IV. 3. 7.

3t Tregtise I. IV. 1T,
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Thus, according to the Buddhists as well as
Hume, the recognition of an identical object 1s due to
the resemblance existing between different 1deas or
impressions ~ Sankara’s objection to such an expla-
pation 1s that it hardly accounts for the distinction
we make 1n ordinary life between the judgments of
identity and those of similarity In recognising a
thing as an identical object, we do not think that the
present object is similar to a former object only **
This distinction between 1dentity and similarity,
Sankara remarks, goes against the doctrine that re-
cognition 1s due to simlarity (sadrsyat pratyabhe-
jidinam), the example of nail and hair is not of much
avail either, because the objects, such as the nails and
hairs, are not momentary, and because here there 1s a
unity in the species * That 1s, the Buddhists have
illustrated their doctrine, not from perishing exist-
ences, but from permanent things, and what 1s true
of the latter cannot be extended to the former And
moreover, an object is recognised as being one of a
species, there is a generic umty here, whereas 1n the
case of a judgment of similarity we do not recognise

3 Na ca ayam sady$yat sanvyavahdrah, yuktah, tadbhd-
vavagamat tatsadréabhavanavagamat ca—S B, 11, 2. 25

8¢ Ksanikalvasyasiddhatvat jatyekatrat ca—Com on the
Bk Up. loc. ait.
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the individual identity of the.things that are appre-
hended as similar.®

It 1s true, Sankara admits, that in the case of
external things, we may be sometimes in doubt whether
the object before us is identical with, or only similar
to, what was perceived before, but the absurdity of
deriving identity from similarity becomes obvious in
the case of the self that judges Here there is not even
the doubt whether the self 1s 1dentical or similar ®
And this clearly disproves the Buddhstic doctrine
A judgment of similarity, he continues, ‘“‘is based on
two things,”’ and consequently 1t implies ‘“‘a subject
who 1s able to grasp the two similar things,”’ hence
those who advocate the doctrine of universal flux and
yet assert that recogmition i1s founded on similarity,
talk nonsense only If, on the other hand, 1t be
admitted that ‘‘there 1s one mind apprehending the
sumilarity of two successive momentary existences, he
would thereby admt that one entity endures for two
moments and thus contradict his doctrine of umiversal
momentariness ~° Thus, the theory that recognition
15 based upon similarity cannot be made consistent

37 Compare Green’s remark that Hume had practically
assumed the possibility of identity when he admitted that
we recognise each flame as ‘one species of object,” and 1t is
tlear that the object recognised 18 by no means the feeling as
a perishing existence Ibid. p, 264.

385 B. IIL. 2, 26.
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with the theory of pure becoming; and the main reason,
for §ankara, i§ that the judgment of similarity, such
as * this is sumilar to that,” cannot be possible ‘‘in the
absence of one subject who would grasp the two
resembling things *’** How far, here, again, Sankara
anticipates Green’s contention against Hume may be
.seen from the latter’s remark that though the
impressions may occur 1n a perpetual flux of succession,
‘“‘yet, just so far as they are qualified by likeness or
unlikeness to each other, they must be taken out of
that succession by something which is not itself in it,
but 1s individually present to every moment of 1t *'4°
So the consciousness of resemblance, according to
Green, implies ‘‘ a reference to that which 1s not itself
any single 1mpression, but 1s permanent throughout
the 1mpressions ”’

Sankara, therefore, would certamnly agree with
Green and remark with the latter that the 1dentity of
objects must be ‘‘ an unavoidable crux ’’ for any
theory that substitutes a pure succession of elements
for the permanent principles of the world of
experience The 1dentity , of the self, especially, is
regarded by Sankara and Green as a fundamental
presupposition of all experience including the knowl-
edge of succession It 1s one of their chief missions

39 Sadriayordvayorvastunorgrahiturekasya abhavat—loc.
ct

4 Ibed p. 176



W. JAMES A GENUINE BUDDHIST 201

to emphasise, against the supporters of pure becoming,
the function of an identical synthetic.principle that
alone explains perception as well as our knowledge of
succession Even perception, as we have seen above,*!
implies a conscious synthetic principle that was
wrongly identified by the Nyaya-Vaisesika thinkers
with an unconscious soul-substance And in Buddhism,
we are confronted with the opposite error of pure
substance-less succession that cannot account for even
that element of aggregation (sanghdata) that is yet
presupposed by the Buddhist thinkers Sankara,
therefore, rightly devotes a considerable space to the
conditions of an aggregate being there On the
Buddhist principle, he urges, it is mnexphcable, how
the aggregate of the elements or of the five skandhas
may be possible, inasmuch as the Buddhists do not
admit any permanent conscious principle > Similarly,
Green urges, over against Hume’s description of the
self as a bundle or collection of impressions that are in
a perpetual flux, that the very term ‘collection of 1deas’
13 an absurdity, for, how can a perpetual flux be
collected ?

The point, however, at which the doctrine of
universal becoming appears to break down completely
1s the dafficulty of reconciling 1t with the possibility of

—

4 Supra, p 163,
*2 Supra, p 169.
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memory; and memory has, therefore, provided the reat
bone of contentipn to the Indian as well as the Western
thinkers of the opposite school. The absurdity of the
doctrine of universal becoming, Saikara thinks, is
clearly exposed when it is extended to the perceiving
self, because memory presupposes an identical person
enduring throughout from the time of perception to
the moment of remembrance. ‘“What one man has
experienced is not remembered by another man ™’
And even the nihihist has to admit that “‘there is one
thinking subject only to which the original perception
as well as the remembrance belongs,”” and this fact,
therefore, 1s as sure as that ‘“‘fire is hot and gives
hght ‘

Hume, as 1s well known, did not face the difficulty
squarely and contented himself with assuming that the
‘perceptions’ were umfied in imagination It 1s 1m-
material whether that in which the ‘perceptions’ are
unified be called a self or imagination, 1 either case,
the problem of reconciling the doctrine of unmiversal
flux with the possibility of the ‘perceptions’ being
unified 1s not solved If, on the other hand, 1t 1s
assumed that they are unified in 1magination, then this
1magination 1tself becomes a permanent self which
Hume could not discover among the passing mental
states This shortcoming i Hume's analysis of
experience 18 removed by his followers, particularly by
Wilham James 1In fact, W. James may very aptly
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be called a genuine descendant of the Buddhists, and
his theory of self combines in an admirably accurate
manner all that is characteristic of the Buddhist
theory His conception of the self as a stream of
consciousness, his insistence that the passing thoughts
are themselves the thinkers, his doctrine that memory
does not require for its explanation the hypothesis of
a permanent self, his belief that identity can be well
explained by the similarity existing between one pheno-
menon and another,—these are some of the well-known
contentions that would easily be considered as genuinely
Buddhistic It would, therefore, be interesting to
refer at this place to some of the outstanding features.
of his account of the self )
The fact of personal identity is discussed by W
James in his monumental work,** 1n a way that may
be taken to be the last word on the subject from the
standpoint of an empirical philosophy He, therefore,
rightly acknowledges his debt to Hume and Herbart
mn so far as they ‘‘describe the self as an aggregate of
which each part, as to its being, is a separate fact.”
His mission then 1s not to question what they had
discovered in this respect but to develop their doctrine
further with reference to ‘‘certain more subtle aspects’’
of the subjects that were neglected by his predecessors.
The consciousness of personal sameness, he thinks,

43 The Principles of Psychology, Vol. I, Ch, X
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cannot be demied, as a subjective phenomenon, 1t is
essential to all thinking But this feeling of same-
ness, it is contended, does not prove that personal
identity exists as a fact, as, for instance, when it 1s
said that I am the same self that 1 was yesterday
Thought is constantly changing, 1t is.a stream of
subjective consciousness, yet, there is ‘‘resemblance
among the parts of a continuum of feelings (especially
bodily feelings) experi nced along with things widely
different 1n all other regards’” This resemblance
“constitutes the real and the verifiable ‘personal
wdentity’ which we feel *’ It 1s true that the thoughts
do not fly about loose, but are owned But this too
does not need the hypothesis of an 1dentical self or the
soul of metaphysics Because 1t can be well explained
by the present Thought which, though different from
the past Thoughts, has merely inherited their ‘title’
and thus stood as their legal representative now
‘“We can imagine a long succession of herdsmen coming
rapidly into possession of the same cattle by trans-
mission of an original title by bequest >’ In a similar
way, ‘‘Each pulse of cognitive consciousness, each
Thought, dies away and 1s replaced by another. The
other, among the things 1t knows, knows its own
predecessor, and finding it ‘warm’ greets . . it,
saying- ‘Thou art mine, and part of the same self with
me ’© Each later Thought, knowing and including
thus the Thought which went before, is the final
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receptacle of all that they contan and own Each
Thought is thus born an owner, and dies owned,
transmitting whatever it realised as 1ts Self to its own
later proprietor ’#* James then refers to Kant’s
analogy of the elastic balls and concludes ‘“Who
owns the last self owns the self before the lasts for what
possesses the possessor possesses the possessed ™’

There is, therefore, no need, according to such "a
doctrine, of a permanent soul for explaining either the
fact of ownership or the feeling of personal identity
““The sense of personal identity, then, 1s exactly like
any one of our other perceptions of sameness among
phenomena It 1s a conclusion grounded either on the
resemblance in a fundamental respect, or on the
continuity before the mind, of the phenomena
compared ’’

How far W James’s analysis of personal identity
and his explanation of appropriation by a later
Thought of the contents of the former Thoughts are
but an admirable summary of the Buddhistic position
may be seen from Vasubandhu’s discussion on the
nature of the self and on the fact of recognition In
opposition to the doctrine of the pudgala accepted by
the Vatsiputriyas, Vasubandhu seeks to reconcile the
facts of memory and recognition with the position
which denies a permanent principle over and above

44 Loc cit. p. 339,
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the series of passing events or the stream of thought.
In the absence of a permanent principle, it is urged by
the Vatsiputriyas, ‘‘things experienced by Devadatta’s
consciousness would be remembered by the conscious-
ness of Yajnadatta *’#* This objection, it may be
noted here, arises mevitably from the refusal to accept
any permanent principle over and above the flux of
what are generally described as the states of conscious-
ness There 1s no agent, 1t 1s contended by Vasu-
bandhu, called the soul, besides ‘‘an unbroken
continuity of momentary forces >’ Even consciousness
1s a conventional name for a chain of -conscious
moments, much as the light of a lamp 1s a common
metaphorical designation for an uminterrupted produc-
tion of a series of flashing flames *¢ All elements
which partake in the process of hife are characterised
by a constant change, they constitute a stream in which
the next moment 1s necessarily different from the
preceding one In the continuous stream of ideas,
there 1s a fixed order of succession There 1s a certain
affimty between 1deas ‘“in virtue of which there are
1deas somehow similar to others and h;),vmg the power
of evoking them ’ As, for instance, when the idea

45 These quotations are taken from Dr Th. Stcherbatsky’s
translation, under the title ‘The Soul Theory of the Bud-
dhasts,” of the appendix to the 8th chapter of Vasubandhu's
Abludharmakosa

46 938,
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of a woman is associated with the idea of an impure
body or the idea of her husband, son, etc., and if, later
on, in the changing stream of thought, the same idea
of a woman reappears, it has the power of evoking
those ideas of impure body, or of a husband, son, etc.,
because they are associated with it, but it has not the
power of evoking other ideas The conclusion, we
arrive at, is, therefore, this Just as milk and water
are conventional names (for a set of independent
elements) for some colour, smell, taste, and touch,
taken together, so is the designation ‘individual’ but
a common name for the different elements, which 1t 1s
composed of

The fact of memory and recognition, according to
Vasubandhu, does not militate against such a theory
of serial self, nor does the latter, when properly under-
stood, lead to the absurd position that what one has
experienced should be remembered by another This
would be possible only if there had not been a causal
relation between the different members of a series
The experiences of Devadatta are not remembered by
Yajnadatta, because ‘‘they are not mutually related as
cause and effect, as is the case between moments belong-
g to the same stream of thought.”” A man who
perceived an object can remember it, but what 1t means
15 this that “‘a consciousness which perceived an object
formerly is gradually producing a consciousness which
reme.mbgrs it now.”” So, for example, when we say
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“‘Caitra remembers,”’ what it really meahs is that in
the current of phenomena which 1s designated by the
name Caitra a recollection appears ** It is no more
Similarly, when we say ‘‘the memory of Caitra,”’ the
proprietor is simply the cause and the property will
simply be its effect

Such a position, supported and described by the
Buddhists as well as the modern thinkers, such as
W. James, has at least the merit of presenting the
doctrine of self, as best as the facts would allow, in
conformity with the doctrine of umversal becoming
The self, according to it, is not something hike an
abiding soul-substance underlying the changing states
of consciousness, 1t 1s rather a stream or series of
elements that may either be called ‘thoughts’ after
W James or ‘vij@idnas’ after the Buddhist 1dealists.
The unity of personality which 1s an undoubted fact
1s explained here, not by reference to a hypothetical
entity lymng beyond the stream, but by a sort of
‘affinity’ or causal influence which a previous member
of the series exercises upon a succeeding member, so
that a given ‘thought’ can belong to one stream as
distinct from another It 1s this causal affimty that
explains the fact that each of us has a particular
mental stream that may run parallel to other mental
streams but can never be identical with the latter In

" p 853.
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other words, the unity of personality is merely the
unity of a series, and not that of a soul-substance.
Even the facts of memory and recogmtion are not
supposed to need the hypothesis of an identical self
provided we understand the trick by which the contents
of one ‘thought’ are transmitted to another. This
transmission takes place either because the ‘thoughts’
that belong to one stream have a ‘warmth and
intimacy’ for each member of that series, or because,
as the Buddhists put it, each idea gives rise to another
through a sort of affinity that is sometimes likened to
the transmission of the red colour from one cotton
canvas to another or the transference of the flavour
from one flower to another Hence, though I am
changing incessantly, from moment to moment, from
childhood to old age, and from one life to another, yet,
the series of my mental states remains unbroken and
undiverted, and my present ‘thought’ remembers only
what was perceived by a member of the same series to
which 1t 1itself belongs

It 1s easy to see that such an explanation of
memory, in spite of the improvements which W. James
professes to have made upon Hume’s account, is
subject to the same critical observations which
Sankara has brought to bear upon the Buddhistic
theory of pure becoming. So far as identity is said to
be grounded on similarity, Sankara, as we have seen

above, would condemn such an assertion as a mere
F. 14
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nonsense, because there can be no consciousness of
similarity in the absence of an unchanging subject that
grasps the two sumilar things. So even if it be granted
that our knowledge of the similarity existing between
two things does not presuppose any judgment of
identity in regard to any of those things, such a knowl-
edge does at least imply the identity of the subject that
is aware of the similarity .The only reply that might
be made by James, if he had known the Indian
controversy, would be that in the judgment.of sim-
larity, the judging ‘thought’ is entirely different from
(pratyayantaram eva) all other ‘thoughts’ and that
the judgment 1s not conditioned by the apprehension
or awareness of two different things (na parvos-
taraksanadvayagrahananimittam) But even then the
difficulty does not disappear, because if there had not
been two things that are compared and are known to
be similar, we should, as Sankara rightly remarks,
speak of ‘similarity’ only, and not of ‘this’ similar to
‘that.” In other words, the awareness of sumilarity
is not as simple as the awareness, say, of a colour or
sound. Even if it be conceded that when I perceive
the red colour what really happens is that my present
‘thought’ grasps a particular sensation which is
compresent with 1t, such an analysis would be clearly
inadequate in the case of my knowledge of mmﬂamty,
inasmuch as similarity implies two things, a ° this’

and a ‘ that ’ both of which must be grasped in one
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act of attention. In accepting the Humian explana-
tion of identity, James does not seem to have been
disturbed in the least by the damaging observations
'made by the critics of Hume, such as Green, on the
attempt to derive identity from resemblance And
what appears to be more strange is the welcome that
has been accorded to Hume’s explanation of identity
by thinkers who are expected to be better informed
and more careful than James Mr. B. Russell, for
instance, describes the self as the causal nexus among
a series of events, and has then naturally to confront
the problem of identity and that of recognition.
Nothing disturbed by the previous history of the
problem, he remarks that ‘‘when we ‘recognise some-
thing, 1t was not 1n fact the very same thing, but only
something similar, that we experienced on a former
occasion A person’s face 1s always changing, and is
not exactly the same on any two occasions Common-
sense treats 1t as one face with varying expressions;
but the varying expressions actually exist, each at its
proper time, while the one face is merely a logical
construction *’** Such a passage might easily be
taken as an extract from the work of a Buddhist, and
both James and Russell could infinitely strengthen
their position, if they had known the wonderfully

8 The Analysis of Mund, p. 171.
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subtle dialectics of the Buddhists in defence of an
identical position.*?

These attempts fo reconcile recognition and
memory with the doctrine of universal becoming may
perhaps create more admiration than conviction The
difficulty is really concealed, and not solved, under the
notion of transmission which 1s assumed by James as
well as the Buddhists as a fact  The truth is that even
transmission could not be possible in a world of perpe-
tual change, much less could the contents of one idea
be transmitted to another without an unchanging
background The analogy of the balls or of the canvas.
would not even carry any sense to us if we had not
assumed a permanent unchanging environment in
which the balls are imagined to move If we add to
this the argument that even the consciousness of a
series would be impossible if consciousness itself had
been a member of the series,—an argument which 1s
rightly emphasised by Sankara and Kant,—the
irreconcilability of recognition and memory with the
concept of a changing self would be easily realised

. % “Identity, eternality, etc ,”” 1t 1s urged, for instance,
by Santaraksita, ‘‘are purely 1imaginary, not real ”’
Elatveamtyatididca kalpito na tu tativikah—T. attva-Sangrahal,
G.0.8, p. %62. And Kamalaéila clears up this position by
adding that 1f a Buddhist mentions the term 1identity, he

does 1t only in view of common misconceptions (bhrant "
pattumurodhena). ptions (bhrantiprats
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This, however, does not mean a total denial of
the applicability of the concept of evolution to the
human mind. Even an elementary fact of perception,
as we have seen above, implies change in the mind.
Similarly, the growth of mind from one stage to
another may be admitted But it will be a fatal
confusion to infer from the evolution or growth of
mind that there is change in consciousness as well
Changes 1n consciousness, it has been one of Green’s
repeated contentions, cannot account for the con-
sciousness of change We might introduce a little
modification into Green’s expression and 1nsist that
changes in mind cannot explain the consciousness of
mental changes In other words, the term ‘mind’ is
highly ambiguous, 1t may either refer to the changing
principle which Green calls sensibility, or, again, 1t
may mean the unchanging principle which is called
consclousness No one of them, he rightly urges, can
be reduced to the other In that case, we must give
up the slovenly fashion of using the same term for these
irreducible principles indifferently. This ambiguity
has been responsible for a large number of confusions
in psychology as well as in epistemology, and we shall
have to consider them in due course. {What has to be
remembered in the present context is that nothing that
changes is consciousness, yet mind grows, and 1t 1s in
a satisfactory reconciliation of these two aspects that
the strepgth of a philosophical position consists.
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From the similarities we have emphasised between
James’s explanation of memory and that of Vasu-
bandhu, it may be seen that the improvements, which
the former claims to have made upon Hume, had in
fact been made long before by the Buddhists The
trick of transmission and the theory of functional
adentity persisting through substantial diversity have
been a more or less permanent feature of Buddhism,
because they alone can offer a plausible explanation of
recognition and memory in conformity with the theory
of universal flux, and the Buddhists were too acute not
to utilize them fully. The whole position is put in a.
very brief and clear way by Santaraksita when he
remarks that ‘‘even things that are diverse by reason
of the diversity of their powers become the basis of an
effect conceived as one " Consequently, it 1s a
mistake to infer an identical percipient agent from the
fact of recollection; it is a false assumption (mithya-
1ikalpa)

The theory of functional 1dentity, it is evident, is
based entirely upon analogies derived from the world
of objects, as is apparent from the instances used by
Santaraksita, Kant or James It is true that in
certain matters, analogies are both useful and inevit-
able even in philosophical thinking But, then, they
must be able to explain the important point in a

30 Tattva-Sangrahah, G. O, S., p. 85.



THE UNIQUE UNITY OF CONBCIOUSNESS 215

discussion without assuming beforehand what needs
explanation. The very first thing that must be borne
in mind in discussing memory or recollection is that all
objects have a meaning only in so far as they are
presented to consciousness, and that consciousness
-cannot be cut up into separate bits. So much we
learn even from our psychologists. ‘‘The object of
thought,”” it is said by Prof G. F. Stout, ‘‘is whatever
the mind means or intends to refer to To perceive or
think at all is to perceive or think of something, and
this something, just because it is perceived or thought
of, is an object presented to consciousness.’’’? But,
i is to be remembered at the same time that ‘‘the unity
of consciousness is radically different in its nature
from any unity which can belong to a material thing.
Every material thing is extended in space and there-
fore consists of parts spatially external to each other
and spatially separable from each other It is divisible
into component portions, each of which exists imnde-
pendently as a material thing or parcel of matter in
the same way as the whole which is constituted by their
union The cup, for nstance, which I hold in my
hand is apprehended by me as one thing, but the
separate subsistence of its parts as distinct bodies is
forcibly brought home to me, 1f it falls on the floor and
is broken in fragments On the contrary, the unity

St Manual of Psychology, Fourth Edition, p. 99.
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and distinctness of an individual consciousness is not
thus compoded of parts, each possessing independently
a separable unity and distinctness of the same kind.
It cannot be broken into fragmentary thoughts, feel-
ings, and volitions, or fragments of thought, feeling
and volition, each persisting like the pieces of the cup,
when T have ceased to, think, feel and will. A material
thing is composed of material things; but a conscious
self is not composed of conscious selves *’5?

We have quoted here rather extensively from a
competent modern psychologist in view of the con-
fusions into which many an able thinker has fallen
in giving a true description of consciousness The
whole description may be summarised in the language
of Sankara who says that ‘‘ ‘ The known’ means
whatever is the object of special knowledge, and as
all such objects can be known somewhere, to some
extent and by someone and so forth, the whole world
is meant by the term ° the known ’ *’*® But the self
for which all objects have a meaning ‘‘is not in itself
divided, it only appears divided owing to its limiting
adjuncts, such as the mind and so on, Just as the ether

appears divided by its connexion with jars and the
hike.”’s4

——

52 Itud | p. 13.

53 Com on the Kenopamsad Part I 8
5«S B, IIL 3. 17,
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We may now easily detect the fallacy in the theory
of functional identity. A series of ‘ ideas ’ has no
meaning apart from the assumption of a plurality of
ideas forming the series, a serial unity, that is, implies
a plurality of units each of which occupies a distinct
moment of time In this sense they are fragmentary
and at least mentally separable from each other, and
so far the unity of the series is like the unity of the
material things  But this must be different from the
unity of consciousness or the self which apprehends
them as forming a series  If the self also had changed
corresponding to the change m the 1deas, there would
not be any consciousness of the series as a umty The
serial unity, theréfore, is entirely different from, and
points to, the conscious principle within which there
is no plurality And, consequently, all analogies
taken from the world of objects where plurality and
complexity are undeniable facts must be inapplicable
to the unity of consciousness

In the theory of functional identity, we thus come
once more upon the fallacy of confusing vrtti with
bodha which was found to vitiate the psychological
analysis of perception The modifications of sensi-
bility, as Green puts 1t, are irreducible to the conscious
principle and vice versa, though both are necessary
for a perceptual act. The mental changes, in other.
words, are not changes within consciousness, and
mental growth or the evolution of mind is not an
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evolution of the conscious principle. To put it in the
language of Kant himself, the empirical apperception
is not the transcendental apperception, the former is
a ‘‘ flux of inner phenomena,”” and here ‘‘ there can
be no unchanging or permanent self ° The latter, on
the contrary, is ‘‘ pure, original, unchangeable con-
sciousness ~° Apart from the latter which is the
“‘umity of consciousness which 1s prior to a]l data of
perception,”’ ‘‘no unity and connection of objects i.s
possible ** To put the whole thing once more 1n the
words of Sankara, the conscious principle is the pre-
supposition (grahika) of the fragmentary and chang-
ing knowledge-events

The only remark that must be added here 1s that
evolution has no meaning 1if the different stages of the
universe do not form a series each occupying a definite
place in time In ‘‘ pure duration ’’ there can be no
evolution 1f there is within 1t no ‘ before ’ and no
‘after © It follows from this that we cannot even
imagine how there could be a umversal evolution if the
man who seeks to know 1t had been himself a member
of the evolving universe  Evolution 1s change, at the
least, and change must be 1n time which implies
succession, a ‘ before * and an ‘ after ° In imagining
the past history of the world, we have necessarily to
transfer ourselves backward, as in imagining the
future of the world we must similarly transfer our-
selves forward, as looking at the changing eventg. And
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as imagination is founded om actual perception,
whatever is true of the latter must be frue of the
former; the conditions of the perception of change
must apply equally to the imagination of change.
But the perception of change and succession implies,
as we have seen, a conscious prineiple which is not
itself in succession When, therefore, we 1magine
the past or the future of the world, such an unchang-
ing principle must be postulated to account for our
knowledge of the evolving world This, of course,
does not mean that I was never born, or that I can
never die But the conclusion that seems to follow
irresistibly from these considerations 1s that man, in
so far as he knows history, cannot be entirely
historical, the knowledge of a changing universe, 1n
other words, cannot be possible for a being that is
nothing more than a part of the changing universe.
* Two ideas which occupy different moments of time
and pass away as soon as they have become objects of
consciousness,”’ as put by Sankara, ‘‘ cannot appre-
hend or be apprehended by each other >’** FEven the
perception of a series implies the reality of “ a conti-
nuous principle equally connected with the past, the
present, and the future, or an absolutely unchangeable
self.”’®® And the concept of universal evolution is but
the perceived change applied on a cosmic scale

55§ B I, 2. 28,
salind , 11, 2. 31.
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It has been, therefore, rightly remarked that *“ a
living being that knows seems to belong to an order
quite different in kind from that of one that merely
lives without knowing *’3" The knowledge of change
which we all possess shows at the same time that we
are possessors of eternity. ‘‘ The relations of events
to each other as in time,”’ as Green puts it almost
borrowing his language from Sarkara, ‘‘ umples their
equal presence to a subject which is not in time.”’%®

In fact the analysis of our knowledge of change
which is offered by Kant and Green 1s essentially an
illuminating commentary to Sankara’s theory of per-
ception The advaita position 1n respect of this
problem 1s beautifully summarised by Suresvara, one
of Sankara’s immediate successors  The self, he says,
is the non-successional seer (akramadrk) of the pass-
g modes of mind (Dh7 or Buddhiy, 1t 1s the latter
which changes with the different acts of knowledge,
and not the self which sees the past, the present and
the future simultaneously. If the witnessing self had
changed, there would arise no knowledge of the
thousand changing modes of the mind. The self,
therefore, for Suresvara, is unchanging (avikriya),
above the three temporal distinctions (nis¢rikala), and
eternal (ki@tastha).®® Apart from Green’s repeatea

57 Haldane, The Rergn of Relativity, p 151.
"8 Prolegomena, p 59,

5 Naisharmyasiddh: 11, 69-77
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warnings against the confusion of ** feeling ™ with
* consciousness,”’ the following passage admurably
brings out the functions of sensibility and the conscious
subject respectively in our knowledge of time:—
““‘Sensibility is the condition of existence in time, of
there being events related to each other as past,
present, and future Ask yourself what meaning the
terms ‘now’ and ‘then’ have except as derived from a
relation between a perpetually vanishing consciousness
and one that is perthanent, and you find they have
none When we say that there was time or there were
events in time before man began to exist, we mean that
there were events, of which each was thus related to
another as ‘now’ and ‘then ’ But all these expressions
about ‘events’ and ‘happening’ and ‘taking place’
imply or derive their meaning from a sensibility, of
which the perpetually vanishing modes are held
together by a subject equally present to, and distin-
guishing itself from, all of them ’’*° We need not
discuss here Green’s theory of an eternal sensibility,
but what will be very important for our further
analysis of what we have called the foundational con-
sciousness is the distinction, he 1nsists on, between the
two conditions of our knowledge of change.

60 Works I, p 79,



CHAPTER VII
CONSCIOUSNESS AND SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS

The discussions on the conditions of knowledge
undertaken in the last two chapters should have clear-
ed up some of the difficulties in the way of a correct
theory of self The self, we have seen, is of the nature
of foundational knowledge or féundational conscious-
ness, though 1t 1s generally mixed up with things other
than 1itself, such as, mental modes or modifications of
sensibihty  In fact, this association of the real self
with the not-self 1s so mntimate and indissoluble that
large portions of advaita literature are devoted to
arguments designed to prove that the conscious
principle 1s no¢ any of the pseudo-selves with which 1t
1s generally confused Even the modifications of
mind,—that are called here ‘antabkaranavrtii’s or
‘buddhi-vrtti’s—are not the real self, on the contrary,
they are as much objects for a subject as the physical
things, even they are 1llumined by the light of the self
In other words, the self 1s the presupposition of all
objects including the physical as well as the mental
events and things It is, to put it in the language of
Kant, the transcendental condition of ‘‘Nature.”’
The mistake of the substantialists as well as the
actualists, to borrow James’s language, is identical in

222 .
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so far as both take the self to be something other than
the foundational consciousness, and this mistake is
nothing but a confusion of consciousness to which all
objects and events are presented with what updergoes
modifications and change. Even the ‘ ideas ’ of the
Yogacara school which form a series are nothing but
fragmentary mental modifications that are mistaken to
be momentary flashes of consciousness on account of
the conscious principle lying beyond, and illumining,
them

As a substantial help to the understanding of the
nature of foundational consciousness, we must now
turn to certain unquestionable facts of our daily life
that are not ordinarily emphasised 1n modern philo-
sophy The perplexities which have grown round
the problem of personal identity,—a problem which
even Bradley thinks to be one that can be best solved
by not asking questions about i1t—are, we think, due
to the same difficulty of avoiding the confusion of
consciousness with mental modifications Bradley is
surely right 1n thinking that the question of personal
identity ‘‘is sheer nonsense until we have got some
clear idea as to what the self is to stand for.”’* He is
further right in taking it as ‘‘evident that, for personal
identity, some continuity is requisite ’ But he is
equally wrong in thinking that continuity during sleep
i3 doubtful and so it cannot be used to prove identity.

1-d pyearance and Reality, p. 73.
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.

Here, as we shall see presently, Bradley seems to draw
as hasty a conclusion as was drawn by Kandda and
Réaméanuja.

The breaks in ° psychical continuity ° which
Bradley thinks to be irreconcilable with an identical
self, as is too well known to require any elaborate
proof, were a source of infinite trouble to Locke whose
contradictions on this subject should have made the
subsequent philosophers pause to think whether the
generally aocepted notion of self-consciousness were
not ambiguous According to Locke, it might well
be the privilege of the Infinite Author that he never
slumbers or sleeps, but so far as the finite minds were
concerned he could never accept the Cartesian notion
of a thinking substance which thinks always Those
at least ‘“who do at any time sleep without dreaming,”’
he thinks, “‘can never be convinced that their thoughts
are sometimes for four hours busy without their know-
ing of it ’* He is, therefore, quite sure that the soul
in a sleeping man has neither pleasure nor pain any
more than the bed or earth he lies on  Locke does not
feel disturbed till he raises the question ‘‘whether, if
the same substance, which thinks, be changed, it can
be the same person, or, remaining the same, it can be
different persons?’® It 1s this question which forces

2 Essay, BL 11. 10,
8 Ind , BL, 11, Ch. 27, Sec. 12,
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him for the first time to give up his anti-Cartesian
belief, and admit that ‘ consciousness makes the same
person.” He then proceeds to acknowledge that ‘‘ if
the same Socrates waking and sleeping do not partake
of the same consciousness, Socrates waking and sleep-
ing is not the same person ’’

This admission and contradiction 1n Locke have
not succeeded 1n directing the attention of the subse-
quent thinkers to a more careful study of the states of
dream and dreamless sleep Even James, one of the
distinguished psychologists of our time, confesses that
‘‘we can give no rigorous answer to this question '+
The problem of breach in consciousness, he says, can
be easily solved a priori, 1f we had accepted the
Cartesian theory of soul, but such a course 1s not open-
to one who has ‘“ no doctrine about the soul or its
essence,”’ and, consequently, he would rather ‘‘admt
that the mind, as well as the body, may go to sleep ”’
James is apparently unaware of the contradictions of
Locke and so accepts Locke’s defence of his position
as spirited. It 1s, however, admitted that the facts
of hysteria and hypnotism prove conclusively that *‘we
must never take a person’s testimony, however sincere,
that he has felt nothing, as proof positive that no
feeling has been there.”’> But this admission remains
as a passing observation which does not affect seriously

4 Principles of Psychology, I, p 200
s Lbnd , p. 211
F. 15~
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his views on the problem of self-consciousness It is
a pregnant admission, to borrow a well-known remark
of Green on Locke’s admission of an identical con-
sciousness, but 1t brings nothing to the birth in James.
He would cling to the theory of self as ‘‘a generic
unity,”” rather than accept a ‘‘sort of metaphysical
or absolute Umity in which all differences are over-
whelmed ''® His Peter and Paul wake up 1 the
morning and recollect their respective past experiences,
not because each 1is an identical consciousness, but
because the past experienees of each come to him with
a warmth and intimacy due to his body and the central
adjustments which “‘are the real nucleus of our per-
sonal identity *’7

His rejection of the n.etaphysical Unity would not
be so easy if he had stopped to consider what was
imphed in the knowledge of ‘‘the body and the central
adjustments ’ Even if it be supposed that the body
is out there, 1t will not explamn how it comes to be an
object of my knowledge; how, m other words, the
perishing ‘thoughts’ can be the vehicle of the knowl-
edge of a body which persists-as an identical object
through different moments of time If he had raised
this problem of knowledge, as 1t was raised by Hume
upon whose theory of self he sought to improve, he

S Jbud , p, 335,
" 1d , p, 341
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would easily see that the ‘‘transcendentalist school’
could not simply be dismissed as onme ‘‘ in which
psychology at least has naught to learn ’®¢ Whatever
may have been the linguistic ambiguity of that school,
the clearest lesson 1t teaches is that the perception of
the “‘body’’ presupposes an indentical consciousness as
the ultimate basis of recognition involved in all percep-
tions Mere perishing pulses of thought cannot explain
recollection and knowledge of 1dentical things James
admits that “however complex the object may be, the
thought of it 1s one undivided state of consciousness.’’®
That which knows the ‘‘empirical aggregate of
things,”” he says, ‘‘cannot itself be an aggregate.’’*®
But he never considers seriously how the perishing
thoughts can explain the possibility of rising above the
empirical aggregafe and become an undivided unity
Similarly, he does no justice whatsoever to Kant,
Green, and Caird, when he reads into their theories
the distinction between an agent and the activity
which belongs to it His criticism of the theory of
soul-substance would be heartily endorsed by those
whom he criticises, and a reputed scholar like James
should have known that the transcendental self 1s not
a transcendent spiritual substance, but an immanent

—_—

8lbid , p 370
‘9 Ind , p, 276.
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principle which is ever present in all our thoughts and
feelings, it 1s as immanent as the ‘thoughts’ by which
he seeks to replace it  Apart from this transcendental
self, the present passing ‘Thought’ could not be a
““principle by which the Many 1s simultaneously
known.”’'* The ‘‘mystery of synthesis’’ cannot be
explained either by a transcendent principle or by a
passing ‘Thought,” 1t can be explammed only by an
1dentical principle which, though ymmanent, yet does
not pass away with the passing pulses of thought
It must be, in other words, non-successional
(akramadrk), as Suresvara puts it, and yet undemab-
ly present in all our fragmentary knowledge and
experience

All this has been explained with sufficient force
and clearness We have seen, for instance, that the
foundational consciousness 1s the presupposition of all
distinctions and differences we ordinarily make between
the knowing agent and the property of knowledge
Consciousness is not an attribute of the self, it is not
something that is possessed by the self in the same way
in which the cow is possessed by Caitra It s the seif
In fact, James deliberately shuts his eyes and then
complaing that he ecannot see He starts on s
criticism of the transcendental theory with the explicit.
statement that he need do ‘* no more than decide what

———— et

1 Ibid | p, 364.
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to think of the transcendental Ego if it be an agent.”’*?
And 1t 15 no wonder that he finds in Kant’s trans-
cendentalism nothing more than Substantialism grown
shame-faced It 1s true that Kant has made himself
partly hable to this charge by his unguarded language.
But his theory of self would be better understood if the
critics had given more attention to his explanation of
the dialectic 1llusion nvolved 1n rational psychology.
"Kant has been seriously misunderstood, and it will
take us long afield to attempt a full exposition of his
theory of self and his doctrme of categories So far
as the latter 1s concerned, we have partly done 1t else-
where 1 So far as his theory of self 1s concerned, none
will be 1n a position to appreciate him who ignores
his remark that the ‘‘1dentity of the subject in all the
determinations of which I can be conscious 1s not the
same thing as a perception 1n which the self is present-
ed as an object which can be recognized as self-
identical *’'* The fallacy of rational psychology
consists 1n this that ““The unity of consciousness, which
1= the supreme condition of the categories, 1s simply
confused with a perception of the subject as object, and
hence we suppose that we may apply to the subject the

12 1id ,p 365,

13 Tz, Self, Thought and Reality, Chapters VI—IX , and
Kunt’s Analysis of Neientific Method an article in Review of
Plilosophy and Keligion, Vol VI, No, 1.

153 ytson’s Selections, p. 150
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category of substance’’** This 1s a serious mstake.
“The subject no doubt thinks the categories, but that
is no reason for saying that it can have a conception of
itself as an object of the categories It cannot think
the categories without presupposing its own self-
consciousness, and therefore self-consciousness cannot
be brought under the categories ’

The difficulty n putting aright the status of the
self m the language of ordinary speech and thought
arises from the fact that ‘‘the specific nature of our
understanding consists 1n thinking everything dis-
cursively, that 1is, representing it by concepts, and so
by mere predicates, to which therefore the absolute
subject must always be wanting ''® But we must
always remember that self-consciousness ‘‘1s itself the
ground of the possibility of the Categories,” and,
therefore, self-consciousness 1n general 1s the represen-
tation of that which 1s the condition of all umity, and
yet itself unconditioned ’''7

Kant’s theory of self 1s essentially the corner-stone
of the doctrine of Green who remarks that ‘the really
prolific element’’ 1n Kant's theory of knowledge 1s the
view of the noumenon ‘‘which he calls the ego, as the
source of the categores *'** He accepts the view that

" 15 Ibid , p. 154
18 Kant’s Prolegou » Mahaff g
. Iba:(l ,SZQSI;U eyowmena, by Mahaffy and Bernard, p 97.
18 Worl« IIT, p 127,
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“‘the existence of a knowable nature 1mplies that of a
principle of union which is not itself part of the know-
able nature, not one or any number of the relations
which constitute 1t, an unconditioned, 1n relation to
which alone the mutual conditioning of phenomena is
posstble, a consciousness of laws of nature, or rather
a principle of consciousness which, in relation to
sensibility, yields laws of nature, which 1s not 1itself
subject to those laws of nature >'*®* This conscious-
ness ‘‘1s one whach, on however limited a scale, we our-
selves exercise 1n the acquisition of experience, and
exercise only by means of such a consciousness.”’*°

Similarly, Caird, 1n spite of his quarrels with
Kant, has no doubt in his mind that self-consciousness
1z an undemiable fact, 1t 1s “‘our very highest type of
knowledge,”” and to reject 1t 1s ‘‘as 1if one should say
that 1t 1s 1mpossible to see the sun because we.cannot
throw the rays of a candle upon it But as 1t 1s the
hght which reveals both 1tself and the darkness, so 1t
is self-consciousness through which we know both 1tself
and all other objects *'#

In view of these unambiguous statements of Kant,
Green and Caird, 1t would be surely unwarranted in
the highest degree to condemn the transcendental Ego
as “‘simply nothing . as 1nefilectual and windy an

19 IVOTA.&' II, p 90
20 Prolegomena, p 59,
2 Hegel, p 147,
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abortion as Philosophy can show ¢ We must, 1o
order to do justice to the transcendental theory, give
up definitely the habit of thinking of the conscious
principle under the categories of substance and attri-
bute, and in fact under any category whatsoever
The transcendental theory, sketched above, 1s clearly
the theory of Sankara which we have partly explaned
in connection with the doctrine of foundational con-
sciousness, and Haldane's theory of foundational
knowledge The self, he says in another context, 1s not
an agent of the activity of knowledge, on the contrary,
it. 1s essentially knowledge, knowledge, that 1s, 1s 1ts
very essence 2 “‘Just as when it 1s asserted that ‘that
which shines 1n front 1s the Sun, that which shines to
the south, to the west, to the north, and upwards, is
the Sun,” what 1s really meant 1s that brightness 1s the
nature of the Sun,”’ similarly, when 1t 1s said that
“‘the self 15 an agent of cogniteon,” what 1s really
meant 1s that ‘‘cogmtion 1s the very essence’’ of the
self and not its ‘‘activity ’)** Self-consciousness,

.

22 James, Loc cit, p. 365

2 Vedanam asya svardpam 1tyovagamyate—Com on the
Clidndogye Up VIII, 12. 5,

24 Atmanah  sattamitra  era  jRanekartrtvam  na  tu
vyaprtataya—Iloc. it This whole passage, when literally
iranslated, would run as follows —The self’s agency of
knowledge 15 1ts mere existence, and not 1ts activity, ust as

E .
the Sun’s agency of revelation 15 1ts mere existence, and not o
function.
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therefore, is not the consciousness of an agent possess-
ing the activity of knowledge in the same way in which
Caitra possesses the cow *°

Kant’s thesis that self-consciousness cannot be
brought under the categories has, we believe, an
mmportant significance for a right understanding of
the nature of self His real meaning, as it may now
be easier to understand, 1s that the self, though
undeniably real,—because 1t 1s always present as the
transcendental ground of all our experience—cannot,
yet, be brought” under the conditions of what he calls
the ‘‘understanding,”’ the specific nature of which 1s
this that 1t thinks everything discursively, ‘‘represent-
ing 1t by concepts, and so by mere predicates = This
discursive understanding 1s sometimes .called by
Sankara Buddh:, which 1s defined as that 1n which are
hidden the three categormes of knowledge, the know-
able, and the knower ** Though 1t 1s necessary to
represent the self as the knower or the subject of
knowledge, yet 1t will be a serious blunder to think that
knowledge 1s possessed by the knower or the subject,
because, mr reality, ‘“‘the knower has no distinct

25 Compare djiiagnabodlini 34, where it 13 sard that when
1118 asserted that the knowledge 1s vours, what 1s really meant
15 that knowledge 1s yourself much as the phrase ‘the head
of Rahu’ means that the head 13 the Rahu 1tself

26 Nigiadha asyam  jiAdna-jieya-jiatr-padartha ot guha
Yﬁld{lﬁﬂl-@onl on the Taut Up , Ch [ of the Brahmaiall.
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V27

existence apart from knowledge This knowledge
which 1s the essence of the self 1s not of the nature of
an act, yet, in conformity with the conditions of the
discursive 1intellect, which describes everything by
means of 1ts properties (7dtyda’zdharma),' we describe
1t as the knowledge of the subject As so described,
the description, if taken lterally, can only indicate
indirectly, and not represent directly, the self =* The
discursive 1ntellect can represent only that which
conforms to the categories of unity, cause, space, time,
etc , that 1s, 1t can represent what 1s defermined by
some kind of relation And the result 1s that even
when the self which 1s the transcendental condition of
all objects 1s represented by the discursive intellect, 1t
15 necessarily described as ‘something’ that possesses
the attribute of consciousness Similarly, when the
self is said to be a synthetic principle, 1t 1s represented
as something like an agent exercising 1its combinming
activity and thus generating experience out of the
multiplicity of sense-data  But such a representation,
though necessary for discursive thinking, 1s not a true
representation of the self, it 1s nothing ntore than a
false representation arising out of the necessity of
discurstve thinking through the forms of language.

M Atmanal cardpam pRaptirna tato vyatuicyate—loc -
cit

28 Buddhidharmavisayena jidanadabdena tat laksyate na
tu ucyate—loc cit.
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Such discursive representations, in other words, are
niere semblances or figurative images (avabhdsa) that
are necessary for the purposes of descriptions only
They pomnt indirectly to the self within which there is
no distinction

It may be noted even here, in order to avoid mis-
understanding, that discursive thinking 1s nct al-
together condemned by Sankara, as 1s done by the
mystics or the agnostics The self 1s beyond speech
and thought, not because it 1s the denizen of a world
altogether 1naccessible to human faculties, but because
it 1s presupposed by all distinctions including the
distinction of subject from object or of agent from
activity  Our knowledge must be based upon distine-
tions,* whatever 1s known must be known through the
intellect (buddhi-doirena or antahkarana-dvarena)
But 1n that case we must not be misled by the
grammatical forms when the self is represented
through the intellect, this 1s all that 1s meant by the
warning aganst the discursive representation of the
self 3°  The self can be described only 1n so far as 1t 13
represented in conformity with the forms of the
intellect, and as so represented, we must distinguish

2 Uidesasanbandho I upalabdhahetuh—Ibd , (W VI,

% In the language of the advaita literature, this means
the connection of the <elf with the cavity ot the intellect or
santahharanasgulidt ma-sanbandhah, thiongh which the self
1ust be known .
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between the knower and the known That 1s, though
the self is of the nature of foundational knowledge,
and, as such, devoid of the distinction between subject
and object, yet it has to be described as the subject for
which exists the object

Indeed, the bulk of the advaita literature 1s ex-
clusively devoted to the discovery of the foundational
.consciousness transcending what is given through the
.discursive intellect And the study of the dream-
experience and of dream-less sleep 1s one of those
-devices that are rightly considered as an effective help
for understanding 1ts reality and nature In deep
.dreamless sleep, for instance, there 1s evidently a break
1n the psychical current, yet the sense of 1dentity 1s not
broken, nor 1s the memory of Peter confused with
that of Paul, when they wake up in the morning It
would certainly be a mere sophistry to account for the
feeling of identity without postulating an identical
principle which persists through the different stages
of waking consciousness, dream, and dreamless
slumber These three states, says Sankara, come m
succession, yet everyone recognises himself as ‘I am
he 32 ““ I think *” accompanies not only the different:

31 Such a subject 15 sometimes called ¢ yfignamaye or the
self which has assumed the character of, and got mingle | with,
buddhy or antahhaiana See, for 1nstance, Sankara’s Com-
mentary on the Brh Up. 11, 1. 16.

32 Com on Gaudapada-Karlé 1.
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items of perception as Kant rightly said, it persists
through the different states undisturbed by the
apparent break of psychical current m sleep Identity,
as distinct from mere continuity, in some form or other
must be admitted, therefore, in order to account for
this persistent recognition Let 1t be granted that a
time-less self 1s “‘a psychological monster,”” as Bradley
puts 1t, but some plausible explanation must still be
given of the undeniable facts of our life  Mere generic
unity of the ever-perishing ‘thoughts’ does not explain
it, and even a generic pmty would be impossible with-
out a persistent identical principle that does not itself
change James thinks that such an 1dentical principle
1s a mere superfluity, because the thoughts may perish
yet their ownership is never-lapsing, and the trick of
transmission and appropflation 18 perfectly compatible
with their changing nature  But this does not explain
how Paul’s feehng of identity remains undisturbed in
spite of the fact that the ‘thoughts’ were entirely
suspended for such a long interval Even if 1t be
conceded that the present thought inherits the contents
of the dymng thought, yet, sleep 1s a clear exception
to the rule that ‘what possesses the possessor possesses
the possessed.’

Similarly, 1t does not seem to be an adequate
explanation to refer to the *‘ideal 1dentity and the
continuity of the experienced ’s* All identity, on the

33 Bradley, Truth and Reality, p 195.
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objective side, as we have contended above, must pre-
suppose -an 1dentity on the subjective side. Bradley
seems to be dissatisfied with his own explanation and
offers yet another hypothesis, namely, that the unity
.of our lives depends upon the ‘‘felt background ’’#*
This perhaps might be accepted as his final solution of
the problem which he himself declared as insoluble
But his readers are left in a hopeless confusion when
he insists at the same time that the umty and the
continmty ‘‘consist wholly 1n content or else they are
nothing ’ This plainly meang that continwity on the
objective side 1s possible without identity on the
subjective side

The fact seems to be that Bradley did not solve
the problem of 1dentity-feeling which survived the
break of psychical continuity Here at least a most
plausible explanation 1s offered by the advaita philo-
sophy The shortest explanation, as given by Saiikara,
15 this that “‘the appearance of unconsciousness here
15 due to the absence of objects, not to the absence of
consciousness "> That 1s, the apparent gap i sleep
1s due to the fact that there are not here objects which
are necessary for self-consciousness, though conscious-
ness persists as an 1dentical principle  Self-conscious-
ness 1s the consciousness of the self as mediated

34 Ihd | p. 197.

35 T sa l/a(ﬂuu at 1yam acetaygninatg ng  caitem J/abha«vat
—SB 11 3. 18
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through the consciousness of objects, and as this
mediation is impossible when there 1s no object, there
is, consequently, no self-consciousness in the absence
of the objects. Is there no inconsistency here, 1t 1s
asked 1n another context, in accepting consciousness
as the essence of the self and yet postulating a self in
.deep sleep which is unconscious of anything ¢ There
can be no inconsistency, 71t is said i reply, between
these two positions provided we understand that the
self during sleep does see, though it appears to see
nothing (palyanneva na pasyati) The sight of the
seer, 1t is continued, is as permanent as the seer
himself, much as the heat of the fire 1s co-eval with the
fire The self in such a state 1s like the sun which
-consists essentially 1n revelation or brightness and yet
is talked of as the revealer of things The sun, that®
is, has light as its permanent essence, and when 1t
hghts up things 1t does so 1n virtue of 1ts very essence
and not by virtue of its being something other than
light **  Similarly, the self 1n deep sleep 1s called the
seer on account of its essential permanent sight If
sight had been a mere activity of the self, a mere
accidental property of the self, then, of course, 1t

30 C'ym on the Brh, Up. 1V, 3 23

37 Adityadayo nityaprakasasvabhiva eva santah siabhd-
vikena mtyenmva prakisena  prakdlayanti, na hu apralidse

4.717immzh antah prakalam kurvantal praka$ayanty 1ty ucyante
=—loc. cit,
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could not be its essence On the other hand, the self
is said to be not-seeing in deep sleep, because there is
not at that time something distinct from itself which
it could see  Specific knowledge-events are condition-
ed by the inner sensihlity = (antahkarana) and the
sense-organs, and the latter are merged into one in
sleep Hence the self 1s no more a seer 1n the ordinary
sense

Safikara's contentions need cause no surprise to
us, 1n so far as they relate to the distinction we have
already explained between fragmentary and founda
tional knowledge, consciousness, we have seen, 1s not
an activity, but the very essence of the self, 1t is the
self He refers in this context also to the sun and the
crystals in aillustration of his contention that the
different types of knowledge, such as, seeing, hearing,
etc , are not different faculties ($akt?) of the soul, but
the latter 1s, by its very nature, knowledge which
appears as different types of knowledge in consequence
of the different sense-organs The really new element
mn his contentions here 1s the explanation of the
apparent unconsciousness 1n deep sleep And 1t
consists 1 this that the foundational consciousness,
though present even in sleep, appears as unconscious
owing to the absence of the objects including the
modifications of sensibihity  Self-consciousness, 1
other words, is mediated through the consciousness of
objects, the latter, again, is conditioned by the mentas
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modifications produced by the things. Consequently,
there can be no such self-consciousness when these
conditions of objective knowledge are mnot fulfilled.
In short, the mediated self-consciousness is absent in
deep sleep, and hence arises the apparent break or gap
in the psychical continmity The self-conscious self
exists, then, as it is put by Sankara, in a state of unity
with 1ts real self, it has no more any specific type of
"nowledge and has no consciousness of outer or inner,
st as a man loses all such consciousness when
- mbraced by his beloved ’

The epistemological significance of deep sleep has
been sorely misinterpreted or ignored altogether. Even
ule modern 1dealists who believe in an eternal con-
sciousness slur over the difficulties rather than show
how such an eternal principle may be reconciled with
the apparent gaps and unconscious intervals. Green,
for instance, refers to Locke’s admission that the
same Socrates, sleeping and waking, must partake of
the same consciousness, and remarks that the inference
“‘which it suggests to his reader, that a self which
toes not slumber or sleep 1s not one which is born or
dies, does not seem to have occurred to him.’’3® But
1o attempt.is made to reconcile his theory of eternal
self with apparent gaps  If he had done it, he would
easily develop some such theory as that of Sankara,

9% Works I. p. 115,
F. 16
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and perhaps realise that the self-conscious self is
absent during the gaps, though the eternal conscious-:
ness which is presupposed by the former never sleeps
That is, the mediated self-consciousness which is,
conditioned by the presence of the objects is also condi-
tioned by an eternal consciousness in which there 1s Ilng
.distinction of any kind whatsoever

There 1s, however, a particular interpretation of
Sankara’s theory of dreamless sleep, vouchsafed by no
less an authority than Paul Deussen, which must be
briefly considered at this place ‘‘Essential to the
soul,”” according to D&&ssen’s reading of Sankara, is
“intelligence, but this intelligence is at the bottom
imaginary.’’*® And, consequently, ‘‘ it makes in ti
end no difference whether this for us quite incompré-
hensible state is characterised in our fashion as ..
Negation of all volition, or m the Indian manner a
an 1imaginary cognition “which presupposes thie!
INegation of all volition *’ This is how Deussen WOlllt
perhaps exonerate Safnkara from the charge of mtellec
tuahsm which he has elsewhere levelled against ‘‘th&’
philosophising spirit of mankind in India, Greece .
mrnd modern times.”’** Such an interpretation, how-,
ever, of Safkara’s theory of dreamless slumber, if true ;
would divest it of any epistemological importance..

38 The System of the Vedanta, p 315.
40 The Philosophy of the Upanishads, p. 132,
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