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PREFACE

Professor Krishna Chandra Bhattacharyya (1875-1949)
who combined Indian tradition with Western rationalism, was
one of the most original and creative thinkers among his
contemporaries and was reputed to be an acute thinker and
abstruse writer. I take this opportunity to present to the
academic world a faithful exposition and a constructive inter-
pretation of the basic notions of his philosophic thought.

This work was originally submitted to the University of
Rajasthan, Jaipur (India) for the award of Ph.D, degree under
the title “The Notions of Subjectivity and Absolute in K, C.
Bhattacharyya’s Philosophy”’.
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Santiniketan (West Bengal) who with his deep insight in the
philosophy of K. C. Bhattacharyya helped me in outlining and
chapterization of this bcok. I am equally greateful to late Dr.
G. B. Burch, Ex-Professor of Philosophy, Tufts University
Bostan (U. S. A,) for suggesting me the line of approach I
could profitably adopt. I must also cordially thank my
esteemed colleagues Dr. R. S. Bhatnagar and Dr. B. Pahi for
their gererosity in sparing time for discussion whenever

occasion arose.
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Approaches To Subjectivity

Since ages man has attempted to solve the mysteries of
the universe and also to realise his own value and significance in
it. He has raised various questions about the universe and
himself and has attempted to answer them. Since then the
question : ‘Who am I’ has been the central concern of his
thought. Although the question seems very simple, yet at the
root of it, lies one of the most significant and persistent
problems of philosophy—the problem of the Self or Subjectivity.
The notion of Self or subjectivity is closely connected with all
the fundamental notions of philosophy. The notion of Self or
subjectivity, though very important, has been highly problem-
atic and controversial in the history of philosophical thought.
Attempts have been made to solve the problems relating to the
notion of Self. These attempts or approaches to the study of
Self may be classified as (A) Psychological (B) Metaphysical,
and (C) Epistemological.

All the approaches to the notion of Self believe, to a
great extent, that consciousness is the core of subjectivity.
It is consciousness which distinguishes man from a good deal
of the world around him. It is probably true that we cannot
draw a clear-cut line dividing beings which have consciousness
from those which do not. But, it would be fallacious to argue
on the basis of our inability to draw a sharp line between the
non-conscious and the conscious, that the higher forms of life,
including man, are pot conscious and that inorganic forms of
existence are conscious. It would be like arguing that as we
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cannot draw a line in the spectrum between where blue ends and
green begins, there is no difference between blue and green.
That we cannot draw a sharp dividing line between does not
mean that there is no difference between the extremes. That
there is a diffcrence between non-consciousness and conscious-
ness is an undeniable fact and the starting point of our
inquiry. Thus, our inquiry concerning the subjectivity is really
concerned with the question : What is consciousness ?

(A) PSYCHOLOGICAL APPROACH

Psychologists who are primarily concerned with empirical
investigation of mental phenomena, have tried to answer the
above question. Wundt, the father of Experimental Psycho-
logy and the founder of Structural psychology, attempted to
understand consciousness in terms of physiological proce-
sses. He believed'in a one to one correspondence between the
excitations of the cerebral cortex and various forms of experi-
ence. Experiences were regarded as facts deserving of descri-
ption and analysis merely on their own account. All that he
descovered about mind were certain elements of experience.
He postulated a doctrine of *psychic resultants” or “creative
synthesis™1 the process by which the elements of sensations and
feelings are unified into totality. His doctrine of creative
synthesis is the principle of unity. According to Wundt, it is
impossible to deny the activity of mind. and therefore, he
expounded his doctrine of <“Apperception.” This principle
of Wundt accounts for the synthesizing activity in mental
life.

It is difficult to accept Wundt’s conclusion. As we have
seen, Wundt is of the opinion that the mind is composed of
nothing but a multitude of unconnected elements which can
be grouped into two classes, i. e., Sensation and Feelings. But
Wundt does not give attention to such questions, viz : Is there
some fundamental principle beyond the multiplicity of expe-
rience of which unity and activity are different aspects or
functions ? The fundamental principle which unites the multi-
plicity of mental states and processes must be different from
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them. Can “Self” be conceived of as this principle ? Wundt
should have found some solution to this problem.

Titchener also regarded mind as a “sum total of mental
processes’’2—sensations, images and afections. As a principle
of unity he accepts association which subsists between the
elements of experience, but not between the compounds, such
as perception, ideas and emotions, made up of these elements.
Titchener postulates the faculty of “attention” which is
described as the process by which sensations or images take
on greater clearness. He does not make any definite mention
of a principle of unity like the ““Creative Synthesis™ of Wundt.
He only talk about the connection between mental states in
his conception of association.

Although these structuralists were experimentalists and
had the spirit of scientific research, we are unable to accept
their ‘brick-and-mortar’ view of mind. The fact is that these
thinkers in their zeal for multiplicity were not concerned about
the unity of mental life. Plurality cannot be explained with-
out reference to unity, just as unity apart from plurality is
meaningless. So the attempts to reduce self to a series of
sensations evoked strong reactions in other schools of psycho-
logy, such as the Scottish School of Faculty Psychology and
the Gestalt School, which wanted to establish an underlying
unity of mental life.

The unity as well as the plurality of mental life must be
treated with equal importance and attention. Neither of
these should be neglected. The neglect of this fact led to the
result that the unity of mental life was hypostatized into a
permanent indivisible soul substance. The theory of soul—
substance was denied by another group of thinkers such as
Hume and other associationists. These thinkers were so
much struck by the aspect of plurality as to simplify mind
into a series of sensations. Hume3 argues against the concept
of self conceived of as a substance. According to him, soul is
nothing but a bundle or collection of different perceptions :
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“For my part, when I enter most intimately into what I
call myself I always stumble on some particular percep-
tion or other of heat or cold, light or shade, love or
hatred, pain or pleasure. Inever can catch myself at
any time without a perception and never can observe
anything but the perception.”4

Hume’s indifference to the claims of the soul was criti-
cised by Thomas Reid (Scottish School of Psychology),
Terence Penelhum$ and others. According to Reid a mere
combination of sensations fails to explain the wealth of mental
life—thoughts, feeling and emotions. We do know, think, feel
or will. These mental activities are to be traced to an active
principle which is none other than the Self. This principle of
Self cannot but mean the power to perform these mental acts.
Scottish psychologists did not strengthen their arguments by
logical aids. Simply to say that since we know, feel and will,
therefore, there must be a Self that thinks, feels and wills, is
not sufficient. The Scottish psychologists contributed very
littele to a specific psychology of self, though they tried to save
the soul from the clutches of sensationism. .

The Associationists” attempt to reduce the soul ultimately
to a series of sensations was also strongly reacted to by
Faculty psychologists (Wolff. who is usually regarded as the
founder of this School of Psychology, and Hamilton, an
acknowledged representative of Faculty Psychology). Accor-
ding to Faculty Psychologists mind is composed of a number
of faculties or capacities. These faculties and capacities are
as many as there are kinds of mental processes. The important
point of Faculty Psychologists is that they are not primarily
concerned with the reduction of the mind to a number of
faculties, but they emphasise unity and the synthesis of the
various faculties of mind.6 However, to them these faculties of
the mind are not so many distinct and autonomous realms, but
rather manifestations of the one and the same self. This is
the point which differentiates this school of Psychology from
Associationism.
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Associationists seek to explain the whole superstructure
of mind through ideas and their power of association, while
on the other hand Faculty psychologists explain it through
the Synthetic activity of the ego. This recognition of unity
is the merit of Faculty Psychology. According to Hamilton
“the various acts of mind must not be viewed as isolated
manifestations. They all belong to the one activity of the ego,
and consequently, if the various mental modifications are only
partial modifications of the same general activity they must
all be associated among themselves.”? Here we see a clear
recognition of the unity of mental phenomena. Thus, we see
that Faculty psychology clearly recognises a Self as the princi-
ple of unity and continuity and both Faculty Psychology and
the Scottish school agree in their contention that a multitude
of sensations cannot explain the unity of self. This Self is a
unique principle, the basis of all the faculties, the principle of
unity among the elements of experience.

The Gestalt school of psychology also rebelled against
Associationism and attacked the structuralism of Wundt as
well. The Gestalt psychologists seek to explain the multifa-
rious expression of mind in terms of a principle of unity. It
is supposed in Gestalt Psychology that there is only one set of
events in the world and the description of things as mental
or physical or physiological depends on the way we abstract
from this fundamental set of events.

In Gestalt Psychology the ego is regarded as identical in
status with any other object in the field and it also reveals a
very complex organization. It reduces ego to the status of
another object. An object is but a pattern of elements.
Similar is the ego which is described as a system consisting
of other sub-systems all organised into a whole which is not
a mere compound of parts that simply exist side by side. As
there is no intrinsic difference between the mental and the
physical it follows further that the elements constituting the
ego, sensations, feelings etc. are on the same level as the
elements composing a physical object.
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Behaviourism® has played an important role in recent
psychology. According to Behaviourists consciousness should
be defined in terms of the kind of bodily behaviour elicited by
certain sorts of stimuli. Gilbert Ryled, in his chapter on
Self Knowledge has tried to dismiss the traditional notion of
consciousness, the notion of self-substance and introspection.
He has also asserted that we should define all expressions invol-
ving consciousness in terms of bodily behaviour which can be
observed in others as easily as in oneself. In other words, he
has tried to establish the identical nature of knowledge of
one’s own mind and the knowledge of other minds. He asserts
that the traditional idea of consciousness and introspection is
a logical muddle. Thus according to him, our knowledge of
our ownselves cannot be based on such doubtful means as
introspection and consciousness. Ryle first states that the
word ‘consciousness’ Is used in different sensesl® but the
philosopher’s concept of consciousness is not concerned with
any one of them. According to him traditional philosophers
who believe in soul-substance use the word consciousness as
the essence of mental as opposed to the physical. For philo-
sophers, the mental is by nature conscious or self-intimating.11
Anything appearing in the mental scene makes itself felt or
known by the person concerned.

Ryle does not distinguish between public that is ‘beha-
viour’ and private that is “consciousness.”” He believes that there
is a close bond between consciousness and behaviour. He
does not agree with the contention that awareness or consci-
ousness, as it is generally understood, does not exist. He subs-
titutes awareness by dispositicn which, according to him, is no
more than behaviour actual or possible. Ryle thinks that the
philosopher’s notion of consciousness is an extended version of
the Protestant belief that there is a God-given light of cons-
cience within us. This internal light of conscience discerns
moral qualities. Philosophers think that, like general light,
consciousness (which is an internal light in man) reveals mental
events. But Ryle does not believe in the internal light, i.e.,
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consciousness. He also does not accept the epistemologists’
claim that this internal light of consciousness is infalliable and
sufficient and as such it ought to reveal to us a full and unmis-
taken picture of mental states and processes. Ryle argues that
neither are we conversant with all the qualities of our own
character and intellect nor do we always make a correct esti-
mation of the same. Thus, how can an internal light of cons-
ciousness be accepted ?

Ryle shows the fallacy of infinite regress in the tradi-
tional philosophical argument concerning the concept of cons-
ciousness, Theorists according to him, maintain that cons-
ciousness is phosphorescent or self-luminous. It reveals itself
as well as its objects. When I am conscious of an object I am
also conscious of own consciousness and both the conscious-
nesses are simultaneous. Ryle argues that this notion of
consciousness cannot but result in the conclusion that there is
an infinite series of consciousness in us. But this notion of
an infinite series of consciousnesses is untenable and hence
must be avoided.

Ryle also objects to this notion of consciousness on
linguistic grounds. He says that consciousness is conceived on
the analogy of light. When philosophers argue that it enables
persons in knowing their mental states and processes they are
misusing the word <«light”. He reminds that “light helps us
in seeing and not in knowing. Knowing is not the same sort
of thing as looking at, and what is known is not the same sort
of thing as what is illuminated.”12 Ryle’s basic objection to
philosophers’ notion of consciousness is that there is no mental
happening to be consciously known or felt. He clearly asserts
that the radical objection to the theory that minds must know
what they are about because mental happenings are by difini-
tion conscious or metaphorically self-luminous, is that there
are no such happenings; there are no occurrences taking place
in a second status world, since there is no much status and no
such world and consequently no need for special modes of
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acquainting ourselves with the denizens of such world.13 This
notion of mind, Ryle frequently compares with some ghostly
and private theatre, because he thinks that the philosophers
have committed a “‘category mistake” by conceiving mind in
terms which are suitable only for body.14

If we critically examine these observations of Ryle it is
difficult not to see that they are either untrue or superfluous
for the rejection of consciousness. Firstly, Ryle’s mistake in
identifying consciousness with behaviour lies in his failure to
see that one has only a correlation between conscicuness and
behaviour. But a correlation or bond does not mean iden-
tity.15 Awareness of things and awareness of bodily happen-
ings are so obyious and normal that one cannot believe that
there is no such thing as consciousness. Consciousness is the
precondition of our being and presupposition of all assertions
and denials. Thus, its denial would be absurd. To deny it
means to commit the philosophical error of denying the obvi-
ous. Ryle’s denial only shows that dispute about what is most
evident is the characteristic of philosophical problems. While
speaking of awareness as something basically distinct from the
body or what may be characterized as “bodily” Price observes,
«it is too fundamental and if any one says he cannot under-
stand what I am talking about, I do not know how I can help
him*16 ;

Ryle’s contention that consciouness is an extended ver-
sion of the Protestant’s belief in the God-given light of cons-
cience within us is historically untrue. The Mind-body
problem, in one or other form, existed before Protestants.
But he does not see that there is a difference between “being
conscious” and “being conscious of”. It is possible that the
object of ““of” is sometimes mistaken and consequently a false
judgement is made, but there is no sense in saying that “being
conscious” is itself fallible. Perhaps, Ryle is thinking in the
background of the ¢psychoanalytic theory of consciousness.”
According to psychoanalytic theory the greater part of our mind
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is unconscious and therefore, beyond the reach of our conscio-
usness. Ryle is attacking the substance-theory of mind and is,
at the sametime, sympathetic towards the Freudian theory of the
unconscious, a theory which has intimate connections with the
substance-theories of mind.

Ryle’s argument from infinite regress also shows his
failure to distinguish between two senses of the term <consci-
ousness.” The word *“conscious™ is used in the sense of
general awareness or vague feeling and also in the sense of
particular or distinct awareness, thatis, consciousness of
consciousness. Self-awareness or general awareness which is
implied in our conscious activities, is only vaguely felt or
known. But the consciousness of the consciousness is not so
vague and is felt self-intimating. Ryle does not see this point.

When we look at Ryle’s linguistic argument against
consciousness then the question arises as to whether the speech
habits of a person can be made a criterion for deciding about
the reality of a thing so obvious as consciousness. To argue
that we do not speak of “knowing™ in the context of light
does not imply that we cannot speak of knowing in that
context. Ryle sees a category mistake in philosophers’ argu-
ment. But he himself is committing a category mistake when
he compares mind to a ghost. Since consciousness or mind
is not a body it cannot appear as an object that is, as a ghost.
By replacing consciousness with disposition, Ryle does not get
any further. D.S. Millerl? quite rightly argues that nobody
would like to be a mere body without consciousness. A consci-

ous mind is the creator of all human values it is the source of
religion, art, literature and culture.18

The above survey of the psychologists’ approach to
subjectivity reveals the failure of psychologists to answering
the question : What is the nature of subjectivity or conscious-
ness 7 Though they point to the existence of a principle of
unity of our mental life, their explanation of mental life is
purely in objective terms. The reason for their failure to
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explain the nature of the principle of unity subjectively is due
to their method of approach to the problem. Being an empi-
rical science, psychology studies its subject matter objectively.
The knowledge of the working of our own minds is not
attained in the same way as our knowledge of the external
world. For example, I know the table which is present before
me in an objective fashion. That is, the table of my knowledge
is outside me. But my knowledge of the knowledge of the table
is quite different from my previous knowledge. The knowledge
of the knowledge of subject is known in an inner and subje-
ctive manner as an internal awareness. In other words, while
objects are known in an objective attitude, knowledge of
subjective phenomenon in general, is known in a different
fashion. Thus, the principle governing mental phenomena can
only be known subjectively. Such a subjective approach is
nowhere found in psychology. It is our contention in this
essay that all objective interpretations of *Self” are bound to
be false, because the objective method cannot lead us to the
ultimate solution of the problem of Self. Self can only be
studied in the subjective attitude,

Psychological introspection, as it is generally practised
cannot be regarded as being free from objectivity. Knowing
as a fact is not distinguished from the known in psychological
introspection.1® Psychological introspection is at best aware-
ness of the knownness of the object. It is a process of abstrac-
tion from the object of its modes of relatedness to the subject.
The “knownness” being meant as an accident of the object is
an abstraction from the known object. The basic problem of
psychological introspection is to determine what it is in the
object that makes it known and not what the subject should
be in order that it may know.

Thus, due to this objective approach a psychological
method of enquiry fails to understand the nature of Subjecti-
vity as a “knowing-function.”
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(B) METAPHYSICAL APPROACH

From the discussion on psychological approach, it
appeared that there must be a fundamental principle which
can account for the unity and continuity of mental phenomena.
The psychologists’ objective method fails to explain the nature
of this principle. For as soon as we regard subjectivity in the
external objective attitude. we make it an object. But Self, as
we pointed out earlier, refuses to be explained as an object.
It can be fully grasped only in the subjective attitude.

It is generally thought that an inquiry into the nature of
ultimate reality is the business of metaphysics and hence that
it is its task to determine the nature of Self. But the outlook
of metaphysics is objective like that of psychology. Also, all
metaphysical interpretations of the Self regard it as something
distinct from our awareness of it and hence are bound to fail.
The study of Self, therefore, does not come under the purview

of metaphysics, asis generally thought. In other words, no
metaphysics of Self is possible.

It has already been mentioned that by Self we mean the
subjectivity behind our mental states and processes which
unites and harmonises these into a unitary whole. Here we
are mainly concerned with ascertaining the metaphysical reality
of this subjectivity. Thus, we begin our discussion with the
established metaphysical theories of the Self. Generally, meta-
physical theories of Self are classified into objective and
subjective theories. This classification of theories is based on
their objective and subjective attitudes towards the Self.

Barring few exceptions like Kant and Hegel, almost all
western philosophers’ approach towards Self is objective.
Philosophers such as Socrates, Plato and their followers20
regard Self as something other than the knowing of it. These
thinkers hypostatised subjectivity into an immaterial, unchan-
ging, indestructible simple substance. Rationalists like Des-
cartes, Spinoza and others also talked in the same language.
Although empiricists like Locke, Berkeley and Hume were
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vehement critics of the notion of Self as a substance, they
failed to do justice to experience. Hume did the greatest
blunder in reducing the Self to “nothing but a bundle of diffe-
rent perceptions which succeed each other in a perpetual flux
and movement,21

In the realm of Indian thought the Charvaka, the Jains
and the Nyaya-Vaishesika theories may be classified as objective
in their attitude towards Self. The Charvakas, who are materia-
lists, believe that consciousness is a property of the body.
They reduce consciousness to a quality of the body because
we canpot apprehend it apart from the body. They do not
admit the existence of Self as a spiritual entity distinct from
the body. There are a number of difficulties with the Charvaka
notion that there is no Self apart from the body. The Charvakas
might be asked if the invariable concommittance of two things
imply that one must be a quality of the other. Is the percep-
tion of light a property of light since perception of light
cannot take place without light ? The Charvaka’s answer to
these questions could be negative, that is, perception of light
cannot be taken as property of light. The Charvaka’s objection
may further be answered by pointing out that our inability to
perceive light in the absence of light does not prove that perce-
ption of light is a property of light. On similar grounds our
inability to realise consciousness apart from the body does
not mean that consciousness is a quality of body. If consci-
ousness were an attribute of the body then others, besides the
owner of body, ought to have perceived it as we perceive
the properties of ordinary material things. But others
cannot perceive my consciousness because my consciousness is
my own.

According to the Charvaka’s the body is conscious. If the
body is conscious, then the different parts of the body must
also be regarded as conscious. If that is so, then every single
body would consist of different and innumerable knowers.
This breaks down the unity and continuity of our mental life.
Everybody, or rather, every personality, will be an instance of
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dissociated, disintegrated personality. A body having different
knowers with different conflicting motives will not be able to
perform any action. The body will not move at all because
its different knowers will move it in different opposite direc-
tions. Thus, the idea that the body is constituted of different
knowers is an absurdity because there is no means to prove it.
On the contrary, “the cognition that I who see by the eye also
hear by the ear”22 shows that there is only one knower in a
single body. Although there are a number of shortcomings
in the Charvaka position, for our purpose the above mentioned
objections are sufficient to prove the untenability of the
Charvaka conception of Self.

The Jain School also advances an objective interpretation
of Self. It opposes the materialistic conception of the soul
which avers that the Soul is identical with the body. According
to Jain thinkers, the Soul which is the principle of life is dis-
tinct from the body. It is erroneous to think that the principle
of life is either the product or the property of body. The Soul
is directly apprehended by internal perception or introspective
consciousness, and is the essence of the principle of life. It
occupies the whole of the body like a Jamp which illumines the
whole room, though remaining in a corner of the room.

The Jains classify Souls according to the number of its
sense organs. The highest are those who have five senses-—
touch, taste, smell, sight and hearing. Then we have souls
with four, chree. two and oune senses. The soul in its pure state
is possessed of infinite vision, (ananta darsana) infinite know-
ledge (ananta jnana) infinite bliss (ananta sukha), and infinite
power (ananta virya), while all the other jivas (samsarins) barring
pure souls (Mukta jiva) have all their power, purity, bliss and
knowledge covered with a thick veil of karma. which has been
accumulating in them from beginningless time. These souls
are infinite in number. These samsarin jiva are neither all
pervasive nor atomic, they occupy innumerable space points in
this mundane world and have limited size.
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The Advaita and other Indian philosophical schools have
criticised the Jain notion of self 22 However. we are not con-
cerned with the criticisms of the Jain notion of Self, our purpose
only being to show that the Jain notion of Self is not purely
subjective.24 Jains no doubt speak of a distinction between
the mode of apprehending objects on the one hand, and the
mode of apprehending the self on the other, but they fail to
develop the implications of this distinction. They ultimately
reduce Self to an object of knowledge. According to the Jains
the jneya or object of knowledge includes both the Self and the
not-Self. They fail to see that the analysis of subjectivity can
never be in the objective mode. Secondly, they regard consci-
ousness as identical with a sort of life principle. By accepting
this view they are attempting to describe the Self subjectively
by making it something external. Such an attempt ultimately
ends in reducing subjectivity to an object. Their demarcation
of souls on the basis of sense organs suggests that they are
describing Self in terms of physiological princeiples. No subjec-
tive approach can think of such objective gradation. Thus, the
Jains ultimately reduce subjectivity to the status of an object
by interpreting it in the objective attitude. They thus fail to
offer any satisfactory doctrine of Soul. '

The Nyaya-Vaishesika doctrine of Self is also equally
objective. According to this school the Self is a unique
permanent substance to which all cognitions, feelings and
conations belong as attributes. It is a spiritual substance with
consciousness as its attribute. It is howevr not an essential but
an accidental attribute.25 It is the substratum of consciousness,
but is not itself conscious. In fact the Self in an unconscious
(jada) substance capable of being qualified by states of consci-
ousness. Consciousness rises when the Self is related to the
manas and the manas to senses and the senses to external
objects. Otherwise there will be no consciousness. Self, however,
is not the same as the senses, for being products of matter they
cannot explain consciousness which is not material. Senses
are simple instruments which are used by the agent. Thus.
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the knowledge such as ‘I have seen’ cannot be attributed as
belonging to either the outer objects or the sense organs.26

Nyaya-Vaishesika thinkers repudiate the materialistic assu-
mption that consciousness is the product of body, and that the
Self is identical with the body or that it is identical with the
senses, etc. They also do not regard Self as being identical
with manas or mind, buddhi or intellect, upalabdhi or apprehen-
sion, Jnana or knowledge, as none of them can be regarded as
a substance. It is the perceiver of all that brings about pain
or pleasure (Sarvasya drasta), the experience of all pleasures
or pain (bhokta) and the knower of all things (Sarvanubhavi).
It is the permanent substance underlying all these mental states
and processes.

About the knowability of self there are differences among
the Nyaya-Vaishesika philosophers. According to the older
adherents of the system the Self cannot be known directly, It
is known either by the testimony of scriptures or by inference
from the functions of desire, volition, pleasure, pain and know-
ledge.2” These various mental phenomena cannot be explained
unless we admit a permanent Self to which this belong. But
later Naiyayikas hold that Self is directly known in internal
perception (Manasapratyaksa).28 Internal perception is a
perception either in the form of pure Self-consciousness which
is the result of the contact of the pure Self with the mind or it
is a perception through a secondary act of cognition.

It is argued that in the attempt of saving the unity and
identity of experience from the Buddhists’ ever-changing ever—
flowing flux of mental phenomena. the Naiyayikas hypostatised
a permanent, ubiquitous, spiritual self-substance. We have
already discussed the weakness of the notions of Self as subs-
tance, and hence there is no need here to repeat the argument.

According to the Naiyayikas the Self is an eternal infinite,
permanent, spiritual self-substance. At the same time it is
regarded as an unconscious or jada substance in which consci-
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ousness arises as an accidental attribute. The problem is how
to reconcile these two opposite views about the same Self ?
Spirituality and unconsciousness can never be attributed to the
self same substance in the same breath.

There aro other defects in the Nyaya concept of Self.
This school of Indian thought has reduced the consciousness to
an accidental attribute of the Self. The origin of consciousness
depends on the contact of two unconscious substances-soul and
matter. This contact is of a mechanical sort. There are various
intermediaries (such as manas, senses etc.) in this process which
are mechanically connected with each other. Thus, it appears
that this doctrine also takes Self as object.

The later Naivayikas view that Self 1s immediately perce-
ived is a distinct improvement on the previous theory of Self.
But the importance of this improvement appears to be very
slight when we consider the opinion of one group of thinkers
according to whom the Self is known only through a
secondary cognition. The main defect of such a view is that
it involves an infinite regress. In such a situation, for the
awareness of first consciousness a second state of awareness is
necessary, but in the same way a third would be necessary to
know the second, and so on ad infinitum. Not only this, accord-
ing to such a view, the consciousness through which the Self is
known, is reduced to the status of an object which it cannot
be. Thus, it may be concluded that the very knowledge of the
self substance would be an impossibility if we are to accept the
above explanation of the later Naiyayikas.

There is another group of later Naiyayikas according to
whom Self is directly apprehended or perceived through internal
perception as self consciousness. This may be treated as a
suggestion for a subjective interpretation. But this suggestion
was not worked out to its natural fruititon. The directly
perceived self-consciousness is not shown to be the essence of
Self. Consciousness, which arises out of a contact of the Self
with the not—Self is not regarded as the essence of Self. It is
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simply regarded as an accidental attribute of the Self. Although
they have regarded the state of liberation as one of detached
Self-hood, even in this situation they have regarded Self as a
padartha or a knowable object among other objects, Thus,
ultimately we find an ingrained objectivism in this approach
and the ray of hope of subjectivism which appeared for a
moment could not stay for a longer period. This objective bias
led them to think that Self is a kind of substance like other
substances, which are distinct from the consciousness which
apprehends them. The objective attitude does not allow the
Naiyayikas to realize that subjectivity or consciousness it Self
is the Self. The Nyaya Vaishesikas?9, as we have seen, regard
Self as something referred to by the knowledge of it and thus
end in reducing Self to an object. This is also the defect of the
Jains, not to speak of the Charvakas. The only difference
between the Naiyayikas and the Jains and Charvakas is that
inspite of their deep-rooted objectivism, there is a leaning in
them towards a subjective interpretation of Self.

When we study the doctrines of Self as advanced by the
Buddhists the Mimamsakas, the school of Samkhya-Yoga and
that of the Vedantin Ramanuja, we observe a clear oscillation
between the subjective and the objective modes of interpreta-
tion. These theories cannot be regarded as being out and
out subjectivistic in their interpretation. Rather, they may
better be described as an intermixture of the subjective and the
objective interpretations of Self.

In Buddhism we fiind the two-fold classification and
analysis of the constituent units of consciousness. The first
classifies the constituents of experience under the two heads—
Nama and Rupa30 Nama denotes the mental, which includes
manas or mind, citta and vijnana or consciousness, and the
Rupa denotes the physical constituents. These two—the nama
(the mental) and rupa (bodily)—comprise all that can be spoken
of as self.31  The second classification talks about five compo-
nent parts of consciousness of skandhas. These are : (i) Rupa
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(denoting body), (ii) Vedana (a feeling which results from sense
object contact and gives rise to desire), (iii) Samjna (sensuous
and mental perception), (iv) Samskaras (mental dispositions and
will), and (v) Vijnana or consciousness. These two classifica-
tions cover all the multitude of mental phenomena. Beyond
these, there is no permanent Self. We do not perceive Self;
we may only perceive on or more of these constituents of
consciousness.

According to the Buddhists, as it has been pointed out,
there is no permanent Self substance beyond the flux of cons-
cious states and processes, though they also believe in the con-
tinuity of the stream of consciousness. They illustrate this
continuity with the example of a lamp burning throughout the
night. The flame is not permanent; it changes constantly and
yet there is an unbroken succession of different flames. Thus,
the Buddhist thought the notion of Self-substance is replaced
by an unbroken series of consciousness. Buddhistic notion of
Self closely resembles Hume’s theory of Self.32

In the Buddhistic theory of Self (as a series of a changing
phenomena of consciouness) attention is centered mostly on
the objective plurality which is regarded as distinct from the
subjective awareness of it. This school of thought does not
give any importance to the underlying unity of the plurality
without which plurality cannot be explained. Itisa simple
fact that without an unchanging locus, change cannot be con-
ceived at all. This unity cannot be achieved in the objective
attitude in which they approach the problem of Self. This can
only be achieved in the subjective attitude which is free from
all objective plurality. Thus, we can say that the Buddhists
interpret Self in the objective attitude as something external to
subjective awareness.

The objective attitude is more prominent in the Vaibha-
sika and Sautrantika schools of Hinayana Buddhism. On the
other hand, the Vijanavadins and the Yogacharas, and the
Shunyavadins or the Madhyamikas, the Mahayana Buddhistic
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schools, point out the shortcomings of the objective attitude.
According to the Vijanavadins or the Yogacharas, conscious-
ness is the only reality. It is both the subject that knows and
the object that is known. The distinction between subject and
object is a distinction made by consciousness itself and not a
relation between two independent realities, the Self and Not-
self. In other words, object other than its knownness is non-
existent and consciousness alone may be said to posit itself as
the object. Thus, its leanings towards subjectivism seem
unmistakable.

Shankara33 has shown the contradiction in the Viganava-
dins notion that there is only consciousness and the conscious-
ness of the object is not distinct from the act of cognition. We
are always conscious of something and never merely conscious.
To be dependent on consciousness is not to be a part of it. To
say that perceptual consciousness takes the form of the thing
cognized and therefore, we are never conscious of a thing, but
only of a form of our consciousness is, according to Shankara,
absurd. If, from the start, there were no objects, perception
could never have been able to take the form of objects. It is
because objects exist that consciousness can take their forms.
If it is argued that the sense of externality is a creation of our
consciousness, though there is nothing external to conscious-
ness, and as Samkara argues, if there is really nothing external,
how could an illusion of externality ever take place ?

It appears, therefore, that thereis a conflict in this
system between the subjective and the objective attitudes. The
subjective leanings urge the Yogacharasto deny the independent
existence of extra-mental objects. But this system handles the
problem incorrectly. Instead of asserting that objects are what
the subjectivity is not and subjectivity can free itself from the
object, they deny the existence of objects altogether. It is true
that Shankarite subjectivism also denies the existence of every
objectivity other than the Self, but its denial is vaild only from
the parmarthic or transcendental point of view. It is the stage
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where the self realises its non-duality and the illusoriness of
all objectivity. This stage is realized by a gradual process of
withdrawal from objects and corresponding realization of
subjectivity. In other words, the Self realizes its free nature,
its freedom from the object through a gradual process of
withdrawal from objects. On the contrary, the Yogacharas
reduce all objects to a non-entity at the external level.

To posit an oscillation between the subjective and the
objective attitudes is to interpret the Self like that of the
Vijannavadins seems also present in the Madyamikas or
Shunyavadins. The difference between the two systems on this
point is not fundamental but rather one of method. The
Madhyamikas regard Self as nothing permanent, no distinct
entity besides the five skandhas, the sum total of conscious
states. The uninterrupted series of momentary states is all we
mean by Self.3¢ The phenomena of experience according to
this system can neither be asserted to be real nor denied to be
such. They cannot be regarded as both real and unreal. Also
they cannot be looked upon as neither real nor unreal. This
is the reason why this doctrine is called the Madhyamika or
middle doctrine. Existence and non-existence have only a
relative truth, and there is no reality in them or anything else.
Viewed from the phenomenal level, the absolute is nothing_
(Shunyam tatvam). It cannot be apprehended through the finite
categories of reason and language. This ultimate reality can-
not be apprehended as an object of experience. It is void or
shunyata. As applied to the world of experience, shunyata means
the ever changing state of the phenomenal world.

On a closer inspection of the above mentioned thesis of
the Shunyavadin, it may be said that the negative characteriza-
tions of the ultimate reality are intended by this system to
emphasize the fact that it can be apprehended only through a
negation of objectivity., It suggests that the Madhyamikas
agree with Shankara. It is true that both agree in regarding
the reality as a (the) non-dual, unchangingly real and assert
that the underlying truth of existence is apprehensible only in
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the subjective attitude. But they differ in their conceptions of
the essence of this reality. According to the Shunyavadins its
essence cannot be described. On the other hand. Samkara
thinks that though it cannot be described like other objects of
experience, still the most faithful characterization of this reality
is expressed through viewing it as the identity of conscious-
ness, Being and Bliss. In other words, Shankara argues that
the ultimate reality when subjectively apprehended is found to
be unqualifiedly identical with Self or consciousness as such.
On the other hand, the Madhyamikas are of the opinion that
reality appears to be devoid of all essence.

Although the Shunyavadins denounce the ultimate reality
of all phenomena its deep-seated objectivism still fumbles for
some reality thatis other than subjectivity. Their objective
attitude is also evident in the emphasis they lay on the chang-
ing plurality. As we have already said in the objective attitude
change appears to be more real than changelessness. This
objective bias ultimately leads the Shunyavadins to argue that
at the empirical level there is no knowledge of any permanent
principle behind the felt plurality of experience.

Thus, in spite of their leanings towards the subjective
attitude, the Mahayana Buddhists fail to give up their objective
attitude and this accounts for their failure to offer a satisfa-
ctory solution of the problem of Self. Hinayana Buddhists
also, as we have already seen, do not advance a convincing
theory of Self. On the basis of the above discussion it may
be said that the Buddhistic account of Self, irrespective of its
various developments in different schools, is unanimous in
contending that as a permanent enduring subjectit is no-
where to be discovered behind the aggregate of the fleeting
multitude of conscious phenomena. If everything changes
constantly from moment to moment then nothing can be
identical and thus the sense of personal identity becomes
inexplicable. The fact is that the identity of consciousness is
the undeniable truth of our personality without which memory,
perception, desire and other mental events cannot be explained
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properly.35  Kant36 has rightly argued that in order that know-
ledge may be possible, the different kinds of empirical consci-
ousnesses should be connected in one Self-consciousness. The
possibility of knowledge implies the determination of the
successive feelings by a unifying principle which transcends this
series and consequently is not a part of it.

We have seen the major defects in the Buddhistic notion
of Self as a series of everchanging conscious states. In the
analysis of their notion of Self, as we have shown, two distinct
tendencies—objective and subjective—are present. The same
oscillation between the subjective and objective attitudes is also

noticeable in the Mimamsa doctrine of Self.

The Mimamsakas regard the Self as distinct from the
body, the senses and the understanding or buddhi 37 Mimamsa
accepts the existence of Self, Self as an eternal and infinite
substance related to a real body in a real world. But the body
cannot be regarded as identical with the Self. Kumarila argues
that the true reason for admitting the Self to be different from
the body is that the body cannot explain the origin of know-
ledge, feeling and willing. No consciousness which is the quality
of Self is found in a dead body. Consciousness is said to arise
when some conditions e, g., sense—object contact are present.
In support of the above contention, the Mimamsakas cite the
instances of dreamless sleep and liberation. In these states
consciousness is absent because of the absence of sense object
contact. Thus, they conclude that consciousness is not the
essence of Self. It is a quality of Self which results when certain
conditions like sense-object contact are present. The Self is
the infinit eternal and permanent substratum of all conscious
states or processes.38 The Mimamsa notion of Self is thus more
or less like other objective theories such as that of the Nyaya

Vaishesika 39
The Mimamsaka’s notion of Self is objective. They also

add the conception of plurality of selves to their notion of Self.
I'he olurality which is a feature of outside objects is transferred
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to the underlying unity of conscious phenomena, for example,
my actions are due to my soul, other actions are traced to other
souls. Dharma and adharma, which are qualities of the Self,
differ. This difference requires the existence of different souls.40
If we raise the question as to how the Self is known according
to the Mimamsakas, then we find that their theory of Self
reveals a distinct oscillation between the subjective and objec-
tive modes of apprehension. According to Prabhakara, the
Self is known through knowledge which is Self revealing. The
Self is known through knowledge as the substratum of know-
ledge. He would arque that knowledge of the object and
knowledge of the Self as knower are inseparable. The Self is
not known through itself but through Self-revealing knowledge
which reveals both the Self as knower and the object of know-
ledge in one single act of perception.

Acco}ding to the Bhatta Mimamsakas, the assertion of the
Prabhakara Mimamsakas, that consciousness of Self and consci-
ousness of object are always simultaneously revealed in the
Self-same act of Self-illuminating cognition, is not supported
by experience. For example, my consciousness of a particular
object, say, a pot, would have always been accompanied by
judgements such as “I know the pot™, if the theory .were true.
But this obviously is not the case. We may know a pot but
we do not always know that we cognise it. This indicates that
consciousness of Self does not always accompany the consci-
ousness of object and is, therefore, something distinct from it.

In the opinion of the Bhatta thinkers. the Self is known
directly through the internal perception or manasapratyaksa.
But at the same time it is also known as the subject or subs-
tratum of that knowledge in as much as it is not an unintelli-
gent substratum of consciousness, but is itself of the nature of
consciousness. However the Prabhakaras object to such a
conception of the Bhattas. The Bhattas have argued at length
to establish their position. According to them the Self is both
conscious and unconscious and there is no incompatibility in
its being regarded at the same time both as the subject as well
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as the object of cognition. They find evidence of the conscious
and the unconscious aspects of soul in the cognition that
follows the states of deep, dreamless sleep (shuspti). In short it
may be said that the Mimamsaka notion of self oscillates bet-
ween two diverse attitudes of interpretation—the subjective
and objective interpretations.

The same tendency may also be traced in the Samkhya—
Yoga theory of Self. According to Samkhya there are two
ultimate realities— Purusa or Self and Prakrti or nature. The
universe of things and beings is an evolution resulting from the
copresence of the two.

According to Samkhya the purusa or Self is without
beginning or end, devoid of qualities, subtle and omnipresent,
omniscient. It is consciousness and unrelated to Prakrti. It is a
mere witness, an indifferent spectator. Purusa is the eternal
subject, it is self-positing, self-certifying consciousness. Purusa’s
nature as the unfailing light of eternally Self-reveallng, Self-
validating consciousness (Sad Prakasha svarupa) does not
change. Its non-existence cannot be proved by any one.

Samkhya draws a distinction between Purusa or pure
consciousness and the empirical individual as well as between
pure consciousness and empirical cognition. The empirical
individual is the Self as distingushed by the conjunction of the
sense and the body.41 Purusa with ahankara is the jiva and
not purusa in itself. The purusa is indifferent to all worldly
concerns. Samkhya also makes a distinction between pure
consciousness or purusa and empirical cognition. Empirical
cognition requires the mediation prakrti for both its being and
validation. Purusa, on the contrary is Self-certifying and
Self-existent.

A closer lock at the Samkhya conception of Purusa shows
a close affinity with the subjectivism of Advaita Vedanta. Like
Advaita Vedanta it regards Self as pure subjective conscious-
ness is conceived as Self-revealing and a distinction in drawn,
as in Vedanta, between the purusa and the jiva—the real Self
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and the empirical ego. Although Samkhya regards the Purusa
or pure subjectivity as the culminating point of the subjective
attitude, however, it falls short of pure subjectivism as prea-
ched by Advaita Vedanta. On the one hand, while Advaita
rejects the object as being anything positive, Samkhya, on the
other hand, follows a different procedure. It posits the object
in its positive identity over and against pure subjectivity;
Prakrti over and against Purusa. In the Samkhya attempt to
“establish plurality of selves subjectivism becomes intermingled
with traits of objectivism. If individuality be a brute datum,
it contradicts Purusa’s nature as Self-luminous consciousness.
So in Samkhya, as we have seen, subjectivism is highly develo-,
ped but the objective attitude is no less strong.

A critical analysis of the Vishistadvaita of Ramanuja’s
theory of self, in its relation to Brahman of the ultimate reality
and the objective world, is sufficient to show the confiict of
two diverse attitudes of apprehension, viz., the subjective and
the objective. According to him, there is an independent reality
of objects apart from the world of souls. Thus, there seems to
be no distinction between the way in which the knowledge of
objects differs from that of the knowledge of souls. The object
is not regarded as a negation of the subject, rather, it is regar-
ded as being quite independently real, something that is set
over and against subjectivity in its positive being. As we have
seen this view is the reverse of the subjective attitude. In the
subjective attitude, the object as something external to subjecti-
vity, is felt to be false. In the subjective attitude, subjectivity
is felt as a conscious freedom from objects. Ramanuja’s
objective attitude may also be found in his description of souls
as atomic. When he says that souls are atomic, he is assigning
some structure to souls. Structure is essentially an objective
quality, external objects are described by this quality. Thus,
his description of souls as atomic is a transference of objective
qualities to subjectivity, which is possible only when one inter-
prets subjectivity from an objective standpoint.

In the opinion of Ramanuja cit and acit are vishesanas of
Brahman and these vishesanas are eternally dependent and






