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THE SUBJECT
OOOr.I

SEL T IMPLIED IN XWOWLEIGE.

The destructive criticism of David Hume which culminated
in the denial of all real connecting principles in our
experience, and in the reduction 6f the Self into the sum of
its states, finds a striking contrast in the Kantial Theory
of Knowledge, with its insistence upon thie existence of &
sellf as the foundation on wiich to construct the world
presented to us in knowledge. Todern Idealists, with tleir
enphasis on tlhie importance of a due recognition of the self
in any constructive theory of reality, draw their inspiration
from the pre~eminent position assigned by Kant to the
transcendental unity of apperception in his Theory of
Knowledge. A due reslisation of the dunlity of subject and
object in each and every form of experience, & conception so
fully emphasised by many a present-cay philoscpher, =g, e.7.
. James Ward, was what really led to the Kantian transcendental
method df proof of the validity of the presuppositions of
knowledse, A subject=in-itself and an obhject-in-itself are
meaningless terms. In and by themselves subject and object
are of thdnature of the abstract universal and the abstract
particular rgspectively. What really exists is the
individual experience, where subject and object, universszi
and particular, are indissolubly linked together. Bxperiencs
in all its various forms always gives us a "subject in

Telation to an object." Outside of this fundamental
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subject-object relation there is no self and no object of
knowledge. Roth mutually condition each other. Only in
so far as the self goes out, as it were, to comprehend

objectéf?%ere exist a self for us, whilst, on the other

hand, only in so far as objectis become objects~for-a=-self
do they acguire & meaning for us. Such in effect is the
teaching of the Transcencental Decustion in the Zritique,

though, as we shall see later, Kant did not keep consistently

to the implications of such a doctrine,

Hume had contended that in all his speculative
endeavours his way was always barred by an insuperable
difficulty - the exisgtence of twe fundasmentsl principles
which could not be renounced - viz, "that a1l our distirct
perceptions are distinect existencies, and that the mind
never perceives any real connection among distinct
existencies," Knowledge, he maintained, is resolwvable
into events which are entirely loose and separzte. As
against such a view Kant contends that from mere units of
sensge as such knowledge can never arise, The sensationsal
atomisim of Fume, so far from explaining knovledge, renders
it impossible; Embedded in experience in zl1l its forms
are certain fundamental connecting principles. Every object
as known involves multitudinous references to other objects
and to an identical subject or self., 1In fact, it is not too

.
much to say that the whole aim of tie Kantiaf Thbery of

i
¥nowledge is to deronstrate the necessi;y of "gynthesis" for
all knowledge, and that such synthésis in turn presupposes
the existence of an abiding self which forms tiie principle
of connection of our various experiences. To vindicate t:e
presence of such a self we must resort to a criticism of the

nature of knowledge itself, Such an immanent criticism,

which will lead to the discovery of the various elements



that constitute experience, requires its starting-point to " e
beyond dispute. Such a factual experience, as Prof. T.K.
Smith points out: is to be found in consciousness of Time
alone, for Tume had already argued that the other two forus
bf consciousness, viz. consciousness of self znd consciousuess
of objects, may be illusory, whereas consciousness of time in
the form of charnge is beyond dispute.

Starting, therefore, with consciousness of time as an
actual. fact, Kant shows ti:at this inevitably presupposes the
presence of a self that retains its identity throughout the

succession of its various experiences.

Now, it is clear, as Caird notes in his Commentary to

o f

the Critigue, that there are two different aspects_}g‘Kant‘s
account of knowledge, viz. the psychological, and the
metaphysical or transcendentesl aspect. Starting with
experience as actually existing, Kant analysgs it with a view
to discovering its various elements, Such a procedure is
thoroughly justifiable, for all advance in knowledge depends
on a&alysis and synthesis, but, unfortinztely, such an
analysis of the context of experience caused Kant to conceive
the varioms‘elements as canable of existing, though

doubtless in a modified form, apart from the unity wherein
they are found in actual experience. He senzrztes the
contributions of sense and the contributions of the under-
standing, intuition and conception, and consequently he has
to invent many artificial media to try and cement the
contributions of these different faculties. Throughout the
Critigue this dualism of sense and thought is to be found
side by side with a saner view of the mutual dependence of

the varicous elements revealed in the critical analysis of

[4
Commentary to Kant's ®Critique of Pure Reason! p. 241.



knowledge. When Xant is developing the transcendental
method to its logical outcome, as in the sectionson the
Paralogisms of Rational FPsychology, the self is regerded
gimply as the principle of unity of the manifold; when,
however, he is trying to trace the genesis of experience
out of what is not experience, he concejives the mind or

4

to =1l

=
t

knowing self as existing in and by itself nrior

k

experince, and contributing its own share to experience

(6]

when it is brought into relation with the object-in-itself.
In the words of Caird, "Often he (i.e. XKant) makes as if he
were consiructing experience out of elements prior to
experience, while he is really showing the slements of it
to be so correlated, that the abstraction by which we
isolate them necessarily destroys itself, And there is an
unsolved contradi-tion between his result and his gtarting-
point, because he never revised his first conception of the
different faculties or elements of knowledge in the light
of that unity which it was tlie final result of his work to
demonstrate."' In this exposition that immediately
follows, to avoid confusion, I shall confine stitention to
f&nt’s insisteace on the necessity of the subject-object
relation for experience; that is, I shall merely note
Kant's teaching when he is consistently developing his
transcendental method, deferring for subsequent discussion
his treatsient of the genesis of experience, where the self~
conscious subject is conceived zs »laying an exaggerated

r8le in the generation of objective experience.

‘SUBJECTIVE In the Subjective Deduction oi the categories as
IEDUCTION,

{

given in the first edition of the Critigue, where he

seeks to discover the subjective conditions necessary to the

Caird, 'The Philosophy of Kant! 1lst. ed. p. 373.
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possibility of knowledge, Xant uses zn zrgumeant to estabil’.sh
the peresence of the self which caused Mill to waver in lis
support of Associationism, and of which Green made such an
effective use in his onslaught on the Empiricists. The
argument in effect is that a seriegof feelings cannot possidly
ne aware nf itself as a series. Experience or consciousness
of change, argued Green} involves consciousness of & related
series, consciousness which must be equally present to each
member of the series, and so such a consciousness cannot ne

& memper of the series; neither is it a product of a previous
series of events, of which, of course, there is no conscious-
ness. Similarly, Yant arsgues, in the Subjective Deduction of
the categories, that since our experiences occur in successive
moments, to know that the elements l.ave occurred in immediate
succession, and as together malking up a certain total, as,
e.g. when we count the units that go to make up a certain
group, the series of conteaﬁé must be run through and hel:
together hefore the mind. 8Such a synthesis, lwowever, would
ve ixupossible without the reproduction in image of ezrlier
contents, and the coubination of these with the present

datum., But reproduction in turn has its presuprosition, viz
an abiding self, which is capable of recognising the
reoroduced contents as its own past experiences. "Without

the consciousness that what we are thinking now is the sgame
‘as what we thought a moment before, all reproduction in the
series of repregentations would be in vain."z Kant's

argunent is very concisely expressed by Prichard as follows:-
"If I am to count a group foffive units, I mst not only add
them,‘but also be conscious of my continuously identical =zct
of addition, this consciousness consisting in th

consciousnegs that I am successively taking units up to, and

1. 'Prolegomena to Ethics! §§ 16 and 17.
2. A. § 103.



only up to, five, and heing at the same time a consciousness
that the units are acquiring the unity of being a group of
five."1 Thus consciousness ultimtely presupposes an
identical self, which is conscious of the identity of its
action throughout the various synthetic processes upon vhose
presence the very possibility of consciousness depends. "The
wol'd concept could heve suggested this remark, for it is the
one consciousness which unites the menifeld that has been
perceived successively, and afterwards reproduced into one
representation."z All knowledge, tlierefore, »presupiones a
self as a principle of unity of the manifold. The particulsars

-

of sense, on which Hume laid such emphasis, caii no longe;

o
k)

he viewed as in and by themselves constituting the world of
knowliedge. If they are to obtain any significance for us,
thiey must be viewed as in essential relation to the unity of
the self. DIxperience is made up of a multiplicity in unity,
and apart from the unity the miltiplicity cannot exist for
knowledge.
OBJECTIVE This unity of the self, which is so essential to
Deduction. ' :

experience in all its forms, is further characterised
by Kant in the Objeétive Deductions of both editions of the
Critique, where he deals with the ghtjective velidity of
knowledge. The Objective Deduction of the second edition in
particular is wvery illunminating as rezards the mitusl
dependence of subject and object. The reason for this is
that "here Yant is more concerned with the logical
presuppositions of knowledge, and so the logical character
of the self in kndwledge receives more atlention tha; in the
.Objeqtive Deduction of the first edition. In the objective
deductions we find ths self characterised under various
unwieldy names, but they supply a true indication of its real

1.'Kant's Theory of Knowledge'! pp. 174-5,
2. A, § 103,
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nature and function. It is "the transcendentel self","tle
transcenden tal appercepiion"™, “the pure ego", "the
transcendental unity of apperception", "the synthetic unity
of apperception" and "thetranscendental urity of self-
consciousnesgs." Kant sharply distinguishesg it from what hé
calls the empirical unity of apperceptiorn, vuich is the object
of knowledge when our thought is, as it were, turned inwards.
Fmpirical self-consciousness itsell ultimsiely depends upon
the presence of the transcendental ego. ' The empirical stutes
of the self are gl ars trénsient. Consequently we cannot
become conscious of a fixed or permanent self by any act of
introgpection, The empirical self is congtantly undergoing
change, =nc so reflection upon 1ts successive states cannot
give us consciousness of a self which is necessarily identical
with itself throughout its representations. Bven if its
states did not change, its identity, as Prichard notes, woulad

1
be only contingent; "it need not continue unchanged," and¢ tiis
falls short of what Kant claiims for his transcendental sell.
The thinking subject cannot be knovn as an object of knowledge,
and, therefore, proof of i<s existence can only take the Torm
of a transcendental p:roof, viz. by showing that it is pre-
suppo sed in all consciousness of objects. Analysis of our
knowledge of objects does show the indispengubleness of such a
transcendental unity, Yo reoresentation can acquire a
meaning ,for us unless it be accompanied by the "I think" of
self-consciousness, "for otherwise something would he
reprgsented within me that could not be thought, in other
words, the representation would either te impossitle or nothing,
at least gso far as I am concerned.“z So indispensable is the

self for knowledge that Kant calls the transcendental urnit:- of

apperception an objective unity, for it is 1he condition of

1. 'Kant's Theory of Knowledge! p.139.
2. B. §13/.



our representatioﬁs acquiring-relqtion to objects.
Consciousness in all its various forms caen exist only as
unitary consciousness. © In its ultinmete form it cennot bve
regarded as a mass of isolated particulars. The manifold
must be reduced to systemalic order in accordsnce with the
conditions demanded by the unity of consciousness. Hume's
associationist theory in explanation of the correction in
experiernce is no longer tenable., Tefore idecs cen be
associated, we must become conscious of such ideas, and =o
ngsociation presupposes the existence of that consciousness
viich it attempts to explain, Refore there cen be an
association of ideas, there must be a consciouvsness of those
ideas, and so these ideas have already conformed to the
conditions recuired for a unitary cénsciousmess. . r"ere’
co-~existence of ideas is not enough for their association.
They must occur together in consciousness, &ndé so, before
their asscciation, they have been brought under thdunity of
the self. Association, therefore, cannot account for the
unity of consciousness; rather does its very possibility
presupprose such a unity. As Caird puts it; [P PP 1 51 559!
-the psychologist applies the law of association to the genesis
of mimd, he is obliged to presuppose & fixed and definite
world of objects acting under conditions of space and time
upon the sengitive subject, in order by this means t¢ explain
liow the ideas of the world and of himself may be awskened in
that subject. And thigite suppose that the world exists, =g
it can exist only to mind, before the process whereby
associations are produced."1 This is what Kant mesns by his
doctrine of the "objective affinity" of ideas. In becoming
conscioﬁs & ideas they afe regarded as in necessary connection

- a
2.1l2%aird, 'The Philosophy of Kant', lst ed. pp. 393~G.
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with one another; they are apprehenced as objective, and mn

object is a "necessiteted combination of interconnected

qualities or effebts."' These idees, therefore, bavg en
objective connection or objective affinity, and it is?gbjective
connection that renders possible the empirical associatiorn of
ideas.

Therefore, the conditions of unitary consciousness &are
the conditions of all consciousness, and conseguently kncwledge
can never arise unless there be an identical self whicl is
related to each event as it zppears in consciousness, and
combines the series into a unity, which expresses itself
through a concept on the side of the object, and subjectively
in self-consciousness.

So far we have only shown that the object cannot exist
except in ultimate connection with the subject. Kant, Lowever,
is fully alive to the mutusl dependence of subject and object.
If the object can exist only in relation to the subject, =o
the subject can exist only in so far as it is aware of objects.
If the manifold of sense can exist for us only as unified,
so the unity of the self exists only as the unity of the
manifold. The selfl can become conscious‘of itself only in =0
far as it is active in the determination of objects.
"Particulars exist only as a manifold referred through the
categorised forms of time and space to the unity of the
subject; and the subject exists only as the unity of the

2.
manifold whose central principle of connection it is."

1{' .

This is the element of truth in tﬁ;ﬁﬁaﬁan doctrine of tle
self, The reason for Fume's denial of the existence of a
self was that he could not find an impression of the gelf
apart from the sensations and imsges that comstitute our
empirical self. Fe thus taught that the seli cannot exist
outside its own states, that conscicus states are needed to

the 1ife of the self. This matual dependence of the selfl

1. Prof.F.K.Smith's *Commentary to‘Kant's Critique of Pure Reason.'
2. Prof. Seth Pringle -Pattison in Hegelianism & Personality.pp.
17-13.
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and its states is all that the argument of the transcendental
deduction of ihe categories justifies ug in postulating. “le
self becomes consciocus of itgelf only in so far as it unifies
& mass of particulars. It exists as the unity of this
manifold, and apart from the diversity in which it exists
there is no unity. In Kantian language, the syn-thetical
unity oflthe menifold is the ground of the arelytic unity
of apperception, that is, the pure ego considered in and by
itself. In itself the unity of apperception is merely
analytic or self-identical. It is sn analytic preposition=
I an I. The ego in itself contains no content. Nothing
manifold is given through it. Conseguently it cannot come to
knowledge of itself in and by itself, It is only through
combining the maniﬂold of representations in one consciousness
that the self becomes aware of its own identity, that is,
that the self becomes a self at all. "Only because I am atle
to connect the manifold of given representations in one
consciousness, is it possible for me to represent toc myself
the identity of the consciousness in these representations,
that is, only under the supposition of some syntheticsl unity
of apperception does the analyticel unity of apperception
become possible.™

I have purposely omitted many important‘points in Kant's
doctrine of the self as given in the Deducticns of the
Categpories. So far as he is true to the transcendental
method of proof, his argument can justify no more than the

mutual dependence of sulject and object. He cannot, e.g.,

§ 133.



77,

gpeak of the gubject as contributing the connecting
principles of experience, =nd things in theusclves ag
aontributing the sensuous manifold. The deductions mnake
this clear. Self-consciousnesg i3z regarded as conditioning

consciousnegs of objects, and it is this consciousness

e

ocuvarea

of objects that generates self-conscicusneszs. Conzei

[¥¥}

o

0of 3elf a1l consciousness of objects grow up,togetizer and
mutually ,condition each other. Only in so far as the unity
of the gself ig present in them can the pgriiculars of sense
exist for consciousness, and only in so far as it combines
thege particularsg cam the unity of the self exist as suel:.
In the largusge of Prof. Seth Pringle-Fattisgo:, eimerience
i1g an individual whole, and such an individusal contains
within itself the universal and the particular in
indissoluble union., In and Dy themselves subject and object
are empty abstractions. They are merely different aspedts
of the concrete whole in whichi they ave united. ".....
so far is it from heing a figure of speech that the self
exists only through the world and the vorld through tie
self, that —we might say with equal truth the self is the
world and the world is the self, The self and the world
are orly e sides of the same reality; they are the scme
intelligible world looked at fron tve,opposite pointe of
view."f Such in effect is all that the argument of the
transcendental deduction of the categories justifies us in
-holding, thouvgh Kant did not hold consistently to the
implications of such a doctrine.

In the light of what has Deen said above 1% 13 rea’ily
seen that, on the Kantian view, the very possibility of

knowledge demands a self which preserves its identity

1. Prof. Seth ”r~nr1e Puottison, 'Essays in Philosophical
Criticism! p. 38.
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throughout the succession of its various experiences.

-

This concention ¢f o« =subject .o self as necesgary for

knowledge has been disputed by many prominent philosophers,

2E, Te e, fume, Mariloy, Wmes Will, Williem Jeames, ete. .

On the one hand, theréfore, in view of the extreme emphasis

=l

laid by Kant on the importance of

rad

the self: and, ox the
other hand, in view of the position taken up,by the
Associationists and other philcosophers, wiw deny the
existence of such a self: it behoves us, before proceeding

to deal with the consequenrces of ¥Fent's gepexrction of tle

Py

= .,

celf wnd its obiects, o try and decide as to whetler

experience by its very nature implies a subject or self.
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GIDHERAL CRITICISH OF KANT'S COXCEPTION
OF TIE YRCESSITY OF A SURJECT

CGR SELF FTOR KICWLEDGE.

It has been well said that Thomas Hill Géeen showed,a
correct instinect in examining the nature of man before
entering upon hiis properly ethical inguiry, as illustrated
in his Prolegomena to Ethics. His metaphysical results
were no doubt inadequate, yet the empasis he 1zid on the
importance of a prior examination of human nature, with &
view to showing the necessity of a Spiritual Yrinciple for
knowledge and morality, was Jjustified, for, as Prof, Sorley
says, "One rmust know what man is béfore one can say what his
tgood' or his duty is." The ever-incressing success
attending the application of mechanical principles had
developed the tendency to explain the conscious subject and
all that his consciousness implies in such a way as would
harmonise with the conceptions of physical science. The
idea of a continuous evolution possesses & strong fascination
for the scientific mind, and not without reason, Iuman
history and every-day observation appear to present us with
a gradual evolution of the more simple into the more complex,
amd so the inference is readily drawn that fuller insight
will reveal human consciousness itself as a physical fact,
admitting of the same kind of explanation as other natursl
phenomena which admittedly fall within the province of
physical science. Such a view strikes at the very heart of
morality, and Green fully realised that, if the standpoint of

worth or wvalue was to retain its supremacy ip human thought,
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the inadequacy of the method of Scientific I'aturalism to
account for the facts of mind must first of all be exposed.
The substance of his criticism is that knowledge by its very
existence implies a subject or self, a subject that can never
be regarded as a mere object, and which, therefore,
constitutes a problem that caen never be solved from the
standpoint of physical science, Naturalists cannot admit
the existerice of a subject as distinguished from the mertal
phenomena to which they are presented. To them the
individual mind is a mere series of mental phenomena wiich
can he adequately determined by means of mechanical principles
and thus they imperil the very existience of morality. 4is
against the naturalists, therefore, modern ethical writers
strongly insist upon the reality of the self as the
foundation of knowledge and morality alike. As Rashdall
rrmarks in his 'Theory of Good and Evil,' if the self is
regarded merely as a mass of isolated feelings or psychical
atoms, or as a mere attribute or accident of the material
organism, then morality is impossible.

I have prefaced the argument of this section with the
above remarks because the advocates of a purely 'objective!
treatment of human experience have almost invariably acopted
a psychology of the Associationist or Sensational, or, as
Ward names it, Presentational, type, consideration of which
will form the point of departure of our investigation of
the nature of human experience. Tocke's researches lad
pavé the way‘for such atomisgtic theories of mind. Mediaeval
Scholasticism had given wide currency to the conception of
a soul=-substance as alone capable of accounting for the

intelligent agent and &ll that his intelligence implies.
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Locke's examination of the human mind, however, had
clearly shown that such a 'substance' was beyond the pale
of science, whilst his newly-coined phrase "assoclation
of ideas" formed the genesis of subsequent 'Association-
ism', Berkeley utilised this principle of association
to account for the formation of percepis and higher
states, and so enabled Hartley to present an elaborate
theory of 'Associationism', which earned for him the
title of 'founder of llodern-Associationism.? According
to this view association is the sole explanatery princiule
in psychology. This obviougly presuppoces that
cognition is the one fundamental process of mind.
loreover, it presupposes the atomic view of consciousness-
thiat cognition is in the last resort deducible intec e«
certain number of simple mental units or sensations. zlong
with their reproductions. All other mental products cre
due to different combinations oi these. The complex
produ%ts are regarded as consisting of the sum of &
simple units, the combination itself not contributing
any additional feature, Sensations or ideas which heve
existed together or in immediate sequence become
permanently connected sco that the recurrence of the one
is followed bty the revival of the other,

Some such atomic view of mind has been invariably
présented by those expounders of evolutionary philosophy
who regard biology merely as a branch of physics, and
contend that no sharp line of distinction can be drawn
between organic and inorganic beings. The mode of
procedure adopted by these evolutionists to account for
the existence of consciousness consists in a process of

'levelling downwards', so that states of consciousness
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are resolved in the last resort into mere reduplications
of material states, As psychologists, therefore, they
embrace some form of 'psychological atomism' as lending
itself more readily to trestment on purely mechanical lines.
llistory, however, is a sufficient proof of the impossibility
of a successful development of the naturalist theory. Had
Mill and luxley, for example, been consistent in their
reasoning, they could never had recognised the cleft between
nature and mankind which morslity implies. Scientific
Naturalism, consistently developed, reduces everything in
the world into quantitative differences, and so must
disappear that concertion of worth or value on which present-
day philosophers lay so much stress as the key to the final
interpretation of the universe. Lioreover, Helmhéltz has
pointed out that the conception of mechanical causation,
upon whose universal validity Scientific Faturalism rests,
kﬁfffgrgfgégé%%?géggrgffgugghﬁxsﬂfﬁggbgﬁftq ;%igggiggéﬁtitaﬁive
changes. Iuch less can it, therefore, account for those
differences in consciousness which are essentially
qualitative in character,

Conscious, therefore, of these Aifficulties, many
evolutionary writers have contended for the presenceof
consciousness even at the very davn of the evoluticonary
process. e are not here directly interested in the various
attempts that have been made to bridge the chasm that is
conceived as existing between body and mind. Sufficient it
is for our purpose that these writers embrace the atomic
view of mind. However much their theories may vary in
detail, whether they embrace the 'Mind-staff! theory, the
'Wind-dust!' theory, or Associationism strictly so called,

yYet they are at one in maintaining that our mental states
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are compounds formed by the combination in various ways of
more simple and ultimate constituents of consciousness.
Herbert Spencer believed in the existence of a Ysingle
primordial element of consciousness, which he called &
‘nervous shock! (i.e. a mental shock), and the unlikenesses
among our existing sgnsations he attributes to 'unlikenesses
among the modes of aggregation' of thﬁs unit of conscicusmess,.
"There may be a single primordial element of consciousness,
and the countless kinds of consciousness may be procuced
by the compounding of this element with itself and the
recompouniding of its compounds with one another in higher
and higher degrees: so producing increazsed multiplicity,
variety and complexity."1

Those writers, therefore, who embrace an atomic view of
mind are at one in contending "that our mental states are
composite in structure, made up of smeller states conjeined.”z
Ignoring or denying the subject - cbject relation required
for all experience, tley attempt to explain mentel
development as due to the interaction of mental units or
atoms. These slone are regasrded as primordial. The radical
weakness of these and kindred theories is that they igﬁore
the essential characteristic of mentsl facts as necessarily
implying a subject. Every mental process or fact from its
very nafure implies a subject for which it exists. As Warg
puts it, "e.eveevess.wWnether seeking to analyse one's own
consciousness or to infer that of a lobster, whether
discussing the association of ideas or the emRpression of
emotions, there is always an individual self or 'subject!’
in question."3 But, continues Ward, in spite of its

obviousness, this conception of the mind "has been

1. Spencer's 'Principles of Psychology! § 0.
2., James, 'Principles of Psychology.) p. 145.
3. 'Psychological Principles! p. 35.
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forgotten among details or through the assumption of &
medley of faculties, each of them treated as an ingividuel
in turn, so that among them the real individual was lost.
Or it has been gainsaid, because to assert that all
psychologocal facts pertain to an experiencing subject or
experiment was supposed to imply that they pertained to =
particular spiritual substance, which was simple, indestruct-
ible, and so forth;" and psychology as & science must
exclude such an assumption which is not experientally
verifiable. Indeéd the history of philosophy shows that most
of the arguments brought forward against the notion of =a
subject or self are really directed against the notion of a
spiritual substance in which mental facts inhere as
attributes. It was his failure to come across sﬁch an
entity as distinet from our particular experiences that
really led Hume %o his destructive analysis of the human
mind. He misinterpreted tlhie proper character of the subject
or self as the correlate and unifying principle of &ll
experientes
our various esSReSESLENE Tnstead he looked for a
perticular nercantion - of the self, for some object in
addition to and of the sane nature as thie other mental
phenomena, and of course his search was in vain. It was
hisg failure to produce the impression corresponding to such
an idea of self, which according to him is the sole criterion
of reality, that made him maintain that the idea of a self
is absolutely illusory. As a result of this he reduced the
self imto a complex of ideas, orwio the sum of its states. lhe
notion of personal identity, therefore, he regarded zs a
mere illusion, and could be explained as due to the same

propensity of the imagination as producg¢dthe notion of

ot

o
Bap it

material substance, Man%iﬁgh he affirms in the Appendix to
s
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Took 1 of his 'Treatise of Fuman lature', "are nothing but
a bundle or collection of different perceptions." "All our

distinct perceptions are distinct existencies, and the ming

never perceives any reul connection among distinct existenciesgy

Did our perceptions either inhere in something simple or

individual, or did the mind perceive some real connection

among them, there would be no @ifficulty in the case."
In his chapter on 'Personal Identity' he writes, "If any
impression givesg rise to the idea of celf, that impression
must continue invariably the same through the whole course
of our lives, since gelf is supnosed to exist after that
manner." But, he continues, such an impression is nowhere to
e found. "For my part, when I enter most intimately into
what I call myself, I always stumhle or some particular
perception or other of heat or cold, light or shade, love or
hatred, gain or pleasure, I can never catch myself at any
time without & perception, and never can observe anything
but the perception." The idea of personal identity, there-
fore, according to Hume, arises "entirely from the smooth
and uninterrupted progress of the thought along a train of
connected ideas." The imagination is conveyed from one link
to another, snd from this the transition is easy to "some
fiction or imaginary principle of union." The %ﬁblance of
connection in our inner life, therefore, is traé;a by Fume
to the principle of agsociation, and thus gave rise to the
"Associationigsm" of Fartley and James I'ill. We shall now
proceed to a criticism of these associationistg and similar
theories that seek to ignore or dispense with the necesdty of
a 'Subject' or 'Self' to account for our experience.

The fundamental assumption of these theories, there-

fore, is that the nature of a mature consciousness can be
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explained as made up of separate units of feeling. ‘ental
development is conceived as consisting in the combination
of certein simple and ultimate constituents of consciousness.
Complex mental products, on this view, are mere compounds,
consisting of the sum of simple units. Against this
' compounding! or.'issociation' of distinet tideas' or feel-
ingqbs an explanation of the higher form of consciousness
we can at the outset urge with Jamesfthat we cannot mix tvo
distinct feelings so as to obtain from the mixture a third
feeling distinct from them, We can simply mix the objets
we feel, "and from their mixture get new feelings." So far
is it, says James, from being true that we can mix feelings,
that a close inspection of the facts of mind will reveal ti.e
impossibility even of having two feelings in our mind at
once. Continuing with his criticism of the 'Mind-gtuff!
theory, James notes that the theory of mental units
'compounding with themselves'! or being'associated! into a
unity is logically unintelligible, for "all the !'combinations!
which we actually know are effects, wrought by the units

2
said to be 'combined' upon some entity other then themselves!

To say that an idea of A plus an idea of B is an idea of A ¢
B is, he remarks, "like saying that the mathematical sqguare
of A plus that of B is equal to the square of A + B, =
palpable untruth. Idea of A ¢+ idea of B is not identical
with idea of (A + B). It is one, they are two; in it, what
knows A also knows B; in them, what knows A is expressly
posited as not knowing B; &c. In short, tke two separate
ideas can never by any logic be made to figure as one and
the same thing as the 'associated! idea."J There is no doubt
that James has liere laid his finger on a we?k spot in the
associationist Philosophy. So long as cousciousness is

regarded as a mere series of feelings, consciowsness of =

'Principles of rhilosophy) p. 157.
Ibid. p. 158.
Ivid. p. 161,
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'compounded' idea is impossible, "Take a sentence of =
dozen words, and take twelve men and tell to each one word.
Then stand the men in a row or jam them in a bunch,and let
each think of his word as intently as he will; nowhere will
1
there be a consciousness of the whole sentence," This is
the point on which Kant lays so much stress in the
Transcendental Deduction of the Categories. To be aware of
a series as a serﬁ% presupposes an identical self to which
each member of the series is presented. The mere occé}ence
of feelings is not, as Spencer assumed, the same as the

congciousness of their occurrence. To have the consciousness

of qéeries we must be able to distinguish tuem at least in
regspect of time, and this implies that we have & conscious-
ness of a universal and necessary relation. viz. that of time.
Bvery object as knovn is known only in distinction from and

in relation to other ;ibjects. Knowlege of an object,
therefore, would be impossible if consciousness were

confined entirely to each distinct and separale feeling as

it comes and goes. If the existence of consciousness is to

be admitted, therefore, the serieg of feelings must be
regarded merely as moments in the life of an identical self,
whose universalising activity enables it to grasp together

a whole worlid of {g%jects. The world, says Dr, Bosanquet,

is my idea., It is a mental construction out of what comesho
the self piece by piece, and Kant showed quite conclusively
that a single world is impossible for us unless our successive
experiences are regarded as but moments in the life of a
continuously existing self. Ixperience, lhe is never weary

of emphasising, is essentiallyva systematic whole or unity.

It is permeated through and through with connecting principles
The object is a "necessitated combination of interconnected

gqualities or effects." Jlence he felt compelled to

1. James, 'Principles of Psychology, p. 16C.
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postulate an identical self to account forlthe unity of
experience. Though we cannot follow Kant in assigning all
relations to the self, yet his emphasis on the transceundent.l
unity of apperception is to be welcomed as showing the
inadequacy of any 'agssociationist! theory to account for the
complexity of our mental life. The mere 'adding together! of
"atomic particulars can never explain what actually takes
place in hirman experience. Apart from the universal, which
the associationists cannot recognise, the higher forms of
congciousness are inerplivadle. Indeed, without the
universal the laws of association themselves cannot operati=,
If A and B are merely isolated atoms there is no reason why
they should become associated mere%y because they happen
togetlier. Association by contiguity becomes intelligible
only in so far as two events that happen together constitute
some kind of a whole. The experience of the moment leaves
behind a total disposition, and when part of this disposition
recurs it tends to revive the whole. Tlis explanation is not
possib;e for the associationists, for they do not recognise
that A and B form a whole at all. They are merely separzte
atoms. Ilorzover, even if an association between mere
particulars were possible, it would be of no use, for neither
of the particulsrs can ever recur again. The doctrine of
relative suggestion clearly proves this. A thin column of
smoke calls up = small fire, wheresas 2 thick column of smoke
will call up a big fire; hence Bradley's statement -
"Association marries only Univergals." Assbciation exists
between the universal contents of our ideas, and not between
one particular mental occurrence anc another. IT in the
past we have experienced various green apples as sour, the

association is between the colour in general and the tagte in
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general, so that the present green apnle will call up a

correspondingly sour taste. This implies that there is &

conatructive elensnt ag well as a reproductive element in
all the go-called revival.

In his 'Analytic Psychology! Dr. Stout criticises the
associationist theory on the ground that it fails to
recognise theppprehension of a form of combination as
distinet from tiie apprehension of mere particulars, and also
in that it makes no allowance for the transformation that
mental elements necessarily underge in entering into new
combinations. loreover, he points out that themere
combination of pre-existing elements cannot account for the
novelty of z menial construction. Such states as reverie
may perhaps be satisfactorily explained from the standpoint
of association, but nrocessez of systematic thought
involve an 'implieit apprehension' of the form of a whole
which exercisés control over the ideas which emerge., This
implicit apprehension tends to pass over to explicit

apprehension. This is what is implied in the term
schematic apprehension i.e., the process by which the
implicit cognition of a whole determines the sguccesgive
energence of the parts into consciousness. On this view,
therefore, every new synthesis that arises in consciousness
will be the result, not of combining togetiier distinct
elements, as the associationists maintain, but rather of
distinguishing and defining the perts and relations within
a prior whole. This implicit apprehension of a whole is

Fald

clearly seen in thie case of simple perception. As Stout
says, 1o recognise anything as such or such implies a

reference to something beyond the given object. We
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recognise the object as an instance of something which may
have other instances, and "the word ‘'other' implies &
reference beyond this particular object, a reference to a
whole of which the presented particular is a constituent
part."

The same inadedquacy of association may be shown frowm
a slightly different view. All cognition involves reference
to an object. Stout uses the term 'noetic syunthesis' +to
denote the synthesis which is involved in the reference of
a numnber of presentations to the same object. We have
noetic synthesis in so Tar as the emergence of ideas is
controlled by the apprehension of the subject or topic or
obiects It inwvolves the presence of implicit apprehension
and the working of schematic apprehension, and the elements
are always brought together as members of a whole and not
as determined by chance experience.

In his 'Paychological Principles' Dr., James Ward
showsg that the associationists really invert the true orger
of mental development, We do net start with separate and
distinct é%nsations and then combine them into a whole or
unity. What is presented to us at the beginning is a total
presentation-continuum in which all differences are latent.
Wental life develops by the gradual differentiation of what
i3 originally a continuous whole, and when differences
emerge in this whole as when different sgnsations appear

they do not lose thelr connection with tiie vhole.

A consistent associationist theory, therefore,
proving inadequate to account for our mental life,
psychologists have felt compelled to introduce a !'gself!
as that which alone can render explicabie the uniqueness

\

that characterigses tlie facts of mind. Indeed, many writers
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who adopt the fundamental principles of modern
associationism hwwve Heer forced to acknowledge openly

tlie necegsity of sowmething like a self possessing a

certain persigtence. The associationigt D,G,Thompson1
candidly admitted that conscious states imply and postulate
a subject Bgo, whilst J.3. lill was driven ﬁnder the stress
of his logic to adopt a position which is scarcely

EY

distinguishable from the spiritualism of Mediaeval

Scholasticiam, According to 17ill there is something reazal
in the 'inexplicable tie' which memory implies, somethirg
which is not the arbitrary creation of the laws of thought.
This something to which 1Iill is ready to ascribe a reality
he names the Igo, or 3elf. "Ve are forced to apprehend

every part of the series as linked with the other parts by

something in common which is not the feelings themselves,

any more than the succession of the feelings is the feeliirgs
themselves.....",z The Self, tierefore, is a permuneny
elenent, "But beyond this we can affirm nothing of it
except the states of consciousness tlengelves., The feelings
ox consciousness which belong or have belomged to it, and its
possibilities of having more, are the only facts there are

to be asserted of Self - the only possible attributes,

except permanence, which we can ghcrive to it."a In the
chapterhon the '"Pgychiological Theory of Ilind' in his
'Examination of Sir William Hamilton's Philosophy! he

affirms that if we are to account for our existing congciois-
nesdwe are compelled to accept either of two alternatives -"
seees.that the mind, or Bgo, is something different from any
series of feelings, or possibilities of them, or of accept-
ing the paradox that gomething which ex hypothesi is but

a series of feelings, can be aware of i1tself as a series."

Psyehology
Cited by James, 'Principles of Bikiommmies.
Mill's 'Examination of Sir. VW,Hamilton's Philosophy!
4th ed. p. 263.
Ibid. p. 263,
Ch, X11.
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Conmenting on this latter alternative Ward remarks that
"paradox is too mild a word for it; even contradiction will
hardly suffice."1 'Being aware of! cannot be expressed by
one term. The knower can never be identified with the

known., "If a series of 'Peelings' is what is known ox
vresented, then what knows, what the series is presented to,
cannot be itself that series of feelings.....“z There is no
thought without o thinker, no knowledge without a Knower.

"A mere sensation without a subject is nowhere to be met with
as a fact.“3 Agent and object can never be the same in the

& 4
samegct, In his 'Prolegomena to Ethics' Green writes, "No
one and no number of & series of related everts can be the
consciousness of the series as related. lor can any product of
the geries bhe so either....,Q%nlsciousness of @ seriez of
events) must be equally present to all the events of which it
is the consciousness." Ilor can this consciousness be a
product of previous events, for this only involves an Infinite
Regress or else the inconceivable idea that conscicusness in
theffirst instance resulted from a series of events of which
there is no consciousness.

Similaxzly Seth. Pringle-Pattison on page 11 of 'Hegel-
ianism and Personality' writes,"A knowledge of sequent
states is only possible when each is accompanied by the #I
think,of an identical apperception. Or as it has been other-
wise expressed, there isg all the differciace in the world

CONSELOVSMESS

between succession and,azeme of succession, beétween change
comselousness

and,ezezxe of change. ilere change,or mere succession, if such
a thing were possible, would be, as Xant points out, first
A, then B, then C, each filling out existence for the time
heing, and constituting its sum, then vanishing tracelessly
t 2
1. Psychological Principles. p. 37.
2. Thid., p. 37,

5. Lotze, 'Metaphysie! Bk. 3. par.241.
4. pars. 16 and 17. ‘ '
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whieh
to give place to 1t3 successor - to a successor w=m vet would

not be a successor, seeing that no record of its predecessor
would remain. The change, the succession, the series can oniy
Comgeiovsnass

be known to a, e or subject which is not identical with o
one member of the series, but is present equally to every
member, and identical with itself throughout. Connexion or
relateginess of»arv scrt -~ even Humé's association - is
possible only through the presence of such a unity to each
term of the relation.” The comparison of two ideas, says
Lotze in his lletaphysic (ﬁ;. 3,par .241), "presupposes the
absolutely indivisible unity of that which compares
thien, " and he concludes that "the inner world of thoughts is
not a mere collection of manifold ideas, existing with or
after one another, utwgs-a world in which thege individual
members are held togetiaer and arranged by the relating
activity of-@ simgle pervading principle. "

lIleither can we dispense with the subject by holding that
~each member of the series is subject and object in turn.,
Williaun James's famous theory of the ';assing Thouglhit' comes
under this head. "Tach pulse of cognitive consciousiess,
eacl though: dies away and is replaced by another. The other,
among the things it knows, knows its own predecegsor, and
finding it 'warm' ...... greets it, saying; 'Thou art mine
and part of the same self with me.' Fach later Thought,
knowing and including thus the Thougnts which went before,is
the final receptacle - and appropriating them is the final
owvner = of all that they contain and own. Each Thought is
thus born ang owner and dies owned, transmi tting whatever
it realised inf;gself to its own later proprietorweIt is this
trick which the nascent thought has 6f'immediately taking u»p

s
the expiring thought and 'adopting' it, which the foundation

'
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of the appropriation of most of the remoter constitutents cf
the gelf. Vho owas the last self owns the sekf before the
last, for what ipossesses the possessor possesses the
possessed."1 James, therefore, attempts to resolve the

knower into the known. That 'the thoughts themselves zre the
thinkers' he regards as the 'final word' of psychology
concerning the self. In criticising this theoryof James,
Vard writes, "If I were to suy to a ciild: It is the spoon

that eats the porridge, and the fork that eats the meat, he

L

would be puzzled; and still more puzzled 1if I were 1o add:

(]

But, of course, it's you that eat the breakfast. If anyone
were to say : The poems themselves are the poet, or the laws
thenselves are the legislators, we should confidently
declare such ststements nonsensical. In what respect is
thig 'final word: t%f thought themselves are the thinkers'
formally different?" Ultimately James's theory is open to
the same objections as that of Hume. In the 'Principles of
Psychology! James notes that the associationists have a
terndency of gsnugnsling in surreptitiously the self which they
profess to discard. It is hard to see how James himgelf does
not fall under this condemmation, empecially in the account
he gives of the 'judgment' of Perscnal Identity. Actual human
consciousness is too great & problem for the 'Passing
Thought' to solve.

Prof. Titchener also argues against the existence of
an identical self, and writes, ":Iind splits up into
consciousnesses., A consciousnesgs is a mental present.....a
bit of mind that is occupied with a single, however
complicated, topic. Thus to put the matter crudely we begin
the‘day with a getting-up consciousnegs : . that is followed
by a brealkfast consciousness....etc." In reply to this

James, 'Principles of Psychology, pp. 339-40.

1.
20 'T:Iil’l(l (18 32 ).| p. 5:(|r/ .
3. Quoted by Laird, 'Problems ofthe Selfl p.40
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contention of Titchener, Prof, Laird asks, "But who are
the 'we' who bvegan the day, and does not the phrase 'a bit
of mind' itself imply that very soul# which Prof.Titchener
is so anxious to ignore?"’ In truth, counsideration of the
agsociationist and kindred theories will reveal the
immpossibility of denying the existence of a self without
&t the same time assuming it. If these writers so not
openly acknowledge the self, they at least assume its
existence. As Ward puts it, "...lhowever much assailed
or disowned, the concept of a 'self' or conscious subject
is to be found implicitly in all »psyclhiological writers
vhatever - not more in Berkeley, who accepts it as a fact,
than in Hume, who treats it as a fiction."ziﬁume assumes
the existence of the self in the very process by which he
seeks to explain it away. Vho is the "I" that looks into
Hume's own mind and perceives a sensation or an image?
It surely cannot itself be a sensation or an image. Tuus he
postulates a permanent self which reviews theperzeptions
of the mind, and for which they exist and are associzved.
It is significant also, as Prof. Seth.Pringle~Pattison
notes, that Hume's destructive analysis of the self ig to
be found only at the end of his Treatise. It was easier
for him to analyse the material world into igdeas from the
standpoint of self, for when the gelf was abolished nothing
remained but m:re ideas,

Rejecting the associationist and kindred theories,
therefore, we shall willingl follow Descartes' leadg, and

say that the reality of the self is our foundation of

Truth. Our first contact with reality is within, and this

1. ssoctemsdes Taird, 'Problems of the Self)! p. 40.
2. Psychological Principlest p. 35.
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real ity of ourselves makes it possible for us to predicate
reality of the external world. All knowledge depends upon

3

the reality of the self., IT the self that knows is not

real, then we cannot establish existence in any form, The
reality and trustworthiness of our experience depend upon
the reality of the self. This reality of ourselves is
manifested not only in Thought, but also in Feeling and Will.
Indéed, many present-day philosophers would give the primacy
to the Will as the revealer of the self's reality. Trof.
Seth FPringle-Futtison, e.g., would emend Descartes' forrmula
into 'Ago, ergo sum.® The self, according to him, manifests
its reality in its sctiviiy. But, in whatever way it is
revealed to us, the tendency of pregent-day philosophy is to
emphasise the necessity of a self or conscious subject to
account for our experience#. "eessseswithout the assumption
of a soul as a unifying and integrating subject of
experience 1its parts fall into fragments and its world of
content becomes chaotic." The problem of knowledge Becomes
"impoassible and absurd" unless we assume a soul., "For.the
only point of view from which a cognitive experience can Doe
conceived as possible is that of the subject of experience
itself.e.....knowledge cannot arise in experienci except
as a function of a personal and persistent self."

Since the time of Kant the concept of experience has
formed thegstarting-point of most philosophical systems,
and experience, says Ward, implies the duality of subject
and object. The subject-ohject relation is fundamental
for all experience. Experience is not simply a serieg of
mental phenomena, It is essentially a unity, and something
is required to account for this unity, viz. the synthetic
activity oé the self or conscious subject. In every mode of
consciousness this reference of an object to a subject is

“ -,

“. Ormond,'Foundations of Fnowledge! p. 266,
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implied. Unlike Bradley, he insists that no experience,

however high or however low, is possible apart from this

Aistincfion of subject and object. Even the experience of
God involves this duality in unity. Ormond,in his
'Foundations of XKnowledge; emphasises the same view,
"Without the presupposition of some kind of duality, the
very notion of consciocusness logeg 1tg intelligihility."In
the most rudimentary states of consciousness "some duality

ig involved out of which the full-fledged distiriaztion of

7
subject and object gradually emerges." Ward, of course,

would not say that this relation is a conscicus relstion st

all levels of consciousness, but Mamilton in his 'Lectures on
etaphysics' would even accept that. "We may lay down as ew

undisputed truth, that consciousness gives, as an ultimate
fact, a primitive duality: a knowledge of the ego in
relation and contrast %o the non-ego; and the knowledge of
the non-ego in relation and contrast to the ego. The ego
and non-ego are thus given in an original synthesis."
Now it is clear that consciousness of the subject-object
relation is by no means primordisl in character. T3
evidently presupposes a long process of mental evolution.
This, however, cannot, as Bradley appéafs to think, be urged
ageinst Ward, who naintains that the absence of self-
consciousness is no proof of the absénce of a self.

Bradley denieg the underivative chiaracler o tlie subject-
ohject relation, and conceives of a pre-relational stage
of experience which he designates as 'feeling'. This st.te
e descuibes as "the immediate unity of a finite psychicsl
centre,” It ig "the general condition before distinctions

and relations have meen developed, and where as yet neitler

any subject nor object exists., And it means in the second

Iy pregent at 4y stage of mental
3
as that is only present and simply is."

Lois

place, anything whic

life, in so far
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As a "very obvious instance" of this primitive experience,
' he mentions "a simple pain or pleasure, or again those

' elements of our Coenesthesia to which we do not attend."
Cormenting on this passage, Dr. G. Dawes Hicks says, "Anm
original sensuous e’t/ﬂé( po Vv , psychical in character,
whieh in some mysterious way is felt, and out of which,
through articulation, knowledge of intellig]ble fuct
emerges; is a notion, I confess, which I have vainly

struggled to grasp; it strikes me rather as a conundrum

than as the solution of a problem.“/ Bradley's position
is based on the assumption that if we are not conscious
of a thing, theqﬁt does nov exist. Thus, since a
rudimentary consciousness is not aware of activity, he
thinks that primitive consciousness is not an apprehending
activity, but a 'mass of feeling.,! "The perception of
activity," he says, "comes fromthe expsnsion of the self
against the not-self." Consciousness of activity as
implying the idea of change is possible only after a long
process of mental developm=nt. The same is true of the
subject-object relation. It is not primary, but derivative.
All this, however, says Ward, is based on a mistaken
assun&tion. Before we can apprehend anything it must
eiist. Though a relation may not for a time be actual
for ns, vet it must exist before it can ever be apprehended.
"Two and two simply are not four, but they are the ground
of putting two and two together. So mental activity that
is 'only present and simply is' is not the apprehension
of an agent acting, but it is the ground that makes such
apprehension possible and is besides its necessary

S Mmass
presupposition." Again, Ward asks, "....what gives a ®, =5
of feeling' unity and a centre in the absence of a subject,

b

1. ‘;roceedings of the Aristotleian Society (lQO?-OS)-p. 1335,
2. Ihid. »n. 233.

-
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and what exactly does 'mental life' imply? Relations and

distinctions do not constitute their terms or fund-menﬁ%,
how, then, could they be developed in the absence of these?"
Dealing with the conception of a purely Ancetic
Consciousness in his "Analytic Paycliology' Stout says that
a process of differentiation and complication cannot give

rise to thought out of mere sentienmce. A "more complex and

differentiated sentience" would be the only result of this.
“Objective reference supervening on purelyvanoetic

experience would e a completely new psychical fact." It

is erroneous, he remarks, to think that #ka4$ thefistinction
between subject and object can energe out of "mere feeling-
through special constituents of the total sentience zcquiring
salience and prominence. ¥Tlis can only mean that special
sensations are intensified out of proportion to therest.

But an intensified sensation is merely a sensation
intensified, and not, eo ipso, the perception of an object."
It is undoubtedly true, as Dr. G, Dawes Hicks
notes, that as we descend from the higher to the lower forms

of conscious life there is a correasponding loss of
"qualitative definiteness and distinctness in sense-
contents of any kind." loreover, it is true that
"sonfusedness" and ";fsenceqf individuality" are
"echaracteristics especially of pleasure and pain." This,
however, cannot justify us in holding that the tlwee modes
af mature consciousness are ultimately merged in one mode,
viz, feeling. TFeeling, as a mode of mature sonsciousness,
has its own specidl characteristics due to a long process
of mental evolution. We must rather delieve that the threec
modes never lose their identity completely.

P

1. '‘proceedings of the Aristotleian Society (1907-08)' p. 233.
2. Ibid,p. 186.
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"That we are entitled to assume in the case of the
rudimentary consciousnessis that, whilst its modes =f being

would be wrongly designated by any one of these general

titles (i.e. cognition, feeling and striving), they contain
in themselves the roots from which the three diverging stems
take their rise. In the primitive consciousness there mast
be the germs of those lines of activity through which later
distinct senge~-contents are apprehended, feelings

/ H
experienced, and definite moverentis executeld." Ir. ¥icks,

: however, would demur to characterising the relation between
a primitive consciousness znl = real object as the subject=-
object relation of mature cons-ciousness, becausé,
believing that "relations are grounded in the nature of
their teraus," he concludes that the relation between a self-
conscious mind and its object is characteristi-ally
different from the relation subhsisting between a mind that
is not self-conscious and its object, and he would reserve
the title ”éubject—ohject relation” foxr the former,

The result of our discussion, therefore, is to upliold
the Kantien analysis of experience intoc a subject in
relstion to an object. Examination of thetheories that seek
to dispense with the subject has only shown tlie rore cleasrly
the need of such a subject to account for experience in each
and every form. Consciousness is impossible apart from the
svnthetic activity of tue zelf. "IM.at which I see, that
which I hear, that which I think, that which I feel, changes
and passes away with each moment of my varie: existence. I,
who see and hear and think and feel, am the one continuous

EX

self, whose existence gives unity and connexion to the
_ 2
whole." So unassailable is the conscious subject that we

ui]

cannot deny, without at the same time assedting, iis

L. Dr. G.Dawes Ilicks in 'Proceedings of the Aristotleian
Society (1907-08)! p. 188.
2. ‘ansel, 'Bampton Lectures! Lecture 3.
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existence. This is the inexpugnable fact which formed the
proint of departure of modern philosophy in Descartes. The
celebrated Cartesian Doubt foqnd en insurmountable barrier in
the certitude of the inwividual's own existence. Tradition
and belief fell away beforgrgceptic's might; the self alone
withstood the shock of doubt. In short, deny the reality of
the self, and human life will be no more substantial than a
drean,
™is insistence on the reality of the self does not,
however, mean that every conscious being is seif-conscicus,
or that in our thinking we are always conscious of self. Some
phildsophers have contended that all consciousness is self-
consciousness, for otherwise we should be involved in an
indefinite regress., This, however, is not a fatal objection
to our holding that, e.g. to feel and to know that we feel ore
two different states. As Ward says, “If it were impossible to
feel without also knowing that you feel ox to know without
also knowing that you know, and if further this so=-called
regress reaily meant not progress in experience but antecedent,
conditions of its existence, the objection would be serious."7
So far is thisek,however, from being the case that we can truly
say thet we are conscious before we become self-conscious.As
2
Laird puts’it, "To know is the prius of knowing that you know.
Cognition does not logically depend upon self-cognition, nox
one act of self—gogntion upon the next." “Self-ness", says

3
ilcTaggart, Poes not involve self-consciousness," foqbtherwise

o

each of must be said to gain and lose th#kight to the name of

v

self many times a day, since we are often not selfeconscious,

It appears obvious that we can he conscious of external

‘ N

1. Psychological Principles! p. 372 N3.
2. 'Problens of the Self.' o )
3. Article,"Personality" in Bncyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics
Vol.9.
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objects without being conscious of outselves., It is no answer
to this contention to maintain that self-consciousness and
conscioustiess are-always to be found together, but that the
self-consciousness is so faint as to escuve obscrftion when
we describe our experience, for, as lMcTaggart very truly
remarks, if there is no direct evidence of this seif-
consciousness why believe that it exists., Indeed, the more
we are absorbed in external objects the less iz the reference
As
to the self. &, ,Lotze sarys, "......everyone is familiar wita
that absorption in the content of a sensuous perception
wvhich often makes us entirely fori;et our personality in view
of it."’ The consciousness of self is in fact a hindrance
to the most profound ondsuccessful thinking, wiilst beings who
have not reached the level of self~consciousness cannot
become conscious of their selves &t all. The result yielded
by our whole discussion, therefore, is not that every
conscious being is always and necessarily szelf-c nscious, 'mt
rathier that every mental fact implies, by its very nature,
reference to a subject for which it exists. As Vard puts
it, ".....whether seeking to analyse one's own consciousness
or to infler that of a lobster, whetlier discussing the
ussoclation of ideas or the expression of emotions, there is
always an individual self or subject in question."z'We do not
a3 yet make any assertions concerning the nature of this sgelf
or subject. That question will meet us later. Here we
merely empliewsise the necessity ¢l a self Ifor experience.
‘his is the great truth to be found in the Transcendental
Deduction of the Categories in the Critique of Pure Reason,
tut Kant went further and assigned an exaggerated dle to the

self in the construction of the world as revesled to us in

L. 'Metapliysic! Bk., 3. par.241.
2. "Psyclsolay ceal Prin CiphS'.’ p. 35
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knowledge. The self is conceived as building up a unified
[ ¥

experience out ofdisconnected manifold given throuzh se2ise,

This view of the self will form the next subject for

discussion.
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THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE SELF IN THE COI'STRUCTION

OF THE WORLD OF KNOVLEIGE.

GBS R s e e B C E R G e (L P e e g res s 8 e M W G s e kg W S e D W S M

As we have alresdy noted in dealing with the subject-
object relation in knowledge, so long as Xant is congistent
with the immanent criticism of the transcendental method, the

-

question of the specigl contributions of the Self in and Yy
itself can never arise. Once we atart speaking about a
subject-in-itself and an object-in-itsélf we have transcended
the bounds of knowledge, and consequently no assertions
whatsoever can be predicated of such wbstractions., It is

only as conscious subjects that the world has any significance
for us, and for such subjects experience is « finished
product in the sense that it is already a unified experience,
eonsequently the getivities generative of such an experience
cannot be assigned to one of its elements which can only be
conceived in abstraction apart from the unified whole wherein
it derives its meaning «ad sustenance, To separate the terms
of the subject-object relation and talk of them as if they
could exist in and by themselives cannot be justified on
transcendental principles. This, however, in effect is what
Kant does when he insists that the natter of all experience

is givenVus from without by the action of things in them-
selves upon the Subject's sensibility, whereas tle foxm is
derived from the self's own apprehending nature. 7ant's

real problem in the Critique ies 40 discover the logical
presupicsitions of knowledge and thereby show their mutual
dependence, but Kant never fullyzrealised the implications

of the argument he is developing, «nd =m0 1e ig at times
deserting the immanent point of view and giving an account

of the genesisg of experience out of what is not experience,
ZEenesls P
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As Caird puts it, when Kant is asking how far experkence can

? be produced out of sense and understanding, he seemed to take

“ the position of a spectator with an already developed mind
watching the grdwth of another mind out of its elements,
"He seemed to forget for the moment that it was his own mind
he was examining; and, therefore, he gave to a process which is
really the exhibition of the necessary relations of all the
elements of developed knowledge, the false appearance of zan
observation of the genesgis of knowledge."’ But, Caird
continues, "observation of the genesig of knowledge or, v .at
is the same thing, observatione by the mind of its own genesis,

2

is the crowning absurdity of speculation...." ("We) cannot
possibly trace back knowledge to faculfies oxr elements, which
have a character independent of their relation in knowledge.

4%

We have no gstanding ground outgide of the universe of thoughit
from which we can determine the factors that produce it."3
Though Xant, therefore, realised that experience is o duclity
in unity, 2t he did not clearly see the nature of the relation
that subsists between the various elements within this unity.
He did not realise that thsg elements are mere abstractions
outside of that relation wherein they are found in experience.
Sense and understanding are vegorded ag faculties capable of
pre-existing in and by‘tLemselves before they are brought
into relation in knowledse. If, therefore, we are to £ind
our way through the labyrinth of the Transcendental Deduction
~of the Categories as given in the Analytiec we must bear in
nind these two different aspects of Kant's arguments, viz.
the psychological, and the metaphysical or transcendental
aspect respectively, and that Xant treats of both alternatively
without giving us any warning of a change of standpoint. This
supplies the key to Kant's vacillating attitude towards the
self in the Transcendental Deduction. Wien he is criticieing
Caird, 'The Philosophy of Kant'. 1lst ed. pp 27?-4.

2. Ibid. p. 374,
3. Ibid. p. 274,
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knowledge from the inside the mutual dependence of subject
and object is fully acknowledged, but when he criticises it
from the outgide, the gubject is now conceived as canable
of existing in and by itself, and as contributing its owvn
share for the generation of experience after Meing orought
into relation with things in themselves. As Pmof. Seth
Pringle-Pattison puts it, "It is obvious that while Kant
investigates tlie logicsl presuppositions of knowledge or
experience (finding them in the transcendental unity of
appercention, ithe categories wnd tie forms of space and time
as apprlied to a sensuous matter), this knowledge is always
for him the knowledge by & real being of @ world of real
beings; and therefore it has its real presuppositions in the
exi=tence of tihe noumenal self and of what e calls things
in themselves."f If we concentrate attention on the

transcendenial aspect of Kant's argument, we have no right to

postulate the existence of a noumenal self and to attribute
to it the connecting principles required for knowledge. This
is clearly shown by Kant himself in the sections on the
Parelogisms of Rational Psychology as given in the Dialetic.

he Transcendental

ct

The teaching of various passages in
Deduction, however, is not so fully developed as that of the
Dialetic, and besides, even when Kant had come to realise the
negative conclusions to be drawn from his critical standpoint,
his personal convictions still clung to many tenets utterly
at variance with his genuinely critical teaching. Prof. ¥.K.
Smith notes =& the ambiguity of Kantls gtatements in the
Transcendental. Deduction as regards the "syntheses" required

for knowledge, but he contends that Kant was feeling his way

towards an account of these "syntheses" as would be consistent

l.'Fegelianism and Personality,! p. 21l.n.
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with his transcendentalismq Dr. Smith maintains that there
are two tendencies running through the entire bhody of the
Critique, viz. the "aqubjectiviszt" and the " phenomenalist"
terndency respectively. When the former tendency is in the
ascendant tl% world is constructed out of a manifold
consisting of the sensations of the special senses, whilst
it is the knowing self through its own conscious activities
that combines the manifold. Dr. Smith fully admits that on
this view "the world in sp:ce is merely my representation,
ut he contends that there are passages in the Critique
which are absolutely opposed te this doctrine, and he thinks
that these passages are sufficiently illuminzting to ensable
the commentator to build up an elahorate srstem of
"phenomenalism" such as we find in his own Commentary, If
it is true, Prof. Smith argues, that there is no conscicuve~
ness apart from self-counscicusness and such self-consclous-
only
ness is possiblg\after the synthetic processes generative of
experience reve zlrendy completed theunselves, then we
cannot claim that we have a consciousness of these processes.

The processes themselves rust Le non-consciocus, and so we

n

cannot say that they are the activities of a noumsnal self.
‘We cannot even say that they are mental. Thie noumenszl
conditions of the self of which we are conscious are,
therefore, completely unknown. The same holds true of the
noumenal conditions of hodies in space. They are entirely
beyond the reach of knowledge. Yow, the noumenal conditions
of bodies in space affect those noumenal conditions of the
self which constitute our "sensibility", and generate"a
given manifold." The other aspect of experience, viz. its

form is contributed by the noumenal conditions of the self.
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It will be readily seen, therefore, that the process of
constructing experience takes plaqgkontirely without oun
knowledge and apart from any conscé@us assistance on our
part. So the world obtains a relative independence. Tre
individuél self is no longer viewed as constructing the
world in space and time by combining subjective zensations in
accordance with certain fundamental principles. The empirical
world has been constructed by the unknown noumenal conditions

of the self and the world, so that, when we become conscious
of it, 1t is presented UJLH;En already finishéd product,
and the probhlem for us now is not how subjective represent-
ations are referred to objects through the conscious
activities of the individual self, fbut how, if a common

world is alone,immediately apprehended, the inner private

life of the self-censcious being can be possible, and Low
7

i

such inner experience is to be interpreted." Ilcw I am far
from minimising the significance of various "phneomenalisg®
passages in the Critique, but still Prof. Smith appears to
emphasise Kant's "éheHOhemalism" too much at the expense cf
his "subjectivism™., It is undoubtedly true that Kant at times
is nobly inconsistent, and leaves behind his subjective
standpoint, but on our view such cases are more of the nature
of lapses on Kant's part when compelled by circumstances ic

some

faceg, special problems, and so I cannot follow Dr. Smith when
he implies that the "phenomenalist" traces are so frequent and
precise as to erable the comaentator to construct a system
of "phenomenalism" such as we find in Prof. Smith's
Sommentary.z Granting fully Zhat at tines, such az in the
treatment of the Analogies of Experience and in the section
on the Refutation of Idealism as given in the 2nd Biition
of the Critigue, tie world in space obtains a relative
independence, yet the Critique as a whole does not appear to

2. vy. 27C-8 4

7. Semithrg ‘Commeq\.‘tnvgf to Kamtors CY‘LtL%UQ

b
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supply us with suificient evidence in support of a manifold

and form as distinct from the manifold of the special sensez

-~

L7

snd the form vhich the individual self contributes to tkris
manifold. loreover, if the empirical world is presented to

us simply as a finished product, as this "phenoménalism"
implies, what justification have we, on Zritical »rineciples,

for saying that its form is due to one set of unknovn nourenal
conditons, and its matter 1o another set of similar conditions?
Indeed, Prof. Smith realises that we are not justified in
holding to this doctrine of manifold and form, but he claims

that Kant is here simply arguing b~y anology from whatl heppens

—t

in conscious experience, .nd that he fully realises that ~e
camot profess to comprehend the Ware possibility of such
non-conscious synthetic processes wcting upon a given manifold.
it
In fact, it is quite possible that,is the same transcendental
object that underlies outer appearances and at thﬂ%ame time
serves as the subject of our thoughts. Prof. Smith mekes
extensive use of the negative concluaicns dravn in tie
Nicletic in the sections on the Paralogisms of Rational
Psychology, but it must be rememberdd that the various
suggestions throw: out in the sections are simply mentiored
as possible suggestions in order ito expose the weskness of
the »roof adopted by Rational Psychology. FXant's own private
views as regards the noumenal conditions of consciousness
coincided with those of the rational psycholosists, and le
clung fast to the idea of an immortal soul. ¥ow, therefore,
can it be maintained that Kant, gven at that periodof his life
when he was chiefly interested in moral questions which

resealed the importance of the moumenal self, was gradually

feeling his way towards a view vhich would involve the denial
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of such a self? In fact, in the 2nd edition, when Mant mrltes
some additions to the Critique in the light of a maturer
standpoint, instead of pressing his eriticism of Rational
Psychology, he is more lenient towards these psychologists.
There does nét appear, therefore, to be sufficient evidence
that Kant was ready to deny the part played by the self in
knowledge as the contributor of the form, whilst things in
themselves supply the manifold by acting upon the subject's
sensibility. On the other hand, we can understand EHant
hiolding the view of a disconnected mass of atomic sensations
as being the matter of the speéial senses, for it is his
direct inheritance from Hume., In fact, Kant was too much under
the influence of Hume to abandon his "subjectivism" so much
as Prof. Smith would lave us believe,

Kent's main position as I understand him may, therefore,
be summed up as follows:- All that is given us from without
is a mass of isolated data of sense whiclh embocdy nho principle
of combination whatsoever., David Fume had proved so much
to Kant!'s satisfaction. But the world of our every-day
experience is not a world of mere particulsrs of sense. Rather
is it a world permeated through ancd theough with connecting
principles. Such connecting principles, therefore, can only
be accounted for as due to the subjecti's ovn apprehending nature
As these principles fewwm supply the forms under which ewvery
intelligence, endowed with the same faculties as ourselves,
must think objects before it can possess knowledge of any king,
the world as presented to us in knowledge will Lhave a relative
objectivity as heing the same necessarily and @niversally
for all human beings. I am very far from denying that there
are passages ih the Critique which cannot be reccnciled with
the above view. Ify contention is thet even in the passages
when he appears to hold that the manifold in itself contains

principles of connection which require only to be discovered,
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upon which the advocates of "phenomenalism" fasten, as, e.g.,

when he asserts that the special laws of nature can only bte

ascertained a posterieori, or when he insists that the principle
of causality must be already embedded in experience bhefore

vwe can distinguish a causal succession from a m;re
gquantitative succession, Kant would stremously maintasin that
all principles of connection are due to the nature of the
subject., It was simply when special problems required
solution that Kant modified his "subjectivism", and the success
of hig efforts in these special cases depenced upon Rhis
treatment assuming throughout a realist position, that in ==
perception we perceive physical objects and not "ideas" in a
subjective sense. Consideration of Kant's Refutstion of
Idealism as given in the 2nd edition of the Criticue will make
this clear. Kant is there maintaining that knowledge of our
inner stateé involves a prior knowledge of something permanent,
and this permanent is to be found only as & thing in space.
This implies a difference between bhodies in space and
subjective reprsentations. Yow, therefore, are wé to zccount
for our knowledge of such a thing in space as distinct from
mere representations? The answer appears to be thet the
Critical Philosophy can give no explanation at all of the
existence of such & thing. Kant himself found it very
difficult to aveid the pitfall of subjective idealism. e
does succeedé in passing ar unanswerahle criticism on various
types of"idealism," bdt if we only examine his proofs we see
clearly that }e employs different means for refuting different
types of idealism. For example, we find him at one place
refuting Descartes! position by adopting the more extreme

subjective standpoint of Berkeley. At other times his belief
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in the existence of things in themselves serves his purpose,
though he admits that such things in themselves are quite
unknovn and unknowable. Yow, therefore, are we justified in
positing their existence? 1In t#ruth, we have to admit that
Kant under the stress of polemicai discussion was forced into
inconsistencies, though he nowhere attemptes to reoncile these
inconsistencies.with his main position. Yis honesty of
purpose and penetrating insight led him in this section o tre
Refutation of Tdealism into an admission of a difference
between bodies in space and inner appearances, though it did
not lead bim to give up his rain position. When he is able to
make use of his "subjectivism" he employs it without any
hegitation. Indeed, we find him even after €bing forced into
sdmissiom inconsistent with his origimal subjective standpoint
still adhering to it. Tlie recognition of inconsistencies
is not always a proof thet an author is ready to abandon his
main position, especially when we see him persisting in
occupying it after having apparently realised its in-mdequecy.
These admissions of themselves cannoct juétify us in holding
that Kant was serioungly contemplating laying aside his origina
position because of thsse inconsisterncies and developing en
entirely different theory, The fact of the matter appears
to be that Kant, like every other philosopher, wes forced at
times into inconsistencies, but he did not utilise these
inconsistencies to think out a theory'of "phenomenalisn® &s
is given by Prof. M., K.Smith in his Commentary to the Critique.
Kant cannot account for our knowledge of the permanent thing
in space. He denies that such a "permanent" can be found among
our subjective representations, and so in showing the
weakness of idealism he assumes in liis proof that we have a
knowledge of a thing external to us as distinguished from a
_representation of a thing external to us, i.e., he agrees

the
withyrealist that we have a direct perception of a "physical

object" in space. Tearing, however, that he had gone too far,
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in the 6dnclusion Kant hastily retracts his footsteps.
He cannot admit that we have a knowleédge of things in
themselves, for the thing in itself is wlways for Kant
the thing as it exists outside the subject-object
relation. In coming into relation with the subject Kant
thought that the thing must always undergo a change,
so that we cannot know it in itself, and like many another
idealist before and since his time he thought, therefore,
that what we can know of independent things are the
subjective representations vhich they generate in us.,
This is what we find in the Refutation of Idealism in the
2nd edition. To discover the "permanent" required for
hig proof he is forced to admit that we have a knowledge
of things which o not depend upon the mind for their
existence. These, however, camnot be admitted to be
things in thems-elves for these have over and cver again
been pronounced unknown and unknowable. Vhat, therefore,
is this body in space which is independent of us? When
Kant has to face this question, however ambiguous his
language may be, he has to admit that ultimately such
objects reduce into mere appearances, whicli as such
have ohly an existence in us.

Caird, in his volumes on the Critigue, tries to
minimise Kant's"subjectivism" as much as possible, and
instead of admitting that bodies in space are mere
appearances, as Kant himself expressly declares, he uses
the purely indefinite term "objects-for-a-self." If
this term does not mean that objects in knowledge are
mere mental representations, it can only mean that EKant
ma;ntained that the world must vltimstely be interpreted
in spiritusal terms, a contention that fails to do justiwe

to the full implications of Kant's Theory of Knowledge.
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Taking up our argument again at the point where the
digression on Kant's Refutation of Idealism starts, so
long as Kant keeps consistently to his transcendentalism
he isg nof Justified in regarding the unity of apperception
as causally determining experience. As Prof. Smith says,
all that Kant has proved is that "self-conscicusness® is g
mere form through which contents that never themselves
constitute the self are vet apprehended ss being objects to
the self."1 Yet, when Kant is attending to the psychological
aspect of his argument he is under the impression that in
postulating the necessity of a self for knowledge he hias
postulated the existence of:houmenal self. Vhen he is
concentrating attention on the transcendental aspect of his
problim the self is conceived as a mere logical princirple,
but when he is dealing with the psychological aspect the
self is now taken as equivalent to a real odhoumenal gelf,
manifesting itself through its fundamental faculty, viz.
the understanding. This alone will account for Kant's
varying uttérances in the Transcendental Deduction of the
Categories., Kant himself was of opinion that the unity of
consciousness repmsented a real self though that carnot be
dem&strated on theoretical grounds. In the Dissertation the
self had been viewed as ultimste in an ontologicsl sense,
It preceded experience and to its synthetic activities thie
generation of experience was traced. Section A. 104-110
in the Critique, which, as embodying theldoctrine of the
transcendental object, is regarded by Dr. Smith aale pre-
critical or semi-critical, also represents the synthesis
of the manifold as due to the activities of an individual
self, which cones to consciousness of itself by being

conscious of the identity of its activity in unifying its

1. 'Commentary to Kant's Critique of Pure Reason'., p. 251.
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various representations., "For this unity of consciousness
would be impossible, if the mind in the knowledge of the
manifold could not become conscious of the identity of the
function whereby it unites the manifold synthetically in
one knowledge."1 "The mind cbuld never think the identity
of itself in the manifold of its representations, and this
& a priori, if it did not clearly perceive the identity of
its actionw which subjedts all synthesis of apprehension
(which is empirical) to a transcendental unity, and first
makesg possible its cénnection according to rulés."z The
self is regarded here as the source of all uniiy in our
experience. Itg renders pogsible the formation of empirical
concepts which mediate our consciousness of the transcendental
object as constrairing us to think the object in a certain
marmer., This entire section, however, was omitted in the
2nd edition of the Critique, and so Xant must have come to
perceive its unsatisfaclory character, but still the
emphasis which he continued to lay on the transcendental
unity of apperception is hardly consistent with its
character as that of a mere logical principle. If the
transcendental self is a mere abstraction when conceived
apart from the menifold wherein it finds existence, we
should naturally expect Kant to hesitate to deal so boldly
with it in its isolation as he does in the trangcendental
deduétion.. He too often speaks of it as ";&eceding all
‘data of intuition," as the original apperception, etec.,
assesrtions which tend to make us believe that the
transcendental apperception is a noumenal self, 'Moreover,
we even find him characterising transcendental zpperception
as a facult,." "....we shall no longer be surprised that we
only see her (i.e.nature) through the fundamental faculty

1. A, 108.
O. A. 108.



50.

of all our knowledge, nemely, tlie transcendental apper-

. 7
ceptionesess.” Meeeoss; but the possibility ofthe
logical form of all knowledge rests necessarily on the
2
relation to this apperception as a faculty." In A, 94

also he regards it as a faculty or power of the soul along
with sense.and the imagination, and so here it perfornms
the same operations as he elsewhere attributes to the
understanding (this paragraph was omitted in the 2nd
edition)s A. 115 again supplies us with the following
statement:- "We saw that there are three subjective
sources of knowledge on vhich the possibility of all
experience and of the knowledge of all objects depends,

nemely, sense, ‘imagination, and apperception." Its

identification with the understanding is clearly stated
in A 119 - "This unity of apperception with reference

to the synthesis of imagination is the understanding,

and the same unity with reference to the transcendentsl

synthesis of the imagination, the pure understanding."

Since Kant is continually reiterating the assertion that
all combination is an act of the understanding, he
therefore gives us sufficient cause for holding that it
is the unity of apperception which supplies all
fhincip