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'No inducement is needed. There are those wtto long 

for truth with a longing as simple, as ultimate, as 

powerful as the drunkard's longing for his wine and 

the lover's longing for his beloved. They wi ll 

search, because they must. Our search has begun.' 

-McTaggart, ''Dare to be Wise'', 
Philosophical Studies. 



PREFACE 

At the end of his Preface to the second and final 

volume of his Examination of McTaggart's Philosophy, 

c.o. Broad remarks: ''I derive a certain satisfaction 

from reflecting that there is one subject at least about 

which I probably know more than anyone else in the 
\ 

universe with the possible exc~ption of God (if he exists) 

and McTaggart (if he survives)o'' Without grudging 
' Broad his satisfaction, and without denying myself a 

satisfaction of a different sort, I must at once submit 

that I have no such claim to make. Nor doe s this essay 

claim that clearness of thought which comes but to 'the 

finished student of metaphysics•o Sometimes it is 

enough that one has stayed in the company of a mastero 

One commits an intellectual solecism if one does 

not approach a great thinker with a kind of aesthetic 

sympathy. No thought can be ' ruly appreciated witho~ a 

preliminary effort to accept it on its own terms, even if 

it is true that that is not the end of the matter. One 

has to dwell continually on the thought being studied and 

to keep oneself ready for translocation to a world of 

quite new riches of reflection and challenges to thoughto 

A good deal of what is found in this realm may seem 

fantastic, even paradoxical1 to initial applications of 

attentiono But one has to be patiento After all, when 

has philosophy adhered to the merely everyday way of 

looking at things? That McTaggart affords a supreme 

exampl e , in modern times, of how the seemingly paradoxical 

may yet be able to deliver to closer attention some grains 

of indubitable sense, will, it is hoped, become clear as 

we proceed. 
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The question of Self that I have s elected for the 

present enquiry nearly spans the whole of McTaggart's 

metaphysics as embodied in his major works, specially in 

his magnum opus, The Nature of Existence. And it is easy 

to see why the problem in question has far-reaching lin-

kages: Selves, in his system, are the only primary consti

tuents of the universe. However, I could not deal with 

everything of value in McTaggart's philos ophy. I had to 

pick what seemed to be of immediate relevance to the 

subject. So, issues like Value in the Universe, the 

problem of Good and Evil have been left out. McTaggart 

is one of the few Idealists who have accorded a place of 

pre-eminence to self. One need only recall how F.H. 

Bradley forces · ~he issue to the periphery of metaphysical 

thinking. In McTaggart,even the Absolute, though It is 

all-encompassing and infinite, is not allowed to swallow 

the finite 
1

selves. Ther~fore, if McTaggart is an AbsolUtist, 

he is so with a difference. Perhaps his philosophy may 

be called '·~_lutistic pluraliWm=': without violence to 

the substance of his thought. 

It may seem too late in the day and a waste of 

effort to work on a metaphysician, especially of an ideali

stic persuasion. Not only Idealism, but metaphysics in 

general, have been under a cloud for more than half a 

century. And the practitioners of philosophy - with some 

notable exceptions - have all too often fallen for the 

immediate or 'the latest•. In philosophy, as indeed in 

literature, there is perhaps always a bias for the 

contemporary. I say so, not by way of seeking a surrep

titous vindication of my own effort, but only to notice 

that even philosophizing is not always wholly free from 

the foibles which afflict men at a different level. As 

for my own toil, I have found in the writings of McTaggart 
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sufficient vitality and philosophic depth of a rare kind 

to feel free of the guilt. And,should one persist in 
I 

contending that absolutistic metaphysics is a barren 

venture, I would like to confront him with the fol lowing 

from C.D. Broad: 

''Even if I admitted that all systems of specu
lative philosophy are necessarily futile, I 
would remark t~at much greater philosophers 
than I have devoted their time to much greater 
nonsense than this. For has not Bertrand 
Russell laboured in several volumes to make 
a coherent philosophical doctrine out of the 
thin crudities of Behaviourism?... It is plain 
that Absolutism is the philosophica l ex pre
ssion of an aspect of reality which has pro
foundly impressed some of the greatest thinkers 
in all parts of the world and at all periods of 
human history. If the Vedantists, Plotinus, 
Spinoza and Hegel (to mention no others) all 
talked what appears, when literally interpreted, 
to be nonsense, it is surely a most s ignificant 
fact that men of such high intelligence and of 
such different races and traditions should inde
pendently have talked such very similar non
senseo•• To me, for one, this fact strongly 
suggests that there is a genuine and important 
aspect of reality, which is either ineffable, or 
if not, is extremely hard to express coherently 
in language which was, no doubt, constructed to 
deal with other aspects of the universe.''! 

It has not be~n always easy to negotiate with 

McTaggart's thought. Though rightly noted for the lucid, 

austere and arresting quality of his prose, McTaggart is 

by no means an easy thinker. At times I almost gave up 

in despair. And even now, when I am about to close, I 

wonder whether I have succeeded in distilling the true 

meaning from his works, though definite premises are 

here stated ip plain language and clear conclusions drawn 

by means of argument which seems cogent even where it is 

intricate. In fact, in this respect McTaggatt has been 

1. Examination of McTaggart's Philosophy, 
vol. I, pp. li-lii. 
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ranked higher than thinkers like Kant, Hegel, or Bradleyo 

The nature of the issue in hand has sometimes 

compelled me to enter into the bylanes of thought, even 

at the risk of appearing digressive. But it seemed un-

avoidable to me. In the main my effort has been to 

expound and interpret, and this has occasionally involved 

a measure of construction too. But I have not refrained 

from taking sides where it seemed demanded by the lead of 

thought itselfo At times I have also had t o defend 
I 

\ 
McTaggart, not \ so much against attacks, as against misconce-

ptions. That should not however be construed to mean that 

I am always in agreemeni wit~ the doctrine defended, but 

only that its criticisms seem to me weak or mistaken. 

Despite the many difficulties involved in some of his 
I 

doctrines, there is much in McTaggart's thought which is 

meaningful and of value; and much that seems to be over-

whelming because of its depths and heightso We find in 

his works intensive and elaborate discussion of such 

fundamental concepts as Substance, Quality, Relatior., 

Cause, Time, Infinite Divisibility, Beliefs, Propositions; 

and I may add, ''the value of much of this discussion is 

independent 9f the philosophical structure which is erected 

upon it.•• 1 What is more, when we are told by McTaggart, 

in the end, that love is the ultimate characteristic of 

the Absolute Itself, we feel relieved to find that what 

here faces us is no mere 'soulless• jointing of hypotheses, 

but a philosophic system with a living structure and a 

distinct individuality, nay a form of life, available and 

1. C.D. Broad, op. cit., I, p. lii. 
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of interest to all humanity. If we here recall that 

McTaggart readily published,during th~ First World War , 

cheap reprints of two chapters from his Some Dogmas of 

Religion simply with the aim of comforting the bereaved 

with the assurance that there were rational grounds for 

hoping that loving heart5 could not be permanently 

separated, it becomes easy to see how seriously he took 

some of his own beliefs and how much faith he placed 

in the powers of human reason. Metaphysics, by which 
• II he meant 'the svstemat1c study of the ultimate nature of 

reality•} was for him a going concern and part of the 

human condition. The queFtion e.g. whether a self is 

immortal, remained for McTaggart - and in spite of Hegel 

a terribly important question on the answer to which, he 

thought, depended our view of human destiny and our atti-

tude towards ourselves. 

The occasion gives ,me the opportunity of expressing 
I 

my indebtedness to those who have helped me in pursuing 

and completing this work. I desire in particular to 

express my deep gratitude to my supervisor Dr. S .K. Saxena, 

formerly Professor of Philosophy at this University. He 

went through the entire manuscript and gave me the benef1t 

of his l~arned op1nion on both the form and substance of 

this thesis. \ His kind encouragement and personal 
I 

involvement with the work have been an asset to me all 

along. I also here acknowledge the help I received from 

Professor P.T. Geach. Correspondence with him has enabled 

me to have a fresh look at some of the problems. Nor can 

1. Some Dogmas of Religion, Sec.l. Italics mineo 
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I forget the kind assistance of my f~iend Dr. Kanshi Ram. 

He read an earlier draft of the theSis and made helpful 

suggestions. Another valued friend to whom I feel inde-

bted is Mr. P.P. Dobhal. With him I had frequent dis

cussions on McTaggart's philosophy and Idealism in 

general. He gave me both advice and encouragement even 

when he was himself in the midst of an intense personal 

suffering. Not all help, however, is articulate; and I 
• 

think of my wife as I say so. Her patient and watchfu l 

attention to my changing needs during the course of my 

absorption in work, and for~bearance when I found it 

difficult to attend to household duties, have all along 

sustained me. I know she m~y not like to know how much 

I owe to her. Another 'source of quiet, but vital, help 

has been the Delhi University Library System. For their 

kind courtesy and efficiency I thank its staff. Without 

their help, it is obvious, ~his work would not have been 

possible. I am thankful to Mr. Virender Singh Rawat and 

Mr. Joginder Singh typed the thesis with care 

and made it ready in time. I must also here acknowledqe 

the substantial help received from the University Grants 

Commission in terms of a Teacher-Fellowship for three 

years. I am sincerely grateful to my physician Dr. P.B. 

Vyas who brought me back from the brink of a virtual 

breakdown during the course of my work. Professor S.R. 

Bhatt, the present Head of t~e Philosophy Department has 

given me whatever help he could for the pursuance of my 

work and submission of this thesis. Such help lightens 

the burden of protracted research, and so I thank him 

warmly. 

It is this many-sided help that has enabled me to 

make a serious and detailed attempt. But it has no 



pretensions to exhaustiveness. I am aware of its 

defects and blemishes, and am alone responsible for 

themo 
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Only some of the philosoph ers from whose works 

and criticisms I have profited are mentioned in the 

footnotes and in the bibliographyo As for the rest, 

this work, I am sure, will echo some of their deep - and 

in cas e of some, even unconscious - influenceso 

A word, in the end, about t~e bibliographic 

citations and footnotes. All the works of McTaggart and 

of Broad 2n McTaggart have been referred to in abbrevia-

tions, explained in section entitled as ''Abbreviations''o 

Since most of McTaggart's works are divided into sections, 

I have nowhere failed to give the section numbers in 

references. Occasionally, however, I have also simulta-

neously referred to page numbers wherever the occasion so 

demanded. In case of McTaggart's 1 he Nature of Existence, 

I thought it prudent to avoid (except sometimes when 

the page numbers have been indicated) referring to the 

volume number, for the reason that the section numbers 

(like the chapter numbers) run consecutively through the 
• 

two volumes of this work. The first volume, I may add, 

ends at Section 293. 

R.K.S. 



ABBREVIATIONS 
/ 

The following abbreviations have been used for 

J.McT.E. McTaggart's books (M) and CoD. Broad's work (B) 

on McTaggart throughout this worko 

SHD(M) stands for 

SHC(M) 

SDR(M ) 

CHL(M ) 

NE(M) 

Studies in the Heg elian Jialecti c, 

New York: Russell and Russell, 

Reissued, 1964, repr oduced from 

the 2nd Edition, revised, of 1922 

with permis sion of Cambridge Uni

versi~y Pre ss: 1st Ed i tion 1896o 

Studies in Hegelian Cosmolooy, . 

'Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 2nd Edition, 1918 ; 1st 

Edi~ion 1901. 

J I 

Some Dogmas of Religion, New York: 

Greenwood Press, Reprint 1968 ; 

lst published in 1906 by Edward 

Arnold, Londono 

A Commentary on Hegel's Logic, 

New York: Russell and Russell, 

Inc., Reis s ued,l964,with permission 

of Cambridge Universi t y Press; 

1s t Edition 1910o 

The Nature of Exi stence , vol . I. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, Reprinted 1968; 1st Edition 

1921; Vol. II, edited by C. D. Br oad, 

Cambridge 1968; 1st Edition 1927 

(Section numbers and Ch ap ters are 

continuous.) 
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·-
Examination (B) 

(ix) 

Philosophical Studies , edited with 

an introduction by s.v. Keeling, 

London: E. Arnold; New York: 

Longmans, Green , 1934. (A colle

ction of articles.) 

£xamination of McTaggart's 

Philosophy, Vol. I, New York: 

Octagon Books, Repr inted 1976 

with permission of Cambridge 

University Press; 1st Edition 1933. 

Volume II (printed as t wo parts), 

Octagon ~ooks , Reprinted 1976 with 

permission of Cambridge University 

Press; 1st Edition 1938. 
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CHAPTER - I 

MEANING AND REALITY OF THE SELF 

'dha tever view one ultimately forms of McTa0gart 's 

thought as a whole , it would, I think, be gene rally 

'admitted that in his system the self r emains central in 

!point of metaphysical importance. The selves constitute 

orimary parts of the universe - which knows no other deni-

zens - and so occupy a singular position in the universe. 

They alone , again , ar¥ experients - as distinguished from 

their own parts which are secondary parts of the universe, 

and which are experiences (and not experients) . The univer-

se , in McTaggart's view- as in agreement wi th the Hegelian 

Idealists - ts in the end a spiritual unity. And since 

spirituality is ''the quality 0f having content, all of 
\ 

,hich is the content of one or more selves' •1 the selves 

\ (along with lhe~r expe~iences) exhaus t among themselves 

th e entire content of the universe. It is here implicit 

that the selyes have t l be real or, to use Frege's termi

nology, primarily 'actual'. The universe cannot consist 

of primary constituents which are not actual. Now, since, 

folloNing Bradley2 , we can always dis tinguish the 'that' 

aspect ond the 'what' aspect of an entity - even if the 

two are in fact inseparable from each other - the first 

concern of our present enquiry may well be a discussion 

\of /.~cTac;qurt 's arguments for the 'that' or reality of the 

self. 

~.icTaggart does not directly come to this question 

until , quitc late in his major work , NE , in the second 

1. J. MeT . E. McTaggart, !~E , SP.c . 381 . 

2 . F.H. Bradley, Appeara nc0 and Reality (Oxford : 
Clarendon Press, rep. 1968 ; 1st ed . 1893), 
Chapter XV. 
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volume of which he discusses it in the chapter entitled 

''Spirit''• His account there is generally identical 

with his discussion of the same in the article on 

''Personality'' in£§- a collection of his essays edited 

by s.v. Keeling. In our discussion we shall make use of 

both these accounts. 

The Reality of the Self: McTaggart's Argument 

The argument of the reality of the self McTaggart 

1 
bases on the self's perception of itself. But this de-

monstration, although very important, is, strictly 

speaking, provisional. 1 Perception according to McTaggart 

can err; so what it here tells us only is that something 

appears to be a self. McTaggart indeed believes tha t a 

firmer qround is not ~nly desirable but available and 

that by a metaphysical argument it can be shown that the 
\I 

self satisfies certain conditions - which anything existent 
1 

must satisfy - the condi~ions, namely, of infinite differen-

tiation ,of substance and
1 
detennination by determining 

correspondence, and that there{ore the self exists as a 

substance. That is, in one word, it is not until we have 

considered what nature the self possesses that we can 

with definiteness determine that it is real, and that it 

is a substance. This latter aspect of McT aggart 's effort 

has been dealt with in Chapters II and III. For the 

present we shall exclusively be concerned with the argu

ment that bases the proof of the se l f ' s reality on its 

perception of itself . 

''Perception'' is a highly important term in 

McTaggart's system and, in his application of it, he is 

1. We however feel that the argument is of far
reaching conseque~ce, and provides the only 
empirical ground that exists for demonstrating 
the reality of the self . 

2 . NE Sec . 302 . _, 
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not strictly gu ided by th e popula r usage. Perception 

1 for McTaqgart is that ''species of awareness which we 

~ have of the existent - awareness be inq a mental state 

which is not belief , though it is knowledge''. 1 It i s 

a ''species of awareness '' because, although it shares 

t he ch aracteristic of being knowledge with all awareness, 

it is also different from the latte r in an important res-

pect. McTaggart reserves the names ''Perception'' and 

''Awareness '' for different kinds of awareness . i/hile 

''perception'' i s the awareness of a substunce, ''aware-

ness'' is the awareness of characteristics. I I It 

[perception] is distinguished, again, from other awareness 

by being awareness of substances, as opposed to that 

awareness of characteristics which tells us what a quality 

like yellow, or a relation like superiority, is in it-
j 

self. •• 2 So whenever,McTagg art uses ''perception'', he uses 

it in the particular sense mentioned above. So i f a self 

perceives its~lf, it p~rceives itself as a substance. 

't The self , accord ing to McTaggart , is a real ity and 

is known to us because we directly perceive it. To 

quote his owrl words: \ 

''I snould say that the quality of being a 
self is a simple quality which is known to 
me bedause I perceive - in the strict sense 

of the word - one substance as possessinq this 
quality. This substance is myself, And I 
believe that every self-conscious being - t hat 
is, every self who knows that he is a self -
directly perceives himself in this manner .' •3 

1. Ibid., Sec. 44o 

4 . I bid ., Sec. 299, Cf. also ~ec. 4 4o 

3. I b id., Sec. 382. 



4 

But although its reality becomes evident through our 

}perception of it, the self's existence as such is not 

. I contingent upon that perception; perception is rrot a 

necessary condition, though it is a proof, of its exis-, 
tence. As McTaggart at a different place says: 

''There is a quality- the one which we have 
called selfness - which can only be perceived 
by me, in present experience, when I am self

conscious, since, in present experience, I can 
only perceive it in mysel\ , but which is a 

1 quality which can exist without self-consciousness.'' 

We may here in passing notice a certain Cartesian 

ring about McTaggart's premise. Like for Descartes, for 

McTaggart too, the self is known in experience, and is 

to be distinguished from the thought it thinks or from 

the experience it has. And this distinction becomes 

apparent for both in introspection. For both again, it 

is reflection- McTaggart's self-consciousness and 

Descartes cogito- which gives us the first intimations 

of the self. But whereas Descartes notice an empirical 

fact and ,left it to each rf us to satisfy himself about 

its truth by his own perception, McTaggart does not think 

that the fact that the self 1! known in perception is so 

obvious ~ fact as Descartes thought to be, and so argues 

why the self must be known in perception. He seems to 

suggest that not only as a matter of psychological fact are 

there moments when I directly perceive myself-as Descartes 

duly noticed - but that there must be moments when I so 
2 perceive myself. To deny that there are some such moments 

would amount to saying that all self-knowledge is obtained 

1. 1219·• Sec.399. 

2. Cf. S.V. Keeling, ''Introduction'',£§, p.29. 
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discursively, and that the self is known only by description. 

It is true no doubt that much of self-knowledge is discursive, 

as is apparent from such descriptive statements in which ''I'' 

appears as the grammatical subject, and which we seem to 

understand perfectly well. And it is also true that the 

existence of a self cannot be inferred from the fact that 

we understand many statements about ''I'' and also know them 

to be true. Yet not all the knowing of myself is exhausted 

in or derived from the knowing of such descriptive statements 

as contain ''I'' as the grammatical subject. There remains 

some knowledge of the self which has its source in our 

direct perception of ourselves, and which can only be 

accounted for in terms of that perception. 

This argument about the introspective awareness of 

)

the self must, I think, be distinguished from the Kantian 

''1 think'' which only remains a logical and transcendental 

; presupposition, and which postulates the self as merely 

''thinkable'' rather than as intuitable or knowable. What 

is missed in introspection is sought to be achieved through 
I 

thought. In McTaggart on the other hand it is introspective 

experience throughout. This McTaggart tries to prove by a 

complex and elaborate rgument, the prominent features of 

which we shall discus~ below. The argument in its main 

outlin.e, McTaggart admits, is taken from Russell's article 

dn ''Knowledde by Acqu~ itance and Knowledge by Descriptiono' •1 

At any moment, says McTaggart, I am aware of certain character-

istics-e.g., of equality, to take his own illustration- and 

1. Bertrand Russell, Mysticism and Logic (London : 
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., Bth ' imp., 1949; 
1st published as ''Philosophical Essays'', 1910) 1 Chapter X. A version of the article is also 
contained in Russell's The Problems of Philosophy 
(London : Oxford University Press, PB, repo 1974; 
1st ed~ 1912), Chapter V. Russell himself of course 
later gave up the view. 
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therefore I know the proposition ''I am aware of equality.'' 

And if I know the proposition, I must know its constituents. 

These constituents can be known either by acqua i ntance or by 

description. Consequently ''I'' of the proposit i on must be 

known by either means. And if it is not known by mere 

acquaintance, it must be known by means of description. To 

put this initial part of the argument in McTagg art 's own 

words, 

''I can judge that I am aware of certa i n t hi ngs-
for example, of the relation of equality. I assert, 
then, the proposition ''I am aware of equality . '' 
This proposition whether true or false, has certainly 
a meaning. And, since I know what the proposition 
means, I must know each constituent of it. I must 

I 

therefore know ''I''• Whatever is known mus t be known 
by acquaintance or by description. If, therefore, 
''I'' cannot be known by description, it mus t be known 
by acquaintance, and I must be aware of it.' ,l 

And then McTa ggart tries by a reductio ad absurdum argument 

to show that, finally, I coul~ know ''I'' by descr ipt ion 
\ 

only if I already knew it by perception. He considers some 

of the possible d~scri~tions which might be supposed as givina 

us a fairly reliable cl ue as to the identity of t he self or 

' I I II I' involved in the above proposition. 

(i) The first s~ggestion he examines is that 1 'I'' 

could be known by the description ''that which is aware of 

equality. ' 1 
1 

Now any description which is meant to identify 
l 

the described term must obviously be such as to enable us to 

distinguish it from everything else. In other words , in 

McTaggart's terminology, it must be an Exclus ive Description. 

He defines and ''exclusive descri ption'' as one ''which 

applies only to one substance, so that the subtance is 

I 

lo !:!§, Sec. 382. 
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absolutely identified by the description.' •1 Can we 

then say that the description ''that which is aware of 

equality'' is one such description? Evidently not. For 

it is perfectly conceivable that any one may be aware of 

equality, and in that case the above description ceases to 

be an exclusive description of self as ''!''· 

(ii) The second supposed description see ks in intro

spection the point of departure. Even if ''awareness of 

equality'' fails to supply the requisite descri ption , intros

pective awareness of~ awareness (of equality) might , it 

is suggested, fill the bill. Introspection after all is an 
~ 

operation directed inwards and makes of some previous experienc 

or awareness its object; which means that, without t he previous 

awareness belonging to the same person as one who now intros

pects it, introspection would not be. The 'this' of ' this 

awareness' can therefore be determined only by that int r os -

pection to which it is firstly given as a datum. Consequently, 

unl i ke awareness of equality, introspective awarenes s of this 

awareness of equality, it is urged, will be unique t o one who 

has that awareness (of equality). The description '' that which , 
is aware of this awareness•• will therefore be an exclusive 

description, and will identify ''I''· But McTaggart dismisses 

this suggestion too for ''even if this assertion were correct, 

the argument would not be valid.'' 2 According to McTaggart, 

the proposition ''I am aware of this awareness", as s erts the 

identity of the person who is )ware of the awarness and the 

pe rson wh~ is judging.3 It is this identity whi ch in his 

vi ew cannot be covered under any defin i te descripti on. 

1 . 1212., Section 101. Though a desc r ip t ion wil l still 
be a description even if it fa lls s hort of the require
ment, it would not be an '' ex clus ive de sc ript i on'' 
which alone has identificatory forc eo Hen ce McTaggart 
draws a di s tincti on be tween a descript ion and an 
exelusive des cription. Cf. lhl2·, Sec .lOO , p . l02 . 

2 ~ '1£i2•• Sec. 383, p.64. 
3 . ''This is not merely a judg ement th a t a part icular perso 

i s aware of this awarenes s . It a l s o asserts t hat the 
person who is aware of the awarenes s is the pe r son who 

who is making a j udgement.'' Ibi d . 



, 
] 

\ 8 

One may well al~w the description ''that which is 

aware of this awarness'' as also the description ''the person 

who is making this judgement'' as exclusive descriptions of 

those to whom they are applied; but they still fall short of 

establishing the asserted identity of the person thus des-

cribed. It is of course true that it is I who am so aware 

and it is I who so judge, but this fact does not emerge from 

the hypothesis that self-knowledge is wholly discursiv eo 

The best that is conceivable under the hypothesis is the 

possibility of both the above descriptions being known as 

referring to one and the same person, and not to two different 

persons , but 9 still rem~in far from knowing~ that person 

is . That is, I am still not in a position to identify that 

one and the same person with myself. And I can know that 

person to be the person he is only if I know myself to be 
I 

that person. And this I can know only if I perceive myself 

directly. It is only because I perceive myself direct ly 

that I am able to know that both the description apply to me, 

and to none other than me, Which means, in other words, 

that even if at times I know myself discursively I do so 

onJy because I first perceive myself and hence know myself 

by acquaintance. ''For in perceiving myself, I perceive 

myself as having some pf the characteristics which I possess. 

And if ''I'', which is a term in the judgement , and which is 

known by perception, is perceived as having the awareness , 

then I am justified in holding that it is the same person 

who is aware and who makes the judgement.' •1 

The above, I think, is th~ substanc~ of McTaggart's 

arg ument in support of his doctrine of se l f -perceptj on . 

1. 121Qo, p.65. 



One might here with advantage cite some of his oth er 

utterance in this connection : 
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' (a) ' '... the judgement 'I am aware of ~ a !ways 
means that the person who is aware of ~ is a lso the 
person who is making the judgement.' •1 

(b) ''···when I as sert the propos iti on ' I have 
this awareness• it means that the self wh o has this 
awareness is the same as the self who as s erts this 
proposition.' •2 

tCJ~ •• in asserting 'I was envious yest erday' I am 
asserting that the envy and the j udgement belong to 
the same self.•• 3 

What McTaggart is throughout trying to drive home is that 

any judgement which one makes concerning oneself - and we 

all, at least occasionally, do make judgements about ourselves

becomes possible in the first instance only because one 

perceives oneself direct y : 

1:: 

I 
, '' ••• unless 1I ' is ~nown , 

l justified in making ~ 
it deals with aware ness 

by acquaintance, I am not 
statement about myse l f, whether 

4 or not.'' 

would seem that the argument employed by McTaggart 
I I 

prove the doctrine of self-perception is a transcendenta l 

one. The question before him seems to be : How are judge

ments about oneself possible, j~dgements i.eo which a r e 
I 

expressed in the first person singular. And his answer is : 

s uch first person judgements become possible only on the 

theory of self-perception. McTaggart is conscious th at 

1. Ibid., Sec. 383, 

2o Ibid., Sec. 386. 

3 . Ibid., Sec. 390. 

4o 1!2.i£!. ' Sec. 386, p .69. 

.I 
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merely saying that one perceives oneself directly would 

not convince those like Hume or William James who would 

deny any such perception by the self of itselfo He also 

admits that a mere appeal to introspection would not by 

itself do the trick. ''Thus, if we merely inspect our 

experience, the fact that we are aware of the ''I'' by 

perception is far from obvious.•• 1 Awareness of self 

cannot just be like another awareness, say of some object 

or some characteristic. If it could be classed with the 

latter, a mere appeaL to perception would have been suffi-

cient. But there is something much more elusive about the 

self than about other existence of which we are usually 

aware. Besides, the mere test~mony of perception, not backed 
• 

by sufficient independent evidence, can cut both ways. Just 
l 

as it may be natural for a self-perception theorist to appeal 

to~ perception to prove the reality of the self, it may 

be equally natural fo,r the oppqnent to appeal to ..l:ll.! (lack of 
I 

such) perception to deny the same. And Hume's is a case in 

pointo This paradoxical character of the self is what makes 

McTaggart employ the method of 1 examining ego-centric preposi

tions to know whether their meaning can be comprehended by 

replacing ''I'' in them by descriptions. 

(iii) McTaggart goes on to consider one more attempt 

to know the self by description. It may be urged that therP 

1. Ibid., Sec. 393, p.76. 
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can be only oneself i has that awareness 1 and so in that 

~ 

case the description ''one who has that awareness'' would 

be an exclusive description, and would yield knowledge of 

the self. But McTaggart rejects this attempt too, and oR 

the same grounds as he does the earlier ones. Here t oo , 

according to him, the problem wou l d be to a ccoun t for the 

identity of the person who has the awareness i n que stion 

and the person who makes the judgemento In t h e proposition 

''I am aware of equality'', ''1'' might be des cr ibed as 

''the person who~ this awareness of equality'' which ''will 

always be true if the other iso•• 2 And the descri pt ion is 

an exclus ive description, because not more th an oneself can 

have this awareness of equality. But McTaggart ob j e cts to 

this attempt too, because it too, he says, involves that two 
, I 

des criptions apply to the same self, and this assumption is 

ina dmis s ibleo 3 The descriptions ''one who has t h is awarenes ' 

and ''one who makes the judgement'', while they might pas s 

a s exclusive descri ptions, a ppl i cable each to a di f f ere nt 

pers on, would not give us good reason to suppose th a t t hey 

re fe r to the same self; wQuld, in other words, fail to 

1. It would here be well to notice, in brief, a certain 
distinction that McTaggart draws in this connect ion . 
McTaggart thinks it as perfectly possible t h at selves, 
in "absolute rea lity~ should perceive each other ' s 
mental states, that selves, besides me, should be 
aware of some particular awareness. But t hi s he 
distinguishes from the fact of ''hav i ng '' a me ntal 
s tate. No· two s elves can have the same mental 
s t a t e or same experience. ''To have a s t a t e and to 
pe rceive a state are two quite different t hings .'' 
(But even then the proposition ''one wh o has t his 
awareness•• will not g ive knowledge of ''I'' by 
de s cription). NS, Se ctions 384 , 385; 401 , 403 . 
The quota tion occurs in \ Section 385 . 

2 . lhi2·• Sec . 386 , p.68 . Cf . £§, p . 78 . 

3 . 1£12., Sec. 386. 
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establish the identity of the two which is implied in 

the use of ''I'' in the above proposition. But if the 

\Subject ''which is a term in the judgement, and which is 

known by perception, is perceivable as having the aware

ness••1, the problem of the i dentity (of the two) is s olved. 

McTaggart answers Bradley's objection 

At this point, we might probably consider, in very 

brief, McTaggart's reply to some of the philosophers who 

h3ve either rejected the very idea of the self, or have 
~ ... 

conceived it in different, or altogether different , terms . 

Among such na~es, particularly among the Briti s h Idealists, 
t 

F.H. Bradley's is the most prominent. Bradley in his 

famous essay on self in Appearance and Rea l ity (Chapter IX) 

subjects to analysis most of the possible mea nings of the 

self, and rejecting them one by one as finally inconsistent 

and unintelligible, concludes by rejecting the reality of 

the self. The meaning of the self in respect of which 

Bradley's criticism, according to 2 McTaggart , is most likely 

to affect his own theory is the one in whi ch the self which 

is a subject, can always set itself over against itself as 

an object. Understanding by the self a 'con crete psychical 

filling• 3 ' and therefore a concrete group, and also taking 

the not-self to be another concrete group4 , Bradley declares 

that there is nothing that exclusively belongs to either's 

content. Most part of the self can then pass into the not

self, having been posited as object to its elf , losing in 

1. Ibido -
2 . !!.§, p.83; ~. Sec. 392. 

3. Bradley, Appearance and Reality, p.77. 

4. .ll2.!.Q. 
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the process its status as self/subject. In fact very 
\ 

little of the self is left which may be said to belong to 

it essentially. And even if there are elements in t he 

'internal felt core• 1 which are never made objects, the 

reasons, according to Bradley, are only practical, and 

consist in ''the obscurity and not otherwise in the essence 

of these sensations.•• 2 And the same applies to t he not

self where it is difficult to maintain about any element 

that it would not pass" into the psychical mass which consti-

tutes the self. If th~n the self and the not-sel f are so 

" interchange~ble, contentwise, there is nothing that can 
~ 

permanently lay claim to the office of the self. Hence 

Bradley's conclusion t~at 1 the self is not absolutely rea1. 3 

Joining issue wi h Bradley, McTaggart agrees t hat 

the self is ~ concrete group in the sense that ''th er e is 
4 a plurality of parts i t f e self.'' He however goe s on 

to ask why the self ca l not be its own object, ''remaining 

J11 the time lthe self hich has object.•• 5 On McTaggart's 

~heo~ , as we have above, the self directly perceives 

1, • 

~-

4. 

5 . 

Ibid., p.79. 

Ibid., pp.19-80. 
I 

Cf. also Ibid., Chapter X, pp. 94-95. Self 
consciousness, ~ccording to Bradley, implies a 
relation. ''It is the state where the self has 
become an object that stands before the mind.' ' 
(p.94). So an element is set over against the 
felt mass, and 'is distinguished from it as a 
not-self. There is no doubt th at the s e l f i n one 
of its meanings can become such a not-self. But 
whichever meaning we consider, the resu l t r ema ins 
the same, viz.,- ''the object is never wholly 
identical with the subject.'' (p. 94). 

PS, p.84. 

~· Sec. 392, Cf. f~, p.~4. 
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itself, that is, the self makes itself the object of its 

own perception and it is only this that makes statements 

containing ''I'' meaningful, and makes it possible for us 

to understand ego-centric facts and assert propos itions 

about ourselves. The upshot is that, as against Bradley, 

McTaggart sees nothing paradoxical in the self becoming an 

ob j ect of knowledge. Nor does he see any a priori impossi-

bility in a particular self perceiving itself. Terms after 

all, says Mctaggart, can stand in some relations to them

selves. ''A thing1 ••• can be its own square root, its own 

trustee, its own cousino•• 2 And · there is nothing in the 

nature of knowledge so as to warrant us to deny t hat it is 

one of these relations. If a self can stand in a relation 

of perception to others, there is no reason why it cannot 

stand in the same relation to itself. It is thus impossible 

to reject knowledge of selfo 
, 

As a further, and perhaps more important, feature 

of McTaggart's conception of self-knowledge, it may be 

noted that he does not stay content with merely entertaining 

the possibility of the self becoming an ob j ect to itself, 

but makes it a necessary condition of any self-knowledge 

at all. ''For no self could ~ow its own existence without 

being an object of knowledge to itselfo ••• •• 3 What for 

Bradley is contrary to self's reality is to McTaggart ~ 
ess~ ~h.. ':/.tv; Oteurk ~ tM.11-. MLT~rvJ-'5 
~doctrine that we cannot know a substance without knowing 

s ome of it s characteristics, and that therefore whenever 

1. A thing, that is, in the widest sense of the term, 
which includes ''not only 'cabbages a nd kings ', 
but numbers and duties, possibiltiies and fingersnaps, 
aesthetic experience and death.'' Wilfred Sellers, 
Science, Perception and Real~ (London : Ro utledge 
and Kegan Paul, 1963}, p.l. 

' 
2 . 1:§, Sec. 392. 

3 . .!§, p.84. 
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we become aware of the self by perception, we become 

aware of it as so-and-so or as such-as-such. This also 

perhaps explains why McTaggart, unlike Hegel and Lotze 

and some other contemporary philosophers, has been reluctant 

to conceive the self as subject - that is, ontologically. 1 

Another similar objection considered 

An objection to the theory that the self can become 

its own object in self-consciousness has been voiced by 

Hilda D. Oakeley. 2 Recognizing that the theory McTaggart 

holds is fundamental to his system, Oakeley advances the 

view that ''the self can be subject only and never direct l y 

its own object.•• 3 The su9ject experienced as self is not, 

according to him, the obje~t w~~ch I appear to perceive a s 

myself and think o~ as Pl 
1
ying its part in life. It is 

the object-self that seems to be known and not the self, a nd 

the former is known for knowledge must have an object. But 

what is this object-self which is known? The object-self, 

Oakley holds, ''appears to consist partly of a projection 

from the subject, partly of content derived analogically 

from elements or qualities I perceive in other selves.' •4 

Oakley concludes by emphasizing one -factor, namely, that 

appatent self-knowledge do~s not in mental growth precede 
-

the apparent knowledge of other selves, but develops par i 
I 

passu with this. 5 The seVf then, Oakeley says in agreeme nt 

1. This subject would be dealt with in some detail 
in the second chapter. 

2. Hilda D. Oakeley, ''Time and the Self in McTaggart' s 
System'', Min£,~, XXXIX (1930), pp.l75-193. 

3. lQlg., p.l78. Italics mine. 

5 Ibic. 148898 
0 8 NOV 'L(/Jl 
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with Bradley, is a construction to the extent it is an 

object of knowledge, but says in agreement with McTaggart, 

that the self is real if this means that ''it is, as 

subject, the principle which gives reality to our experi-

\ 

Now a superficial look at this view should suffice 

to show that Oakeley affords no explanation of how the 
~s 

subject is abie to project itself so~to be cast in the 

objective mould and yet remain a subject par excellence. 

I think only a theory of the Advaita type can account for 

this1 though there are other pbvious difficulties which 

attach to that theory in turn. As to the view that self-

knowledge grows pari passu with knowledge of other selves, 

we may point out that this concerns the 1 ' g rowth' 1 proper 

of our knowledge of ourselves, ~hat is, of the kind of people 

we are- involving knowledge of our character-traits, menta l 

dispositions, behaviour-patterns etc. It has however no 

bearing on the issue proper, namely, how we come to underst and 

certain ego-centric facts or statements in the first place. 

I 

Criticisms of McTaggart's self-perception theory considered 

McTaggart's theory of self-perception has come in 

for severe criticism at the hands of some philosophers, 

especially C.D; Broad. And it would be worthwhile to 

consider the points on which Broad thinks McTaggart's 

theory is most vulnerable. Broad's first important crit i -

cism concerns McTaggart's use of the word ''perception o 11 

We shall here restrict ourselves to Broad's objection to 

McTaggart's use of the term in the context of what he 
, 

r egards as a self's knowledge of itselfo Broad f i nds 

l . 1Qi9., p.l79. 
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McTaggart's use of ''perception'' indiscriminate and 

hence a ''waste'' and proposes to substitute ''prehens i on' ' 
7 

for' 'perception.••1 Since Broad regards the self or mind 

as ''continuant'', and its experiences as ''occurrents'' 

in that continuant, 2 he doubts ''whether one could possibly 

prehend any continuant such as a mind or a. material t hing, 

in the sense in which one can prehend an experience or a 

sensum. •• 3 According to Broad, it would be ·more correct 

and precise to say, in my seeing of a table e.g., that I 

''prehend'' part of the coloured surface of a table, but 

that I ''perceive'' the table. ''Perceiving'', for Broad, 

stands for a ''cogitative experience which includes prehension 

but also includes perceptua~ acceptance of propositions not 

guaranteed by the prehensive element alone ••• ' •4 • It turns 

out then, if Broad's view oe Gorrect, that whenever we have 

what we ordinarily think to be a case of perception, we 

invariably have a case of prehension - for the simple reason 

that there is nothing whic h we can perceive in its wholeness 

at any on~ point of time. Perception, then, in the light 
I 

of this view, comes to gather in itself elements of inference, 

and becomes, as Patterson says, a mean between prehension 

and inferen c~ . 5 And since Broad rejects wholesale t he 

possibility of a particular being ''prehended'', he rejects 

McTaggart's theory that a self can prehend itself. 

1. C.D. Broad, Examination, II, Pt.I, p.4. Broad seems to 
have taken the word ''prehension'' f -,•"'n A.N. Whitehead. 
See Process and Reality ~ · (New York : The Free 
Press PB, 1979; 1st Macmillan ed. 1929) 1 Lh.1h.i..lf· 

2 . · l~> <d t11;I, p.l42 • ..... , ) 

3. 1Q19., p.38. 
4,. Ibid., p.l63. Italics mine. ''Percept ual acceptance '', 

I may add, is an expression coined perhaps by Prof. Price 
in a sense, different from that of ''seeindXof the sense-
dqta). See H.H. Price, Perception (London: 
Methuen and Co., rep. 19~lst ed. 1932) , c~"ljJ}t.\. YL 

5. Robert Leet Patterson, ''A Critical Account of Broad's 
estimate of McTaggart'', The Philosophy of C.D. Broad, 
ed. Paul Arthur Schilpp (New York : Tudor Publishing Co.; 
1959), p.l43. Patterson further (ff.) points out, by 

••• contd •••. • 
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But even then - since Broad only dismisses as 

impossible self's perception of itself and not the very 

notion of the self~the question may well persist, how 

does the notion in question at all arise? Besides, even 

if it be the case that experiences are parts of a self's 
2 history, as Broad suggests, and not parts of the self as 

McTaggart3 would contend, it nevertheless cannot be off

hand rejected that the experiences which make up a self's 

history are after all states of the self and that the self 

has been indissolubly involved in them each. If so, isn't 
II 

it paradoxical to hold that experiences are ''prehended'' 

in complete abstraction from the self whose experiences 

they are? 

Broad's rejection of the self-perceotion theory 

seems to be connected with ~ is reservation about a proposition 

which McTag~art regards as evident, the proposition, namely 

that ''there cannot be experience which is not experienced by 
4 I \ 

a self .'' McTaggart clarifies that he regards this 

footnote 5 contd ••••• 

juxtaposing some of Broad's view in his Scientific 
Thought with his remarks in the context of his 
criticism of McTaggart's doctrines, that Broad's 
position ultimately l~ads to the adoption of infer
ence as a means to justify belief in the existence 
of physical objects. And since this is so, Patterson 
observes, ''there seems to be no point in retaining 
the distinction between prehension and perception! ' 
(..!!2.!.2' p. 144 ) • 

1. Examination, .II; ef-.t. , p.l67. 

2 . Ibid., p.l42. 

3o ~. Seco 412; also Sec. 400. 

4. 1£12., Seco400, p.82. Also cf. Hermann Lotze, Loqic, 
English translation eJ. by Bernard Bosanquet, Vol.II 
(Oxford :Clarendon P~ess, 2nd ed., 1888), p.228. ''There 
never meets us as the simplest of facts an idea which 
merely exists and whiqh no one has; we never meet with 
a consciousness which presents, itself simply as conscio 

USness and not as the consciousness of an ·~· which in it 
is conscious to itse!£ either of itself or of something 
else.•• 
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by a stipulative definitiono 
I 

~~ad's Criticism of McTaggart's Main Argument 

Broad in his criticism of McTa~gart's argument f or 

self-perception distinguishes between two interpr eta tions , 

a ''milder'' and a ''stronger'' one, which could be put 

on McTaggart's statements quote~ above. The milder inter

pretation according to Broad would read : ''If anyone 

j udges that he is having a certain experience, his j udgemen t 

cannot be true unless this judgement and that experience 

both belong to the same self.''! The stronger interpretation, 

which Broad also calls a ''natural'' interpretation woul d 

be: ''If anyone judges that he is having a certain e xperi 

e nce, he is iQso facto judging that this judgement and t his 

e xperience belong to the same self.•• 2 Now, while Broa d is 

quite willing to concede as obviously true the milder in t er-

pretation, i n its stronger inter pretation he regards the 

principle false. ''If it were true 1 ',he says, ''ever y 

eg o-centric judgement would be identical with or necessa rily 

accompanied by a certain judgement about itself. The fi rst 

a lternative is nonsensical, and I know of no reason to 

accep t the s econd. So far as my own intros pection can 

i nform me, I quite often make judgements like 'I am angry' 

without at the same time making a judgement like 'This 

' 3 j udgement and this fe~ling of anger belong to the s ame selfo '' 

That this supposition i s valid, Broad tries to prove by an 

analogy, namely, th at it i s poss i ble for a pers on t o judge 

1 . Broad, op. cit., II, Part-I, p.l85 . 

2 . 1£ig., p ol86o 

3. I bid. 

.I 
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that there are plane figures of an exactly similar shape 

and of different areas without iQSo faciQ judging or even 

thinking of Euclid's parallel postulate. The inference 

drawn is that it is possible to make the judgement '' I am 

angry'' without postulating the identity of the person who 

is angry and the person who judges. In other words, acc ording 

to Broad, the identity of these two is to be deemed necessary 

only if the truth of the judgement is under question and not 

for the mere fact or the possibility that we do make such 

judgements. 

Broad's Criticism Considered 

Now our reply to this would be roughly as follows : 

Firstly, McTaggart is not concerned with the question 

whether the judgements we often make about our experiences 

are found to be correct or not. For him it is enough as a 

fact that we make such judgements. And such judgements, in 

his view, are not possible unless there is the ident i ty of 

the person who experiences and the person who judges that 

he is having this experience. Whether the judgements are 

in fact true is a task which falls to later reflections. 
~ I 

There is; besides, and importantly, a certain peculia r chara cteY

is tic of judgements .which we may here draw attenti on to. 

All judgements, as indeed all perceptions 1 , lay an implicit 

claim to correctness at the t~ they are made. That is, 

while the judgements, especially about experiences, are made, 
\ 

they presume themselves to be correct. That they later on 

sometimes turn out to be mistaken is an· evidence that goes 

as much against judgements as it goes against non- judgementaL 

1. On self-evident correctness of perception, see 
McTaggart, ~. Sees. 514-515. 



22 

experiences that turn out to be illusory. But the discovered 

falseness of a judgement or an experience or even of both 

does not falsify the fact that the experience and the 

judgement - which were both believed to be true at the t ime 

they occurred- both belong to the same self, and in fac t 

are comprehensible only as belonging to the same self. 

Broad's stronger interpretation of McTaggart's argument 

seems clearly off the mark. Broad is reading McTaggart to 

mean that when a person judges that he is having a certain 

experience he is also ipso facto judginq that the judgement 
\ and this experience belon9 to the same self. This is a nything 

but McTaggart's meaning. McTaggart, as emphasized above, i s 

merely concerned with the fact that judgements are made, a nd 

he then raises the question : How are judgements about 

one's own experiences possible? This, as we said earlier, 

is a transcendental argument. The fact that we have judge-

ments is of course an introspectively arrived at fact, 

like e.g. the fact that I \was aware of equality. And an 

introspective analysis doJs not take away the judgemental 

character of a certain experience just as it cannot ca nce l 

the non- j udgemental or unreflective character of a certa in 

other experience. It is to be noticed that an intros p ect i o~ 

does not sit in judgement over itself at the same time it iS 

introspecting some other experiences. So the fact that a 

judgement is made and the fact that in a later reflective 

act we draw out the implications of this judgement does by 

no means mean that McTaggart seems to imply that an ego-

centric judgement is ''identical with or necessarily 

accompanied by a certain judgement about itselfo '' McTaggart 

is only noticing, we repeat, the fact that introspection 

reveals that we often make judgements about our experiences. 
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that we cannot do so unless those judgements and the 

experiences they are about belo~g to the same self, and 

finally that this identity of the two cannot be legitimately 

asserted unless the self directly perceives itself. 

Besides, Broad seems to have presumed, I take it, 

that our judgements are always overt and explicit, that is 

that we always express our judgements through what is consi-

dered to be their paradigmatic form, viz., speech-acts in 

language. But it is a truism that we also make implicit 

judgements, and very often. And we can, without appearing 

philosophical, regard as judgements, acts of noticing, 

recognizing and realizing, regardless of whether they are 

overtly expressed or not. And whenever such judgements 

pertain to our own experiences, the identity of the person 

who has the experience and the one who judges is definitely 

meant. And this identity, as McTaggart, we t,hink, conclu-

sively establishes, cannot be asserted, unless the self is 

directly apprehended. Judgements thus understeod would not 

involve us in any vicious infinite regress which th ey r.a\ 

seem to do if Broad's construal of McTaggart be correct. 

But, as noted above, we see no reason to subscribe to Broad' s 

interpretation. Besides, ''the only alternative;' as 

Patterson says, ''••• to admitting that cogitations of this 

kind are implicit judgements would be to assert that they 

are perceptions; and it is obvious that perceptions - or 

prehensions, as Broad 1 would say -would suit McTagga rt as 
( t \ 

welli judgements, if not better.•• 1 

At this point it may profitably be asked : but what 

reason do we have to think of in certain experiences or 

1. Patterson, 9p.cit., p.l49 ~ 
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states as our experiences or our states? For McTaggart 

has held not only that there is no experience which is not 

the experience of a self, but also that we perceive these 

experiences directly and also perceive ourselves as character

ized by these experiences or states. (Notice that on 

McTaggart's view it is not necessary that we perceive every 

experience of ours.) This question seems to be implicit 

even in Broad's protestations. On this, the following 

considerations, in additions to what McTaggart has said may 

be urged. The states which we think are directly known to us, 

are so known to us because they are, to use Meinong's termi

nology, 'self-presenting•. 1 Now it is a unique and necessary 

feature of 'self-presenting' statbs that whenever they occur, 

they are certain for the person whose states they are. If I 

have pain at a certai~ point of time, it is certain for me 

that I have pain. Professor Chisholm's definition of 

'self-presenting• states may here be used with advantage 

h is such that it is self-presenting to s at t = Of h 

occurs at ! and is necessarily such that, whenever it 

occurs, then it is certaimfor s. 2 

Thus whenever 'self-presenting' states present themselves 

to me I come to know them directly, and further come to have 

direct awareness of myself. Therefore in asking the question, 

how to determine that certain states are our states, we have 

1. A. Meinong, 9n Emotional Presenta~iolli eq. and trans. 
by Maurie-Lu~se Schubert Kalsi rEvanston : North 
Western University Press, 1972), Chapter I. 

2 . Roderic~ M. Chisholm, Person and Object (London 
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1976), p.25. 
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to ask, as Chisholm again says 

''What state which is not a state of the man himself 
is one which is necessarily such that, if i t were t o 
obtain, then the man knows d irectly th a t it ob t ains?''! 

That the man in my room is reading could obtain wi th out my 

knowing about it, but that l ~eem to see the man i n t he r oom 

reading cannot possibly occur without my ·knowing about it . 

Thus 'the man in my room is reading ' being not a state which 

is 'self-presenting' to me, is ~ necessarily su ch t hat if 

it obtains, then I know directly that it obtains. Thus the 

s imple criterion needed to determine whether some states are . 

our states , i s to see whether it is necessary th a t wh enever 

s uch states occur, it is ce+tain for us that they occur . It 

i s in this sense that our access to our own states may b e 

called 'privileged'. And it is in this knowing of our 

states directly that we may be s a id to have, as indeed 

McTaggart's argument would ~ lso seem to show, d irect · awa re

ness of the subject of those states . Thus the only individua l 

thing ('thing' here being used in a wider sense) concern ing 

t h e exis tence of which we have, as Brentano says, '' d irect, 

affirmative, and therefore !actual evidence'' is the se lf 

or perceiver itself. 2 

But this very obvious fact has been the most g los sed 

over in the history of philosophy, and most philosoph i cal 

battles have been fought over this single issue. It woul d 

l o 1Qi2., p.24. 

2 . Fra nz ~rentano, 'The True and the Evident, Eng l i s h 
edition ed. by RodericK M. Chisholm (London : 
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1966), p.l32. And such 
evidence ·''a man can be said to have. o. only i f it 
would be contradictory to say that although he i s 
thinking of the thing , the thing does not e xist.'' 
1Qi2o Also '' ••• it is true that our di rectly 
af f irmative judgements are re s tricted to knowledge 
of our selfo••'' <p.l3+)• 
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be beyond the present muttons to survey all the attempted 

disavowals of the reality of the self, but a brief dis

cussion of the Humean position is certainly called for; 

and this not only because McTaggart discusses him, but 

also because many modern rejections of the self's reality 

seem, at least in part, variations on the Humean theme, or 

at least inspired by his example. 

The Bundle Th~ 

Hume's Bundle Theory McTaggart puts under the Descrip

tive Theory category1 , which means that he looks upon it 

as one other attempt to know the self or ''I'' by descrip

tion. Let us look at some of the celebrated statements of 

Hume on the question of the self. 

''I may venture to affirm of ••• mankind, that they 
are nothi~g but a bund~e or collection of different 

I 
perceptions, which 
ceivable rapidity, 

2 movement.'' Or, 

ucceed each other with an incon-
and are in a perpetual flux or 

''··· self or person is not any one impression, but 
that to which our several impression and ideas are 
supposed to have a reference. If any impression gives 
rise to the idea of a self, that impression must 
continue invariably the same, through the whole course 
of our lives.o. But there is no impression constant 

and invariable. Pain and pleasure, g rief and joy, 

passions and sensations succeed each other, and never 
all exist at the same time. It cannot, therefore, be 
from any of these impressions, or from any other, that 
the idea of self is derived; and con sequently there is 
no such idea.•• 3 Or, again, 

1. Disagreeing with McTaggart,\aroad suggests that the 
Humean theory s hould, precisely speaking , be counted 
as a form of ''Logical Construction'' Theoryo See Broad, 
op. cit., II, Pt. I, p.l76, and for his reason s for the 
same see 1£12., p.l75. 

2. David Hume, ''Personal Identity'', A Treatise of Human 
Nature, ed. by A.D. Lindsay (London : J.M. Dent and Sons 
Ltd., rep.1956; 1st ed. 1911), B.K.I, Pt. VI, Sec.6(p.239). 

3. , Ibid., pp.238-239. 
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''For my part, when I enter most intimately into 
what I call myself, I always stumble on some parti
cular perception or other, of heat or cold, light 
or shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasure. I never 
catch myself at any time without a perception, and 
never can observe anything but the perception.•• 1 

McTaggart notes 2 the following prominent features of the 

Humean theory. (1) The theory makes knowledge of the self 

logically subsequent to the knowledge of the mental states. 3 

While knowledge of the mental states is possible without 

knowledge of the self, knowledge of the self can be had 
I 

only through knowledge of the states. (2) The above relation 

of knowledge seems to correspond to a relation in th e things 
, 

themselveso The states ~ re the ultimate realities, and the 

selves are only secondary, they being nothing but aggregates 

or bundles of states. (3) The theory renders philosophically 

absurd the attempt to regard the self as the subject of its 

states or experiences. ~t is no more the self that loves, 

h t th . k th ht h \ t. . t . th b dl a es, 1n s oug s, ar as emo 1ons; 1 1s e un e 

th a t includes all these experiences as its parts. Which 

means that the ''1'' is nothing more than a grammatical 
I I 

requirement or a convenient conventiono The theory would 

thus have us believe that we know the ''I'' by means of 

description, ''1'' meaning that bundle of states of which 

''my use of the word is one membero•• 4 

1. Ibid., r .239. 

2 . NE, Sec. 388, pp.70-71. 
3 . McTaggart clarifies that he is using ''state'' as 

the qquivalent of Hume's ''perception''• Ibid., p . 70, 
footnote 1. This he probably does in order t o avoid 
the confusion which is likely to be created by 
conf ounding Hume' s ''perception'' with his own adoption 
of the same. 

4. 1Qi2., Seco 388. Professor Price feels that it looks 
as if the self that Hume professed to be unabl e t o find 
is the one th at he finds to be s tumbling - to be stumbling 
on to different perceptions. H.H. Price, Hume's Theory 
of the External World (Oxford : Clarendon Press, rep.l948; 
1st ed. 1940), pp.5-6. Compare Syd ey Shoemaker, Self
Knowledge and Self-Identity (Ith~acat New York : Cornell 
University Press; 1967, 1s t ed. 1963), ehapters 2 and 3. 
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Now it is obvious that, with the self having been 

banished, there is more than one bundle, and (if only partly) 

because of the fact that the distinction between bundl~. 

needs accounting for else the revised view would remain 

very thin oa content - some such principle has to be admitted 

as could unify the sequence of perceptions and further could 

also, in some sense, justify and render intelligt b~ t the 

use of the word ''I''• This principle or agency can only 

be a relation of some sort which will differentiate members 

of the bundle it unifies, from similar experiences forming 

other bundles. McTaggart considers in~' Section 389 a 

number of relations as possible candidates for the office, 

finds each of them insufficient, sees no other possibilities, 

and so concludes that the theory breaks down. The relation 

under question cannot be spatial contiguity, nor can it be 

temporal ·contiguity. It canndt be a spatial relation beca use 

in many a case that of emotions and abstract thoughts, the 

sta tes have no relation to anything that is or appears spatia l. 

My feeling morbid at this momeht and my having felt joyous at 

some past moment are not r elated to each other spatially 
r nor a re they related to any th ird t hing which is s patial . And 

even when the states do have such relations, they on that 

basis alone, cannot be determined as belongi ng to the same 

bundleo ~ may have seen De lhi and New York , while y may 

have been Meerut and Hawaii and yet the spa t i al proximity 

of Delhi and Meerut or of New York and Hawaii does not brino 

the respective states under the same bundle any more than 

does the spatial remoteness of Delhi and New York, or of 

Meerut and Hawaii put those states under different bundles. 

And the same holds of temporal r ela tions. PerGep t ions 
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separated by years may belong t~the same bundle while 

even simultaneous experiences may belong to different 

bubdleso As for relations of similarity or otherwise, 

states similar to each other may belong to different 

bundles, while those dissim1ar to each other may belong to 

the same bundleo Nor can causation be such a relation. 

''For my happiness today may have no causal connection with 

my misery yesterday, whereas, if I am malignant, it may be 

caused by the misery of Jones today . •• 1 Nor can the relation 

of a cognition to its object fill the bill. It is possible 

for me to know my own happiness as also of someone'selse. 

Nor can perception of one state by another (in the same 

bundle) help in deciding the issue, for neither state appa

rently perceives the other. 

And since none of the di~ect relations considered 

above satisfies the requirements, and since no other direct 

relation is conceivable eithe , McTaggart concludes that 

there is no direct relation between states such that to say 

of two states they ''belong t the same bundle'' would be 

to hold that they stand in this relation to each other. 2 

The only alternative left then is the indirect relation 

which experiences may have through their relation to the 

same selfo ''We must say that those states, and those only , 
\,_[ f 

which are states of the sam~~ form the bundle of parts of 

that self.' •3 And thi~ is easily ensured, McTaggart argues, 

if the self knows itself by perception. For then the s el f 

would perceive itself ·as characterized by a certain state, 

1. ~. Sec. 389, Po72o 

Ibid. \ 

3 . 1.2l.9· 
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and thus know that state too as belonging to itself. A 
,) h 

certain belongi1~ss which every experience carries within 

itself would then not be in need of any demonstration other 

than that it is perceivable by the self. On the Description 

Theory, on the other hand, this would remain unexplained. 

As McTaggart aptly puts its: 

''It would obviously be a vicious circle if I 
described 'I' as being that bundle of states of which 
my use of the word is a member, and then distinguished 
that bundle from other groups by describing it as that 

1 group of mental states which are states of 'I'.'' -

McTaggart's refutation of the Bundle Theory has come 

i n for some sharp criticism by C.D. Broad. 2 Broad's points 

of criticism are as mainly as follows. According to Broad, 

McTaggart has not taken into acc C~Jnt the possibility that 

some combination of these relations might provide the 
3 laternative even if they fa~l separately. McTaggart al s o 

omits, says Broad, to consi er the possibility that the 

desired relation might be one which relates nothing but 

experiences, but which it is not easy to name. 4 And this 

1 . Ibido For a recent refutation of the Humean doctrine 
of self from a different point of view see Chisholm, 
Person and Object, pp.37-4l. Summarizing his critici sm 
Chisholm ma kes the point that Hume could not have 
made a 'subjectless' report of the findings he though t 
he did. ''Wh at Hume f otmd, +b"n~ was not merely the 
particular impressions, but also the fact that~ 
found those impressions as well as the fact that 
he failed to find certain other things. And these 
are findings with respect to himselfo'' (p.41). 

2 . Broad, op. cit., II, Pt.-I, pp.l79-180. 

3 . 121£., p.l77. 

11 . Ibid . 
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relation, he believes, can be expressed by the phrase 

''belonging-to-the-same-self.' •1 And although the phrase 

would seem to convey that the relation is not direct but 

d e rived, like that of brotherhood, from the relations which 

the two experiences have to a third term which is not 

experience, ''the suggestions of language'', Broad insi s ts, 

''in such matters are not to be taken as conclusi~e.' •2 

Giving a geometrical example, Broad argues that, just as the 

relation between three points expressed as ''lying-on-the

same-straight-line'' although appearing to be an indirect 

relation would in fact be direct if stated differently, viz., 

''the points are collinear with each other'', similarly t he 

relation between experiences could be direct if expressed as 

''being-sympsychic with each other.'' And this relation of 

being sympsychic too, according to Broad, would at least bC 

triadic, like "the relation of collinearity. 3 A relation 
I 

d oes not cease to be direct me~ely by being triadic, even 

though it ceases to be direct in the sense of relating 

experi~nces by pairs. But the q undle Theory scarcely 

requires the l elation to be di~ect in this latter sense. 

I n fac~, the confusion, according to Broad, is to be trac ed 

to our arbitrarily assuming that the relation required by 

th e Bundle Theory must be dyadic. It would suffice t herefor e 

i f the relatioh holds only between experiences and is not 

''compounded out of the relations of experiences to somethi nl 

which i s not an experienceo •• 4 

l o Ibid ., p.l78o 

2 . 1J2.!2. 

3o lbid., pp.l78-79. 

4. Ibid., Pol79. 
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I think we can now make the followinq comments on 

the points raised by Broad. (1) In the first place, Broad, 

so far as we are able to make out, does not ~pecify any 

'combination ' of the relations which he think s might meet 

the requirements of the relations required by the Bundle 

Theory. Nor are we able to conceive one ourselves. May be 

some such combination exists, and can provide the answer 

on behalf of the Bundle Theory. But in philosophy, possi-

bilities which remain unspecified, if taken as conclusive 

or nearly conclusive, may spell disaster. And further, even 

possibilities-wise, the theory that experiences are related 
\ 

to each other by being related to the self whose states 

they are seems to have a c~ear edge. (2) As for the suggested 

relation developed by the phrase ''belonging-to-the-same-

self'' which Broad regards as direct, and which is indirect 

only illusorily (thanks to language), it may be pointed out 

that even the concept of collinearity, on the analogy of 

which Broad regards the above relation direct, involves the 

concept of a straight lihe. The statement therefore '' th e 

points are collinear with each other'' is incomprehensi! · 

without the concept of straight line in relation to which 

alone the points can be said to be collinear . In fact it 

is the other way round. It is the phrase ' 'the points are 

collinear with each other'' which illusorily gives the 

impression of a direct relation, while in fact the relation 

remains indirect. And so with the phrase ''belonging-to-

the-same-self '' or ''experiences are sympsychic with each 

other.'' The same identical psyche is presupp~ed here a s 

a prior concept which itself cannot be y~elded by the rel at ' 

that holds between experiences . There might be some relat i~n . 
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for all we know, between experiences, not dependent on 

or derived from~he relation which they have or are 

believed to have to the self or psyche, but th at rela

tion can hardly mate them sympsvchic ei ther. The truth 

of the statement ''experiences belong to the same self'' 

cannot therefore be known without any acquaintance with 

the self to which they belongo (3) If we are righ t in 

our criticism in (2) of Broad's view of the relation, the 

related proposal viz., th~t the rel~tion of being sympsy

chic must ~t least be triadic, ~lso falls ~o the g r oundo 

For it is clear that the said relation c~n ha ve triadi-

city as it s minimum feature only on condition t ha t it is 

a direct relationo But if that its elf i s question~ble , 

the triadicity-aspect too becomes log ically suspect. 

(4) Broad has also argued that, contra r y t o common thinking 

on the subject, th e characteristic of being triadic does 

not affect th e directness of t he r ela t ion '' because it 

would atill be a direct rel~tion between exper i ences ' •, 1 

even if ''it would not be direct in the sense of rel a t ing 

experiences by pairs.' •2 But thi s latter, rBCcording to 

Br oad , poses no problem because, in his view, although 

the Bundle Theory demands that t he relation be d irect in 

the sense of relating experiences, it does not require 

that it be direct in the sense of ''relating them by 
3 pairs''• Which means that the Bundle Theory would not 

hold if there were no direct triadic relati on , though it 

would continue to hold even if there were no d irect rela-

tion as could relate experiences by pairso But this looks 

lo Ibid. 

2 . lbido \ 
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to be an arbitrary ruling. One foremost but dangerous 

implication of this ruling is that, in Broad's opinion, 

a bundle in order to be one, must consist of at least 

three experienceso And this would be a questionable 

procedure on any commonsense logico 

One very serious drawback of the Bundle Theory not 

noticed by McTaggart, and ignored by Broad, is that on 

this theory, as ha s been ably pointed out by Ian Gallie , 

analysis of sin~e mental events becomes difficult. And 

this is especial~y so when, as Gallie says, we ask the 

two ques tions: ''what are the constituents of a ment~l 

event on the serial view?!' and ''what makes a single 

mental event sing1e?•• 1 

The Logical Construction theory 

Closely connected with the Bundle Theory has been 

the Logical Construction Theory. According to Broad , 

the Bundle Theory is in fact one of the two forms of t .. e 

L JQi~al Construction Theory, the other bei ng what he calls 

the ''Soma tocentric Th eoryo 2 According to the the ory, 

the statements or descriptions ostensibly about selves or 

expressed in the first person singular are replaceable 

by statements which do not contain su ch words or phrases 

and contai n only names and descriptions of experiences 

and of certain direct relations between them. With minor 

variations here and there, this view has been held by 

2 . 

Ian Ga llie, ''Is the Self a Subs tance ,'', Mind , 
NS, XLV (1936L p. 32. We shall deal with it in 
a bit more detail latero 

{'t I J 

Broad, op. cit., II,l p. 176o 
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1 2 3 philosophers like Russell, Ayer, and Griceo Thus , in 

their view, whenever we refer to a self we refer to 

what on proper analysis emerges to be a certain re lation 

between temporary experienceso To quote e. go from Ayer : 

''We know that a self if it is not to be treated 
as a metaphysical entity, must be held to be a 
logical construction out of sense-experiences •• oo 
And, accordingly, if we ask what is the nature 
of the self, we are asking what i s the relation
ship that must obtain between sense-experiences 
for them to belong to the sense-history of the 

4 
s arne s e 1 f o ' ' 

Now, besides the criticisms whi ch have been made 

ag ainst the Bundle Theory and wh{ch apply, mutatis mutandis , 

to this theory also, we may in addition urge the following 

considerationso It would seem that on such a th eory the 

relation which for instance I, you and he bear to the 

entities called 'bundles' is similnr to the relation which 

according to Frege and according to Whitehead and Russell, 

cardinal numbers bear to t he entities like attributes and 

classes . Now, for all one knowsl, some such theory may 
\ 

be correcto But no one, including those lis ted above and 

of course Hume, has so far, we suppose , concretely and 

convincingly come out with examples which could be shown 

as apt, l e t alone as 'more accurate', replace~ents for 

' 1. Bertrand Russel, Analysis of Mind (London : 
George Allens Unwin; 7th imp. 1956; lst ed . 192l)o 

2o A.Jo Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic (Penguin , 
rep. 1982; 1st ed. 1936)o 

3o H.P. Grice , "Personal Identity",~' NS , L 
(1941) , PP• 330-350o 

. 
4o A.J. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, p. 165o 
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statements containing ostensible reference to selves 

and covering the whole range of our 'pre-philosophi ~ ' 

experiences o Secondly, since according to t ~ e the ory, 

the 'bundle' to which an experience belongs can be de

termined only by describing the relation obt~ini ng between 

th a t experience and certain others, it follows that, ev en 

if it were possible and justified to do away, in the 

'amended state~ents•, with every ostensible reference to 

selves, no plausible account would on the theory be 

possible of any single or isolated experience. To take 

an example, if I say ''lam seeing a red patch'', this 

statement according to the theory could be paraphrased 

~~Lo a statement of the'relation of the experience of 

seeing a red patch to the experiences which precede and 

come after it or only those coming before it. Which means 

t hat the statement of the experience of seeing a red pa tch , 

if unaccompanied by any reference to the desired rel ati on , 

would be devoid of any meani ~g whatever. But woul d not 

that be very odd and baffling? Don't we find i t mea ningful 

to s ay ''I am seeing a red patch' ' regardless of whether 

any other experiences precede and follow it . The pos ition 

then - which logically follows from the theory - that no 

i solated experience can be accounted for falls because of 

i t s very oddity?o 1 

lo The same point has been made, though in a different 
manner, by J.R. Jones in his article ''The Self 
in Sensory Cognition'', Mind, NS, LVIII (1949), 
pp . 40-6l o Rebutting Russell's no s ubject theory , 
he criticizes him for arbitrarily discounting the 
pos sibility of ascribing a s ingle eKperi ence to a 
subject. He finds the Serialist talk of direct 
relations gratuitous and thinks it perfe ctly 
meaningful to talk of a sing le experience. ·To 
quote him : 

''But surely a person never says I am seeing 
this coloured patch' or 'I am hearing this 
noise' merely as an expression of the fact 
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There is another very serious consequence which 

follows from the theory and which its advocates do not 

quit e seem to have realizedo In the situation of a loss 

of memory no past experience would be available wi th which 

to relate the present experience and determine the bun~leo 

On the other hand, as we see, a person suffering from amne-

sia could still raise the question''Who am I?'' And t his 

question will be concerned not with the question of his 

identity as subject of his pres ent experience but with 

his i dentity as having been so-and-so and as such-and-such, 

in other words, that is, his personal identity. Such a 

person will clearly be ignorant of certain autobiooraphical 

details about himselfo And the identity of su ch a person 

would be mos tly ascertained, in the manner of the identity 

of a worldly object, by third parties. But this would be -
of no avail at all so far as his identity as a ~ is 

concerned. In fact his awarene~s of himself as a subjec; 

of his present experience would be necess a ry to his be ing 

able to raise the question of his (personal) identity at 

all. The person asking himsebf this question woul d 
' 

therefore not be ignorant, as it is quite common to suppose, 

of his being a subject-self. In his reply to Hume's 

Footnote 1 on page 36 contdo 

that this seeing and this hearing are related 
to other non-contemporaneous mental events 
in certain characteristic wayso I at any 
rate am perfectly certain that there is some
thing contemporaneous with my seeing the coloured 
patch or my hearing the noise to which I mean 
to relate these objects when I say that it i s ' I ' 
who am seeing the coloured patch or hearing the 
noise ••• o The 'I' of which I am thinking seems 
to be involved in any £ng of the cognitive ev ents 
which may be combined in t he unity of the same 
total temporary state.'' 

(po43) approviagly referring to James Ward, Jones also 
points out as against Russell, how preposterous it is 
to admit an experience wWthout admitting the sub j ect 
whose experience it iso We however need not go with 
Jones when he equates the 'I', which is contemporan
eous with the experience, with what he calls'the 
somatic field'o 
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\ 
objection that 'there is no impression constan t and 

invariable' which could be given the name of self -

a reply which has escaped the notice even of Broad -

McTaggart makes, with insight, the important point1 t hat 

even if such an impression lasted a minute, it woul d give 
I 

us sufficient reason to believe in the exist ence of t h e 

self then. And ''a self that lasted for a minute would 

s till be a self.' •2 The point is of s uf ficien t importance 

and lends support to the contention made above that no 

version of the bundle theory - be it the logical con-

s truction theory or Any other - can do jus ti ce t o the 

reality of the single or isolated experience. And ~ ven if, 

J2er imposs 'ibile, some direct relation~ t o be found 
<---~ 

as relating experiences of the same bundle, the t heo ry 

would still be lacking in certain very funda mental respects 

as the above discussion has perhaps showno 

The Somatoyentric Theory 

We now turn to McTaggart's refutation o f what Broad 

has called ''The Somatocentric Theory''· As we have s een 

above, in his refutation of the Bundle Theory, McTaggart 

established the proposition that the relation be twee n two 

experiences which is expressed by saying that they belong 

to the same self, cannot be a direct relation between 

experiences and them aloneo This relation must be an 

ind irect relation, derived from the relations in which 

experiences stand to some term which according to 

1. 

2. 

~, p. 82. 

Ibido 'Jhe question as to the persistence of t he 
seTf before and afterwards is seen by Mc Taggart 
as a ''matter for further argument''o 
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McTaggart is self - which is not an experience. The 

possibility then remains open that this other term 

(which is not an experience) to which experiences st and 

in direct relations, is not self, but a certain living 

body, or ''a certain part of it'' (Broad)o McTaggart 

discusses this as another attempt at knowing the self in 

descriptive terms and rejects it { NE, Sections 390 and ~ 

391). The theory, as stated oy McTag~art, would come t o 

roughly this:\ What makes experiences belong to the same 

self is a certain relation (of causality) in wh ich t hey 

stand to the living organism. The only relation wh ich , 

McTaggart suggests, co~ld fill the bill i s t hat of be i ng 

immediately determined by a contemporary cereb ral state o 

If so, McTaggart argue~, nq one could entertain the pro

position that any two exper~ences belo~g to the same se l f 

unless he had ''a reason to believe them to be caused by 

the same bodyo''t This wou d mean that statements like 

''I am angry'' become totally untrustworthyo Statements 

like the above have been and are made by people who do 

not usually have the slightest notion that 'emotions and 
I 

j udgements' are causally determ i ned by certain ce r eb r a l 

processeso In the absence of any knowledge of such a 

doctrine they can naturally have no reason to be l i eve t hat 

these mental states have been c aused by t he same bodyo 

From which it follows that they are not entitled to 

entertain the belief that they belong to the s ame s elfo 

But we have seen that we do assert that they belong to 

the s ame self. 2 This is McTaggart's first arg ument 

against the theory. 

1. Seco 390, Po 73. 

2o .1!2.i9•, Sec. ~90, Po 74o 
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McTaggart's second argument is that the theory 

presumes a prior knowledge as well ~s acceptance of t he 

doctrine by those who believe th a t ce rtain two states 

belong to the same selfo McTaggart doubts whether even 

such people base their judgements that two states belong 

to the same self on their prior conviction that they stand 

in a certain causal relation to the same bodyo The 

difficulties involved in such a proposition are indeed too 

obvious to need a lengthy statement. And they become 

f urther compounded in the case of emotions and j udgementso 

McTaggart finds it particularly 'impossible' that any 

person, before judging that an emotion and a judgement belong 

to the same self, should first observe his brain and 

observe in it two states or events which he could identify 

as having caused the emotion and the judgement respe ctively . 

This is not the procedure which people, even when they 

are convinced of certain causal relations between body 

and mind, generally adopt for deciding whether certain 

experiences belong to thems ~lveso Physical observation 

thus being ruled Qut, t he o1 ly ground one coul d have f or 

the conviction that the emotion and the judgement have 

been caused by the same living body, would, according to 

McTaggart, 'depend' on 'his recognition that they belong t o 

the same self. So McTaggart concludes, ''It i s impossible 

therefore that he can iegitimately base his belief that 

they be~ong to the same self on the ground that they 

were caused by the same bodyo•• 1 

lo 1Q19o, Sec. 390, p. 74, Italics ours. 



41 

Broad, in his usuel dissenting mood, believes t ha t 

the theory can be refuted by other arguments than by 

a ppeal to the direct awareness of the setfo He accuses 

McTagga r t of making the theory ''needlessly ridicul ous' ' 

bv proposing and discussing a relat i on which ''could not 

possibly fill the bill.'' Restatinq the argument, 1 

Broad urges that the upholder of the the ory can be fo rced 

to admit (i) that if his view be correct, his judgemen t 

that he is having a certain experience, say of anger , must 

be related to the ~ organism or the ~ part of the 

same organism and in the same relation R as t he experience 

(o f anger) i s , and then (~i) t hat he can be made to admit 

tha t while he i s guite certai n that he is angry , be is not 

sure as to what the relation is, or whether it indeed holds 

in b oth the instances, namely of feeling and judgement . 

He can thus be forced either to drop the Somatocentric 

Theory altogether, or to admit that, if the the ory i s true, 

he cannot indicate the rela~ion required by ito 

Now, although Broad 's sugg estion is certainly helpful 

in capturing the spirit of the above theory or little 

mor e fully, his criticism of McTaggart's on t he latter's 

choice of the relation is less than fair. McTaggart is 

certainly not guilty, at least by design, of setting up 

first a man of straw and then demolishing him. The 

relation- na~e ly, ''a certain relation of causality'' 

which McTaggart thinks can alone fit in with t he the ory, 

was perhaps a relation which was commonly believed by the 
2 proponents of the theory as holding between body and 

1. Op,cit., p. 189, 
I 

2 o The relation- ''a certain relation of causality'' 
as McTaggart calls it - which he thinks is in accord 
with the theory is a relation which has been believed 
to hold between mind and body by philosophers like 
Ayer and has figured in some more recent pronounce
ments on the issue, eogo , by Feigl, Place, Smart , 
etGo 
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mind, and McTaggart might have thought it not improper 

to examine it as it is. In fact, even the relation as 

restated by Broad, requires that the upholder of the 

t heo ry is convinced in some way that the relation hol ds 

between the feeling and the judgement on the one hand and 

the organism\ on the other. And how can t his conviction 

come about except either through some kind of observation 

or some other plausible means? 

Our discussion of the Somatocentri c Theo r y would 

remain incomplete without a mention of the views of some 
I 1 

of the contemporary philosophers who in v ari ous ways 

have sought to establish the iden tity between mental 

states and neurophysiological operations. Some like 

J.J.Co Smart have put forth the theory and mental states 

and phys~cal processes ar1~ in fact identical and just 

1 t d th l " . r . . 1 b . corre a e ; a~ consc1f us exper1ences are s1mp y ra1n 

processes•• 2 - though Smart's claim of iqentity remains 

lo For some of these philosophers'views on zind and 
body, see the collection of articles under t h e 
heading The Philosophy of Mind, edited with an 
introduction by V.C. Chappell (Englewood Cliffs, 
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1962)o The volume 
contains articles, among others by John Wis dom , 
Norman Malcolm, UoTo Place, J.J.C. Smart and 
Strawsono See also Herbert Feigl, ''The ' Mental ' 
and the 'Physical','' in Minnesota Studies in the 
Phil~phy of Science, Vol. II (Minneapolis: Uni
versit y of Minnesota Press;Yt~h pp. 270-497. For 
refutation of these theori~s see H.D. Lewis, The 
Elusive Mind, Gifford Lectures (London: George-
Allen and Unwin Ltdoff~'l (;t, Almost half that volume is 
devoted to this. ;~ 

2o J.J.C. Smart, Philoso h and Scientific Realism, 
(London: Roudledge and Kegan Paul, ' 1963 , p. 88 . 
Smart is not content with 'correlation '-talk , and 
proposes 'strict' identity between the t wo processeso 
''That these [i.e. states of consciousnessl should 
be correlated with brain processes does not he lp, 
for to say that they are correlated i s to say that 
they are something over and above. You cannot 
correlate something with itself.'' J.J.C. Smart, 
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restricted mainly to sensations or after-images which 

he elsewhere calls 'neat experience'(s)o 1 But even in · 

case of what Smart considers as neat experiences, the 

ques tion raised by McTaggart remains relevant. Even 

believing that Gertain two states of mine are in fact 

nothing but neuro physiological states, an account ·,vould 

still be required 9f hmw I come to see them as belonging 

to the ~ body. As Chappell rightly remarks 

' ' C e r t ~ i n criteria of ide n t i t y , c e r L; ~ !~ - ~ -:! ~

tions under which it is correc t or reas onable to 
say that two correlated items are parts or 

aspects of one sing le thing, must a}so be sat
isfied.''2 

Footnote 2 on page 42 contdo 

''Sensations and Brain Processes'', in V.Co 
Chappel, op. cit., p. 161; cf. a lso p. 164. 
Distinguishing his position from those of his 
otherwise lik~-minded colleagues like U.T. Place 
and Feigl - wHo allow SQme definite room for t he 
two processes as existing side by side - Smart 
says: ''• •• in so far as (after-image' or 'ache ' is 
a report of a process, it i s a report of a 
process that happens to j be a brain proces~ . It 
follows that the t~esis"does not claim that s en
sation \ statements can be translated into state
ments about brain processes. Nor does it cl a im 
that the logic of a sensation statement i s the 
same as that of a brain-process statement. All 
it claims is that in so far as a sensation state
ment is a report of something, that something is 
in fact a brain process. Sensations are nothing 
over and above brain pr ocesses.'' (p. 163) For 
views of U.To Place see his article entitled 
''Is consciousness a Brain Process?'' in v.c. 
Chappell, PPo lOf-109; and p. 102 for the ' corre
lation' - view with which Smart contras t s hi s 
(see above). For Feigl's view s ee op . cit . and 
p. 390 for the view with wh i ch too Smart con
trasts his. 

1. Philosophy and Scientific Reali s m, p. 90. 

2o V.C. Chappell, op. cit., "Introduction" , p. 20. 
A.J. Ayer finds the identity thesis ne ither very 
interesting nor very plausible. See The Central 
Ques tions of Philosophy (London: Weidenfeld and" ~.-1•, ··~ 

1q13 ), PP• 131-132. It i s not interesting 
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physiological states as representing-speaking pro-

visionally-my mental states, in fact repres <~ nt some 
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body else~s mental states of the same kindo And no sort 

of verificatory device, however sophisticated, can help 

establish this fact at that level alone. The only reason 
I 

then left with me for believing them to be states of the 

some body would be my recognition that they belong to the 

same selfo 

In his less dogmatic moments, Smart appears to 

admit that ''there seems to be some element of ' pure 

inner experience' which is being r eported, ~nd to wh ich 

only I have direct access.' •1 Thi s becomes further obvious 

from his sliding back from his initial rigid position and 

his conceding different meanings to experience and brain 

processeso 2 And Place in fact goes to the leng th of so 

much as even conceding a certain distinct meaning to 

mental states normally insisted on by those opposed to 

Footnote 2 on page 43 contd, 

because it suggests, according to Ayer, that 
after a certain advancement in science, people 
''though still speaking about their experiences 
in the old way, will conceive of them as events 
which are more knowledgeably described by the use 
of physical predicates. It is not very plausible 
if it implies that our descendants will give up 
accounting for their own and other persons' be
haviour in terms of their conscious sens ations, 
purposes, and reasoning, and rely instead only on 
the notion of their making such and such responses 
as the result of the stimulation of their central 
nervous system.'' (p. 131) Their knowle dge too 
of the goings on in their brain would perhaps de
pend, Ayer suggests, on ''inference from the experi
ences with which these physical processes were 
correlated by their theory.'' (Ibid.) 

lo Smart, ~hilosophy and Scientific Real ism , p. 89o 

2 . Smart, ''Sensations and Brain Processes '', in 
VoC • Chappell, PPo 168-169o 
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behaviourial or physicalist reductiono He writes : 

''To say that statements about consciousness 
are statements about brain processes is mani
festly false. This is shown (a) by the fact 
that you can describe your sensations and 
mental imagery without knowing anything about 
your brain-processes or even that such things 
exist, (b) by the fact that statements about 
one's consciousness and statements about one's 
brain processes are verified in entirely diffe
rent ways, and (c) by the fact that there is 
nothing self-contradictory about the statement 

'x has ~ pain but there is nothing going on in 
his brain~•• 1 

(a) and (c) in the above quotation look like paraphr1sing 

of McTaggart's argumento Thes e are indications that even 

the most extreme varieties of materialist/behaviourist 

doctrines h ave finally to come up against c~rtain reali-
n r ties which they find difficult to fully appropriate to 

their respective framewor~or 'schemes of things' and 

find forced on them inconvenient aqmissions and depar-

tureso As Brentano rightly points out : 

''Every presentation (Vorstellung) of sensation 
or imagination offers an e xample of the mental 
phenomenon; and here I understand by presenta
tion not that which is presented, but the act 
of presentation. Thus, hearing a sound, seeing 

a coloured object, sensing warm or cold, and 
the comparable states of imagination as well, 
are examples of what I mean.•• 2 

lo Place in V.C. Chappell, Po 102o 

2. Franz Brentano, ''The Distinction betw~en Mental 
and Physical Phenomena'', trans. by DoB. Terrell, 
in Roderick Mo Chisholln (edo) Realism and the 
Back round of Phenomenolo (Illinois, The Free 
Press of .Glfncoe, 1960, p. 41. Also compare 
G.E. Moore, •'The Subject-Matter of Psychology'', 
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, 

I 
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The central point is that experiences per se, character-

istically mental as they are, cannot be understood in 

terms of (behavioural or) brain processeso ''They may 

depend on the body, but their distinctive feature s are 

not bodily processes.•• 1 rven in such cases as tho se 

of org~nic sensations, pains and aches, nervous excite-

ment, etc., where the physical element appears to be the 

dominant one and the balance of probability seems to go 

in favour of body rather than mind, the mental side is 

never completely blurred, and it is in fact the confla

tion of the object and the act which contributes to such 

an impressiono Even though the objects of sensations 

etc. are physical and generally locatable (though that ls 

not rel~~~.1 t), the •sensing' proper always stands out and 

is never physical but mental. The one point that should 

suffice in clinching the issue is that experiences are 

f . I f acts of re erence , wh1le processes o brain are not, and 

processes of brain are movements in space, while ex per

iences, as McTaggart too believes, 2 are not spatial exce pt 

in a highly figurative senseo So the question of under-

standing or identifying experiences in terms of the 

footnote 2 ' on pag e 45 cont~ 

Reprinted in Body and Mind, ed. G.NoA Vesey 
(London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1964) p. 237 
Moore only qualifies that by calling certain things 
'mental a cts' ''I do not wish to imply that I am 
always particularly active when I do them. No 
doubt, I must be active in a sense, whenever I do 
any of them. But certainly, when I do some of them, 
I am sometimes very passive.'' l£12o Bergmann 
also holds a similar view, and so too Grossmann. 
See Gustav Bergmann, Meaning and Existence (Madi s on: 
The University of Wisconsin Press, 1968), pp. 27 
ffo, and Ro Grossmann, The Structure of Mind 
(Madison and Milwaukee, 1965), Po 39o 

1. John Laird, Problems of the Self (London: Macmillan 
and Co. Ltd., 1917), p. 194. Chapter 3 ('The Self 
and the Body') in Laird discusses the problem in 
detail and is still relevanto 

2o NE, Sec. 430o 



47 

physical must be a non-strater from the beginning. And 

fhis iS not inconsistent with the existence of some 

correlations between the twoo 

As a last remark on the issue, it must be menti oned 

that the theories in question are unfair, at least partly, 

~ o the body itself. In true accord with their perspectives 

•n mind or self, they look upon the body too from the third 

person's point of view. The theories ignore what K.C. 

Bhattacharya calls ''the unique singularity of one's ~ 

body even as a perceived object.' •1 Body stays as a perceived 

object with the behaviourists too, but this perception has 

none of the privilege native to one's perceiving of one's 

own body, it being a third person's perception and hence ob

jectivistic. No wonder then that the body comes to be seen 

just like any other object, and is thus robbed, even as an 

object, of its privileged position-s t ared by none of the other 

objects of the world- which consist s in its being the first 

step at which the subjectivity of t he self begins to be dis-

tinguished or realized, distinguished that is, from the en

vironing world of objects. In ~he process, another important 

aspect of fhe b~ dy ge~s neglectedo The body, one's own body, 

. " 2 is not on~y externally perceived, it is felt from within 

too, and the initial significant intimations of one's own 

body are afforded by this feeling from withino It is 

these intimations provided by both external and inner 

perceptions3 which yield a truer and more authentic idea 

of what is it to have a body, or even what is it to be a 

body. 

1. 

3. 

Only with these sound beginnings can one proceed 

K.Co Bhattacharya, Studies in Philosophye (2 Volso, 
Delhi: Motilal Banarasidass, 2nd ed., 19 3; 1st 
Calcutta edition, 1958), II, p. 412o 
''A patient"- when stung by a mosquito, does not need 
to look for the place where he has been stung. He 
finds it straight away, because for him there is no ques
tion of locating it in relation to axes of co-ordinates 
in ohjective space ••• '' M. Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology 
of Perception trans. by Colin Smith(London:Routledge and 
Kegan Paul,l972), p.l05. For extensive discussion of the 
body from th ,~ phenomenologist point of view see 
Ibid., Chapters 2-4. 
Note that the idea of the ''inner sense'' tal ked of by 
philosophers has its source in this inner perceptiono 
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to assume certain things about the other bodies. The 

(behaviouristsp physicalists in neglecting these very 

important cons\derations pass over what is very crucial 

for achieving a true perspective on the problems relating 

to the self and to the body. 

Some further protests 

McTaggart's doctrine of self-knowledge has invited 
I 

critical comment from Ian Gallie1 , who, although finding 

McTaggart's conclusion as ''highly plausible'', thinks 
2 that ''it would be rash to say it was proved.'' Gallie's 

argument that the two characteristics of making the judge

ment, and of having the experience, can be shown as belonging 

to what he calls the ''same co-personal series'' even on 

the Serial Theory where there is no self-acquaintance, has 
u 

important affinities with Broad's defence of the Bundle 

Theory (see above). He too re~sons that this co-personality 

(Broad's coined term is ''being sympsychic'') will consist 

in an ''indefinable relation'' (much as the relation ''as 
I 

belonging to the same self'' or ''being sympsychic with 

eac •• other'' suggested by Broad is indefinable)'' directly 

uniting the events which are said to belong to the same 

self.•• 3 This relation, Gallie thinks, would prove the 

''something more'', acquintance with which McTaggart 

thinks necessary if we are to know the meaning of the 

proposition ''1 have this awareness••, but which, according 

to Gallie he mistakenly assumes to be another particular, 

the self. ''For the something more may be just the fact 

1. Ian Gallie, ''Is the Self a Substance'', Min2, 
N$, XLV (1936), pp.28-44. 

2. 12!2•t p.4lo 

3. 1!Ll9· 
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that is known is that '' a certain introspe cted nental 

event has certain introspectable char0ctcristics.' ,l 

It is then possible to kn ow the meanin0 of these state-

m(·nts even without any acquaintance wi t h ''I''; which 

means, in other words, that ''I'' is vJhol l y dispensable 

in certain statements. Now without imr:1ed iat ely d~t ~ni-

nino wheth er ''I'' is or is not d ispensab le in such cases 

or further whether indeed such subjectless modes of ex-

pression are possible, the important point to he decided 

is whet her what is being cl a i med in such sen'te'lces is the 

mere occur re~ce of a certain event , or one ' s kno vled-::e 

of it, or both. In the first case, it may be granted 

footnote 3 on page 49 contd. 
I 

referring to a 'person', see P.F. Strawson , 
Individuals (London : Met hu en, rep . 1977; 
1st ed. 1959), •Chapter 3 . For a different 
interpretation of Wittg enstein's meaning see 
J . H. . Jones, ''The two c ontexts of menta l 
concept s ,' 1 Proceedings of the Aristotelian 
S~ciety, NS, LIX (1958-59 ), pp . 105-124 . 
I an Ramsey, while agreeing with Wittgens t ein ' s 
possible suggestion tha t the disti nc tiv e 
use of ''I'' is not percer t ually vertifiable , 
r e jects the sugges tion t hat the differen ce 
between the t wo uses of ''I'' is merely a 
difference of ' g rammar' and arises merely 
and simply from the need to dis tinguish the 
spe aker from the heare r. Not that t here 
i s neve r any need to make the distinction . 
But, adds Rams ey , ''Mv point is t ha t more 
needs saying as wel l.'' This 'more ', Rams ey 
urges, can never be enumerated in me rely 
descriptive or observational terms , and comes 
t o us in a '' disclosure in Which I co~e to 
myself and realize mys el f as more than the 
observable behaviour I display.'' Ian Ra~sey , 
''On the Possibility and Purpose of a Me ta
physical Theology'', Prospect for Met aph vsics , 
e d . Ian Ramsey (London: Geor ge Al len and 
Unwin Ltd., 1961), pp. 153-177. The two quo
tations occur on p. 165 and p. 167 respecti
vely. 

1. G_allie, op. cit., p. 42. 
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that the use of ''I'' implies no self- acc.uaint an ce 

nor any fact about the self . In the other t~o cas es, 

it would be qene rally agreed , acquaintance with th e s e l f, 

etc . i s implied if the sentences are to be mea ning f ul. 

The followir\g quotations from /l.cTaogart are here .,.,orth 

noticing . 

''··· If I am entitl ~ d to make any asser
tion about my awareness of anything , I must 

I 1 
be aware of myself . 1 1 

' ' ••• unless 1 1 I '' 
is known by ac~uaintance I am not justified 
in making any statement about r.tyself , whether 
it deals with awareness or noto ' •2 

' The second stat ement is t he mor e significant of 

the t wo , and the words to be marked are 1 any 'statement about 

myself .' o McTaggart might provisionally grant that tJH~l' t:: 

might conce ivably be cases hwhere t he us e of ''I'' involves 

no self-kn owl edge or any such thing , but the determining 

fact~even in such cases would be whether the statement in 

question is purported to be a sta t em&nt about the spea~er 

or involves him in some way. Gallie himself seems to agree 

with t his wh en he de f ines3 the self in terms of that class 

of sentences in which the word ''I'' is replaceble, even 

at the risk of odd or unusual Englis~, but without loss 

of meaning, by the phrase ''m.IJ mind'' o Now there are, to 

be sure , s evera l senses of ''I'' but surely the superfluity 

1. NE , Sec. 386, Po 69o 

2 . Ibid. 

3o Op. cit., p. 28. Also see above. 
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of ''I'' cannot be one of these senses and it is 

precisely this that Gallie's suggestion seems to boil 

down to. Either ''I'' in sentences like ''I am hearing 
\ 

II ~ 1 a noise now 1s wholly otiose , or has some meaning, and 

1. In one sense of course ''I''- and this is highly 
instructive does not ref~ to anything. And this 
has led some philosophers to leap to the conclusion 
that there is no subject-self per se. But there is 
a subject of experience, and there is awar~ness of it, 
even though we do not always feel the need to refer 
to it by means of"'!'', not concerned as we are with 
the problem of communication and identification. Now 
the fact that there is a certain definite identifactory 
role to ''I'' in communication etc. may again bias some 
to conclude that there is only the identificatory -
oi referential- role to ''!'', and that therefore anu 
non-referential or non-identificatory function of it 3 

remains an abstraction. Thus P.T. Geach has argued 
that the use of ''1'' is soliloquy for instance, is 
•superfluous• . It is by habit that we use it in such 
moments, and so he concludes, ''when there are no 
others, 'I' is reduhdant and has no special reference.'' 
Mental Acts (London : Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1971; 
1st ed. 1957), pp .ll8-120 . The quotation occurs on 
p .l20. Strawson too argues against the ''ourelv inneY '' 
and subject-referring use of ''1'' and concludes that 
this would be to de~rive ''1'' of any referential 
'force' whatever and instead set up a '' pure, individ ual , 
immaterial substance.'' See P.F. Strawson, The Bounds 
of Sense : An Essay on Kant'S Critmgue of Pure Reason 
(London : Methuen and Co. Ltd., rep. 1976; 1st ed. 
1966), p.166. To this we may reply that though we ~do 
not need ''I'' for identifyin~ ourselves to OtJrselves
for that would be ridiculous - we may yet, as language
users, require, in a state of ~elf-address. some personal 
pronoun so as to articulate our character as subjects, 
as distinct from the objects, and as set over against 
them, which duality as irrevocably · embedded in our 
experience it may be our purpose to bring out in the 
act of narrating our experience to ourselves. We then 
have no alternative but to use the only first person 
singular our language provides us, but then, the use 
of this ''I'' has already changed, its identificatory 
use having been replaced by its 'symbolic' function. 
This is however not to deny the identifacatory or 
'referential' function of 'I' which has its legitimate 
sphere, e.g. communication or the likeo But even there, 
we may emphasize, it cannot be treat~d as on par with 
any general terms, such as ''chair'', ''mounta i n'', etc. 
whose referents, the objects, can be referred to by 
different subjects simultaneously. The first person 
singular, as used by different speakers never mea ns or 
refers to the same thing. It is always some unique 
subject that is intended by the word 'I'. As Ia11 

Ramsey so masterfully puts it : ''wh at ' I' stands for, 
what I am to myself more than I as he is to you , is 
something which a fortiori cannot be described. It 

••• contd ••• 
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Gallie fails positively to show what sense is implied 

minus self-acquaintance or some fact about myself. 

Gallie's second objection is more serious. ''McTaggart 

assumes without argument'', Gallie complains, ''that the 

word 'I' , when used as a description of the self, always 

means 'the person who is making this judgement~"! But he 

doubts whether this holds, or even whether McTaggart's 

view is a possible one. ''For if 'the person making this 

judgement' is the meaning of ''I'' in any proposition of 

the form 'I am aware of~·, it looks as though any such 

proposition would be part of its own analysis and there fore 

meaningless.' •2 It seems Gallie has somewhere missed the 

spirit of McTaggart's argument. One of McTaggart's chief 

concerns, as noted at the beginning, is the question, how 
\ 

are first-person j udgements (or assertions ) possible a t all? 

And McTaggart's reply is that no such judgement can be 

possible unless the person who makes the judgement be the 

same as the person about whom the judgement is made. ''I'' 

does not just mean the person who is making the judgement, 

as Gallie seems to suppose, but also the pers on ~ is being 

characterized in a certain way. ''I'' therefore stands 

both for the person characterizing and the pers on characterized; 

and unless they both be the same, the meaning of ''I'' cannot 

Footnote 1 from pre page contd ••• 

can only be evoked in and for each of us , and 
that means given (as we have said) in a disclosure 
that justifies our use of 'I' in the extended sense, 
the sense which belongs to a situation not restricted 
to the observables in terms of which other people as 
well (as well as I) can talk of it ••• Here is 
solipsism as the primitive metaphysics.~.'' 
Ramsey, op. cit,, p.l67. 

lo Op, cit., Po42. 

2. Op. cit., p.42. 
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be comprehended. We may also incidentally note that it 
I 

is not McTaggart's point that every state or experience of 

the self ~ or has to be accompanied by a judgemental 

awarness. 1 It is weil-known that in what is called the 

''affair of living'' we do not always feel the need to 

pause and make judgements about ourselves. But if any 

ego-centric judgements are made, they can be made, McTaggart 

urges, only on the basis o f prior 
\I 

acqu{nt ance with ourself. 

And if this is not so, this needs to be shown rather than 

merely stated. One need not be unduly bothered nbout the 

examples McTaggart chooses to prove his point. They might 

not be the right ones as Geach suggests. ''We can however 

forget about the example : a careful reading shows that 
I 

McTaggart's argument does not depend upon it.' •2 

One would also miss the main burden of McTnggart's 

argument tf one were to hqld in the manner of Gallie and 

Broad3 , that the identity of the person having the experience 

and the person judging is essential only if the truth of 

the judge~ent is to be asserted or established. 

1. But this is unfortunately the interpretation that 
Broad places fon McTaggart's view. See Broad, 

. t I t·~, 86 op. c~~, I,Jp.l • Also see above. 

2. P.T. Geach, Truth, Love and Immortality : An Introduction 
to McTaggart's Philoso!hv (Berkeley : University of 
California Press, 1979 , p.l05. For reformulation and 
discussion of McTaggart's argument by Geach see l£12., 
PPol05-108. 

t 
"\ 

3. Gallie writes : ''An if this is so, self-acquaintance 
is not sufficient to guarantee the truth of those 
propositions which McTaggart thinks it is to sceptical 
to doubt ••• possibly no proposition about my~elf 
is strictly known, though many are certainly believed 
with a high oegree .of psychological conviction.'' 
Op. cit., p.43. For Broad's view $ee abo.ve , and 
op. cito, II, P~.-1, p.l85. 
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Now we have already shown that McT aggart's argume nt is 

concer d not with the truth or falSL LY of judgement• 

but with the QOSsibility of any judgement ex pressible in 

the first person singular. And ~o such judgement accordi~ 

to him is possible unless one is acquainted with onself. 

Secondly, and this too has already been emphasized , all 

such judgements have an inherent claim to being true at the 

time when they are made - regardless of whether they are 

found to be true or not in subsequent reflect i ve acts. An d 

this presumption on the part of judgements i s sufficient, 

on McTaggart's line of thought, to affirm the identity of 

the pers on who experiences and the pers on who judges. These 

considerations bring out the relevance of Professor Geach's 

observation on McTaggart's argument. 

' '.... if valid it [ill e. the argument] will work 
regarding~ judgement concerning onself, expressible 

in the first person singular; we need not confine 
ourselves to introspective judgements, nor to psycho
logi cal judgements, nor to judgements that are either 
true 10r well-founded. If valid at all, McTaggart's 

I 

argument wi ll show that no first person judgement is 
even possible unless there is self-perception.•• 1 

Self, Consciousness, and Self-Consciousness 

Before we bring this· chapter to a close, it seems 

necessary to discuss McTaggart's views on the relation of 

~ the self to the. qualities 'of consciousness and self-conscious-

ness. McTaggart discusses them in the Sections 397-399 of NE. 

, Like Ramanuja2 , and unlike Advaita3 , McTaggart too regards 

1. Opo cit., p.lOS. 

2. Ramanuja regards conscousness as a quality necessary 
to a self. 

3 . Advaita Vedanta treats consciousness and self as identical•. 
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consciousness as a quality of the self. By saying that 

a self is conscious, we mean, McTaggart says, that it 

I is conscio us of something, ''that is, that it knows some-

\ 

thing. ,,l And here he is in general a~reement with the 

Phenomenological tradition, which sees all cdnsciousnes s 

as ''intentionalo'' So far there does not seem to be any 

logical impossibility in a particular being a self at 

times when it is not aware of anything at allo 2 Soon, 

! however, McTaggart makes the point that every self is, 

I 
sub specie temporis, aware of something or other at every 

. moment of its existence, that ''all selves are conscious 

l at all times when they exist.•• 3 The expression 'when they 

exist' in the preceding quote is ambiguous. It is ambiguous 

because in McTaggart's system, as we shall see in t he last 

chapter, selves enjoy eternal existence. McTaggart, it 

appears, wants to allow room even for such views as do not 

consider selves immortal. As for the phrase ''at all times'', 

it requires ifi~erpretation. Now in SDR4 , McTaggart expresses 

the view, in the context concerned, that during the state 

of dreamless sleep, the self remains unconscious, ''as 

unconscious as it could .be without a body.' •5 So there can 

be· an interval, sleep or something of the kind, during which 

a self is not aware of ~nything, does not know anything. 

It may seem then that during such periods, the self ceases 

to exist that is, if selfhood necessarily involves possession 

1. !:!§, Sec. 397. 

2. ..!..Q.is!. 

3. .!.2i£!. 

4. Seco 80. 

5. Continuing McTaggart says : ''Yet this dee s not 
prevent its being the same man who went to sleep 
and who woke up again.''· §]fi, Sec.80o 
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of consciousness. In NE, Section 602, on the other hand1 

McTaggart concludes that . consciousness continues even 

during dreamless sleep; only the experiences are not much 

clear. To quote him : ']When apparently dreamless sleep 

oc curs, what really happens is that the clearness of my 

experience sinks to so low a level that it cannot be remem

bered after waking, but that the consciousness does continu,e! i 1 

It will be noticed that McTaggart is here maintaining, not 

that no experience occurs during drea~less sleep, but that 
I 

no such ex pe rience is retained in memory, and that this creat~ 

the impression as if there was cessation of consclvu..Ji•~"";l • 

I 

Now how can We reconcile these apparently contradictory 

statements? I think that there is nothing in McTaggart's 

system to prevent the state of dreamles s sleep being consi-

dered as one in which the self remains consci ous . McTaggart 

then seems to partly agree with the Vedanta position on 

the question . So far as the SDR view is concerned, the 

word 'uncons cious• there- which is the source of confusion-

should, I suggest , as in line with McTaggart' s ~view, 

be interpreted not as meaning total absence of consciousness, 

nor even as temporary suspension thereof, but as meaning 

such a state of the self which though consciou s all throu~h 

that interval yet lacks that transparency which r enders it 

1. NE, Sec. 602, Italics mln~. See details there . 
Compare Leib iz : ''And as, on waking from stupor , 
we are conscious of our perceptions, we mus t have had 
perceptions before we awoke, although we were not at 
all conscious of them; for one perception can in a 
natural way come only from another perception.'' 
''Monadology'' 23 in Robert Latta (ed.) o The Monadology 
~. (Lon~on : Oxford University Press , rep.l971, 
1st ed. 1898), p .23lo 

/ 
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possible for experiences to come to the level of memoryo 

McTaggart however does not go further and draw metaphvs ical 

conclusions of the kind which for example Vedanta does . 

So the selves must at all times of their existence 

be conscious. Must they also be self- conscious during the 

time when they are consc ious? A se lf-consc i ous self , 

according to McTagga rt, is one ''wh ich knows itself, and 

which theref ore, by qur previous results, . perceives itself.' •1 

Thus self-cbnsciousnesr, according t o McTaggart, is intros-

pective, or shall we S <~y , reflect ive consciousness . Now 

. McTaggart does not agree to the proposit ion that since 

consciousness is necessary to a self, t he re is any nece ssary 

connection between being conscious and being se~f-conscious. 

He thinks that he is fairly certain th at there were momen ts 

when he was aware of certain things but was not perceiving 

himself simply because he happened to be engrossed i n these 

things. It might, no doubt, be alleged that even in such 

engrossing moments, he was in fact being aware of himself , 

but th at the experience was so faint or even uninteresting 

that nothing of it could be remembered afterwards. Or it 

may be alleged that even if he in fact was being aware of 

himself, he could have done,so, and in fact would have done 

' so had he only chos en to. In other words , that is, no 

conscious being is inherently incapble of self-consciousness . 

McTaggart admits both these contentions. He says t hat we 

should have to adopt either of the al tern atives if it were 

the case that awareness of other things could not occur 

without an actual or possible contemporaneous awareness of 

I the self . Bu t he points out that he sees no necessary 

1 • N t , Sec • 397 • 
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J connection between consciousness and self-consciousness, 

and tha~ he sees no reason ''why t~ere should not be 

beings who were conscious, but whose nature was such that 

they could not under any circumstances be self-consc·ious.'' 

Now this stance, I think, raises issues of very 

conside~able importance and we shall here deal , in passing, 

with one or two of them. There are two related questions, 

one concerning the question of the evidencinn of conscious

ness, a~d the second pertaining to that of the awareness of 

the self. What we say about the one has an i mnediate and 

long term bearing on the other. The first ~uestion has not 

attracted the attention of McTaggart, but is important 

nevertheless. What is the evidence that a cert ain experienc 

or cogn~tion has occurred at all? By this of course we mean 

the primary first order cognition2 , the cognition which 

McTaggart thinks is ent irely object-engrossed. The usual 

answer , which is McTaggart's answer too, would be that the 

first order {unreflective) cognition is apprehended only by 

the second order reflective or introspective consciousness 

or self-consciousness. Now, reflective consciousness or 

self-consciousness signifies two aspects : (a) knowledge or 

awareness of the self, and (b) tnowledge of knowledge, i.e., 

second orde~ knowledge concerning the first order primary 

knowledge as the object. Accepting this to be the case 

prima facie the question that arises is : if t he primary 
) 

unreflective state of.consciousness can be evidenced only 

by a suhsequent reflective cognition, what will certify 

the reflective cognit~on itself? Pos tulation of a third 

reflective cognition would be of no avai l, for this would 

launch us on a vicious infinitP. series, and so the firs t 

term would never be known at all. 

lo lbid., Sec. 398e 

2 . A second order cognition is however by no me~ns 
excludedo 
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The only alternative we can presently thin k of 

is to regard consciousness as self-revealing. Thus a ll 

consciousnes s would be aware of itsel f a t t he same time as 
I 

it is aware of the object; else, as Sar t re s ays , ''it would 

be a consciousne) s ignorant of itself- which is abs urd .'' ! 

This is how we come across the char acte r is t i c 

Advaita idea of the self-luminosity (svapra ka£atva) of 
2 . 

consciousness (of course minus its met aphys i cal entai l ment s ). 

All conscibusness then- in all the forms , r ef lec t i ve or 

unreflective - certif i es or evidences itse l f simul t aneously 
' with revealing the object. All awreness , in other words , 

is at the same t i me self-awareness. 3 Accor dinn t o Adva ita 

Vedanta, th ere is the immediate certitude involved in every 

conscious act. The subject knows the obj ec t t hrough an 

act of cognition, but the act itself need not be g r asped 
~~ 

through anotherl of cognition; every ex perience, t hat is , 

is self-aware. 4 Awareness 'of' and the awa r eness ~ 

1. Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Noth i ngness , tra ns . 
Hazel E. Barnes (New York : Wash i ngton Square 
Press, PB, 6th imp. 1972; 1st ed. 1966), p.ll. 
Sartre has forcefully argued for the essential l y 'self
conscious' character of conscious nes s . Expla in i ng i t 
he s ays : ''This self-conscious ness we ought t o 
consider not as a new consciousness, but as the on l y 
mode of existence which is ossible for a consciousness 
of something.'' pol4. For det ai l s see especially , 
PPoll-14. 

2. For a t rea tment of the Advaita t heor y of self
luminous cons ciousness see Debabrat a Sinh a , The 
Metaphys ic of Experience in Advaita Vedant a : 
A Phenome nological Approach (Delhi : Moti lal 
Banaras idas s , 1983), Chapter 3o 

3o Brahma-Sutra- i anka ra-BhasYE (B. S . S&B o) II . 2o28 . The 
commentary Bh~mati says : evam prama t a pr ameyam 
ni ladipramaya vyapnoti na tu pramam pramant a r erya . 

4o We h ave chosen the term · 'selfwawar e ness ' i n or der to 
di f fere ntiate it from McTaggart' s ' self- cons ciousness' 
which necessarily involves reflec t i on; the f ormer 
however ch aracterizes all forms of conscious ness , 
re f l ect i ve or unreflective. 

\ 
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there is awareness 'of' are not separate mental acts, 

nor is there i~volved here any 'reflex i vity' or returning 

.!!EOn itself of consciousness. Sn if th0.re is an act of 

consciousness(of something) I am also aware of this act 

of consciousness at the same time, so tha t this act does 

not entail some further (epistemic or) reflective act for 

its evidencing, nor does the latter entail any further ~uch 
I 

act. Every mental state then be comes a self-evidencing 

and self-intimating state, and stands in no need of some 

subsequen t introspective act to certify it. 1 We have 

above t alked of ' self-presenting ' mental states and found 

that 1whenever a mental state occurs,it is certain f or the 

person whose state it is. If we are in the main right in 

formulating the problem and in suggesting the way out, 

then the problem relating to the evidencing of experience -

which on McTaggart's view and on the view of some other 

philosophers 2 seems approachable only in terms of self

consciousness - finds something of a solution, or at least 

a more probable solution. 

1. I am aware that the theory that conscious states 
are self-intimating or self-aware has been subjected 
to an impassioned refutation by certain thinkers, 
e.g.,Gilbert Ryle. Yet I think the theory is in the 
main correct. Ryle's arguments on the whole betray 
an insufficient appreciation of the theory and miss 
its central thrust. For Ryle's vi ews see his ~ 
Concept of Mind (Penguin, rep.l966; 1st .Hutchinson 
edition 1949), Chapter VI, esp. pp.lS0-156. 

2. Nyaya e.g. believes that acts of cognition are di rected 
to the respective objects but are never self-cognizant. 
They may however be known, according to Nyaya, through 
a subsequent retrospective act called ~vyavnsaya . 
Thus the Nyaya, though it seems to accept the ' inten
tionality' of knowledge, rejects its self-luminosity. 
Incidentally Collingwood also advocates, like 
McTaggart and Nyaya, that if a man is cons cious of one 
of his acts of consciousness, then it is not by that 
act itself, but by another and higher order act of 
consciousness. Thus a man may be conscious of being 
something and yet not aware that he is consc i ous of it. 
See his 1~e New Leviathan (Oxford : Clarenden Press , 
1942), Paragraphs 4.31, 5o91, 5.92 . This reflection on 
'simple consciousness' he calls ' s econd-orde r conscious
ne ss ' (4.31). 
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Now we take the next step. McTagga rt argues that 

eac~ of us perceives the self, and wn jncline to agreo 

\wi th himo But where we part company with him is wh en he 

asserts that the se~f is perceived only in introsrection 

j or self-consciousness. (Notice that the question on either 

view is not whether the self c an exist even when it is 

not perceived. We in principle agree with McTaggart that 

- ~~~it can exist e~en when we are not aware of it.) McTaggart's 
~~ 

~f ~ ~" 1 view has the consequence that the self is never aware of 
, y ~- \11 

~ 
fov{ ~~ 

~'1 '\" 

itself as subject in the first order act of conscious ness. 

I If ~o, our criticism of ¥cTaggart's view would ee along 

the same lines as our criticism of the previous argument -

which followed from McTaggart's view of consciousness and 

I self-consciousness - that made evidencing of acts of 

\ consciousness relative to subsequent reflections. We may 

ask, that is, if the subject of a primary cognition comes to 

be known only in a later introspection, what happens to 

the subject of this introspective acto Is it the case that 

if, e.g., I am in pain, I stand in need of an additional 

(retrospective) act of consciousness in order to know 

that it is I who am in pain. Is not it in fact the case 

that if there is awareness of pain there is simultaneous ly 

the awareness that I am in pain. And if the subject of a 

state of consciousness can be known- as on McTaggart's 

view- only by some subsequent introspective act, this 

would entail that the introspecting s ubject, itself remaining 

unknown, would be in need of another introspective act to 

know itself; and so on without end. 1 No matter th~n how 

many times the self is known, we will always keep bumping Uf 

1. Compare Bhamati on B.S.S.B. II.2.28. ''na ca pramatari 
kutasthacaitanye pramapeksa ~sambhavaQ . YataQ pramatuh 
pramaya~ pramatrantarapek~ayam anavastha bhavet. '' · 
Which means that the subject (pramata) does not stand 
in need of another cognizer to be known, for that 
would involve infinite regress. 
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against some unknown term and this t erm would be the 

subject of th e la s t (introspective ) awareness. If, 

therefore, awareness of the self is not to be ''logically 

condemned to eternal penultimacy,•• 1 the knowability of 

the self in all awareness (of) has to be admitted . From 

this it f d llows that it is in the mere fact of suffering 

an experience that I become aware of myself as the StJbject 

of that experience. No mediative stage - not even loaicallv -

i s then conceivable between~ having an experience and X's 

direct and immediate awareness that it was h~ experience . 

Not even for a moment can I imagine, except as an exercise 

in vain hypothes is7 that, if e.g. I am look i ng at a bird , 

it is in fact someone else who is looking at the bird . The 

conclusion then is that the self is known in the first order 

experience itself, that is, that it i s known in the same 

very act in which it knows an object, and that the self is 

aware of this experience as his experience. And t here is 

no inherent iJcompatibility in this. This awareness of 

the self we may even call as 'self-disclosure •2 by the 

self of itself. 3 

lo Gilbert Ryle, op.cit., p.l86. 

2. I may here clarify that I used ·the word '' disclosu re '' 
in the self context independently of I an Ramsey'' use 
of it in the article referred to above. In fact I had 
a lready used it in an article of mine (' 'Self -identity : 
Some remarks on Professor Ramchandra Gandhi's Appr oach '', 
Indian Philosophical Quarterly, VoloXII(l986), pp . 29- 51) 
before I came across Ramsey's article . Ramsey's use 
however, I take it, endorses my viewpoint. 

3. It is to be noted that the 'enjoyment' doctrine asso
ciated with Samuel Alexander bears some affinity to 
the view of self-awaren~~-~- advocated by us . See his 
~ac~Time and Deity ~Condon : Macmi lla n, 1966 , 
TS~ed. 1920), I, pp.l2-13 and passim. Alexander 
observes as follows : 
' 'I am aware of my awareness as I strike a stroke o,r 
a wave a farewell. My awareness and my be ing aware of 
it are identical.''(p.l2) Or again : 

• ••• contd •..• 
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It might appear that we have taken away from 

introspecti9n all that truly belongs to it and have hence 

deprived it of its raison detre. This is however far from 

the truth. It is true that in introspection too we get 

to know the subject, but it by no wise means that we know 

the subject only in introspection; we may know the subject, 

as pointed out above, even in a non-introspective conscious-

ness. What introspection does is to emphasize, even while 

casting the self in an objective mould, its eminently 

subjective dh aracter in mast luminous terms. The self, even 

while appearing as object,is yet distinguished, since 

subject, from the rest of the objects including even the 

body. (The subject appearing as object and an object 

appearing as an object are after §11 two differe~t things). 

Introspection confers upon the subject something of an 

ontological status, a b~ing of its own, 1s different from 

the status of a mere transcendental presupposition. On 

our part, we have only endeavoured to put things in their 

place and to indicate briefly that the privilege usually 

bes~owed upon introspection, namely the privilege of 

evidencing states of consciousness and of knowing the self, 

actually belongs both to reflective and unreflective forms 

of consciousness (of)o In introspection again- which is 

not mere psychological introspection1 - mental status came 

Foot note 3 contd ••• 

1. 

/ 

''The act of mind is an enjoyment; the object is 
contemplated' '. (l.!ll.2.) 
''What is \. of importance is the recognition that in any 
experienc~ the mind enjoys itself and contemplates its 
object or its object is contemplated , .. the enjoyed 
enjoys itself, or experiences itself as an enjoyment; •.• 
the contemplated is experienced by the enjoyed. ''(p.l3). 
I owe this distinction to Kalidas Bhattacharya. Cf. his 
A Modern Understanding of Advaita Vedanta, L.D. Series 47 
(Ahmedabad : L.D. Institute of Indology, 1975), Chapter 1. 
In psychological introspection, Bhattacharya tells us, 
we are aware of the object-as-cognized. In proper intro
spection, on the other hand, the emphasis is on the 
cognition-of-an-object, cognition, and not object, being 
the focus of attention (p.~). 
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to evi~ce that relative freedom which makes them a 

specieb apart from the rest of the world of objects. The 
I 

emphas ~s here being on cpgnition-of-an-object, the cpgnition 
I 

as a mental state is further distinguished from the object, 

and it s subjectivity affirmed. The status of introspection 

therefore stands absolutely untainted and undiluted. We 

should suppose that none of the stray reflections'above goes 

contra~y to the spirit of McTaggart's thought , even if he 

~imselr .may not have paid much attention to them, all important 

1n my v1ew. 

AJ a last remark I wish ' to suggest that the self-conscious-

ness wrich McTaggart does nqt regard as essential to a 

self, must be considered as an important characteristic to 

be had, and in fact is one which I think separates the humans 

from the rest of the living and conscious beings. (I am 

however far from suggesting that consciousness necessarily 

entails self-consciousness). Self-consciousness is not a 

mere appendage but makes a radical difference to those who 

possess it, and as Broad r i ghly says, the presence of self

conscious experiences introduces ''into the mental history 

of any being which has them a new and very much more 

intimate kind of unity, which could not exist in the mental 

history of any being which had only first-order experiences.' •1 

Self-consciousness may not be essential to consciousness, 

but it seems essential to McTaggart's though~. Not because 

there can be no philosophic thought - may, any thought-

without se 1 f-c~~s .ciousnes s, but because, unless there be in 

in fact moments when we are self-conscious, at least three 

1. 
PL't., 

Broad, op. cit,, I~,/p.l58. 





CHAPTER-II 

1
THE NATURE OF SELF 
I 

(via THE NATURE OF SUBSTANCE) 

In the chapter that preceded, we were concerned to 

spell out in qetail the grounds on which McTaggart tries 
' to prove that if at all the se;Lf is kn own to exist - and 

McTaggart is absolutely convinced as to it s exis tence - it 

is known to exist because each one of us directly perceives 

it. But, as we noted, the existence of the self, according 

to him, remains far from conclusively demons trated, if only 

for the reason that he allows for the possibility of erro

neous perception.1 The admission of erroneous perception, 

however, need not lead to the conclusion that ''nothing'' 

actually exists, and that something is only (mis-) perceived 

~ existirtg : this would land us in complete skepticism. 

The misperception that McTaggart admits is not with regard 

to the existence, but only in respect of the character or 

~ of that which exists. We would do well to remember 

that of the two occasions when McTaggart turns to empirical 

evidence, the first concerns the que:.tion, whether anything 

exists. 2 It ~ay also be recalled that it is a central 

tenet of McTaggart's philosophy that perception is awareness 

(and hence knowledge) of not mere substances, but of 

1. McTaggart belongs to that rare breed of philoso
phers who see the posSibility of error not in 
judgements but ~n perceptions. (NE, Seco 32 and 
Chapter LIV). McTaggart in fact does not so 
much as even admit the existence of judgements 
(Ibid., Chapter XXXVII). So what appears to be a 
case of mistaken judgement is in fact a case of 
misperceptiono 

2. I b id., Sec. 45. The second instance where he 
appeals to perception concerns the proposition 
that ''the whole of that which exists is diffe
rentiated into parts'' Ibido 
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substances as having certain characteristics. 1 The 

'Wh~t· of a thing always goes along with it s 'lhat' even 
~ 

if in theory the two are distinguishable. Predi~ion 

thus remains an ineluctable feature of existence. 

Now the situation that an individual thing is 

perceived as having characteristics does not entail, nor 

is entailed7 by \ the proposition that it must in actuality 

have these characteristics. Were it so, there will be no 

room left for errorneous perception, a nd that will be fatal 

according to McTaggart. As he says '' .•• we must allow 
I somewhere for erroneous perception, since our theory of 

the nature of absolute reality involves that some percep-
' 

tions must be erroneous.' •2 So, then 1 perception can be 

erroneous. And if so, what I perceive as being a self, 

need not merely for that reason be indeed a self ; it might 

be something else which had been misperceived as a self. 

So what is required is an absolute demonstrat ion to the 

effect that what is perceived as self is indeed a self and 

nothingflse. Now the only way something -with the exception 

of characteristics and facts - can exist is, accordinq to 

McTaggart, to exist as a substance. Which means that selves, 

1. McTaggart draws an important distinction between 
the characteristics which belong to the existent 
as a whole and the characteris tics which characterize 
individUal existents. The former is known a priori 
while the latter can be known only through percep
tion, because it is only through perception that 
individual substances can be known to exist. 
!bid., Sec. 300. 

2. Ibid., Sec.407. Nor is there any overpowering necessity 
that a thing, assuming that the perce ption in question is 
correct, must be perceived as having ~ll the chara cter
istics which it in actuality does possess. It is 
possible - and in fact is mostly the case - that a th ing, 
say ~. is perceived as having only the quality h, while 
in fact it has the additional qualities, § and ~. For 
McTaqgart's purpose it is enough that a thing is known 
as having some quality - regardless of whe t her it has 
some additional (though unperceived) qualities , or even 
whether it does not have the characteristics it is 
seen as having. 
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were they to exist, could exist only as substances , or 

not exist at allo So the form that the questjon fi nally 

takes is: Is serf a subs tance? To determine this ques-

tion we will need to determine the question as to th e 

nature of the self , for it is only by doinq this that we 

shall be able to determine whether self satisfies the 

conditions which, McTaggart stipulates - through a lonq 

metaphysical argument - an existent with the na ture of a' 

substance must satisfy . lt would be in order therefore 

t ha t we first dis cuss the question of the nature of sub-

stance, if in brief , and only then go on to dea l with the 

ques tion of the nature of spirit. So in a manner of 

speaking, it is the nature of the self that would determ111e , 

finally, for McTaggart the qu e s tion of the reality of the 

selfo 

Now, t he question of the natu r e of the self is a 

\ big one and we. only need recall that McTaqqart's univserse, 

as mentioned in the first chapter, cons is ts exclusively of 

selves as pr imary parts, parts of selves, and so on, 

everything else - matter, s ense-dat a , nnd of cou ~se, Time -

being consiq ned to the status of '' dpf'l?lTJ.:··•'' · .. ~"' r· -'"'-

quently,whatever McTagg~rt comes to det0rmine as to the 

general nat ure of the existent, character izes , in fact 

or in absolute r ea lity - only spirit. Wh ich means that 

the whole of McTaggart ' s ph~losophi c endeavour i s concerned , 

positively t o enquire into the ultimat e nature of soiri t, 

and negatively, to demonstrate th a t if wha t is commonly 

believed as real is not in fact r eal , it is because it 

fail s to pass the test which spirit does pass . And thus 

the two i ssues , viz., what is real and why? , and what 
. . 
is unreal and why?, seem to intermingle and overlap . We 
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will, however, following McTaggart, separate the two 

and ~ddress ourselves mainly, though not exclusively, 

to the question of the nature - involving the question 
I 

as to the reality- of the selfo But before we embArk 

on this theme, we need to be clear, shortly, as to what 

McTaqgart understands by the terms ''reality'' and 

''existence' 'o We will notice that he has some unusual 

things to say here, especially when compared to some other 

idealists. 

Reality and £xistence 
'\ 

''Reality'' and ''Existence'', according to McTaggart, 

are prima facie related as genus and specieso 1 (The other 

word which he regards as equivalent to ''reality'' is 

' 'being' '·) Reality he declares indefinable though not 

for that reason incomnrehensible. Reality is a ' quality ' 

which belongs to everything that is. 2 
A very remarkable 

feature of McTaggart's view of reality is that he never 

yields to the temptation of relativizing reality or 

otherwise ascribing degrees to ito What is, is there 

Broad regards the view that reality is a generic 
quality as being ''quite certainly false'', but 
instead of citing a reason for the alleged 
certainity he substitutes for McTaggart's quality 
of being real a certain ''property'' (acc~pted 
in modern formal logic), so allowing ''there 
is the characteristic of having instanceso'' 
Broad does not tell, in what sense there ''is'' 
this characteri3t1c, but it will supposedly be 
other than th a t of ''having instances' ' o For 
Broad 's view see his Examination, I, pp. 19-20, 
21 s.v. Keeling ''suspects'' that there is more 
to the question of the connexion between reality 
and existence than Broad takes into account , and 
adds : ''I do not know how that ''more '' should 
be expressed, if McTaggart's expression of it 
is unclear and objectionable.'' SoV. Ke~ling , 
''Profes sor Broad's Examination of McTaggart ' s 
Philosophy'' (review article), Philosophy , 
X(l935 ), P• 344 0 
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absolutely. The reality of someth i ng cann ot be made 

dependep t on the relation this 1 1 Somethinq 1 1 has t o some 

particular world or universe of discourseo 1 It can not 

be that Roskoln i cov is real in Dost ~vsky 's Crime and 

Punishment or in my dream-world but not in the ordinary 
• !J-world; it ~s oo:t~vsky 1 s novel or my dream which is 

real, not RoskJ~icov - unless of course there are ? t hrr 

reasons for believing him real. If anything, such t alk 

produces confusiono 

Likewise, we cannot speak of 1 'degrees'' of realityo 
( 

Those familiar with the writings of Hegel, Sankara, 
2 Bradley or Bosanquet would agree that some such view is 

held, though in diverse forms, by these thinkers. But 

even if we are wrong in ascribing such a view to t hem , it 

cannot be de~ied that this view r epresents a certain 

1. Ibid., Sec. 3. This view is shared, ~QD~ 
others, by Bertrand Russell. See e.g. his 
Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, (London : 
George Allen and· Unwin Ltd., 1975; 1st ed . 1919) 
pp. 169-70. ''To maintain that Hamlet, for exam
ple, exists in his own world, namely in the world 
of Shakespeare's imagination, just as truly as 
(say) Napoleon ~xisted in the ordinary world, is 
to say something deliberately confusing, or else 
confused to a degree whic h is scarcely credible. 
There is only one world, the 'real' world: 
Shakespeare 's imagination is part of it, and the 
thoughts that he had in writing Hamlet are real. 

• So are the th ou9hts th at we have in 
~~ding the play'' (p. 169). Compare als o the later 
Brentano : ' 'o •• There cannot be anything at all 
other than real objects, and the same homogeneous 
concep t of the real, as the most general concept 
of a ll, comprehends everything wh ich is trulv an 
object'' . Franz Brentano ''Gen11ine and Fictit i ous 
Objects '', trans. DoB. Terrell in Roderick Mo 
Chisholm (ed.) Realism ~nd the Background of 
Phenomenology , pp. 71-75, The quotation~on p . 75o 

2o The first three thinkers ' views are too well-known 
to need bibliographic cit a tiono For Berna r d 
Bosanquet6s view see his Th e Principle of Individua
lity and Value, Gifford Lectures (London: Macmillan 
a nd Co . Ltd., 1912), pp. 269-70o 
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philosoph~cal position; We are familiar with the 

talk of ''phenomenally real'' and ''ultimately real'' 

or ''less real'' and ''more real'', embracing m~ny 

shades and nuances. But this mistake, according to 

McTaggart, has arisen largely because of two confusionso 

Firstly, there is the confusion of relaity wit~ power1; 

and power, it is agreed, has degreeso Something, exerting 

or capable of exerting, more power is thought more real 

than something exerting less powero A prime minister, 

for example, might be regarded as more real - because more 

powerful - th an any other cabinet colleague; but while 

such expressions may have significance metaphorically, 

they will, ! if taken literally , spell disaster. Reality 

and power are different things and hence th ere i s no ques -

tion of something being more or less real than something 

else, or something being more or less real on one occasion 

than on some other. A love cannot be more real when more 

intense, and conversely. Thus there cannot be degrees of 

there being so-and-so.2 ''A thing cannot nearly 

be without guite beingo•• 3 

lo ~. Sec. 4. 

2o Professor Whitehead seems to express the same 
fact as: ''Though there are gradations of im
portance, and diversities of function, yet in 
the principles which actuality examplifies 
all are on the same levelo The final facts 
are, all alike, actual entities.'' Process 
and Reality, Po l 3u 

3 o P . T. Gb,ach, Truth, Love and Immortality, 
Po 36o 



73 

A~ain, the ideo of degrees of reality has been 

based on the possibility of degrees of truth, Thus if 

a propositio\l ~ is£ misrepresents less the nature of~ 

than the proposition ~ is g, the proposition X is Q 

may be said to be truer than the proposition X is £i 

and hence from this it may be concluded that an ~ which 

is £ would be more real - since more true than an ~ 

which is go If again, ior instance, it were truer to 
I 

say that man is a rational animal than that man is a 

feeling animal, 1 it might be supposed that the rational 

man was ''more real'' than the feeling mano But this 

would be a grave mistake. While there is a meaning in 

saying that E represents the nature of~ ''more truly'' 

than g, unless it is quite true that ~ is £, ~ would not 

be £ and ~ would not be real at all. Similarly, unless 

it were perfectly true that man is a rational animal, 

a rational man would not be a reality at allo It would be . 
seen that McTaggart here is simultaneously also rejecting 

the idea of degrees of trutho Either something is the 

case, or something is not the case. The Law of Contra

diction reigns supreme, and without challengeo 

Besides the two grounds mentioned by McTaggart, 

there may well have been a third factor which led to 

the notion of degrees of reality. This factor is the 

axiologica l one, i.e., the one that concerns value. 

Things have been thought as more or less real in propor

tion as they are considered more or less valuable. A 

relative lapse of value is enough to take ~way some 

reality from a thingo Thus the evanescening of value 

lo This suggestion is that of Unamuno's. See Miguel 
de Unamuno, The Tragic Sense of Lif e , trans. 
Anthony Kerrigan (London: Routledge and 
Kegan\ Paul, 1972), Po 5o 
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lapse of reality, or of the relative unreality, of the 

worldly ex!~tence. But such a way o: looking at rep

lity would again,in McTaggart's terms, be wholly falseo 

The question of realfty j ust does not let itself being 
I I 

treated of in terms qf concepts which, however profound 

bearing they may otherwise have on things real, cannot 

arbitrate on the que~tion of reality. Nor would McTaggart 

approve of, for example, the existentialists'1 especially 

Sartre's attempt, to dichotomize being on the basis of 

whether it is human reality (being-for-itself) or non

human reality (being-in-itself)o 

Turning to McTaggart's conception of existence, we 

find that existence also he pronounces as indefinableo 

Any attempt to define existence will presuppose it and 

heoce involve a vicious circle. According to McTaggart, 

since all reality involves existence, one can understand 

the conception of existence only by considering specific 

instanceso A Chair, table, a man, are all existents and 

hence real. Thus the things which are in the first place 

existent are concrete individuals or ''substanceso'' 

And further, even qualities and relations are regarded 

as real because existent; and likewise real are the 

qualities and relations of those existent qualities and 

relations, and so on. Mctaggart dismisses the view 

that characteristics of existents do not exist, as un

reasonable. If Socrates exists and is wise, it would not 

be reasonable to deny that his wisdom existso And his 

wisdom is nothing but his quality of being wise. Simi

l arfy the relation of moral superiority in which Socrates 

/ stands to Nero, as also the quantitative relation 

\ 
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in which his wisdom stands to the wisdom of Aristotle 

will also exlst. 1 

Substance 

After this hrief but n r cess~ry di~res s ion, we now 

broach the subject of substance and McTaagart's con

ception of it. Sin McTaggart's system, substance is i 

key concept, understanding of which is essential if we 

are to comprehend anything about the nature of the self 

or of the universe of which the selves are primary parts. 

And we can better approach substance by first noticing 

that according to McTaggart any thing which exists ~ 

have besides exist ence some other characteristics which 

could be truly asserted of it. 2 This not because saying 

about something just.that it exists is to say nothing 

siqnificant - for saying of something that it exists at 

least helps in differentiating it from the non-existent -

but because, firstly, it inevitably leads us to the 

further question as to~ that something is, 3 and 

secondly, as we saw above, to be aware of something is 

to be aware of it as so-and-so and as such- as -sucho Lest 

this demand for some quality besides existence appear 

as a mere epistemological requirement, it deserves to be 

noted that this demAnd is indeed as it should be, it 

being a self-evident truth that what exi s ts must possess 

some quality apart from existence, Broad too regards 

the above propostion as ''self-evident ly true'' and 

1, NE , Sec. 5, 

2, lbid., Sees, 59 and 60. 

3. Ibid,, Sec. 59o 
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thinks '' exis tence'' to be a purely ''formal'' quality . 1 

It i ~ natural then if McTaqqc:~rt c oncllldC!'t thr~t any 

existent havin_g no other quality besides existence 
2 

wou1~ be a ''perfect and absolute blank ''· McTagqart ' s 

conclusion however that to say that only thi s existed 

would be equiva lent to saying t ha t nothing ex isted3 

seem~ rather hasty. It is hasty because unless it ~as 

been assumed that anything in order to exist must have 

some ot her qual i ty or, what is the same t hing , that the 
l 

non-p1ossessing of any other qualj ties entails th,. absence 

of the quality 'existence', it remains a fact that that 

thing has at least one ·characteristic, viz . existence; 
• II 

and that would mean that it is at least n£1' • a perfect 

and absolute blank''. 4 It is indeed one thing to say 

th at a thing needs to possess some quality besides exis

tence to have a conceivable nature and quite another t o 

say that it needs that quality in order t o exist. 

McTaggart seems to have confused the two and thus seems 

to assume as a premise what he sets out to prove. It 

may be the case that an existence, if it does not possess 

a nature, ceases to be a substance5 but that does not 

mean that. it ceases to be an existent t oo . 

1. C.D. Broad, EXamination, I, p. ~28. 

2. NE, Sec. 59 • . 

3. Ibid . , 

4. Italics mine. McTaggart adds: 'I f we stop with 
existence and refuse to go any furth er, the exis
tent is a perfect and absolute bl ank, and to say 
that only this exists is equivalent t o sayinq 
that nothing exists.'' Ibid, Sec . 59. 

5. McTaggart remarks: ' 'Nor could tt. e existent be a 
substance without possessing a nature - substan
tiality- beyond its existence.' ' 1£i2• 
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he se cond argument which McTaggart uses to 

pro e hat any exis t ent mus t have a nature beyond 

exi ste~ ce, rests on his view of negative characteris

tics.1 Take, for example, the characteristic of 

squareness.. A certain existent may not possess the 

quali ty of being a square and in t ha t case it would not 

be true of it that it is squ~re . But if the Law o~ 
Excluded Middle is to hold, it mus t have, bes i des fxis

tence, the quali ty of non-s quar ene ss because e1thet 

something is squ<=~re or is not square . And so it would 

follow that someth ing - non-squareness- would be t~\Je of 

it besides Axistecce . Th is premise of McTaggart ' s miaht 

not be acceptable to some without amendments or qualifi

cations2; but there seems to be substance in McTaggart's 

point3 that assert i1'\~ even a. negative quality of some

thing is to say something signif icant about it, and is 

not entirely meaningless, and th a t a denial may have some 

positive aspect too. Be that as it may , it should be 

s ufficie ntly clear that any existent, if it i s to have 

a nature, must have, besides existence , some other quality 

which will determine what soet of a thing it is. And 

that which is ''true of'' something is a quality of that 

something., 4 This ''being true of'' something should not 

be taken as a definition of quality, for quality, li ke 

existence,\is, according to McTaggart, indefinable .. 5 

1. Cfo Ibid ., Sec .. 6lo 

2 .. Cf . c .. o .. Bro~d , .QQ• cit.,, I' p. 129 .. 

3., NE _, 5ec .. 61 , pp . 62-63., 
I 

4., .Thi.2 0, Sec . 60, P• 61 .. 

5., Ibid o, Sec . 60., 

The 
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reason for this is that we are not sure whether all 

qualities are true of something . Redne ss , for example, 

will remain a quality even if it were not true of any-

thingo But quality , though indefinable , can, how~ver, 

be understood by pointing to cert ain examples, vizo 

redness, g~dness, happiness, sweetness,etc. McTaggart 
~· 

furthe~ says that every existent must h ave many,,more 
~ 

than one quality . This concbusion also McTaggart thinks 
1 necessaryo In fact, McTaggart says that an exis~ent 

will h6ve as many qualities as there are positive quali

ties. Every existent will have either t he positive auali ty 
I 

or its corresponding negative quality; and further, 

even amonq the negative qualities, say e.go not-sauare, 

not-triangular, non-circular, it will have more than 

one negative quality . 2 Besides, McTaggart says , an 

existent will have more than one positive quali ty. For, 

besides existence, it will have the positive quality 

of being many-qualitied, which even t hough consisting 

in having negative qualities , will surely be positive . 

From the foregoing we reach the conclusion that 

it is not only true that an existent, if it is to have 

a nature- and an existent, on McTaggart's view1 must 

have a nature - must possess some quality besides exis-

tence, but also, importantly, that the existence of 

qualities inevitably involves the existence o~ substance 

of which characteristics are predicated . That i s , in 

other words, if substances were to go , then qualities too 

will lose their raison detreo 3 

2o Ibid. 

3o Cfo Ibido, Sec. 68 for detailSo 
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The above discussion clears the ground for t he 

concert\on of subs t ance , but before th~t we have to 

notice that an exis t ent,apart from having some ~u~lity 

besides that of mere existence1 also stands in a certain 

relation to some other existent, a$suming i . e . that 

t here are plurality of .existentso 1 And thus is intro

duced the category of Relati on . Relation too , like 

quality, is r egarded indefinable and the only way we can 

underst and what is meant by rel ation is to consider 
I 

specific exampbes. Thus , when we say X is g reater than 

~. loves~. is the father of Y, is to the right of y, 
is i g norant of y, we are asserting a relation in which 

~ stands to Yo In fact the category of relation is 

established by the simple fact of · an existent having, 
\ 

besides existence, some other quality; the existent can 

have a quality only by standing in a cert ain relation 

to the quality. Saying that~ is h appy allows itself 

to be analysed in terms of the statements ·~ has the 

quality of being happy' (Quality) and ·~stands in a certain 
I 

relation to happiness' (Relation). This i s , then, how 

we r each the conception of substanceo Indeed, what we 

have been talting about above are substa nces in McTaggart's 

sense of the t erm . We shall now consider two defini-

tions of subs tance given by McTagg art and notice that 

the latter is the truer of the two, and accords ~est ~~ 

McTaggart's basic principleso The first definition 

occurs in Section 67 of ~ where substance is defined 

as something which ex ists and has qualities and is 

lo See~., Chapter VIIIo 

/ 
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relate without being itself either a quality or a 

relation. This definition is amended in ''An Onto-

log ica ~ Idealism'' where McTaggart says: ''That which 

has qu~ lit;:,s an(:! is rellated, without being itself 

either !l a quality or a ~elation, or ~~ving qualitiel or 

relations among its parts••, 1 the last phrase being 

added to exclude ~acts. The amendP.d definit i. on ta kes 

care ot Broad' c obje~tilon2 th a t the NE definition ~ouild 
apply ~o facts as well, and of his pr oposal to pdd the 

suff ix ''or a fact'' to the definition t o exclude factso 

Professor Geach mentions another definition found by 

him in i a ' MS note in McTaggart's own copy of t he work, 

which also corrects the NE definition, and which , 

although couched in a different phraseology, tallies 

with the definition in ''An Ontological Idealism''. 

The definition comes to this: a subs tance is something 

that has characteristics but is itself neither a charac

teristic nor a facto 3 

McTaggart calls his definition of substance tradi

tional. It may appear that McTaggart's substances, 

characteristics, and facts bear some correspondence with 

Aristotle's protai ousiai, forms, and individua l accidents . 4 

1. McTaggart, ''An Ontological Idealism'' in Contem
porary British Philosophy, 1st ser. ed. J .H. 
Muirhead (London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 
rep. 1925; lst ed. 1924), p. 253 o 

2o Examination, I, p. 132, The ~E definition would 
make facts also substances because, says Broad, 
facts too have characteristicso For e xample, a 
fact is necessary or contingent, and one fact 
may entail another facto Ibido 

3. 1ove, Truth and Immortality, p. 43o 

'1· 

\ 
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According to McTaggart, his def inition would include 

under substance any event like sneeze, o~ group like 

a pa+ty at ~ist. McTaggart notes that the trad i tiona

lists migh t feel squeamish about his definition and its 

applicati on to things ' like a s neeze or a party1 , but this 

he ascribes not to any deficiency in the definition but 
2 ' 3 

only to inconsistency of use. Both Broad and Patterson 

think that McTaggart ~s mistaken in regarding his defi-

nition traditional . Broad finds it highly. paradoxical 

to call such events or groups a s a sneeze or a party 

respe1ctively as substances, 4 and it is also def in ite 

that schol astics too would have protested against ei t:H!.:" 

appl icationo They would have felt specially reluctant 

to include events under substanceo A subst ance, they 

would urge, does not exis t in ali o but in se , or to put 

1. 

4. 

/ 

~, Sec. 72. McTaggart not es t hat the term 
substance has often been '' confined to that 
which, among other characteristics , is either 
timeless or persistent through time , or is 
more fundamentally one t han many , or is held to 
be a unity of special import ance.'' 

Broad , op. cit., p. 132. 

Robert Leet Patters on, ' 'A Critical Account of 
Broad's estimate of McTaggart' ', p. 128o 

Broad, op.cit., I, p.l38. Those like Moore will 
also object to things like sneeze being ca lled 
substances. Agreeing that a sneeze cannot be 
predicated of anything and that th ere fore it is 
not a ''character'', he would prefer to reserve 
the name ''event'' for it. Objecting to McTaggart's 
use of substance for events like sneeze as a 'misuse 
of language', he in agreement with Johnson would 
rather call them ''substantives proper'' which, ~ 
according to him, though they share with '' substances '' 
the character of not being predicable of others will 
differ from substances in other important respects. 
Moore however does not make clear th e meaning of 
''substantiveso'' G.E. Moore, Philosophical Papers , 
(London :George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1959), p.20. 

\ 
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it in a more technical jargon, a substance possesses 
I 

insei~y and locks abaliety, whereas an event would 

lack the former and possess the latter characteristic.1 

McTaggart ' s definition i s therefore novel and, exc~pt 

for his reservati ons on its application to events and 

groups , Broad2 is willing t o accept the definition as a 

satisfactory descripti
1
on of a ''particular '', which term 

he prefers to •• substance ''. Broad also accuses 

McTagg~rt of having passed over what he regards as the 

'' fundamental '' distinction , viz., between '' occurrents'' 

and ''continuants ''• While both these are covered under 
\ 

the categorV of ''particulars ' ' or ' ' existent substan-

tives 1 
', 

1 'continuants'' alone , according to Broad , are 

entitled t o be called substances. 3 To this we may reply 

t hat while the dis t inction drawn may not be in question , 

we do not quite underst and th ' force of the qualificative 

1 ' fundamental'', unl~ss Broad implies tha~ they are 

ultimately, and not only apparently,distinct . The only 

relevant questi on that can be asked with reference to 

McTaggart is : Are both continuants and occurrents kinds 

of substance, as per his own definition of substance. 

And both obviously are, for both have qualities a nd 

s t and in relations without being qualities or relations 

and without having qual ities or rel ations among thei r 

parts . It is, therefore, surprisinq that Broad should 

go on repeated ly pressing his objection and call it a 

1. Cf . Patterson, op . c it., pp. 128- 129. 

2. Broad, op. cit ., I, p. 132. 



83 

II 
''most extraordinary fact'' that McTaggart neglects 

to directly discuss occurrents and continuants , for , 

as SoV . Keelinq1 asks , what rel0v~nc r would this have 

to McT~<)gart' ~ rurpose on h~nd (i . r' . in Vo l. l of H£)o 

Again , it is worthy of note that McTaogart 's by-po.sSu\1-

of this distinct~on has somethin0 to do with his belief 

in the unreality of time. If we keep this in view, we 

will find that it is better , as in contradistinction to 

Broad ' s practice, to retain t he term '' substance '' rather 

than the term ''particular'', 2 at least as long as 

McTaggart's views are under discussiono It is true tha t 

subs t ance- talk sounds offenSive to modern ears , but in 

philosophy, we submit , fashions should not be allowed to 

determine such issues, especially when it is substances 

precisely which we are all the time talking about in one 

form or other. 

As see n above, McTaggart approaches substance via 

characteristics; s o it is clear that substance cannot be 

lo S .V. Keeling, ''Professor Broad's Examination of 
McTaggart's Philosophy'', Philosophy, X ( tG3 S), 
p· 3~ ~. 

2o Mabbot t (as against. Russell and others) prefers 
'' substance ''• ''Particular '', he says , may mean 
'' fully determinate'', as e.g. when we speak of 
a particular shade or shape. Besides , Ma bbott 
says , while ''particu lar '' indicates sufficiently 
properly the status of a thing in respect · of its 
qua lit ies , ''it is quite inappropria te in res 
pe cts of its relationso Macbeth can be called 
a'particular'of ambition, but there is no reason 
f or calling him 'particular' in reference to 
his relations with Du nc an or Macduff''o JoD . 
Mabbott , ''Subs tance'', Philosophy, X (1935) , 
pp . 189-190. The quotation i s on p . 190. For 
Russell see his essay on '' Knowledge by Acquain
tence and Knowledge by Description'' referred to 
earlier . John Laird also prefers '' substance '' 
to ''particular'' and partly for roughly the 
same reasons:::: -- ._as Mabhctt. See John 

/ Laird, Problem§ of the Self , pp. 344- 346 o 
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reduced to or understood in terms of qu~lities or 

relations even though either or both of them de termine 

what a particular substance is . A subs tance then has to 

be diff'er~.1t from quality and relationo Ounlities .qnd 

relations derive their existence by qualifying and rela

ting ex
1
is t en \" particul~ rs. Substances on' the other hand 

stand by themselves ; they alone independently form the 

world of actualityo Deriving substance from ~ua 1 ities or 

relations which themselves possess ' derived ' existence, 

would l ead thouqht to a futile infinite regresso There 

must therefore be exiskents which are first in the series 

and capkble of conferring ex i stence upon qualities a~d 

relations and even fa cts . Th ese exi s tents are , in 

McTaggart ' s view , substanceso For anything to be actual , 

there must be some 'fixed starting- points •1 of actuality , 

and substances answer to this need; and so we are spared 

t he anguish of having to postulate characteristics of 

characteristics of characteristics •• • or facts arout 

facts about facts ••o• or facts about characteristics of 

facts ab out characteristics ••• or anything of the kind 

which would pr oduce an uninterrupted chain of dependence 

stretching away to infinity. There has to be something 

which is primarily actua12 and which, as according to 

McTaggart , has qualities and is related and has the refore 

1. Geach , op . cit~ p. 44. Whitehead replaces ' sub
stances' by what he calls ' actual entities' which7 
according to him7 "are th e fi nal real things of 
which the world is made up.'' Adding , he says , 
''Th ere is no going beh ind actual entities to find 
anythin~ more real.'' Process and Reali!Y, p . 18. 
Elsewhere Whitehead s ays : ''I f we are to look for 
substance anywhe re, I should find it in events which 
are in some sense the ultimate substance of nature .'' 
The Concept of Nature, (Camb ridge: Cambridge Uni
versity Press, 1964; 1st ed. 1920) , p . 19. 

2. Wittgens tein seems to argue in a similar way for 
the reality of objects that make up the substance~·( f4~.c:C''IId. 
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facts holding about ito 1 In fact, as McTaggart speci

fically points out in his debate with Stout, the funda-

mental fact about anything, say, in ''Smith is happy'' 

is not ~hat a substance Smith is related to the quality 

of happiness but that he is happy; the former fact is 

1 d ' . t. 2 on y er1va 1Veo For, if the fact of Smith ' s happiness 

could be reduced to his relation to the quality of happi-

ness, then, on the same principle, his relation to the 

quality ~of happiness should also be reduced to th e two 

relations between that relation and its two terms - vizo 

Smith aop happinesso And thus we shall be launched on an 

infinite series which will lend point to Bradley' s reje

ction of the nutaphysical reality of relations. Substances 

again cannot be properly replaced by qualities, and not 

only because qualities possess derive d ~~i ston~e (see 

above) but also because such talk is always utterly meaning- . 

less and grotesqueo Firstly, it will mean that a quality 

will become predicated of itself - and this would be 

absurd, for quality of happiness cannot itself be happyo 

Secondly, it might be urged that a quality i s predicable 

of a group of qualities of which it is one of the memberso 

But this too according to McTaggart would be absurdo For 

Footnote 2 on page 81 cond o 

of th ~ world. Wittgenstein would however call his 
objects simple rather than compound . See Tractatus 
Lo~ico-Philosophicus, trans. DoF. Pears and B.Fo 
Me uinness (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, repo 
1981; 1 s t ed. 1961), 2.0201-0212; 4o22llo 

' 
lo Professor Geach seeks to explain all these - i.eo 

substance, characteristics, etco - in terms of notions 
of 'argument', 'function', 'value' etco borrowed 
from Frege and Wittgensteino He also subjects to 
''logical'' examination McTaggart's ''between'' talk 
about relations~ See Truth, Love and Immortality, 
PP• 48-50o 

2. NE1 Sec. 69o 
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it is clear that when e . g . we say ''Smith is h~ppy '' 

we thereby do not and cannot mean to say that the quali-

ties like goorlness , wisdom , virtuosity, etc . which to
' gether constitute Smith's nature , are themse lves happy, 

whether those qualities are t aken severally or in the 

aggregate· There must then be something which is happy 

or has other qual ities wi thout itself being a qualityo 1 

Thus it is by demonstrating that qualities, taken indivi

dually br in the aggrega t e or as farm~""i o sy_stem , cannot 

provide a substitute for the subst ~nce of which a quality 

is predicated , th a t McTaggart brings into r elief the 

necessity of s ubstance.2 And a similar argument would 

hold of relation , for a relation too, as r ema rked ahove, 

cannot exist in its own righ to 

I t would appear that WoE. Johnson's conception o• 

what he calls ''substantive•• 3 comes, in certain ways, close 

t o McTaggart ' s notion of substance. Johnson's '' substan-

tive '' also covers, like McTaggart's substance , both 

'' continuants '' and ''occurrents ''· A '' substantive'' 
I 

again must have characteristics wi t hout its being a chara-

cteristico '' A substantive proper cannot characterize , 

but is necessarily characterixedo 114 Along with '' sub-

s t antive '', he us es the term '' adjective'' unde r which he 

covers , besides other things, relati ons . Although 

lo NE , Sec~- 66- 67 o 

2 o Ibid ., Sec . 71 . 

3o W.E. Johnson , Logic, (New York: Dover Pub~ications 
Inc ., 1964; 1st Cambridg~d. 1922) , Part II , 
''Introduction '', Sees. 1-3 , PPo XI-XIVo 
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''substahtive'' and' 'ad j ective'' are according to Johnson 

''roughly equivalent.'' to the more comm on '' pa rticular'' 

and ''untver salJ ' th ey ''do not exactly c oincide ' •. 1 

J ohnson restricts n ''particul ar '' to substanti ves prop0r. 

i . e . existent s , 2 '' or even more narrowly to oc currents .'' 
I 
I 

But he also cal ls an ad j ective pred ic?ted of a pnrticular 

subiect , a particular- ''the name universal being confined 

to the abs t rnct conception of t hP .1djective .' •3 / .nd , ..£::.1@. 
I 

part icular , th e adjective is by Johns on ren~rded exi s tent 

apparently i n the '' same sense'' as th e ob jec t presented to 

perception is an existent. Even while ack nowledgi ng that 

an adjective may be called a unive rsal, Johnson insists 

that it is not for that reas on an abstr~ction hu t '' a factor 

in the rea1 • •4 . So he concludes that ''the conception of 

the substantive apart from the adjective as well as the 

conception of the adjective apart from the substantive, 

e qually entail abstraction . •• 5 

Criticisms of the Substance Doctrine 

The notion of substance, however, and not only 

McT~gg art ' s conception of it , has often suffered attacks 

from all qua rters , and a very brief review of s uch criti-

cisms might help us und erstand be tter the import ance the 

concept occupj~s in metaphysic a l d i scourse . In fac t, 

McTaggart himself has tri ed to mee t some of the criticisms . 

Upholders of the substance theory ~ave often been challenged 

to pinpoint wh at they rega rd as s ubstance as understood apart 

1 . I bid . , P o XIII. I 

2 . / Ibid . 

3 . Ibid. 

4 . Ibid. 

5 . Ibid ., Po XIV. 
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from its qualities. The question-answe r qame, as Geach 

points out1 , always seems to have been rigqed, and in such 

a way, that any answer given by the su r porters of the 

substance theory is likely to be re jectedo Thus one is 

asked to predicate some thing of ~, and yet as soon 9s it 

is do ne, it is likely to be met with the rejoinder : But 

that gives u~only a quality or relation of~, while our 

ques tion is, what~ as a substance is? Sur e ly any advocate 

of substance will thereby feel reduced to silence . 

McTaggart l of course ad· ~its that any attempt to form a concep

tion of substance entirely in isolation from its characteri-

sat ion is likely to prqve to be a hopeless venture, and yet 

he insists that the above fact does not prevent us from 

treating substance as something in conjunction with its 

characteristics . 2 
In fact he goes on to arQue that t he 

opponent's objection, if valid at all, is likely to sound 

the death-knell of qualities as wel l as of subs t~nce (or a 

particular). For qualities , on any reckoning, says McTagg art, 

can exist only by qualifying something else which also exists . 

And if this something else can only be another quality, and 

not a substance , qualities lose their £aison dPtre. It is 

just impossible that a certain quali ty can be picked out 

of many, and placed in the role of a substance. An d if 

one can still think of doing away with subs tance s , then 

qualities also have to go simultaneously . And this conse

quence , as McTaggart rightly point s out,does not seem t o 

1 . Op . cit ., Po45. 

2. ~' Sec . 68. 

/ 
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have been foreseen by the opponents. Th is is again how he 

later on takes care of the objection put f orth by Stout1 , 

which is only a variation on the argument discussed above. 

It if worthy of note that criticisms of the substance 

hypothesis have generally all partaken of the view that a 1 

substance is nothing beyond an aggregate of quali ties or 

ideas. And from this the conclusi on has been drawn t hat 

belief in '' substance '' is a '' s uperstit ion'' created by 

the use of nouns in language and that the only therapeautic 

device capab le of ridding us of this superstition is suitable 

emendation or nlteration of the current mode of speech . To 

take the first aspect firs t, John Locke, fai l ing to find 

the idea of substance pres ented either in sensation or in 

reflection (i.e. introspection) (which two alone are acc ording 

to him- as also f or Hume - the only sources of our ideas) 

decides that, even though necessary, we cannot form any 

distinct or \ 1ear idea of substance. 

1. For G.F. Stout's view see his ''Mr. Russell's 

/ 

Theory of Judgement'', Proceedin~s of _ 
the Aristotelian Society, NS, XV(l 14=15), 
especially pp.345-352,S~ maint ains as in 
opposition to Russell's view (of a certain peri od) , 
that a subject is nothing apart from its attributes, 
and that it can be known only by des cription (and 
not by acquiantance, as Russell holds). ''There is'', 
he explains, ''no need to consider t he subject as 
being somet hing distinct from th e total complex of 
its characters. What we call the characters or 
attributes of the same subject are united wi th 
each other by a form of unity as pecul r and 
ultimate as that which I have ascribed to a 
class or kind. The complex so constituted is 
wha t we call the subject. To be an attribute of 
the subject is to be a ~~mber of tn~ complex .'' 
(po350). 
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To quote Kim : 

''Everyone upon enquiry into his own thoughts 
wi 1

1 find , that he has no other idea nf any 
substance - but what he ha~ barely of tho~~ 

serysible Clll<"~ities , which he sunpnres to inherf" ; 
with a supposition of such a substratum, as nive .- . 
as it were, a support to those q•J:lit ies or simple 

ict~as , which he has ohserved to exist united toge

th~r. Thus the idea of the sun - what is it but 
an

1
aggregate of those several simple ideas, bright, 

hot, roundish ••• •• 1 

Or again, 

''The ~~nd ••• takes notice also that a certain 

nu~ber of these simple ideas go constantly together ; 

which being presumed to belong to one thing ••• are 

called , so united in one s ubject , by one name ••• 
because .•• not ~magining how these simple ideas 
~ subsist by themselves , we accus t om ourselves to 
some ~ubstratum wherein they do subsist, and from 
which they do result, which therefor e we call 

substance.'' 2 

Hume challenges the substance theorists to show how the 

idea of substance is derived from sensation or reflection 

and points out that beyond the perceived oualitie s of 

colour, sound, taste etc. we never experience the thing 

which has them. 3 So a substance is never anything but a 

combination of qualities. ''We have, there fore , no idea 

of s ubstance distinct from that of a collection of particular 

qua lities , nor have we any other mean ing when we taJ ~ or 

1. An Essa concernin 
Ch . XXIII , Seco 6 
PP . 396-397). 

Human unders tanding : 9k . II , 
ed. A. Campbell Fraser , 

2 . Ibid., Sec . 1 (pp.390-391). 

3 . A Treatise of Human Nature, Bkoi , Pt .-I, Sec . 6 , 
(Lindsay edi ton, p.24). 
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reason concerning itof• 1 At another place he observes : 

''As our idea of any body, a peach, for instance, is only 

that of a particular taste, color, figure, size, consis-
\ 

tency, etc., so our idea of any mind is only that of 

particular per ceptions without the notion of anything we 

call 2 substance , simple or compound.'' 

Be~ ore Hume there . was Bishop Berkeley who attacMed 

what he thought to be the idea of substance. Without 

' entering into the details of the complicated question, we 

may note in passing that what Berkeley was actually rejecting 

was not so much the idea of substance as that of matter or 

''body''• He firmly subscribed to the reality of substances, 

but substances of only one kind, i.e. Spirits. We himself 
. ~ 

seems to be o~~ious of this, and at places3 attacks the 

lo Ibido 

2. Human Understandin ed. 
C arles Wo endel New York: The Liberal Arts Press, 
1955), p. 1~4. Cf. Berkeley: ''And as several of 
these [ideas] are observed to accompany each other, 
they came to be marked by one name, and so to be 
reputed as one thing. Thus, for example, a certain 
colour, taste, smell, figure and consistence having 
been observed to go together, are accounted one 
distinct thing, signified by the . name apple; other 
collections of ideas constitute a stone, a tree, a 
book ••• o ''• The Principles of Human Knowledge, I, 
1 {ed. G.J. Warnock, p. 65). 

3. E.g. The Princi les of Human Knowledoe I, 16, 17 
in G.J. Warnock, ed. The Principles of Human 
Knowledge, etc. (London and Glasgow: Collins, 4th 
imp., 1969), pp. 72-73; Dialogue I, Ibid., 

/ 
/ 

pp. 180-1830 
As Berkeley remarks : 
''If we inquire into what the most accurate philoso
phers declare themselves to mean by material sub
stance, we shall find them acknowledge they have 
no other meaning annexed to those sounds but the 
idea of being in general, togPther with the relative 
notion of its suyporting accidents. (Principles I, 17, 
in Warnock, p.72 • Confessing his inability to 
understand the suggested account of the ''meaning 
annexed to these sounds'', he continues : 
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notion of substance without apparently realizing that 

the attack, if it succeeded, would undermine his own 

philosophy. (Berkelei sometimes attacks the notion of 

substance on the ground that the relation between the 

''substratum '' (or ''supporting ''] and accidents is not 

intelligible. He says that expressions like '' substraum'' 

or '' supporing '' accidents involve a spatial relations hip, 

which cannot be what is intended, for it would involve a 

regress, or th~y explain nothing1 ~ However it may be1 

Berkeley's prolnt~uncements on the issue in a way only reinforce 

the opposition to the notion of s ubstance. 
Bertr~n~ Ru{ell ~rit~s: 

''What would commonly be called a ''thing '' is nothing 

but a bundle of coexisting qualities such as redness, hardness 

etc.•• 2 On this view we can know what things really are, 

for there are no (''we knbw not what'') substance distinctly 

from the sensible qualities. And such ''unknowables '' are 

according to Russell avoidable. ''The introduction of an 

unknowable c an generally, perhaps always, be avoided by 

suitable t echnica l devices, and clearly it s hould be 

avoided whenever possible.•• 3 

Footnote 3 contdo.o.o 

''But why should we trouble our~elves any farther, 
in discussing this material substratuM or '' suoport '' 
of figure, and motion, and other s ensible qualities? 
Does it not suppose they have an existence without 
the mind? And is not this a direct repugnancy , and 
altogether unconceivable? 1 '(1Q1Q., pp . 72- 73). 

1. Principles I, 16 (ed. Warnock, Po72) . 

2 . An Enauirv into Meaning and Truth (London 
George Allen and Unwin Ltd .; PB, 1980 , lst ed . 
1950), Po97 . 

3 . Ibid., p .98 . 

/ 
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The view that the substance theorists were wrong 

in thinkin9 that they were propounding a profound hypothesis 

about the s truc ture of thing s , and that they in f act were 
1 

'• t~king a verba l shadow for an ac t ual theory '' has been 

thus summed up by A.J. Ayer : 

''It happens to be the c ~se th at we cannot , in 

our language , r e fer to the sensibl e properties of 

a t~ing without introducing a word or ohrase which 
appears to stand for the th ing itself as oppos ed 

to 6nythi ng wh ich may be said about it . And , as a 
res~ lt of this , those who are infected by the 
pri~ itive supers tit~on tha t to every name a 

'--' 

sing le real entity must correspond assume that it 

is neces sa ry to distinguish logical ly b~tween the 

thirg itself and any, or al l of i ts sensible 
properties. And so they employ the t erm '' substance '' 
to refer to the thing itself.''4 

Russell expresses it thus : '' ' Substance ', in a word , 

i s a metaphysical mistake, due to transfer ence to the 

world- s tructure of the structure of sentencescomposed of a 

subject and a predicate .•• 3 

\. 
So what this comes to is that ' subs tance' tal k 

is a sort of 'linguistic neurosis ' (Laz erowitz) which is 

curable only by introducing a change in the linguisti c 

environment , ''by making part of the l~n~uaqe aseptic , to 
4 u se John Wisdom's expression.'' There are others however 

I 

who believe that the e s tabli shed usage is itself the resul t 

1 . 

2 . 

3 . 
/ 

Morris Lazerowitz, The Structure of Meta~hy sics , 
(London : Routledge and Kegar. Paul , 1955 , p . l47 . 

1 anguage , Truth a~d Logic, p . 56 . 

History of Western Philos ophy (London : George Allen 
and Unwi n Ltd. PB, 2nd ed. 1961 ; lst ed . 1946) , p. 212 . 

4 , L~zerowitz, Op . ci t., p.l48 . 
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of en antecedent (metaphysical) belief abou t the 

structure of things, and that the subject- predicate 

structure of n language refers to n rrior hypothe s is 
I 

about reality . To quote Taylor : 

Now 

the 

'' ~ha t we ask hJw, if a ''th ing '' is me rely the 
series or sum of its attributes , and possesses no 
underlying unity to which the attributes belona, 

the whole of our ordinary language about thinos 

'

come to be constructed on the contrary assumption, 

how it iS that we always talk and think as if 

every '' bundle'' of attributes were owned by so~e-
thing of which we can say that it has the qua lity ••• ' ' 

wi~hout concerning ourselves with the question 

dilkpute about '' substance '' wa s a metaphysical 

whether 

one or 
2 a mere linguis tic wrangle - though one could note that 

perhaps with Locke, it remained a metaphysical issue, and 

that Locke even seemed to acknowledge the necessity of the 

concept even while regarding it ' unknowable' - it would not 

be wide off the mark to express the opposition consensus 

as maintaining, to borrow Lazerowit z 's words, 1 ' what it is 

1. 

2. 

A. E. Taylor, Elements of MetaphJsics (London : 
Methuen, PB, 1960 , 1st ed. 1903 , p .l33 . 

Lazerowitz adds his bit to the 'linguistic conve
nience' theory about substance and expresses his 
view thus : 
''I propose to take the view, in partia l agreement 
with one of the two contending versions, that the 
substance 'theory' is only the verbal imitation of 
a theory and entirely different from what we are 
inclined to think it is . But ••• it is not ordinary, 
everyday language that causes us to think this .•• 
The illusion of its being a theory about things is 
produced by a concealed revisiQD of ordinary 
subject- predicate sentences, by a manoeuvre with 
language, and not by the subject-predicate form 
of discourse itself . It is what metaphysicians 
have done with words, their metaphysical artistry , 
that creates the appearnace of a theory about the 
structure of things ; but what they have done is 
hidden from our conscious awareness , as well as 
their own. ,·, Op~ cit ., p.l49. 
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logically impossible to perceive in any way th e subject 

of attributes''! and that therefore substance is a 

' ' 1 oq i c" l i m p o s s i h i l it y • ' ' Wh ., L i :. t h c n 1 ,., f t i'l r r> the 

qualities 1such as shape , qolour, od~ur and ta~te and they 

are experienceable. ''We ex pe rie nce nualities , but not 

the subjett 4 n which they are suppo~ed to inherP .•• 2 

And t h +his our reply in brief would be t hat we 

"pprehend the substance a s directly ?nd as im~ed i ately 

as we are thou1ht to apprehend 0ualitie s . And t his remains 

true even if there is just a single quality t ha t is known. 

Qualities need not be grouped together to ma ke us postulate 

a substan¢e to supporb them. A single qua lity is enough 

to bring home the necessity of substance. As McTagga rt 

insists above, qualities cannot be further predi ca ted of 

themselves whether the ''subject'' be a single qual i ty or 

an aggregate of them. A quality of happiness cannot he 

happy, nor can the aggregate of qualities, such as goodness, 

wisdom, etc. can be happy, It has to be a substance , 

say~, who is happy. As Stillingfleet,in reply to Locke, 

remarks ''It is a Repugnancy to one first conce ption of 

things that modes or accidents should subsist by themselves, 

and therefore the Rational Idea of Substance is one of the 

first and most natural ideas in our minds.' •3 

The argument that we directly experience only 

qualities and not the substance in which they inhere is 

vacuouso We do not experience heat, or coolness, or hardness 

1. Lazerowitz , opo cit., Pol54 . 

2. Bertrand Russell, An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, 
p.98. 

3. Stillingfleet, Vindication of the Trinity, Ch.X, 
(Works, 1710, III, p . 504), quoted in J.D. Mabbott , 
Opocit., pp.l90-191. 
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but something as hot, cool or hard, and we scarcely 

think of devising arguments for something so plain. 

As Mabbott explains : 

'' When I continue to look at the flamo (of the 

candle) and press one eye-ball sideways I see 
dou ble . But what is it that I see double? not 
yellowness nor any other quality . There is still 
the same yellown'ess but now two '' somet hings'' 

possessing it, and the ''twoness '' is g iven to 

sight as much as yellowness.•• 1 

Wha t i~ thexefore given to apprehension is substance in 

conjunction with qualities, and so the problem of naving t o 

posit a substance beneath qualities is a mistaken problem 

altogether. To the Humean or the like ar~umon t that ou r 

idea of any body, a peach for instance, is only that of 

a particular taste, colour figure, size, etc ., we may reply 

with Chisholm~ that ''our idea of a peach is not an id~a 

of somethi ng that has the particular qualities , say , of 

sweetness, roundess and fizziness, but the concrete thing 

that is sweet a nd sound· and fuzzy. 'Ne also make clear, 

what is essent ial to our idea of a peach, tha t the thing 

that is round is the ~ thing as the thina that is sweet 

and also the same thing as the thing that is fuzzy. •• 2 

Lei~niz saw the point very well when he said, in reply 
'-' . 

to Loc ke , that what comes before the mind is always a 

concretum and not a set of abstract qualities and attributes . 

The abstract things, he pointed out, are far more djff icult 

to comprehend than the corresponding concr~. To quote him 

1. Mabbott , op.cit., p.l94. 

2 . Roderick, M. Chisholm, Person and Object, o .38 . 
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' 'Knowledge of concrete things is always prior to t ha t 

of abstract ones - hot things are better known than heat.' •1 

And he continues ''Wh~t comes into our mind is t he 

concrctum c onceived as v1ise, warm, sh.ining rather t ha n 

abstractions or qualities such as wisdom, warmth, liqht etc . 
2 which are much harder to grasp.'' Qualities it seems, 

as taken apart from substances, far from being the first 

data of experience, are, if at all apprehensible se parately, 

apprehensible only after specific and complicated mental 

operations. Even in cases where the concrete (substance) 

is presumed to be not directly given to sense as e.g . an 

electron or a leqal code - its existence is not inferred 

from direct apprehension of their qualitie s but from di rect 

awareness of other substances. The qualities of these 

substances are as inaccessible to senses as the substances 

themselves. ''You cannot see a legal code nor can you see 

its qualities, justice and equity. You cannot smell a soul 

nor can you smell righteousness or salvation. You cannot 

hear an electron nor can you hear the quality of vibrating 

at 100,000 to the second.• •3 Any attempt therefore to take 

away substance can only result, as McTaggart emphasizes, 

in taking away qualities too. 

A diffe~ent way of doing without a substance usu al ly 

gets re f lected in the idea of a 'bare particular'. It is 
I 

presumed that there is an ~. la bare particular', which 

1. ~ Essays on Human Understanding, trans. and ed. 
by Peter Rem~~nt and Jonathan Bennett (Cambridge 
Cambridge Univer~ity Press, 1981), 8 ~ .11, Chap.XII, 
Sec.6 (pol45). 

2 . lbid., Bk.II, Chap.XXIII, Sec.l (p. 217). 

3 . Mabbott, g£.cit., p.l95. 
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We may, I think, better appreci~te McTAggart' s 

conception of~ubstance, and it s relati on to quulities , 

if we compare, following McTaggart's own sim tle 1 , suhstance 

and its qu blities to a triangle and its sides . A tri nngle 

is delimited by its periphery, and would be nothing at all 

if considered apart from that; but it cannot be i dentified 

or reduced to its sides, whether individually or coll ective ly. 

Challenge to the concept of substoncJ hns sometimes 

taken a di ~ferent formo It is sometimes proposed that the 

conception of substance be substituted in all cases by a 

better and more fruitful conception of sub j ect. 2 The 

suggestion usually comes from those who either regard the 

notion of substan ce as outworn and hence dispensable , or 

regard, follo~ing Hegel , the subject- aspect of a eonscious 

spirit as the fundamental aspect, relegating other as pects 

to the subject-aspect itself or thinking them as of not 

much conse~uence . The word subject is used by such people 

in its epistemological sense of a conscious self who 

has knowledge and not in its logical sense of a subject 

who has predicates (as for example is the case with Stout's 

use of i t 3 ). M.cTaggart agrees that the conception of a 

subject is in Hegel's dialectic one of the highest categories, 

whereas the conception of substance comes much lower in the 

dialectic ascendence. And since Hegelian dialectic proceeds 

on the assumption of the relative falsity of the categories 

1. NE, Sec . 68, Po69 . 

2 . NE , Sec . 70. 

3 . 

/ 

Cf. G.F. Stout , OE.cito. There are others - e . g . 
Sydney Shoemaker - who, in the context of se lf , 
treat ~'substance '' and '' subject'' as synonymous. 
See his Self -Kn owledge and Self-Identity , po4l . 
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lower in th order, the conception of substance does 

become, on those principles, relatively false. McTaggart 

however feels under no obligation to accept this principle. 

But even so1 while Hegel's system would retain both the 

conc eptions~ regardin~ that !of suhstt~nce as Q(lrtially 

true also except in those points in which it had been 

proved to be false, the advocates of the conception of 

subject would wish away all such consequences which derived 

from something being ~ substance. But whether Hegelian 

dialictic j j stifies this or ~ot, the fact, according to 

McTaggart1 , remains that even if many things could be 

true of spiritual beings - including their being subjects -

they would still retain their substance-a s pect, for they 

will continue to have qualities and be related . The 

primacy that itbject enjoys over substance in Hegel lies 

in that the subject is related intrinsically to contents 

and no such contents are conceivable without a subject . 

In this relation betwee~ content and subject, all vestiqe 

of duality and mere correlation which characterize the 

S11bstance stage is eliminated.? The movement froM c:ubstance 

to the subject marks a shift from connecten content to 

contents comprised or made immanent in the subject . The 

subject remains thP. effloresence of the potentialities 

inherent in substance. In the notion of subject, conscious-

ness and thinking come to attain their autonomous character 

and thus come to consummate the totality. There belongs 

to the Hegelian subject that self-reflection which , in 

Hegel's view~ the Spinozist substance lac ks . In opposition 

1. 

2. 

NE, Sec.70. 

Cf. Nathan Rotenstreich, From Substance to 
Subject:Studies in H)g~l 1The Hague ~ 
Martin Nijhoff, 1974 , p.27. 
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to Kant on , he other hand who reqa r ds the logical subiect 

alone as a unity, Hegel points to th e r ealization of subject 

~s subsl once , j.c., ~s totality. 

McTagga rt, however, look s in the other direction ~ 

His notion of substance takes care not only of individual 

existence but also of the '' systems '' or the '' ordered 

wholes'' those existences are. Th e substances to be ordered 

and to be wholes must be self-comp lete and self - differenti ated . 

And thi s too McTaggart's conc eption of substance tukes suffi- · 

cient care of. All substances, as we shall later learn, 

are on McTagga rt's view differentiated an so have an 

(objective) 1internal structure. And t his diffe r entiation 

is not mere chaos but perfectly ordered, substances forming 

the wholes of which such differentiations are parts . And 

all thi s is implied in McTaggart's view tha t a substance 

is always ''compound'' and so infinitely differentiated. 

Again on McTaggart's doct~ine of s ubstanc e , it is selves 

a lone that satisfy certain conditions and pnss the test, 

all oth er - matter and sense-data--failing to quality . 
\, 

Now the subj ect concept in its Hegelian fo~m is usually 

justified by this, that the no~elf, distinction from which 

is what leads to the concept of subject, includes not only 

other selves but also the whole body of the external objects 

wh ich con t ain no spiritual content. And since , as mentioned 

above , i n McTaggart' s system the se lves olone are ~ubstances 

and they alone and nothing else which has no spiritual 

content- constitute the not-self, t he subj ect concept 

become s , to that extent, redundant. But even if this 

suggestion be mistaken , it remains the case that McTagga rt 

/ 
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was in no way bound to the Hegelian framework unless 

it be the case that McTaggart himself thought Hegelianism 

to be the only alternative but th<lt he failed to come up 
I 

to that. Aqi'lin, it is ttl.l right for i'l system like thAt 
I I 

of Hegel to rerlace the substance concept by the subject 

concept , for in terms of the Hegelian dial ectic - which 

proceeds from the incompleteness or im~erfection of all 

categories till we reach the very end - the substance 

concept is never wholly dispensed with; its implications 

are all preserved in the higher category of subject; a 

system like that of McTaggart, on the other hand, which 

is not committed to that dialictic, need not entertain 

the said replacement or sublation. McTagqart, it seems , 

wanted to give an objective system of metaphysics in which 

all existents enjoyed absolute reality, since substances ;were 

wholes, since infinitely differentiated; and formed, in 

turn, through their intimate interconnection (by perception) 

with each other, parts of the larger- but not more real -

whole whose whose differentiations the individual pa rts 

were, this whole, again 7having been conceived of as a 

substance, since compound. This perspective is again what 

separates McTag~art from the British neo-Heqelian school 

and is what some of the followers of Hegel could not quite 

reconcile with. 

~issimlJ<'lritv of Substances 

We have just noticed that, according to McTaggart, 

a substance must possess, besides existence, some other 
\ 

characteristic; that it is a part of the meaning of the 

term 'substance' that it has predicates. It is then 

characteristics of a substance that determine which substance 
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it is, it is they that identify which substance we are 

talking about. And this straightaway leads us to an 

important pri~ciple of McTaggart ' s philosophy, namely , 

Dissimilarj,ty lof the Diverse. 1 

The pr ~nciple is better known in t ~ rms of what it 

may be said tq imply, that is, as Identity of Indiscernibles 

conceived by Leibniz. The latter asserts that ''there are 

not in nature two indiscernible real absolute beings ' •2 , 
" or again, ''no two substances are completely similar or 

differ solo numero.•• 3 There also, the principle applies 

only to substances . Two numerically diverse substunces 

must also be diverse as regards their predicates. McTaggart 

accepts this principle but gives it the name of ''The 
I 

Dissimilarity of the Diverse.'' According to McTaggart, 

1. N§, Chapter X. 

2 . Quoted in Bertrand Russell, A Crjtjcal Exp~~ition of 
the Philosophy of Leibniz (London : Geora e A11Pn and 
Unwin Ltd., 4th impo, 1951; 1st ed. 1900), p . ~4 . 

3 . Quoted i"" Russell, l.Qi.s!. Else·:Jhere Leibniz obsep•es : 
''Each Monad must be different from every ot~er . 
For in nature there are never two beinns which are 
perfectly alike and in which it is not possible to 
find an internal difference, or at least a differ-
ence founded upon an intrinsic quality [~enomination). 
The Monadology, trans., Robert Lalta, 9 . For 
Kant's criticism of the principle of ''Identity of 
Indes cernibles '' see fritigue of Pure Reoson, trans. 
J.M. D. Meiklejohn (London : EV ·'ryman's Library, PB, 
1969; 1st ed. 1934), p.202. Perhaps the first 
statement of the principle we owe to Ni cholas of 
Cusa. ''Th ere cannot be several things ex actly 
the same (~egualia), for in that case there would 
not be several things, but the same thing itself. 
Therefore all things both agree with and differ from 
one another .'' De Venatione Sapientia~ ? 3. Cf . De 
docta ignorantia, III, I. ''All these must of nece
ssityt differ from one another. Among s everal indjvi
duals of the same species there is nece ss arily a 
diversity of degree of peffection. The r e is nothing 
in the universe which does not enjoy a cert a in ~~
l~ity, which is ·to be found in no other thing .'' Both 
the passages of Cusa are quoted in Robert Latta, 
op.cit., p .222. The principle as found in Leibniz 
and McTaggart , we may warn, should not be confounded 
with the doctrine of diversity of content as found in 
Bradley. For details see Russell, A Critical Exposition 
of the Philosophy of Leibniz, pp.54-55. 
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the n~me that Leibniz gives it is misleading since it 

seems to suggest as if there are i ndisccrnibles and they 

stand in identity- relation . McTaq~art however accents that 

any t~o $ubstances must have different characteristics 

and thus re jects any suggestion that there miqht be ouali -

tatively identical but numerical ly distinct obiects. A 

certain formulation of the princiole we come across in 

Aquinas : that whatever things differ, differ b9cau:.e s9me

thing is truly predic~b~e of o~e thing and not of the other. 1 

According to ~cTaqqa rt, the mere fact of diversity - by 

which he means numerical distinctness - im plies or involves 

dissimilarity , by which means dissimilarity of nature. 2 

Although he regards the connection between diversity and 

dissimilarity as synthetic he is convinced that two things 

cannot have exactly the same nature. 3 In fact he goes on 

to conclude that diversity is impossible without difference 

of nature . 4 If we are successfully ab le to remove, in 
\ 

thought, all di~similarity of nature from two substances, 

say X andy , we will find that we are finally left not with 

two substances but one . Dissimilarity of nature does not 

exclude partial similarity, for any two substanc5will at 

least have the similarity of being substances; so what is 

denied is '' exact '' similari ty which is quite compatible 

with partial similarity . 

An important consideration in Mc Tagqart ' s treatment 

of the subject is hiw view that the nature of a substance 

expresses completely what the substance iso 5 ''And the 

1. Cf. P.T. Geach , 00 . cit 0, pp . 47-48. 

2 . NE, Sec . 94 . 

3 . .ll>l..9 0 

4. .ll?.iQ. 

5 . Ibi.Q.. 
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same c omplete expression of what a substance is cannot 

be 'true of each lof the tw6 substances .' •1 The substance 

is made this particular substance by its nature . Which 

me ans , and t his is important , that it is its n atu~e that 
II 

individuates a substance , and he nce distin~uishos it 

f r om othPr sub ~tances . The na t ure of a substnnce, according 

to McTaggart, means the pr imar y qua l ities 2 the substance 

has . ' Exact s i mi l a r ity ' is t hen by McTAggart restricted to 

ag r eement of pri mary qualities since in McTaggart's sense 

of the term , likeness of primary qualities would entail 

ag r eeme nt of de r ived quali t ies . And primary qualities 

a ccor ding to McTagga r t mean ei t her original quali ties, 

e . g ., b l uenes s , or qualities i mmediately derived from 

origina l relat i onships , e . g ., t he quality of lovinq ~3 • 

For M and~ to be exac t ly simi l ar it would then be nece ssary 

and suffic ient tha t eve r y or i gina l quality or every quality 

which i s an immediate derivative of or iginal relationships , 

which belongs to e ithe r, s h ould be l ong t o both of themo 

I n t h i s conte xt McTagga rt con s iders th e s uggestion t ha t 

( i ) t he i ndiv idual ity of a s ubs t a nce i s not dependent upon 

t h e nature of tha t s ubs t ance, and th a t hence, there could 

be t wo div e r se subs t ances desp ite absolute similarity of 

na t ur e4 , and tha t (i i ), a nd th is f o llows from (i), a 

subs t ance c ould be i ndividua t ed and hence known without 

1. lhl9o , Sec . 94 . 

2 . Ibid ., Sec . 93o I n addit ion t o primary qualities , 
there are , according t o McTaggart, ' repeatinrr ' 
qua l i~tes . By ' repat ing ' qualities i~ ~ eant all 
other derivatjve quali t ies. All qualities in the 
second class are ~ene r a t ed directlv ~r indirectly 
by those in the first r:Jass . Cf . Ibi2_., ~ec . 89 . 

3 . 1.12is! ·, Sec . 89 . 

4 . This view arise~ from th e mistaken notion of the 
thinq- in- itself in its Hegelian , r a th er than 
Kantian, sense . For det ails see CHL, Scc . l35 . 
Patterson ' s cri~icism is along somewhat similar 
lines . See below . 
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reference t o its primory qualiti r·r; . But r.icTi:l 'lCJart 

would call any such effort mystery-mongering . ~henever , 

he r eplies , we try to understand t he independent indivi

duality aspec t as a distin1ct aspect, we C'l r e tmable to do 

so wi t hout asserting qua lities of lhe c; ubs L1nce . In 

fact, as in accordance with his view that a s ubstance cannot 

exis t without possess ing a quality besides exis t ence (see 

above), he maintains th at the so-c a lled independent indivi

dua lity c ~u ld not eveh be asser~ed without involvina some 

quali t y and hence its nature. 1 In Section 94 of t~E 

McTaggart t a lks of the 'relation of identity' whlch1 he 

says, every substance has to itself and which migh t be 

thought of as constituting one fnctor of dissimilarity 

between any t wo substances . Of any t wo subs t ances h and g, 

it would be true that A stands in identity-relation to A 
\ - -

and not to§, while B stands in i dentity- relat i on tog and 

not to&· But this dissimilarity, on McTaggart ' s t e r ms , 

would depend upon a diversity which has been ant ecedently 

established; which means, as Broad points out 2 , that it 

would be merely an analytic conseouence of the f act that A 
I 

and B are numerically two. There mu s t theref ore be some 

other point of dissimilarity,hesides the i dent i t y-relation , 

which is not inferr ed from th e f ac t th a t they a re nume r ically 

distinct . And such a point can only be in t e rms of pr i mary 

qua lities . 

1. 

/ 

2 . 

I bid ., Sec . 95o Cf. Leibn iz , MonadolQgy , in R. Latta, 
8 . tc Th e Monads if they had no quali t i es , would be 
indis t i nguishable from one anoth e r , sin ce they do 
not differ in qua lity.'' And s ince Leibniz does not 
r ec og niz e rel ations , all ag reement or dissimil ~ rity 
be tween s ubs tances has , in hi s view , to be only in 
terms of qualities . 

B r o a d , o p • c i t • ,I, p o 17 2 • 
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P .n t ~ r: r s o '"I h .n s q u e s t i on e d M c T tH) g il r t 1 s i. n -; i ;, t r.:· 11 c e 

th ~t l")lature of a s ubstance t hat i ncljvldu<Jt~? s 

Lh 1 .1 l >s t .1dC<' , ;~ n cJ tw s rolnt<~d Old: t h t~ L i. t i'J I I i rH·orJr, jt; -

t e nt ' wi th som~ of hi k oth~r statements . Acc or di nn to 

McTag a rt, the prima ry qual~tie S of any s ubs tance for m a 

C 01 P 0 I n d qua l1' t y1 , and 1 · t d · t h · ~ · e any pun. 1 y accor l.n ':l o 1m - ~ 1.nc 

~e wa not a nominalist - would be .=t univers.nl ; wh ich 

mefns there wou~d be nothing in it to prevent it f r om 

chLra teriz ing bn indef init e number of part~culars . So 

Pa~ t e ~son conti~ues : 

''To ass,ert that there is something in the nature 

of a quality which limits it to charil ct erizing 

only one particular is equiv2 l ent to as s erting 

that the quality is as truly a parti cular to 

as th.nt which it characterizes ; and this would 

be to gi ve the whole c ase away to the nomin a list , 

which McTaggart , certainly, would nev er have 
dreamed of doing ;••2 

Patterson does not deny that, for al l we know , there 

might be some s uch universal which char.ncterized only 

one particular , '' but this would be something in t he 

nature of th e unive r se e xter n a l to the univ ersa t.•• 3 From 
4 thi s it is concluded by Patterson - a s also , from a 

different point of view , by Broad5 - that McTagg art is 

mistaken in &9nfusing individual ity and nature and thus in 

making individuality of a substance dependent upon its 

l . ~, Sec . 63 . 

2 . Patterson, op .cit., Pol34. 

3 . l.!2.i9 • 

4 . .!lliQ . 

5 . Broad, OQ . cit ., I, p . l77. 



108 

nature. Now to us the whole thrust of Patterson's cri-

ticism looks fantastic. McTaggart has never held t he 

view which is being ascribed to him, and he has nowhere 

stated that there is somethin9 to a characteri s tic which 

confines it only to~ particular . Wh a t McTaggart has 

said, we repeat, is that diversity implies dissimilarity 

of 

in 

us 

natu~e and that any t'yVo substances must be dissimilar 

respect of ~ primary qualities. The following gives 

the gist of , McTaggart's view in the matter . . 
1 'It is , of course, possible that all substances 

may differ in their original qualities. It is 

even possible th~t every substance sh ould h ave 
some simple or-iginal quality which no other sub
stance has. And, to take a supposition which seems 
less improbable,•it is possible that t he aagregate 
of original qualities in any substance should differ, 

in some at least of its constituents, from the 
aggregate of original qua~ities in any other sub
s tance. But we have no reason to supp ose that this 
must be the case. If diversity does require diffe
rence of nature, that requirement could be satis

fied by a difference of relat ional qualities, caused 
by a difference - in original relationships .•• 1 

There is then here no place for the view attributed to 

McTaggart. Besides, as we have pointed out above, the 

question is about ''exact ' ' similarity and this, in 

McTaggart's view, involves that there should be no diffe-

renee in ~ relationship ''however external and indi

f ferent that relationship is commonly supposed to be .••2 

Thi s being so, two things would not be similar 

if one of them is ever known or perceived or thought of 

by me while the other is not . ''For then one has, and one 

has not, the quality of being cogni zed by a particular pers on 

lo NE, Sec . 93 , Po 95. 

2. 1£1£., Po 96o 
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at a particular time. Nor are they exactly similar if 
b they are ever distingui s hed by names or nurnr r s ' howev'?r , 

arbitrarily applied . For then one would have the ouality 

of being called £ by a particular person at a par ti cu l ar 

time, and the other would have the qua lity of heine) called .9 

by him at that time.•• 1 I think th at if they had kep t in 
\ 

mind this principle, the critics would not have been so 

hasty with their protests . 

1From a different point of view it has been urged 
f 

that McTagg art's position seems inconsistento Thus 

Patt e rson has voiced the criticism2 tha t AicTaggart's view 
I 

th a t qyalities are part of the nature of the substance3 

and that it is the nature of a substance wh ich individuates 

it, seems to collide with his earlier view that ''it does 

not follow that, be cause a subst ance is nothing apart from 

its qualities , it is not anything in conjunction \'l i th its 

qualities . •• 4 For, if indeed a substance is something 

''in conjunction with its qualities' ', and i f it is t hat 

which hB2 t he qualities , why should it not , Patterson asks , 

constitute the principle of individuati on th at is requi red? 

After all, a substance on McTaggart' s own view is a parti

cular while qualities are universalo The con t ention 

therefore that it is the nature o f a substa nce wh ich 

individuate it would seem to imply as if a substance is 

nothing more an aggregate of qualities, a view which 

McTaggart strongly repudiates? So th ere mi ght seem to be 

lo Ibi£. 

2 . Patterson, OE.cit ., PPol34-135. 

3 . NE , Sec.95. 

4. Ibid ., Sec . 68 . 

5 . Patter s on, OEoCit., p.l35 . 
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a dilemma here . 

I think , however , that if we rd ve u close look 

to the matter , we will find that when Mc~a~~art s~yG 

that a substa nce is something ''in conjunction wi'th !its 
~ 

qualities'' hP seeks to emphasize the substantial/~y 1of a 

substance as apart from the qualities it may possess. 

And this I think is perfectly compatible with the oosition 

that a substance , although a particular ancl hence different 

from characteristics, is nonetheless such th ut its nature 

is expressed only through its characteristics a nd that it 
I 

is only by them that it is individuated and consequently 

distinguished from other substances. Any arparent incon

sistency therefore should disa ppear in the light of this 

clarification. And we may add, as a las t r emar k , that the 

characteristics that express the nature of a substa nce do 

not express its nature as substance - that is ex pressed in 

the simple fact that it has characteristics - but express 
its nature as a certain substance. 

The Principle of Sufficient Descri ption 

Let us now proceed to consider McTaggart's notion 

of Sufficient\besc~tion which seems to be inextricably 

bound with the principle of the ·Dissimilarity of Diverse 

and which in fact McTaggart infers from the latter principle. 

The notion is dis cussed. in Chapter XI of NE and forms a 

vital step in McTaggart's : argument. Geach even call s it 

a ''much stronger'' pri,nciple. 1 

It is common knowledge that every characterist ic 

of a term constitutes a ''description'' of ito And if the 

characteristic happens to apply to only one term, and to 

none else, it becomes an ''exclusive '' description of the 

lo Geach, op.cito, p . 51 . 
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term. If any two particulars a re dissimilar, whic h 

they must be on the principle of the Dissimilarity 

of th e Diverse , then each of them mu~t have some charac-

ter istic o r set of char~cteristics which constitute an 

1 . d . t. l e xc us1ve escr·~ 1on s o th a t ono l ~ distin~ujshcd from 

th e other . A des cription of a term may include s11ch 

characteri ~ ti cs as involve a reference to terms which are 

designa t ed by proper name s . 'Fa t~e r of Julius Ceasar' 

is an eJc lusive description wh ich can appl v t o only 

one term; it WOIJld not however be a suffici ent description, 

for the term Julius Ceasar' is a proper name and remains 

undescribed . The n~cess ity th a t a subst~nce must haVP an 

exclusive descr iption derives . According to McTagqart , 

n or from the qround that without it no term co••}d be ¥nown 

so as to pe dis t)ngu i shed from every ot her term . It 

derives, ~s indicated above , from th e fact t hat no two 

substances can be similar , a nd t hat therefore a substance 

which is not absolutely similar to a ny other has of nece

ssity an exclusive des c riptiono 2 

If a n exclusive descr iption does not involve reference 

to merely desiqnated terms but consists wholly of chara-

cteristics , it becomes a ''Sufficient Description ' 'o Thus 
\ 

it would be a surficient description of Adam and Eve to say 

that they are the 'firs t man' an d t he ' first woman ' res

pectively, if all th e human beings were to be descendants 

lo ·By an '' Exclusive Description'' McTaggart means 
tlone which applies 9nly to one substance , so that 

the substa nce i s absolutely identified by the 
description .'' NE 1 Seco 101, Po 102o 

2o Ibid ., Sec . 105 0 
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of them. It is not necessary that a sufficient descri-

ption of a particular must, in order to h£, be known to 

us; it i$ sufficient if a substance has a suf ficient 
II . -

descript j on- rega~dless of whether one knows it or not" 

The nece~sit>\ that there should h£ suf fi cient descriptions 

McTaggart derives from the fact that there mus t be an 

exclusive description applicable to every pa rt icular ; and 
I 

the latt ! r of course he derives from the fact t hat eve ry 

particul~r is dissimilar to every othero McTaggart's 

argument~ far the prin~iple, to roughly follow Broad •s 2 

s ta~emenl of ;it, is as follows: 

D~t us take an individual substance ~o h by the 

principle of the Dissimilarity of the Diverse , must have 

an exclusive descriptiono Suppose th a t h has no sufficient 

description" Then (i) every exclus i ve descri ption of~ 

must describe it by a certain relation E in which it stands 

to another pa rticular~" And (ii) suppos e that~ also has 

no s ufficien t description . For if § had a sufficient 

description Q, h woul~ have th e s ufficien t description of 

being a substance which had li to the only instance of 2· 
Now B should al so h3va an exclusive description . Since 

this cannot be a su ffici ent description, Q must have the 

exclusive description of standing in a certa in relati on S 

to yet another particular £o And f also cannot have a 

sufficient description. For if it had a sufficient desc ri-

ption Q
1

, h could be sufficiently des cribed as s t vnding 

in a certain relation ll to the pa rti cu l ar which s t ood in a 

cer t ai n relation § to the only inst~nce of Q1 o If we g o 

on applying these considerations we get th e following result . 

1. Cf . Ibid. 

2 . Broad , op. cit . ,r,pp .. 182-183., 
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If every ~articular has an ''exclusive'' description, 

and if h ~ ad no "sufficient'' description, ther e wou ld 

inevit~blt fo l ~6j)v ~n end+ ss s leries of substances , Bl, 0 • • • , 

such th a t l none of t rem ha~ a sufficient desctiption . And 

the endlessness of the series would show t hat t had no 

''exclusi e'' description, bec 4us e the individuating 

character
1 

sties for any terrm i~ the series n?ve a defin~ te 

identity I nly if the series has an end, but, ex-hypothe~i , 
it has e. So the compound propos ition that every sub-

stance an exclusive d Jscripti on and that h has no 

s uffi cien descrip~ion wo ld eJ t ai1 the conclusion that h 

has no ex lus ive description. The proposition thus con

tradict s ftse lf and must be f alse . The proposition7 there

fore1thatl: theret"must be exclusive description to a parti-
"' 

cular is inconsistent with there being any particu l ar which 

lacks a sufficient description. Which means that the 
' 

proposition that every su~stance has an exclusive descri

ption entails the proposition that every substance has a 

sufficient descriptiono The upsh ot of the discussion is 
I 

that no substance can have a sufficient description if t he 

description requires the introduction of anothe r particular 

substance which in turn requires for its individuation the 
stt.bshw.tt 

introduction of yet another~and so on. Th is infinite 

regress would be vicious with the result that no s ubstance 

will have a sufficient description and hence will not even 

have an ex clus ive description, since '' every sufficient 

descripti on must be exclusiveo•• 1 

Critic isms of the- argument -to: Suf~icient ·Description cons idered 

McTaggart' s argument for sufficient description has been 

1. ~' I, Seco 104, p. 107o 
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subjected to some sharp criticism by Broado 1 According t o 

Broad, Mc~aggart's insistence tha t if h had no sufficient 

description, any exclusive description of h would have to 

introduce the fact that h had a certain relation to some 

.9~ particul;'lr ..§, is simply fAlse. This rel<'ltion of .6 

might, S<'lys Broad, be to h itself. Suppose that the universe 

consisted of two minds, h and g, and suppose that 're~pector 
I 

tUu.. 
of A' and 'respecter of g•~exclusive descriptions of hand 

g respectively. Broad concedes that h also has the property 

of respecting itself, an~ that this· i nvolves no reference !o 

any merely designated p~rticular. But, then, according 

to Broad, it does not constitute an exclusive description 

either, for this property is shared by~ also . And so it 

does not constitute a sufficient description of h· It cannot 

therefore be argued that the ''exclusive'', but not suffi

cient, description, ''respecter of A'', could be replaced by 

''respecting itself' 1 and that this wou ld be a sufficient 

descriptiono The first description ''respecter of A' ' 

fails to be sufficient "because it involves reference to an 

undescribed, and merely designated,particular, ~; the second 

description ''respecting itself'' avoids this defect, but 

fails to be sufficient by failing to be exclusiveo 

To this highly ingenious argument of Broad, we may 

rejoin by wondering, with Geach, 2 whether it could be true 

that the only characteristic to individuate h was ''beinq a 

re specter of h' '. Surely not. Because the identity of 

such relAtional characteristics depends upon individuation 

1. Examination, I, pp. 183-184o 

2 o Geach , OQ. cit., P• 53o 
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of ~' and they themselves cannot be expected to serve to 

individuate b· If ~·s individuation depended upon the pro

perty 'respecter of ~· and the identity of this proporty 

depended upon the individuation of A, we should be running 
b~ -

in a vicious circleo Same will~the case in more co~plicated 

cases. If h had the exclusive description of standing in 

a relation R to ~ ' and ~ had the exclusive description of 

being in relation 2 to b, we should run in a vicious circle 

if we supposed these descriptions as givinq the only ways 

of individu~ting h and ~. 

Broad conceives of another set-up in which he sees the 

possibility of exclusive descriptions without there being 

sufficient descriptions of the things in question . 1 Let 

there be justt~hree minds, h' ~and C in the universe. The 

only difference between them is th at h i s jealous of B on 

account of f, ~ is jealous of f on account of ~ , and ~ is 

jealous of h on account -of ~o Except the oppositi on of 

relations, everything else is t he same for these mindso 

It should then be clear• that the relation of being jealous 

of ~ on account of ~ will exclusively describe B' and so too 

will t heir respective relations of jealousy exclusively 

describe ~ and f. Broad supposes that these exclusive 

descriptions will be enough to differentiate th? three 

minds, even though none of them had any sufficient descri

ption. (They will have no sufficient descriptions since 

they will be the only minds in the universe). 

Now this 1unholy trinity'(of minds) as Geach calls it, 2 

is even more incomprehensible. Here every mind is both 

subject, o~ject and occasion of internecine jealousyo In 

1. Broad , op. cit., I, pp. 181-82o 

2. Geach , op . cit ., p. 53. 
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this case too, the supposedly individuating characteris-

tics ' heinq jealous of ~ on account of £' and 'being 

jealous of bon account of~· can be definite c~a racteris

tics only if t~e indivi~uation of h, ~ and f is already 

given, for these characteri~;tics thcms01ve'> cc1nnot Gerv0 

to individuate h, 8 and~· Three living minds, as Patterson 

puts it, would certainly possess other characteristics 
\ 

besides that or jealousy, and ~hese charact eristics might 

well afford sufficient descriptions for all of them. 1 

Voicing idehtical criticism with regard to Broad 's sugaested 

universe, Keeling says Broad has not proved the logical 

possibility of an actual universe in which three people and 
J 

jealousy exist, and in which nothing else whatever existso 

For this to be true, Keeling contVnlies, its would have to 

be true that 'being a person' and 'being jealous' were 

''non-complex properties whose applicability does not entail 

the possession of any other property.•• 2 But these are 

properties which clearly presuppose the applicability of 

other properties to whatever th ey apply to, ''and Broad 

has not considered whether those other properties would 

not be such that one at l~ast did not apply to all three 

existents, and thus serve to distinguish on~ from the others , 

and so render possible a sufficient description of the 

one.•• 3 Keeling laments that there has been loose thinking 

about ''logical possibility'' and thinks that some usaaes 

of it are plainly ''illegitimate' '• Broad's proposed 

refutation therefore falls to the ground , and his contention 

that the Principle of Sufficient Description is ''nothing 

lo Patterson, ~P· cit., Po 138. 

2 . SoV . Keeling, op. cit., Po 350o 
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but a fallacious inference from a doubtfu l premise,•• 1 

fails to carry convicti~n. I think that, as in opposi-

tion to Broad, we should accept McTaggart's principle bf 
I 

sufficient descriptions as a correct inference from his 

principle of the Dissimilarity of t he Diverse, ond hen~e 
1 ·1 t as nec essar~ y rue. As Geach rightly says , ''illcTaggart, 

like Wittgenstein in the Tractatus, is committed to the 

view th a t ~he univer~e could be completely described in 

completely general terms, with no irreducible use of a 

'non-connotative' proper name; and I think this ought to 
2 be accepted.'' 

Infinite Divisibility of Substance 

McTaggart's theory of Infinite Divisibility of 

Substance (NE, Chapter XXII) is one of the fulcrums on 

which McTaggart's metaphysics of the self stands and which, 

as Broad rightly remarks, forms, along with Chapter XXI 

and XXIII, ''the watershed of the system.' •3 Th e argument 

here is very subtle and complex and we shall often have to 

resort to McTaggart's own terminology to reproduce ito 

It is this the ory which, along with the supplementary 

principle of Determining Correspondence, enables McTaggart 

to declare spirit or selves alone as the only reality and 

the universe as spiritual . Th ere could b~ several, and 

possibly equally valid, ways of approaching the argument , 

but we thin k the following could be a more convenjent 

procedureo 

"• 
lo .Qp.cit., I, Po 185. 

2 . Op .cit. , p. 54 . 

3. Broad , OQ . cit ., I, Po 326o 
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I 

The first step in the argument is to show that at 

least some of the substances are not simple , and hence 

are , since not simple , compound . A simple supstance is 

that which is indivisible in ''every Dimension ' •.1 The 

qualification '' every '' is important for it answers , in 

advance, any possible objection from geometry . It might 

be argued that geometry shows t ha t there must be points 
I 

and t hat thes e mu s t b o indivisible particulars . ~cTaagart 

replies t hat the indivisibil ity of points in geometry is . 
' '• only in respect of spatial dimensions of lenath , breadth , 

and depth, 1 and that thi s leaves the room open for indi vis i-

bility in some non- spatial dimension, e.q ., time . A sub-

stance woutd , accordi ng to McTaggart, be rega rded as posse

ssing a dimension if it could be shown as forming ''either 

a series or a term of a seri es in that dimension'' o 2 :,Vhat 

it comes to is th~t a substance would be considered divi-

sible if i t is divisible in at least one dimension, even 

t hough it may be indivisible in other dimensions including 

the spatial oneo Thus, pitch and loudness would be di-

mansions of noise, and a pleasure would have two dioensions 

of time a nd intensity , for a pleasure endures for some 

time, and has at each moment of that t ime a certain inten-

sity . McTaggart remarks that on his view of dimension, a 

straight line oesides having the dimension of length 

would have t he dimensions of breadth and depth , and this -

lo 

/ 

NE , Sec . 162o 

NE , Sec . 162. Broad's sugges ti on (£~cit., I , 
p . 341 ) that McT aggart perhaps meant by ''dimen
sion '' a Johnsonian ''determinable '' seems 
uncertain and so a ny conclusion drawn on that · 
basis would appear doubtfu l. For W.E. Johnson 
see his Logic, Pt. I (New York: Dover Publica
tions, Inc ., 1964), pp. 174-175o 
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although geometry would ordinarily protest - looks 

tenable, as Broad also, agrees. For a line can be said 

to have zero breadth and zern depth, and it is possible, 

Broad p~ints out, that '' our solids are objects which 

have ze t o value of o fourth dimcnsion.•• 1 The conclu s ion 

is that if a substance has parts in at leas t one dimension, 

it should be considered divisible. And any substance 

which i ~ divisible would obviously have parts which in
1 

their tyrn are substances, since the parts would have 

qualities and be related without being themselves ei ther 

qualiti~s or relations. And the substances with p~rts 

as subsiances would not be simple, but ''compound ' ' 

substances. 

That we perceive no substances which are simple, 

McTaggart tries to show at length by considering pe rception 

d . t t• 2 an 1n rospec 1on. We appear to perceive or introspect 

things as having duration. And reflection shows that 

everything that had duration would be divisibl e into 

successive phases. In their anxiety to banish divisibi-

lity of substance some people concentrate only on the 

absence of simu lt aneous different iation, and forget to 

exclude successive differentiation too. The presence of 

the latter however is enough to show that a subs t ance is 

diuisible. So whether there are simple substa nces or not, 

there is nothing in perception and introspection to 

suggest that there are such (i.e. simple) substances. 

And with this• Dread too agrees. 3 People have held that 

lo Broad, op. cit. I, p. 34lo 

~,sees. 163-165. 

3. Broad, op. cit . , I , p. 343. 
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substances are simple for different reasons and not 

because they were acquainted with particulars which 

appearld to them to be :simple. The latte:I; positior "(Ould 

hav~ l~oked very weak in the li~ht of the aboveo 

McTaggart considers the question whether the 

occurrence of simple characte~istics could give any pre

sumpti t n in favof,r of simple subst ances, and comeslta
1 

th.e 

conclu~ion that it does not. The reason is that t e 

relati bn of simple substances, if there be any, to compound 

substaf ces is very much unlike the relation between simple 

and co~pound characteristics. We cannot be aware of a 

compoupd characteric without being aware of its consti

tuent terms, the simple characteristicso But we can be 

aware, , i.e., by perception, of a compound substance 

without being aware of the ~simple substances which compose 

ito So the argument by which McTaggart seeks to prove 

that there are simple characteristics resting as it does on 
the notion .that every characteristic must have a ''meaning'', . 
simply would not apply to substanceso 

It might be said that if the doctrine of the impossi-

bility of simple substances is as self-evident as 

McTaggart thinks it to be, it would not have looked so 

radical a concept as it doeso McTaggart replies that 

it is not so radical as it on first sight appears to beo 

Many philosophers who have believed that there are simple 

substances took the word ''substance' ' in a much narrower 

sense than MtJaggart, and never meant to suggest that 

they are substances which are not themselves groups of 

substances. They perhaps generally meant by substances 

''continuants'' as distinguished from occurrents, and so 

concluded that there are continuants which are not grou~ 

of continuants. They did not deny that these substances 
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had an i~nar structure compos ed of a plurality of simu

ltaneous ll or successive differentiationso In fact , 

Leibniz who is general ly considered to be a pr otagonist 

of '' simple s ubstances '' maintained the above proposi -

tions. He held that each monad mirrors the univers~~ 

and thi s would imply infinitely complex internal stru

cture for each monad . In cont rast to the monad , Leibniz 
I 

thought , a '. ' s imp 1 e 11 at om had no " vii thin " • 1 So it is 

possible 1 that Leibniz would hRve admitted that there can 

be no ''simple'' subs ta nces in McTaggart ' s sense of the 

term. Wha t many such · thinkers who advocated simple sub-

stances were most concer ned about was to pro~ the immor

tality of the soul fr~m its simplicity ~ 2 and a soul which 

was ''compound'' only in McTaggart' s sense would have been 

''simple'' enough to meet t heir requirements. 

Now having shown that a substance is divisible in 

at least some dimension, McTaggart raises the question : 

Are all substances compound?, and answers in the affir-

mativeo If a subs tance is not compound, it will be simple. 

But there can be no simple subs t ances, for there can be 

no substance without content3 (or part ). But what is it 

to have a conte nt? ''Cont ent'' is defined by McTaggart 

as that plurality which i s identical in ~ifferent sets of 

lo See comment ary on Monadol ogy , 7 in H . ~ . Carr 
(ed.) The Monadolog~ of Leibniz (London : 
Th e Favil Press, 1930 o 

2o Cf . Leibniz , Monadologv , in R. Latta, 4o ''There 
is no conceivable way in which a simple substance 
can be destroyed by natural means ''. Italics 
mineo 

3o NE , Sec . 167o 
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parts of a whole 1 , and '' conversely, if a substance has 
I 

~o it ~as parts , an d so wil l not be simple.•• 2 
I 

So hen it turns out that every substance i s a compound 

subs t ance , and that it wi ll have a plurali~ of p~rtso 

h e parts ~ n turn would be substances for they would 

ha e qual ~ties and . ;tand l in rel ations without being them-

sel ves either a quality or a r elationo And so they would 

be differentia t ed into parts wh i. ch will be substa nc ,.,s in 

jtu 0 And s~ on . Thus 
I 

will follow an unendi n0 series of 

se t s of parts of a subs tan ceo This is how we get a 

foothold on the idea o f infi ni te divisibility of sub-
3 stanceo The proposition that every substance has content 

and therefore part s McTaggart regards synthet ic, for the 

conclusion is not implied in t he definition o But the pro-

position is very impor tant , metaphysically . From the 

proposition t h at subst ance h as co~t ent , McTaggart is able 

to make certa in other deducti ons about the universe . And 
. . 

if we just keep in mind t hat, as we sha ll l ater see, the 

selves are the only substance z , we shall be in a position 

to appreciat\ the signif i cance of McT agg art ' s premiseso 

Int erna l differentiation of t he selves cons t i tut es the 

basis on which st ands the whole s tructure of the universe. 

No truths on the other hand c an be deduced with regard t o 

1. l bid • , S e c o 161 o A ' s e t of p a r t s ' tv't c T a q g art 
defi nes as follows : '' A Set of Part s of any 
whole is any collection of it s parts which to
gether make up the whole, a nd do not more than 
make it up, so that the whole would not be made 
up i f any of the se parts, or of their parts, s hould 
be substracted . Thus Engl and , Scot l and , and 
Wa l es are a set of parts of Great Britain . So are 
all count~es in Great Bri t ain . And so are 
Eng land, S cotland and the counties within Wales .'' 
Ibid ., Sec . 124o 

2 . l£i2 . , Sec . 124 o 

3o Ibid. , Sec . 174. 
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the univers b from , for example, the content l ess con

scious nes s of Advaita Vedantao The proposition that 

ev ery substance has conten t is however both self- evident 

and ultifat o ' 'It ~s se lf-evident because it does not 
I i need proof ; and it i S ul tim bte because it cannbt be prdved 

fr om any proposition more clearly self-evident .' •1 Any 

positive p~oof in support of the above proposition is 

th ere·fore ibpossible . McTaggart however sug qests certain 

ot he r cons ·~cterations wh ich, ' even t hough not constituting 

any proof , should normally give us a strong presumption 

in favour of accepting that there is a '' positive conne

ction' ' 2 b~tw~en th e t wo qua 1 it i es - t he quality of be ing 

a substance and the quality of havina con t ent and partso 

Jus t as our be lief in the Law of the Ex c 1 uded ; '.} dd le 

rests , not on the impossibility of i magining a statement 

which was ne i ther true nor f a l se , but on the recognition , 
of the positive necessity t hat every statement must be 

eithe r true or false, similarly in this case also we do 

not depend on 1 'the failure of our imagination, but on the 

rec ognit i on of an immediate implication of one quality 
3 by the other.'' So {i) the first question we have to 

ask ourselves is: ''whether a subst~nce could be made 

without a filling of some sort, and whether there coul d be 
~ 4 

any fi~ng for a substance except a set of parts .'' Or 

to put it differently, ''we may reflect th at if a substance 

had no parts th e re would be nothing inside it, and we may 

lo NE, Sec . 167o 

2o l bi,Sh, Sec. 171, p. 18lo 

3o l bid . 

4. lb id . 
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ask ourselves whether the conception of a substance with 

no inside is tenable''•! (ii) A simple s ubstance 

because of its very nat~re could have no internal structure, 

since to have '' internal structure '' means to h2vc some 

sort of unity , close or loose , which helonqs tn any whole 

of parts . The parts of such a whole are inevitQbly 
2 att ached to each other in some way . I s it conceivable 

that there should be a subst~nce ~hich has no internal 
I 

structure even of the loosest sort? McTaqaa rt emphasizes 

this point so much Lh~t he even seems to ground the very 

reality of a substance on it s possession of an internal 

s tructure. ! ' The peculiar sort of reality which a sub-

stance must have, if i t is t o be real at all , depends on 

possession of internal structure. •• 3 (iii) A simple sub-

s t ance could have no history and no duration . A simple 

substance, being simple , must remain undivided in any di-

mension , and anythin~ that exis t s in time will be divisible 

in the temporal ~imension. If a simple substance existed 

in time at all , it would have to occu py a single indivisi-

ble instant . Is it conceivable that there should be a 

subs t ance which was i n time, and yet had no history or 

dur ation? T~e advocates of simple substances, as men t ioned 
l 

above , while they take account of the absence of simulta-

neous differentiation fai~according t o McTaggart , to 

exclude successive differentia t ion. 4 (iv) In his view, 

a substance whose parts a re s o closely attached to each 

other that it is impossib le to separ a t e them would not be 

1 . Ibido 

2. Ibid. 

4. lbid., Sec. 172. 
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a simple substance, but a compound substance, because 

a simple s~bstance, from the nature of th e case, cannot 

have any pa~rts, . Nor ldojs a substance become simple if 

it is recogni~ed that i~ is a priort impossible that its 

parts - being ~t losely united - s hou ld ever exis t bxcept 

as parts of that whole or that the whole shou ld ever exis~ 
without any one of themo 1 What is charac t e ri s tic abou t 

such whole , is only this t ha t they happen to be more closely 

united than nor1 ally the case , and that so close a 
- I 

unity normall gives th~ appearance . of a simple substanceo 

So, in sum, what McTaggart requires is th at it be necessary 

that substances have parts which in turn are subs t ances , 

because it is this latter on which depends the principle 

of the endless divisibility of substance, the consequent 

need of the theory of ''determining corres p ondence '', and 

the final demonstration that it holds in case o f a 

spiritual substance and its perceptions. 

Now, highly instructive and import ant thouqh they 

all be, some of these considerations present difficul-

tieSo The first difficulty is of course the one ~hich , as 
' 2 has also been emphasized by Broad,- concern~ the wide use 

th a t McTaggart ~kes of the word ''substa nce ''· We may 

recall that under substance McTaggart includes both what 

what are called ''continuants'' and ''occurrent s ''o Now 

while it is inconceivab le that there should be simple 

continuants in the sense of being absolutely without some 

content or ''filling'', it is difficult to bel i eve that 

every occurren t of every continuant will also have content 

1. lbi~, Seco 173o 

2o / Examination, I, Po 346o 

\ 'I 
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I 
or set of parts and thus be compound in the same se~se .• 

And so wit~ reg~rd to what McTaggart calls ''internal 
I I 

structure'', \Wh ile the talk of ''internal structure ' 1
1 as, 

I 

applicable to continuants may be perfectly consistent , 

one wonder~ whether th~ same could hold in c~~e of every 

occurrent of a continua.nt o And, , again, while it is pet-
/ I 

I , 
fectly well to grant that every continuant has a history , 

it wi ll seem too ambit~ous to look upon eve ry event in the 

history of a continuant to have a hist ory to o o1 
t 

' ' 

Further, 

g ranting that a continuant must last a certain period of 

time, is it necessary th at every stat e of a continuant 

must a l so do so? These are important ques ti ons and it i s 

difficult to conjecture what would have been McTaggart ' s 

answer to themo Besides there is also, impor t a ntly , a 

certain confusion hereo Previously , McTaqgart seemed to 

confuse substance wi th its nature; now he seems to conf use 

subs t ance wi t h its history . The truer pi r. ture on the other 

hand seems to be that it is neither identical with the one 

nor wi t h the other ; it is something which has a nature 

and which ~ a history . And since hist ory is part of a 

substance's nature , in reality the c onfusion is mainly 

between substance and its natureo 

In his discussion of the infinite d ivisibility of 

substance , McTagga rt considers the challeng e whi ch might 

come from the sciences , especially geometry, to his theory 

of the infinite divisibi lity of s ubstance, and concludes 

that the conc l usions of geometry give no presumpti on in 

favour of simpl e substances . • The burden of the argument -ut 

favour of simple substances hinges , particulnrly , on the 

conception of points in geometry . Now geometry doe s 

lo l bid .l1 P • 347 o 
'\ 
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entertain the idea of paDticulars - e.g. any strainht 

line- which are regarded as groups of infinitely numerous 

point~nstants. But it is also true that these infini-.....____ 
tely nume rous points are not furt her divisible , and hence 

are regarded, since not havin~ parts, as simpleo And e 

point, sincG it has qualitie s and stands in relations, 

will be a substance in McTaggart ' s sense of thG term, so 

that we shall here have a subst~ which i s indivisible 

a ~d hence simpleo 

'Nh 1~ le there ,seems to be some convergence hetween 

McTaggart's vi~w ~nd the orthodox mat hematical view in the 

sense that th ey both involve classes such that th eir members 

cannot be measured in terms of any finite integers, 

McTaggart's doctrine d iffers in that it recognizes no such 

points which would be simple particulars on the mathema-

tical view. Agreeing th,3t a point is a substancG, 

MeT agg art would lAS\.ge, as said above, that the most that 

geometry could prove is that there are particulars which 

are indivisible in the spatial dimensions of length, 

breadth, and depth . But this leaves the question of their 

divisibility in some other non-s patial dimensions un-

affected. Further, to be a point is, according to 

bAcT aggart, a qua lity o Thus a point which is a substance 

would have, besides the quality of punctuality, other qualities 

to o ; and the se latter might be such that, despite its being 

a point, it will become divisible in other dimensions, and 

hence fulfil the condition of infinite divisibility . A point 

for example might be divisible in the temporal dimension, 

if it persisted through time, and so geometry ~ill have 

nothing to say against McTaggart's doctrine that every substance 
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must be ~ iv~s ible in at l east one dimension . The fAilure 

of geometry to see such divisibility of s ubsta nces in 

some other n on-s patial dimensions does not prove th a t ~o 

such divisibility is possible or conceivable . It is thus 

possible t ha t wh ile we may have a clear conception of a 

point we may not have a clear conception of an i ndivisible 

substance . 1 Besides, a clear conception of a point , so fa r 

it is a point in the geomet ric sense, need not depe nd ~pon 

the clear k~owledge that a subst an ce which is such a point 
-i 

is not simpTe (and hence divisfle) or on the \N rong conclusion 

that s uch a point is simple or even on our drawing no conclu-

s ion at all . 

The Contfad~ction of Infinite Divisibility 
I 

McTaqgnrt next examines in Cha pt0r XXIII of NE the 

important question whe t her his doc tr ine that every subst~nce 

is divided into parts within part s to infini ty , is infected 

with contradiction. On a sur f a ce view, one might be tempted 

to conclude that it is, on the ground that the series contem

plated is infinite. But this, according t o McTaggart, wou l d 

be mistaken. T0 e mere fact that a series is i nfinite need 

not lead us to condemn it as vic ious too . There are series 

which are rendered vicious by their infinity, but there are 

others which are not. Whether the infinite series i n ques tion 

does involve a contradiction would therefore depend on whether 

or not it can be reconciled with certain other principles 

which have been assumed a priori to be true of substAnce$ . 

Now, we have seen that, according to McTaggart, every 

substance mgs t have a sufficient description. So the question 

we now face is, how is this possible? Does subs tance whi ch 

1. Sec. 178. 
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has parts of parts to infihity admit of a sufficient 

description? If yes , what ar( ~ he cond itions under which 

this is possible? It is evident that if a substance has 

a sufficient description, its parts too , which form an 

infinite series and which too a r e s ubst ances on McTaggart's 
I 

view, will have sufficient descriptions . And the ques ti on 
I 

then will be, on wha t t erms can the compatibility between 

the infinity of a series and the principle that al l t~ e 

terms of that %eries mu~t have sufficient descripti ons , be 
I 

e ff ec t ed? Else we face t h e prospects of complete want of 

order in the unive r se . 

McTaggart argues th a t the desired compatibility 

cannot be achieved unless cert a in conditions are fulfilled, 

unles s , that i s , the s ubst ance ha s a cer t ain nature. He 

1 therefore, concludes that the substance ~ that nature . 

The question of the relation between a s ub stance and the 

sufficient descriptions of its parts is a complica ted one 
h 

and when we attempt an answer/-..i t, we find that there are 

only two ways in which the nature of u substAnce may be 

related to the sufficient descriptions of the members of 

it s sets of parts :it may ''presuppose '' them or it may 

'' supply '' them. These two possibilities we wi ll now 

c onsider in turn. 

By '' presupposition'' McTagqart means the rel 2tion 

between , say th~quality X, and Y-or-Z, when X int rin s ically . - - - -
determines 2 the oc currence of either Y or~' but does not 

1. NE, Sec . 182 . 

2 . By ' intrinsic determination' McTagqart unde r s t a nds 
a relation between charact eri s t ics s uch th a t the 
occurrence of one characteristics , ~ s ay , non-log ically 
implies the occurrence of a noth er charact eristic , Y say . 
Impl ication on the 1 other hand is a rel a tion betwee~ 
propos itions. Cf. NE, Section 108. See Geach ' s 
discuss i on of the same in Truth, Love and Immortality, 
pp . 57-59 . 
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determine intrinsically whether it shall be X or ~ wh ich 

does occur. 1 In such a case, ~ is said to presuppose either 

the occurrence of y or the occurrence of Z. Which means 

that while the ranqe of possibilities is specif3cnlly intrin

sically determined, the occurrence of a specific quality is 

not so determined. While it is determined with the occurrence 

of ~ that there would be y or ~. it is not determined whether 

it would bey or~· Thus, to borrow McTaggart's own example~ 

the possession by any substance of the quality of being human 

intrinsically determines that the same substance shall be 

male-or-female, and presupposes either that it is male o~ 

that it is fem~le, according to which it is. Likewise, the 

quality of being a human parent intrinsically determines 

that some othef substance shall be son-or-daughter, while 

it presupposes either that it is a son, or that it is a 

daughter. Lest there be confusion here, the difference between 

intrinsic determination and presupposition deserves to be 

noticed. ~ may be said to presuppose whatever it requires 

but does not SURfly. 3 ~requires Y-or-~, for if it OCCUrS, 

something must occur which is y or~· But it does not 

presuppose X-or-Z, for it supplies it, since it intrinsically 

determines it, and so, if we know that ~ occurs, we know 
4 that Y-or-~ occurs. 

1. NE, Sec. 183. 

2. ~-

3 • 1..Q.is! • , S e c • 184 • 

4. Ibid. It would seem that McTaggart is using 'presupposi
tion' in a rather novel fashion. A presupposition is 
normally understood to be an hypothesis or assumption 
which is lvgically necessary to explain the facts 
concerned. Thus Euclidean geometry e.g. may be said 
to presuppo~ a particular notion of space which non
Euclidean geometry does not. Or it might be said 
that causaUty is a presupposition to some of the 
sciences. Examples can be multiplied infinitely . 
See C.I. Lewis, Mind.....-and the World-Order; (New York : 
Dover Publications, I nc ., 1956; 1st ed . 1929)pp. 415-416. 
,Co llingwood also emphasizes the logical tprio:ri ty aspect 
of presupposition . See R.G~ Collingwood , nn ~ssay on 
Meta~hysics (Oxford: G::.l·arendon Press, rep,. 1957 ; 1st ed . 
1940), Chapter 4, pp . 21-23 . 
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Now sometimes it is the case that there may be 

several presuppositions involved in the nature of a 
I 

substance, and that there is also presupposed among these 

presuppositions a relation of intrinsic determination such 

that when one presupposition is knovm the other presupposi-
1 I 

tions are fixed . A triangular substance is a c~se in point . 

That something is a triang le1 presupposes (i) thnt it is 
~ 

either equi~lateral , isosceles, or scalene , and (i ~) ~hat 

there are certain definite relations in which the ma
1

gni tudes 

of its three interior angles (which too are intrinsically 

determined in respect of number) stand to one another -

namely, as all equal , or two equal or none equal . But if 

the relative magnitudes of the angles are given , the first 

presupposition is fixed . If all three angles are equal to 

each other, the triangle is equiva l ateral; if two are equal , 

it is isosceles; if no two are equal, it is scaleneo This 

principle forms the basis of the distinction between mere 

presupposition and what McTaggart calls the ''Total Ultimate 

Presupposition.'' By Total Ultimate Presupposition , say of~, 

is meant the aggregate of all the presuppositions of ~ after 

all those hav e\been removed, the fixing of which is implied 

. th f. . f . f th h . h . 1 1n e 1x1ng o any o ose w 1c rema1n. According to 

McTaggart , it is certain that in e very instance where there 

is a presupposition there is also a Total Ultimate Presupposi

tion2 which may be either one presupposition or several . 

We will see that the prtnciple i~ essential if the in f inite 

series of parts within parts of substance is to be saved 

from viciousness. 

/ 

1. ~£, Sec . 186. 

2 . lbid. 
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Let us now see the bearing of these definitions 
1

on 

the question of the sufficient description of a substanceo 

It should be clear that the sufficient descrjrtion of a 

substance cannot presuppose the sufficient descriptions of 

any of its sets of parts wit hout involv i ng a contradic~ion 

in the nature of a substance . And that contradiction in 

plain terms would be that, on this assumption, substance 

would have a presupposition and yet could not have a total 

ultimate presuppositiono I 

We may state it a s follows. Let~ be ~ substanceo 

Now , this quality of being a substance i nvo l ves that h :s 

not simple, and will h ave part s within parts to infinity, 

and that each of these parts , being a substance itself,.,.!,, 

have a sufficient description . It i s not conceivable how-

ever that each one of this infinit e number of parts will 

have a unique characteristic; for such an endless conjun-

ction of unique character~stics and chara cterized parts 

would be incredible. Yet the sufficient description of the 

substance ~ cannot be hopefully given in terms of a set of 

its parts, for sufficient descriptions of the members of 

this set could be given only in terms of sufficient des

criptions of the members of the set sequent to it, and this 

in term would depend for their sufficient description upon 

sufficient descriptions of the members of the set sequent 

to this set. But if the nature of a substance has thus 

to presuppose sufficient descriptions of its se t s of parts, 

its presuppositions would be infinite, 1 because its se t s 

of parts are '~nfiniteo But no aiven pres uppos it ion in 

this infinite se ries could be a part of the total ultimate 

1. I£i2., Sec . 188~ 
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presupposition because the sufficient description of any 
I I 

I 
set of parts would involve reference to the sequent set 

of partso Sufficient descriptions of the members qf any 

set of parts, say~. would involve reference to the 1 

sufficient descriptions of the members of the set o~ Jarts , 
I 

~. and these to the sufficient dezcri~tiont. of the memhers 

of the sequent set of parts,Q, and so on without end~~ 

Th e result would be that neither the presuppositiojs dr the 

s uffic ient descriptions of the memhers of M, nor of those cf 
1 

~. nor of Q, nor of those of any sequent set of parts could 

form part of the total ultimate presupposition of b, the 

substance in question . For th e totol ultimate presu pposi-

tion cannot c ontain any presuppositi on which is fixed only 

by reference to some sequent presuppositio~ . The conclusion 

then seems forced upon us that any substance which '' pre-

supposes'' the sufficient descriptions of any of its sets 

of parts cannot have a total ultimate presupposition. And 

this is absurd, because we have seen that there must be 

some Total Ultimate Presupposition which is re ached by 

removing all t~ose presuppositions, the ''fixing '' of which 

is implied in the ''fixing'' of those which remain. The 

resultant situation is one of a hopeless antinomy. The 

nature of a substance requires that it has sufficient 
\ 

description, ahd yet this description does no t seem to be 

forthcoming ~o long as the substance in question depends 

on its sequent set of parts to provide that descriptiono 

That is, in other words,· the sufficient description of a 

substance cannot be obtained without inyolving a contradi-

ction which results from the postulation of an infinite 

serieso 

lo Ibid. , Seco 189o 
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We are then left with only one a l ternativeo If a 

substance cannot ' ' presuppose '' sufficient descript ions 

of t he memhers of i ts sets of parts ~ithout contradiction~ 

it must supply them , si nce it cert ai nly requires them o1 

Now there arc , ilccordi nq to McT aqq~rt, only two ways in 

which the nature of anythi ng can supply suffic~ent des

cripti ons of other th ings . It can ej th er ''include '' t~em 

or ''imply ' ' U1em . It canno t howe··rr.?r i nclude~ them . 

Bec ause, \Ilk\ ile inc.{usion, by the description of a substance , 

say jj, of suflficien t descriptions of all its parts is 
I 

adequ at e for one purpose - the purpose of pr oviJinc these 

sufficient descript i ons - it is possible that it i s more 

than adequate f or that purpose. We do not need sufficient 

descriptions of the member1 of M if we have sufficient des 

criptions of the members of a sequent set ~, since t he 

fo rmer are i mpl ied by the latter ; nor yet of the members 

of N if we hav e those of t he members of Qo There must 

then be what McTaggart ca l ls ''Minimum Adequa t e Description •• 2 

which will exclude a l l superf lu ou s des cri ptiono Yet such 

a min imum adequate description can never be reached, 

inasmuch as the s ufficient descri ptions of membe r s of any 

set of parts are always implied by the su f ficient des 

criptions of th e members of a sequent set of parts . It 

follows t he r efore that the suffici ent description of the 

orig i na l substance must '' imply '' s ufficient descriptions 

of th e members of its sets of parts . Th us~ if we are to 

avoid contradiction in the very nature of substanc8 , there 

mus t be found in the s ubs t ance its e lf the basis for ~ 

chain of implications running ' 'downwards from prec~dent 

/ 

lo lbid ., Sec . 192o 

2 . l bido , Sec o 194o 



135 

,f 
sets to seque nt sets , such that sufficient descriptions of 

I 
the members of the preceden~ set imply sufficjent descri-

p t i on s of t h e m embers of the s e q u en t s e t s • ' ' 1 . i it h t h i s , 

the inc~us~on of descriptio~s of the precedent set will 

render unnecessary t~e inclusion of descriptions of the 

sequent sets , s in ce these latter will hav'} been irnpli::d hy 

th e formero Bu t how can such implicvti ons be determined? 
I I ! 

In McTaggart ' s view it is possible on~y if the parts of the 

substance sta nd to one another in what he ter~s the rela- 1 

tion of De~ermining ~orrespondenceo It is only on this 

suppositi on about the structure of the universe t hat the 

difficulties accruing from the infinite divisibility of 

substance can according to McTaggart be resolved. If the 

univers J i ~ a determining correspondence system , then t he re 

must be an natural and intrinsic system of c lassification 

in which all the content of the universe finds its placeo 

And this leads us to a consideration of the doctrin e of 

Determining Correspondenceo 

The Principle of Determining Correspondence 

Confronted with the prospects of a hopeless con

tradiction that the nature of a substance involved if that 

nature presuppos~d sufficient descriptions of sequent sets 

of its parts , McTaggart seems to have reached the follow-

ing conclusions: There must be a description of an exis

tent substance , say h, which, while it may include suffi

cient descriptions of all the members of one or more sets 

of its parts, implies sufficient descript ions of a ll the 
A. 

members of ~ the subsequent sets of parts t~ugh an 

1. lbi£., Po 204 . 
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infinite series. 13u t how can thi s 'chain of im plications 

running downwa rds f rom precedent to sequent se t s of parrs 

b e determine d7 !low can, in o her: ~~~ords, the nature of a 
I 

substance be suffi ciently describei wi t hout having to 

describe th e infinite numb er of sets of paLts of the 

substance in ques ti on? This, ac cordi ng to l.'.cTanc;;:;rt , is 

possible on ly or\one conditi on, na"' t?ly , th .: t the par:- c: 

the s ub s t ance ! stand t o ,each other in a r <:) l :_~lio n of Deter-

mining CoTre ~ pondenceo 

McTaqr;:-.rt ' s a ccount of th e princi r le of Deter1ir! ~ ..... 11 

Correspondence i s contained in Chnpters XXIV ,-J n-l .· •. "-' II ~--

NE , and his ,

1

xposi tion of' it is, in its deta il s, too ab!" trac L 

and comp l Jca~ed to adm~t of easy and succinct statemento 

We will not howeve r enter into all the ram ific a tions of the 

theory; wi s a ll instead focus only on such few esse~tial 

points as ha e a direc t bearing on the subjecto And there 

too we sha ll mostly let McTaggart speak on our behal fo 

The relation of determining correspondence may be stat ed , 

in McTagga rt's terminology, roughly as follows : 

Any relation between a substance, f, anJ the part 

of anoth er substance , Q, is a relation of det ermining 

correspondence if a certain sufficient description of ~, 

which incl uctes the fact that it is in th nt r clntion to ~ 

part of ~. (i) intrinsically determines a sufficient 

description of the part of~ in question, i. eo , the p art 

of ~ which corresponds to f and i s indicated by th e con

vention BIC , a nd (ii) intrinsically determines sufficient -·-
descriptions of each memb e r of a set of parts of ~~f and 

of each member of a se t of parts of each of such members , 

,; 
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and so on to infinityo 1 [The notations arc as fo L 

BI C is to bb read ()S -·- ' that part of 11 which cor res 

to C ' _, and ~I.QtQ as 'that part of 8 which cor responde; to 

that part of C which corresponds to D' - , and so on J Th -:t 

is, in other words , the principle of determinino corres-

pondence i s a relation between substances , such t hat a 

sufficient description of a certa,in substance which inc !l ud'es 

the fact that it is in that relation to some part o: ann:ner 

substance , intrinsically determines a sufficient descri-

pt ion bot h o r the part of the oth~r substance in auesti?n 

and of t he parts of t hat part to in finityo 

THe ~econd clause of the definition giv e n above 
l 

could be tr e only in such cases in which three conditions 
l 

a r e a 1 s o t r u1e , a n d the s e con d it i on s must b e g r as !=JE! d i f 

the f ull import of t he def inition i s to be comprehendedo 

These are : (1) the suffic i ent description of C ~lso in-

eludes a statement that each member of a set of parts of 

~' s points has s ome subs t ance to which it stands in a 

rel ation of determining corresponden ce , as the part of § 

does to _g itself ; (2 ) ei t her 12. and _g form a group , or part 
\ 

of a group , in ~h ich de t erminati on i s reciprocal , or ~ lse 

each of them is itself determined, either directly or 

indirectly , by a r elation of determini ng corrcsoondence to 

substances which a re in s~ch a reci procal rel ation to 

/ 

NE Seco 202 o To this definition McTaoqart __ , -
adds the fo ll owing impo r t ant cautionary note: 
'' The determining corresponrlence , which is a 
relation between th e two substan ces, is, of 
course , not to 'le confounded with the relation 
of intrins ic determination, which is a relation 
between certain sufficient descriptions of the 
two s ub s tances ' '• Ibid ., p . 214 footnote 2o 



1 each other , and ( 3 ) when one determinRnt is part of 

another determinant, any part determined by the first 

will be part of a part determined by the other . These 

t hree conditio ns , as McTag1a rt clarifies , arc not part o~ 

t he definition (of the relation) but are deducible fro!Tl 

i t , since tho second c l ause in th o definit ion deoends for ! 

its truth upon the truth of th ese conditionso 2 

The principle of determining correspondence defined 

above may ~e illustrated in the following special 'arm 
\ 

\.•.rhich it acquires in NE , Section 197 : 

Let h ~nve a set of parts , D and ~.(The numbnr of 

par t s in the set , says McTagga rt, may be any number , finite 

or in fin ite.) The princ iple of de termining corres~ondence 

will prevail if t he following condit ions are met : (i) each 
I 

of t hese parts has a set of parts cor r espondinr to each 

set of parts bf h i (ii) s econdly, let it be ttue that the 

correspondence i s of the same sort throuGhout , that it is 

a one-ton-one rela tion between the memhers of the sets of 

pa rts, and that it i s such that a certain sufficient des 

cription of~ , which includes the fact that it is in t his 

relati on to ~ part of Q, will det ermine ~ sufficient 

description of t he part of] in ques tion; and (iii) the 

correspondence is such th at, whe n one determinant is 

part of another, the n any part determined by t he first \•.:i ll 

lo De termination i s said to be 1 1 reci procal 1 1 wh en 
each member of the g roup of primary parts (or 
substan ces ) in this relati on determines , either 
directly or indirectly, secondary parts of each 
of the oth e r members, and whe n no secondary part 
of any member is determined by any primary pa rt 
outside the group. See I bido , Sec . 20lo 

2 . I bid ., Sec . 202 . 
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1 be part of a pa t determined by the secondo I n this 
I 

way, th e pa rts of the subs t ance will be , as i.t ··ere , 

reflected into each othe r, and refJ.ect0d back , ;;nrl l)ack 

again to infi nityo 

:\ow, so :.-r we may seem to hr.·:r: been · ·.< i..in•1 Abou t 

the ~~Js h and not c.omc ou t with a nyth.i1no which coul· 1 --:ivn 
I ~ ~ 

f l esh and blood to the -::lry hones . In NE , .• >ctions 23C- /36 ,1 

L.cTaqg<.~ rt examihes a number of relations· v!:'l i ci1 could ~1..11 fil 

the condjtiohs !required for determ i ning corre.:>pondence 
I 

and dismisses them one after another as unsatisfactory . 

finally , he considers perception and decides that, given 

cert ain conditions , pe rcept ion - i. e . being ~ percer-tion 

of - could b t e relation wh ich we may have heen looking 

for , and wh ich f ills the bill eminentl y o He assumes thot 

perception Of a 1part may be part of a perception of the 

whole. He also assumes that a perception is a part of the 

whole or t he perc.?:pient (self) who pe rc eiveso 2 Expla i ning 

t h i s he says 

'' VJe can thus , I think, get an example of ·..vhat 
dete rmining corresp ondence would be , by taki ng 

a primary whole , each of whose primary parts is 

1. NE , I, Sec . 197. Determining Correspondence is 
so call ed s ince by it, with th e help of sufficient 
descri ptions of Q and f, we can determine a suffi
cient d esc ri pti "n of ,fg,g.McTaggart speaks of _g as 
th e De ter~inant of BIC and of BIC as t he Determi
nate 'of f , or as determined by ·~ ( ~'Je sha ll l ater 
See that a determinant is identified 'N l.th the 
object perce ived), .!Hf-!..Q would1 accord i ng to 
McTaggart, be Directly Determined by f+.Q , and In
dire ctly De t e rmined by ..Q, whi s h i s th e determinant 
of it s determinant . McTaggart calls ~ a Primary 
who l e , and .§ (and f) a Primary Parto .Cf . lhid . 
For definit i ons o f Primary ~ole and Primary Part 
see 1£12., Sec o 203o Also see Or oad ' s Exa~ination , 
I , pp . 395-396 for some of the definit ions o 

2o Into the details of these and certain other assum
ptions , we will not g o hereo We shall d i scuss them 
in th e third chapter while examininq the claim of 
se lv es to be ranked among substanceso 
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a pe~ci~ient being wh ich perceives other 
prima r y parts and t heir parts , and which 

I I 
has itself no parts except those perce-
ptions.••1 

140 

(So the other assumption is tha t t here are no pa rt s to a 

percipient except his perceptions~ McTaogart t hus concei-
' 

ves a state of affairs which , if it ex i sted, would be an 

ins t ance of a determining correspondence hierarchy. The re 
I 

might then be a '' society '' of selves which pe rceived 
I 

themselves, ea ch ot her, and each other' s parts . And in 

such a cas e , p~rception would be the relati on of de termi

ning correspondence. (A f ur t he r assumption is t hat all 

these pe rceptibns sh ou l d be absolutely cle ar and d istinct~ 

Let us try to understand the whole matter by me ons of an 

example. Let the r e be a mini-soci e t y of two selves , 8 

and _g, eachl o whom perceives himself and t he other dis 

tinctly and clearly so that all the inner s tates of e ither 
4o 

are presented both to himself and~the other. Q ' s content, 

on the hypothesis, will then consist simply of ~ ·s per

ception of§ (§!§) and ~·s perception off (§~f), and 

f's content will consist of _g•s perception of ~ (f~~) and 

C' s perception of f . (f~£). All these four ar~ parts of 

1::, the Primary Whole, and will have parts (i. e . perceptions ) 

corresponding to t hem both in~ and f· f' s per cepti on 

of~, for example, will have as parts ~·s perce ption of 

g•s perception of g (CI§I~), and f's perception of Q' s 

perception of~ ~f+~~Q), and f's perceptions of f ' s of Q 
'\ 

(f~C~§ ) and f' s pe rception of f's percepti on off (f!f+f)o 

Similarly B' s perception off will have as parts §~fJ§ , 

1. NE, Sec. 236, p. 248. 

/ 
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£H~f_g, !H12f~ and .§~.§.f.§. This inner different i ation of 

~ and ~ c an thus be carried out indefinitely. So the 

principle of infinite divis ibility of s ubs tance can be 

satisfied on th~ above hypothesis. 

Th~se parts withi n parts mu s t have s ufficient des 

criptions . This condition is also met7 that is , so long 

as we h ave suff i cient descripti ons of .!2 and ~ to begin 

with, i f we make one more assumption . Le t us suppose t hat 

all th e perceptions under consideration here are what we 

shall later call d .c. perc eptions 1 ( and d .c. perceptions 

must on McTag~art's hypothes is b e alway s c orrect), and 

let us further assume th at that there is always only one 

d . c . perception £y a given self of a given perceived object . 

Then, for example, '.§'s d.c. perception of C ' s d . c . 

perception of .§' will be an ex c lusive description of a 

certain perception. And if we replace the proper names 

here used by the s ufficient descriptionsof § and ~,we 

shall have the perception concerned (which b eing a part 

of the percipient is on McTaggart's view a substance) 

sufficiently described. The notation 'B~ ••• ', '£~···' 

etc . is used by McTaggart for ·~•s (£'s) d.c. p e rception 

of ••• ' We can\ then easily work out wh at e.g. ~+~~~l£~~ 

would stand for. 

In sum, if every part (or pe rception) of h• which 

is not a member of any term in the de termin ing correspon-

dence hierarchy,has a set of part s each of which is a · 

member of some term in t~is hiera rchy, every part of h 

can be suffi c ien tly described in terms of the sufficient 

1. '' d . c. perceptions'' is an abbreviation for 
'' determining correspondence perceptions' 'o 



142 

descriptions of § and f and the relation of '' being a 

perception of' '• No new specifications then need to be 

introduced for a stage of more 'detailed diffe r entiation'o 

If the part in question is a memb er of a certain term in 

the hierarchy, t can be done directly in the manner 

suggested above; if the part is not a member of any term 

in the hierarchy, this can •be done indirectly. 

In view of this situation, McTagg art c onclu des th at 

'' we have thus got an infinite series of parts of parts of 

A, where the sufficient description of each se t of parts 

implies the sufficient description of the set of parts 

below it. And tnus the infinite series is no longer 

vicious.•• 1 The series was vicious before, f or then the 

sufficient description of each stage in the hie rarchy was 

implied by the sufficient description of a s ea uent st age, 

while a sufficient description of the precedent s tage 

presupposed that of a sequent stage- that is, ''implied 

that there should be such a description , while not i mplying 

what it was .' •2 And this completely ruled out that the 

presupposition should have a total ultimate presupposition, 

while on the other hand it could not do without having one. 

Now with the . relation of determining corresponde nce c oming 

to our aid, we find that a sufficient description of one 

set of parts implies and determines the ~ufficie nt des

cr i ptions of all lower sets. Since it implies thos e 

descriptions, it does not presuppose them . And t hus we 

g et rid of the difficulty about the Total Ultimat e 

Presupposition. We also thus avoid th e cont radi ction vhich 

1. ~~o' Sec. 198o 

2 . I bid. 
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arises in the nature of substance on acc6unt of its 

infinite divisibility. And since the fact that sub

stance exists and is infinitely divisible has, says 

McTaggart, been proved, it also stands proved that deter-

mining correspond\nce holds within substanceo 

C.D. Broad undertakes to refute1 the theory of deter-
I 

mining correspondence by means of a geometrical illustra~ 

tion. This he thinks would .show how a substance n i ght 

be divided into parts wi t hin parts to in f inity, and thus 

constitute what he calls p ''Fundamental Hierarchy'' 

which nevertheless is not a determining correspondence 

hierarchy. And thi s Broad thinks will refute simulta

neously both ~cTaggart's theory of determining correspon

dence as also the argument which he later adv ances to show 

that matter cannot be real. Broad urges us to conceive of 

a line which has a sufficient description such as ''the 

longest line in the only country which is ruled by a 

government of class-conscious proletarians .•• 2 Let the 

suffici ent description be symbolized by ¢. Let a part of 

the line be red, and another blueo Then, by making use 

of the six characteristics, ¢, red, blue, longest, half 

of, and coterminus with, we find sufficient descriptions 
3 for the numbers of an infinite series of parts. 

It is difficult to decide what to make of this 

geometrical ill us trat ion, and as Patterson rema9l..ks; ' 'I am 

1. Examination I, pp. 375-378. 

2 .. 1 bid • , p • 37 6 • 

3., Consult Broad's diagram on p. 375 (Ibid.) to
gether wit h the exposition on pp. 376 and 377 
to see how the whole thing is done. 

/ 
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conscious of b feeling of uneasine~s similar to 

t ha t which I experienced with respect to the universe of 

three minds ~nd the universe of two minds . Clearly no such 

line could exist in rerum natura. And what we want is 

something th a t could exist there, f or there McTaggart ' s 

minds exist, although whether they he infinitely divisible , 

as he cl aims , is a nother questiono ,,l In fact, Broad 
I I 

later confesses t hat ''I have not been able to think of 

any alternative illustration of a determining correspon-
2 dence hi erarchy.'' 

As Patterson further observes : '' If , then , McTaggart 

be right in his judgement [and Patterson thinks McTaggart 

is righ t 3 ] that every substance is i nfinitel y divisible, 

the difficulty which he seeks to exorcise by his theory 

of de t ermining correspondence actUally does arise . A· 
' 

while Broad 's geometrical illustration would doubt less 

disturb me, I should need something more convincing than 
4 this to lead me to abandon the theory altogether.'' 

1. Patterson, og. cit., p. 141. 

2o Broad, ~P· cit.,hP• 400 

3. Patterson rema~s: ''As I glance back over the 
course of the argument, I am impressed by the 
correctness of McTaggart's estimate of the impor
t ance of his ultimate, a priori, synthetic 
judgement that every substanc e is divisible '' o 
6p. cit ., Po 141. 

4. Ibid,, p. 142. 

/ 



CHAPTER - III 

Ao THE NATURE OF SELF 

At th e beginning of Chapter II we had noted that 

although McTaggart adduces our direct perception of t~e 1 

self as the g r ound for belief in t he existence of the , self , 

he does not regard this evidence as conclusive. The reason 

why he so rest r ains himself, w~ added, is t~~ t he is mind

ful of the possibility of errone ous percer tiono The addi

tional re son, t~erffore, ~hich he puts forth to demohsi

r a te that the self exists, is to show that the self has a 

certain nature; to show, in other words, that the self can 

have parts within pa rts to in f inity. And since infinite 
I I 

divisibility involves a viciou s ne ss unless dete r mined by 

determining correspondence - as di scussed in Chapter II -
~ 

McTaggart tries to prove that the relation of determining 

correspon~ence holds within spirit, and that, therefore, 

spirit exists. In fact, according to him , among the t ~ree 

claimants for t~e title of substance- viz., matter , sensa , 

and spirit - it is only spirit which truly deserves the 

name of s ubstance, and there is not th e same ground for 

re jecting spirit as there is for rejecting matter and sensa . 

Our concern in this chapter will be to discuss McTaggart ' s 

view of the nature of the pelf (or spirit) which , accor

ding to him, affords the ground for admitting the self to 

be real and, therefo~e, to be subst an ce . But since this 

would involve, as per his own strategy , examining the 

relative claims of matter and sense-data to substancehood, 

our initial effort would be directed towards dealing with 

the reasons McTaggart advances to show that neither of 

these two fulfils the metaphysical requirements of authen

tic e xi stence which a s ubsta nce must fulfilo 
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I 

B~lief in the reality of matter is a l most universal 

and is so deeply embedded in the common man's mind- despite 

protestations from quite a few philosophers - that any 
I 

attempt to deny it is likely to invite scorn or r~dicule. 

Tables, chairs, bodies, rocks and mountains are regarded as 

standing evidence of the existence of matter, and denial 

of their reality appears nothing less th f'l n scandalous . nut 

it is also true at the same time that t hrouQhout the history 

of thought, there have been thinkers - Berkeley, Leibniz, 

Hegel, Bradley , and of course, McTaggart - who have for 

one reason or other, rejected th e real ity of matter . So 

far as McTaggar i r concerned, he considers the quest ion 

of the reality of matter in terms of two conditions, which 

he thinks every 1substance, if it is to exist, should comply 

with. They are, as discussed above, (i) divisibility into 

parts of parts to infini ty and (ii) determination by deter

mining correspondence. (In m~tter of fact, these two 

" t og .:' ther cons ti tut'e one _condition, viz., infinite di vis i-

bility because, according to McTaggart, infinit e divisi

bility can hold only, and can avoid contradiction only, if 

the parts of substance are determined by determining 

correspondence.) The reality of matter, therefore , could 

be proved only if it could ~e shown that it is infinitely 

divisible and that its parts are determined by determining 

correspondence. McTaggart tries to show that this is not 

possible and that therefore matter can not exist. The 

argument about materiality is contained in NE as also in 

SDRo In NE, again, we come across two treatments of the 

question from different angles. The first is contained 

in sections 354-363(of NE)and the second in sections 

364-366 and 370-371 of the same. The second argument is 
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very much similar, both in language and conte nt , t o the 
\ 

one found in sections 65-76 of SDR. This sec ond line of 

reasoning I have chosen to treat of in the chapter on 

''Self and Immortality''. So here we shall be concerned 

with the first argument. The argument is meant to demon-
I I 

strate that \ both matter in general as well as the individual 
I 

things possessing characterist i cs usually nscribed to 

matter must be de lusory. This conclusion about th e un-

reality of a tter is las dras ti c as McTaggart's denial of 

the rea lity of time, and dese rves as s ,, rious a · consider

ation as has in fact been accorded to the latter argument. 

His argument for the unreality of matter, as indeed hi 

argume nt for the unreality of time, is extremely novel and 

. ingenious and whi le philosophers might generally concur 

as to the falsity of the conclusion, they would har dly 

agree as to where the argument g oes wrong. 

Argument About the Unreality of Matter 

McTaggart's argument against the reality of mat ter, 

as Geach rightly points out1 , is not connected with any 

particular view about the primary or secondary qualities 

of matter. Unlike Berkeley, McTaggart did not bel i eve 

th at the existence of thing s consists in being perceived ; 

rather things for McTaggart are logically pr )or to our 

perception of them. Again, while Berkeley though t that 

the qua litie s of what he called 'ideas' were correctly 

perceived , that things were really blue, and hot , and so 

on, and that there was nothing wrong with our perception , 

McTaggart concluded that the thing s perceived were real 

and independent but that almost all of our perception of 

1. ~cit., p . 79. 
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them was misperception - it could hardly he otherwise, 

since the a~aracteristics they were perceived as posse

ssing involved a plain contradic t ion. Though it may be 

difficult to fix a definition of matter, there is geneta1 1 

agreement as to the characteristics in terms of which ~t ' 

can be understood; and these are what are called the 

Primary Qualities of matter _ size, shape, position, mdbi-

lity, nnd impenetrahility. Among them too , it is mainly 
I 

the first three which are consid~red as of cruc~al impor

tance. There are , besides , what are called the Secondary 

Qualities of matter, and these are colour , ha rdness smell, 
I 

taste, and sound. 1 So then the question is, g ranted that 

each material object is divisible into parts within parts 

to infinity, whether there is any characteristic in terms 

of which this end\ess series of parts could be arranged 
I 

or shown to be arranged in a determining correspondence 

system? 

Leaving aside temporal ch c, racteristic - since time 

too, besides space, is a dimension of matter - for the 

moment, we shall first take up the ''spatial'' and the 

''non-spatial'' characteristics. (Broad refers to them as 

the '' geometrical,' and the ''non-geometrical ' ' character

istics respectively). 2 

Now , if the condition of e ndless divisibility is 

to be met, matter must be divided into a set of primary 

parts, say £
1

, £2 , both of which would be spatial parts 

1. Geach, like Broad, callS these qualities 'exten
sible qualities' i.e. qualities which are spread 
out over the individuals that they characterize. 
~cit., p. 80o 

2. Bro ~ d, Qp. cit., II, Pt. I, p. 233. 
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..l. 
(spatialty b1eing an essentiql factor in the conception 

of matter). Now each one of these primar y parts will 

have sufficient descriptions and there will be a determ~-
1 

ning corresp~ndence relation B which will determine the 

correspondence between the primary parts and the secondary 

parts so as to enable the secondary part s to be suff ici

ently described. Can the suffici ent descriptions of the 

primary part~ and th u relation E be found amonq non-spatial 

characteristics. This is the first question that McTaggart 

asks, 1 and arswers it in the , nega~ive. 

Let us assume that the primary parts are sufficiently 

des cribable ~n terms of colouro Let E
1 

be a b lue object, 
2 and E

2
, a , re object. (I agree with Broad that t he part 

which is blue, is blue throughout and t he one wh ich is 

red, is red throughout). Let E11 and E12 be parts of the 

primary part ,E
1

• And let R be the determining correspondence 

relation. Now E
11 

can only be sufficiently described as 

the part of the blue primary obj~ct whic h has .B to the 

blue primary body , and E12 as part of the blue primary 

object which has .B to the red primary ob ject . Now the 

question is, what could this B be? or, as McTaggart asks, 

''What would the correspondence be between a determinant 

primary part and a determinate secondary part?•• 3 

Could it be the resemblance in colour? That is 

impossible, beca~se no part of an object which is blue 

1. ~. Sec. 356. 

2. Broad, op. cit., II1 Pt. I, p. 234. Otherwise there 
might arise the anomaly of something being blue on 
the surface but having parts which were not blue . 

3. NE , Sec. 356o 
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throughou t could resemb le an object which is red through

out. So this is not how P
12 

could be described. Nor 

could E be a relation of colour-blending. For then E12 

would be described as the part of 'the blue primary object , 

whose colour, since it corresponded to the red primary 

object, was a resultant of blue and red. And this would 

be absurd. For an object which was a blend of blue and 

red could not be a part of an object which was blue 

1 \ throughout. 

Nor would the difficulty be eased if we, relenting 

a little, suggested that while the primary part might be 
I 

some general sort of colour, its parts would have thP 

more defini tel so""t of the same colour. McTaggart was firu 

about one thing: you cannot have a determinable character

i s tic without having it in a perfectly determinate form . 

You cannot have a determinable colour without having it 

in a perfectly determinate shade. ''For no substance can 

be blue in general without being some definite shade of 

blue. '' 2 Broad however disagrees and envisages the possi

bility of a body ''having~ shade of blueness. '' 3 But 

Broad is mistaken. He agrees though that even this could 

not yield the desired resulto 4 The only meaning that could 

be given to the suggestion would be that each of the parts 

of, e.g., E1 had some definite shade of blue, which was a 

1. Ibid., 

2., Ibid., p·35 

3 . Op. ci:L_, II, Pt. I 11>·235. Italics mineo 

4. Ibid., pp. 236-237 o 

/ 
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differ~nt s hade for each part. Here then the sufficie nt 
I 

descriptions of the primary parts would depe nd upon the 

sufficie nt description of its seconda ry part s . The cond i-

tions for determining corres pondence requ ire on the ot he r 
I 

hand that the s ufficient descriptions of the sec ondary parts 

should depend upon the sufficient descr ipt ions of t he t~o 

primary parts - the one, of which it is a part, and the one 

to which it 
1

Corresponds. 

There! would again arise the foll owi ng dif ficulty . At 

some stage of the sub-division, we might come across pa ~t s 
1 

of E1 , each of which was homogeneous in its shade of b l ue 

throughout; ~hich would mean that the poss ibility of des

cribing the more minute divisions of the primary part ade-

quately would markedly recede. And this would be ve ry mu ch 

like the ~it~ation in which we were at t he first s tage of 

sub-division when we supposed that each prima r y part has a 

single shade of a colour throughout. (It may b e noticed 

that in this latter case, while part of the primary part, 

from the first sub-division omward, had some specific des

cription in terms of colour, it did not have the most 

specific or most\oeterminate description, for all the des

cription of each part was determined by the s ha de of c ol our 

of the primary part. So the principles of Suffi ci ent 

Description and th at of Total Ultimate Presuppos ition1 coul d 

not be s atisfied here). 

I 

But there could be another poss ibil i ty: th a t we have 

one more non-spatial characteristic beside col our. Here, 

then, while the primary parts would be suffici ently 

1. This principle has already been referred to in 
the second Chaptero 



\ 

l \\ 
152 

\ ' 

one \k"nd j of non-spat~al characteris tics, 
I . 

pa~ts w uld be 1sufficiently ~escr~bed by 

other kinds 
1 
f non-spatial characteris tics . Suppose tha~ 

\ 
£1 had two p l rts, £11 f nd.f12 , one of which tas~ed sweet \ t\ 

and the othe~ s our. And suppose t hat the same held in c~se ~1. l I I \ I 

of _P2 • Now these parts of P1 could be sufficiently des- \ : 1
. 

- . , \ I\ I I I 
cribed as 1 1 the sweet p

1
art of the qlue primary 1 

' and ' 1 the 
1 

'
1 

\ I ! 
sour part of the blue primary~' respectively . And so 1 1 

I 

would be the case, mutafis mutandis, wi th the se <;ondary '1 

parts of E2 • And so with a new species of qualitr at 
\ ' \ I \ 

every stag l o ~ sub-fd~v i ion t o describe 1t he p art
1
st But, 

contends Mcifa gl art, i~ is a wild su~position to b~lieve 

that bodie s ld br 6H erentiated ·- and described - §.£ 

infinitum b m ~ns 9f \ infinite number of genera of non

spatial cha ac 1eristids.~ Secondly, h0111 shall we dis tin

guish betwe~n what we ha~e designated as g11 and £12?; for 

there is no special relation connecting sweetness or sour

ness with either blueness or redness. And yet E11 must be 

describale as that part of £1 which has a certain relation R 

to E1 , and E12 must be describable as that part of £1 which 

has the same relation .B to _e2 ; and this applies, !.!ll!tatis 

mutandis, to parts of g2 • So it emerges that e ven the 

first-grade secondary parts described. in thi s way fail to 

satisfy the conditions of determining corres pondence . And 

besides, we do not here come upon - what determining corres

pondence does . supply- a uniform method of describing suffi

ciently all the terms of all the grades, which entertains no 
\ .. 

other elements than the determining correspondence relation 

and the characteristics which differentiate primary parts. 2 

1. ~g, Sec. 356. 

2o 1£12· For further details see 1£1£., Secs.l90-194. 
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Besides, Mctaggart argues, even if the above 
c...-0 ~.{ I 

difficultylbe avoided, there w~uld arise another. Sine~ 

the part ~ , being bits of matter, would be spatial , they 

would have spatial characteristics and it will be necessary, 

if a contradic tion is not to be incurred, that they t oo are 

determined by. determining correspondence, 
i : 
I ' 

Now, assuming 

that there is such a hierarchy, every term in every grade 

would actually.have its perfectly det erminate spatial quali-

ties and relations. Now these spatial charact eristics would 
' I I 

not be implied «Broad uses the expression ''conveyed '' ) by 

the non-~~atial characteristics which the term has by virtue 

of its position in the sv.stem. McTaggart, on the other hand, 

claims to have shown that there must be, to put in the words 

of Broad, ''some grade in any dterminining correspondence 

hierarchy such that ever~ term in every grade below this 

one, has only characteristics which are conveyed by its 

position in the hierarchy. ,,l And since this does not happen, 

qualities of matter do not get determined by determining 

correspondence. 

Mctag gart next proceeds to consider whether there 

could be a determining correspondence hierarchy for the 

spatial sub-divisions of matter in which the primary parts 

are differentiated in terms of spatial characteristics, and 

comes to the conclusion that this is not possible unless the 

parts were differentiated in terms of non-spatial character

istics too. He discusses this both on the hypothesis that 

space is relative and on the hypothesis that it is absolute. 

If space is supposed to be relative ''then all the 

spatial qualities of matter are relational qualities v1hich 

1. Broad, op.cit., II, Pt.I, p. 238. 
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arise from th e relationship of one piece of matter with 
nl , 

a nother. Anq - since relationships presuppose dis tin-

ctions - such relationships are not possible unle~s bits 1 

of matter are distinguished from each other otherwise. To 

take McTaggart's own ex~mple , M and~ cannot be differentiated 

from each othe,r first: b)l' the fact that M's relation to~ is 

different from N's relation to M· Broad is even ~ore st~in+ 

gent. He thinks that even on the relationa l view of space, 

the shape and 1size of a material thing would be its qualities 

whi ch would not be derived from its relations to other 

material objects. He suggests1 and I think rightly, that the 

question whether space is relative or absolute is a question 

aaout its '1'pdsition' •2 • And so McTaggart's position is not 

substantially pffected. 

Turning to the things of absolute space, McTaggart 

suggests that this could conceivably take either of the 

two formso The usual form of the theory is that space ''is 

made up of indivisible points''• If so, matter could not 

be endlessly divisible, since the matter which occupied each 

indivisible point would itself be spatially indivisible. 

But McTaggart thinks that an alternative theory is possible. 

''The units of such a space might be, not indivisible points, 

but areas, each of which, as an ultimate fact, possessed a 

certain size and shape, and stood in certain relations to all 

the others areas.•' 3 Broad suggests that ''areas'' is a 

misprint or slip fd~ ''volumes'' 4 but he agrees that this 

would not materially affect the discussion of the theory 

1. NE, Sec. 358. 

2. Broad, £P.cit., II, Pt.I, Po 239. 

3. NE, Sec. 359. 

4. ~cit., II, Pt.I, p. 239. 
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as s llch. So, could it not be possible .that s 9me of
1 

tt)e 
l 

primary parts of matter occupied one of these area s each; 

and if so, would it not be possible to d i s ting uish, within 

each pr}mary part, part s with i n p<Jr t s t o i n fin i t'l by mea ns 

of a certain law of determining correspondence. 1 M~T~ggart 

says this is not possible unless each part within t he in f i-
1 I 

nity of parts is also distingutshe.d.. , as r em arked b efore, i n 

respect of its non-spatial characte r i stics . The argument may 
I I 

be presented thus. Let us suppose that the t wo primary 
I 

parts £1 and £2 are distinguished in t e rm s of t hei r
1 
s~at i al 

characteristics in a cer,tain ~ay2 , and also distingui shed 

in respect of their non-spatial characteris tic s - £
1 

e. g . 

being blue, and P
2 

being red - but th a t d is tinguishment 
I -

by non-1patial ch~racteristics ends here, s o that all t he 

infinite parts of E1 are homogeneous in colour i.e. blue 

throughout, and are not distinguished further by any non-

spatial characteristics. Now the requirement is that within 

£1 , its parts £11 and £12 ,correspond in shape and relative 

position to £1 and £2 respectively. Now the important 

question is, how can there be parts (viz. £11aand £12) 

' which are not differentiated from each other by any non-

spatial characteristics - since differentiation by non-

spatial characteristics does not extend beyond the primary 

parts - and are differentiated only by their relations t o 

E1 and £2 • If however they were differentiated in ter ms 

of non-spatial characteristics - if e.g. one was vi olet 

and the other indigo, or one was hard a nd t he other soft -

then they could propertly be called part s of £11 and £12 r es

pectively, and the above characterizations would provide 

1. McTaggart discusses the said l aw in NE , 
S.ec o 357. 

2o Reference is here to the same law, mention of 
whiCQ has been made in footnote lo 
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additional sufficient descriptions of them. On our 

hypot hesis , however , P1 is homogeneous throughout in 

respect of it s non-spatial charac t eristics , which means , 

evidently , tha~ there jus t cannot be any parts to which 

the descriptions P11 and P12 apply, and consequently no 

parts are different~ated .. 1 · 

McTaagart goes on to consider an objection to this., 

It might be said - he says - that the conclusi on seems 
\ 

fallacious , t hat if the descriptions of part s as E11 a ~d 

P12 wou l d yield sufficient descriptions of these part s, 
I I 

how cou l d we possibly maintain that the re were no parts 

which answe~ed t o the descriptions s ince th ere were no 

parts that were distinguished. Will not these descriptions 

themselves distinguish the
1 

parts?2 

Broad too ag rees , 3 McTaggart's answer4 to t his 

is very dif ic~ lt and intricate. We will however, try to 

make , briefly , as much cle ar sense of it as we can . 

McTaggart says : '' It belongs to the nature of space that 

nothing spatial can be descriminated from anything else, 

in respect of its spatial qualiti e s , except by means of 

descriptions of its parts ••. 5 So a description of the 

whole which does not describe it by means of the descri

ptions of its parts will not discriminate it from any 

other thing . McTaggart says that there are broad l y two 

ways in which a spatial whole can be described, and 

1 .. Ibid . , Sec. 359. 

2 . Ibid. 

3 .. OQ . ci t. , II, Pt . I, p . 2 4 5 . 

4 .. lbid., Sec. 360. 

5 . _ NE , Sec . 360, p. 39 .. 
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accordingly these are the two ways in which we discrim,i

nate one whole from another. Firstly, we describe a 

certain bit of an extended thing by means of some (nonr 

spatial) q6ality whi1ch cha~acterizes the region as a 

whole. Thus we can descriminate a cert ain space by means 

of the fact that all its parts are blue, while every thing 

which touches it is redo This is how, again, 1 'we mark 

off a section of a homogeneous blue line by measuring it 

against a ron-gradu8jte d stick • . For th en every part of 

t hat section has the quality of being in contact with that 

t · k I I l S lC· o •. 
I 

And the stick is discriminated - which is 

necessary for discriminating the section - 1 'by the fact 

t hat ever~ part df ft has qualities , in re spec t of colour 

and hardness, which are not possessed by anything that is 

in contact with it .•• 2 This method discriminates the whole 

from that which surrounds it. It does not discriminate 
I 

the pe~ts ~ith~n parts to infinity. 

The second method is to discriminate the whole by 

specifying which parts it consists of . We can distinguish 

certain parts and then we can identify the whole as the 
\ 

whole which co'nsists of these parts. But this me th od also 

cannot be of use for discriminating parts within parts 

ad infinitum. This would involve, according to McTaqgart, 

a vicious regress: that ·any whole should depend, for indi-

viduation or discrimination, on the individuation of its 

parts , and they on the individuation of their parts , and 
3 so ono It might be suggested, as has been done by 

1. Ibid., Sec . 360 , p. 39o 

2 . Ibid ., pp. 39-40. 

3. Ibid ., pp . 40-41 . 
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Broad,1 that we could identify parts with in parts to 

infinity b some simple geomet~ical considerations; that 

for exampl J , any cube is divided into eight cubes , each 

of them again divided into eight cubes, and so on ad 
\ 

infinitum and that if at a certain stage of subdiv i s ion 

we came across a thing which was complete ly homogeneous 

in respect of its non-spatial characteris tics , it could 

nonetheless be discriminated in all its parts by means of 

the geometrical characteri s tics of such a (geometr i cal) 

constructiono 

This kind of discrimination, McTaggart would sav in 

reply, we are allured to believe in because we are mi sled 
~(..cJ_ 1'11{ na.T:>-i-.'t 

by a different so£t of discrimination -!parts of a body by 

things that in turn are their parts. We could thus, for 

e xample , discriminate the parts that together constitute 

england! in a map, by picking out, by their different 
............. 

colours, a11 the count ies of England, and then saying t ha t ...__... 

the England part of the (Great Britain) map is the part 
...-..... 2 that consists of all the different count y parts. It ..__, 

follows then that on the theory of absolute space, infinite 

differentiation by means of spatial characteristics is 

possible only if each part is also discriminated by non

spatial characterisation. A qualitatively homogeneous 

extended thing just has not got any actual parts at all, 

let alone parts within parts to infinity . Same is the ca s e 

on th e theory of relative space, while the usual form of 

the ' Absolute Space ' theory rules out infinit e division 

altogethero 

1. Op. cit ., II, Pt. I, p. 345. For full deta i l s see 
pp . 34S- 348o Broad discusses the que s ti on by me~ns 

/ of th ~ example of a square. He however says tha t 
thi s would apply to a three-dime nsional case l i ke 
a cube. Ibid., p. 347. 

2o NE , Sec . 360. 

\ 
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N9~ if the parts within parts to infin ity of an 

extended thinq are to be differentiated by mean s of ncn-

spatial characteristics, it is neces sary th a t the latter 

be determined by determining correspondence. For if 'they 
I 

were not, ''there would have to b e an infinite numbe~ of 

ultimate coincidences between7 on the one hand , the determi

nation of parts by spatial qualities by means of de t e rmi-

ning correspondence, and, on the other hand, the differen

tiation of those parts hy non-spatial quali ti es. ,,l And 

the infi~ite numbe~ of su~h coincidences mus t be re jec t ed o2 

So then the non-,spatial characteristics must be determ~ned 
\ 

to infinity by determining corres pondence . But this , says 

McTaggart, we have a lready found to be impossible . So 
I 

he concludes that matter cannot be differentiated into 

parts within parts,~ infini~ium, in respect of its 

spatial dimensions, that is, in such a way that it satis-
' 

fies th e principles of sufficient descripti on and ontolo-

g ical determina cy: whether one consider s only non- geometerica l 

characteristics or geometrical ch aracteristics also . 

Temporal Dimension of Matter : 

In NE , sect ions 361-62 1 McTaggart discuss es 
Q 

whether b r ing ing in Time as~dimension would help , and 

th er fore, whether matter could be infinitely d i fferen

tiated in the temporal dimension? Broad•s protest that 

McTaggart here again confuses a t hing and its histo r y , is 

wel l t aken. He points out that if time were r ea l, the 

successive phases in the history of a cont inuant, s uch as 

a material thing , would not be parts of that continuant, 

1. .l.Q.i9. J P• 4lo 

2 . Cf . NE , Sec . 190 
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but would be parts of its history. So if a bit of matter 

has to be endlessly divisible in at least one dimens ion, 
I 

I 

that dimension, Broad concludes, cannot be time. ''Its 
1 

, 1 

I 

history may Je endlessly divisible in time, but it is no~ 
temporarily divisible at all.' •1 We may~nly reply t hat 

since McTaggart denies the reality of time, ~h : re is no 
2. 

room within his system for the idea of a ''continuant''o 

Besides, as ~e ha ve seen in our discussion of McTaggart 's 

notion of substance, McTaggart completely identifies a 
! 

substance with its nat llre, or history, if you like, and 

hence, according to him, any parts of a certain substanc~'s 

history must 1be parts of that substance itself. 

Now we know that to McTaggart, time is an illusion. 

So it may see~ that the question whether matter is endlessly 

divisible in the tempotary dimension1 is meaningless and 

irrelevant. McTaggart however, does not claim any such 

inference. Instead he proceeds as follows. Even if tern-

porality were not a delusive characteristic, the argument 

which appli ed in case of the spatial dimension of matter 

and geometrical characteristics would hold, mutatis mutandis, 

in case of the temporal dimension too. 3 To this Broad too 

1. ~ cit., II, Pt. I, pp. 249-250. The ouotation 
occurs on p. 250. We will recall that Broad made 
similar remarks on McTaggart's conception of parts 
of the self. 

2. Incidentally Broad agrees to this when he says that 
the generic notion of a ''continuant'' does involve 
temporality, since a continuant is defined as~ par
ticular which has a history, which persists thpugh 
time, whi<!.~ has more or less permanent disposit~onal 
properties, etc. See lbid., p. 250. 

/ 

NE , Sec. 361. What was there- i.e., with reference 
to space - sought to be demonstrat ed was, in 
sum, that endless spatial divisibility was incom
patible with the principle of determining corres
pondence. 
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agr es t although he sees nothing important in it. But 

that is a different matter. 

The second point is this. McTaggart reiects the 

reality of time and postulates a non-temporal f series 

at the back of what we apprehend to be the time-series so 

that it is in fact the timeless terms of the f series -

though without their non-tempera~ characterist ics - which 

are misperceived as the successive events of the time-series. 

The fact that matter is not in finitely differentiable in 

respeqt of its temporal dimension is th en no longer rele

vant. The impo~ant point is t hat if matter were real, it 

wo ld
1
have, not a temporal dimension, but a dimension in 

I I 
the nOn-temporal f series. So the crucial question is, 

whether a material something could not be 'divided into parts 

of parts to infinity in the {non-temporal ) dimension called 
I 

the C series and thus be a real substance. For after all 

there is no overpowering reason why the terms which fail 

to quality as reals within one framework cannot qualify 

as reals in a different framework. McTaggart's reply is 

that infinite divisibility of a material something in the 

non-temporal dimension is not possible. The timeless terms 

of the f series, which appears as the time-series , must 

have certain quali ties beside those which are misperceived 

as date, duration and the temporal relations of earli er 

and later. 1 This, because this series is perceived as a 

series of 1 1 events' ' of a very special kind ( • 1 events 1 1 we 

are using loosely, for the terms of this series, according 

to McTaggart, are not events in the ordinary sense). Aga in, 

1. lbid., Sec. 362. The nature of the relation between 
terms of the C series McTaggart discusses in 
Chapter XL~III of NE, and we have discussed in 
Chapter III-8 · • -
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the terms of this non-temporal series must hav e differ~nt 
ed_ 

qualities. ''For suc;:h a S!"!fr'ies i s prehened/,as a process 

of aualitative change in a persistent continuant .•• 1 3o if 
I 

the thing ~n 0ues tion happens to be a bit of matter , these 

qualities Must bf- geometrical qualities or non-geometr+cat . 
qualities (which the bit of matter possesses) . And s ince, 

as the previous discussion s hould show, these qualities - 1 
I 

both the spatial and the non-spatial ones - afford no ground 

for the infinite differentiation of matter, McTagga rt I 

concludes that there can be no differentiation of matter, 
I I 

in resRect of the non-temporal£ series, into parts of parts 

t . f . I. t II 2 T h t t . t d o 1n 1n1 y . e argumen , we mus say, 1s s range an 

makes inco eren~ readingo The question now no longer is 

whether certain ''substances'' can satisfy th e conditions 

of infinite, divisibility and determining correspondence 

in respect of their geometrical and extensible characteristicso 

That discus'sion we are past. The point at issue is whether 

any bit of matter could be divided into parts of parts to 

infinity and satisfy the condition of determine correspon-

dence, in respect of the non-temporal dimension of the C 

series which appears, albeit mistakenly, to be the common 

time-series. This is in fact the questi on McTaogart him-

self, as we have seen above, poses. And to end the argume nt 

by stating that a bit of matter could be divisible only in 

respect of geometrical and extensible characteri s tics, and 

that that has been seen to be impos·sible, l ooks un-McTaggart-

like. Broad has also voiced similar critic ism ~ nd has not 

spared McTaggart for the flaw. 3 I suspect that the argument 

1. Broad, op. cit., II, Pt., p. 252o 

2. . NE, Sec. 362. 

3. Broad says for example that ''I cannot follow this 
argument . It seems to me to be compl et ely irre-
1 eva n t ' ' • Or • c it • , I I , P t • I , p • 2 52 o 

-\ 
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\ 
is either perhaps somewhat incomplete or obscure. 

I 

Perhaps some other of McTaggart's MSS . can help us plug 

the loophole. What is remarkable is that in the con-

elusion there is omission of all reference to t he dim~n-

sion called the~ series,,and there is mention of only 

the ordinarily known dimensions of matter. ''Thus matter 

cannot be divided into parts of parts to in finity ei~he{ 

in respect of its spatial dimensions, or of that dim~n~~on 

which appears as temporal. And matter, as usually d~f~Ded, 

and as we have defined it, has no other dimensions. It 
I 

cannot therefore be divided into parts of parts to i~fi-

nity. And therefore it cannot exist.' ,l 

Argument ~ against Sensa 

The world in which we are inclined , prima facie, to 

believe is divided, if certain philosophical views are 

to be believed, not into spirit and matter, but into spirit, 

matter and sensa. This last is the contribution of what 

are commonly known as the sense-datum philosophe rs - i.e. 

it was t hey who give the earlier stray views the form of 

a well-thought out coherent doctrine. We have discussed 

the grounds on which McTaggart rej ects the reality of 

matter and its claim to substancehood. McTaggart's next 

object is to show- though, much as in the case of matter, 

it does not amount to any ' ' rigid'' demonstration - th at 

there exist no valid reas ons for accepting sense-data as 

part of reality, and that consequently they must be rejected. 

The argument for the rejection of sensa is contained in 

the chapter XXXV of~ and is brief, much work having 

\ 
' 

1. NE, Sec. 362o 
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already been done in the argument on Matter. Here too, 

as in the ,case of the discussion on matter, an alternative 

is left open until we come to sections 429- 431 in Cha pter 

XXXVIII ('Idealism') of llli where it is . finally rejected . 

C.D. ~road finds the rejection of sense-data ''much more 

disturbin~ '' than the denial of the reality of mat ter. 

(It is of course disturbing , especially for those who in 

their over-confidence went to t he extent of studd ing thr 

sense-dat~ with all sorts of qualities, so much so that in 

the ir view - a lthough they otherwise t ook a materialist 

posture as against the idealists - the material object s 
! 

were f inally reduced to mere shadows or to ''loqical con-

structions''.) After all, the sense-data were held to be 

the via media for access to the l arg er world. 

Professor Geach has argued1 that it was a mistake -

tactical mi s t ake - on the part of McTaggart to ''introduce '.' 

into his system\ the notion of sense-data, and this, because 

the sense-data were not ''organically connected'' with 

any of the important ideas of his. So the doctrine of 

sense-data - as practised· and preached by tv'1cTaggart ' s 

Cambri dge contemporaries- was not ''coherent l y placeable' ' 

within the f ramework of ~cTaggart 1 s philosophy. ~each 

says t hat McTaggart , while he had never accepted t he 

Cambri lge doctrine before, 1 'unwisely 1 ' accepted it whi le 

he was writing lhe Nature of Exist ence . He concludes by 

sayinq that therefore ''all reference to sensa on 

McTaggart ' s system i s an alien growth th a t sh oul d be 

ruthlessly and fearlessly ex--cised. •• 2 He goes on to 
---.J 

1. Geach , Q~cit ., pp. 74-77o 

2 . l hid. , p. 77, Italics mine. 
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I 
suggest1 that McTagg art should b~ r ead as if ' ' r ewritten '' 

t hrouqhout . 

Now here I think 'there are two thinqs whi ch •:1c rl t" 

be cle arly distinguished. The first thing r elates to the 

fact tha t McTaggarlexamines the doctrine and explicitly 

disayowsit. The second is th a t one may, even wh ile r epu-

di ating it explicitly, unconsci ously l apse into the sense

datum language while dealing with sensible objects. I 

guess i t i the latJer which Geach seems more concerned 

I ~l however Jomeone !were t o object to McTaggart ' s 

doing the f ormer ex rcise, l that l r think would not be fair. 

abouto 

McTaggart was as much a man of his times as anybody else , 

and hence could not but occasionally react to some of the 

ideas th a t were he ld f ast then . And sensa- data we r e among 

such ideas. As f or the second point - vizo, McTaggart 

falling into the sense-datum language - I am inclined to 

g o with Geach's judgementa (I would howe ver t emper my 

agreement with the more moderate view which does not see 

al l of Mct aggart's sense-datum idiom as an '' a lien '' 

growth). I think there is an occasional air of awakward-

ness whe r e McTaggart uses such vocabula ry, and th at we 

feel better off when we read McTaqgart without ref erence 

to sense-dat a a2 This said, let us now turn to a consi

derat i on of McTaggart's arguments for reje ct ing sense-

datao 

The sense- data are, firstly, t o be distinguished 

from other pe~cepta - mental st ates for instance - which 

1. J.bid. 

2 . One may refe r here, e . g ., as in agreement with 
Geach, to Sec. 413 of NE. For Geach ' s view 
see or . cit ., p . 77o --
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we perceive in introspection. These percepta are , decor~ 

ding to McTaqpart,spiritual- i.e., if spirit exists 

since they are proper parts of the self or spirit whose 

percepta they , are. Sens~ (or sense-data) on the other 

hand are ''sensory experiences'' which arise though 

the stimulation of the sense-organs of our bodies . So~e 
t 

of these sensory experiences are then visual, some audi

tory, some tactual, and so on. 1 V~enever, we have sensory 

experiences we have a ''spontaneous and natural'' pro-

clivity to believe in the existence of some bi t of matter 

''correspondingto and causing'' the sensum which we are 
I 

then perceiving. However, as we shal l see in Chapter ~1· 

of the prese~~ work, such beliefs ~n McTaggart's view are 

mistaken. Now, McTaggart says, many philosophers have held 

the view that sensa, perceived by any percipient, were part 

of that percipient, and therefore, spiritual. That is, they 

were psychical particulars. 2 McTaggart observes that those 

who thought so, failed to distinguish between the sensum which 

was sensed (or perceived) 3 , and the sensing (or perception) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
1. Broad attributes to McTaggart a certain distinction 

between ''sensory experiences'' and ''sensibilia''. 
By sensibillia Broad means those particulars which 
we ''prehend'' while having sensory experiences. 
I think this is simply false. McTaggart only talks 
of sensa - even if he regards them unreal - or he 
talks of material things. There is no question of 
his entertaining any third something apart from 
these two (and from spirit). Broad's statement is 
as follows : ''McTaggart holds that there is no 
reason to doubt that having a sensory experience 
does consist in prehending a particular, and there
fore, that there is no reason to doubt that there 
are sensibilia.'' Q2.cit., II, Pt.I, p.75. 

2. See e . r . Bertrand Russel, !he Problems of Philosophy, 
Chapter II. Russell writes : ''Although we are 
doubting the physical existence of the table, we 
are not doubting the existence of the sense data 
which made us think there was a table .•• All this 
which is psychological, we are not calling into 

/ question.'' (p.7) Compare H.H. Price : ''The qeneral 
hypothesis that sense - data are psychical, though 
surprising at first sight, is in no way absurd.'' 
Perception, p. 126. Or further : ''It seems then 
that there is no a priori objection to the view 
that sense-data are psychical.'' lbid, p .l20 . 

"') l\TC C'- - "')"7 "') 
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of the sensum. They rightly saw the latter to be a pdrt 

of the pe rci pient ' s mind , bu t since they failed to disti n

guish the f ~rm~r from it, t hey concluded t hat sensun is a 

state of the perci pient 's mind. And once this confusion 

disappears, the view falls to the g r ound. (In a cautionary 
i 

note McTaggart makes the point tha t the fact that sensum 

was not part of the percipient's mind would not me an tha t 

it existed indepe ndel\~ of the percipi ent . The correct 

pos ition perhaps is th a t sensum should exist only when 

' e rceived, and yet not be part of the percipient). Broad 

~ cuses McTaggart of not being fair to these ph ilosophers. 
I McTaggart , he says , tries to make out as if these ph i losophers 

accept the principle that ''to have a sensory experience 

which sensibly· manifests the quality£ is to prehend a 

certain particular as having the quality g, and that they 

then assert that such particulars are always states of the 

mind which sens'es them.' •2 Now, without going into the 

qu es tion whether or not Broad is right in attributing to 

McTaggart what he , does, it seems clear that some of the 
't 

philosophers did hold that sense-data were psychical parti-

culars, and this should be clear from the few statements 

mentioned in the footnote above. Further, what McTaggar t 

was doing was merely to point out the distinction between 

the sensum proper and its introspective percepti on ; s uggest 
I 

that while the latte r formed part of the percipi ent, the 

sensum did not, and that some philosophers i gnored this 

dis tin ction and included the former too under the parts of 

the perceipient •s mind . Broad•s second point is th a t the 

sense-datum philosophers did not look upon sensory experiences 

1. Ibid., footnote 1 to p .56. 

2 . Broad , ~~cit., II, Pt.I, p.78. 
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I 

as prehenslons of particulars as having qualities, as 
I 

McTaggart ~ould want us to believe. 1 Again, without going 

into the ques tion as to the true meaning of McTaggart's 

pronouncement, it remains a truism that the sens e- datum 

theoris t s did ascribe to the sense-data certain characteris-

tics which are al so commonly as cribed to the material objects , 

as even Professo~Geach2 points out. Again, if A. J . Ayer is 

to be believed, both Russel l and Moore thought of sense- data 

as be ing , li ke Berke ley' s ideas, the objects of acts ~f 
. 3 sens1.ng. 

Sense-data are prima-facie distinq ui shed from the 

material things in the existence of which 

Consider the case of two men who would be 

t..S 
they make ; b~lieve . 

/\.. 

commonly said to 

be both looking at the same plate simultaneously from different 

points of view. Th ey would, £rima facie, be perceiving sense-
d.~.s ,..-.... 4 

data which were 1s i m 1lar and therefore numerically different. ,, '---' 

But the ordinary view would be that both the sense-data were 

caused by, and justified us, in inferring the existence of 

the same material object. 

1. Ibid., pp. 76-78. 

2. Op.cit., p.75. 

3. The Central Questions of Philosophy, p .72 . 

4. Cf. Russeell : ''But the sense-da ta are private 
to each separate person; what i s immediately 
present to the sight of one is not immediately 
present to the sight of another ••.• '! The Problems 
of Philosophy, p.9. Russell concluded that the 
physical objects are an inference from the imme
diately known sense-data. ''The real table, if 
there is one, is not immediately known to us at 
all but must be an inference from what is imme
diately known.'' lbid, p.ll 1 quoted in A.J. Ayer, 

~ The Central Questions of PhilosQQhy, p.78 . On the 
/ privacy of sense-data see further H.H. Price , 

~p.cit., p.22, etc. 
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It wa~ believed by the sense-datum philosophers 1 

that sense-data were certain and '' really'' had the charact _r -

istics which the material objects ''appear ' 1 to have or that 

sense-data had some of these characteristics. If an obj~ct , 

say a coin, appea rs to me brown a nd ellipti c al , the perceptual 

situation would involve a sensum that really is brown and 

elliptical. Sense-data would be perceived (or prehended~ or 

presented 1etc.) j ust as they are, without a ny r oom for error, 

while the '' ~erceptual acceptance•• of there being a body 

as such-and~such would be fallible. 

Now the question is whether - now that the prima facie 

appearance of ' matter has been shown to be illusory - the 

sensa- are also unreal, and if so, what are the arguments 

that exist for proving this. 

1. 

I 

See, e .g. Bertrand Russell, The Problems of the 
Philosophy, Chapter II. On the cert ainty of sense
data see pp.7,8 (including the quotation above). 
See a lso H.H. Price, op.cit., p.282. 1 ' It is quite 
certain that there are sense-data.' 1 Also see 
G.E. Moore, Philosophical Studies (London : Routledge 
a nd Kegan Paul Ltd., rep. 1958, 1st ed. 1922), 
Chapter V (''The status of Sense-Data''). Moore , 
however suggests the name ''Sensibles'' as a substi 
tute for \'Sense-data. 11 {p.l71). For a refutation 
of the sense-datum theory see e.g. Gilbert Ryle, 
The Co nce2t of Mind, esp. pp.200-211. As Ryle remarks 
at one place : ''.t_his _mole theory rests upqn a 
log;~al ~nwle~, the howler, namely, of assimilating 
the concept of sensation to the concept of observation'' 
(p.203 ). One main reason Ryle cites against this howler 
is that if observinq something entails having a sensa
tion, then having a sensation cannot itself be a form 
of observation; were it s o it would in turn e ntail 
having a further sensation and we shall be tl.~nne>lu.J... in 
an infinite regress~ And besides what can be signi
ficantly said abou t perception or observation cannot 
be significantly said about sensation . G .A. Paul has 
drawn attention to some other problems which arise 
when we ass ume that there are '' sense-data '' which 
have some of the characteristics of physical objec t s . 
See his article ''IS there a problem about Se ns e - Data?'' 
Proceedings of the Aristoteli an Society, Suppl . Vol . AV 
{1936 ), reprinted in Autony Flew ( ed ~ Es s ays on Loo ic 
and Language, 1st ser . (Oxford : Basil Blackwell , 1951). 
On Sense- datum fallacy, see Roderick M. Chisholm , 
Perceiving : A Philosophical Study (Ithaca, New York 
Cornell University Press, 1957 ), esp. pp . lSl-153 . 
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McTaggart says that when we perceive sensn- this 

is, prima facie, believed - we in reality perceive something 

else, but we misperceive it. . ''The object which we perceive 

has not the natu~e which it appe~rs to have .•• 1 Sensa, there• 
~ 

fore, do not exist , "though some percepta are misperceived 

as having the nature of sensa.' •2 

Were sensa real, they too must be infinitely differen-

tiated, and · their parts must have sufficient descriptions 

in accordance with the priQciples of determining correspon-

dence. This, McTaggart says, is impossible, and the reasons 

for this comclusion are much the same as demonstrated the 

unreality of matter. 

To begin with, let us have a look at the characteristics 

the sensa are supposed to possess. We find that amonq these 

characteristics there are some which are also ascribed to 

material things. In the case of a perceptual judgement, 

say, e.g., this table is red, I ascribe to the material 

thing called table a certain colour-predicate, red. Now it 

is certain that the specific colour-predicate which I ascribe 

to the object, table, is in some definite way correlated 

with or determined by the sensible characteristic which I 

perceive the sensum as having at a certain point of time. 

Now the question is :Is this characteristic of ''redness'' 

which I ascribe to the mate~ial object, table, identical 

with the sensible characteristic which I perceive the 

sense-datum as having? Or is it that the datum is perceived 

as having a different characteristic , viz., the character-

istic ''being a sensum of red'' and from this one is led to 

ascribe to the table a different characteristic, the 
' 

characteristic ·of being red? Both these views have been held. 

1. NE, Sec. 374. 

2 . 112i£. 



171 

McTaggart however maintains1 that when I perce ive a sensum 
I 

and ascribe redness to the material object of which the 
0. 

former is~sen1sible appear~nce, I am ascribing to the latter 

the same very characteristic (of redness) which I perceive 

the sensum as h av ing. No~ we do have an idea of character-
I 

istics like r ,edness as 
1

when predicated of material objects, 

for otherwise a statement that the table is red would become 

unmeaning; an whether it is right or wrong, the state~ent 

has a meaning. And our ideas of ·characteristics must be 

empirically grounded, for there can be no a Eriori awareness 

of them. So we must have derived our ideas of, say, redne ss, 

either (i) l f::Pbm perceiving some datum as having th ).s charact e 

istic or, failing that, (ii) from perceiving a certain datum 

as having the complex characteristics ''being a sensum of 

red'', and t~en, because of our being aware of this complex 

characteristic , analysing the complex into its constituents. 

McTaggart ci(~s introspection2 as evidence for the fact 

that the characteristic, redness, e.g. which we perceive 

the datum as having is not complex but simple; no analysis 

is, in fact, done in acquiring the idea of characteristics 

like redness. McTaggart therefore decides in favour of the 

first alte rnative and rejects the second. On introspective 

grounds, again, McTaggart decides that the characteristic 

which we see the datum as having is the same as the character-

istic which we ascribe to the material object of which the 

former is a sensible appearance. 

Broad3 has a third alternative to suggest beside 

the two which McTaggart mentions. He says it is possible that 

' ~. 

1 • I b i d • , S e c • 37 5 • 

2. 
/ 

Ibi.Q.. 

3. Broad, ~cit., II, Pt.I, pp. 81-82. 
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I 
the characteristic which I have in mind when I call a 

certain mat ~Jrial thing '• red '' is c omplex and contains, 

as an element, the sensible characteristic which I 
. 
-t. 

' 'preh end'' the sensi~e as havingo The idea of it, he 

says, might have been reached ''by synthesizing the correl~te~ 

sensible characteristic with others, and not by analvsina 

the latter and isolating one factor in it. ,,l In calling 

a material thing ''red'', BroaJ.says~ what he means i s that 

it has the property of presenting a certain ''characteristic 

kind of visual appearance' ' to any observer. So ' 'red ' ' as l 

applied to material objects , would not denote any charact~£-

istic which the '• sensibilia'' are prehended as having. If 

the latter constituent is also called ''red'' then the word 

is being used ''ambiguously''· '' It would then be necessary 

to distinguish ~etween 'being sensibly red' and 'being 
2 perceptually red.' Here we may offer the following brief 

comments. Broad's argument seems fairly strained. He, 

of course, agrees with McTaggart that the characteristics 

which the sensa are perceived as having are ''simple quali-

ties.'' Where he does not agree with him is that the 

characteristics ascribed to material things are also simple, 

since the same. Broad however gives no reason for drawing 

the distinction between the two sets of characteristics. 
uJtll 

We are left guessing as to how red sensum~differ, in 

terms of the quaU, ty "redness", from the red table. Why . 
call the one complex and the other simple. Even if Broad's 

interpretation of 'X is red' as that i t has the property of 

presenting a certain ''characteristic kind of visual 
. lu 

appearance' ', be accepted, what it comes~is nothing more than 

1. Ibid., p.82. 

2. Ibi£. 



173 

that ~ presents t he appeara n ce of being a body with such 

and such charac t eristics , so that the '' complexity ' ' of 

the characteristic is not thereby explained. And if it is 

the obvious difference between th e sensa and the material 

objects which is being made the bas i s of the distinc ti on 
\ " . between the respect1Ve characteristics, We may point out 

that qual ities are universals and cannot be ~ade to differ 

in the ir ''character '' according as t hey qualify one or the 

other particular. 

Broad ' s second remark1 is tha t th ough McTaggart ' s 

conclusion i n respect of a cha r acteristic being the same 

in case of the sensa and the mat erial object of which the 

fo rmer i s the sensible appearance , is ''materiallY'' correct 

so far as visual perception goes , it does not apply in case 

of every other sensation. Take, for exampl e, olfactory 

perception. In s uch a sensation, say, of an ammoniacal 

smell-quality, I may tend ''uncritically'' to suppose that 

this is an appearance of a certain material thing, and 

judge ''that ~ tuff smells ammon~cal.'' Here, he says, 
l 

I am not asc~ing to the material thing the very same 

quality which I prehend a sense-datum as having. Wha t I 

am ascribing to the material thing is ''the property of 

producing in any normal observer who s nif fs it sensations 

which manifest the amm oni aca l sme 11-qua li ty.' ' 2 Now Broad ' s 

presumption here that one may inadve rtently attribute to 

the material thing the qua lity which be longs to the olfactory 

sensation , is simply implausibl e. For all one knows , it may 

well be a case of illusion or hallucination, but it needs 

explaining how does the illusion occurs in the first instance . 

lo lbid ., PPo 82- 83 . 

2 . I bid . , p . 83 . 
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I 
¥cTag9art's next point is tha t alth ough t he sense-

data include the qualities which are ascribe d to ma tte r , 

these qualities such as e.go roundness, coldne s s, e t c . 

will not be attributed to the sense-data in the same way 

in which they are to things materi al. 1 McTaggart assig ns 

three reasons for this. (i) Firstly , there a r e qualities , 
\ 

the secondary or' extensible ones, which a re though t as 

not belonging to matter, \o\hile they undoub tedl y bel ong t o 

the sense-data as much as the primary qualities doo ( i i) 

A sense-datum, for example, cannot combine col our, flavour 

and hardness, while material objects can have ~ 11 the~e 

qualities, (iii) It is heid that the same material t hing 

can have at different t~mes ~ualities which it c oul d not 

have simult a neously. For example, it might be sphe r i cal 

at one time and c~bical at another. 

suggest uthat a sensum could be round 
11 t another • 

But no one would 

at one time and 

. road, to begin with, doubts whether all the sense-

data are perceived as having spatial characteristics. It 

is prominently the visual and the tactual sense-data 

which, he says, are perceived as being spatial. Broad 

seems right here, though it does not affect, materia lly , 

the argument. Broad takes recourse to his definitions 2 

of ''sensibile'' and ''sensum'' to make the point that 

there is nothing (in these definitions) to rule out the 

1. NE, Sec. 376. 

2 . A' 'sensibile'' has been defined by Br oa d as '' a 
particular which, if prehended, i s preh ende d a s 
having some sensibile quality'', and a '' sensum '' 
i s defined as ''a sensibile which ha s some 
s ensibile quality' '• Op. cit., II, Pt. I., Po 85 ; 
a l s o pp. 75,76. 
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possibility that one and the same sensum sh ou l d be both 

coloured and hard. But, I think, we can rule ou t , without 

further reason, the possibility that Broad may be correct. 

Broad also, again, sees no 1 'synthetic'' nece ss ity in t he 

proposition that any particular with a se ns ible qua lity 

could have only one such quality. He attributes to 

McTaggart the acceptance of some definition of '' s ensum' 1 

which would ma~e it contradictory for one and the same 

'•sensum'' to have '•two sensible quamitie s wh ich fall 

under different1 determinables' 'o 1 

I 

This, I think, is not fair to McTagg art. He nowhere 

says or impliesr that a sensum cannot have more than one 

sensible quali~~. (A sensum, for example, can be both red 

and triangul~ r, aryd thus have more . than one quality.) ~h at 

he denies is that a sensum can have any two qualities 

~hatever together. There is again no special definition 

of ''sensum'' that McTagga~t assumes in this regard. He 

seems to be following the general view in the matter which 

holds, we repeat, that it ~s only~ sensible qualities 

which it is contradictory fo~ one and the same sensum to 

have. Broad does not give any worthwhile example to the 

contrary. 

Broad next considers McTaggart's contention that one 

and the same sensum cannot have different qualiti es, e. g . 

roundness and squareness, at different times. He s ays it is 

''entirely'' a matter of definition. His arg ument is that, 

if a sensum endures for some time- and it must, according 

to Broad, for a literally instantaneous sensum is a fiction 

there is no principle by which to decide that '' a s ensum 

1. lhiQ., p.85. 
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may last for a 
second but could not possibly l as t for 

a twelve-m onth.' ,1 
If so, Broad s ays , his definit ion of 

1 

'sensu~'' }pd ''s1~nsib1~le' ' ' leave open th e ques tion whe t her 
.tJ ~itX.U CI1At.J ~~ llov.~ .I...E-h-rn.I.Mft fa'~t; 06 fA.{ &a~ 

the same~ determinable sensible quality ' •2 at differ ent 

times . Th e definitions also leave open the question whether , 

in case this were so, it is the same sensum wh i ch ch ang ~s 
1 

in quality, or whether there is '' a ser ies of s uccessivo 

sens a, each of which is constant in qua l ity and dis simi l a r 

to it s neig~~oJ~s in the series.•• 3 We ha ve g i ven t he 

quotations in detail in order to let Br oad speak ou t his 

mind. And t ~ e trend of his thought is clear. Br oad i s 
0 I 

through out talking as if he had in mind a mat erial th ing o 
I 

He admits that there a~e available no cr iteria i n phi losophy 

by which to ~ecide whether the same sensum ha s been pres e nt 

on successive occas1ons. ''This is not e as y t o do, and t here 

is no general o.~cza.ment among philosophers in res pect of t he 

rules that they follow.•• 4 But although there are no agreed 

upon rules for the purpose, I think one can generally decide 

whether in a given case it is the same sensum which is 

square and round, or a different sensum, just a s common

sense,5 Which Broad is specially fond of c i ting as an autho

rity, can gerierally decide whether it is the s ame thing 

which has been present on several successive occasi ons. 

The third characteristic beside the primary and 

secondary qualities - which the sensa may be said to have , 

relates to temporal duration and temporal r elat i ons. Every 

lo Ibid., Po 86. 

2. Ibido 

3. l b ido 

4. Ibid., PPo 86-87 

5. Ibid 1 , p. 86 0 
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sensum is perceived as being simultaneous w1'th the rercep-
tion (or prehension) of itl,· or t~ 

v•, partial or total sequence 
to other sense-data within the same specious present . 

Now there are only two kinds of characteristics 

which the sensa are perceived as having and which could 

be conceived as the dimensions in which the sensa are end

lessly divisible, and these are spatial extension and temporal 

duration . And we have seen, in o~ discussion of Matter, 

that these characteristics are not such as can provide suffi-

cient descript~ons of parts of part s to infinity, in compliance 

with the pr i nc ple of determining correspondence. Can then 

sensa have s ome other admissible quality than the ones 

enumerated aboJe? There are two qualities which matter does 

not seem to possess and which the sensa are perceived as having . 

The one is intensity,as when we regard a bright light as more 

intense than the dull light . The other is extensity, as when 
2 we perceive the massiveness of a hot bath or of hunger. But, 

according to McTaggart, neither of these will afford a basis~~ 

sufficient descriptions of the · infinite series of parts within 

parts. Fo~ both intensity and extensity are examples of 

intensive quality, and not extensive quality. So the differ

ence between the degrees either of intensity or of extensity 

is not a third quantity of the same sort - the difference 

between a bright light and a dull light is not a light of 

another brightness, nor is the difference between a more or 

less massive pain a pain of another massiveness (or extension ). 3 

It is out of question the n that a sensum should be differen-
\ . tiated into parts ' 1n respect of either of these qualities . 

''It is as impossible as it would be for a temperature to be 
4 divided into two other temperatures . •' And so infinite 

/ 

1. !§, Sec. 376. 

2 . ill£· ' Sec . 377 . 

3 . 1.!llS!. 
4. Ibid . 
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' differentiation does not become a possibility in this 

way. Consequently sensa must be said to be non-existent. 

This is of course not to deny that they exist in some sense. 

crhe perception data after all exist). But in the sense in 
I 

which the data may be said to exist1 they must have qualities 

which they are not perceive~as having, and which ' ar~ not 

deducible from any of the qualities they are percerved as 

having. The nature of such perception data would inevitably 

be ''very different'' from the one usually assigned to sensa. 
I 

And so, ''it would be misleading to call them sens~, and we 
I I 

should have to say ~hat, although substances certainly existed 

whi~h were percepta, yet none of them were sensa. ,,l 
The Case of Spirit 

Having discussed McTaggart's arguments to the effect 

that neither of them, matter and sensa, possesses such nature 

as could entitle them to existence, we now proceed to examine 

whether there is something in the nature of spirit which in 

McTaggart's view could fulfil the twin requirements of infinite 

differentiation and determining correspondence, and therefore, 

whether spirit existed. (We are using the word ''spirit'' 

in place of ''self'' for the former is wider in connotation and 

includes not merely selves but also experiences i.e. parts of 

selves, and groups of selves, and groups whose members are 

selves, and parts of selves). Now we sa~ in the first Chapter 

that, prima facie, spirit exists because,as McTaggart tried 
~ 

to show1 each onu of us directly perceives, as a self-conscious 

being, something as self. (This demonstration was though 

strictly provisional). eut it is also the basic premise of 

McTaggart's philosophy that if something i s to exist and it 

can only exist as a substance - it must pass the two tests 

mentioned above. And if,it turned out that nothinq which 

had the nature of spirit could meet the requirement, we shall 

1 • 1..!2iQ • , Sec • 37 8 • 
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be forced to conclude that nothing with th e nature of 

spirit could exist, and th~t cosequently our perception 

of self was erroneous. And this, according to McTagg art, 

will land us in a ''hopeless antinomy.•• 1 McTaggart however 

claims to show that the nature of spirit fur nish e s u s the 

ground for believing that, on certain hypotheses, the twin 

conditions of infinite differentiation and determining 

correspondence can be fulfilled by a certain class of spiri-

tual realities. Among those spiritual realities are, besid es 

others , perceptions . 2 And like selves, we are ac quainted 

with perceptions , for we perceive them introspectively as we 

perceive selves . Now McTaggart 's endeavour is to show that 
I 

perceptiohs can furnish parts within parts to infinity a s 

determined by determining correspondence. By perception 

MeT aggart means, as already pointed out, ' 'awareness' ' of 

substances as distinguished from ''awarness'' of character-

. t• 3 1S 1CS • But , al~hough it is awareness of substances, it is 
I 

always awareness of substances ~ having characteristics. 4 

This said, let us now proceed to consider how McTaggart 

tries to show that perceptions can provide the infinite 

series of the kind required, i.e. as determined by determining 

correspondence. The argument is contained in Chapter XXXVII 
I 

of NE, and peesupposses much that has been discussed in 

Chapter XXIV and XXVI of NE. But we shall be brief and a v oid 

details which are not immediately relevant to the purpose 

on and. 

1. l£19., Sec. 405. 

2 . Ibi£., Sec. 406. 

3. !QiQ. Sec. 44. 

4 . It is however to be distinguished from the knowledge 
lh2! a substance has characteristics, which would be 
a judgement, and not a case of perception, See lhiQ., 
Sec. 301; also Sec. 407. 
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~cTaggart starts by m~king three as sumptions which 

he thinks are necessary if we are to get the type of s eries 

' required. They are as follows : (i) A se lf can have oercen-
1 • I . 

tion of other selves , and of their perceptions. (ii) Wh en 

e.g. a self § perceives an object Q, there is a par~icu la t, 

viz., perception which (a) is part of§, and (b) s t a nds t o Q 

in the relation \ of perception (which is a state of ~ind ) to 

perceived object. (iii) Perception of a part of a whole can 

be part of a perception of that whole. We can add a f ourth 

condition, namely : (iv) A self can have perce ptions of 

itself and of its own perceptions. 

Before we proceed further, a brief remark may be 
I 

made wi}h regard to perceptiono McTaggart would, for e xampl e , 

normally say not only that a self§ perceives an obje c t ~ 

being ~ - for perception is always of a s ubst ance as having 

characteristics - but also that S's perception of Q pe rce ives 

Q as being XYZ. It would however be more true to s ay t ha t 

this perception represents Q as being XYZ. Aga in, a ccord ing 

to McTaggart, a perception is differentiated according as it 

represents the perceived object as being differentia t ed . 

It is to be noted that it is the ''apparent'' different i ation 

that is of relevance here. If a substance ha s part s but they 

are not perceived as such, the parts• merely being there 

does not differentiate the perception that repres ents the 

whole of which they are parts. It follows, £_fortiori, that 
' 

a perception can be infinitely differentiated only if it 

represents its object as infinitely dif f erenti a ted. 

This object (of perception) cannot however be 

matter divided ad infinitum in its spatial and t emporal 

dimensions. For, as we have already seen a t l ength, we a re 

not abl e to conceive of any way in which s uffic i ent descrip-

tions could be secured of parts of matt e r as de t ermined by 
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determining cor1espondeoce. (And this applies , mutatis 

mutandis, to sense-data). Likewise, a self cannot come to 

have an infinitely differentiated state of perception by 

perceiving such an infinitely differentiated state 'within' 

himself . (And thi s is one of the grounds on which McTaggart 

declares solipsism impossible). So a self must perceive 

other selves and their perceptions . 

Let us now see the application of the th eory of 

determining correspondence by considering examples. ',Je wil l 
I 

later on treat ? f McTagga~t's attempt to justify the three+ 

one supposit on~ he has had to make for showing that selv~s 
and their perceptions answer to those suppositions and thus 

fulfil the requ rement. let us consider a society E c on sistin~ 

of just two Sel es E1 and E~ each of whom perceives each of 

the two clearly. q hen 1::1 will perceive himself and £2 and 

so will £2 perceive himself and .£1 • 
I I 

Broad, a ''f ~rs t-grade perception.'' 

This may be called, after 
I S 

Thus £1 perception 

of E2 and vice versa, would .be a first-grade perception. 

These perceptions in turn will have further parts. Thu s 
I S 

El 
perception of p2 wi ll have q.s parts 's 

El percepti on 
I 5 

of E2 

perception of El and p 15 perception 
I S 

perception of E2; -1 of g2 
and vice versa. T~is perception may be called a '' second-

grade perception.'' Perceptions of the lower g r ade would be 

definable accordingly. 2 £
1 

and £2 will have per cept i ons of 

1. McTaggart calls the society P a ' ' Prima ry Whole ' ' 
and the two selves P

1 
and P2 as ''Primary Parts .'' 

~, Sec. 408. For reasons of conven ien ce, I have adopted 
the notation used by Broad . See op.cit., I, Chapter XXI. 

2. Here we have found Broad's terminology more convenient, 
See Broad, op.cit . , I, p.380. McTaggart, since he calls 
the two selves consti tutiru} the society . 1 'Primary 
Parts'', calls the perceptions occurring in the hierarchy 
''Secondary Parts of E· '' Our ' ' first-grade perceptions'' 
will be called by him ' ' First-grade Secondary Parts of £''• 
and the second-grade perceptions would be called 
''Second-grade Secondary Parts of E'', and so on. 
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the second- grade perceptions and so on ~infinitum. And 

£1 •s perceptions of this infinite series of percepta wil l . 

cons titute an infinite series of percepti ons , since El has 

a separate pe rce ption of each perceptum. (It is to be 

noticed that t he r e cannot be more than one perception of a 

given perceptum). And since the perceptions of parts will 

be, as per the third supposition, parts of the perceptions 

of the whole, we will get an i nfin ite series of parts withi~ 

parts. A li ~e series will, occur in £2 • 

The relation of determining correspondence (hence
iN~ 

forth~will cjll it simply ''R'')- which, we may r emember, 

is a relation of being a perception of - in t he above exampLL 

would be that, e.g., the determinate £12 - which i s one of 

the se~of pWrts of. P1 , perceiving and hence corresponding to 

,£2 - is a perception of the determinant £2 • (I n McTaggart ' s 

terminoiogy, ' ' 'determinate' ' sta.nds for perception and 

''determinant'' for perceptumJ And this relation, McTagga rt 

tries to show, complies with all the five conditions which 

section 229 of NE stipulated a relation B must satisfy. 1 

(i) The first is that there must be a sufficien t description 

of £2 , wh ich includes the fact that it is in that relation 

to some part of £1 , viz., P12 , which will int ri nsically 

determine a sufficient description of the part of £1 in 

question, g 12 • Now a sufficient des cription, say SD2 , of 

g 2 which includes the fact that it is perceived by - and 

hence s t ands in E to - g1 (and cosequently includes a suffi

cient description, say ~l of £1 without which ,E2 •s perception 

of E1 would not be described) will intr insically determine a 

sufficient description of £12 • This sufficient description 

of _£ 12 would be ''the part of the only self wh i ch is so1 

1. We have already r eferred to these conditions while 
discussi ng the th eory of determining correspondence 
in our Chapter II. Their appli cation in respect of 
selves anQ their perceptions however wa rrants repeti
tion here . 
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which .is a perception of the only self which is .§122 .' 1 

So will run the descriptions of other and lowe r p9rt~. 

For example, £112 would be sufficiently described as ''that 

part of the only self which is so1 which is a perception of 

that part of the only Self Which iS .§_Ql Which iS a perception 

of the only self which is so2 • 1 • (ii) .B must be $uch that 

one determinant term can determine more than one determinate 

term. This is, says McTaggart, eas i ly complied with . It is 

envisageable that any number of s e lves can perceive t he same 

self or part of a self; which means the perceived self , 
' 

the dete~inant, will oeter~ine a part (which iS perception ) 

in ea~h of the perceiving s~lves. (iii) B is such that E12 

(the part which is perception of £2 ) is determined solely 

by £2 , while £2 , although it may be the de terminant of many 

parts of the primary whole , £, is the determinant of only 

one of the parts of P which belong to £1 • This condition 

too is met in view of the hypothe s is th at £1 had a separate 

perception of £2 and only one such perce ption. A fortiori 

£
1

•s perception of £2 also cannot be a perceiption of anything 

else than £2 , and there cannot be more than one perception of 

P2 in E1 - for, as alrea~y indicated , t he re cannot be more 

than one perception within the same self, of a perceptum. 

There could however be other perceptions of £2 in E for 
t 

there could be p~rception of itself in £2 (whi ch is a part 

of E) or there could be perceptions of £2 in the other primary 

parts of E than ,E1 , assuming that E (the society or the whole ) 

cons is ted of more than two· primary parts. ( i v) Th e dete rnini no 

correspondence must be , in some cas es at least, reciprocal. 

Now if one self can perceive another at all, there seems no 

reason why each of the groups of selves s hould not perceive 

all the rest. And thui the condition is met. (v) .B must be 
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such that it is possible to have a whole divided into a 

set of parts, and each of them again into a set of pa r ts , 

' and so on pd infinitum in such a way that sufficient descrip-

tions of t~e whole series of parts are determined , by deter

mining correspondence, by a sufficient descript ion of 1the 
I 

whole. We have seen that this is how t he prima ry part s P1 \ -
and £2 are divided, and this is how the wh ole E t oo is q~vid~d . 

For £ could be s ufficiently described as a whole consisting 

of a set o! parts £
1 

and g2 , each of which had perceptions 

of itself and the other, and perce ption of each other's 

perception$ and of its own. 1 And so on. And this would 

imply th e ?iffe~entiation of g in the fashion requi r ed . 

It i s clear then tha t the sys t em wh i ch has been 

very brief~y explained above would be a fundamental hier

archy. And in view of the det ermining correspondence relation, 

it (the system , or the universe) would be , a ccor ding to 

McTaggart, a determining correspondence system : that is , 

that it either is a determining correspondence hierarchy 

or has a set of parts each of which is s uch hierarchy. 2 ~ 

Now t he hierarchy we get is a hierarchy of mutually 

perceiving - and relfecting - selves. It is with this 

as sumption that the five conditions are said to be fulfilled . 

But is the notion of mutually perceiving selves a plau sible 

one? McTaggart now addresses himself to this question as 

also to the other t hree assumptions which wer e earlier made 

to secure the determining corresp ondence system tha t we have 

now goto As to the first, McTaggart sees no impossibility 

in one self perceiving another self and its perception s . He 

resort s to the argument, already discus sed in Chapter I , wh ich 

1. NE, Sec. 410. 

2 . Cf . C. D. Broad, ~11., I, p. 399. 
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was used to demonstrate that ''the person who is aware 

of this awareness'' need not be an exclusive description ~ 

The implication of this is that the awareness of mental 

state can be had by more selves than one includinq the s~lf, 

who has the state in question. Endorsing this, McTaggart 

rejects1 what he calls the ''ordinary'' view, namely, that 

a mental state can be percei~ed only by the self who has ' it 

and that therefore only that self can be aware of that state. 

He points out that ''having'' a state and '' perceiving '' it 

are t wo different propositions2 an~ that they should not be , 

confounded, and that therefore, while a s elf may not have the 

st~te of another self, it can nonethelss perceive it. ''The 

real impossibility of a state of one self being a lso a stat e 

of another self has been confused with a impossibility of a 

state of one self being perceived by another self.•• 3 Now 

the distinction drawn is of course important, but, we should 

add, it by itself gives no presumption in favour of the 

asserted doctrine which needs justification fr om independent 

grounds. 

Now, in ou~ present experience we do seem to 

apprehend, in certain ways, other selves as als o their mental 

states just as others seem,to apprehend us and our states. 

And this mutual apprehension goes a long way in determining 

inter-personal relations and social life. One is almost 

tempted to feel that this perhaps is the meaning of McTaggart. 

A little probe however reveals that McTaggart i s here vis ual

izing a different, and much more direct, kind of relationship 

between the se lves , than is allowed by present experience . 

1. 1£1£., Sec . 384o 

2 . Ibid., Sec. 385 . 

3 . Ibid. 
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At a different place1 , McTaggart makes it clear that in 

present experience, a self does not perceive the other 

self directly, but knows him only indirectly, i.e. by 

means of certain descriptio~s - as having su ch-and- such 

material, sensible characteristics - while even this knov~ 

ledge (by description) is obtained only by the knower ' s 

perceptions of sense-data . Thus the knowledge of the other 

self and so of his parts, in present experience , is ''doubly 

indirect . •• 2 In absolute reality on the other ha nd, this 

knoWledge is direct since we perceive other selves and 

their parts.. McTaggart <.ampCUtes this knowledge of other selves 

to the knowledge we have of our selves when we perceive 

ourselves. 3 ''If I perceive another self , I know him with 

the ·same directness, the same immed iacy, . the same intimacy 

with which I know myself.•• 4 The so-called ''consistency'' 

seen between the material and sensible characteristics 

on the one hand and the self and mental states on the other 

is, McTaggart would say, a delusion . So McTaggart's premises 

here are : firstly , that selves are differentiated into 

mental states and these states constitute their vmole content, 

and second, that no mental states have any mat erial or sensible 

character~stics . But what is the basis of such an envisagement? 
Mc.1ct~S«<.'IJ I c..-i..i1 

In reply to thisiagreeing that the present experience offers 

no example of such direct knowledge of others, urges that 

the fact that it does not happen constitutes no proof that 

it could not ha ppen. There is nothing intrins ically impossible 

about a state of affairs in whi&h selves would perceive each 

other and each other ' s perceptions. Some very urgent 
\ 

1. Ibid . , Sec . 458. 

2. ill£· 
3. I bid . 

4. Ibid. , Sec . 473 . 
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metaphysical considerations, McTaggart says , lead him to 

postulate that in ''absolute r eality '' this is the case . 1 

Thus McTaqgart, from what he considers to be the bare 

possibility (that such a state of affairs could occur) seems 

to come to the conclusion that this is in fact the case, and 

makes it a basic premise in his argument to prove that selves 

and their perceptions can form an infinit e series of parts 

within parts, determined by determining correspondence . 

Although McTaggart affords no further explicit clue 

as to his meaning of '' direct perception'' of one self by 

another, it is clear that he is claiming for h i s selves a 

certain def~nite transparency or lucidity. Whether this 
. ~ 

transparency implies a relationship of a telepathic kind 

2 as suggested by C.D. Broad , or of a still differ~nt sort , 

is a question not immediately decidable, and so I leave it 

open. (McTaggart is agnostic about whether mystical experi

ences, in which direct perception of other selves iS often 
I 

claimed, shed any valuable light on the q uestion, although 

if they did, they would only, he adds, strengthen his case.) 3 

The question therefore, in what way does the relationship 

become an actuality in absolute reality is a matter of 

conjecture. The only surmise that presently suggests itself 

is that since time and matter (and of course sensa ) are two 

big stumbling blocks in the way of direct perception by 

selves of each other, freedom from those limitations -

regarding which again nothing explicit is suggested by 

McTaggart - whic h is not possible in present experience , 

can pave the way for a state of affairs in which direct 

relationship (between selves) of the kind envisaged becomes 

1. Ibid ., II, p . 66 , footnote 1. 

2 . Broad, op . cit ., I, p. 380. 

3. NE, II, pp. 66-67, footnote 1. 
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a di stinct possibility. The resultant universe would 

then be a universe in which selves would be perceiving 

(an d l ovinq , as we will later see ) each other an~ ~ach 

other 1 s perceptions which, with time gone , will f'onJ within 

each self, a sys tem of coexi stent mental states . One form 
t 

' i 

of the part of the doctrine we come across in Plato who 

too seems t o emphasize the transparency of souls. \~i le 

discussing the question of self-knowledge, Plato makes use 

of t he image of the mirroring eye. Just as one eye sees 

itself reflected in another, especially i n the pupil of the 

' ot e1~ similarly the s oul sees itself reflected in another 

soul, and espec ially, in that region of the soul where its 

noblest . and divi ne powers dwell - the region of knowledge . 1 

It is not known whether Plato also allowed for one soul to 

perceive th e other reflected soul. The analogy however is 

limited and cannot be pushed too faro 

Let us now pass to the second assumption which 

McTaggart makes, viz., that perceptions are parts of the 

perceiving self and that they stand to their ob jects, the 

percepta, in the relation of percepti on (which is a mental 

s tate) to perceived object. McTaggart rests this assumption 

on the premise that perception > »-is a state2 

Q Jc>. tf- w ""-~" 
(of mind), , McTaggart points out, has not been adequately 

" appreciated by those who see in perception a mere relation . 

But perception, McTaggart continues , can be a state besides 

being a relation, and there is no inherent incompa t ibi l ity 

be tween two. There are introspect i ve grounds for believing 

1. Cf . Paul Friedlander, 1 'Alcibiades Major '', Plato 2 : 
The Dial_£gues, First ~eri9d, trans. Hans Meyerhoff , 
Bollingen Series LIXNew York : Bollingen Foundation , 
1964), p .237. 

2 . NE, Sec. 412. 

\ • 
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this to be so , ut McTaggart g ives certain other reasons 1 

for proving the ~hypothesij that perception is a state and 

hence part of t~e self within wh~ch i~ falls. 

Firstly, contends McTaggart 2 , the self may be said 

to be ''fuller '' when it is having more perceptions than 

when it is having few , and thi s is best accounted for by 

the theory t hat each perception is a different particular 

and is a ~rt of the self which perceiv es . This difference! 1! 

I 
hoNever would no t become intelligible if the self merely 

stood in t he relation of per ceiving to more objects on t he 

earlier occasion and to fewer on the later occasion . 

To this Broad3 re joins that the self might be more 

''var iegated'' on the former occasion than on the later. 

ThiS involv~s r· s upposition t hat to every relational 

property (of the form' ' prehending t he object Q'' ) of the 

self there qor 1esponds an original quality such that ac~uring 
• I 

the relat~onal property causally determines acquiring (by 

the self of) the corresponding original quality. Patterson4 

calls this s u pposition of Broad ''extraordinary'' and f~els, 

even without accepting McTaggart's view, t ha t the posi t ion 

of s uch a large number of original qualities would involve 

our assuming a pre-established harmony to account for them. 

Besides, a quality , the acquisition of which was cauSally 
\ 

de termined by the ~cquisition of a r elational property , 

would appear itself to be a relational pr operty . Patterson ' s 

1. ~· 

2 . I bid . 

3 . Op.cit., II, Pt.I, p.40. 

4. Robert Leet Patterson, ''A Critical Account of 
Broad ' s Estimate of McTaggart'', p . l44. 
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Broad remarks that the whole argument _of McTaggart 

rests on the tacit assumption that a continuant can be 

identified with ''that set of events which would commonly 

be called 'th o complete uctual hi !;lory of till s conti"nuant'.• •1 

McTaggart's assumption therefore, concludes Broad, is illegi

timate. Now this divergence between McTaggart's and Broad's 

views, as we have already noted, is fundamental, and at least 
I 

part of its has to do with their respective views 
1
ab<j>ut time. 

McTaggart 's next contention relates to the ''direct 

difference'' that the cognitive relation makes to the knowe r 

than to the known. 2 ~'s cognition of y makes, according to 

Me ~g art, mor:~difrect difference to ~ than to X : the di rect 

difference between ~ who perceives y and ~ if he does not 

perceive y is more than the direct difference between y who 

is perceived by ~ and y, ~f he is not perceived by ~· Even 

a consideration of the ''indirect'' difference yields the 
I 

same result, although it may appear to be different. If 

a ~etective knows the murderer , causally this is more &kJ~~ 

affect the fate of the murderer than that of the detective. 

But if we consider just the fact that something is being 

thought about or known, this makes greater difference to 

the detective)the knower,than to the murderer, the known. 

Now if knowledge were a mere relation this greater difference 

wou~d never be accounted for. For then the knower would just 

1. Broad, Op.cit., II, Pt.I, p.41 . See details 
1. there.. Broad's. own views about a continuant as 

contained in Voloii of his Examination seem 
somewhat different from his views about the same 
as expressed in Vol.I. On this see William Kneal~, 

''Examination of McTaggart' s Philosophy~ Vol.II'' 
(review article), Min3, XLVIII (1939), pp . 502-517. 

2 . ~' Sec. 412 . 
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be one t ~rm in the relation, a term which knows, the 

other term beinq the object , which is kno\NYl· and ther~ 
' 

would be nothing in these two characteristics which would 

account for the greater di fference that know l edge makes 

to the one than to the other. 1 

If however knowledge is also considered a part of 

the knowing self, the problem is solved. In McTaggart 1 s 

opinion2 , the cognitive relation involves in the knowing 
I 

self the acquirement of a part with certain characteristics -

which is cognition - which did not exist in the knower 
I 

before the cog nitive relation was established and which, 

witho t tt, he wil~ not possess. On the other hand the 

cogni ive relation involves nothing in the known object 

except a relation to the knowing self. Thi s asymmetry in 

the ''correlated changes'' of knowing self and known object 

is easily explained, McTaggart believes , on the view that 

perceptions are part of the percipient self. 

Broad however points out that the facts are easily 

explained by the fact that the cognitive relation is non

symmetrical, and causa1. 3 The relation therefore may always 

directly determine a change in the knower, while it never 

directly determi nes a change in the known. And t his consi

deration, and not McTaggart's theory, should, Broad insists, 

normally suffice to explain the facts. 

McTaggart's final ~rgument4 on the point is directed 

against people who admit that pleasures and pains are states 

of the self but deny th~t cognitions are parts of the self. 

McTaggart remarks , firstly, that they are not being consistent, 

1. Ibido 
2. Ibid. 
3. Broad, E~it., II, Pt.I, p. 43 . For further details 

see pp. 43-44. 

4o NE, Se co 412. 
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in that they admit one set of experiences to be the 

states of the self but deny the other set of experiehces 
'\ I I 

to be parts of the self on the ground that s elves can have no 

parts . 
McTaggart's second

1
point is that pleasures and 

pains are often closely bound up with cognitions. For 

example, we often say about a memory that it is painful, 

or about an anticipation,,that it is pleasant . Such state-

ments, going by the view under consideration, must imply 

that when we enter into a certain cognitive relation (whether 

of remembering or of anticipating) with an object, a certain 

state, painful or pleasant, is excited in the mind. Now it 

cannot be literally true, specially in the opinion of the 

theory which denies that selves have parts, that the 

''memory'' is painful or that the ''anticipation'' is 

pleasant. There are only facts, the fact of a self entering 

into J relation of remembering to one object, or into that 

of antic~pating to .another. And facts cannot literally 

be pleasant or painfaul. Now McTaggart thinks (~, Chapter XLI) 

that what we call a ''painful memory'' or a '' pleasant'' 

anticipation'' is not simply a memory that ''causes'' pain, 

or an anticipation, that ''causes'' pleasantness. It is a 

memory qualified by painfulness or an anticipation gualified by 

pleasantness. 1 Pleasure and pain are not, according to 

McTaggart, separate bits of mental content, but qualities 

which belong, like emotions and states of cogitations, and 

to them alone. 2 So McTaggart concludes that cognitions 

including perceptions are parts of the self. Cognition 

indeed implies a certain relation between the knowing self 

and the known but that does not mean that cognition and the 

lo Ibid., Sec. 481. 
\ 

2. 1..!21£. 
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relation are identical, though that also does not meah 

that the relation is a nonentity. There can be both a 

relation and a state. 

Third, McTaggart's theory cannot get going unl~s~ 

he has shown not only that perceptions are p~rts of the 

self but · also that perceptions are infinitely divisible 

into parts within parts, which is how he can mee t the require-
' 

ments of determining correspondence. For this he proceeds 

to justify his third assumption that a perception of a par t 

(of a hole) can be part of the perception of the vmole . 

This situation can occur only when a self § perceives ~ 

(the whole) ~ containing ~ (part of the whole) and 

percieves w as contained in~. For it is possible for S to 

perceive~ without at all perceiving~ though the latter 

is a part of ~· Again, it is possible to perceive both ~ 

and~ without perceiving~ as containing~ or~ as contained 

in ~. But there are cases where S perceives both ~ and ~ 

and perceives ~ as a part of ~. 

Suppose that I judge that there is a carpet in 

the room with a pattern on it. This judgement cannot perhaps 

be based except on my perception of the carpet, the whole, 

and of the pattern, the ~rt. So McTaggart would say, we 

do perceive two entities ~ and~ and perceive the latter 

as part of the former. But the question to be de cided 

remains In such cases, is my perception of~ part of my 

perception of W? 

McTaggart appeals to introspection to buttress the 

point further. Consider what heppens when ''we gradually 

perceive the parts of a datum of which we only perceived 

the whole before, as when, with a gradual increase of light, 
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more details appear in the pattern of the carpet.•• 1 

The change here, McTaggart says, from the relatively 
I 

simple perception to a relatively complex perception (of 

the carpet as patterned), does not cons i s t in the add~ti on 

of more perceptions (of parts) to a '' pe rsistent and inter-
\ .2 

nally unchanged 1 1' perception of the wh ole • 

. ts unable to regard the e xample as 

' 'relevant'' 
• C\w{ .~,hi~ 3 

for 1\lcTaggart 's purpose,~ t hat wha t is more 

as sume in such ca;es is th at di f f er ent '~s ehs i-plausible to 

bilia'' are successively presented, each more complex - and 

differentiated - than its predeces s or. Broad , however, adds 

that an i~crease in the internal complexi t y of the '' prehen

sum'', which one perceives, ''may or may not involve a 

parallel increase in the internal complexity of my prehen

sions. •4 Now this suggestion of Broad's I cons i der mi st aken 

and as betraying lack of full appreciation of McTaggart's 

view about perception. We noticed earlier that according to 
McTaggart a perception is internally differentiated acc or d ing 

as it represents the perceived object as being differentiated. 

We also emphasized that here it is ''apparent'' differen

tiation that counts and not the differentiation which may 

be , but does not appear to be so. If follows then that i f 

an object, a prehensum, is perceived as differentiat ed , the 

perception too would accordingly be differentiated . McTaggart 

next proceeds to show that it is only when I perce ive ~ as 

part of~ (which I perceive) that my percepti on of~ is 

~part of my perception of ~· If e.g . we perceive a c ircular 

lo lill·, sec. 413. 

2 o Broad, op.cii.:,, II, Pt.I, p.48 . 

3. l.Ql..9.' p.49 • 

4. .l!?.i9. 
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sensum, and also perceive a square sensum , which latter 

is a part of th e circular se nsum, then our perception of 

the square 1sensum will be considered a part of ou r percep-

tion of th~ circular surface only if the square surface iS 

perceived as part of th e circular surface . No one , he says, 
\ 

would suggest that• my perception of g which is not a P?rt
1 

of ~ could be part of my perception of E· And the fact that 

~ is part of W would not make my perce ption of ~ any nearer 

to my perc~ption of ! , if ~~ though perceived , is not 

~erceive~ part of w.1 

J 

Bro ~d appeals
1
to mispercept~on2 - whi ch McTagg art 

indeed admits - and argues that I may very well mispe~ce~ve 

w as not being par t of~ while in actua l fact it may be a 

part of !· ~ And I may misperce ive g a s being a part of ], 

while in fact it is not. I think we may reply as follows. 

While i~ i perfectly possible to misperceive a mental state 

as to its characteristics, it is self-evidently i mpossible 

to imperceive it with regard to its belonginess. I may 

misperceive a state of anger as one of sadness but I cannot 

misperceive as to whom the state belongs. I s it conceivable 

that I may imag ine my state of sadness as somebody el se ' s 

or that, though I may misperceive my bundle of per ce ptions 

for my ' ' self 1 1
, I should misperceive s ther.1 to be somebody 

else ' s . As to the fourth assumption, viz . that a self can 

perceive itself and also perceive its own perceptions, we 

have already discussed it in Chapter One . So , that completes 

our discussion of the assumptions made by McTaggart for 

demonstrating that selves and their perceptions can furnish 

1. _tlE, . Sec . 413. 

2 . Bro ad , ~p.cit., II, Pt.I, p.50. 
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the infinite series of parts within parts, determined 

by determininQ corre s~ondence. 

Some Further Questions 

The next question that McTaggart discusses is whether 

there is any necessity that the selves should be perceived 

as being selves, and the perceptions as being perceptions. 

In~' Sections 415 to 419, McTaggart tries to sho•!f that 

the d.c . oe~cepti ons (short for determininq correspondence 

perceptions) 1 of their objects, - selves and perceptions -

must be correct. He says 1 no 1 to the q~e.s t ion whethe,r t he 

object might not fail to be perceived as a self or as a d . c . 

perception, as the case may be . Since his argument is a bit 

complicated, we have drawn the following diagram, with he lp 

from Broad~ 

1 
fir'l 

p, 

I 
Pt11 .£112. 

I I 1 

P1111 .P1t11. fl•l• .fll2'l.f/l.ll flllt _!>r22.1 ..fl12.'l 

J1'1. 

I I 
e..~.n Pl21 

1. Any perception which is a secondary part in any 
grade in the determining corres pondence hierarchy 
would according to McTaggart be called a determining 
correspondence perception. 

2 . We have also confined the consideration to two 
selves, E and E , instead of the four, ~ f Q, and 
g which MtTaggart introduces. The divisions under 
P1 have been carried upto what we earli er called 
the third-grade secondary parts , but no corresponding 
d ivisions have been drawn under £2 , since that was 
not necessary. 



In the diagram in \~ich E1 and g
2 

are two s e lves and parts
1 

of a ~ho le£ , E
11 

is the d.c. perception in £1 of himself , 

and g12 the d .c. perception in E
1 

of £2 • £11 an d E12 thus 
\. 

make up the fitst-grade s econdary parts of £1 . Similarly 

E
111 

is the d .c. perception in £
1 

of the d . c . perception , 1 

E11 and E12 , the d .c. perception i n g
1 

of the d . c . percep~i?~ 

..e12 . ,E
121 

is 'the d. c . pe·rce pti on in E1 of .E21 , and E122 , tQ~ 

d .c. perception in g1 of £22 • Thes e four together make up 

the second-qr~de secondaty part s of g 1 • The next eight 

t e r ms would be regarded similarly. £1212 will e.g . be E1 Is · 
. JS 

d .c. perception of g212 ; 1.-e. of g2 d . c . perce pt~on of E12; 1 

ioe. of ,E2 's d . c . perception of E~s d .c. perceptiqn of ,£2 •
1 

Is it necessary , / McTaggart asks~ that the self if 

it i s to have a separate perception of the per ception, 

must perce~ve it as having qualities which differentiate it 

I 

from the rest of t he percept~ of wh i ch t he self has percep-

t ions at the same time. 1 And the self 's percept ions of 

different t erms mus t be separate, for otherwise t here will 

be overlapping . For example, in the hierarchy outlined 

above, th e d .c. perceptions e. g . in g
1 

of t he terms at the 

same level, viz. £1 and E2 or £11 and £12 , and so on will be 

''separate'' perceptions. McTaggart calls the se perceptions 

separate to convey that there is no part common between 

them; they in fact constitute the set of parts of g
1

• And 

so with £111 and £121 which are d.c. perceptions ~f £11 
and g21 • There is no overlapping between them because they 

too make up one set of parts of g
1

• 

But the perceptions of any two t erms can be separate 

only if the terms are separate, i.e., have qualities which 

1. NE , Sec. 415, p.98. 

\ 
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are perceive~ ~s differentiating them from each other -

cJnd n ot mer
1
ely;\ differentiate th<?m from o:~ch oth0r i.n filet . 

Failing this, the perceptions, e.g. £11 and £12 (in £1 ) will t 

not be differentiated, and hence would not be separate 

perceptions. 

It is to be noted that the emphasis here is not on 

a self's judgi'ng the two perceptions to be differ(!.rt..t , but 

only on his pelrceiving that they differ in respect of aual i

ties. Second!~, the two percept a would be perceived as 

having different qualities , if they were perceved as standing 

in different relations since the latter would produce 
I 

different relational qualiti es. 1 So then there is nothing 

in the present experience which suggests that a self can 

never perceiv~ two percepta simultaneously without its 

perceiving them as having different characteristics. 

The next part of McTaggart's argument is like this . 

It might be suggested that a self ~·s perceptions of 6 and ~ 

as each being ~ might be differentiated in res pe ct of 

some intrinsic psychic qualities, such as intensity, emotional 

tone, etc., the qualities which did not depend upon perceiving 

their percepta - ~ and§- as having different qualities . 

Although he does not regard the argument valid, 

McTaggart does not rule out its possibility either. Plu rality 
t. 

of perceptions, h~ insists, is imposs ible unless the percepta 

are perceived as having different qualities, and the psychic 

qualities referred to above must willy-nilly depend upon 

the former o 

McTaggart offers ano ther consideration in this 

regard , Even if it is possible, he says , that some percepta 

1. lQi£., p.99. 
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could be differentiated otherwis.e then by perce iving 

teem as with different qual i ties , there would come n 

state in the series below. which the t erms in the series 

would have no independent qualities (like intensity etc.) 

other than those determined by their place in the series . 

Let us assume that the secondary part of the firs t grade 

were the las t to have independent qua lit ies . This would 

rre an that a term, of the f irst grade like 1:12 will have a 
' 

quality independent of its characterist ic of being the part 
I 

of P1 , which is a d.c. perception of £2 . On the other hand , 

a t erm of the second grade , viz., E121 wou ld have no such 

quality . Whatever quality it will have will be determined 

by its characteristic of being the part of £1 , which i s 
I 

the d.c. perception of the part of E21which i s the d .c. 

perception of £1 • 

Now, if we consider £1 's second-grade per ce ptions, 

e . g. E112 and P121 , we find, according to McTagqart, that 

although these cannot be differentiated in respe ct of any 

independent quality like intensity etc., yet they must 

be separate part s . (They also cannot be differentiated 

by being at different points in the~ s eries for, acc ording 

to McTaggart, as said above, the whole system of perce p

tions is at the same poin t in the~ series). 1 It follows 

then that in h aving them £1 must be perceiving their 

percept a , l\2 and _p21 , respectively as differen t from 

other in respect of quality. 2 The arg ument will some 

mutatis mutandis, to all E1 ' s d .c. perception s of the 

second or lower grade, e.g., to E1121 • 

1~ 1£i£., Chapter LI, Sec. 615, p . 275. 

2 . Ibid., Sec. 418 , p .lOl. 

each 

apply , 
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\ I . 
As k n xt st ep of the argument, l et us begi n by 

assuming that the secondary parts of the first gtade have 

independent q~alities, but that those of the second ~nd all 

lower qrades do not. It wiJ ·l then be the case thot any two 

secondary parts of the third grades in the series will be 

perceptions of their percep~a as different from each other 

in respect of ~ qualities which are determined by their place 

in the hierarchy, and are not independent. 1 Take, e.g. 

E1212 and Ellil from among the set of lhird-grade secondary 

parts of £1 • As per the preceding argument above, the percepta 

here, E212 and E121 , must be perceived as having dif:erent 

qualities. But £212 and E121 , since they are second- orade 

secondary parts, cannot, by hy pothesis, have independent 
' 

qualities. So f 1212 and f 1121 must be perceptions of the 

percepta E212 and £121 as dissimilar in respect of such quali

ties as are determined by their place in the hierarchy. And 

so, mutatis mutandis, down the ladder. 

This said, there arises the followinq problem . It 

might well be case2that the self £1 should perceive E212 
merely as that part of £2 which has some R (det ermining

correspondence relation) to that part of £
1 

which stands in 

the~ relation to £2 • Likewise, it might well be the 

case that E1 should perceive E121 merely as that part of £1 
which has some R to that part of £2 which stands in the ~ 

~elc~tion to ~1 • Now these descriptions would s uffice

though they are by no means sufficient descriptions - to 
3 

constitute a ''prehended dissimilarity'' between £212 and £121 
in respect of qualities which are determined entirely by their 

position in the series, and which are not indepe ndent. And 

~----------------·----------------------------
1. Ibid. 

2. Here I have generally followed Broad • .Q!kcit., II, 
Pt.I, p.213o 

3- ~bicl. 
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yet it is possible that P1212 and g1121 might not be 

perceptions of g 212 and g121 as pJrcep~ions , wh chis, as 
' 

we saw at the start,precisely what McTrgp art is anxious to 

prove. 

He he :t invokes Ia prin¢iple - call ed ' 'perceptual 

determind.cy ' ', by Geach1 - wh ch we have already had occas i on 

to refer toA The det , rmining coriespondence, he says , is 

'' a generic harac1er~ s tic, which, whenever it occurs , must 

occur in som~ s pec~fi 1 form .•• 2 That is, it is impossible to 

thind as possessing a det erminable characteristic 

without it as possessing a certain det erminate 

form of ha determinable. This is how, McTaogart points out , 

j udgemen~ d'ffers fro~ perception, I can judg e, for examole, 

that the ley j s of the f irst Prime Minister of India had some 

colour without knowing what colour they had . But I cannot 

perceive la i g ure as coloured without perceiving a certain 

determinate colour. So, McTaggart says, if e . g . £212 i s 

gerceived as s tanding in some E, it must be perceived as 
\ 
~ 

standing in a certain determinate (form of that) relation . 

And if this relation b e that of '' perception ' ', then £212 
will be perceived as standing in ~ r elation . Similarly 

if .E121 is perceived as st'anding in s om e su ch relation ,B, 

it will be perce ived as standing in this relation . So g 1212 
I 

will be a perception of ,E212 ~ a perception , and ,E1121 will 

be a perception of £121 ~ a perception. 

We now pass to th e argument 3 which1 besides fur ther 

s howing that perception s are pe rce ived as perceptions , attempts 

-------------------------------------------------
1. Qp . cit ., p .l25 . 

2 . NE, Sec.418 , p .l02 . 

3 . Cf . Ibid ., Sec . 419. 
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to prove th a t selves also must be perceived~~ selves . 

We shall begin by supposing, ~s we supposed previously , 

that the secondar~ part s of th e first-grade are the last to 

have ind ependent qualities . (Though i t is jmpossible , 

according to McTa1ggart, that every one of the i nfinite number 

of parts should h~ve qua lities other than thos e determined 

by determining correspondence, it is possible , he says , 

that there be par t s for any finite number of grades wh ich 

have independent uali't ies .') l Let us consider, e . g ., .E 112 

and £12 1 which are secondary parts of the second orade . 

Since every perception is one g rade lower than its pe rceptttmi 

P112 and P121 are d.c. perceptions of the pe rcepta ,.E12 and 1:21 

respe ctively, which are a grade above the former. As such 

1:112 and 1:1 2 1 must be percepti ons of 1:12 and 1:21 as different 

from each other in respect of some quality. Bu t, now, since 

P12 and £21 are secondary parts of the first gra=e, they, by 

hypothesis, possess qualities independent of their pos it ion 

in the hierarchy. So it is possible that £
112 

might be a 

perception of 1:12 ashhaving some quality g, and not as having 

any other (l i ke bein~ a ·d.c. perception of), a nd so not being 

a perception a t a11. 2 An d so with £121 • It would the n seem 

that £112 and £12 1 could be separate perceptions without 

perceiving their percepta- £12 and £21 - as d .c. perceptions . 

In t he same way, consider two seconda ry pa rts of the 

first grade, viz. £11 and £
12

• Firstly, th ey wil l, by hypo

thesis, have indep~~dent qualities, and thus migh t nrima fa cie 

be separate in respect of some intrinsi c qualiti es , and withou t 

being percep tions of their percep ta, P1 and P2 , as d iss imilar 

1. Ibid ., Se c. 418, p.lOl.; also see I b i d ., Sec . 225 . 

2 . l£12., Sec. 419, p.lO~. 

... 
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in any respect. And, second('y , even if they are perceptions ..._.. 

of £1 and £2 as differing in respect of some quality, they 

need not be ~f rceptions of P1 and £2 as different selves. 

For, after all , being in the zero grade , £1 and £2 will have 

independent characteristics and thus might be perceived as 

dissimilar in respect of certain qualities which miaht not 

include the qpality of being a self . 1 

Now, in reply to the above, McTaggart says that it 
, I 

is difficult to visualize what characteristics the selves 

could possibly possess which shoul d distinguish them from 

each other, a~d '' which were such that the selves .could be 

perceived as having them without being perceived as selves. •• 2 

And so with p~rceptions. But he thinks there are other 

positive reasons for rejecting the possibilities outlined above . 

And we shall now have a look at these. 

Consider a secondary part of the third grade , viz. 

£1212 • Its percept~ is £212 • We have already seen above 
\ 

that it, i.e. £1212, is a perception in £1 of £212 which is 

a perception in £2 of £12 • Now unless £1 perceived £2 as a 

self it could not perceive E212 as a perception in £2 . So 

we can conclude that £1 must perceive £2 as a self. Therefore, 

£12 which is £1 •s d.c. perception of E2 must perceive E2 as 

a self. If it had been £11~ 1 instead of £1212 , results would 

have been similar . Therefore, first-grade secondary parts 

of £1 - viz. £11 and P12 - must be d.c. perceptions of their 

percepta as selves. And since these percepta - E1 and £2 -

are selves, the perceptions g11 and g12 mus t be correct. 

Let us now have a look at £121 • As the diagram shows, 

thi s is a part of £12 , and is a ''necessary consequence'' of 

1. Ibid . 

2 . lill· 
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the d.c. conditions. We find that both the terms £121 
and g12 are perceptions. Now there is the principle1 (see 

above) that one p~ rception can be part of another perception 

only if the self t hat owns them both petceives the oq;ect of 

the former as pnrt of the object of the lat ter. Now the 
I 

object of £ 121 is £21 and the object of £12 is £2 • And thus 

£1 must perceive P21 as a part of E
2

• And we have seen above, 

when considerino P1212, that E
1 

must perceive E
2 

1s n self . 

It follows then that 21 must perceive 221 as a pert of some

thing which he pP.rceives as a self . 

And now consider £1212 • As the diagram shows, this 

is a part of P121 , and is a ''necess a ry conseauence'' of 

the d .c. conditions . We find that both E1212 and E121 ~ re 

perceptions . Therefore, as per the principle mentionPd ~bove. 

£1 must perceive the object of E1212 as pa rt of the object of 

P 121 • > _ __ "> And the object of 21212 
is £212 and that of P121 is P21 • £1 must therefore perceive 

g21 as a whole of which 2212 is a part. And we know that 21 
must perceive g212 as a perception. Since g212 belongs to the 

second grade, £1212 - which is 21 •s perc~ption of £212 -

belongs to the third grade . And, by hypothesis , al l such 

terms are perceptions of their percepta as d.c. perceptions . 

It emerges then that £ 1 must perceive E21 (i) as a 

part of E2 which it perceives as a self , and (ii) as a whole 

which contains a part which it i.e. £1 , perceives as a percep

tion. 2 McTaggart argues that anything which is perceived as 

having these two characteristics must be considered as ''h aving 

the nature of perception .•• 3 

\ 
1. lhiQ., Sec . • 413. 

2 o Ibid ., Sec . 419 , p .l04. 

3 . Ibid . 
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We ili reach the same conclusions with regard to 

other first-grade secondary parts , viz. E11 , g12 and £22 • 

Finally McTaqgart considers the question as to what 

kinds of particulars would '' have ~he nature of perceptio~s '' 
without being perceptions themselves. Such a particulnr, 

McTaggart say~, could either be a group of perceptions, or 

a pa rt of a perception . We saw above that £1 must perceive 

g21 e . g . as having the nature of a perception. The ouestion 

now is : Could £1 perceive g21 (i) as a group of perceptibns 

without pe ce ving it as a perception, or (ii) as a part nf 

a percepti f n, without ~erceiving it as a perce ption . 1 

McTaggart 's ·~ply2 to this is in the negative, and 

is as follows. To be a perception, say of ~' as a relational 

quality, which involves h as ,a constituent. Now a term cannot 

be perceived as having this r~lational quality , unless the 

term his also perceived . As McTaggart puts it, ''It is not 

possible to perceive anything as a perception without ~ercet~} 
3 it s perceptum.'' It follows then that E1 could not perceive 

g21 as a perception of the perceptum £1 unless it also perceived 

f 1 • McTaggart's language in this argument is less than elegant-
4 Broad calls it ''disgracefu lly bad'' - but the above seems to 

be the general meaning of his. 

1. It may be noticed that P21 is in fact a group of 
perceptions, if one is to go by McTaqgart's termi
nology . Because two second- grade d.c . perceptions , 
viz. £211 and £212 are a set of parts of it. It 
(P21 ) is however not a part of perception. For it 

is a first-grade secondary part and is a part of £2 -
which is a self - but not of any perceptiono 

2 . ~' Sec. 419, p .l04. 

3. lQi£. 

4. Broad, op.cit., II, Pt.I , p.217 . 
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McT 9gg 'rt then concludes that jn determining corres

pondence the selves must be perceiv~d as selve s and the 
I 

perceptions a ~ per6eptions, and that therefore th~re is no 

room for erroneous perception in this case. 

Broad h~s expressed his greai admiration for 

' 'McTaggart's power to construct and express such an intri-

cate bit of repsoning without the help of a diaqra~ and with 
I I 

his own very imperfect n1otation. I very much doubt whether 

any other philosopher could have done such a t hing .' ,l 

I 2 
In his €omments on McTaggart's long a r gume nt, droaCi 

characterizies the various propositions of McTaggart's as 

generally '~valid'' or 1 'plausible enough'', qive n McTaggart's 
I 

assumptions 'wherever they are made. However one point of 

criticism made by Broad deserve notice. McTaggart has held 

that there mus\ be a stage in the infinite3 series lower 

than which no term has a quality independent of its position 

in the determining correspondence hierarchy. He finds it 

incredible 4 that there should be infinite number of independent 

qualities distributed on general principle among infinite 

number of substances which constitute the det ermining corres 

pondence hierarchy. Broad doubts whether this proposition 

follows from anything that McTaggart has proved. :ve may reply 

that the propositi on follows if we grant, with McTaggart, the 

infinity of the series. If however we do not do so , or if 

the series is in~ not infinite, then as McTaggart himself 

1. Ibid., p.218. 

2. lli.9• f PP• 218-221. I 

3. McTaggart emphasizes that this result follows only 
from the infinity of the series. It might be oossible, 
he says, that all or some parts for any finite number· 
of grades might have qualities not determined by 
determining correspondence. Cf. NE, Sec. 225. 

4. Ibid., Sec. 190. 
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a dmits1 , there may be t erms Which have qua lities independen t 

of their po$ition in the hierarchy. 

2 Secondly, Broad argues that even if this be grqn t ed 

McTaggart' s conclusi on does not follow. ''For there i9 ~ 

no need for all these qualities to be different.' •3 The 
I 

qualitatively different natures required by th,e princi~le 1 of 

the Dissimil arity of the Diverse are now provided by dete~-

mining correspondence. Thus the independent oualities will 

not have t 6 perform the function of discriminating substances 

s ince they would a l ready be discriminated by their place in 

the series . Therefore, Broad continues, many different terms 

in the hierarchy might ''share in'' a quality not entailed by 

their position in the series . ''And so some qualities might 

be present at every stage without being infinitely numerous 
' ' and without leading to the kind of situation which ~cTagaart 

rejects in Section 190 as incredible.•• 4 

Now we find Broad's suggestion unintelligble. It is 

not clear whether the said common qualities will form, either 

by themselves or in conjunction with other qualities which are 
I 

determined by their position in the series, sufficient descrip

tions of the particul ars concerned. And further whether this 

sufficient descrption thus formed will include the fact of a 

particular being a self or a perception or not. If they 

do not form or contribute in forming sufficient descriptions, 

their existence becomes redundant in the s ense that they will 

have no bearing on the question of perception of selves as 

1. See footnote 3 ·l't\f\ p· 2.0'7 

2. Broa£, Examination, I, p. 396. 

3. lbid. 

4. Ibid. 



209 
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selves and of perceptions as perceptions . This ouestion 

wil l then be decided in th e way suggested by McTaggart 

(see above). And if they give sufficient descriptions 

which include t he fact of a parti cu l ar being a self or a 

percepti on , a s the case may be, then t hat too goes in 

McTaggart's favour . Becuase the ~urpose of assuminq such 

qualities was only to show that substances could be descri-

minated from each other in respect of qualities which did 

not includ ~ the quality 
I 

of being a se l f or a pe r cepti on . 

And thiS i~ now no longer the case . Finally, infinit~ of 

'' ultimate occurrences' •1 is not the only rea son cited bv 

McTaggart tp ref~te the suggest ion of qualities exis ting 

otherwise than as de t erm ined by determining correspondence . 

He finds it incredible to think that there could be oualities 

su ch that selves could be perceived as having them without 

being perceived as selves. 2 Broad might reply that the 
ltv_ 

qualities McTagg art envisag;s will not servefpurpose of 

discriminating selves or perceptions7 th is having been already 

done by determining correspondence. If so , we may well enter

tain these harmless qualities. Only th at does not affect 

McTaggart's posi tion~ 

Now at this point it would be worthwhil ~ to make a 

p au se , , have a look back, a nd try to sum up , what has gone 
.~ 

bef~e . We have s o far discussed1 in this ch apt er , three 

kinds of particulars , viz. material or physical thinqs , sense-

data, a nd selves and their experiences . And if we combine 

ou r discussion with some of the related thinos that·McTagga rt 

h as to say i n Chapter XXXVIII of JiS, then McTaggart has 

cla ime d t o have proved the following propositions . (i) S~lves 

lo Sec . 190. 

2 . I b i d ., Sec . 419 , p. 103 . 
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and their experiences successfully comply with the condi __ 

tions · of infinite differentiati on an~ determining corres-

' pondence pr9viged that these selves and their experiences 
I I 

had certain quqlities anm stood in certain relations. These 

assumptions h aV~e Qee n formulated by McTaggart; his effort 
' ;, 

has been to show that these assumptions are not inconsistent 
I 

with what we, kn1ow about selves and their experiences through 

introspection, e ven thoug h it might appear that they do not 

seem, in the p~esent experience, to have the required character

istics : The conclusion is that selves (and their experience~ 
I 

are entitled to be called (spiritual) substances. (ii) Experi

ence suggest$ n ~ other determining correspondence hierarchy 
I 

than the one in which the primary parts are selves ; in which 

the secondary parts are those selves' d . c. perceptions of 

themselves , of each other, and of their own and each other's 

d.c . perceptions; and in which the determining correspondence 

relation is '' being a perception of''· (iii) Material things 

or sensa do not conform to the conditions of infinite differen-

tiation and determining correspondence in respect of their 

spatial, temporal, or '' extensible '' charaiteristics, either 

individually or collectively. In the Chapter XXXVIII headed 

'Idealism' McTaggart claims to prove certain addit~onal 

propositions on the same theme, and we can mention them in 

continuation. (iv) Spiritual and spatial characteris tics are 

incompatible . Experience affords us no clue jn this regard. 

''It is clearly impossible that a self or a perception could 

be, for example, six inches across and globular. ,,l The 

same applies, mutatis mutandis to sensa! qualities. 2 So 

1. NE, Sec . 430. McTaggart adds. : ''The more I try to 
accept as possible a self which is globular, the more 
~ find that I s lip away to one of two other ideas -
the idea of two closely connected substances, of which 
one is a self and one is globular, and the idea of a 
substance which really is a self , and is misperceived 
as being globularo And neither of these, of course, is 
the idea of a globular self. '' Ibid. See further details 
there . 

2 . Cf . Ib1d.; also Sec. 429 . 

\ 
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the par,tic'ltlars which had rna t er ial or sensal character-

istics cou~d not fulfil the conditions by posressina 
I 

additionali\Ly spiritual chracteristids. (v) This leads, to 

the result that no particu l ar can be a material thing or a 

sensum, unless there
1 
is, besides its material or sensal 

I 
charact~ri ~tics , a dimension to it which (though) we fin~ incon-

ceivable empirically and which enables it to conform to the 

two conditions in some inscrutable way. (vi) 1\'ie may tner~fore 

dismiss the' proposal ,of which we can h2 ve no conception even 

in bare outline, and may therefore conclude that no parti-

culars are material or sensal, though many are perceived as 

sensal and many are , to use Price's expression, '' perceptually 

accepted •1 as material. 

Now this do\.trine that all existent particu lars are 

spiritua l and that nothing with material or sensal character

istics exists, McTaqgart gives the name .of ''ldealism .••2 

He prefers the words ''Spiritualism'' or ''Psychism'' bu t 

finds the former as appropriated to a different belief and 

the latter as havina misleading associations with psy chology . 
. I 

Broad suggests the name ''Mentalism'', which he borrows from 

Sidgwick 3 and calls McTaggart's philosophy as ''a form of 

Mentalism .•• 4 Stephen C. Pepper gives the name '' 0r ganicism•• 5 

to what goes by the name of • 'Idealism'' with a belief in the 

Absolute. We however prefer to retain, after McTagga rt, the 

1. H.H. Price, PerceptiQD, p. 142. 

2 . ~, Sec. 432. 

3. 

/ 

Cf. Henry Sidgwick, Lectures on the Philosoohy of Kant 
~Co (London : MacMi llan and Co. Ltd ., 1905) , p .227 . 
Sidgwick uses the term ''Mentalism'' for T.H. Green ' s 
thought (p.227), andttdefines it as ''the philosophical 
view that resolves~~l~ogether into mental elements .'' 
(p. 238 ). 

4. C.D. Broad, Examination, II, Pt.I, p.254. 

5. World Hypotheses.: A Stud~ in Evidence (Berkeley,and 
Los Angeles : University of CAlifornia Press)GU.)Chapter XI. 

I 
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name ''Idealism'' f or hi s d o~trine . We mRy now proceed 

to notice some of its promine nt features. 

McTagqart ' s I dea lism 

Firstly, McTaggart's ideali s m i s g ov e r ned by ont ologi

cal considerat i ons. (McT aggart care s l i t t ~ P for a theory 

of knowledge, or ev,en for knowl edge1 which · he doe s not coun t, 

as we shall later s ee, am ona t he ment a l st a t es). I n th i s 
' 

his idealis m resembles the i deali sm of Leibniz and .di ffers from 
l 

that of e. g . Ber l< eley. Aga in, McTagga rt' s theor y con ct:u-es 

the selves as a set of primary parts of the uni ve r s e , mu ch 
' 

as Leibniz postulat~s his monpds as prima ry unit s of h is 

universeo And aga i@ while the monads of Leibni z are i nfin i te 

in number, McTag~ art at least does not rule out t h e possi-

bility that selves may be infinite in number. The r e is aga in 

affinity between the two as regards the pl a ce of percepti on 

in the life of selves/monads. In McTaggart, per cepti on is 

the only form of mental activity admitted in re spect of s elves. 

And an important central principle of Leibniz' s t hought is 

the ''idealizing of ~11 substance' •1 , by regarding the 

substance as throughout perceptive or 'representativ e ' o r 

'expressive.' In his Monadology, Leibniz says th e following 

about perception : ''The passing state, which involves a nd 

represents a plurality within the unit or simple subs t ance, 

I ' 

is nothing other than what is called perception, whi ch mus t 
\ 

be carefully distinguished from appreception or cons ciousness.' •2 

Russell rightly draws pointed attention to this as pe ct of 

Leibniz's view of perception. 3 And just as McTaggart belives 

1. Robert Latta, ''Introduction'', The Monadolooy etc.,p.l27. 

2. ''Mona dology' ', 14 in G.H.R. Parkinson(ed .), Le i bniz 
Philosoph i cal Writings (London : Dent, PB, r ep.l983; 
1s t ed. 1934), p.lBO. • 

3. Russell r emarks : ''Thus perception miohtss eem to be 
hardly distinguishable from the pre-established harmony, 
and to amount only to the asse~tion that eve ry state of 
a monad corresponds, according to some law, with the 
simultaneous state of every other monad ••• There is, 

••• contd ••• 
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that there can be act ) o~ conscio~snessl inc~u~:Hng re:rception 

without being f-c~ns 1ci jus (see ourl cfi aptecr: I), Leibniz 

,too believed th there/ could be jperc ptiqns of whi~h one 

was not cons , io j" \~ ~wJre 1 Both, in iderhall y, a'gpin, 

resort to confu 
1
ed p~rception tol expl _in ~ertain th~ngs. 

I I 

I 

It is true t 1at i'Leibniz at tributes pe cepiion even , to the 

lower clas ~ e o mon~dJ, tut th J impo tan~e he as~·gns to 

perception a a rela~ion pf harJ ony betwe~n the qu 
1

1ities 
I 

of individua s bsta~c~s is unmistakable. We shall see tha~ 

in McTa?gaH muj ual ~e~cept{on of selves (as coloured by lo~e) 
ensures the an ony ~ a~d the organic unity of the universe. 

Besides, evan ~ugry Lei~niz's substance is simple, and 

McTaggart 1 s leo , pound, Lei-bnizian substance also, if McTaggart 

is to be believed, may be said to have," since perceptive, 

an internal structure of its own2 , m\lch in the fashion of 

McTaggart's substance. It is again to be noticed that even 

though Leibniz's monads are 'windowless''and exclude each 

other, while McTaggart's selves have windows and are mutually 

related in the closest possible way, Leibniz too cannot in 

the final analysis afford to leave his universe in chaos, 

and has therefore to introduce the principle - however 

unexplainable it may further appear - of 'pre-established 

harmony', such that substances form a system of 'harmony and 

Footnote 3. contd ••• 

r 
I 

I 
I 

however, one element in perception, namely the synthesis 
or expression of the multitude, which ts not involved 

1. 

2. 

in pre-established harmony alone; and this element 
accordingly must be remembered and emphasized.'' Bertrand 
Russell, A Critical_§xposition of the Philo~hy of 
Leibni~, p. 133. 

Leibniz says : ''And here lies the great mis take of the 
Cartesinans, that they took no account ~f perception 
which are not apperceived.'' ''Monadolo(y ' ', 14, in 
Parkinson, op.ci.t. Also see ''New Essays on the Hur:1an 
Understanding'', in Parkinson, £~11., p.l~5. 
Leibniz makes an important statement in Monadolo1y: '•Wt 
ourselves experience plura~ity within a simple substance, 
when we find that the leas~thought which we apperceive 
involves a variety in its object. So everyone who ack
nowledes that the soul is a simple substance must ack
nowledq e t h.is plurality with in the monad. ' ' Mona dol oay_, 
16 in Parkinson, ££.cit., p.l81. 
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mutual comp3t bi ity' s? the need- s~ far as the need 

is concerned - for order and harmony ~s as great anJ urgent 
' \, 

in Leibniz as in McTagg~rtl - as w:~lh,ll see in detf il in 

Chapter Five. e affihi~y ' ~boutll a~ diffident an~ which 

we appear to discern 
1

be.tween Leil;:>niz and McTagga rt concerns 

I . I 
the question 

the category 

of •subje dt• i We h bve s~en that McT~q~ar t ad~~ts 
r I 1 1 of substance and regards the self as a subst ance 

' ontoloCJicall j s 

of subje et. 

eakir g 1- r· hile ht doet not admi t the cr~teg ory 

And t l is despite the fact that he regards 

eivable i self-consciqusness . It is surprising the self as 

that even le"bn "z, als ;in /opposition to Descartes , does not 

conceive the ' Egb to be a jpure subject, whose essence is 

immediate self~certainty. No monad according to Leibniz can 

be a pure subject, while each monad is a substance. And the 

self-consciousness of a monad is not a rea s on for its existence 

but merely represents a difference in degree of quali ty between 

it and the monads lower in, the hierarchy. 1 We~' therefore , 

Egos before we kno~ ourselves to be Egos. This however, does 

not mean that Leibniz belittles self-consciousness; only he 

draws out different implications from it from what Descrates 

did. After all, it is only a self-conscious spirit can be 

a retional soul and register truths that are eternal and 

necessary. 2 

There are however certain points of dissimilarity 

between McTaggart and Leibniz, and they deserve to be briefly 

1. Leibniz says : ''To say 1 think therefore l....@.!!l is not 
really to prove existence from thought, since to think 
and i£ be thinking are one and the same, and to say 
I am thinkina is already to say I am.'' New Essays 
on Hu~~nderstanding, Bk. IV, Ch.7, Sec. 7. Cf. also 
''Monadology' ', 19 in Latta, p.230. Here Leibniz 
draws gradations of monads according as they possess 
lesser or greater perception or self-consciousness. 

2. IQig., 29 ~n Latta, p.233. 
'~ 
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noticed. The ~ir~t is that there is nothing in McTaggart 's 
I 

system correspondang to the hierarchies of dominant monads 

~nd organisms (o bodies) 1hich are part of Leibniz's meta

physics. According to Leibniz, a certain monad s t ands , in 
I I I 

an asymmetrical relation, to a certain group of subsltances, 

and every differen t monad stands in the same relation to a 

different groJp &f substantes. 1 Thi s ~s the relation of 

being the dominant (or the ruling) Monad of that compound 

substance (organtsm ). 2 The dominant Monad differs from others 

in the degree j of distinct perception that it has. So in 

other words the relation between the 'dominant Mona~ ~nd the 

compound substance is similar to the relation between two 

elements, act~vJ and passive; the ruling Monad is the entelechy 

or soul of the compound substance, while its body is a pheno-

menal aggregate every part of which implies a soul. There 

are certain monads, viz. angelic and human souls,which are 

rulers of org a nisms but do not themselves form p~rts of any 

organism of any other ruling Monad. Each such unruled Monad 

comes at the head of a certain descending hierarchy of monads. 

For every member in the group which j.t rules is the ruling 

Monad of a group of lower monads. So, starting from an unruled 

ruler, we find down the ladder ~ hierarchy of subordinate 

(ruling) monads. And the number of monads in each grade cl 

such a hierarchy is greater than that in the grade above it. 

' One might here try. to see some superficial analogy between 

the above and McTaggart's determining correspondence hierarchies. 

But nothinn would be farther from the truth. Leibniz ' s hier-

archies start each of them with a single (unruled) ruling Monad. 

Each of McTagg art's determining correspondence hierarchies 

start with a minimum of two se lves , so that each se lf is 

1. 1Qi9., 70 in Latta, p.257. 

2. 1£12., 63. See notes in Latta, p.253. 
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the very 9bv'ous fact that for many years McTagga~t remained 
1 

a keen student of Hegel and contributed three of his 

important - though controversial - work s to the study of 
' I I 

Hegelianism: in fact, he is often counted as a member of 

the British Neo-Heqelian school. But th ought always runs 

it s own cour r and ~nftuences , conscious or un cons cious 

have their own way of asserting themselves . Saying anything 

beyond this at this juncture would take us far afieldo 
I 

Dissimilarity of Selves 

Througrout our 4iscussion of the nature of selves 

we have aJ suJed that selves are disimilar to each other , 

for in order th at determining correspondence could yield an 

infinite ser~es of parts within parts it was necessary th a t 

we should start with prim~ ry constituent s which were d i ss i-

mil ar . So , now the question is, in what way are the selves 

dissimilar td one another . McTaggart discusses the question 

in Chapter XLII and comes to the conclusion that there is 

no one special way of deciding between di ff erent possibi-

litieso 

One very minimal and external way of distinguishing 

between the se l ves might be the following. 1 A certain self 

b might be discriminated from a host of others by the fact 

that it had a differntiating oroup of m members. Aga in, 

from all oth e r selves whose differentiating groups also have 

m members, it mig ht be distinguished by the fact that one 

member of it s differentiating group has a differe ntiating 

group of n members, one member who had a differe ntiatinG 

group of Q members , and So· ono This being so, ~ could be 

1. ~' Sec . 484o 

/ 
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s uffi ciently described as ''the self which has a differen-

tiating group of m members one of which ha s a d i ffere ntia

ting group of rl members etc.'' Now it is conceivable t hat 

the selves could b e sufficiently described only in this 

external way . 'And this also is conceivable th~t this mioht 

be the only sort of su fficient description that w~s around 

for some s e lves . However, t his need not be the caseo 

Selves , ~g ain, mig)1t be discriminnted in terms of 

orig inal qua ~ ities. McTagq art says tha t there is little 

room for much vari a t ion am ong origi nal qualities of selves. 

He however thin~s that even if all the selves sh ?. re the sa~e 

qual i ties , the difference among them mi ~ht cons ist i n a 

varia t ion in the intensitjes a nd other dimensions of these 

1 . t. 1 qua 1. 1.es. Pe rception could vary in intensity , and so 

could acquie scence and other emotions . One self e . q . could 

be s ufficiently described a s '' the one which is pP. rceived 

by all selves .'' And every other self might be sufficie -tly 

descri ed as '' t) ;e se lf which loves wi th such and s uch 
\ 

intensity the only se lf whi ch is perceived by all ot her 

selves .'' 

McTaggar t visualizes yet anot her possibility . There 

might be, he says , qualit a t i ve d ifferen ces - other than 

dissimil a r i t ies in emotional quality - between the percep-
I 

tions which different se l ves h ~ve of the same perceptumo 

'' The same words can be pronounced in di f ferent tones . The 
2 

same de s i g n can be drawn in different co lours . ' ' S ince 

1. NE , Se c . 485 . The t alk of variat ion in i nten
si ties of qualitie s , etc . i s to be unders tood 
in the light of the fact th~t different se lves 
a r e in many ways qual i tative l y ?. l i~e . En ch 
self perceives other se lves , a nd parts of them, 
a~d ha s nothing but percept ions as content . 
All s uch percept ions again are v oli tions or states 
of love , se l f-reverence etc . Ibid . 

2 . l£i2 • Sec . 486. 
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there is no limit, in minuteness , to variati.on in such 

qualities, there is no reason why selves, wh a tev e r their 

number, should not be differentjated in the mannero 

McTaqgart suqg~sts that if it is the cas e th at a sel f has 
I 

some particular SPlves in his differentiat in~ q r oun , it 

m~y be that some special relation exist s between t he t one

quality of a given self's perceptions and t he t onP-~ua~ i . i e s 

of the p~ rceptions in the s e lves of hi s d if fe r e ntiA ting 

qroup. Thjs relation ne~d not be~ relation of '' snecial'' 

similarity ; and it miqht eouallv well be a re l at ion of 

'' complementary '' differenceo 1 

\ 
e ' all various possible ways in whi ch , McT a~g art 

thinks, the di similarity of selves which i s so essential 

to his teaching and which follo·NS from his orinc i ple of the 

Dissimilarity of the Jiveise , could be real i z edo He however 

leaves it perfectly open as to which is the manner in whi ch 

the dissimi larity is in f~ct realizedo 

Some other guestions concerning Selves 

We shall now discuss some fu 1ther questi ons concernina 

selves and determining correspondence , which s o fa r have 

not engaged our attention but which h~v~ immens e metaphys ical 

significanceo The orde r of discussion does not ne cessarily 

determine the order of import ance . McTagga rt haf t hrouqhout 

assumed that the only relation of determini nq corres pondence 

that prevails in the universe i s th at of ''perception '' (or 

'' being a perception of ''). We have to see wha t is its 

b . t . t' 2 ear1ng on ce r a1n ques 1ons. Th e fir s t ques tion that we 

2 . NE , Chapter XXXIX 



220 

have to consider is: (a) Are a ll selves primary parts of 

the universe? So far we have assumed that the primary parts 
I ' 

in the system of determining correspondence are selves, and 

that the secondary parts of all gradations are percertions . 

So selves alone are percipients, anJ they alone ~r~ pr]m~ry 

parts. Now the question is, is it true that if the prima;ry 

parts of the universe are selves, then all the selves are 

rrimary parts? 

McTaggart answers it in t he affi r MaLive , and his 

explanation1 is as follows . The primary parts form a set 

of parts of the universe and they exhaust between t hem all 

the conten~ o the universe. Now suppose there is a certain 

self which is not a primary part. Now anything which i s 

not a primary part must have its content included within 

one or more primary parts. But all the primary pa rt s are 

selves. So t he self which is not a primary part would have 

to be contained in some self or other which is a nrimary 

part. But, as we have seen , it is impossible for one self 

to be part of another self , nor is it possi nle th~t two 

s elves should have a part in common, assuming that the self 

concerned must, alternatively , have a set of pr.rts each of 

which is included in one or other of the primary pM rt s o So 

both the suppositions are rejected. So we are entit led to 

conclude, says McTaggart, that if all primc ry parts are 

selves , then all selves are primary partso 

(b) Is the Univ~rse a Self? McTaqgart answers that the 

Universe cannot be a self , and that it follows from the fact 

that all the selves are primary parts . Were th e universe 

also a self, then it will include other selves, it being 

/ 

1. Ibi d . Sec . 433o 
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either a primary whole or a group of pr ima r y wh oles ; 2nd 

this proposition is impossible in McTanga rt's v iew. We 

have discussed t he auestion in g reat e r detai l in Chapter 

Fiveo 

( c ) Plurality of Selves or Refutation of Solipsism 
I 

This ouestion is a crucial one, and is import a nt for a ny 

philosopher to s ettle - whether or not one in fact pron oun~es 

I 

judgement on the mntter is a different matter - who sub-

scribes, in one w~y or other, to the existence of any othor .. ' ' 

particular besides himself . Those famili a r with Leibniz 

know what fas c inating answer he g ives t o t he questiono 

McTaggart too i s keen to refute selipsism and prove t hat 

ther e is at ~east more than one self th at exists . Of course 
I 

h e does not ~ettle it empir}cally. 

McTaggart has shown in an ~riori way how det ermining 

correspondence is essential. And in orde r that th ere be a 

determininq correspondence hierarchy, there mus t be a s et o ~ a t 

least two primary parts. All the primary parts of the 

universe are selves, so there must be at least two selves o 

This is how McTagg art refutes solipsism. 

Solipsism may be defined as the doc trine t hAt noth ing 

exists beyond the pe rson who holds the bel i ~ f and his 

experiences. Now solipsism could be t 2ckled in two d i :fer ent 

ways, since it combines two propositions. {a) One way cou ld 

be to try to show th at a person was not at a ll justi f' ed in 

being absolutely certain of the existence of h is own self 

or his experiences which do not then exist. Or , (b) one 

mi ght attempt to show that a person is completely j ustified 

in believing with certainly in the ex i s te nc e of other selves 

and -their experienceso 
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to f efutj so~ipsism by ~ the fir~t 

method . self, a c ording to Bradley, rests on an I 

''intellectJai con~tri ction'' ''bfs ed 1on, and i ttself tr~nsce-

d . i J. t I . , , 1 Ih I . .r th I ~ n ~ng, mme "11a e exper~ence o e mean~ng , 1 ~1n o er worus , 
I ~ 

is that a person is not certain of his self any more th$n I 

he is certain of other selves or things. Each persnn's I ; . 1 

belief in t~e existence of his self and of his past exp~r- i 
I . I I 

. . I 
ience and h~s belief }n the existence of others selves ?nd 

their exReri'ences are both r leacher ''indirect ly~ and thr~ugll 

a proces o inference.••2 That is, both these bel i fs~ 
I I ~ I 

to use Broa 's terminplogy, are ''epistemologically der~-

vative'' 3 If this .Jnf~ence do'es not q iv e me any groLnd 

for beli lvi g in l the ~x iste~ce of anything other than myself , 

it does ~ot give me any ground for believing in myself. So 

that, the cpnclusion follows, a solipsist either has to 

deny himself, or has also to accept the existence of a 

reality outside himself. Now Bradley's argument, even though 

important, is open to question. Even assuming that one's 

own and the other ' s existence are both inferred existences 

and so epistomo~bgical ly derivative, one can very well ask 

whether it c~nnot be fairly maintained that one ' s belief 

in the existence of oneself is better founded ~nd more 

nearly prob~ble than one's.inferred belief in the existence 

of other selves o 

I This argum~nt i s of course not available to McTaggart, 

for he believes that each self perceives itself and its 

lo .,8.QQearance and Reality , p. 465. Cf . al·so 
Chapter XXIo 

2o lbid, P• 220o 

3 . ,/ Broad, Examination , II, Pt. I, p. 259o 
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experienceso His argument is therefore of the second 

kind, and given his premises (abbut determining corres

pondence etc.), it is conclusive. 

There is however a s~cond argument that McTaggart urges 

. t 1. . 1 
aga~ns so 1ps~smo Each of us, besides perceiving him~elf 

and his experiences, also perceives certain particulars as 
I I 

sensa. Now if these sensa, or what appear to be sensa,' 

were not states of the self concerned - and t his seems to 
I 

McTaggart nearly the most probable .... view- it wou ld be certain 

th~t there are particulars besides 
I 

the self and his exper-
I 

iences, ~ha~ exist; a~d this, according to McTaggart, would 

almost conclusively refute solipsism. But yet McTaggart 

prefers h~s ~etermining correspondenc e argument for two 
I 

reasonso Firstly some people might not agree to the premise 
I 

of the argument about sensa. And, secondly , even if the 

premise were conceded, the argument would not prove that 

there are other selveso 

Bearing on some further questions 

McTaggart has tried to show that the only determi-

ning correspondence relation is perception and the primary 

parts in the d.c. system are all selves, and that there 

are no other selveso We have now to discuss the bearing 

of this assumption on some of the questions McTaggart left 

open in NE, Volo Io (i) McTaggart says that it still 

remains an open question whether the number of primary parts 

of the universe i.e. selves is finite or infinite, and 

the present assumption about the doc. relation or about the 

primary parts of the universe being se lve s cannot dec ide 

the i ss ue., 2 

lo ~!F. , Sec . 435, pp. 122-123o 

2 . Ibid., Seco 436o 
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(ii) It is neither necessary nor impossib lP that eAch 

primary part should have as its different iatin0 group all 

the other primary parts . On the present assurnntion it js 

possible that each self directly percejves all other selyes 

as well as itself, and it js eQually rossible thAt some or 
' 

all selves fail to p0rceive some selveso 

Now it is true th~t , i n my present experience , I 

do not seem ~o perceive ~ selves . But then, in the 

present experience, I also do not seem to perceive a ny 

other self be~ides my own. Opr as,ump~ion on the other 

hand require s thnt I must jn fact pe rceive at least one 
I 

more self. If appeararlces can be deceotive with regard to 

perception! of one self, they may be deceptj ve also when I 
1 

believe that ~ do not perce ive all se lv es . The only r~l~-

vant empirical consideration is the difference in my emo-

tiona! relations to other selveso This would be accounted 

for by the fact that I perceived some selves directly and 

som,e not. But here again appearances may prove to be dece

ptive. So the question must r emain undecided o1 

(iii) Th e possibility still remains open that there should 

be primary parts to which no secondary parts of any primary 

parts s t and in any d.c. relationo Which means, on the above 

assumption, that there may remain selves which are neither 

perceived by other selves nor by themselves. Such a'self 

would of course not be self-conscious o
2 

But that, says 

McTaggart , constitutes no objection to hi s theory . ~ urther , 

it is possible that while a self i s perceived by some selves ,~~c 

l a tter are not the selves which it perceives . b might be 

1. lbi~, Sec . 437o 

2 . Thi s was discussed in our Chapter Oneo 
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I 
perce·ve by fl and~ . whic~ it did not perceive , and not 

be perceived by~ and F which it did perceive. 1 

(iv) We have just seen in (ii) that it is not necessary 

that a s ~ lf should perceive every other sel f directly. I 

Now it i ~ possible that while Ql i s not determineJ by , that 

is, does not perceive £3 , yet £
1 

mAy perceive .£2 which 

perceive £3 • ~n f uch cases, McTagqart says, .£
1 

is not 

directly determined by ,£3 but is indirectlv determi1ned ny 
I I 

f 3 • This ''ihdire~t determination'' of ,E
1 

by £3 would ~ean, 

since perception is the relation here, that there i s 
2 

''inoire¢t perception'' by .£1 of E3 o It is possible that 

th ~ greater part of a self's cognitions or other selves ~nd 

their states derives from indirect perception . McTaggart 

entertains both the possibilities here. It is possib l e that 

each self indirectly perceives every self which it does 

not perceive directly . 

this should not be the 

But it is equally possible that 
3 caseo Th e re is nothing in the 

general nature of determining correspondence to decide the 

question either way. 

(v) Again, there is nothing in th e nature or relation of 

det ermining correspondence which enables us to decide 

whether the universe is a single pr imary whole or a ''super-

primary '' whole cdmposed of many primary wholes . Any 

pair of selves, one of which perceived the other, must, 

according to McTh~gart,bel ong to the same primary wholeo 

And, therefore, if any self should perceive all others, a ll 

selves would belong to the same primary wholeo But, as 

1. lbi~, Sec . 438. 

2. lbid ., Seco 439. 

3 . Ibid. 
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I 

said ab ve thef~.~ is l no necessity about it. 

le thai P, irs of s el vies, neithe r 

But it is 

also of which 

perceiv s he oth~r, should belong to the same primary 

whole o 
1 ( 

(vi) The prespnt ass~Jmpt ilon eliminatE">s th'' possibility2 
' I 

that there ,i shou Jd i bel several cJifferc nt relations of deitP.r-
1 I I 1: I I 

mining cortespondenc~ either in [d :i: fferent primary wholes I 

or in a si g le primaky who·~~o 3 ,(For now it i~ settled! 1 

I 
that pe ce tion if t~ e only such relation). 

(vii) Th pre~eht assumption ~lso eliminates the pos~iJ 

bility
4 

th t thb r~ may be more t han one '•species'' of 

determi in cotesp+dence extending over the universe. .But 

now, as we have
1 
s~en, there is only one kind of determining 

corresp nd~nce that \can exist. And this exclu ~,es the 

possibility that there might be two or more different sets 

of primary parts in the same primary whole. For now1 since 

the determining correspondence is only of one sort, and 

since the primary parts there are all selves, there cannot 

be more t han one set of them. Every set of parts must make 

up the whole, a nd if there were two sets of primary parts 

of the same whole, one member of one iet would have to 

overlap, or be contained in some membo i or other of the 

other set. And this will involve that a part of one self 

is part of anothero 5 And this, according to McTagqart, 

is impossible. 

2. This was entertained in NE, Sec. 227. 

3. lbid., Sec. 442o 

4. This possibility was entertained in Ibid., 
/ Sec. 228. 

\ 
'~ 

5o lbid., Sec. 442o 
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(viii) The pres ent assumption severely limits thP nuali

ties which the parts of the universe could probably ro~sess. 

The assumntion entails that any independent ch~racteristirs 

that the members of a deter~ining correspondenco hier~rchy 

could po sess must be such as could bnlon0 to selves, or 
I I 

to perceptions of selves or to perceptions of perceot;ons . 

And th~y should be such as to be compatible with th8 fact 

that sel es are non-temporal and h~ve no cog it ~tion~ excent 

t . 1 percep J.onso 

\ 

/ 
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B. SELF , (TIME) AND THE C SERIES 
' -

' 
The reality of time has often ~een auestionedo 

There is a long and impressive tradition beginning with 

Parmenides a nd Plato and runni ng through Spi noza , . Leibniz, 
I I 

He~el and Brad ley which ~ubscribes to this conviction . 

All of t hem have rejected in one way or other the claims 

of Time to be considered as among the att ributes of the 
~ 

Heal. McTaqgart here joins t il~" compan,y of moe;~ lqie;'llistc;o 

And although, as Ge~ch urges, he does rot dese~ve,to be 

rem~mbered ~rily fo r hi s ~rgument aga in$t Time, the lattPr 

clenrly ''is one of the greatest of philosoohical a ~-~ 

as the l arge number of mu tually inconsis tent repetitions 

1 
oug~t to show ' 'o Unlike others, howev er, McTaogart does 

I 

not remain conte nt with a mere denia l of the reality of 

time , but g oes on to, explain - methodically - how we come 

to have th e illusion t hat make s us see rea lity in essen

iiaily temporal t erms . It i s in this that his remarkable 

oriqinality consists, a nd it is this which sets him apart 

from the rest of themo 

We shal l not here ent e r into McTaggart ' s analvsis 

of the phen omenology of Time nor shall we go into his 

a r guments - celebrated and of t-quoted as they are - in 

re futati on of Time . Our conc ern is d i fferent and limited. 

We propose only t o notice in brief some of the more 

important features of the non-t emporal reality which , 

according to McTaggart, lies behind tempora l appearance , 

a nd which pl ays an important part in th e explanat ion of 

the e rror by which we attribut e temporal characteristics 

to the existent . The re i s a difference between this 

lo P.'I. Geach, op . uit., p. 89o 
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construct ~ve !part of McTaggart's reflections on time and 

the first part. The constructive port i s in t erms of 

McTaggart's own system, and hence is best appreciated 

within the framework of that system. The first destruc-

tive part on the other hand takes off from common-sense 

views of time in an effort to show that time is, to pu t it 

in Bradley's words, ''riddled withl contradictions'', and 

is independent of the principal tenets of McTaggart's 

philosophy; so that the merit of the argument can be deter• 

mined without reference to McTaggart's special doctrines. 

The apparent greater ''vulnerability'' , of the const~uctive 

part however need not infect our estimate of it as a 
I ' 

remarkably well thought out doctrine. 

Befor~ we proceed to deal with this constructive 

the ~ series~ it wo~ld be well to familiarise ourselve~ 
the gist of McTaggart's argument against Time1 : 

part, 

with 

Positions in time, he says, are generally distin

guished in ~ro ways. First, each position is Earlier than 

some and Later than some of the other positions. Second, 

each position is either Past, Present, or Future. The 

first, i.e., the series running from earlier to later, or 

1. N§, Chapter XXXIII. For some other material on 
McTagga~t's treatment of time; see C.D. Broad, 
op.fii., ~ II, Pt.I, Chapter XXXV; M.F. Cleugh, 
''McTaggart'', Time and its import ance in Modern 
Thought (London :Methuen and Co. Ltd., 1937), 
PPo 148-165; P.T. Geach, op.cit., Chapter VII; 
J.R. Lucas, A Treatise on Time and Space (London; 
Methuen and Co. Ltd., 1973), pp.37, 277, 278-279; 
M.A.E. Dummett, 1 ''A defence of McTaggart's Proof 
of the Unreality of Time'', Philosophical Review, 
LXIX (1960), pp. 497-505; D.W. Gotschalk, 
''McTaggart on Time'', Mind, NS, XXXIX (1930), 
pp. 26-42; J .M. S~orter, ' 'The Reality of Time' ', 
Ehilo~hia, Vol.XIV, nos. 3-4, (December 1984), 
pp. 321-329; Hilda D. Oukel~y, ''Time and the Self 

/ in McTaggart's System'', Mind, NS, XXXIX (1930), 
pp. 175-193. 
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\ 
conver~ely , may be called a ~ series • . The second, i. eo 

the s erics runni no from the far p;~s t throu (1h the present 
' 

to the far future may .be called an b serieso 

The B series , to be constituted, requires n l tran

sitive asymmetrical r~lation, and this can be P:th~r the 

relati on of ''earlier than'' or the relati,on of ''later 
I 

than '' o The distinctions- vizo ''earlier'' and latter''-

in the E seri es are permanent, while those in the t se~ies 

vizo Past, Present, and Future - are noto If X is .ever 

earlier'. t~an y, it is always earlier. But an event which 

is now present, was future and will be pasto 

Time involves change , and there would b~ ~~ .._ .:;_,. .: r 
'"'..4 .~ 

nothinrt chanC)ed . 

Although the distinctions jn ~ series are pe rmanent, 

while those in the b series are not, the b series is more 

fundamental and hence essential to time than t~e d series 

for the reason that change is essential to time nnd the 3 

series alone could not give it. So if there is a ny change 

it must be looked for in the ~ serieso 

The £ series however cannot exist except as temporal, 

since the relations of ''earlier '' and '' later '' which 

connect its terms are te ~poral relations. So it follows 

that there can be no ~ series if there is no A series , 

for wi thout an ~ series ~here is no time. McTaggart then 

proceeds to show that the ~ series is inherently contra-

dictory or , alternatively, that to avoid the contradictions 

we must get involved in a vi cious infinite regress . 

So , ~roadly , his argument is as follows: there is 

" no time without change , no change without the B series , 

and therefore no time a t all , and no~ serjes , withou t 
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the h series . There iS no h series , and therefore no time 

and no~ series . 1 

But why does McTaggart reject Time? We notice that 

there are general ly two different kinds of philosophical 
' 

grounds on which the r eality of time has been rejected : one 

formulated from the s tandpoint of the wor l d as object df 

knowledge, and the other from that of the subject as ex peri

encing . The l og ical doctrines of the unreality of time are 

connected with the view of the world as an objective order 

made intelligib~e in a sy stem of propositions which stand 

' in changeless relations to each oth er. The phenomenon pf 

change in time threatens to seriously disrupt the process of 
I 

rationalizing our experience, and so repudiation of it seems 

to fulfil the demand of thought. On the other hand , the 

doctrines w ich are propelled by the desire t o go beyond the 
I 

incessant flu~ of experience, derive from the view of t he 

mind W1 ich, ta s contemplating truth, cannot in reality be 

contemplated as subject to such a flux of changing impressions . 

Such a conception of mind as changeless and eternal seems q 
necessity to pass into a conception of mind as uncircumscribed 

by the confines of individual selfhood. The individual subject 

in its effort' to get beyond the process of change which seems 

to involve itself and all its e xper iences, finds to its despair 

that it cannot over come the illusion so l ong it remains as 

one amongs t numerous subj ects of ex perience : continu ous 

change seems to be involved in the relati ons among these 

subjects. It then appears that ther e is a greater illu-

siont the illusion of separate selves, which prevents our vision 

of the eternal and which therefore nee ds to be seen through . It 

is then natural if the ultima t e unrea lity of the self becomes 

postulate required to seek validiation for the unrea lity 

1. Cf. JoMo Short er , ~£11., p. 32lo 
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of time. This seems well exe~plified in Spinoza 's 
I l 

philosophy. What appears uniq ue in McT aagart's view of 

the unreality of time is th a t w~ile his around f or r eje-
i 

cting time i s the log ical doct~ine of the contradiction 

which infects any propos iti on about any tf"l iw• which is 
subject to cha nge , his plura lism of selves is de term~ned 

by the s . i ritua l doc trine of experienceo If the self o.:tn

not a pre 9: r under t h· ~ ond it ions of time , it is not bee a use 
\ 

it is no~ an 'object aru0 ngs t ob jects. It is for the s "" lf, 

say as subject 1 , that th e supteme values mus t be eternal 

for himo 

This s aid , let us now turn to McTaggart' s further 

treatme~t of time. McTaggart makes the followinq verv 
, 

signific;;ant r emark: ''If we are t o find a single cause for 

error, we must find it in close connection with the appea-

ran ee of time, and with the re ality on which that series 

is based.' •2 McTaggart here seems to make three i mrortant 

points. Firs tly, h e says, time i s in rea lity an appearanc~ o 

Secondly , things appear to us as in time because of a 

certain misperceptiono And thirdly, temporal appearance 

i s very important, for all error is closely connected 

with the primary illusion that we have t ha t thinn s are 

'in' time. But to say that misperception is the source 

of our experience of time is not s ufficient . In order 

th a t misperception should occasion an h series, it must 

be a misperception of something which is a series already, 

though not a time- s erieso 3 This real, non-t emporal seriPS 

1. This however does not amount to accepti ng 
'' subject'' as an ontolog i cal category over and 

/ above ''subs tance' '• 

2. NE , Sec. 52lo 
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,.,.·, cT ~_g a t l) ive the of a~ serieso 1 .The conceptipn 

of SLCh a scriJ s ls esse ti~ l for , when we consider how 

th e ill sion of t lme can arise in the f irst place, we 
I I i ,· I ~ I I . 

find it difficult ! to beii.icvc e i.ther t h;:~ t r~ll the f~ler:1 c;>n ts 
I I 

of an experience are illusory or t hat the serial order is 
I , I 

illusory . ''And it is by no means so difficuJt to ~ dclount 
i ' i 

for the f~cts if we suppose that there is an exister~ ~ 

series.' •
2 

This C series, wh en mis pe rce ived , appealrs !as 
I I I 

an P: seties ( wh j ch a 1 though only apparent, is, 1 ikel th'e 

C serie , pr~mary while !the .§; series is de:tivative) l, 3 land 
I 

in c 1ns quence of this, as a B _series. Now s ince the error 

series 
" 

exil t i inl the percipient self , and not in the per

th e C s er,ies which is mispe r ce i ved by ~ as a t im'"' 

n ~ ~~ in fact in N
4

; the fact however that hl mis-

reprrse~ts ~'s C series as a time-series can be accounted 

for ~nlY by the £ series in Mo
5 

From thi s view of time as 

an error in perceptioni McTaggart draws t he important con

clusion th a t th ere a re as many time- seri .n s as th ·J r e are 

self-conscious s e lves who perceive things as in time, since 

each apparent time-s er ies is in reality a ''series of mis

perc~ptions in the pe rcipient''.6 (This error McTaoga rt 

regards as univers a lly present and ineluctable,
7 

and so 

1. Ibido Sec. 347. 

2o Ibid. This _g series, McTagg art inf orms, i s never 
known in present experience, and its existence is 
only inferrable from the fact of our mi sperception 
of things as in A and U series. I b i d ., Sees. 526 , 
574o - - --

3o lbid., Sec. 348o 

4. .l£.iQ.' Sec. 528 o 

5 . Ibid ., Sec. 529o 

6 . lbid., Sec. 527. 

7. I bid ., Seco ·516o 
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dismisses the mystic's exne rience of the timeless as 

illusoryo
1
) These time-series may of course be so corre

lated with each other as to give meaninq to state~ents 

. t I. t II · 1 • · t · t · · wnc1 1nvo ve ,..., common O• ) Jf?C 1V(~ . Jm<"?-..,,...r,ec;u .~qt 

I 
Mclaggart says that there can be no common time- series 

becc:~u~se strictly speaki ng there can be no tim~-series at 
- : i 

all . ~nd so there cannot be a sinqle objective 4 skries, 

thouqh the plurality of ~ series may be so correlated with 

each olher that we can logically constrJct from t hem some-

thin] like ''the Objective f 

Nature of the C Series 

Mclaggatt next addresses himself to the ouestion c 

to the nature of the ~ series. Clearly it cannot be ~r 

any ~s~ to postulate this series and leave it at that. 

For one could rejoin that there is no stron~ re ason for 

believing in s uch a hypothetical series and that t here is 

oood reason, empirically, t o be li eve in the time-s~Les 

cpmm9nly accepted. In ord0r that there be some presumption 

in favour of the f series, this series must possess 0reater 

explanatory adequacy than the time-series and thereby 
\ .• 

make the latter otioseo 

~ow it may appear that the terms in the~ series 

are those of the determining correspondence serie~; but 

this McTagg?rt rejects. The f series is one- d i mens ional, 

while the determinino correspondence series is two-
' 

d . . 1 2 Jmens1ona : in the latter the te r ms hav e no definite 

place, while they have it in the ordered C series.
3 

And 

3. lbid., Sec. 538o 
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~bove ~11, only one p~rt within ~ny prim~ry r~rt of the 

determininn corre?pondence s0. rics c~n hnVP th~ s~me direct 

determinanto 1 In other words, since ~11 the primary parts 

in the un ivers e are believed to be selves, ~nd all parts 

within those selves to be perceptions, this me~ns th~t in 

the determininq correspondence system (d.c. svstem) each 

self h~s only one perception of any one perc~ptum . On 

the ot~er hand we know that there may be pPrceptions of the 

same ohject~t different times perceptions which aopear as 

judgemen ts or suppositions . I may judge that Caesar died 

in Rome. I may then forget about Caesar and attend to 

Lin coln ' s death in Na~hington , and later on return to the 

fact of Caesar ' s death in Rome . Thus the cont~ nt of my 

judgement (which is r~ally perception) that Caesar aie d 

~ Rome both persists and recurs. And so these pPrceotions 

of the very same objects occur at ~ifferent stages or MY 

f series . And it is also because of this - i . e. becaus e 

of their being separate perceptions of the same perceptum -

that they cannot be two pe rceptions in the d . c . 2 systemo 

So we have to introduce as if a new dimension of each 

self - besides the two dimensions of his d .c. systen -

so as to allow within him room for the vari ous mispercep-

tions of p~esent experience. It then follows that the 

terms of the f series havP. to be simple nnd indivisible, 

and infinite divisibility is possible only if, as we 

have already seen,it is determined by determining 

1. Cf . lbid., Sec . 229o This point has been dis
cussed in Chapter 3(A) of the present worko 

2 . Ibid ., Sec . 539 ; also Seco 530. 
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corresponden~e. 1 But rsince the d.c. percepti ons totall y 

exhaust the self whose states they are, it i s a t f irs t 

sight difficult to conceive how there ca n be r o om i n a 

self for other perceptions of the same object s as ;u ~ 

represented in d.c. pe rcentions. 

McTa~gart resolves thi s by suggest i n~ t hnt ~ self 

G's d.c. nerception of Any obje ct, sny of §. himsel f or ,of 

H or of §ltl, contains within itself the wh ol e gamut of 

'fragmentary' perceptions of the same very objeFt.
2 Si~ce 1 

these fr~omentary (and hence erroneous ) pe rception~ nre 

parts of the d.c. perceptions, their occurrence adds no 
I 

fresh content to the self § th At was not already contained 

in §'s d.c. perceptions. But how to provi de suffici ent 

descriptions for these fragment~ry perceptions or misoerce-

ptions, for they do not, unlike d.c. percerti ons , reo res ~ nt 

their objects as infinitely differentiated . MeT agg art's 

reply is that each term in the~ series i s s uf f icj ently 
t 

described if ,'it can be distinguished from all the other 

terms in the £ series in the sa~e s~lf or the same d . c . 
3 part of a selfo de may use, after McTangart, the symbols 

c , c e t c • , t o me an a · f r a q men t a r y perc e r t i on a t the -x -y 

stage ~ or ~ of the £ series and add any one of them, as 
I 

the case may be, to the sufficient description of the self, 

say g, or its d.c. part, say Qltl: So it would he e. g . £x91~· 

> ~So fragmentary perceptions can be individuated 

1. lbi_sh, Seco 540. McTaqgart adds. ''My view is, 
then, that whenever a self --- appe ars as being 
in time, it is divided in another dime nsion besi
des those of its determining corre spondence parts, 
and that the terms in this fresh dimension form the 
~ series.'' Ibido, Sec. 541. 

2o J b i~, Seco 543o 

3. Ibi_sh, Sec. 542. 
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r I 
I I I 
J Incide~tally, . Lei~niz 1 too uses the ide~ o~ 

conf used perception. McTaggatt ~lso , aqain lik~ Lkibniz, 
I I ! 

uses t his idea to explain away the '' a~parent•• i osbilla
! 

tion~ in the ex t ~nt of a self ' s field of percentlqn with 
' ' 

t im~ . At every st age of a self Q1 s ~ · series , ~~~ fi~ld 
of 'objects which Q perc t:~ ives has the Sf:lme rang~ ; 1 -the lfie1d 

! I --- I I I 

appears to osc ill ate with t ime be caus e s om€ p~tts'of it 
, . 2 I I 

are only confusedly; perceived; that is , they c]:ITJel no~ 
! I 

· I I . 
p~rceived r:~s 1 sepa r ate r:\nd di s tinct objects . I rt~ospec-

n, MpTang~rt says, tells us that our clear ~ n4 definite 
I ' 

I 
pe cept:iohs have a 1 'v~gue ,backoround' ' of confwsed 

I
ll I. I ' p rcepti1~o That we should have a more djstinct idea 

' o thi J bac in introsrection is impos s i ble: intros-

p ctive consciousness of a confused perce oti on is always 

proportion to th e confusedness of the percep tiono 

We have r emarked above that a ccording to McTaggart, 

the delusion of time is un iversal . He howev er holds that 

~he perceptions as in the d. c . sy~ t em are wholly fr ee from 

th is delusion and are, therefore , timeless . The peice of 

---------------------------~----·------------------
i . 
I 

2 . 

3 . 

Lei h.niz, New t:s says on Human Underst<=lnd ina , BKo 
II, Ch . XXIX. At a different place , Lei bniz , 
whi le trying to explain con f used perception1 g ives 
the example of the roaring noise of the sea . 
''To hear thi s noi se as we do , we must hear the 
parts which make up thi s whole , th~t is the noise 
of each wave , .a lthough each of these little 
noises makes itself known only when combined con
f usedf}wi th all t he others 1 

' .. Ibid., p . 54o 

NE 1 S.ec .. 6Q3 ; also Sec . 808 . 

Ibid .. , Sec . 604 . This background, ~ci agq art 
s ays , could •ioft en be described as one ' s con
scious ne ss of bei ng alive'', but s houl d be dis
tinquished from e . g . the se l f ' s perception of 
itself as a definite object . Thi s latter we have 
already discussed in our Chapter I .. 
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1 nrgument used is intricte, and can be simply put as 

follows: 

It is impossible that Q in g~tii~ should present 
' the fragmentnry parts of ti!~-H's d.c. perception of~-

as in time while not presenting tit~ as in time . Now i~ 

is impossitile that Q should be perceived as temporal and 
2 as a part of E whil 0 E is not percejved as t~~poral. 

I 

Ther~ are, however, two possibilities of misoerce-
I 

ption left. (i) that g presents l>oth !.:!!~ and th e fraCJmenL1r, 

parts of tl!~ (i.e. of H's perception of f) as in time. 
l 

Or ( ii) that § presents .!H~ as a temporal whole but doP1 

not present any of the fragmentary states as in time. 

The alternative (i) has two sub-alternatives. The 

first is that § perce~ves tli~ as occupying a period of time 

which is made up of the shorter periods occupied by the 

fragmentary parts of HIK. This according to McTaggart is -·-
impossibleo3 For HIK as a d.c. perception will be free -·-
from various forms of error. In the d . c. pe~eptions, 

as has been discussed in previpus chapters, selves ar.e 

perceived as selves, perceptions as perceptions ; there 

is no appearance of anything material or sensa! or of 

things like judgements, suppositions; nor is there any 

appearance of volitions and emotions as judgements and 

suppositions . Thus HIK of course will be free from these -·-
errors; the d . c. perception §Itll~ distinctly perceives 

HIK and will present it as free f rom these errors. But -·-

1. Ibid ., Sees . 549-55lo 

2 . lbid., Sec. 549. 

3 . lbido, Sec. 550. 
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among the 'fragmentary parts of 1:!!.!5: there mjqht be some, 

So e.g. c HIK, 
-x:- ·-

which are perceptions of~ as material. 

if c HIK ' is mispresented in the d.c. perception §!til~ 
-x -·-

as occupying part of the temporal duration of tl+~• Q will 

be misperceivinq tl as both perceiving ~ correctly in certain 

respects for the entire period, and misperce~ving ~ ~n 
I I i 

those very respects for part of the period . Now it looks 
' ' 

impossible that one and the same perception ''should 1 

pres ent its object both as a prolonqed state of pr~hending 

something as a self and as containinq phases of prehendinc 
1 the same thin? as a bit of matter or as a sensum ''• 1 

The second sub-alternative i s that GIH IK may perceiv r -·-·-
ti!.!S: as occup~ing a different temporal position from ~he 

ones occupied by its fragmentary partso This is easily 

dismi~sed. It is plainly impossible, says McTaggart, that 

the same perception should see two terms £ and E as stan-
' 

ding in the relation of part to whole and yet as occupying 

d . ff t t. . t. 2 1 eren 1me~pos1 1onso 

finally, we come to the altPrnative that g m~v per

ceive tlJ~, the whole, as beinq in t ime and its fragmentary 

parts (ioe. tl's fragmentary states of perception of~) as 

being not in time. This is dismissed on the followino 

grounds '. HIK -·- is simply the maximal end-term of its 

Inclusion series and hence by itself not more than one term 

in this dimension. If g perceived all the other terms 

of this series as non-temporal, it could not in all pro-

bability perceive the maximal end-term - a single term - as 

1. Broad , op. cito, II, Pt. I, Po 396. 

2. NE, Sec. 551. 
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in time. For g c~nnot perceive ll!~ as in time unless it 
I 

pe ce ves it as earlier or lAter than some of the other 

terms , of the Inclusion series. And thi s it cannot do if it 
' 

perceives all the other terms in the series a~ non-t em-

poral. 1 

The conclusion then is that the d .c. perceptipns n~e 

wholly exempt from all kinds of error includinq the delusion 

of time. (Broad2 - like Gea ch - has admired the ~hole hit 
I 

of Mc.Pagg ·· rt 's argument and call ed it valid.) 

As to any possible doubt t hat the d .c. perceptions 
I 

might $ till suffer from some undetected error, ~\cfaaoart 

blAndly dismisses it. There i~, he s ~ys, only one rP.str 

ction pn the ''self-evident'' correctness of pP.rception and 

this is sub specie temporis a temporal restriction ('This h 

which I perceive as~ is~ ''when I perceive it''), 3 and 

is in fact a restriction of accuracy vue to our perceiving 

und~r the illusory form of time. Once this illusory form 

is removed, a ll perceptions are wholly correct: ~then 

need not pe~ceive all the characteristics of an existent 

he perceives, but he does not, in his d.c. pnrceptions, 
4 

perceive things as being what in fact they are not. 

To sum up, all .of us do mispercei ve, but there 

remains, according to McTaggart, in each of us a state of 

1. 

2. 

3. 

/ 

lbid. 

.Q.I2..!. cit , , I I , Pt • I , p • 397 o 

NE, Sec. 552. Italics mine. By ''when I perceive 
it' ' MeT aggart means ' 'at s orne moment or 1noment s 
which I am then perceiving as present.'' Ibid., 
Sec. 514. The whole question of error in perce
ption has been examined by McTaggart in Chapter 
XLIV (''Error'') of NE. 

4. Ibid., Sec. 552o --....-
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perception , a system of d .c. perceptions, which m~kes up 

the whole psychic content of a person and which is wholly 

exempt f~bm error ; which not only is t imeless as all the 

existent ~ust be if time is an appearance, but which is 

also self~consciously eternal . Thi s result may se em too 

much,but ' this is how things are' would be McTnrgart ' s 

terse reply. 

Orderinn Relation of the f Series Percentions 

We now turn to the other aspect of the f series, 

namely, the nature of the ordering rel at ion of the states 

of percept~onS~which we misperceive as the se ries of succ~

ssive eve~ts. The relations in the ~ series are transitivt , 

asymmetrical, one-dimensional, and converse, like the rela-

tions of ''earlier'' anq ''later '' in the~ series. It 

might be suqgested that, since the terms are states of 

perception, the relatio~ could be that of great er or less 

accuracy, greater or les s extensiveness of the total field 

of consciousness, or greater or 10.ss clearness . McTaq~art 

rejects 1 them all in favour of the relations of ''included 

in'' and ''inclusive of''. His argument is as follows: 

The various ~ states of perception in a given self 

of a certain field of objects, although they fall within 

the self's d .c. perceptions of the same object (.e . g . 

£x §Jti within §!ti, and £x §!~Iti within §l~i~), cannot be 

a set of parts of these d.c. perceptions of the self. 

McTaggart here resorts to what he regards as the self-evident 

premise, viz . that a whole which consists of a set of· two 

1. For details see~' Sees. 555-557. 
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parts, both of which are partly erroneous perceptions 

of their objects, cannot be a completely correct perce-

ption of the same object. So McTaqgart argues that £x 

~~H and £y §ltl• say, will both be states of misperc · 

as parts of the states c G and c G, which misperceiVe J -x - -y -

themselves as having separate content from the corre ct 

perception Q as a whole, and as being temporal. But two 

misperceptions of tl, he says, cannot combine to produce 1 

I 
one correct perception of tl, and so they cannot form a 

set of pnrts of the whole, Q, the correct pP.rce ptiono 1 

Now the fact that no two~ stages of (mis) perce-
1 

Ptions, vi z. c GIH and c GIH , can form a set of parts 
-x -·- -y -·-

of one l d . c . perception, viz. §~tl, leads up, according to 

McTaggart, to the fact that one of these terms must include 

the content of the other. In other words, what looks to 

be a series of perceptions of the object H all of them 

falling outside each other in temporal succession is, 

according to McTaggart, in fact a set of parts in which, 

of any two, say £x Qlti and £y Dtti• e ither the second 

includes the first or the first includes the second2 ; the 

whole Q!tl itself belongs to this 'Inclusion series' in

cluding all the other terms but included by none. The 

terms of the~ series which fall within any d.c. perce

ption such as GIH are also therefore terms in the -·-
'inclusion series', and the ordering relations, vizo 

''included in'' and ''inclusive of'' are also the same. 

And since C series is the series which appears to be in 

time,these two relations are the ones whi ch, McTaggart ,. 
"\ 

1. NE, Sees. 558-559o 

2o Cf. 1£12~, Seco 566 for further details. 
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further hol ds , appear to be those of '' earlier tha~'' 

and ''later than' •. 1 Any term in the C series (of 

a certain doc. perception) which falls , tem porally, 

between two other tenns, wpu l d , on MeT aqg art ' -::; the'ory , 
I 

incl~d e one of the other t~rms and be included hy the 

other. The,qu estion as to which of the pair of rel~t ions 

''included in'' and ''inclusive of' ' corresponds to whi~h 

of the pair of temporal relations ' ' earlier than'' and 
o 1 I \ 

' 'later than'' we mu~t defer fo r the pres ent. 

Al though '1 C. D. Broad has called this ~ rt of Me-

Tagga~t's treatment of the~ series a ''howler'', I 

think that here ,McTaggart was makinq a profound and 

important statement about out ment a l lives . It is us ua l 

natural for us to perceive successive temporal states (of 

mind) by successi ve and discrete parts of a line . McTaggart 
• 

attributes this to a certain delusion which makes the ~ 

states in each one of the selves mispresent themse lves 

to each other as disparate in content, not as one includin~ 

the other. In fact quite a few thinkers, e . g ., Nilliam 

James and Bergson - who were by no menans prot ag onists 

of the unreality of time - have generally believed t ha t 

the idea of inclusion (of the formPr states by the 

succeedin0 ones) affords a better viewo2 So even if one 

suspects some strains in McTaggart's argument (as e . g . in 

his tacit assumption that part/whole is a univoc-a l rel?-
~ 

tion3 ) it cannot be gainsaid that McTagga rt i s here 

offering us much i nsight into our inner liveso 

lo lbido 

2o Cf. Geach , op. cito, 154o 

3o For details see Geach, IQiQ. 
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From the fact tha t states in the ~ SPries a~e l ess 

or more inclusive, McTaggart draws the conse0ue nce tha t 

th e t et ms have ~ag nitudeo Th e magnitudes of the C series 

are intensiveo ( An extensiv e m~onitude is ''one ~n ~hich 

th e difference be tween . two magnitudes i s another maqnitude 

of the same s ort. Thus the difference between a Jength 

of a foot and a length I of s~ven inches i 1s ! also a Jlenath o 
I • 

The difference between a duration of a n hour and a dura-

ti ~n 

tempe 

tude. 

( a minute is als o a duration.•• 1 Pleasure-like 

ature - is g iven as a r example of intensive magni-

1 'The difference in magnitude between one state o ~ 

2 ple as re and another is not a thi~d state of pleasure.'' 

So lth diffe rence between any two- the included and the 

including-terms is of intensive magnitude only. The exis-

tence of the C series of intensive magnitude however 

involve s th e existence of another series - the D series3 -

whose t e rms have extensive 4 magnit ude onlyo McTaogart's 

' s tatements on ' this score are hi ghly ambiquous and aw-Kwardo ....__.. 

Thus he says that differences in intensive magnitude 

themselves have extensive magnitude . 5 His aroument i s 

that , unlike intensive magnitudes and like extensive mag

nitudes, th es e differences are addibleo 6 (And it is these 
I 

additions, or ' ' i ncrement s•• , as McTqgga rt calls them , 

which thems~lves form wha t h e ha s called the Q series. No 

member of this series however will either include or be 

included in any other.) w. E. Johnson has coined a different 

1. NE , Sec . 568o 

2 . lbid. 

3 o lbid.' Sec. 571 

4 . l.bi.£:., Sec . 569o 

5. 1J2.i.2 . 

6 . J.bi.£:. Sees . 569, 570o See details the reo 
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and perhaps more happy term, viz . 'distensive magnitudAS 1 

to denote magnitudes of difference between intensive 

~agnitudes . 1 And dis tensive magnitudes can really be 
I ' I 

added as e . q . when we add the musical interval between 

A and a to that between B and C to get the interv~l 

qe tween A and c. 

In sum, McTaggart's doctrine is th~t the more 

inclusive term c -y GIH -·- will Jiffer from the
1
le?s in-

elusive term £x G!H in terms of inc~eased intensive 

magnitude . And the extensive series of such increments 

will form the D series. It is difficult to say, ~cTaqg~rt 

says, whether s tates which have intensive maqnitude , say, 

e.go states of pleasure, can be summed in respect of their 

intensity. Two states of r l A ~ sure , for instance , cannot 

combine to produce a stronger state of pleasureo But , 

McTaggart holds, the increment between the s trength of the 

s tate of pleasure h and the greater strength of the state 

of pleasure ~ can be added to the increment between the 

strength of B and the greater strength of th e state of 

pleasure And the sum of the se will be the increment 

between the strength of h and that of f. McTaggart speaks 

of these increments as 'amounts of pleasure ' and asserts 

that amounts of pleasure are addib le, thou gh s t ates of 
I 

pleasure are noto From this he concludes that it is in 

principle possible 1to measure the differe~ between 

states of pleasure by a certain ' common unit' . And if 

there be a first term in the series of such states , it is 

1. See Johnson, Logic, Pt . I., p. 19lo Also see 
lbid., Pt. II, pp. 168-169 . 
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possible to measure, not the 1intensive states proper, 

but the total amount of increment i n each of t hem, which 
I 

may then lead to the indirect measurinq of th e i nt ensive 

states themselves. 1 McTaggart then goes on to assert that 

if there be a first term in the intensive (~) series , t h,is 

t e rm would be identical with t he first term of the ext ensive 

(Q) series. No other term in th e intensive series wi ll 

however have a corres ponding term in the extensive seri eso 

The nature of the increments in the Q s e ries i s not an 

increase or decrease in the ext ent , a ccuracy , or clarity 

of perceptions - since all these charact eri s t ics of per

ception oscillnte in the time-series 3
- bu t an ''add i

tional p~rc Jption df the perceptum•• 4 in a certain special 

sense. Q ' s additional perception of tl does not con~i st 

in perceiving more parts and more characteristics of tl• 
\ 

2 

It must be i i~t creased perception of .!j as n whole. '' Nothing 

more mus b perceived, but everything must be p~rceived 
5 more. '' So instead of Leibniz's deqrees of confusi on, 

the members of a~ series are discriminated by 'amount'o f 

perceptiono 

I 

Br oad objects against McTaggart's attempt to use 

the term ' amount of perception• 6 for the supposed extensive 

lo Ibido, Seco 570o 

2o Ibid., Sec . 571 

3o For example in present experience we may have a 
more clear and accurate pe rcepti on falling 
be tween two confused and inaccurate states of 
pe rce pt i on , or a confused and ina ccurate pe rce
ption coming in between two relat ively more clear 
and accurate perceptions . 

4o Ibi~ Seco 572o 

5 o lbido 

6 . We have earlier on seen that McT a1gart uses the term 
' c:~mou n ts of pleasure'. 
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magnitude. Thi s exteftsive magnitude, Broad says , , must 

belong to residue s as welJ as to the C terms , and in fact 
~ 

only to the residues, if McTaqgart were to be consistento 1 

I I 

And residues neither are nor c ont ain stotes of perceptions .. 

It is therefore very ''odd'', ~ road point s out , that pa r- : 

I 
I ' 

I I I 

ticulars which neither are nor have perceptions should have 
I I 

an extensive magnitude which can be ,called 'amount of per

ception•. He therefore suggests tha~ since s ome extensive 

magnitude must .be postulated, as has been done by McTaggart, 

for selves, d .c. perceptions, mis pe rceptions and resi dues, 

and s ince ''we have no idea what it is'', it i s better to 

use a neutral term like ''C-extension ''ol 

McTag gart admits that th e Q series as well a s ~ 

series are not ''observab le in present experience. '.'ie have 

' nei ther any empirica l e vidence nor any ~ nri ori rea s on for 

beli eving in their existence. The nature of the time

delusion prevents our perceiving the real inclusion-relation 

between terms of the ~ series. So one can at best only 

infer that there is something like an inclusion-relation, 

and that the more inclusive term includes th e les s inclusive 

one by, to use the words of Geach, ''surpassing it in a 

certain intensive magnitude'• .. 2 This inference is based, 

in case of the ~ series, on the appearance of th~ g series. 

And if, McTagga rt urges, we accept t~e ~ series, we must -

such is th~theoretical ne cessity- accept the Q ser ies 

which fo llows from it. 3 

1. Broad , opa cit ., II, Pt. I, p. 445. 

2 .. Geach, op. cit., p. 156 . 

3 ., NE , Sec. 57 4., , 



I 249 

The£ series, as we lhave seen, have been called the 

Inclusion Series. To call a series an Inclusion series 

is to desc ibe it by certain intrinsic propertQes of its 

terms and of their relations to each othero The f series 

itself J s k called because of a cert ain extrinsic pr operty. 

1 
.L. • .~.. • ' 1:\.."''"' c.:-.')o.\:1 \.~ <J£ '<:1~\..'t\q, \.'t\\.~ c::.~~~.,. '\.<J ~a.'\ \.."<'\q, \.~a'- ~'- ·~ \' D. , ,~ •. ' 

~\...·<,•):l~"t.~~~ ~~ o..~ o.. '!:. .,.~""£.~~~, ~'\.\.'t\ '\.\.~ ~~""t\\\~ o:~\)'eo:t\.1\~ c.~ 

events and their generating relation appear ing as the 

relation of ''earlier'' and ''later''. All the terms in an 

inclusion series, except the last term, are states of mis-

perception in a self of an object which is correctly percei

ved by the ''maximal end-term''. 1 Therefor e, the series 

minus this maximal end-term may, says McTaggart be called 

the Misperception Serieso2 The maximal end-term (in an 

inclusion series) is the d.co perception which includes all 

the fragmentary (mis-) perceptions of the series and is 

not itself included in any of the terms of the (inclusion) 

series. As to the relation between the g series and the 

other series, it can be summarized in the followin 1 quota-

tion from McTaggart: ''When any self G, at any point in his 

own misperception series observes H as in time - i.e. as a 

~ series - then it will be the case that some terms, at 

least, of the inclusion series of tl form a~ series for g -
i.e., are the basis of g•s erroneous perception of a§ 

series.•• 3 
\ 
-~ 

This means, importantly, that an inclusion 

series does not become an actual £ series unless some self 

does in fact perceive its terms as events a nd its genera

ting relation as that or' earlier and later. A _g series, 

lo Ibid., Sec. 579~ rhe term ''maximal end-term' I 

is taken from Broad who uses it as a substitute 
for the last term in the inclusion serieso 
Qp. cit., II, Pt. I, p. 364o 

2o Ibid., Secso 575,577. 

3. Ibid., Sec. 58lo 
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The C series, as we have seen, have be~n called' the 

Inclusion Series. To call a series an Inclusion series 

is to describe it by certain intrinsic properties of its 

terms and of their relations to each othero The £ ser1 es 

itself is so ca lled because of a cert ain extrins ic pr ~perty. 

This comes to saying th at it 1 ~; 1 U. !.>~! r l~ '> C·1 ~)ab le of b~ing 

misperceived as a ~ series, with its terms appe aring as 

events and their generating relation appearing as the 

relation of ''earlier'' and ''later''. All t he terms in an 
I 

inclus ~ on 
1
Series, except the last term, are states of mis-

perception in a self of an object which is correctly percei

ved by the ''maximal end-term' •. 1 Therefore, the series 

minus this maximal end-term may, says McTaggart be called 

the Misperception Serieso2 The maximal end-term (in an 

inclusion series) is the d.co perception which includes all 

the fragmentary (mis-) perceptions of the s e ries and is 

not itself inc~uded in any of the terms of the (inclus i on) 

series. As to the relation between the C s eries and the 

other series, it can be summarized in the followin : quota

tion from McTaggart: ''When any self g, a t any point in his 

own misperce ption series observes tl as in time - i.e. as a 

~ series - then it will be the case that some terms, at 

least, of t he inclusion series of H f orm a f series for Q -

i.e., are 

series.•• 3 
the basis of G's erroneous perception of a g 

\.~ 
This means, importantly, that an inclusion 

series does not become an actual f series unless some self 

does in fact perceive its terms as events and its genera

ting relation as that ot' earlier and later. A f s eries, 

lo Ibid., Sec. 579~ rhe term ''maxima l end-t erm'' 
i s t a ken from Broad who u ses it as a s ubstitute 
for the last term in the inclusion s eri e so 
~p. cit., II, Pt. I, p. 364o 

2o Ibid., Secso 575,577. 

3. I bid., Sec. 58lo 
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McTaggart makes it a point to clarify, is ''always in 
1 

one self for another'' , i.e. for the other self which 

misperceives it as a Q series. The only exce~tion 

McTaggart admits is when a self pe rceives its~lf~ Then 

the series which is misperceived, and the misp'erdeption · 

of it, fall within the same selfo 

Next he considers the question as to whether t he 

three series a?:e bounded by any end-ter "'J in the other 

diFection. They are of course bounded at one end by , as 

we have seen, the d.c. perception , the whole, within with 

each series falls, and which is the max i mal end-te rm of 

the inclusion and the ~ series, and which f urther is the 

limit of the misperception series . About the boundedness 

of the series in the other d irection , McTaggart says that 

the series will have a lower limit which will have total 
2 absence of c~tento The lower bound will be a non- enti t y , 

" and not a term in the serieso If non-entit y were a term 

it will be included in the rest of the terms. And this, 

on the f~ce of it, is impossible. And non-ent ity cannot 

be a term in the misperception series, since it is not 

a perce~ tion. ~fortiori, it cannot be a term in the f 

series; for it is only a term having the qene r atinq in-

elusion relation in the inclusion series that c an appear 

as ''e~rlier'' or ''later'', and s ince non7 entity is not 

such a term it will not appear in the § series at all . 

Besides, non-entity i s not exist ent; and it is only an 
;. 

extent t ha t can find a pl~ce in the time-ser ieso So 

lo Ibid., p. 250, footnote lo 

2o Ibi~, Sec. 583o 
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McTaggart concludes that non-entity cannot be a term in 

th C . . th 1 e _ ser1es e1 er. 

1 To sum up : The misp~ rcept ion serieq is identical 
I I 

I 

with the I I inclusion series except ' that the maximal end- te r m, 

th e d . c. 

former. 

per~eption §!~ as a whole, is not a term in the 

And whenever ti appears to § (in §1tl) as be ing 

in t ime , then the ~ series on which the appeara nce of § 
I 

series is based, is identica~ with the inclusion series of 

Correspondence between different Inclusion Series 

McTaggart treats of this problem in the context of 

th e Question concerninn th e possibility of a common time-

series in t he light of the supposition th at time is · a 

subjective error. His answer is th at alth ough time is 

only an appearan ce , it is non etheless a real appearance. 

Using L~ibniz's phrase, McTaggart say s , time is a pheno-
2 menan ~ fundatum 7 for the order of th e apparent events 

in time i s the same as th e order in inc l usion seri es of the 

terms th at appear as temporal events. If, for exampl e, the 

event of my love for X falls, in the time- series , between 

the events of my t emptation a nd X's subsequent desertion 

then the stage in the inclusion series which a9pea r s as 

my l ove will actually fall between my temptation and ~·s 

desertion in the inclusion series . Thus a common time-

series bet ween different selves mus t also be , like time, 
3 a phenomenon bene fundatu~ But the possibility of a 

1. lbido 

2 o lbid., Sec . 613. 

3 . lbid . 
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co 1 series mJst ultimately depend on the possibility 
I . 

of correspondence between different i hclusi on seties, 

is ~ha~ ~cTag~art ~roceeds to consider. )we lhave 

th v J rious ~nclu~ion series are bounded at one 
I ~ . I I 

end, in one dirJction, by a m~ximal end-t~rm whic~ ~~nta~ns 
I I I 

al ~ t 1 cont , nt !that f i lls in a~y of the ferms in t~t se~ief; 

at ~he other en1 each f th~ se~ies is bo~nded by a ~on- ' 

entlit • In between the two limJts fall terms which ciiiffer 

in ect 
1
o) t1e amou~t of : con~ent which they ha~e~ 

1 
i.e, 

in ect o~ t1e amount of , the Q s~ries of increme nis 

which alls in each of l them. In the se f~cts ~cT?ggart sees 

the r son f1r establishing correspondence hetweerl different 

in 91us ·on se1 ie , . The maximal end-terms of each series -

· terms J hich pos~ess the common quc:1lity of containi ng all 
' 

the content that falls in the series - will correspond to 
' 

each other. As to the rest, any two terms in different 

series will correspond if each of t hem included the same 

amount of content of ·its series as the other. 

It is such correspondence, McTaggart holds, which 

' mrt kes it possible for a term ·to be perceived as present -

that is, ''as simultaneous with its perception.' ,l And 

since this correspondence is confined not merely to 

perceptions and their percepta, but also exists bf~ 

terms of every inclusion series, it yields A common 

time-series. When terms at correspondent staqes in 

different inclusion series are perceived as events, they 

are perceived as simultaneous temporal events. They are 

not indeed t~poral events but their simultaneity is, 

1 • Ibid • , S e c • 615 •• 9bi<1. 
1 

CkpW. )( L II I , 
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like im , a phenomenon bene fundatum. ' 'They are as 

reall s'multane o)s as two things in a sinqle self can be

for example my pe)ceptions of t aste and sme~l when eat1',ng 

an organge •• •
1 I To conclude: H ' t\y poin I in " c~rt1i r 

time-rse ies can be found as simultaneous wtth a point n 
, 1 1 1 r 

a diffe ent t\me-~eries, and ~f terms, which are earli~r 

or later than any term, are earlier or late~tha n a term 

which i 

series 

into an 

t irret. ' ' 

s imultan~ous to it, the result is a common time

hich ''would include everyth · ng whichlever entered 

individual time-series as an appa~ent event in 
l 

I I 

I From t 1 is MeT aggart draws an important conc1usiono 

The rna ~ imal end-t erms of each inclusion series, we have 

noticed, will be correspondent terms. If so , McTaggart 

says, in the common time-series they will all be simul-

t aneous . At the other end, on the other hand, each series 

will have terms which will each be simultaneous with a 

term in every other series, until we ~each the other limit, 

the non-entity. Thus, if the terms in various i nclusi on 

series are looked at as terms in a common time-series, 

each self will appear to have the same duration , i.e . the 

duration stretching from the beginning to the e~d of timeo3 

Although time is only an appearance, the statement is 

as true as any statement regardinq temporal duration. 

Consequences of the theory of the ~ Series 

2o 

4 We will now cohsider, in turn, two consequences 

3 . Jbid., Sec . 616o 

4. Some of the other consequences, like immportality 
and pre-existence, have been dealt with in a 
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that McTaggart deduces from his doctrine of the f s~ries, 

and Jhic~ are important for hi s view of time u ~lcTaqg~ rt 
discusses these in Book VII of NE . The first of these 

concerns the question as to which relation of the u series 
- I 

corresponds to which relation of the f series. The second 

deals with the obscure but important doctrine of the 

'' futurity of the Whole''o As to the first, McTaggart 
. I I 

maintairis that the ''sen~e'' or '' direction '' of th~ f 
I I 

series f rom less inclusive to more inclusive corresponds 

to the apparent earlier-to-later '' sense '' or ''dir~ction'' 

of the~ series. We may say, that is, that jt is the 

relation ''inclusive of'' which, in all probability, though 

not ~it certainty, appears ~s the relation ' 'later than' 'o 

This is so because, McTaggart thinks, the direction in the 

C series from les s inclusive to more inclusive is more 
- I 

fundamental and important than the converse d irection from 
I 

more inclusive to less inclusive. His argument in this 

regard is as follows: 

The pre-maximal terms, i.e., the fraomentary perce-

ptions7 derive their character and their position in the 

~ series from the d.co perception which is the maximal 

end-term and which is the whole. Each term has an amount 

of the content of the whole which is included in ito And 

the greater the amount a term contains, the more nearly it 

approximates to the whole. Thus, in sum , the character 

Footnote 4 on page 253 contd. 

/ 

', 
separate chapter on ''Sel f and Immortality''• 
However, questions concerning qood and evil, 
or value in the C series, have had to be 
excluded for reasons of relevanceo 

t 
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and position of a term are determined with reference to 

the nature of the whole. On the other hand, the whole 

is not determined in respect of its character or position 
\ 

by any reference to the pre-maximal termso 1 The whole ' 

has th e characteristic of bein0 a term in the d.c. system: 

it is e.g ~ GIH. And this characteristic is statable -·-
without reference to any of the C series terms. Thus the 

I 

relation which the pre-maximal terms be~r to the Whole and 

WhtCh the Whole doeS not bear tO them I 1 eXpreSS(eS) the 
2 I 

nature of
1 
the series more adequ~tely'' than the converse 

relation. And this further emphasizes the qreat er aepe~

dence ~f he terms on the whole than"that of the whole on 

the te~rms f. 

There is another consideration that McTaggart brings 

to bear on the question. A d.c . perception, he says, is 

a correct perception1 while all the other perceotions in 

its series are misperceptions. And they are misperc~ptions 

of the very same field of ob jects as is represented in the 

d .c. perception. Now the fact of there being a misperce-

ption, McTaggart adds, can be stated only by a reference 

to, for comparison, a correct . perception; the fact of there 

being a correct perception, on the other hand, is perfectly 

expressible without reference to any misperceptiono 3 

Selves cannot exist without having as content a system of 

d.c. perceptions which alone makes it possible for the 

content and internal structure of selves to satisfy, as 

substances, the principles of infinite divisibility and 

1. l,bido, Sec. 718. 

2o Ibid., Sec. 720. 

3o IbisL_, Sec. 721. 

\ 
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determinino correspondence. No such necessary relation 

can howeve~ be shown to exist between selves and the 

fragmentary perceptions . McTaggart then concludes that it 

i s t h e r e 1 at i on 1 i inc 1 u de d in 1 1 wh i c h meet s t h e c on d it i on s , 

for all the pre-maximal terms stand in this relation to 

the whole, while the whole does not stand in this relation 

to those t~rms. And there~ore the sense of the sRr ies from 

included to inclusive, which the relation '· ~ n c lu ded in'' 

generates, is the fundamental sense of the . 1 serleSo 

Now if in case of temporal appearance it could oe 

shown that the same greater importance attaches to the 

earlier-to-later sense of the 8 series as there is to the 

inc luded-to-inclusive sense of the~ series, we s h~ll, 
' '• according to McTaggart, have a strong reason for arguing 

that what appears to be the fundamental sense of the § 

series lis in actual fact the fundamental sense of the~ 

series. McTaggart then proceeds to show in what way t he 

earlier-to-later sense of the ~ series is more fundamental. 
I 

The ar9ument is c ontained in ~' Sect ion 698o The earlier-

to-late~ sense of the 5eries is more important than the 

lat~r-to-earlier one because , McTaggart s~ys, it is in the 

former sense that changes seem to move. Every tern in the 

~ series is apparently continually changing in respect of 

its Ccharacteristics , passing from futurity to present

ness, and from presentness to pastness. It is an earlier 

term that appears present first than the l ater one ; i.e ., 

that earlier events appear to be present earli e r than the 

later ones . So therefore, of the two generating relations 

of the (B ) series, the relation earlier-to-l~ter i s , -
according to McTaggart , more important th an the relation 

1. l bid . 
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later-to-e rlier. The direction there f ore fro~ earlier to 
I 

later expresses the nature of the B series more adenuately 

than the direction from later to l earliero 1 The above is 
' I 

the substance of McTaggart's argumento 

2 3 
Both Broad and Geach have become critical of the 

I I 

argument, Geach regarding it as a ''complete failure'', 
4 

Why, they ask, by parity of rea~oni~g, should not the 

l a ter-to-earlier direction be considered more fundarental, 

because later eve~ts , appear~ tope p~esent later than , 

~rlier oneh. To us however McTaCJqart's ar0ument see.,s to 

be obviously true~ even thouqh I do not immedi · new 
I 

how to defend it. Broad acknowledge s that the earlier-to-

later sense is more important of the two, althounh he does 

not regard McTaggart's reason for holding this as sufficient. 

I quess that, among other things,
5 

the Second Law of 

Thermodynamics, namely, that the entropy of an isolated 

s~stem increases with tim~ (which means that each system 

tends to move towards a less differentiated state) also. 

goes to confirm that the earlier-to-later direction of a 

temporal series is more fundamental. 

6 
There is a different argument of McTaggart's which 

I think may be availed of to buttress his view on the 

1. A similar argument, McTaggart would say, could be 
deploye d to show that the direction from fu ture, 
through present, to past is more important than the 
directjon from past, throuqh present, to f uture. 

2 . Bro ad , oo. cit., II, Pt. II, p. 521. 

3 • G e a c h , 6p • c it • , p • .t 59 • 

4. Geach 's objection is the same as that of &road , but 
I have given Geach's formulation. 

5. For a detailed exposition of the problem of the 
direction of time; see J.R. Lucas, ~c~t~, 
Chapter 1, Sec . B. 

6. NE, Sec . 701. 
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auestion of the fundamental sense of the § series. 

McTaqgart feels that other things rema1ninq equal , a 

person is likely to place more interest in his future 
' than in his past. The memory of a past evil c aves us l~ss 

" pain than the ~nticipa tion of the futu re evil of th e same 

amount; and the memory of a past g ood gives us le ss h~po1-

ness than the anticipatfon of future go od of the same 
1 amount. This interest ln future ' 'outwe j nhs ' ' the much .....__, 

' 

greater fuzziness And uncertainty of our knowled9e of it 
' I as compa~ed with our knowledoe of the past. X who reflected 

back on rl yeors ' of misery and looked forward to n ye a r s 

of happiness would view his life differently from Y wh o 

reflected back on n years of happiness and looked forward to 
I 

n years df miseryo 

McTa~gart says that he can th i nk of no reason why 

we attach this greater importance t o future. There may be 

a reason not ye t d iscovered. Or it may be j u s t an ultimate 

fact. But it i s , he says, not unreas onabl e - ''tha t is , 
2 as contrary t o reason''• So this fact that we s~t our 

hearts more on the future than on the past can, I think, 

be adduced as a further argument for treatinq the earlier

to-later direction of t~e ~ series as more important and 

fundamental. The fundamental senses of the 2 series and the 

~ series having thus been decided, McTaggart conc ludes t ha t 

the relation ''included in'' appears as t he relation ''eArlier· 

1. To quot e McTaogart: ''It is an undispu t ed fact that 
anticipation of future good or evil affects our 
happ iness or unhappiness of the present fa r more 
than the memory of past good or evil.'' Ibi8o 

2o I bid ., Sec . 703. 
, 
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than'', and that the relation ''inclusive of'' appears 

as the relation ''lnter than••. 1 

Before we proceed to discuss McT~qgart's conception 

of the ''Futurity of the Whole'', some rem~rks seem to be 

in order. Firstly, the criticism may be voiced, especially 
2 

by thinkers like Bergson, that it is impossi l~ le to separate 

existence from the condition of time as duration , anrl , th~t 
I 

there fore to treat it as involving change is mistaken. 
3 Oakeley even sugges ts that the exist ent would involV~ 

time as duration even i f it remai ned devoid of change. i~ow 

we feel that McTaggart was essentially right in conceiving 

time, if it exis ted, as necessarily connected with change. 

The proposition that the notion of time would have exis ted 

even WhPrt there was mere duration and no channe, looks 

suspect. 4 Not that duration can be den i ed : only that 

duration ' too can be apprehended as tempornl only aQai ns t 

1. Ibid ., Sec. 724. 

2. Time and Free Will, trans. F.L. Podgson (London: 
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 5th imn. 19?8; 1st 
ed. 1910); Creat ive Evolut~on trans. Arthur 
Mitchell (London: Macmillan and Co . Ltd., rep. 
1954; 1st ed. 1911), etc. 

3. Hil da D. Oakeley, ''Time and the Self in Mciaogart 's 
Sys tem'', p. 182. 

It has been suggested, e.g. by J.R. Lucas, th ~ t 
one could easily conceive of the whole univPrse 
as be1 ng st illed for a certain interval , and 
then resuming its movement, and that one could 
be conscious of this interval even if one could 
not measure it; and this according to Lucas 
s uffices to make the concept of time wi thout change 
''intelligible ''• J.k. Luc as, op. cit ., Sec. 18 , 
p. 102. Now it. would .be seen that even Luc as 
wants to retain the universe' s res umpti on of its 
motions as a prior framework within which alone -
and this he fails to notice - the interval of its 
s tillne ss could be consciously notice~. ~hich 
means, in other words, that conditions of chance 
nre essential to any awareness of the passaoe of 
time. 
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' the background of change. A 'sp e cious pres t nt' as 

endurinq for a time becomes comprehensible only wi thin, 

such f ramework in which it is seen as succeedinn to t he 

past and ~s prior to the future. The s~ rem a kr s npply , I I 

mut atis mutandis, to a view which doubts whether the idea 
' 

of a series is the true logical equivalent of the time-

process, and which instead suggests 'continuous passaqe' 

as the true picture of the temporal process. Now the 

temporal character of continuous pas sage can on l y be fully 

realized whe n there also exist s s ide by side consciousness 
' I 

' of the cha ng ing and the before-and-after. Without it , I 

am afraid, we are not l i kely to ha ve any coherent notion 

of time. 

There is one serious criticism which has been made 

by Oake ley1 of McTaggart's view of time and the postulation 

by him of t he ~ series. Oakeley rem~vks that unless logi-

cal relRtions be put on the same footing as mathematical , 

and unless loqic identified with metaphysics, neither 

of Which positions, he says, is maintained by McT8qg art, 

the logical relations ''po~ulate'' a temporal experienceo 
• 

For how can th.~ re be progress from one position to another 

where all are eternally present together. Citing the 

example of the logical relation of implication he observes: 

''Suppose it is assetted that A implies B. Unless my 

thought can rest upon A as in some sens e re~lly apart from 

B, as not already possessing B and still requiring a 

further s tep in order that the B which follows it by im

plication shall be revea led - unles s the significance of 

A standing alone asserts itself as independent of our 

abs tract i ng work, yet as something which cannot conti nue 

lo Oakeley, OQ. cit., PP• 183-184 . 
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apart, but must summon 8 to follow it, is the com~lete 
I 

siqnificance of the implication given?•• 1: He concludU 

then that no substitute for th e temporal can suppty ~his 

1 'vi tal'' fer1ture of the loqica l processo Now it 1is 1surely 

difficult to conceive how McTaggart would have looked at 

the matter ha the question of the relation of time to 

logic been put to him. But a reply on McTaggart•s'behali 

may n e~erthe less be attempted. A log ical proces s , lv'lcTasgart 

would say, is a thought-process and a thought-proc~s s , 

involves judgements. Now judgQments are in reality no th ing 
I 

but per'ceptions, and perceptions are always of s ubstances ; 

so that strictly from McTaggart's viewpoi nt, the 

whole i ~s ue of logic versus time gets dis solvedo 

Besides, there is something to be sa id on the 

inclusion relationo There would hardly be any meaning in 

the statement that ~ is included by y unl~s s there re-

mained in the background an awareness, actual or possib l e , 

of the occurrence of one after the other. Oth P. rwise how 

can the identity between the two be avoided, and how can 

the ui fference between the two be given its value? Or 

further, as Oakeley puts it, ''how are we to conce ive the 

relation of the included to the incouding unless we can 

think of the terms or events as ~ separated from each 
2 other and then coming together?'' So, without the temporal 

form the terms become identical in inclusion a nd the 

''serial.'' character of the series may seem completely 

lost. It would however be rash to conclude that McTaggart's 
\. 
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presupposi
1
tions are essentially temporalo It is perfectly 

I I 

I 
possible that he was bringing to light a new fact whPn 

he maintarned that the ''included in'' corresponds to 

' "earlier'' nnd ''inclusive of'' to ''later''o Something 

similar was talkPd of by Willi~m James ~nd Berqson even 

though they never denied time. (_see above) But evPh i~ 

it be the case that McTaggart does not always ~resuooose 

time, it does appear to be the case that he ooes not 
' I I 

suceed jn en Lirely eradicating time either. And one can 

therefore legitimately ask, ''Is a more inclusive term 1 1 

earlie r or lat ~ r than a less inclusive term?'' It is diffi-

cult to tmagine what would McTaggart's reply be, but the 
1 questron is not tautologouso 

In fairness, it seems, it must be conceded to 

McTaggart that, like his other theory of determining corrP.s-

pondence, the~ series theory that ~e has given us, remains 

one of the most ingeniously built theories on time in modern 

times. Few thinkers have made so valiant an attempt so 

''save" appearances in detail. C. D. Broad, while comparing 

McTaggart with others who have denied the reality of time, 

finds the com~arison much to McTaggart's advantaae. Philoso-

phers who do so must show us what feature of the timelessly 

realy corresponds to the main features of the ostensibly 

temporal. If we think of ''Bradley'S and Hegel's constant 

practice of evading the issue under a smoke-screen of 
\ 

'wisecracks' and epigrams'', we are impressed by the contrast 
u. 

with the ''infinitely ingenious and be~ifully interlocking 

mechanism which McTagg~rt constructed in his theory of 

C-series. ' ' 2 
Though McTaggart does not explicitly set uo 

1. I guess that McT,aggart would not have regarded 
the question as a tautology, for he would not have 
regarded the statement ''-earlier corresponds to less 
inclusive'' as tautologous. 

2 • Broad , .Q p • c it • , I I , P t • I I , p • 7 87 • 



263 

' I 

any specific connection between t he two theori eG , it seems 

that his view of the ~ series i s dependent upon the 
I 

determining correspondence series in the sense t hat if 
I 

I 

there were no d.c. s eries, the~ series would . need to be 

modified . So closely knit is his scheme of t hi nqs. 1 In 
1 I I " 

examining such doctrines as the ah ove , one can onlv raise 
' 

metaphysical objections - for the doctrines seem to rest 

on certain metaphysical postulates - which may. not always 
\ 

be ''logically '' conclusive, for they consist i n denyi ng 

premises. The prior quest i on, however, whethe~ McTaqga rt's 

premises are superior or otherwise, does not always admit 

of ~asy solution. 

Futurity of the Whole 

We have so far remained l imited to the temporal 

or to what appears as tempora l. It i s now time to pass to 

the eternal without which, from a cert a in viewpoint, no 

life-journey is e ver complete. By a very remark able concep-

tion McTaogart tries to bridge the aulf between the ''temporal'' 

and the eternal. This conception is the conception of t he 

''futuri ty of the whole''· This in fact is the tjtle of the 

Chapter LXI of l:!§, and is as such s igni fi cant. The ' ' whole ' ' 

in question is eternal and yet, McTaagart suggests, it can 

be spoken of as future from a certai n- i.e. temporal -

standpoint. 

It is the logical conception of the inclusion 

series from which as a fulcrum McTaggart arrives at t he 

above conception. Every inclusion (or~) se ries contains, 

lo Besides other things, McTaggart's whole theory of 
value depends upon both these series . See NE , 
Chapters LXV-LXVII. 
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as we have seen in the preceding paqes, sub specie temporis, 

one last term, the d . c. perception, which is the whole of 

the seri es - tne t erm, · that is , which includes every 

other ·term , but is included by none. 1 In this term, un l ike 

the other terms, which are ' ' unstable'' in the direction 

of this final term2 , there is perfect stability. We have 

also seen that this whole, according to McTaggart, must 

be a cor~ect perception3 • and so cannot belong to the mis-

perception series. Now a self which misperceives every 

other term in the series as being in tjme will mis oerceive l! 
as a wholle as 

however j ever 

bei1g in time .
4 (.G!H as d.c. precept ion will 

derceive itself as in t ime•) • But it will 
I rceive thJ 1/\h ole p:resent. If at all it perceives never pa as 

it as in time, it will perceive it a s future. It could 

perceive the whole as pr~sent only if it were at the same 

stage as the whole. And only the self as a whole could be 

at the same stage, and as a whole he could not perceive 

anything as in time. 

There is a sense , McTaggart says, in which it might 

be said that although '' the perception of the whole from 

its own stand~oint is never a perception of it as present, 
' • 

yet it is a perception which has an important similarly 

with the perception of anything as present.•• 5 This 
' similarity is that the perception is correct and free from 

1 . Cf. NE, Chapter XLIX, See above. 

2 . 1.!2.1.9. , Sec. 7 22. 

3. Cf. Ibid., Chapter XLVII, Sec. 543. 

4. Ibid ., Sec. 581. 

5. Ibid., Sec. 728. Italics mine. Als o c f . Sec. 729 . 
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]! IJ t ltJ I h I tl . f . t t h t e rror . u a oug gresen n~~ 1s a 1 me ap or o 

calli up an :i lmage of the wh oJ f as appearing at the fin a 1 

stage of the ~ s~r ies, McTag~art insists that it w~ul~ be 
. . 2 

wrong tp think of it under the •iempor al analogy o~ n~esent .' - I . i . 
I I ' 

On the other hand, if a t empor al analogy is to be ~se~ at 
I i all, it wou l d be more apposite t o say that the who~e ' s in 

the future - i . e. as seen from the stand point of ~h~ l ore~ 
I I" I 

maximal terms 1in \the in¢lusi~n ser ies - fOf · the wh~l~ las ~n 

usive fi~al term in the seiies wou ld be ca~led , in 

uage) of the 8 series, the ' latest ~vent' . To lput it 
I . . 

ord s oif McTaggart, ''Though not really f uture, i.. t 

the 

in 

is in the only way in which anything can be so - as 

ring as future... Sub speci~ tempo~, the whole ~ 
' 3 now future.', .. It is , in other words as much future as thin~s 

which we call future can be, i.e., it is, as McTaggart 

beautifully puts it, ''as really future as tomorrow's break

fast.••4 

At this point McTaqgart draws an i mportant dis tinction 

' between the whole and what is called the eternal. Thou0h 

the whole is neither past nor present, and is as much future 

as anything can be, this cannot be true of the eternal as 
5 such. The eternal is what exists and is time less. And 

McTaggart has tried to show that all that exist is timeless . 

lo We have seen that while a d.c. perception i s eternally 
correct, perceptions in present exper i ence have one 
restriction - namely, a temporal r estriction - on 
their self-evident correctness. What is t hen self
evident is that when e.g. I percei ve ~ as ABC, ~ must 
be~ while I perceive X. 1£1£., Sec. 514. Also 
see our discussion of the same in this part. 

2. M. F. Cleugh, OQ. cit., p.l62. 

3. NE , Sec. 730. 

4. Ibid. 

5. Ibid., Sec. 732. 
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Therefore all the other terms of the f series are as 

eternal as the whole which is the last staqe. '' We cannot 

say, th~refore, that the eternal is never present ard cast 

in the sense in which it is future.•• 1 For all the · time-
I I 

less ~ stages - with two possible exceptions, namely the 

first t~rm, if there be any, and the final term - m~st 

appear as past, present and as future, every stage ~avinq 
I 

two stages on both sides of it. The first term will a~w~ys 

appear from every standpoint but its own as past. T~~ 1oth~r 

and term,namely, the final t erm , which is the ' whole' 0f 

a~ series, will appear, according to McTaggart, only as 

future except from its own standpoint and never, unlike 

other terms, as past or present. This term, on McTaggArt's 

theory, is the determining correspondence system of selves 

and d. c. pPrceptions. It is this term, the whole - for . it 

contains all the content that falls ~t any stage in the 

series - 'hich , though it appears in the temporal framework 
I 

only as future, perceives itself 2~ eternal - all the other 

terms, if they perceive themselves, pPrceiving themselves 

as in time. 

There are two features of this eternal stage which, 

McTaqgart points out, render its position 'special and un ique '. 

The first is that this stage is, in one definite sense, ''al l 
2 

the eternalo'' The eternal contains all the content of the 

universe, for whatever content falls in the other terms 

of the~ series also all of it falls in this term. 

~--- ----~~~:------~~~----.~>~And all that content that falls 

in other terms is also eternal, since timeles s . Secondly, 

lo Ibid. 

2. Ibid., sec. 733. 
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as re arked ebdve, it appears to be the latest term of 

the series; and so , though~ 1Q2 snecie temporis, temporal, 

it does not appear to be a trans itory stage, as the other 

terms do. It only appears to beqin but does not aopear 

to end for it appears to have no successors . So althoug h 

it is not more really eternal ~han the other terms, it is 

more obviously so. 1 

Now the view that the eternal , the whole - as coMpared 

t d th pre-maxjmal eternal terms in the ~ series which can 

appear, ~.Q_£gecie temporis, both as present, past or future -

can appear, teh porally, only as future, is likely to be 

contested . Some like Paul Tillich may argue that the eternal 

is a~ every moment of the time-series manifested as present 

0~ a r I I now.' •2 There are again Idealists like Bosanquest' 

who have thought the same way. Bosanquet in fact is known 

for his famous remark th~t '' it is the death of Idealism 
3 to place its ideals in the future.'' McTaogart however 

would disagree . The d .c. parts constitute the final stage 

of the C series and of all the selves in the universe. And 

it is the final stage of the series which, McTaqqart points 
4 out, never appears to be present. Therefore the view which 

connects the eternal , or the universe as a whole, with 

presentness as opposed to pastness or fururity is essentially 

mistaken . 

1 • 1 bid • , s e c • 7 34 • 

2 . Paul Tillich, The Etern!!_Now, Chapter 11. To a uote 
one of the passages from Tillich : ''It is the eternal 
that stops the flux of time for us . It i s th e ~ternal 
'now' which provides fo:r us a t emporal 'n ow '. ~·~e live 
so long as ' it is still today' - in the words of the 
letter to the Hebrews. Not everybody, and nobody all 
the time, is aware of this 'enternal now' in the 
te~ooral 'now'. But sometimes it breaks powerfully 
into our consciousness and gives us the cert ? inty of 
the eternal, of a dimension of time which cut s into 
time and gives us our timeo'' Ibid., p.l31 . 

3 . Quoted in Broad, op.cit., II, Pt .I I , p . 548 . 

4 . NE, sec . 736. 
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I 

There are, according to McTaggart, obvious unfor-

tunat~ implications for ethics on the said view. The 

reject ed view has to suppose that all the aood that there 
- I 

is in the universe as a whole can be manifested under the 

conditions of present life and that in point of fact it is 

manifested under the conditions of present life. Such , a 

view se~erely restricts the amount and possibilities of 

goodness in the universe. Bu~ so far no ethical fa~laFY ~as 
I 

been corrpni t ted, even though the conclusion , j s ' ' deop~s~ ing ' '. 

It is however easy to pass from this to the prooosition, 
I 

namely, :that either the amount of good is less than we demand , 
I I 

or sbme of our ideals are false. 1 Accordin0 to McTaqaart, 
I 

this l is an ethical fallacy and has disastrous results for 

ethics. We may agree with McTaggart that unless we recognize 

pain, sin , hatred as truly bad and as different from v]rtue, 

happiness and love which'are truly good, ethical predicates 

become meaninaless and devoid of interest. 2 To McTaggart 

there is not available as there is ava i~able to Bosanquet 3 

and Bradley4 a transmutation by which all evil either 

ceases to be evil in the Absolute, or we simply pass beyond 

good and evil, for separate selfhood at which level, -rr.At\U.y , 

they are thought to be relevant - ceases to need any recog-

nition. Evil is never transmuted, nor is it a delusion, and 

1. l£i2., sec. 737. 

/ 

4. 

Cf. The Principle of Individuality and Value, o .377; 
also pp.372, 373. Transmutation of experience in 
consonance with 'the law of non-contradiction in its 
''positive bearing'' is, according to Bosanouet, the 
principle of daily life. And a finite life which 
affirms in it s ~hole existence the principle of the 
Absolute transforms toil into hapriness by seeing it 
as a ''pledge '' of devotion, and pain into love by 
the depth of the tenderness it evokes. (p. 377). 
Cf. Appearance and Realit~. For Bradley also all 
experience is transmuted p .432 ) and so it is not only 
pain as evil which is transmuted (Chapt er XVII, esp. 
p.l75) but also goodness which is transmuted 
(Chapter XXV, esp. p.380). 
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the appearance of being in R painful state is itself a 

painful state . And even if th Ts apperance be not painful, 

it is cert a inly evi,l. 1 · Only, 1 cT aggart be 1 i.~ved that in 

the final stage there would be : ~ore qood than evil , and 

that the evil comp~red'to the • ' f ina l rP.ward '' would look 

. . . f. t 2 1nS1q n1 · 1can • 

McTagg art next makes use of his above theory to 

show that the Chri s tian notion of heaven iS not ~l l non

senseo T
1 

e Christ Jan notion has provoked banter and criti-

cism f r . ombir irg the view that Heaven is ete rnal , with the 

view t ? atl it is future. McTaggart appears to feel that his 

philosoph alone can show why this cla im is true and meaning

ful. he critics have suggested, McTaggart sa ys , that if 

Heaven be eternal, the least ina~propriate temporal m~taohor 

that c ulij apply to it would be ''an eternal present' • . This 

metaphor, as McTaggart puts it, would mean that Heaven ''must 

be conveived --- as standing in the s ame relation t o all 

s tages in the time-process .' ' 3 So '' an eternal present '' 

would seem to mean a specious present co-ex tensive with 

the entire time-process . (We will not e that this seems 

to be Paul Til lich' s meaning too in t he passage ~e have 

quoted aboveo) Now McTaggart urges that if time is a 

delusion, Heaven must be timeless and so eternal. But, 

certain conditions permitting, it may be as much future 

as 'tomorrow's breakfast' is. ' 'The conditions in auestion 

were that nothing should be really in time, that whatever 

appeared to be later than another thing s hould really have 

1. N,g, .§ e c~. 857, p .443 . 
• 

2 . Ibid., Sec. 913. 

3. ill£.' Sec. 738 . 

. . \ . . - .. 
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to it a certain non-temporal relation, and that this 

relation should hold between the events of today and 
l l 

tomorrow ' s breakfast .'' So He~ven, accordin~ to McTa~qar t, 

has tha~ r blation to our present experience which makes 
I 

us call tomorrow's experiemces as future . And Heaven is 

a spiritual state s~nce spirits alone exist . Again as Broad 
I I 

2 I I 
point s out , the f act that we do not represent Heaven to 

ourselves as a transitory s tate, even from our own st~ntiL 

point , does not compel us to conceive of it as somehow 

·--t t • I • th th t il t\.,. • co-ex ens1ve w1 e whole me-process~ ~e can 111nk 
"---'" ' \ 

of it as non-tr a nsitory because it -appears ~t the end of 

future time , and th~refore begins but not ends . Only, the 

Christians ''know not what they do .'' 

1 We ~will now make certain remarks on McTaggart's 

theory discussed above . As it stands, the conc eption of 
I 

the '' ) ut ri t y of the Whol e '' is one of the great attempts 

in the hi s tory of metaphysics , especially Idealis tic 

me t aphysics , to combine i n one notion the me~ning of that 

which can only belong to the temporal se r ies , and the meaning 

of that which is timeless or, to use Broad ' s exoression , 

'non-temporal '. To Oakeley however this attempt seems 

riddled with logical impossibility.
3 

Seen f rom the stand-

point of the temporal experience, the whole is future. 

Seen f rom it s own standpoint, the eternal can have temporal 

predicat es only by metaphor, and presentness wou l d see~ to 

be a better metaphor for the whole at the final state of 

the~ series . What is the significance of this for the 

experience of the self? So long as th e t emporal condi tions 

lo Ibid ., Sec. 739. 

2 . ~cit., II, Ptoii, p.550o 

3 . Oakeley , op.cit., p.l90. 
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have their sway, the eternal ever remnins future nnd 

eludes our gras p . And i n so far as the final staae is 

attained , the present really vanishes aJonq with the 

past and the future. The resulting proposition seems to 

be that either we are having in time an experience of 
I 

looking forward to, though never ouite attaining to, the 
I 

''highes t value'', or we are like everythinq else in the 

universe ''eternally members of the whole.' •1 As Oakeley 

sums up : 

''It is now as present as anythina can be, and the 

neo-Hene lian paraqox that all is already eithe r good or 

neither gooa nor evil, is not escaped. Either we shall 

never attain the eternal or there is the eternal now.•• 2 

Now it will be idle to pretend that McTaqgRrt's 

conception is wholly free from difficulties. No notion 

which aims at comprehending both the t~mporal - c:~pparent 

or otherwise -·and the timeless can, I suppose, commAnd full 

assent. McTaggar t has not exactly welded together two 

disparate not~.ons that he should incur the charge of attempt-

ing the lo~ica lly impossible. He has only tried to look at 

the timeless from its own standpoint, if that be possible, 

and from the standpoint . of what is strictly or apoarently 

the temporal. It is to speculate how eternity would be 

like from within the temporal fr~mework. Oakeley recoqnizes 

this and yet alosses it over. All such attempts - like, 

again, eoq. looking at the infinite from the finite stand

point - are well-known in philosophy, and whatever be their 

intrinsic worth, cannot as such be condemned as impossible . 

Th at is why, as we remarked in the beginning , McTaggart 's 

1. Ibid., p.l91. 

2o Ib'i.Q. 
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effort is to bridge the chasm th~t seem~ to divide the 

temporal and the eternal. Just as the fin i te desires to 

hAve ~he glimpse of the infinite in an id)o~ native to it, 

the temporal wAnts to have a measure of the eternal !n 

jts ovvn jdjom. It [ is imp,ortant to note that r.: cTr>c11art 

calls ' prnsentness ' a met,aphor, but not futurity ; this 
I 

is because futurity represents the tempor1l pe rs pnct 5ve 
I 

whilP. ' rresentn~ss ' reprP.sents the eternal oers ~nct1ye nnd 

so cAnnot legitimately apply to the former exceot, At best, 

as a metaphor. 

A other mai n point of O~keley's criticism concerns 

McT ag ar 's view that ''we shall, in a finite time, reach 

an endless state which is infinitely more aood than had . ••1 

The difficulty bere, he says, is the converse of the diffi

culty that ~ristot le supposes Attaches to Plato' s doctrine 

in Tima~, name 1 y, that in an etern.al world then~ is the 

beginning of time. McTaggart's vi ew, acco~ding to him, 

seems to be that i n the course of a temporal exper:ence 

we shall enter upon eternity. Now I think that even if 

McTaggart's meaning be as Oakeley interorets it, the so

called difficQ ty that at·tach es to it, poses no lonical 

problems, nor is it in any way oaradoxicalo TherP is no 

contradiction in saying that something is future and that 

it is attainable in a finite time by which McTaggart means 

time bound by a limit or a term in each direction . 2 

The last point that we should like to deal with 

concerns Oakeley's insistence that the inclusion series 
\ 

cannot p~rform its loqical function of bein0 ~ ''trans i tional 

category'' between the temporal and the eternal '' 1mless the 

1 o N t. , S e( . 9 o 4 
2 • g b let·, S e c • 6 2 0 • 
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temporal order rsally lies l half c'onceJ·ed behind the relation 

of inclusion.•• 1 ~ At thJ final stage we know that all the pre-

final terms w~re misperceptions, and as time-les s we perceive 

them in their ltr e colour. Now it is impossible, Oakeley 

argues, to hold that ''we are not eternally perceiving these 

stages without misperception, unless a status is allowed to the 

order of time in vi~tue of which it forces its distinctions of 

now and then, present and future into reality.•• 2 And he 

condludes : 
I 

1 'Eith er we get the futurity of the whole which carri~~ 
with it the pastness of the .parts, and these distinc-i 1 

tions must be carried over into reality, or our real 
1 

I 
experience is complete and perfect, and we ct~srniss the 
order of time as something that . neilher is , nor was.'' 

Now the substance of Oakeley's argument seems to be 

that the fact that there is misperception of a series as a 

time-series, and the fact that the misperception is so 

recognized, gp t~ prove that time has a way of asserting 

itself by pervading our experience and colouring it . Now 

there is no denying that time may have a way of making its 
I 

presence felt, but there is no contradiction in also main-

taining simultaneously that it does so as an ''appearaneeJ•, ----

and McTaggart does recognize that time is an appearance. 
I 

McTaggart of course does not identify any specific cause for 

this appearance (or misperception); it may have a cause , for 

all one knows, or it may be, as he says, ultimate and hence 

unexplainable. ·Bu t, logically this is perfectly compatible 

with the view that time may be an appearance. In recogniz ing 

misperception we are not bestowing reality on time, but just 

recognizing time for what it is. If when at the last stage we 

perceive the pre-final stages as ''permeated' • by misperception, 

we have pierced through the veil, so to say, and known the 

truth for what it is. 

1 • Op • c it • , p • 191 • 

2o Ibid. 

3 . ~· 



CHAPTER-IV 

THE SELF AND MENTAL STATES 

Our object in this chapter is to consider McTaggart's 

treatment of what are commonly called mentai statP.s and 

which he g ives the general name of '' s piritual real~tiJs. '• 1 

They are called spiritual because the y constitute all 

the ''cont ent '' that there is to a self . And they are, 
2 being so many different kinds of experiences , parts of 

the self they belong to. A state of mind has to be that 

of a def~nite self; and, further, it cannot also be the 

state of l mind o~ another self . The thought that there coul 

be ''floating'' ideas or states of mind which are nobody' ~ 

ideas or states of mind, is to McTaggart , quite incoherent. 

As fOr the proposit ion that a state of mind has to belong 

to some particular self, he calls it an '' ul timate synthetic 

proposition.' •3 And , wha t is implicit therein, no content 

can fall within more than one self. A fortiori , one self 
\ 

cannot be part of another self, for then the states of 

mind of one self would become the states of another self too. 

(Consequently , McTaggart rejects, as we shall see in Chapter V, 

the notion of an all-inclusive self or person which is how 

people sometimes view God, treating all the finite selves 

as but His mere parts~ ' 

Selves then are made up of mental states, and in 

them a self is totally comprised or exhausted. 4 McTaggart's 

account of them is important and unorthodox, even apart from 

their position in his system of philosophy. It is independent 

of the now well-known doctrines of Infinite Divisibility of 

lo NE, Sec . 406. 

2 . See discussion on perceptions in Chapter III(A). 
See also lhi2·• Sec.400. 

3 . lhl2·, Sec.401. 

4. See Chapter III of this work. 
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Substande, Determining corresoonrlence, and the Unreality 

of Time, though it has bearing on almost all of them. 

Classification of Mental States 

W~ are familiar with the tripartit~ d i vis i on of 
I 

mental life into the cognitive, the conative, And the 

emotional. McTRgqart would call this a cross-di vision~ 
I 

As we will see , all kinds of experiences are, according to 

McTaaqart, also, and fundAmentally, cognitive. Keeping the 

conative and the emotiona l aside for a moment, we find that 

he c 17 s s W s a 1 ;t t h e o t h e r ( i • e • c og ·nit ions ) u n d e r ' ' Con n i t i on s ' ' , 

and confines the term ''cogniti on'' to a sub-cl~ss of coci

tations.1 
\ 

Under cogitations are covered (i) per ceptions or 

awareness~of individuals or substances; (ii) awareness~of 

characteristics; (iii) judgements or ''judgings '' to use 

B d ' . 3 (" ) t• 
4 

1 11 d roa s express1on ; 1v assump 1ons , a so ca e suppo-

sitions; and (v) imagings. McTaggart puts awarenes~sof , 
particulars and awarenessuof characteristics under the name 

of ''awareness ''. And then he groups awarenessesJand judgements 

under the head of ''Cognitions' •. 5 As should be clear, 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

~. Chapter XXXVII, Sec.406. 

Bla~hard on the other hand seems to cover both 
awareness of substances and awareness of character
istics under Perception. He observes : ''Perception 
is an experience in which on the warrant of what is 
aiven in sensation, we take some object to be be fore 
us. It is the sort of experience we have in the 
apprehension of red as red, or of an or-ange as as 
orange.'' Bra~d Bla~hard, Ihe Nature{)f Thouaht 
(2 Vols., London : Geor9e Allen and Unwin Ltd., 
rep. 1978; 1st ed. 1939), I, p.76. 

Broad, op.cit., II, Pt.I, p.20. 

McTaggart uses ''assumptions'' as th e eauivalent 
of Meinonq's "Annahme". Cf. NE, I, p .lO, 
footnote 1. 

NE, Seco406. --
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McTaggart ''cb9hit\ions'' '. espe~ially for those \ 1 

cogitation
1 

wll1ich can bf correct or erroneous. In respecr , 
1 

of its occurr~ nce, a thought- for example, t ha t 1 donkeys I 
l ! : I 

have wings ~s,McTaggart would say, neith er correct nor 

erroneous. It is only when the thought i s a ffi rmed or 
I I 

defined that it can be correct or erroneous. In th e s ame 

way whilP. perqeptions can be correct or err one ous , imag in~s , 

cannot be eit~er. It is not because t~ e thing t hat l ima~ e 

exists that m imaging is correct ot beca us e t he t hing I !I I 
I I I I 

image doesn't ~ exist, th ~t the ~maq\~q is on t h~t account 1 

' 

erroneous. I I agin'1s \si, ply can •t b~ correct or errone 6us , 

But more of i later. 

I We not t ha t• thet e is one major omiss ion f rom 
I 

McTa<]gart 's classification, viz., acts of knowin r; . BroaJ 

has not spor.ed McTaggart for this lapse. McTaqg art perh aps 

thought, Broad says, that knowing is a species of judg ing , 

and the latter are a·lready provided for. But this, Broad 
\ 
~ 

says, was McTaggart's mistake. For knowing is being 

acquainted with facts 1 , and should therefore be i ncluded 

in the list. 

It seems that McTaggart didn't give it the attention 

Broad thinks he should hare because he perhaps thouaht that 
2 'to know' is to 'believe truly.• McTaggart was not much 

-~---

1. Op.cit ., II, Pt.I, p.31. 

2 . Cf. ~£, Chapter II. The truth of a belief, MeT aqq art 
says, consists in a certain correspondence with a 
fact. Ibid. , Section 11. There wer e others however 
who drew-a-clear distinction between beli ef and 
knowledge. Russell for example distinguishe~ beliefs, 
which could be false, from knowledge by acqu~~ance 
which could never be. Thus while my knowledge of the 
sensum as red could be mistaken, my awareness of 
the sensum itself could never go wrong. For exami
nation of this view of Russell's see e.q. G.F . Stout, 
''Mr. Russell's theory of judgement'', ''Proceedinas 
of the Aristotelian Socim, XV(l914-1915},Pp.332-352. 

contd •••• 



277 

\ 
worried, unlike some of his contempoaries, about problems 

of e pistem9l ogy , skepticism, etc . He just s tr aightway 
l 

believed that me n were capable of error in knQwing things 

and were also capable of correcting it. The problem 

whether ther e is such a thing as absolutely cer t ain knbW-' 

lege or the problem whether1 we .h,ad some introspect ive , , , 
I 

criterion available to us by which to dis tin9yis h acts , Qf, 

knowing from acts of believing do not seem to have bot~~red 
I 

McTaggart much. And Geach has defended McTaggart ' s at t it~de 

on this. 

Suppose, Geach says, t hat we have some introspective 

cr i t er i on by which to distinguish knowledge from judgement 

or from belief . Now according to the ''Oxford '' position, 

says Geach, whenev8r I know, I am certain ; but there are 

occasions when I am cert ain but I don't know, I ~m only 

taking things for granted. But since I am cert ain I cannot 

also at the same time doubt; and so long as certainly 

continues, there is no question of applying the introspective 

cr i t e rion to t el l the spurious certainty which is taking-

for-granted from a genuine certainty, which is knowledge. 

So ju ~ t when I ne ed the criterion it is not ava ilable. 

So the criterion is useless. 1 

Footnote 2 contd ••••• 

A.E. Taylor also consid~r s knowing and believi ng 
to be different attitudes of ~ minrl to that wh: ch 
it a oprehends. The difference between the two is 
not that wh a t is known is .!.~, s ince th i s mav as 
we ll be the cas e with wh~t is beli eved , but not 
known. The difference, Taylor thinks, must be i n 
the respective charact ers of that which i s believed 
and that which is known. Belief is a sub- species 
of judgement and judgement is mediate ''in the sense 
that it\nres upposes r eference to grounds for judoing 
which fall outside th e judgement itself .'' This does 
not hold true of knowledge. See A. E. Taylor. 
'' Knowi ng a nd Believing'', '' Proceedinos of the 
Aristotelian Soci~, NS, XXIX(l928-1929), rp .l-30 . 
The quot ation occurs on p. 29 . 

1. Geach, ~it., p .• l1 3 . Ry le also derid e s what he cal l s 
the ' introspective ingredient' supposedly prese nt in 
knowing and ahsent from believing. Cf. Gilbert Ryle, 
The Concept of Mi nd, p.l28. 
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Besides, Geach points out 1 , like Ryle, the very 
~ a.~d.J.~ 

idea of an act of knowledgei because the verb 'to know' 
\ 

is logical~y akin to the verb 'to be able'. So the claim 
I 

to know is the claim to have a certain ability (and so too 
I I 

is the claim to understa'nd), and therefore ''to postulate, 

acts of knowing (and acts of understanding) is . simply to 
I I 

have mislocated the logical category of psychological verbs.•• 2 

I 

In any case there was no place in McTaggart's system either 

for acts of knowing or for those of understanding . 

Then again McTaggart's providing for episodic 

judgements as against dispositional beliefs might irk some, 

and might seem to be an exceptionable feature in his system . 

McTaggart howeve r might reply that whenever a person has to 

think before giving an answer or solution to a question 

or a problem, he is perfor~ing an act of judging. So there 

always are acts of judging, and not merely dispositional 

of beliefs. 

Mental Stab::s· : Perception 

The classification having now been disposed of , 

let us begin with mental states proper. We have already 

1. 

/ 

Op.cit. Ryle observes : '' 'Know' is a capacity verb 
and a capacity verb of that special sort that is used 
for signifying that the person described can bring 
things off, or get things right.'' Op .cit., p.l28. 
(Italics mine.) 'Believe' on the other hand is 
according to Ryle a 'tendency' or 'motive' word. To 
be sure, Ryle does recognize that belief and knowledge 
belong to the 'same field' when it is a case of know
ledge that. ''The sort of things that can be described 
as known or unknown can also be described as believed 
or disbelieved.'' (p.l2q), Belief, that is, might be 
said to be like knowledge, in that it is 'proposi-
t ion a 1 1 

, but t h i s , R y 1 e s a y s , ' ' t h o ugh not far wrong , 
is too narrow.'' (1£19.) Now we guess that it was 
rough~y in terms of this agreement of belief and 
knowledge that McTaggart felt reluctant to admit 
''knowing'' as a separate species of cogitation even 
though ~e otherwise recognized it, e.g., by regarding 
percepti~ns - as also judgements - as cognitive and 
therefore as such capable of both truth and error. 

2. ~cit. 
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dealt with much of what McTagqart has to say on percepti on 

in the course of our previous discussion of how, in his , 

view, percept1ons can provide th e infintte SPt ies of pa~ts , 

into part s de t e rmined by determining corr~snonrlence. I I I 

That perception can provide the ihfinite series of the type 
I ' I 

required , g ive~ them a pre-eminent pl ace in Mcraggart's ; 

system. We will here note some additi6nal points made ~y 
1 

McTaggart and not discussed e~rlier. We . have ~lready 

noticed that by pe rception McTaggart means awareness of 

substances and awar enes~ of them as hav i ng such- and- such 

charact eristics. 1 It is not necessary , McTaggart says2 , 

that we perceive all the characteristics which the substance 

we perceive actually does have. For that would mean that 

every perception would gi ve us knowledge about ever y fact 

in the universe : that is, since the universe is an inter-

connected whole, description of one substance would include 

descriptions of all the other substances in the universe. 3 

So it is possible that we may perceive only ~ of the 

whole lot of qualities that a subs tance may i n fac t have . 

If we perceive a thing as fiil:., the latter need not be all 

that is to the thinq ; and , McTaggart migh t also add, it 

even does not mean that it has to be :t;:f.la since , who knows , 

we may not be misperceiving. So the propos ition th~ t a 

substance is perceived as having characteristic s is neither 

entailed by, nor entails, the prop~~~ion that the s ubstance 

in question in fact has these characteri stics . 

l. Compare Blanshard : ' 'If, for example, wh en we 
looked at the dress we were aware of nothin~ but 
blue, we should not in strictness be perce ivi ng; 
perceiving proper would appear when we took the 
blue~ s omething.'' Op.ci!., p .53 . 

2 . lig, Sec. 407. 

3. Ibid., Sec. 221 . 
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McTaggart further holds that perception qives 

us knowledge ?bou~ characteristics of characteristics. 1 

1Nhen, e.g., we make the judgement '•r am intensely sleepy''-

and it would be admitted that some such statements are 

sometimes well-founded - we are asserting intens1ty ~s ~ 

characteristic of the sleepiness which character;zes ~e . 

Similarly the judqement that the shades of A and § are 

in com rat i b l e v th e n !:: is red and § b l a c k , i s q i v e n t o us in 

perception. Such grasp of thinas W.E. Johnson has called 

'•intuitive in<uc J ion.• 2 So it is by oerception that I 

come to know that I have the characteri jtic of s leeoiness, 

and further th a t ~he sleep is intense. And it is only 

through oerception that I come to know that h is red and 8 

black, and it is 9gain through perception that I come to 

know that the two shades are incom~atible. Thus it is hv 

perception that we can grasp the implication or the 

'intrinsic determi~ation' of characteristics. -....-

\ 
1. Ibi£., Sec. 301. 

2. W.E. Johnson, Logic, Part II, p.l92. 'Intuitive 
induction' is ''that species of a generalization 
in which we intuit the truth of a universal pro
position in the ver.y act of intuitina the truth 
of;::. single instance.'' (lbid., p.29). One or 
two more of the examples wnTCh Johnson gives may 
'here be cited with advantage. When we judge upon 
a sinale instance 9f the impressions red, orange 
and yellow, that the qualitative difference between 

·red and yellow is greater than that between red and 
orange, this single instantial judgement is implicitly 
universal. We are here implicitly judqing that the 
said relation amongst red, yellow and orange holds 
for all possible 'presentations' of these shades . 
Again in judging that a single ••presented '' ohiect, 
whose s hape is perceived to be equil~teral and 
triangular, is also equiangular we are implicitly 
judging that all equilateral triang les are enuiangular. 
Ibid., pp.l92-193. Russell a lso covers some of 
these cases under 'intuitive-knowledg e •, regarding 
them as •self-evident'. ·see his The Problems of 
Philosophy, p.80. 
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l ' I 
} cTagga~t ga in observes that s o far as he c~n 

see, lit is not ne t essary that: a thing should be per<eived 

as havi g characteristics which are enough to constitute 

a suffiqient description of it. It would be posstb~e , ! he 
I ' 

says, tci perceive a thing as h;w:ing the charact erist icis ,::fL. 
I ' I --

and not perceiving it as havinq any other char act er~st~cs , 

while it can't be ruled out that there should ex ist [ s.ome- I 
• ! I 

thing else in the universe which has the characteri ~ ti 1c s A~i.. 
' I I I I I 

A fortiori, as not iced above, ! a sobstr:~nce car. he :-erdelived -
without .being perceived as h avin<J r:~ll t he character s t.ics, 

i I 

or even all the original qualities which in f ac t i t ha~. 
' I 

'there is one further important thing that nekds l to 1 

I I I 
I 

I I I 

be n<Dti ed. It has been denied that ther e can be erroh'e ous 
I 

pe rcept ~ on, and it is asserted instead th r:~t it is the 

subsequent judgements founded on perception that are mis

taken. McTaggart on the other hand be lieves, as said 

earlier , that there can be erroneous perception; thr:~t a 

substance can be perceived as having character istics which 

in fact it does not have, that jt can even be perce i ved as 

having chimerical characteristics, i.e., characteristics 

which could not characterize anything. (Thus according to 

McTaggart our perception of certain 'realities' such as , 

Time, matter, and sensa is a case of erroneous perception). 

This doctrin~ is essential if McTaggart's view of the nature 
'~ 

of things in ''absolute reality'' is to be reconci l ed with 

the nature which things ''appear'' to possess. It is however 

not essential to his doctrine that ''perception'' is a 

possible relation of determining correspondence. For, as 

we have seen, McTaggart has claime d to show that all the 

perceptions which are terms in the determining corre spondence 

1. Ibid., Sec. 413. 
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I 

series af e .£QI£ect l1 so far
1 

as they go. The fi n Al point 

that nee1s a brief reference before we conclude the pre~ent 

discu$si ~n of ''perception'' is McTaggart' s view1 that it 

is possit le t6.perceive a whole without perceiving any 

of it~ p•rts. The doctrine is similar to the view of 

Russell expressed thus: ''We must suppose that we can 

perceive, name, and recognize a whole without knowing what 

are its constituents.' •2 It seems th At within McTagoart's 

framework a whole - in so far this whole is a self - is 

ontoloaically prior to its states or parts, even though 

the states or parts are all there is to the whole. Broad 

calls th~ above doctrine ''rather startling•• 3 but there is 

nothing startling about i t. This is in~act, one gathers, 
4 _implied in McTaggart's doctrine of substance . Elsewhere , 

McTaggart, while contrasting a compound substance with a 

compound characteristic5 , makes the point that it is possible 

to be aware of a compound s ubst ance without being aware of 

the simple substances which compose ito ''For the awareness 

of a substance is perception, a nd we can perceive a compound 

substance without perceiving any simple substances as its 

parts.••6 McTaggart 's doctrine that we can perceive a whole 

1. lb]d., Sec. 413o 

2. Bertrand Russell, An Inguiry "into Mean]n9.__§_!}d Truth, 
p.l28. Explaining, Rus sell points out that the 
''datum which appears as subject in 2 j11rlgement of 
po.rception is a complex wholo. whose complexity we 
do not ''necessari ly'' perceive .'' 1b1d., po . l28-129. 
See also Russell'~ Th e ProhlP-ms of PhilosoQby, pp . 79, 
80 and .M~ticism and Lonic , p.2ll . '' Whether j t is 
possib le to be aware of a complex without being 
aware of its constituents is not ~n easy question, 
but on the whole it would seem that there i s no 
reason why it should not he possible .'' 

3 . Broad, op.cit., II, Pt.I, p . 52. 

4. NE, Sec. 175. 

5 . For 'compound characteristics', see below . 

6 . ~£, Sef . 175. 
''l 
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without ~ercei~in~ any of its parts should further 

beco e d1ear if w~ bear in mind his doctrine of the 

infi jt divisibility of substance . That we shall be 

led into an infi n i te regress, if we hold that one cannot 

perceive a whole without perceivinr. some at le ast , if not 

all, of its parts , is obvious. For then I cannot perceive 

a whole E without perceiving at least one part of £1 of it . 

But 1:1 would itself be, niven infinite divisibility of 

substance , a c omplPx whole. So I cannot perceive El Without 

perceivi nq at leASt one part of £11 of it. E11 will jn 

i v-. 1. 11r11 '"' .. 1· ouq 11 ,... x wllolf'; ~() T r;-,nnot. pf' I'C:f' iVI' i . t. w ithn11t. 

perceiving at l~ast one part of g111 of ito And so on without 

end. The doctrine therefore that one cannot perceive a 

whole without perceiving at least some part, of it involves 

that in the case of a whole which is infinitely divisible, 

the whole is perceived only· if parts within parts to 

infinity of the whole are also perceived. And this is 

impossible. So, McTaggart would conclude, it stands that 

one can see a whole without perceiving any of its parts. 

As for McTaggart 's account of perception of 

material things, it is to be found in Chapters XXXIV and 

XXXV of NE, and in Sections 65 to 76 of 2DR . The ~0~ 

discussion is repeated, with some modifications, in Sections 364 

to 366 and 370 to 371 of~. Like some other philosophers, 

McTaggart concentrates on the perception of mat e rial things, 

and there too claims no exhaustiveness. In fact the question 

never figured for him as a main issue. It remain ed incidental 

to his main business, and he g~ve it only the attention 

that he thought it deserved within the larger framework of 

his philosophy . Since we h ave treated of the issue in our 
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d is cussion of ''Sensa '' 'in the third ch apt er and of 

''matter '' in the chapter on '• Se lf and I mmort ~ l ity'', 

we refer the reader to discussion s in tho se r l aces o Tt 

hardly needs to be merltioned thAt ouestion s of relevance 

alone made us treat of the auestion ther e . 

Awareness of Characteristics 

1 I 
We next pass to ''awareness of charActeristics. '' 

This can be illustrated by an ex ample. Whe n I have the 
' 

idea of '' qreenness'' while jud~inq or assumi nn t~at ~.is 

green, I m~y be said to have an awareness of the ch?.racter

istic '' green''· Such awareness, McTaggart holds, cannot 

yield the kind of infinite series r equiredo For if the 

infinite series is not to be vici ous, it is necessary that 

some determinant ter~s in such a determining correso onoence 

should not only determine awareness~ but sh ould also have 

awareness a s their parts. It is only such rec i procal de ter

mination1 that can confer validity on an infinite series . 

Now this mea ns that in a case where the determining corres-

pondence is aware ness , the determinants, i.e. the objects 

of which there is an awareness,should have awareness as 

their parts . All these objects must therefore be existent, 

s ince awareness (of them) were existent. And so the awareness 

of them wi ll be, not awareness of characteristics, but 

pe r ception. 
\ 

Secondly , if the awareness of charact erist ics could 

g ive us the infinite series of parts within parts , this 

would involve that each of the characteristics should have 

pa rts within parts to infinity. But this is impossible . 

McTaggart holds that a characteri st ic must ''mean somethi ng •• 2 

1. ~, Sec . 20l. 

2 . Ibid., Sec. 175; also Sec . 64 . 
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and I \ 
hat the meaning of a characteri stic, if the char acter-

istic h ~ppens to be composite, must deperid on the meaninas 

of its constituent terms which are s imple character l stics. 1 
I 

I f it h ~d no s i m pl~ pnrt s , the compound chAracteristic 
I 

would depend on a vicious infinite regress, and its meaning 
I 

would depend on that of the final te rm of a, series 't'h i~h, 1 

by hypothesis , h as no final term. 
I 

So ther e c annot be 
I 

charact eris tics within characters i st ics within char actPr-

istics end l ess ly. 

Jud9 ement s and Assumptions 

Judgement s and assumption s may b e taken toqet her . 

The internal structure or corit~nt of both of t hem is the 

s ame . Bot h a r e di s cuv·sive or propositi onal ; a 'tha t'-.. 

claus e i s ne ce s s ary to a description of both. They however 

differ in r egard to the assertor i c force which j udgement s 

possess, and which assumptions lack. One may equally j udge 

or assume what is true or what is false, but while i n 

judgement one can be held guilty of error in judg ing some-

thing wronqly, in assumption one cannot. Neither of t hem , 

ag ain, can g ive us part s within part s. to i nfin i. ty deter;_ 

mined by determining correspondenceo A judgement about 

a whol e , E, does not contain, as p ~rt s , iu dr. ement ~ ~hout 

the part s of the whole ~; perception of a whol e , on the 

other hand, as McTaggart has tried to show, can have percep

t i ons of th e pArt s of the whole as part s of it self . 2 Simi-

l arly an ass umpt i on about a whole a l s o cannot be made up 

of assumpt ions about the part s of the who le . 

Beside s , even if judg ements could be i nfi ni t e l y 

divis ible , th ~ r es ultant infinite ser ies would be v icious. 
~ 

1. I bi d ., Sec. 175 . 

2 . NE, Seco 421. 
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What has been seen in case of characteristics holds here 

too. A judgement must have a meaninq. And if what has 

m~aning is a complex whose constituents have meaninq, the 
' I 

menninq of the complex must depend on the meaninq of ~he 
I 

constituents. Now a judgement os tensibly has a structure 

which corresponds in certain ways to the structure of the 
I I 

words in wh ich it is expressed. That is, the meani ng of 

a judgement depends on the meaning of th ose of its campo

nets which have mec:ming, and ''which have no parts :which 
. 

hi'!Ve meaning. ' ' 1 And if a judgement should have judgements 

within judgements to infinity, its meaning would depend on 

those of the last terms of the series which, by hyoothesis, 

has ~o ast terms. It would consequently have no meaning 

and thus not be a judgement. The same apolies, mutatis 
\ 

~~. to assumptions, because an assumption too, since 

it has a meaning, must depend on some terms which have 

meaning and which have no further parts which have meaning. 
I 

The st~ucture of percepti6n, on the other hand, is alto0ether 

different. A perception, accordinq to McTa0~art, and as 
I 

noticed earlier, corresponds to the way it represents the 

object perceived as differentiated. If I perceive an 

object as having parts, my perception will have parts in 

accordance with the way it represents the object as differ

entiated (into parts). (We will notice later that the same 

holds in case of imagings1 Then again - and this t oo has 

been discussed earlier - while a judgement can be indefinite 

in a certain respect, perception cannot. I can judge that 

an object possess~s a determinable without judging what 

determinate form of that determinable it possesses , but 

in perception, according to a view which McTngg~rt :~hares 

1. I bi ci. 
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with Be ke ley, Hume and Russell , I per ceive a~ obiect 

as posse~sinq a perfectly det~rminate form o~ the 

charact ~ristic . Thus I can judge that the eyes of the 

nresent Prime Niini.stcr of India h0ve some co l our without 

judging what specifjc colour they have ; but I cannot 

perceiv~ hi s eyes without perceivi ng them as having some 
I 

definite colour . 1 And wh"' t hold s in case of judne!llent s 

holds for as s umotions t oo . 

I 
. 2 mnglng 

What is it to '' image'' something ? It is possible , 

saysl M9~ aQgqrt, to picture something which I do not perceive 

now, wh,ic h I ha ve never seen, or which does not exist. ·.:ie 

can se~ this by consideri ng example s . Thus, McTRgaart 

says, 1 can imaqe a red disc on a white ground . I can image 

tooth ache as being felt by me at a time when I am not 

feeling it. I can image Cromwell' s distrust for Charles I, 

which presumably did exist, or Cromwell's cont empt for the 

Young Pretender, which certainly did not exist ; 3 and so on. 

What is imaged in each of such cRses is called by ~cT~agart 

'' Imagin atum' '. 

McTn~0 art is disinclined t o use the word ''imaoininc '' 

for th i s term is so ambiguous. It is sometimes used in 

the sense of ''believing falsely'' as when we say of a 

conceited person that he considers himself to be Kali dasa. 

Again, it is some times used to mean '' assuming '' and the 

working out of the propositions resulting from th e assu!lling . 

1. 

, ______ _ 
Compare Jean-Paul Sartre '' A hare vaguely 
perceived is nevertheles s a specific hare .'' 
The Psy chology of I~aginati on,t rans. Bernard 
Frechtman (New York : Washington Square Press, 
Inc. PB, 1966; l~t Philos ophical Library ed .l948), 
p .l9. 

2 . ~£ , Sees. 422-424. 

3 . Ibid.., Sec. 422. 
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I 
As example would be imagining what one would have done 

I 
had one bee n Jaw~har Lal Nehru when the p~ rtit ion of 

India took pl ~ ce. Whi le in the se cases of ''im<'!gining'' 
I 

there need not be any ''imaging'', there are al so , simi-

larlv , instances of' 'imag ing'' without ''imaoining ' '· 

Thus I may image a certain cat and r emember having s trok~d 

it yesterday . I s hould not he re say that I 1 1 imao i nPd 1
' 

the cat. 

According to McTagqart, in their internal strudtute, . 
imag ings resemble perceptions, but differ from judqe~ents 

and assumptions. Imaging of something complex is also, 

like perception of it, complex. Like perception , imaging 

too is differentiated according as it represents the 

imaged bbject a s being differentiated. And again imag ing , 

like perception, images the object as having some definite 

form of the determinable. Berkeley and Hume would certainly 

have gone along with McTa0qart hore. Further, the imRgin~tum 

is a particular or, in McTaggart's term i nology , a substance . 

Consequently an imRginatum, like a perceptual object, wil l 

be imaged as having characterist i cs. But imaqinq is not 

discursive. It would not be true to say th2t I imMg e (or 

perceive) that ~has the charact eri stic s XYZ though it would 

be true to say that I judge or assume that ~ has the 

characteristics ~Z. 

Someone like Bradley might here enter a protest . 

Ju s t as in perception it is difficult to say at what po int 

inference first appears, and where the analytic judoement 

becomes synthetic , so Bradley might say, ''in much ima0ina

tion we sha il find the presence of a discursive element.•• 1 

lo F.H. Bradley, The Princioles of Looi c (2 Vols.; 
Londo~ : Oxford University Pres s, 1928 ; 1st ed. 
1883), • I, BK.I, Ch.2, Sec.37 (p.76 ). 



289 

' ' 

But he agrees that in imagination there is no refer~nce 

to reality. 1 It appears that Bradley here is talking 

about ''imagining' ' which is different from the '' imaqino'' 

of lv'lcTafJqart. 

There is a certain respect however in which i~?ging, 

according to McTagqart , differs from perception and judgement 

and resembles assumptions . Perceptions and judgements are 

essentially cognitive. They '' profess '' to nive us knowl~dge 

and they do give us kn owledge in so far as they are not 

erroneous . aut i~~ging professes nothing of the kind. If 

I image '' Nehru 's contempt for the Mahatma'', this act ' of 

imagin<l ~ay perhaps be called false on the s~me principle 
I I 

on which the assumption ''that Nehru despised the Mahatma '' 
I ' 

may be called false . But I am no more in error in imaging 

' the one than ~am in assuming the other. McTaggart beauti-

fully sums up : 1 'Where there is no claim to give knowledge, 

there can be no error.•• 2 

l\i CT agg,art would here get support from a strange 

quarter . Thus Sartre, who would admit thAt the image 

belongs to perception3 ~ould also go the whole hog wi th 

McTaggart in maintaining that imagi ng yields no knowledge . 

1. Ibid., Sec.36, p.75. 

2. NE, Sec .422; also Sec. 673. 

3 . J ea n-Paul Sartre , The~~holo0v of_Im~inMtion, n . 9 . 

/ 

/ 
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As he puts it : 

''The image teaches nothing It is organi~ed 
ex~ctly like ~he objects which do oroduce knowledge, 
but it is comolete at the very moment o~ its 

.illillearB_nce. If I amuse myself by turning over in 

~y mi nd the image of a cube, if I pretenrl tH~t i i 

see its different sides, I shall be no fur t her 
I i 

ahead at the close of th e process than I was at 
the beginning . 1 have learned nothing.''! 

Perceptions Aga in, urges Sar:tre, ' can be mistaken , but 
I 

t . 2 no ~m.::lqes . 

I I 

Now this said , the question is whether imaglng~ 

can yield the infinite series of parts within parts deter

min~d iv determini ng correspondence which,WcTaocart has 

t~i~d t o show, judgements and assumptions fail to yield . 

Imagings, we have seen, have no meaning and are not dis-

cursive, and can have, like perceptions, imaqings as parts. 

So an image could have parts within part s to infinity, and 

the series , since parts would be images, would not be 

v icious . 

\ McTaggart here faces a certain difficulty (N~, 

Section 423) and attempts a solution · in Section 424. The 

discussion throws furtHer light on his notion of imaging . 

There is introspective ~vidence to the effect that there is 

something I image, an imaginatum as distinct from the state 

of imaging it. It is ~lso certain that this imaginatum 

is a particular which is imaged as having such-and- s uch 

characteristics. Now it has been said that it is possible 

to image Cromwell's contempt for the Young Pretender, though 

it never existed . What is the imaqinatum here? If you say 

1. Ibid., p.lO. Italics mine. See also Pol2. 

2 . ''My perception can deceive me, but not my imaoe' '• 
Ibid., p .l2 . 
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that it is a particular which exists inside the mind 
I 

of Cromwell as ~n experience of contempt for the Young 
I I 

Pretender, the answer is there is no such particular. 

''For if a thing does nQt exist at all, it cannot exist 

within a self.' •1 If you say that the imaginatu~ 1~ not 

Cromwell's contempt but . a representation of it and that 

this representation could exist in the imaging self• this 

too is not tenable. For if this suqgest ion were to be 

allowed, this would mean that I should never be able to 

imag~ Cromwell 's contempt, while the fact is that I c2n 
2 image Cromwell's contempt. 

McTaggart suggests the followin~ solution. 3 TherP. 
I 

are in fact no imagings. What appears as imagings is in 

actual fact perceptions which are introspectively misper-
I 

ceived as imagings. These perceptions are sometimes 

erroneous in that the imaginatum (in fact, perceptum) is 

imaged as possessing characteristics which in fact it 

does not possess. In the case of Cromwell's contempt f6r 

the Young Pretender, I really perceive a certain particular 

and I misperceive it as Cromwell's contempt for the Young 

Pretender. In fact it does not have this characteristic. 

Now, since this state of (mis-) nerception seems in intros-

pection to be a state of imaging, there is an introspective 

error. As McTaqgart puts it, there is error in the state, 
4 and an error about the state. But in cases where there is 

no wron0 ascription of characteristics to the particular 

(in the imaoing), there is no error in perception though 

-------------~~~ ----------·-------------------------
1. NE, Sec.423. Italics mine. 

2. Ibi£. 

3. lbid., Sec. 424. 

4. Ibi£. See also some further details there. 
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thl re would be lintros eciiJe mispercentibn in sedih~ 
i t as im ag i ng • One P'\inc i1la reason behind thiS l in~ros

laccording t~ Mclaqgart, i~ the f~~lute to pecti, e error, 

recognize the element of cognition in pe~ception~ 1 

. ! 
I 

Now McTaqgart later on tries to show that lal l 
I ; I 

kinds of cogitations, e.g. judgements, assumrtio~s~ 
1

etc. 

are in fact perceptions which are intros~ectivel~ mlsper-
, I I 

I I 

ceived. But whi le there he invokes his special ~r~~ciples 

of~ In~ inite ~·ivisibi lity and Dete~mining CorrespJnd~nce to 

driver the pain~ home, in the case of imagings he 1 cl~ims to . I . 
• I I I 

show, and without appeal to special principles, that they 

are trospect ~vely misperceive~ misperceptions. 

One or two significant points . of Broad ' s . criticism2 
I 

of McTaggart's view of imaging may here be noticed . He 

says that there can always exist, as McTaggart himself 

1. 

/ 

Ibid., Sec . 673, ''A perception, which is not 
perceived as being a cognition, will arpear as 
an imaging''. For some further details on 
Ima<d.ngs see Chapter LVI, Sections 673-677. ·::e 
have to exclude discussion of some of them for 
the reason that they involve reference to McTaggart's 
theory of error, and the lotter is clearly beyond 
the scope of the present work . Anyway, there is 
nothing in these sections which comes into conflict 
with McTaggart's view of the problem which we 
have discussed just nowo One or two points however 
may be mentioned. Firstly, McTaggart says 
(Sec. 674) that an imaging may be a perception 
of something which is, ~Q_Qnecie temporis, an 
event in the past or the future. In remembering, 

.one is perceiving retrospectively , with more or 
less exactness, an event which one perceived at 
the time the event took place. In Sec . b77, 
McTagaart makes the ''interesting'' suggestion 
that it is possible that there may be imagings 
of events or objects of which we have had no 
perceptions because they still lie in future . 
Our imagings of such events would be a kind of 
preperception. Broad remarks : ''In view of the 
fact that there is fairly good evidence that non
inferential precognitions sometimes happens 
this suggestion of McTaggart's becomes more than 
an idle speculation".• Broad, ~cit., II , Pt.I, p .24. 

2 . Broad, op.cit., II, Pt.I, pp.26-3l . 
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admt~s, fi an element of supposition in imaging and it is 

this makes it appear as if some particular has 

been' '''berceived 1 1 as having character ist its vvhi ch jno 1 

particu~dr has. In Cromwell's contempt for the YoJng 
I 

Pretender there is the experience of suppo~ing tha~ 1 

Cromwel~ had been the cpntemporary of Charles Edwa~d~ 
1

had 

met him, and had felt contempt for him. 
I I I 

If furthe~ r
1 

I 

have se;en pictures of Cromwell and 
' I 

of the Young Pretender 

thi~ s~ppos ition may lead to the prehendinq of a 1 1certain 

comple l imaqe which I believe to resemble the sensum t~at 
il . 

a pars n would have sensed if he had seen a man li ke 

Cl'o, we 1,1 turning up his nose . at . a man like ·Charles Edwar<J. ' ' 1 

Her~ , ~oncludes Broad, there need not be any misperception, 

introspective \or non-introspective, nor there need be any 

false judgement. Ostensib& imaging, says Broad, involves, 

like ostensible· sense-perception, something besides prehending 
I 

an image. This somethinq may be a judgement, or a quasi-

judgement, about the image, viz. that it resembles the 

sensa that a man would normally sense if certai n supposed 
I 

conditions were fulfilled. The judgement, whether correct 

or not, is not rendered false by the fact that the su9posed 

conditions are not fulfilled. The whole experience ''is 

initiated and sustained by a supposition'' which, from the 

nature of the case, is neither correct nor incorrect. 

Consequently there need be no error in the experience of 

~maging Cromwell's contempt in spite of the fact that 

Cromwell never felt such contempt. 2 

Again, according to Broad, there is no introspective 

error involved in perceiving perceptions as imagings. The 

1. lQi£., p.29. 

2. lbi£., p.30. 
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perception of the image, he says, appears in intros-

pection as a perception; and so do suppositions and 

judgements appear in introspection as suppositions and 

Judgements. No doubt, accordinq to McTaggart sunoositions 

and judgements are introspectively misperceived perceotions. 

BtJt this McTaqgart tries to show by appealing to the twin 

principles me\tioned above. In case of imagings, he tries 

to show them to be introspectively misperceived misper

ceptions without any appeal to those p·-rinci..ol~s. This 

claim, BroC"ld says, is evident 1 y baseless. ' 'It rests on 

nothing but tmperfect analysis of the experience of osten

sible imaqing.•• 1 

Geach commehts that McTaqgart got the looic o~ 

intentional verbs lvrong. Accorqin0 to Geach, McT'"'rsoart 

holds that if e.go I imaqe a 3p stamp, I image some narti

cular (as being a) 3p stamp. But if in the same way I 

want a·3p stamp, I want- and I shall be satisfied only 

if I get - some individual 3p stamp. It does not follow, 

Geach points out, that there is some individual 3p stamp 

which I want even if I see a sheet full of 3p stamps in 

the post-office; nor there need be some individual that I 

want 'as' a 3p stamp. The question 'which individual stamo 

do you want', concludes Geach,need not have any answer 

just as there need be no answer to the question 'which one 

do you image•. 2 

To these comments we may add the following ne~ded 

codicil. The element of supposition which McTaggart talks 

of and which Broad has underlined gives imagin~ a certain 

------------- ___,----------·-----------------------------------------------------
1. Ibid. 

2. Geach, £p.cit., pp.llS-119. Geach adds that this 
was one of the pitfalls to which McTaggart and his 
contemporaries generally remained oblivious. 
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definite 1 'maaical'' qaality which we find absent in 

perception. The act of imaginatiQn produces, at will, 

the object one , th~nks of, the thiiJgs one desires. and in 

such a way in whibh it is not pos~ible for perceotion 

to do. No barriers are felt, no ~ifficulties encountered 

in presenting the objects wished for, and spatia-temporal 

limits1 are not the same here as in perceotion. There is 

then, in the act of imagination, ''somethin~ of the infantile 

and the imperious•• 2 , a stubborn refusal to take coqnizance 

of the limitations perception invariably involve~. The 

other respect in which imaging differs from perceotion is, 
I 

as Sartre points dut 3 , the fact that in imaqinq the obiects 

do not appear, as they do in perception, ''from a ooint of 

~~··. One tries to bring them into existence as they 

are in themselves. That is, to clarify, the ima0ined 

objects are seen from several sides at the same time, i.e. 

under an ''all-~nclusive'' aspect. 

And yet, at the same time, the object of imanin:J 

remains unreal; it remains, thouqh ''present'', out of 

access. There is no question of our touching it and 

changing its place. Or perhans we can do all this ~~ovided 

-------------------
1. It does not however mean that all roatio-tenooral 

relatjonships of the imaoined object completely 
change. For instance, the imaqined obiect must 
be contemporaneous with the consciousness that 
think~ of it. In certain other respects, however, 
sp~tio-temporal determinations of the im~nined 
objects are different from those of perceptual 
objects. Space however prohibits us from 
entering into the details of the question. For a 
useful discussion see Sartre, The PsY.£!:!oloov of 
Imaaination, Part IV. 

2. Sartre, ~£11., p.l59. 
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we do so in an unreal way, and t h s in the process mak e 
\ 

ourselves partly ''unreal ' •. 1 We do not analyze this 

world of imagination as we do the rerceived world, and 

we do not concern ourselves with its details, nor do we 

feel li ke doing so . The world of im~qination is then, in 

a certain sense, the world of make- belief. There is 

therefore, to conclude, no question of th inking it true or 

false. These categories just don' t apply there. 

Memory 

,Je next rass to the mental state caJ led memoryo 

McTaggart speakJ of memory thus : ''Memory is a cognition 

which appears as a judgement about somethinq else whi ch 

appears as An imaginatum''. 2 Memory is a cognition since 

it cl a ims to give- and,where faithful, does 0 ive- know-

ledge of the past. And it certainly does not aqoear to 

intros pection as ~eing a percept~o~. Wh~le oercertion 

gives knowledge about what is simultaneous with itself , 

memory give s knowledge about what is earli er than itself. 

Now since memory is a cognition of th e existent, 

and yet is not a perception, it must be a judgement. And 

I I I 

f •' I 

! I I 

I I ) 

I j ! 

I I I 

McTaggart is convinced that this is how it looks on in tros

pection . Memo r y appears (in introspection) to be a judgement 

that the present imaginatum has been perceived in the pas t. 

(And if memory is a judgement , it cannot yield the requisite 

series of parts within parts to infini ty ) . In other words, 

1. Ibid., p.l60. 

2 . NE , S ~,~ . 425. 
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are the same which one perceived ~t 

past. 

With the most of it Russell mig~t brv~·~~•~t 

He will however add that the image cannot c 

essence of memory3 , that there 1~ alongside 

object which is r~coonized as past and that 

object, as opposed to the image, were in some way 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Gilbert Ry1• also .v es that remembering or 
''recalling'' has certaln affinities with •• 
''I rec•ll:~only What I myRelf have seen, hear 
and f~lt. ~ust as what I imagine is mysel£ -sa~:N 
hearing, dOing and noticino thinrys.•• ~cit,, 
Ryte however blandly denies that memory can yie 
knowlad;e. For details see Ibid., pp.257-26~. 
way of underatanding the issue can be gauged fr 
fact that far hi~ ··~ f~r the most important 
least discu&sed ~of the v•rb [•to remember• 
that use in \lhieh ._~:tid; .somethinf1 means av 
learned some~hinq nd ftdt ,.,.otten it.•• (p.2~?} 
and alaost the whole cona1d*~atlon is devoted to 
spelling out ¥that the •axlOII' Uipl~s. If rmn'Mftb~ 
only and primarily consists e.g~ •not-
how to apply bra~es on my car, the~ the conclus 
that memory is no source of cognition follow$ 1 
The plethora of secondary d tails mars Ryl~'t t 
of the issue and prevents bla from (acing~t 

Bertrand Russell, Tb• Pt~ of Philosophy, 

Ibid. Ayer takes ~·1•1lar view of the image 
memory ''The image'', he says, • • if it occurs 
an aide-memoire; it do .. nbt . o to constitute 
memory. 1 ' A. J. /wft', a,..,.. _ _ .,l 

rep. 1982; 1st ed. 19 p. er 
Ayer goes on to deny t at there is anythin 
universally present in every instance of r~••• 
Some~imes there is an imaqe, sometimes a 
fami~tarity, or sometimes ''there is no~ 
occurrence.•• (~., pp.l46-147). No dftt~~= 
th~re are distinctiVe memory-experiences, 
~emembering something ''feels different•• 
imagining it, or believing that it hao1oeru. 
these experiences do not consist in 
special sort of object.• • 
is rather an extreme view. 



298 

before the mind SO that one COUld Compare the i mAfj e Wi'th 

it, no judgement i~ regard to the i~age ' ~oul~ be pos s ible . 1 

I think that the addition by[ Russ~ll 9f the p.1s·t 

object in addition for the image is a needless one ; for 

after all, McTaggart can reply, and' I think :rightly , that 

the object remembered as past and the obiect imaged as 

past are not diffe~ent entit~es , an~ that the refore nd,thin~J 
is ')ained by this ~ddition, RusseJ 1 is ho~;•·ever right in 

i nsi.stin r; that in 11

emory- judr'. ementsl re.copnitton ot ~~ eJ 
object .2.§._~ is ssential. McTaglgart [se1em~ not to 1-1:e 

full cog niz~nce bf the fact that, ~ven w~i l e , as he riqhtly 

points out , there }s cogrriti6n, a~ judge~ent, of the im~ged 

object, th is imaged object (in memory) is fi£~!1Y a recalled 
'• 

object . Without this recalling no jud0, ement is possible , 

for then it would be a simpl~ .case of imaging. I th i nk that 

the idea is implicit in McTaggart's view, else he would not 

have called memory a judgement; only it is not f ully brought 
\ for th. Sartre perhaps echoes a somewhat simil a r view when 

he says : "I f I recall a n incident of my past life I do 

not im?.gine it, I recall <it . Th a t is , I do not posit it 

as aiven-in-Hs-absence, ·but as niven-n ow-as - in-the- oast . '• 2 

Footnote 3 contd •••• 

some specific 'mental occurrence' i n memory, and 
that is the object remembered, so that even when 
we say ' Yes, I do remember' (Ib id ., p . l47), the 
casua lness may only s how that the event i s still 
very much fresh in memory, and that no ef fort ~ t 
a ll is required to recall the object. Ag ain, what 
is the ' special sor t of object ' that Aye r l ooks 
fo r? The object invariably i s the obj e ct r e called 
or remembered in imag e-form a nd this is s uf f icient 
to distinguish it from the other forms o f cons cious
ness. (For Ayer 's detailed vi ews , see I bid ., 
Chapter 4). 

1. The Problems of Phi losoghy , p.66. 

2 . Sartre , op.cit., p . 236 . 

i 
, I 

I I 
I I 
! ! 
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Volitions 

l~'~cTaw;art discusses volitions in Chapter XL of NE. 

He first presents a psychologic?.l account of them, and 

then raises a few auestions about this kind of experience. 

We shall Jeal with both of them, but brieflv. ~cTacgart 

uses the v,,ord ''volition'' as synonymous with ''desire''. 

It is wider than, and is )nclusive of, "willing ".l There 

is no willlnq without desiring, thounh there 1<; much 

desiring which js not will. To take McTaggart's own 

example, I miqht desire that London should not be d~stroyed 

by an earthquake tomorrow or that I should have beh~ved 

better yesterday. But I will not ''will'' either of them 

unless J thought that I possessed the power to prevent 

earthquakes or to change the past. 

The quality of beinq a desire 1s, according to 

McTaggart, simrle and ultimate, and therefore, indefin;,ble • . 
He rejects the view- held, for ex2mple, by thinkers like 

Bradley2 - that desire is an idea which tends to realize 

itself, as unsatisfactory. Some volitions of course 

exhibit this tendency, thouCJh it is difficult to coniectrJre 

-------~-----------------------------

1. ~~' Sec. 444. F.H. Bradley also inclu rle~ ''will ' 
unrler ''volition''· See Brudley, Coll~cted 2ssays 
(2 Vols.; Oxford : Clarendon Press, 193~~II, 
Chapter X~VI, p.476. Bradley's definition of voli
tion is however different and has been b-ieflv 
~lluderl to below. 

Hicks not icer; r>n imnort2nt feature of ''vvi l 1 ''. 

The fact of willing,' he thinks, can onlv bo fo:mulated 
in terms of the expression 'I will'. "There is", 
he says, ''involved [in willing] distinct reco'lnition 
on the part of the subject willing of himself''. 
G. Dawes Hicks, ''The Nature of Willinn' ', Proceedin'1S 
~the Aristotelian Society, XIII (1912-13)-,-p~./.7-65. 
The quotation is on p.49. Hicks here also considers 
Bradley's views on the question. 

2. F.H. Bradley, Collected Ess~, II, p.476. "A volition 
is 'the self-realization of an idea with which the self 
is identified'.'' For a full discussion by Bradley of 
th0 SIJhiect Sr>e the Chaptr>rs XXVI to xXVITI on 'The 
DPfinition of Will' in that volume. 
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how volitions that London sh oulrl not be destToyed by 

eArthquakes tomorrow or that I should have behaved better 

yesterday , cou l d fulfil the reo u irement. 
I 

.tmd further, 
I 

McTa00art adds, even if all ·the volitions showed the 

tendency to realize themselve s , the quality of being a 

volition would s till be diffe rent from the quality of bei~g 

an idea tending towards self-r ealization . 1 

A desir~ must pe a ctesi f e fo, som~ th inq. Lt des i+ I 
for something bresu9poses an ~areness o1f the object desired. 2 

Wh ich means we i must have some '' cogitation'' of t~e thing 

desi re rl , eithe~ by way of seeing it ~ nr r ememberi ng it, or 

imagining it , etc. 3 However, it is on the other hand possible 

that we should have cogitations of things ''as to which we 

entertain no desi re 11 o4 So volitions stand in a r ela tion 

of one - sided dependence to cogitations . Broad ca ll s the 

above a '' correc t account '' of such experiences . 5 

From this McTaggart take s a very important ste9 . 

McTaggart has said that there must be some cogitation of 

that which i s desired . Is it then the case that there is , 

first, a sta te of cogitation, which is not a state of desire , 

fo llowed or accompanied by a s·ta te of desire which is not 

one of coait a\t ion. McTaggal't finds this analysis unsatis

factory. For, then, he says , there would be no cogitation , 

in the s tate of desire~ f or the object de s ired , a nd ~~ it 

would not be necessary .tha t the s tate of de s ire should be 

for thi s r a ther than for something else . 

1. NE, Sec . 444o 

2 . Comp~re Sartre : ''Th e desire i s at firs t nAturally 
the conscious ness of th e de s ired obj e ct ''. Qn . ci t., 
p . 9 lo 

3 . NE , Sec . 445 . 

4 . Tbid . 

5 . Q~cjt ., II, Pt . I, p . 89 . 
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The d1lemMa then is this : on the one hand, as 
we have seen, there must be cogitation of that which is 

desired, and on the other, the ~tMte of cogitation cannot 
• I 

be a mental occurrence separately from the state of desire. 

As a way out, McTaggart suggests a thesis which he ascribes 
I 

to G. Eo t~loore aryd which w.as put. forward by the 1 ~t t r in 

a review for Mind for 1910 of Messer's Empfindun~ und Denke~. 1 

The main thrust jof the doctrine, according to McTaqaart, is 

that the state of desire ~nd th1 state of cooitation of 

what is desired are one and the same mental state which 

1 'has both the quality of beina a coaitation and the auality 
I 

I 

of being a de~.,,l In other words, to use existent· l' t 

terminology, a desiring cosciousness is at once consciousness 

of the object desired. 

This truth is however very often liable to be ~issed, 

and for the following reason. It is often the case that 

apprehension of the object desired precedes the desire proper. 

We first get to know the object, and then proceed to desire 

it. There is then a state - of cogitation - which iS not 

yet a state of desire. This leads people to believe that 

the former are the only states of cogitations concerned, and 

that the volitional states are not states of coqitation. 

But this, McTaggart points out, is mistaken. 1 1 A state of 

desire 1 
', he says, 1 'which is always a desire for something, 

must itself be a state of cogitation of that thing. 112 

What all this comes to is briefly as follows. Desires 

are additional qualities which some cogitations have; they 

are, to use Geach 's words, '' colourings superadded to 

cogitations and not separate pieces of mental content. 1
'
3 

\;. 

1. NE, Sec. 446. 9hJt~ -ml.n~· 

2. Ibi£• 

3. ~cit., p.l24. 
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A desire for~ is a cogitation of~ nualjfied or • 'toned'' 

in a certain characteristic way. Or, in other ~ords, to 

desire~ is simply to cogitate X desirinqly. 1 There is 

then the quality callPd ''desirefulness'' which qualifiec; 
I 

some conitations and gives them their characteristic 

flavour. Anci this nuality, as nlre,1clv r~entioned, ~s, 

~ccordinn to McTaoqart, simple and indefin~ble. 

Broad considers true. 2 

Some Question"' Concerninn Volition~ 

And thi~ 

The firr't ouestion th-3t f,1cTaqqi1rt L~t:es Wl for 

consideration is whether there is ~nv chAracteristic w~ic~ 

mAkes thinns that oo~ses~ it, objects of desire. Two 

I I 

I i I 

characteristics have been generally held to be of this kind. 

Some have maintained that our desire is only for that which 

gives us pleasure. This, is the well-known doctrine of 

H d . J e on1sm. Others have held that we can desire only vJ."'1at 

we believe to be good. McTaggart finds this inconsistent 

lik~ hedonism- with the facts of one's own experience and 

of other men's experience. We often desire objects which 

are known to bP bad at the time they are desired. 

As aq;dnst this, it is sometimes argued that a 

man may desire what on the whole seems to him to be aood, 

even if some of the effects of the desired objP.ct may be 

bad for him. Or alternatively, a man may desire whnt is 

obviously had on the whole because he thinks that its effects 

1. Compare Bradley : "A desired object (as desired) 
is a thought, and my thought; but it is something 
more, and that something more is, in short, that 
it is desired by me.'' Ethical Studies (Oxford : 
Clarendon Press, rep. 1935; 1st ed. 1876), p . 67 . 

2o ~cit., II, Pt.I, p.9la 

3. For a brilliant refutation of Hedonism, see 
F.H. Bradley, Ethi£~ Studies, Chapter 3 . 
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will be good on himself. 1 Both these views again collide 
' -

with what experience t e ac;:hes us. There ' .qre 'c "'se r. , McTtlrtq ;nt 
~~~ .... 

says,l '' a man can sacrifice, either to duty or to a blind 

passion, what he beli(.v-es to be his true welfare.' •2 3road 

''entirely'' agrees with McTaggart's re~ect~on of the se 

doctrin es and regards their persi s tence as rlue to '' vprbal 

confusions . ' 13 

The seco nd ,question thr.~t N. cTaoc:Jart examines is 

whether there is any necessary connecti~n between desire 

and chana e. Some de s ires are of course desir es f or ch ange . 

I may e . q . wish that ~ ha d not ha ppended or hA ppened . (It 

is the unfilfilled object that we are desiring here. There 

can be no question of saying about a past event that had 

happened that I '' wish that it had happened ''; and vice 

versa). Similarly about an event which we believe to be 

occurring or existing , we may '' wish that it •Nere not 

happening or existin<J ' '; thnugh we can not '' wish that it 

I I 
I I 

were happening or existing. 11 Thus we can speak of ''desire'' 

with reference to past or present event s only if th ere js a 

contrast between the actual state of affairs a nd the 

''conc e iv0.d alternative .'' (As to the future, I mav S~ f 

e • g • that ' ' I wish it wo u 1 d stop rainin g ' ' , or ' ' I wish 

humanity survives the threat of a nuclear holocaus t'', 

without entertaining any conviction that it ~ill not s top 

raining or that humanity will not survive nucl e ar holocaust .) 4 

~ 

1. On the whole, McTaggart thinks, a thing c an be no 
more good for one person and bad for an other . What 
i s good or bad for one , must, as a matt e r o f princi
ple , be good or bad fo r a l l ; goodness i s a ft e r all 
a quality of the thing judged good . It is only in a 
terribly loose sehse that something may be held to 
be good for one and bad for another. Cf . NE, Sec .447. 

2. .ll?.i2. 

3 . Op.cit ., II, Pt.I, p.92. 

4. 'l'.Je have omitted reference to cases of . 1 'hope that' ' 
or ''am glad that '' for reasons of space . For a 
di s cussion of these, see Broad, op . cit., II,Pt . I, 
pp.93-98 . 



I~ is obvious that in the above instances - and 

also include cases of ''hoping'' -there does a 

be a desire for change. As against this, 

conceding that this might be true of some desires, 

says that instances exist where no relation of desi 

change is inv~ved. 

He cites the folloWing exAmple. A man wbo bell 

in the theistic view of God's existence will reoard it 

impossible that God sho~ld ever cease to exist. 

for God's existence cannot then for this man be 

' for change, for he believes that God exists. Nor 

be a desire to ''resist•• Change, for no conviction is 

entertained as to God's non-existence. And yet such a 

can very well desire for God's existence. He may beli 

that God's existence is good, or that it is of advantage 

to him, and if he desires both these things, he will 

God's existence. ''Or, again, he may desire it 

and without a reason. 1 •
1 · -

There is then, concludes McTaagart, no necessa 

connection between desire and chanqe. Desire, 

is ''primarily acquiescence.•t2 He recognizes that ' 

cence' is not a very appropriate word - it does not 

e.g. to cases of ''passionate desire••- but he 

''useful'' to employ the word occassionally as a 

''because it is universally admitted that ac~uies 

does not invnlve any relation to change.••3 

1. 

2. 

3. 

.!:§, Sec. 448. 

!big. 

Ibid. -
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This is indeed ~uite a radical doctrin~ to come 

from McTaooart. But I think it restricts the scope of 

desire. As we saw ~hove, there can be cases of ''~ishin9'' 

as also ' 1 hopino' 1 -where a desjre for ch-"~r.rrp --loP ... see11 

to be involved, ~nd which c~nnot be len~timPtelv cov1red 

under ac0tli.escence. An atheist fed un wi.th the •·r-y ~he 

world is, could rroperly say "1 wish God ex;sted. 11 

And hen~ he wot1lrl cle~rly be desjr1.n1J for cha:1'"'e in the 

scheme of thinas. (I think the chief a im of : 'r T .., ,... ., ::::- t 1 s 

behind reducing desire to acquiescence had so~~thin~ to do 

with his denial of the reality of chanqe, ~n~ 1rlrnission 

of chanqe in case of desire would have meant an inconvenient 

departure from one of the main tenets of his thought~ 

Aversion 

Is there such a thinq as aversion? Is there a polar 

opposition between desire and aversion, as is usually 

supposed? McTaqgart denies both the thinns on introspective 

grounds. 1 There are, he says, no such thinos as negative 

desires. He recoqnizes that there is a sense in which some 

desires are negative. It is not only that I desire ~' 

but I also dL~ire simultaneously, if X is incomoatible with y, 

that Y should not happen. Or aaain, I may simply desire 

that S should be P or that ~ should not be go 

The latter cases are examoles of my aversion tor 

happening or to ~ being g. McTaggart however says that 

desire is the same in both the positive and negative cases; 

there is difference only in the nature of the objects 

desired. 2 That is, in other words, it is a difference 

between desiring that E and desirinf) that not-P. It is 

1. Ibid., Sec. 449. 

2. Ibid. 
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to\•.tards objr?cts differently- i.e. negativel· or 

positively - described that desire is directed. . cTar.gart 
\ 

in this connection gives the analogy of affirmation and 

de~ial the difference between which, he says, is ''more 

properly described as a difference b~tween the Affdrmation 
I l 

of a positive content and of a negative content.'' 

Both Geach2 and Broad have criticized .. cTa('Joart 's 
I 

analysis of fncts. Geach agrees with McTagaart t 

is no opposition between affirmation and deni1l in the 

renlm of judaina; but he adds th~t the sa~e cannot b~ s 

of the distinction between the rolnr attitude<; of 

and aversion. ''Desire are aversion are diffnrcnt ~~+·tuo 

not just attitudes with d~scribably different ohj~cts. •• 1 

Intentionality of desjre, he points out, is rli~f0~ont r~om 

the intentionality of cogitatjon and that, furth~r,there 

is the onposition between positive and ner.ative attitudes 

on this side of the mental life (i.e. desires and enotionS. 

but not on the other (i.e. cogitations). So ~cTao~art ·a~ 

wr·ong, Gea ch concludes, ' 1 in ex pln in ing away aversion as a 

desire for a negative state of affa?rs, and that the ~nAloav 

he drew with belief and disbelief fails to hold. •• 4 

Broad finds this doctrine of McTaooart's '·~ost 

implausible' •. 5 Some of the ex~mples he considers are 

''I wish I had not lost my temper'' and ''I hope I shall 

not catch cold 1 
'. In McTagqart 's termino1o']y, they are 

translatable as ''I contemnlate with acquiescen~e the 

1. Ibid., II, pp.138-39, footnote 1. ---
2. Geach, OQ.cit., pp.121-23. 

3. Ibid., p.l21. 

4. Ibido, p.l23. 

5. 0 -~· -~·Cl ., II, Pt.I, p.99. 

' 
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admittedly false proposition that I ke~t my temper'~' 

and ''I contemplate with acquiescence the prooosition , 

about whose truth or falsity I am uncertaih, thatl 1ishalVI 

not catch cold''· Now these sentences, Broad says, while 

they do express oart of what is expressed by the fofmer 

sent P. n c e s , O?s >' om i t an important o <H t • I t i s c Et r Lp in 1 y 

the case that I remember with disnui~scence that I lost 

my temper, r>nd surely I contemplate with discuiescehce th~ 

prospect of havino a cold. Disouiescence with som<.?thing 

believed to be existing in the nresent or the n~st, or .. 
expected to occur in the future, was in certain c~ses, 

Broad concludes, ''psychological primary''; it '' nave rise 

to the thoug~~ of an alternative; and ••• it invested this 

thought with the quality of acquiescence.' ,l 

I think that the criticisms of Geach and Broad are 

generally valid, and that McTaggart has not quite Made out 

his case that aversion too, like desire, is, first of all, 

acquiescence. 

Are all cogitations desires? As we saw, McTag0art tried 

to show that all desires are cogitations. ~ow the question 

is, if there are any kinds of coqitation which are also not 

desires.McTaQgart•s answer is that most of our de~ires are 

cogitatively assumptions. But some of them are jur!aementf ; 

th t
. 3 o ers, percep 1ons. 

Jt is plain that the desire th at I had beh~ved 

better yesterday, or an atheist's desire th~t God existed 1 

are desires that essentially involve assumptions . (It also 

is obvious that they involve judgements, viz., a mer.ory that 

1. Ibid. 

2 . NE, Sec. 450. 

3. Ibid., Sec . 451. 
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I behaved j n a certain way 

1 ! l 

yesterdky, of a Jelief th a~ 
I I .1 I 

these assumpt~on s j are ~u~~i fied Gorl does not exist). And 
' : 

by acquies cence. DPsires can be, in thtir fonitat ~vi 

as~ect. ju riqements onlv in those ceses rherr one b~:l+ ve s 
thet what one de < ires is real. 1 Most of ol ;Jes i res: in 

present life, McT~gnart ooints out , arq no t of t his ind . 

That is, they are' 1enerally ~or 'Nh;:Jt is de~me d ~s nb 

existent r a ther th<m for what is deerQd AS exis t Tnt.?. 

There are howeven cases where, e.g., the judqement ''§is E' 

or the judgement ''§ exists'' has .:~lso the psy chic nl
1 

quality / 

of bein~ An ~cquiescence in the f a ct that S ~s P ~nd th a t S 

exist s , and thus is a desire. 

The last nuestion that McT a~qart discuss es i s 

whether perceptions can have the quality of a couiescence. 

McTaggart replies that this sometimes is the case, a l though 

he g ives no examples. The case here would sure ly be 

different f rom that of assumptions . It is possible that 

I may perceive ~ as having certain chracteri s tics and 

acquiesce· .· in X. Broad ' s point3 here deserves notice . 

He remarks that the question presupposes a prior oues t i on 

of fact . The latter question is whether, when I ha ve the 

experience of ''being gl~d that'', the psychi cal ~ u a lity 

that characteri zes this cogitation is the same a s t hat 
\ • 

which chracterizes my state s of wishinQ, hopinq , and willing ; 

or is at least .another determinate form of the Srlme deter-

minable quality? If either of these questions c an be 

affirmatively answered , then McTa ggart ' s ques tion is also 

1. l bid ., Sec . 450. 

2 . Ibi d ., Sec . 457 . Des ire s of the form~ ty pe are 
ass umptions or imagings. 

3 . Broad , Q2 . cit., II, Pt.I , pp .l00-101 . 
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so answerable. For the experience of ''bejna al h ~t'' 

is,· according to Broad, cogitatively an ''ostensible knowing 

or full belief or prehensjon' '. And since Bro~d is doubtful 

about the pri6r question of fact, he is doubtful about 

McTaggart's answer to the question. 

I think McTaggart's view on the issue becomes 

clearer if we keep in mind the place that he assign~ t~ 

desires in ''absolute reality''· Ahd this also brinr.s into 
I 

relief the bearing which the four questions we have discussed 
I 

above have on McTaggart's system. (I am not however dresumina 

that this settles the issue so far as present exper_~ .. ~ 

concerned. And in ' present experience, McTa0gart does assert, 

perceptions can have the qudlity of ac~uiescence~ It is 

an important part of his teachinq that all ost~nsible cogi-

tatjons - assumpt~ons, ju~gements, imaaings, and so on -

are, in the uliimdte ari~lysis, reduc5bl~ to perceptions, 

?nd hence are delusive. 1 So that, if there are to bR ~ny 

desires in absolute reality, they - since thev ~ust be 

cogitations, as seen above -must be perceptions. And 

''being a desire'', McTaggart holds, is not· a delusive 

characteristic. McTaggart goes on~o maintain that in 

fact (i.e. in absolute reality) all perceptions are desires. 2 

The reason, McTaggart points out, is that in absolute 

reality I love all the selves that I directly perceivei 

and since I love them, I desire, i.e. acquiesce in, their 

. t 3 ex1s ence. So, it is because all perceptions have in 

absolute reality this emtotional quality {of love) that they 

have the additional quality of bein~ desires. Now it is 

1. Cf. NE, Chapters LIV and LVI. 

2. IQi£., Sec. 478. 

3. lbiQ., Sees. 478, 682. 
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possible thr~t - even though cogitations whjch are in :act 

perceptions can be desires- no coait.:>tions •::hich are 

ostensible nPrceptions could be desires. It mi0ht he the 

case thAt only those perceptions which ''2p)Y<'"" t0 be 

assumptions, judaements, or imaginqs, can be de~~rec. 

This of course would not mean th~t desire itsel~ is 1 

delusory charact0ristic; but this would mean that the 

auality of bein0 a desire is essentially linkc.:l up v:ith 

error and delu5ion. A cogitation cannot be a rles~rP unless 

it is misperceived AS beinq not a perception (which in fAct 

it is) ;=md <tS beinr1 an a'~sumrtion or judgement or 'r.::v:in,.. 

(which jn fact it is not). Now ,:,cTAgqart•s '!lorry is to 

show that desire5 can be a pror~rty of those co~ita~i r· 

which are entirely free from error. And so he hr 

maintain that a cogitation which is, and is perceived as a 

perception, can be a desire. 

A word may here be said on McTaggart's view of the 

fulfilment or non-fulfilment of desire. The • 'internal 

content•' of a desire is however not Affected by the fulfil

ment or otherwise of a desire which depends upon whether 

the cogi tatioL which h.1s the rroperty of being a des ire is 

in conformity with facts or not. 1 

A desire which is cogitativety an assumotion or 

an imagina mav or may not be fulfilled. An atheist's desire 

that God exists is fulfilled or not fulfilled accordinr as 

whether He exists or no't. And in case of a judaerent, if 

it is true, and if it is a desire, then it is a fulfilled 

desire. If the judgement ··~ is J:' • is true, -=1nd if it is 

a desirr>, then the desire that ''.2 is£' • is fulfil1erl. If 

not, not. And so aoes for percertiono If a perc~otion, 

1. NE, Sees. 452, 683. 
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which is a de;sire, is a true coni.tAtion, thPn the der're 

is fulfilled. F0r·a perception of S 1s bei.nn f w; 1: he~ 

des~re for~ beinn t, and if the rerception bD corr0ct, 

the de'"ire ''10\lld bn fulfilled. But <-jnce <>orr,P percertions 

can be misrerceptions, it is posriblc thAt rrne desire~ 

should remain unnr.,tified. McT,.,n 12rt ho"·ev"r ~-~-tn····+"' 
I 

1 L=:.ter on to sho"; th.lt in fact <:1 1 t'le nn.rc(?:·+.:ion< ··:r-~ic:. 

dical conni tions. Therofore thP" C"lnnot bP Jn,...r.:>t '-:::iec.l 

d 
. 2 

es,_r~s. 

Emotions 

~cr~~n~rt's tre~tment of emotions is cont1ine~ in 

the Ch:1ptnr .ALI of NL. 'iie find there (i.) 2 YJr;''r.ho]n'li.C~l 

analysis of emotion in qeneral and (ii) a rletailed consi-

deration of the emotion of love •:1hich for i .. cTanqcrt is 

uniquely mPtaphysically important. We shall briefly deal 

with both these aspects without bringing in - so ~ar as 

the latter aspect is eoncerned - some other doctrinPs like 

Infinite Divisibility, Determin~nq Cnrres"ondence, the 

Unreality of Time, and the theory of Error. 

The qeneral account that McTaqqart nroffprs of 

emotion is analogous to his aeneral account nf volition. 

Emotion itself is indefinable anJ, like coaitation ~nd 

volition, an ultim;1te conceotion. 3 But '"e c1n 1.mderstand 

it through so many examples of it. 

Every emotion is, as such, felt towards something. 

I love someone, I hate somebody, I ~m proud of mvc~lf, 

1. See Ibid., Sees. 545-552. 

2. Ibid.,'Secs. 453; see Sec. 478 for details. 

3. lbi£., Sec. 455. 
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and so on. And emotion involves co~i~Ation of that 

towArds which the emotion is directed. Thus emotion 

stands, like volition, in a relation of one-~ided depen-

dence to cogitat'ion. For 'there is no obvious impossibil~ty, 

in the proposition that we can cogitate somethinry without 

feeling any emotion towards it; the opposite, on the other 

hand, is impo~sfble. And then McTanqart tries to show, by 

an ar<_:iument analogous to that used in rPspe~t of volition, 

that the emotion is not a separate mental occurrence based 
I 

on a previous o:t simultaneous cogitation of the object 
' towards which the emotion is felt; that the ern0tion and the 

cogitation are the same mental state; and that, therefo!"e, to 

have an emot·ion towards uny obj net is to have a coqi tati.on 

of that object which has·the property of bein~ an emotion. 1 

To this account Broad gives his assent. He remarks : ''!t 

is therefore reasonable to accept McT20gart 1 s theory until 

someone produces some positjve objection to it. '' 2 Geach 

calls it an ''attractive'' doctrineo 3 It is important to 

note - since its implications are manifold - that a coni-

tation, according to McTaqgart, can have both the quality 

of beino an emotion and the quality of beinq a volition. 4 

I ' can in the same cogitation hope for anddesire some future 

event. And in Clbsolute reality, r1S we mPntioned earlier 

while discussing volition, a self wh]ch perceiv9s other 

selves directly loves them and hence also acaviesces in 

their existence. 

There is an important distinction which McTaggart 

draws with regard to emotion in NE, Section 465, introducing 

1. lbid., Sec. 456, pp.l45-146. 

2. ~it., II, Pt.I, p.l07. 

3. 21h.fii·, Poll9. 

4. NE, Sec. 457. 



a f und ?me ntal notion. 1 An emotion towards an object , I i 

he says , may ~e felt i n respect of a certain qualtty ; b~t 
'· 

thi s would be di f fe rent from an emot ion being fe lt because . 
I I 

i i 
of a certain q\Jality. T h i s l at t e r i s r-3 c au s a l f a c t , wh i l e! 

the former need not be . I may e. g . admire ~ in respect of! 

being coura<Jeous . What causes my admiration here'? The. 
·I 

immediate c ause is my be lief that 1i is courageous. 3ut
1

, 

I 
to pu t it i n t erms of ~ ' s qualities, the cause i s that~ 

has t he quali ty of being believed by me t o be courageous . 

Here then the admira tion is i n respect of one qua l ity , ar.d 

is bec ause of a rlifferent qual ] ty; for '' t o be courage ous '' 

and '' to be bel ived to be couraaeous '' a r e d iffer ent 

qua lities . Of course t he pre sence in~ of c o ur a~ e ma y 

de termi ne my be lief that he is courageous, but my admiration 

of h im is in respect of courage '' di rectly '', and need have 

no intermediate cause . 2 Aga in, I may admire X i n re sp ect of 

his being courageous whi l e in fact he is not courag e e us and 

I may be mistaken in believ ing him to be so . Here his 

courage would not determi ne or cause my admiration at all ; 

rather my admiration would be ''in respect of '' his courage . 

There are certain emotions, e . g ., admiration which , 

accor ding to McTaggart , a r e alway s fel t in res pe ct of 

qualities. There are others e . g . l iking and dislikina 'Miich 

are never fel t in r espec t of quali ti es . They are rtl":ays 
o1jHfs it) 

fe lt towards , .. · i s uch. ,, 

There a r e many different species of emotions , ~hi le 

voli t ion knows only one specie s , vi z ., o..C£V-l i es cence . Most 

emot i ons a0ain can ·be arranged in pai rs of pol ar opnosites , 

1 . Th~ distinction is first referred to in 
footnote 1 on p .l44 of ~§ 1 II . 

\ ., 
2 . IbiQ ., Sec . 465 , p .l52 . 



e.o., likint1 ano disliking, sympAthy an-:1 mali"~·=mc", 

etc. The"fl=> ;~ h0" 1CVer no pol;,r opnosite to ;"•CI"!'I:.escenct:!, 

as VIe "AVJ v:hi..ln rii "ClJS'";inCJ volition. 1'/cT~"Ci r+- dr,n2 not: 

cl;:>im to nive <ln oxhau:.ti11e list of Prnotio"1'> r·1t hn thinks 

the follrwin·, list m-lk"?'> no major orniss'ons. 

an0er, wonde~, curiosity' •. 1 

to be rlir-tinnuished fror1 errotion21l dispositionc; r>n-1 c::e--;ti-

y ' ' 
.. 

cowar~ice, accoroin0 to h~m, are ''most certainly not actual 

emotions'' •2 'fh,?y arc dispositions t •to act rind fetq in 

certain ways under certain circumstances.'':~ , ur re::;ly is 

that this may hold even in case of what B~c~o rer~rds ~c; 

emotions, viz. love. Love may also rerresent a dis:>osition 

to act and feel in certain ways unde~ cert2in circumc::t2nces. 

HowevPr, ~road's suq0estion4 that hopinq, like w=shinn, 

should be included under volition, nerits consideration. 

There is one l.:Jst point that needs to be J'lentioned 

before we close this part. It is obvious trat 0ny vin~ 

of coqitation can be an emotion. It is howevnr n~t so 

obvious wjth reaarrt to volition. We may easilv have instA~ces 

of ostensible jurlqements or perceptions which have 2n e~otio~al 

nuality, for instrince, that of fear. It is no··;evcr no1: so 

easy to encounter instances, esnecially of rerceotions, 

w~ich are volitions. In fact McTan'lart nivos no such exarnle, 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. Ibid. 
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so far as present experience qoes . Wha{ he h as to s2y 

about perce9 ti ons as h~ving a v olitional quality a9plies , 

a s we have se~~ before, only to wha t in his vi ew is t~e 

true state of affnirs in abso lut e reality . 

~e now pas s to a ve ry i mrortant par t o f our d iscussion 

of e~otion. We have already seen that the only cogitatio~ 

~cTanqa rt admits of in absolut e re ality are nerceptions , 

and we have also seen that accord ing to McTa~9art , to have 

a n emotion mea ns to have a cogitation .wh ich has an emotiona l 

q u a 1 it y • The que s t i on t h a t n ow a r i s e s i s : •:rh a t •: ·' ' l ~o- ,.., t \- I'? 

emotional !J Uality of our per cept ions in ~bso 1 1:te re<'llity? 

In other words, since, accord ing to McTaggart , evnry s~lf 

must perceiv e at least one other self, what emotions sha ll 

we feel towa r ds other s elves in absolute rn nlity . The case 

~hout nre~ent experience is nnt, acco r dinl] to McT a0g~rt, 

a ny defjnite indicator a~ to the type of emoti ons we feel 

in absolu t e re a l i ty. 1 He relates the question t6 t he k ind 

of kno wledge we have of other selv es . In our rres~nt life 

the ew.otions we fe e l towards ot hers a re of v ery many kind s . 

But s o does our knowled0e of other s i n pre sen t exreri.ence 

differ fr 0m our knowledge of others in absolute real i ty . 

We have a l reaciy s een, whi l e discussing <..l . c . rer cert ions, 

that our knowledge of other selves i n present exper'ence iS 

reached through double mediation - i . e . by descri otions of 

the s elf knoNn and by the sensa of the knoNing se lf; t his 

knowledge in absolute rea l ity on the ot her hand i s di rect, 

since percertual, and unmediated . This enormous difference 

between the knowledge of other se lves in present e xperience 

~ nd absolute reality '' renders '', McTagCJ art sr1ys , 1 1 it unsafe 

1 . ~g, Sec. 458 . 

\ . 
~ 

I I 

I I 
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to argue from the emotional qualities ~f t~e one to the 

emotion~! qualities of the other. ,,l +cTa~~art belipves 

that our knowledne of other selves in ahsolute reali~y · 

will a1v1ays have one emotional quality , and t h e1t emo!tion I· 

is love. 2 

Love and Allied Emotions 

Love, in McTaggart 's view, is .=! " spec i es " of 
liking which is 3 felt towards selves or person 

it is intense ano passionate4 , and not~ l i kin0 as Hune 

and Spinoza thought. McTaggart oriqinally uses the word 

''subs t a nce' ,S instead of selves or persons. But this use 

is misleading,\ for the term '' substance '' would ~. nclude, 

by McTaggart's definition, parts of selves and croups of 

selves . And, going by McTaggart' s own view, the emotion 

I 
I ! 

I 

I i 

felt toward parts of other selves will be one of compl3cency6 , 

while we shall have no emotion towards a group or groups 

of selves . 7 In fact McTaggart himself considers it 

''essential '' to love that it be felt towards other 
8 persons. Geach compliments McTaggart for making an exem-

plary effort to be clear on something (viz. love) on which 

other thinkers chose to be vaque. Much as he valued 

1. Jb"ido, Pol47o 

2. l.QiQ.' Seco 459. 

3. Ibi£., p.l47. 

4 . I biQ.. , p.l48. 

s . Ibj£., p .147. 

6 . 1212.' Sec. 474. 

7. lbid., Sec . 4760 

8. ~., Sec . 459, Cf. Seco 469 . 

9. Geach , ~cit., p.l65. 
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patriotism , he d~d not call it ' ' love'' of one ' s country . 

And so qoes f or ''love '' of coura0e , or of benevol e nce, 

Th is latter he considered a metaphoricA l us aqe . Us e of 

the word ' 'love •I• for an emotion fel t tow;uds nersohs i s 
I 

therefore the commones t and lit e r a l use of it. 

McTaoa art distina uis hed love from benevolence and ·"- -
sympathy . 1 As he explai ned, one can sympathize w:th oth er 

people i n their lhC!ppiness or suf f erinCJ even j f . one <io'?~ not 

exactly lovA the~ ; one can even f eel 'ympa t hy for those 

whom one 

i nt ense . 

ment <?l ' '. 

h ;:; t es , !a t least ~ o len';) as the hat ro d :!:! not 

The d ~s t indtion from be nevo}efiiC0. · s mo:-t:> ' ' f,m"'l?. -

8eneJo l enae, a~cording to McT aqgart , is ~ ~esire , 

thou~ h it is sometimes confounded with love . We can often 

desire to do qood to peop l e whom we do not love - the de sire 

may be v ery active and passi onate but it wi ll not be love. 

McTaggart next s eeks to undermine the connection or love 

wi th sexual desire . Love i s of course of t en found connect ed 

with such a desire . But, McT aggart poi nts out , it also 

occurs i n c onnection with some other c i tcumstances and 

rela tionsh i ps such as ' ' kindred , early intimacy , similar i t y 
2 of d i sposi tion or of opinions, gratitude, and so for th.'' 

And in some cases it occurs without sexual desire or ~ ny 

of the above relationships , so th a t we only SRy that t wo 

3 people belong to one another . 

Nor does McTa9gart see any ne ce s s ary connection 

be t ween love and pleasure . It is not the case that ~ 

cannot love Y unless the existence or acti ons of y are or 

1. Jbid ., Sec. 460o 

2 o ].bid ., Sec . 461. 

3 . For an i nst ance of this love McTaggart refers 
to Vita Nu ova and In Memoriam . 
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have been ;: source of pleasure to ~. And when thero. is 

such a pleasure, it is oft0n true that the plen~>llre X 

owes to Z whom he does not love is nreator than t~e 

pleasure ~iven by y whom he loves. In f?ct, ver~ often 

love causes greater pain than happiness, or sirnnly nairl, 

when it is not returned, or is born of jealot1sy. 1 Broad 

d . T t I • ht I ' . th . " 2 req;:r s j,,c annar s vi.ew rJ_g .J.n e m<nn • 

Likewise love has no connection with moral approvalo 

It is quite common to love people whom on~ nerally dis-

a\')proves, ahd commoner still not to love pr:onle '.'horn one 

morally apnroves. 3 

The only thinq that js alwAys found with love is, 

according to McTaggart, the lover's intense sense of 

1 'union'' with the belovedo
4 

There exists betwo.on t~e two, 

the lover and the be1oved, a bond of ''peculiar strenoth 

and intimacy' 1 than which there can be no rreatnr bond. 

This sense of union is essential, and without it there is 

no love. If the sense of union is very intense, it is 

even, McTaggart says, a sufficient condition. 5 

This leads McTaggart to make an imoortant noint 

above love. This is that 1 'it is more ~ndo.nPnd0nt th1n 

any other emotion of the qualities of t~e subst,-,':ce to•vards 

which it is felt. •• 6 1-Jo'~' it is common obsPrvation that a 

1. NE, Seco 462. 

2. Oo.c1.t., II, Pt.I, p.l22. 

3. NE, Sec. 463. 

4. lbiQ., Sec. 464, p.l50. 

5. Ibi-_9., p.l51. 

6 o 1 b i.£. , Sec. 46 5. 



petson ~e.~. may love g anct not love~ becaGs~ 8 ha~' 

CPrt~in r:ualitiP.s 1Nhich ~lacks. Somr:timAc; the rP~SOI1l 
~ I I 

why h loves Q and not ~ may not be clParly rliscovP-
, I I I 

th ouqh it may ex i.st. But ·..vhat ever ~ may nave ,det er.rni ne~ 1-. 

to 1 ave ll, ~ D!l~' lov~s ,.§. \n L£§ll.fL£L9.f, qu01 i ... · e~. 1 

(See discussion a~ove). Love tm·;atds a 1 pe:dor1 -is -_ .. a·us 
I 

felt to'!lards him ~ s such and ''as a whole' 1
•
2 :'cTaa,., rt --

believes that thete are thr~e charact~ri stics of love h'c 
I •• 

support the ab6ve contention. 

(i) A very triyial ca~se - e.g. goino to the same 

school or. living '~n neighbourinq houses ~ may rl<:termine 

the direction of love. And yet the resultinq feelin~ may 

be very intense and passionate and very val~able. This may 

be true even of other emotions. Patriotism ma y be due to 

equally trivial and contingent circumstances. The differep 

however is that vmile we do not deprecate love or reaard it 

unfitting because it has arisen from a trivial cause, we 

tend to condemn an emotion which is felt in respect of a 

quality which happens to be trivial. Admiration felt for 

no great reason or for no detectable reason is often deemed 

suspect and hence condemned. Love however, if it ~rises, 
\ 3 

justifies its~lf regardless of the cause. Thus the 

qualities that determine love are 1 1 not the justification 

of that emotion, but only the means by which it arises.' 14 

lo lbid. 

2. Ibido, Pol44, foonote 1. 

3. Ibid., Seco 466. 

4. Ibid. It is not surprising therefore that the 
value of such qualities ''should bear no greater 
rclntion'to the value of the emotion than the 
intrinsic value of the key of a safe bears to the 
value of the gold to which it aives us access' 1

• 

ills!· 
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e.g., admiration, and this he does by pointing out that 

we do implicitly aqree that love is for the person ~ 

person and not iA respect of his characteristics. 
I 

A forti0ri 

there is no ouestion of justification or otherwise with 

ren nrd to love. ' 'Love is for thP. person, MH.l not s 

qualities, nor is it for him in respect of h5s oualities. 

It is for h j m. ' ' 1 

There is then one and only one condition w!1ic is 

necessary for love and which, if love is f~irly intense, 

should also be sufficient. And this condition, as already 
I I 

indicated above, is the close and intense un·on between 

the lover and the loved, and the consciousness of t 1' 

union. 2 

Before we close this account, we must point out a 

certain inconsistency. McTagoart holds that the ''sense'' 

of union with the loved is essential to love, and he also 

holds that all the selves love in absolute reality. This 

implies that all the selves must be self-consciou~, for, 

it they were not, they would not be conscious of the union. 

And yet McTaC)gart allows that a self may permently lack 

self-consciousness, by holding that self-consciousness is 
\ 

not essential to a conscious self. How would then such a 

self bP a loving self? I think, as we sugoested in Chapter 

McTaggart's view3 that a person can be conscious '"'it.,out 

1. 

2. 

3. 

IQ~. McTagqart adds : ''Qualities and 
can only prevent love by preventin~ the 
the sense of it''• 191d. 

Important as they are, it has not been nossibl• 
incorporate Broad's criticisms of McTanoart•s 
for lack of space. For Broad's views seP 
II, Pt.I, pp.ll7-126. 

For details of the view, see . N£, Sees. 
Cf. also Chapter I of the prese~work whe 
has been briefly discussed. The incons s 
due, as Geach suggests, to the faet that 
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beinR even potenti~lly self- conscious ~0eds revision, and 

t hat we can restqre consistency by allowin~ self-con~cious-

ness to nll conscious selves . 

McTap;gart conclU'"1eS by addine that even thou<?;h a 

person ' s relation to himself is very intimate. an~ he is 
I 

also conscious , sinc e sel f - conscious , of this intimate 

relationship , it ,cannot be 
1
truly EJSid that he loves hti.mself. 

Love i s an emotioh v;hich , accordir.:g to. pim , can only be 

felt towards another person . 1 

It is now time to pass to McTa~gart ' s vi ew of the 

place of love r a '1 it characterizes selves' lives - in 

' absolute reality •. In CHL ~cTar,gart had already come to 

the conclusion that love was the ultimate charact eristic 

of the Absolute Idea , like consciousness exemplified the 

category of cognition . As r·1C'l'ar;gart remakrs : 

" I beli eve that the state of consciousness which 
would exemplify the Absolute I dea is love , since 

' in lov£ v1e have a s t ate of harmony in vJhich neither 
\ 

the subject nor the object can be considered as 
det ermi nant." And love 
"is not itself a category , but a concret e state of 
spirits . 11 2 

McTaggart affirms this i n SHC ( Chapter IX) and further \vo r ks 

Footnote 3 contd . 
could never , because of his premature death , give 
final touches to~· (Geach , op . cit ., p . 167~ An 
earlier article on Personali ty (now a part of 
McTa~gart ' s PS) had admitted the possibility of unself
conscious persons , nnd th i s article had been almost 
bodily incorporated in HE . The view however remains 
an irritant in r~Ic'raggartT s analysis of the self and 
his states . 

1 . NE , Sec . 469o 

2 . CHL ; p . 310 . 



-· 

323 ' 

it out in N~~. To <lUOtc from §l.l.Q.: 
\ 

"Neither side has the pre-eminence in love, It is 
not essPntial to it that the subject shall be 
l>rought into harmony with the objc·ct, os in lmm•J-1 
lege, nor that the object shall be brour,ht into 
~Armony with th8 subject, as in volition. It is 
suffici,..,nt that the: tvw tcnns should be in h~Jrrnon:y ••• 
J,nd as this hCJ.rmony· subordinates nPither side to 1 

the other, it is so far gualified to exoress the 
Absolute completely. It needs for its definition no 
re~~rence to actual or possible defects. It is 
self-balc.~nced, and tan be self-subsistent. 11 1 

':!e have seen that, according to r-'lcrac;r;ert, the ~'in"? .2l!.£ D£.ll 

condition of love is the consciousness of the un ty with 

th!? loved person. f·1c'l'arrgart now m: kes thP sir~nific"'nt 

point that a pP.;rsop, if he knows the other, is tr) some 

extent conscious of his unity with him. 

In present exp~e this sense of unity is not ~ hvavs 

strong enour-:11 to t~lke the form of love, for after all there 

are many p?ople whom vve know but do not love; though there 

are also many people when we know and also love. This may 

seem to SU[~p.;cst that the sen~;e of unity cler-•f.=ndr.> nlso upon 

factors other than coenitional. 

Now the intensity of love is in direct proportion 

to the intensity of the consciousness of unity. hnd if 

the intr,nsi t;y of thP. consc:Lousnesr; of unity vii t.l1 tho S• l.f 

is always more when the self is perceived than when it is 

cor;nizcci o I her•:Jise, then nll such prrCC:f•tion of S•2lvc··· 1t1ill 

have the emotional quality o£ bein~ love. Sometimes, in 

present experience too the intensity is great cnou.,.,.l: for 

love to be possible. And if this intensity derives partly 

from characteristics other than cognitional, could'nt it 

be possible that all consciousness of unity includin ·· that 

in absolute reality would draw part of its strength from 

ch2.racteri!"'tjcs other than co.r.;nitional? Ancl this mirht h8ve 

the consequence'¢hat some or all of the percertions of other 

selves in absolute reality might not be states of love. 

1. Sec. 284, Last Italics mine. 

' i I 

I I 
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No~ nresent experience affords no exAmple of the 

pPTception of\,other selves, but it does offer instances 

of the perception- perception of ourselves, our states, 

and so on. And we also. happen to know, in rresent exneri

ence, other selves even.if this knaNledge is rn3rred by 

(double) mediation. So it is easy to conceive what percep-

tion of other selves in, absolute rec1ljty would really come 

to : th~t it will unite the knowing self with the known ~ore 

closely than he could ever be united to any self known to 

him in some other w~y. 

Trwre 1s, o'lai..n, the follo' .. int.l consider~tion 'N:"'icl-t 

in McTannc1rt's vi0w reinforces the above h~ootnesis. Love 

seel(s its fulfil!')r:nt in nothinq but love; nnrJ this accordinc 

to r.~cTaqo.1.rt involves a desire for more direct L:no•·.•lc>'ir,~ 

tion; so that the lover knows the belcwed face to f-1ce iust 

as he knovvs himself. And where else is it nossible t?'<cept 

in p?rception? 1 

S'nce-every self will perceive d:1rectly at lea:t 
2 

one other s e 1 f , every s e 1 f wi 11. love. It is not ho•·:ever 

necessary that each self is perceived; so it is posrible 

that there are selves which are not loved, though the 

contrary - that all selves are loverl - is also possible. 

It would a0~in be possible that all love should be r~cinro-

c~tei, but about this too there is no necessity • 

. \.,cT,":JcnArt here anticipates a possibl('l n.,.0test. 

It may be argued, he snys, that it is possible that a 

certain self, say b, While it directly perceives a certain 

l. NE, S~cs. 470-71. 

2. For ~cTaqoart's refutation of solipsis~ see 
discussion of the same in Chapter III (A) of 
this work. 
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other self E• may yet fail to love Q becausP o~ certain 

charact0rjstics present in Q. McTaqnart's anr~cr i~ that 

a d.c. perception (in absolute reality) Must h~ve the 

emotional quality of love; else it is not percention. 

that what the proposition comes down to is th~t eit~0r the 

characteristics present in B prevent ~ fro~ perceiving him 

or they do not. In case they do prevent the p~rceotion 

they do prevent the love. In case they do not, they ao 

not prevent the unity which enslQs from p"'rception; nor 

do they prevent ~'s consciousness of this untty. ~ven 

present experience, he points out, offers exarples whe~e a 

person's aualities are not able to prevent someone's love 

for him, if the bond of unity and the sense of this unity 

are sufficiently strong. 1 

McTaggart again adduces the followina consi~eration 

to but tress his view that all d.c. perception ~s also at 

the same time a state of love. We have already noticed 
J 

that according to McTaggart all knowledge of another involves 

to some denree, however sJjght, consciousness on the oart of 

2 the knowing self of the unity with the known. And if the 

perception happens to be direct , as in absolute reality, 

the intensity and closeness of the unity tends to be Much 

greater than j n present experience. In absoltlte reo1li ty, 

if I come to directly perceive another self then I kno·.·, him 

''with the same directnesc;, 

intimacy with which I know 

the same immediacv, the s~me 
3 

myself. 1 1 Al thouqh th0r<::> is 

separation in the sense that the lovers are distjnct, there 

is none of the1t separation which ''we?.kens '' love. "c~<~r:o?rt ' s 

1 • NE, Sec. 47?. 

2 . ll22.Q. ' Sec. 470. 

3. 1.bi_9.' Sec . 473. 
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Fifthly, in present life it is often difficult 

for love to maint~in nermanently the ]Pv~l of intnn~ity 

it occasionally rer~ches. The compulsions of rYrr..sent life 

cause fre1uent and even prolonnerl distractions. And aq2in 

the 1 'strain 1 ' of inten" e love - the strain 1·m ich is caused 

by the co0ni tional 1 inadequacy' of love - is such tl;at it 

does not have more than a temporary spell. 1 '.;ut · n 

timeless reality there is no chan~e, and no ~earin~s~, and 

that whish is hjqhest can exist w1thout . I I J c e as 1 r~o • Tne 

consciousness of the union, and hence love, is en~a~ced bv 

the consciousness thC.'lt love '-'1 l>""""'e is to st;;v. C'"en 
2 this emotional bond between selves, the protest tha~ in 

McTa0gart'" system there is no ''intelligible around' 1 for 

the sense of intimate relationship between selve'" "'1.-+ 

look without substance. 

All these factors then will render the intensity 

of love jn ahsolute reality much oreater th~n it could be 

in present experience~ However, the cons3deration that 

McT~onart considered most imnortant was the d.c. rerceptions 

which not only ensured that there woulrl be love but also 

that it will be far more intense than present love.] 
\ . 

Emotions De~ndent on Love 

There are certain other emotions which, ~cTana2rt 

thinks, tend to be pre~ent in the person 1nho loves, and 

which therefore depend on love. They are ''Complacency'', 

''Affection'', and ''S~lf-reverence.'' 

In absolute reality we not only perceive other 

selves, but also their states or parts. So when I perceive 

1. lbid. 

2o Cf. Oakeley, ..Qll!.Cit., Pol9J. 

3. ~£, Sec. 473. 

II 

I ' 
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and therefore love another se l f , say A, I ter·d to -reo ard -
any of his s tates wh:ich l perceive or· reco(mize "'l.S 'oe

lonqin0 to hi~, with a special sort o f l ikino o This liking 

is what · 1· ~ cT aggart calls 1 1 1 CompL1cency 1 1 
o (This emotion 

would not be called 1 1 L•ove 1 1 for that word is res~?rved for 

an emotion towards persons ). In nresent ex per i ence th\? 

emotion is very oft e n checked· or weakened by some o~ the 

other ch aracteristics df the s t a te of t he belove d , ~ . which 

may appear repug na nt to the lover bo In ab solute re?lity , 

on t he other hand , none of t he states of .12 wotJ1d appe<:lr I 

I 
repugnant. All of ~ · s stat es would qe ·p e tcentions of other \ 

s elves ( states bf love), bf oth er 1 a 'ih. ate s ( s t n t e s 1 of c om-

pl acency) , of himself (st~tes of self- reve r e nce) , and of 

his own parts ( f tates of 

sta te s of ll be tepughant 

I 2 
fompla cency) . Can any of these 

~o ~ w~o loves hims el f? None , 

accordin9 to McTa~gart . None of these states , he snys , 
3 can be thw~rted desires in th e i r vol i tional aspe ct . 

C. D. Broad compliments McTagqa rt for recognizing 

some such em otion , th ough he reg a r ds McTaqga rt 1 s name for 

it 1 ' very odd 1 1 o (He however suqqes t s no name h imse lf·) 

It i s '' perfectly 1
' certain , he 2grees , th ot we alre?dy 

t ake very affectionate interest about peopl~ we l ove . And 

in sexua l or maternal love thi s s pecial aff ectionate 

interes t makes the lover r ega r d with tolera tion o~ posj tive 

pleasure things connected with the beloved which he would 

rega r d with repulsion in connection with any one whom he 

did not loveo 4 

lo Jbid~, Se c . 474 . 

2 . The l<~s t two would be discussed s hortly . 

3 . Jbj .Q . 

4 . Cf . or~nd 1 Q~it ., II , Pt . I , pp . 126- 127 . 

~ I 



xt pass to McT~gart 's 8CCC)UI'l~'t 

• •Self-rever•nce• •. 

is 

self-conscious SP.lf 

reverenc 

with which he 

loves.3 (see above) 

1. ~. Sec. 275. 

loves. supreme 

if he is aware 

2. Ibid,, p. 163. footnote 1. 
··~"'"'-u:::IKII::, 

3. Ibid , 477. 
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A~cording to PoT. Geach, the above is a ''ple~santer'' 

idea of self-reverence than e.g. Kant ' s idea of rever i ng 

on~elf as the promulgater of the moral law. It aqrees , 

he says , with many of the things that poets have to sayo 1' 

' . I 2 
8road calls th·e doctrine as ''extreme l y far-f~tched' ' i. 1 

In the first pl a c~, he says , the emotio·· woul d not o~cur 

unless the lover/ believed /that .19ve is t. he. supreme good . 
! . ' i 

Even if this be so in actual fact there are pe ople, he 

says, who have ~oved with1ut ever beltevi no love to be 

t he supreme good. I~ ~ac~ , on t / e ot~ "r han d , there are 
I ! ~ 

people , he says~ who have loved others and who have never 
II 

forgiv en themse~ves for h'ving been the victims of an 
I I ' 3 

''obsessiv e passion for an unworthy object.'' 

Broad ' s second point i s th nt even i f love be the 

supremely valuable experience, the conclusion th~t the 

lover ''has supreme value'' is ambiguous . It might mean 

t hat t h e 1 over h as an ex o erie n c e or d i s posit i on wh i ch is 

supremely valuable . In this sense , he say s , it does follow 

from the premises, but is hardly any ground for the lover 

to reverenc e himself. Or the conclusion might ~ean that 

the lover is a supremely valuab l e self . Here of cour~e 

it would justify the lover in feeling self-reverenceo But 
\. 

in this sense •i t does not follow. from the premises . 

Broad is also , lastly, doubtful about whether a 

lover feels any special emotion towards hi s own experiences 

lo Geach , op . cit ., Po 169o 

2 . ~cit ., II, Pt . I, Po 127o 

3 . Ibido 

I 
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simply because they are the exper5ences of sor.eon€ who 

1 is jn love. There is a certain emotion , he says , wi t h 

which one contemplates one ' s actual or poc: s ihle exper-

iences as his experie nces. But this :is i.n ,>~ a.:::.ndent of 
2 whether one loves somebody or not . 

\ 
'• 

To us , however, it seems intuitivel v n vide nt t hat 

wha t McTaagart has to say about the emotjon of self-

reverence makes sound senseo It is true t ~a t t here 2.re 

people who do not quite pat the mse lves for hav i n~ loved 

others. But this may partly be due to the sliqhtness of 
; 

the consciousness of union, and part l y due to manv other I , 

. I 

I 

exigencies of the present lifeo Even cth ~rwise there 2r r 

so many distract ions and so many other tasks which aw;>j t 

our at t ending to , that somet i mes one may feel havinr wustQJ. 

years in pursuit of '' an obs e ssive passion for an unworthy 

object ''. The remorse or the disillusion~ent c aused ~ay 

Again be not because one exactly regrets h~vin~ l oved 

someone , but because certain other factors - t? . c: . posse-

s si on by the beloved of some repellent characteristics , 

or ~he r e lAtively much shorter snan of the oresent life 

which prevents the full blossoming of tre ~motion -

i nt ervene stron01y and too oftPn . I f however +here be a 

state - the like of which McTagqart ~nvis aqes - ~hich 

knows no thwarted desires, and which is cor pletely f ree 

from the pajnful consciousness of the limits o• ti~e , the 

~ l leged infirmties no more harras s , and love r 2 igns 

sup~eme and unhindered . 

1 . }bi~, p . 128. 

?. . lbi~ 



If one still harbours doubts, ?Sk ;myone who "'ets 

passion~tely involved in love with, sav a wo~?n, and 

you wjll get the answer. The exnerience oc p"n n 

love is usu~lly considered so unique ~nd so ''~recial ' 

that the lover generally comes to regard himself as 

"privileged", or still commonly, "fortunate"; one 

feels as if one has been pic ked ur f o"" the job o ~~o · 0nder 

then that the lover comes to view himself with an atti-

tude of reverenceo 

Some other Emotions: From the dbove it follows thAt 

certain other emotions, vizo hatred, repuqnance, malig-

nancy, anger, jealousy, envy, regret and remorse, which 

depend upon ungratified volitions or check or prevent 

love cannot find place in absolute r0alityQ 1 Absence of 

the delusion of time banishes hope and fear which relate 

' only to the fl!ture. Wonder too goes if it means an 

emotion excited by something new or surprising; there is 

no such thing in absolute reaUty. Again, since there 

can be no a~sumptions in absolute reality, there can be 

no questions, and hence no unanswered _questions. And 

this state of affairs ~!lows no room for curiosity. 

Coura9e and cowardice may both find some place, since 

there is some evil in absolute reality. But as this evil 

is very very small in comparison to the good, the impor-

tance of courage and cowardice woulrl be fairly li~itedo 

We may again ''sympathize'' - though no proof can be 

lo liE, Sec. 479o 
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afforded for this - with those whom we lov~ or feel 

affection for. And as for approval, it will he present, 

for we shall ~pprove of those persons whom we perceive 

as lovinq. Self-reverence is a form of pride; so pride 

will be present. 1 

As for the emotions of disapproval and humility, 

there is nothing in them which is as such i~consistent 

with approvRl nnd pride respectively, despite th~ir polar 

opposition. A substance may excite, throuoh so~e of its 

char~cteristics, approval, or throuoh some ot~ers. dis-

approv~l; and so with pride ?nd humility. PlRinlv, thp 

condition of selves in absolute reality hn~ little to 

excite humility or disapprov?l. But dis~poroval -~v re~ain 

at anv r~te, because there woul~ be, as s · above, ~o~e 

evil jn thnt Stilte, which would, accordino to McT.:3·oart, 

take th~ form of pain. And a painful state ~ay cause 

disapproval. Again, so far as there is pain the-re would 

be the emotion of sadness. And nladness too will remain 

present in the universe in whjch each person acquiesces, 

and passionately, in whatever he believes to ~xist. 

Besides, love must specifically lead to oladness, if it 

does not bring in its wake thwarted desire. 2 

Pleasure and Pain : McTaqgart's vi~ws about the nature 

of pleasures and pains and about their place in absolute 
3 reality are contained in Section 481 of NS. Like Bradley, 

1. Jhid., Sec. 480. 

2. l.bi~ 

3. F.H. Bradley, Ethical Studi~ 
Aqain Bradley also, like McTaogart, reqards 
pleasure and pain as distinct from desire, and 
says that neither of them involves, desire 
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McTaggart too includes them under thP class of feelings 

and as different from the class of emotions. c~r~dley 

in fact c10es on to regard them as two aspects of what 

he calls ''Self-feeling''). They ,ere however analoqdus 

to emot)ons and volitions. Pleasures i=lnd nains too are, 

accordino to McTaagart, firstly cogitation~. There is 

a certain auality, say ''hedonic tone'', to use Broad's 

phrase, ~hich be19nas to states of cogitati6n and to them 

alone. This hedonic tone may be p~e('lsurable or painfuL 

When a state of cogitation has the quality of beina clea

surable, it is a ~t~te of pleasure; when it has the quality 

of being painful, it is a state of pain. The cogit<tions 
\ 
• 

which most often have these aualities are perceptions, 
I d I 

especially perceptions of ostensible sensa. aut other 

kinds of cogitations, vizo judgements, assumptions, ima-

gins, can also be pleasures or pnins. 

In absolute reality there will be some nleasure, for ' . 
there will be love. It cannot be qainsaid that love -

even if it involves a balance of pain - also involves 

pleasure, if it is not ·subject to some unfulfilled desireo 

But pain may also remain. In fact the percention 

of a beloved may cause pain at the same time as it gives 

pleasure, and the pain may exceed pleasure. Nor do~s pain 

here have to do with thwarted desire. The only reason 

that there c1n be no thwarted desire in absolute reality 

is that there are no coqitations other than perceotions, 

Footnote 3 on paae 333 cont~. 

''either originally or ev~n at our staae o~ 
development.'' Coll~cte9 E?Y~~s~ Vol. I, p. /60o 
Fnr g~adley's full views on the subject, see 
the essay ''On Pleasure, P~in, Desire, 2nd 
Volitio~' ', Ibido 
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and t he1t t herefore we can de s jre only "'h? t e xis t so t~.nd 

this pl ainly qives no guar a n t e e ?. S to any rua l i t y o f 

the exi s tent - exc '= rt the 1!Ui1 l i ty th a t it woul d never 

be de ~ ired ~s to be otherwise . So the noss ih il tty o~ 

p ;:d n c .:> n not b '' r u 1 e d o u t t h o u n h w c s h a 1 1 c 0 r t 2 ; n h ; ' ' he 

sp? red the secondary 9ain of ineffec t uMl n r otest ~ nd 

revolt. 111 

1. NE, Sec . 48lo 
~ I 



CHAPTER - V 

SELVES AND THE ABSOLUTE 

Postulation of an Absolute is integral to certain 

system of Idealistic metaphysics. What place the Absolute 

' I I . 

occupies in different systems is however a different matter, . 
and depends on what meaning the finite reality ultimately 

holds within the system in question. Again, different 

philosophers have been led up to the Absolute by different 

arguments - and in different routes - and these have depended 

in no small measure upon the particular philosopher's view 
I 

of our everyday experience. It might therefore be useful 

to preface our consideration of McTaggart's view of the 

relation of selves and the Absolute with a few brief remark~ 

on one or two of the known perspectives on the Absolute 

which have come down to us. There has been some general 

consensus on at least some of the features of the Absolute. 

That the Absolute is absolutely real, that It is a spiritual 

unity, that It is all-inclusive and so a whole, and that It 

is infinite - emphases such as thes~ are acceptable to all 

the protagonists of the idea of the Absolute, even though 

opinion has diverged on the meaning of the terms here 

involv~d. With some thinkers, again, - e.g. with Hegel, 

Bradley, Bosanquet- the Absolute has been the 'highest' 

reality. 1 All of them also preach, incidentally, in one way 

or other the doctrine of 'degrees of reality• 2 which among 

other things provides the conspectus3 , so to say, of their 

1. We will later see that this is one of the points 
on which McTaggart departs from (what may perhaps 
be called) the 'official' doctrine. 

2. See Chapter II of the present work. 

3. For instance, Bradley remarks : ''In short the 
doctrine of degrees in reality and truth is the 
fundamental answer to our problem''• Appearance 
and Reality, p.431. 
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discourse of the Absolute. In Hege11 we find a dialectical 

ascendence of categories - from the lower to the higher -

until we reach the consummation, the category of the 

Absolute Idea which represents and consolidates the truth 

and value of all the lower categories. This movement, 

we are told, is inherent in the very nature of things. 

Every category, 1being in itself unable to explain reality 

ad~quately, fal s short of truth and ~eality and is found 

to be riddle~ w th contradictions. Being unstable, so to 

say, it leadL o) to another category, its anti-thesis, 

until the tr~th of both of them is sublated and transcen. 

in a fuller and more adequate category, the synthesis. 

This latter again being inadequate to reality, develops 

fresh contradictiom, cannot rest in itself, and leads on 

to some still higher category, and so on. There is, in 

Hegel's view, a definite necessity that attaches to each 

category; a category · ~oes not dogmatically assert itself 

without explaining its . existence. If reason is the first 

principle of the world, and if categories are to be the 

first reason of the world, they must be rational and ''no 
2 mere piece of subjective ingenuity••. The essential 

character of reason is necessity. Categories are therefore 

logically deduced one from the other, and the whole order 

in which they are deduced must itself be necessary. But, 

except the final one, all these categories fall short of 

perfect reality; the measure of reality they possess depends 

on the measure of their individual proximity to the Absolute 

1. I am not here concerned with any of the problems 
that arise in relation to the mutual connections 
of the categories, the validityof the dialectic 
method or any other such issues concerning Hegel'S 
philosophy. The remarks here are ·purely of a 
general nature. 

2. W.T. Stace, The Philosophy of Hegel (New York: 
Dover Publications, Inc., 1955; 1st ed. 1924), p.B,. 
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Idea. So the Absolute 'is deduced from the self-contra-

dictory and partially false - and so partially unreal or 

partially real - character of finite experience as embodied 

in the categories of reason which seeks to be realized in 

a 'harmonious' whole. In a word, their relative finiteness, 

from one point of view, is the shame of the categories down 

the ladder, and constitutes the argument for an infinite 

whole - the Absolute. The Absolute is not an unknown 

something to which the categories, pure being, cause, 

substance, etc. apply. The Absolute 12 the categories, 

even though it is true to say at the same time that in a 

way they differ as well; the Absolute is immanent in all 

the categories. 1 According to Hegel, they are to be seen 

''as definitions of the Absolute, or metaphysical definition 

of God'', or the expression of ''God's nature in thoughts 

as such.'' The dialectic is not merely concerned with 

describing the movement of human thought but unravels the 

content of the Absolute Mind's consciousness of itself as 

it in fact is. It is, in other words 7 the self-consciousness 

of ''God''. ''To be cognizant of the dialectical evolution 

of the categories is, therefore, to feel the very pulse

beats of the Absolute. •• 2 This is the answer to the question, 

how can the finite encompass the Infinite and the Absolute. 

Our knowledge is the imm~nce of the Absolute in us, and is 

at every leve~ implicitly knowledge of it. Consciousness 

of finitude is at once a felt restlessness with the finite 

and this further determines the quest for the Infinite. 

1. For criticism of the supposition of the Absolute 
in general, see e.g. William James, A Pluralistic 
Universe (New York : Longmans, Green, and Co., 
rep. 1912• 1st ed. 1909), Chapter II ('Monistic 
Idealism'~. For his remarks on the Hegelian Absolute 
see in particular Chapter III. 

2. Hiralal Haldar, Hegelianism and Human Personality, 
(Calcutta : University of Calcutta, 1910), p.40. 
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However, to be aware of the Infinite and to know how 

it becomes infinite is not to know it absolutely as it 

knows itself. The Absolute is infinite not in the sense 

of being endlessly extended1 , but as ''co-extensive'' 

with the whole of reality, and therefore, as an all-

inclusive and s•lf-existent whole. What is seen to charact~r-
\ 

izes the finite from merely the finite point of view is here 

transformed in such a way that its contradictions and its 

inadequacies are here finally cancelled and transfigured 

while their positive contributions are retained into a wider 

whole. The differences are not obliterated but are now 

affirmed in mutual harmony. This whole, come to conscious

ness of itself as Idea, is the Absolute. It is the absolute 

self-awareness, the thought that thinks itself. The 

Absolute is therefore spirit, standing face to face with 

itself; and this can be only when the opposition between 

subject and object - as exists at the finite plane - has 

been overcome. The subject no longer recognizes the 

object as something alien and outside itself; it sees it 

as only itself. The Absolute realizes that It Itself is 

all being and all reality, that It Itself is in fact the 

Absolute. Only as such does It truly become the Absolute. 

Because only as such is It self-knowing spirit. 

1. Nor, as e.g. Bosanquet tel~us, as if echoing Hegel, 
can the Absolute's infinity be numerable. ''You 
cannot enumerate the members of a poem or picture, 
or of a great character ••• when a man reads a 
poem, as a poem is fitted to be read, there is no 
place in his mind for number. But if the inspiration 
leaves him, he may count the lines, words, and 
syllables, and count them, if he lives, over and 
over again. But ••• he will never reach the poem 
by that road, any more than he will get parallels 
to meet by producing them. So with the Absolute. 
The Absolute~ •• is not, ~ infinite and self
complete, numerable at all.'' The Principle of 
Individuality and Value, pp.394-395. 
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Let us now pass to Bradley. Bradley, we find, 

I 
I I 

comes to the Absolute via what he calls the ''Relational I 1 

form' '• The Absolute, to Bradley, is a non-relational 
i i 

whole and we are led up to it by an irresistable theoretib~i 
' I I i 

I i 
necessity. 1 (The Absolute is set up as a goal which thought 

' I ' I 

pursues, even though it is true thch the manner in whi'ch I I 
1 

thought operates is itself essentially relational~ What 
I 

; .. 
is real must be self-consiste~t and intelligible, else 

it is false. • 'Ultimate reality is such that it does not 

contradict itself.••2 Relational experience, on the other 

hand, being self-contradictory ~nd ! self-transcedent, is 

not ultimately real and so falls short of that perfect 
I 

individuality: which is 1the ·Absolute. Now what is wrong 

with the relational form? Thought must distinguish, and so 

to that end ~oves,by the machinery of terms and relations. 

Every judgement, says Bradley, involves a 'that' and a 

'what'; in every judgement, that is, there is a subject 
\ 

(a 'that') and a predicate (a 'what'). Both are inseparable, 

because they are incon·celvable one without the other3; ....____.,. 

yet in judgement they are never identical, and their dis-

tinction remains essential. There is a loosening, in 

judgement, of content from existence; the 'what' is always 

in a measure alienated from its 'that' in the sense that 

it always works beyond it, and this transc~ence of the 

'what' is essential to judgement. The two are ·always held 

apart, and the judgement articulates their relation. Thus 

1 o Bradley observes : ·• 'T.he Absolute, though in detail 
unintelligible, is not so in general, and its general 
character comes as a consequence from a necessary 
principle.'' Appear~e and Reality, p.497. 

2. Ibid., Pol20. 

3. 1£1Q., Chapter xv. Cf. Essays on Truth and 
Reality (Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1914), 
Chapter III. 
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judgement is essentially relational. ''Thought, in its 

actual processes and results, cannot transcend the dualism 

of the 'that' aAd the 'what•.•• 1 Thought everywhere is 
I 

faced up with an inherent contradiction involved in the 

distinction between terms and relations. The relational 

level of experience cannot give thought the satisfaction 

it strives for. Terms and relations alike cry for a unity 

which ever eludes them, and so they remain incorrigibly 

infected with contradictions and inconsistencies. A 

relational way 9f thought then must give us only appearance, 

and not truth or reality. 

Now Bradley affirms, as we have indicated above, 

that what is real must satisfy thought. So thought seeks 

consistency, and that which would satisfy it is a harmonious 

whole - a consistent, and therefore, all-inclusive system. 

This harmonious whole is in other words perfected indivi

duality. Now the question is, how can thought whose manner 

iS itself relational throughout, strive for something like 

a non-relational whole or a perfected individuality? Does 

not this nisus constitute for thought its own suicide? 

Bradley's reply would be that thought in pursuing its 
2 goal transcends its 'native defect of relativity.' Thought 

as judgement is able to hold differences as one, by holding 

them apart. And to hold differences as one means at once 

to be individual (in some measure). 3 The real is individual 

in the sense ''that its positive character embraces all 

1. F.H. EFadley, Appearance and Reality, p.l48. 

2. Sushi! Kumar Saxena, Studies in the Metaphysics 
of Bradley (London : George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 
1967), p.206. Cf. Bradley, Appearance and 
Reality, p.160. 

3. Saxena, op.cit., p.206. 
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differences in an inclusive harmony.•• 1 This (grammatical) 

subject of every judgement, Bradley says, i~ an aspect of 

Reality; so that when we say '§ is .£', what we mean i~ : 

'Reality is such that S is l'• So' Reality ts the ' subject 

in every judgemento It is this reality, the comprehensive 

whole, which acts as the impulse within the judgement 

towards its own completion. 

Bradley's ~onception of the Absolute then presupposes 

the transcending ~ f what is merely relational and contra-, 

dictory. Inci en~ ally, Bosanquet's words : ''This theh [s 

the fundamental n~ture of the inference to the Absolute; 
) . 

the passage ff m he contradictory and unstable in all 

experience alike to the stable and the satisfactory ••• •• 2 

seem also to sum up both Hegel's and Bradley's conception 

of the impulse towards the Absolute. Our dissatisfaction 

with the self-contradictory character of the relational 
' form leads us to the vision of a supra-relational whole 

which excludes nothing and includes all in a harmonious, 

all-inclusive system. ~o appearance is however lost in 

the Absolute; ''each one contributes and is essential to 

the unity of the whole.•• 3 The Absolute here is ''its 
4 appearances'' as the Hegelian Absolute 1! its categories. 

But the Absolute is not present equally in all appearances; 

appearances do not lie side by side, so to say, in the 

Absolute. There are degrees of reality holding true of 

appearances. Appearances are included within the whole 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Bradley, Appearance and Reality, p.l23. 

The Principle of Individuality and Value, p.268. 

Appearance and Reality, Po404. 
9 f.CJl~ mi-n..e • 

Ibid., p.431.~ Bradley further adds : ''The Absolute 
is immanent alike through every region of appearnac~'' 
.!Jlli!. 
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When we come over to McTaggart's conception of 

the Absolute and its relation with the selves, the first 

very important departure that strikes us is McTaggart's 

self-avowed pluralism. (And this should explain our use 

of the plural in 'selves' in the title of this chapter~ 

McTaggart's pluralism is as ultimate as for example the 

pluralism of Leibniz. 1 But even if the analogy be suspect, 

the ultimacy of McTaggart's pluralism remains beyond 

question9 To quote McTaggart himself at some length 

''It is sometimes asked whether the true account 

of the universe is a pluralism or monism. The 
answer must be that it is both, since the universe 

is unquestionably a unity, and unquestlonably 
has parts. But if it is asked which aspect is 

I 
the more fundamental, the answer must be that 
pluralism is the more fundamental, because, as 

we have just seen, the primary parts which are a 

plurality• have this position of unique signi
ficance.••2 

These primary parts of the universe, as already shown, 

are selves and this status of being spiritual substances 

confers on them a singularity shared by none. Selves are 

natural and fundamental units of the universe, if deter

mining correspondence be accepted. In McTaggart, as has 

already been shown - but which admits of greater emphasis -

the selves are absolutely actual entities as compared to 

the ''categories'' of Hegel and the ''appearances'' of 

1. This proposition has however been questioned. 
Oakeley for example has argue that Leibniz's 
theory of the Monads as the infinite points of 
view of God underlies his epistemology and the 
conception of the Monads as ' .'fulgrations'' of 
the Divine Monad, his metaphysic; which means 
that Leibniz's metaphysics does not propound 
ontological pluralism as is the general belief. 
Cf. Hilda D. Oakeley, ''Time and the Self in 
McTaggart's Systerni'p.l75. 

2. NE, Sec. 256, p.271. 
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Bradley which enjoy lesser degree of r1eali ty in relation 

to the Absolute. The whole talk of 'degrees of rea1ity' 

is an anathema to McTaggart. 1 Now this fact of selves 
I 

being actual substances is one great source of McTaggart's 

pluralism, and also determines, to an extent, his c9ncep

tion of the Absolute and his view of the relation between 

the two. It hardly needs mention that since selves are 

the only primary parts of the universe,it is only the 

selves' relation to the Absolute which McTaggart primarily 

examines. Now when talking about McTaggart's pluralism 

it needs to be borne in mind that this pluralism is not 

without an order and harmony; it is no mere atomism. 

Unlike Leibniz's 'windowless' monads, the selves are 

connected with each other in a most intimate and profound 

way2 possible and go on to form an ordered infinite hier

archy. The inter-connections are affected through percep-

tion and love, and are not merely logical as is the case 

with the parts of the universe in Spinoza. Organically 

interrelated, they all of them form a whole which is not 

a mere sum, or an aggregate, but a systematic unity of 

its parts. so\McT aggart' s pluralism is not a mere monad ism 

1. See Chapter II. 

2o Lotze, on the other hand, arrives, from roughly 
a similar consideration, at monism rather than 
pluralismo The multiplicity cannot be real in 
itself, and if ·~eciprocal' action is to be 
possible between different elements, then they 
must be ''regarded as parts of a single and 
Real Being.'' The pluralism with which the 
view began has to give place to a monism; and 
the 'transeunt' operation, being always unin
telligible as such, is to be understood as 
an~mmanent operation. See Hermann Lotze, Metaphysic, 
ed. Bernard Bosanquet (2 Vols.; Oxford : Calrendon 
Press, 2nd ed. 1887), I, Sees. 69 ff. 
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with no actual unity - as in contrast to supposed 

unity as in Lef~niz - to support them. In fact - and 

this is generally ignored by those who bring the charge 

of monadism against McTaggart1 - it is often forgotten 

that the universb as 1conceived by McTaggart is seen to 

be so rigidly connected in its parts that it incurs the 

title of a 'bloc~' urlive~se. McTaggart replies that it 

is o f c our s e too 1 bad , b u t 't h is , he s a y s , is ' ' an e v i 1 

which is inevitaple and universal. •• 2 

At this pbint a certain clarification is necessary. 

In Idealistic thought the words ''Absolute'' and ''Universe'' 
3 have generally been used interchangeably and as synonyms. 

So our title could as well have been ''Selves and the 

Universe''; a~d 1e shall of course be talking about the 

universe too when we talk about the Absolute. But there 

were certain considerations that dictatated our selection 

of the terminology we have chosen. Our principal reason 

e.g. was : while we can meaningfully ask whether the 

Absolute is God, we cannot perhaps as meaningfully ask 

whether the universe is God. (Though we can of course 

ask whether the universe has a God~ That is, while 

certain questions can be meaningfully asked concerning 

the Absolute, those questions cannot be as meaningfully 

asked concerning the universe. 

This said, we now proceed to discuss McTaggart's 

account of the relation between the selves and the Absolute, 

which is to be found in the second chapter of SHC. We 

shall however also make use of McTaggart's conception of 

1. Cf. e.g. Hiralal Haldar, op.cit., Po32. 

2. ~, Seco \~43. 

3. See e.g. McTaggart's NE, Chapter XLIII, and 
F.H. Bradley's Essays on Truth and Reality, 
Chapter XV. 
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Unities including Organic Unity, Primary wholes, differ-

entiation, manifestation etc., which are discussed in 

chapters XXVIII and XXXI of Jig. In respect of certain 1 I I 

points of importance~ the NE account diverges from the 

§tiC treatment, and we have not attempted to bridge the 

cleavage by any forced interpretation; we ha ve however 

felt that on certain occasions reconciliation is clearly 

possible. 

I I I 

Now McTaggart's strategy in §tlg is first to approach 

the Absolute via what he considers to be an Hegelian view 

of it. Deciding that the Absolute as unity must be differ

entiated into ~pirits, he examines the question whether 

the selves are some of these differentiations; and this 

latter then leads him to the view that the selves c ould 

not be what they are unless they were among the fundamental 

differentions of the Absolute . Now it must have become 

clear by now that the only reality admitted by McTaggart 
I 

is spirit, and this must necessarily be differentiated; 

and further that it could not have been differentiated 

except into selves or persons. The Absolute then enters 

the picture as the unity of universe, and if the only 

primary denizens of the spiritual universe are individual 

selves, the selves turn out to be the parts of the Absolute. 

What is the nature of the relation between the selves and 

the Absolute? What kind of determination holds between 

the two? Are selves essential to the Absolute?; that is, 

does the Absolute mainfest Itself through and only through 

the selves? Answering this question depends upon determining 

the nature of the Absolute and the nature of the selves in 

relation to Absolute. The Absolute is nothing if not a 

spiritual unity, and it is again nothing if not infinite. 

Both these characteristics are as if part of the definition 

of the Absolute. 
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Without at all going into what Hegel's Absolute 

Idea may furthe~ mean, we may notice that what it tells 

us about the nature of the Absolute is that the Absolute 

is the infinite whole- infinite not in the sense of being 

endlessly extensive nor beyond the finite, but as self-

subsistently whole and all-inclusive, ''sublating the 

finite in its transcendent unity and consolidating its 

truth and value. •• 1 And the finite cannot comprehend 

the Inifnite and the Absolute unless the latter be immanent 

in us. If then ~he Absolute is a unity and therefore 

necessarily diff~rentiated into spirits, the question arises 

whether the selve~s are some of these differentiations. The 
I 

question whether our selves are some of the differentiations 
I 

of reality will depend upon whether our selves have certain 

characteristics. For the determination of this, McTaggart 

app.eaJs to certain Hegelian categories. We start, for the 

sake of convenience, with the category of !ife. And we 

come across here the conception of a living organism, the 

parts of which, though mutually differentiated, are 

functionally interlinked and connected - they are all 

ingredients in a single individual, the living organism. 

In any organism, each part is explainable by reference 

to the organism as a whole, while that organism can be 
\ 

1. Errol. E. Harris, An Interpretation of the ·Loaic 
of He~ (Lo.nna.nt : University Press of America, 
1983), Po287. One cannot but briefly refer here 
to Bradley's view of the Infinite. The infinite 
according to Bradley does negative the finite 
but in such a way that the finite disappears by 
being taken up ip a higher unity in which being 
included as an element, ' 1 It ceases to have its 
original character, and is both suppressed and 
preserved. The Infinite is thus 'the unity of 
the finite and the infinite~'' Ethical Studies, 
p.77. The infinite according to Bradley is 
self-related. ''The simp lest symbol of it is 
the circle, the line which returns into itself, 
not the straight line produced indefinitelyo'' 
Ibid., p.78. 



349 

said to be a unity which is the unity of just those 

part~. 1 McTaggart's view that Hegel regards the universe, 
I 

as seen under this category, as consisting of a plurality 

of Organisms, each of which is turn has a plurality of 

parts, need not concern us here - though it has been 

challenged by ~orne like Harris. 2 However it be, ''reali~y'', 

according to McTaggart's interpretation of the category, 

''is a unity differenti~ted into a plurality (or a plurality 

combined into a unity) ip such a way that the whole meaning 

and significance of the unity lies in its being differentiated 

into that particular plu~ality, and that the whole meaning 

and significance of ~he parts of the plurality lies in their 

being combined into that particular unity.' •3 If so, both 

the unity and the plurality are essential to each other. 

But it is also true that the kind of unity that is demanded 

by the category of !ife will endanger the plurality, unless 

the latter possesses a certain nature; and it is here that 

we move into the category of Cognition. If the unity has 

no reality apart from the parts it unites, then it can 

exist only by being in those parts. But in what sense can 

it be in the individuals it unites? It obviously cannot ..... 
exist in each of the individuals taken separately, because 

if it did, it would not be ~ble to link one with the other, 

and hence would not be a unity. 

1. Cf. CHL, Sec. 264. Compare Kant's account of an 
organised thing: ''The first requisite of a thing, 
considered as a physical end, is that tls parts, 
both as to their existence and form are only possible 
by their relation to the whole ••• This second 
requisite is involved, namely, that the parts of the 
thing combine of themselves into the unity of a 
whole by being reciprocally cause and affect of 
their form.'' Critique of Judgement, trans. 
J.C. Meredith (Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1978; 
1st edo 1928), Pt.II, Sec. 65, pp.20-21. 

2. gp.cit., pp.306-307, foonote 4. 

3. §tig, Sec. 10. 
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The ordinary solution of the problem might be 

that the unity exists in individuals when they are taken 

together . But there are obvious difficulties in this . 

Firstly, it will do injury to the character of individuals 

as differentiations. Besides, the unity existing on l y in 

the aggregate of parts forfeits its right to be call ed 

'differentiated unity' and so its status as unity. Again, 

taking together of things implies their distinguishing, 

because only things distinct and distinguished from each 

other would form an aggregate. But the unity as pres en tl y 

conceived could not- since it existed only in things as 

taken together and since it had nothing t o do with the 

characteristics which make them many - be the means of 

distinguishing things from each other. Consequently, they 

would not be distinguished at all, and will not exist as 

an aggregate. 

\ 

The inadequacy of the above alternatives in ensur ing 

that the unity remains in each individual (in the system) -

which alone can impart reality to the individuals - forces 

us to look elsewhere, viz.', to the higher idea which is 

the category of Cognition. Here we meet with the conception 
l 

of a unity which is not only in the individuals but also 

for the individuals. 1 The only example of this category 

which we encounter in the experience is ''a system of 

conscious individuals•• 2 • It is with this conception as a 

standpoint that we find that the demand that the whol e b e 

in each of the parts and yet be the whole of which th ey ar e 

part s 3 is completely fulfilled. Every individual meet s 

1. 2Hf, Sec. 14. 

2 . Ibid. 

3 . Ibid. 
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this demand by reproducing, as a conscious being, the 

entire content of the whole, and thereby also justifies 

his nature as part of the whole. If, supposing, reality 
I 

were to be confined to three individuals who were consciOtle . 

then the whole will be reproduced in each of them. h· e. ~ 

as conscious, will be aware of himself, of §, and of~, and 

of the unity~ which binds them in a system. (And the same 

will apply to~ and C. And this is how, further, that 

their mutual distinction would also be retained intact 
Y'l\l 

and und\nished~ And thus the unity exists in each indivi-

dual. But the unity is not in the individuals as isolated. 

When it was said that the unity existed for ~, the meaning 

was that it exists both out of him and in him. (The word 

''for'' is important in another sense too. Besides indi-

eating the manner in which the Absolute as unity is related 

to the selves, the word ''for'' also serves for McTaggart 

the twin purpose of differentiating the unity from the 

individual selves and highlighting their essential finitude~ 

According to McTaggart, whatever is a content of 

consciousness is supposed to represent something else than 

itself. 1 Thus the unity is at once the whole of which the 

individuals are parts, and also completely present in each 

individual. Of course, the unity cannot exist in the 

individuals in the same manner as the individua~exist in 

the unity. But that is not to be expected. What matters 

is that, as we have seen, both are true though in diverse 

manners. The unity now becomes the whole nature of each 
\ 

individual. I~ so far as we look upon an individual as 

merely cognitive, and in so far as his cognition is perfect, 

1. ~·, Sec. 15. 
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''his whole aature would consist in the conscious 

reproduction of the system of which he is a part.''l 

McTaggart notes that the category of Cognition, in contrast 

with those like Mechanism and Life, has only one example 

known to us, namely the actual state of cognition. There 

might thus be the danger of lim~ting the category only to 

the state of cognition - perhaps other examples exist _, 

but McTaggart thinks2 that it would still be inconceivable 

that there could be any unity (or the Absolute) for each of 

the individuals who constitute it without the individuals 

being conscious in the first instance. The conclusion then 

is that the Absolute must necessarily be differentiated into 

conscious selves or persons ''because no other differen-

tiations have vitality tp stand against a perfect unity, 

and because a unity which was undifferentiated would not 

existo' 13 

The statement ''because no other differentiations 

have vitality to stand against a perfect unity'' is 

important for it gives us, as already remarke d, an idea 

of the central concern of McTaggart's thought on the subject. 

McTaggart desires his selves to possess s u ch ''vitality'' 

and strength so as to retain their particularity and 

singularity and resist being swallowed up as anonymous 

parts of the whole by the whole. Their worth then would 

not be exhausted in their being mere I 'adjectiVeS'' Of 

Reality. In Idealist thought there has been a certain 

proclivity to overemphasize the 'absolutist' aspect at the 

cost of actual individuals that go to make up the Absolute. 

lillo 
2. Ibid., Sec. l6 o --
3. 
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McTaggart's whole endeavour has been to correct this 

~b~~ation by preserving 'intact' the indefeasible 

multiplicity and plurality of the world. And if in doing 

so, he at times seems to have underplayed the Absolute, 

that is only to be expected. His leit-motif seems to have 

been that if the Absolute is to remain a meaningful unity 

and not to suffer the fate, like many other grand notions, 

of a 'bloodless' abstraction, it can be so only if the 

concreteness of differentiations is fully taken care of and 

is not discarded either through sleight or in innocence. 

Now there could be two main alternatives to the 

above hypothesis. Firstly, it might be urged, that while 

there is unity there is no differentiation. This according 

to McTaggart is generally the form which, for example, 

Oriental pantheism takes. There might be disagreement 

here with regard to the nature of Oriental pantheism, but 

that need not be pressed; we can take it to mean any kind 

of pantheism, e.g,, that of Spinoza with some qualifications. 

McTaggart has no fascination for any pantheistic doctrine 

which regards the Absolute as undifferentiated unity, 

' because this ac'tording to him would neither account for 

experience nor have any meaning i~ itself. Secondly, 

it might be contended - while accepting the differentiations -

that there was some element in each individual which was 

basically isolated from the rest of experience and connected 

' with it by some external relation. This too cannot be 

acceptable because it tends to preserve a part of the indivi-

duality which remains exempted from unity, and which therefore 

tends to exist over and above the unity. Again, any system 

bound by a mere external relation willy-nilly leads to atawnsm. 



Besides it takes us back to the categories of Essence 

which the dialectic has proved to be inadequate and hence 

untenable. 

The view taken by Hermann Lotze seems to support 

McTaggart's position. He too believes that the differen-

tiations of the Absolute . are inconceivable except as 

conscious beings. 1 He adds that if any meaning can be 

attached to anything apart from the existence of God, it 

can only be to a conscious being. 2 Here then is the idea 

that consciousness is the only differentiation th a t has 

the capacity to stand against the force of the unity of the 

Absolute. 

We have seen that each individual, according to 

McTaggart, reproduces the nature of the Whole, the Abs olute, 

of which it is a part. Now this is so, we conjecture, 

because the Absolute is already immanent in each individual, 

else no meaningful relation can be conceivable between the 

infinite Absolute and the finite individual. 3 The repro

duction of the nature of the Whole by the nature of the 

individuals should not be construed as meaning that the 

nature of the whole is determined by that of the individuals, 

or vice versa. Were it so, either of them would be logically 

prior to the other. We have on the other hand found - as 

taught by the category of Life - that both of them imply 

each other equally. There is a certain definite harmony 

which each individual part has with the whole in reproducing 

1. Met aphysic, I, Sec. 96. 

2. IQ!g., Sec. 98. 

3. We will note that while Hegel call the individual 
self finite-infinite, McTaggart calls it only finite. 
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the whole. This is a harmony produced not by the action 

of the one on the other, but by the inherent nature 

of both. 1 

We next move to the category of the Absolute Idea. 

McTaggart expl~ins it thus : 

''Reality is a differentiated unity, in which 
' 

the unity has no meaning but the differentiations, 
and the differentiations have no meaning butthe 
unity. The differentiations are individuals for 

each of whom the unity exists, and whose whole 

nature consists in the fact that the unity is 

for them, as the whole nature of the unity 
consists in the fact that it is for the indivi
duals. And finally, in this harmony between the 
unity and the individual neither side is sub
ordinated to the other, but the harmony is an 
immediate and ultimate fact.• •2 

\. . 
According to McTaggart the transition to the 

Absolute Idea affects none of the conclusions previously 

reached and that in fact it only further strengthens 

the view taken that there are no other examples of the 

relation between the individuals and the unity than 

consciousness. 3 

McTaggart then proceeds to determine whether our 

selves are some of the fundamental differentiations of the 

Absolute. We have already seen that these differentiations 

1. SHC, Sec. 20. Also £!::!1, Sec. 283. 1 'The harmony 
between the Universal and the Individual is 
perfect, necessary and not due to any outside cause, 
but to the intrinsic nature of the related terms. 
The absence of the harmony is inconceivable ••• For 
if the category is correct, the Universe depends 
on the harmony quite as much as the individual ••• 
And therefore it is no truer to say that the Universe 
determines the individuals than it is to say that 
the Individuals determine the universe. 11 

2o SHC, Sec. 21. 

Ibid. 
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must possess a certain la~ure, I 
VlZ., consciousness. That 

there may be beings other than our selves which could 

possess this nature, McTaggart finds neither possible nor 

conceivable. It is possible however that there might be 

selves much like our own which were f~ndamental, while 
' 

ours were not, or that1 there might exist other ways in 

which the whole might 1be for the parts than by the parts 

being conscious. But neither of these appears to have any 

degree of probabil~ty 1 The firft will reduce our own 

selves to an infer~or/ rank - for which no grounds seem to 

be forthcoming - a d he second looks absurd because nothing 

greater and more J ow ful than consciousness seems imaginable 
~ 

for which the uni y would be real and which would have the 
II 

power to withstand such unity. 

It has been shown that our selves possess certain 

characteristics which they would possess if they belonged 

to some of the differentiations of the Absolute. McTaggart 

next proposes to show - and we shall deal with it very 

briefly - that our selves have characteristics which they 

could not have unless they were among the fundamental 

differentiations of reality. 

One of the first things that strikes one about 

the self iS that it is finite, that one's self is not 

the only reality in the world, nor is it the whole of 

reality, that there is always some not-self to a self. 1 

1. MeT aggart \·explains his meaning of the term ' 'finite' ' 
thus : ''I shall employ the word finite, when used 
without qualification, to denote anything which has 
any reality outside it, whether its determination 
is merely external, or due to its own nature.'' 
Ibid., p.4, footnote 1. Finiteness, it needs to be 
remembered, is no mark of imperfection; the two 
are separate characteristics and should not be 
confounded. In fact McTaggat chooses to call the 
differentiations as ''perfect'' finite selves 
(Ibid., Sec. 86, p.~3). Drawing the distinction 
betWeen the finite and the finite, Bradley who does 

••• contd ••• 
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And yet when it comes to drawing the line between the 

two, one feels one is not being successful. If one is 

to distinguish oneself from s orne other reality, one has 

to be conscious of it. But how can one be conscious of 

it without its being in oneselfl If the objects of cons

ciousness were outside me, I not only would not be consious 

of them - for they would not affect my mental state -

but also I wcul~ not exist. ''For the pure I, though 

doubtless an essential moment of the self, is only a moment 
' I 1 and cannot stahd alone.'' No self can be conceiveu d~ 

existing in isqlation from the rest of the world and forming 

an island of its own. Each self needs a not-self for its 

own personality to be pr·eserved and for its status as a 

differentiation to remain unimpaired. Withdraw all content 

from the self, and it·wduld be a non-entity. The usual 

solution that the self contains images of the external 

not-.self is also untenable. If we only knew images and 

not the external reality of which they were images, we will 

never know even the images. It is possible that we came 

to know the external world by means o.f inferences based on 

images, but that we know something more is proved by the 

fact that we knew images to be such. And this ''something 

more'' must be outside us to render our knowledge true, 

and inside us to make our knowledge possible. 2 

Footnote 1 from pre-page contd ••••• 

not suppose mind to be finite, remarks : ''The finite 
is relative to something else; the inf"inite is self
related.'' (Ethical Studies, p.78). With profound 
insight Bradley remarks that consciousness of finitude 
is itself to transcend that finitude. ''The mind is 
nQi finite, just because it knows it ii finite. 
'The knowledge of the limit suppresses the limit.• 
It is a flagrant self-contradiction that the finite 
should know its own finitude.'' (1£12., p.75). And 
further as if echoing McTaggart's view, Bradley 
remarks : ''Finite means limited from the outside and 
by the outside. The finite is to know itself as 
this, or not as finite. '' (Ibid., p. 75). 

1. ~. Sec. 24. 
2o lhi£., Sec. 25. 
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Again, we can never say of any reality that it 

is purely outside us, or purely inside us. By the very 

fact of saying ''I know~·' we draw a distinction between 

the 'I' who knows it and the~ that is known. The only 

reality, according to McTaggart, of which it could be 

said that it was not separated from the self by the self's 

consciousness of it will be the pure 'l'o 1 And this, if 

taken by itself, is an abstraction, though without it the 

self would not exist. 

So the ~ature of the finite self is quite paradoxicalo 

What could it be said to include? Everything of which it 

is conscious. What can we say it excludes. Again everything 
I 

of which it is !Conscious. What is not inside it? Nothing. 

And, what is not outside it? As abstraction. 2 Any attempt 

to remove the paradox is likely to do away with the selfo 

Any attempt to preserve its distinctness by excluding all 

other things would imply elimination of all content of 

which the self is conscious and so rob the self of its 

individuality. The attempt, on the other hand, to preserve 

its content by emphasizing inclusion at the cost of exclusion 

would result in ~he vanishing of all content, for nothing 

would remain of which the self could be regarded as being 

conscious, and with that, further, consciousness too would go~ 

The paradoxical nature of the self leaves us only 

two alternatives : (i) that we dismiss t .he idea of the 

self as completely erroneo~s, like that of the four-sided 

triangle which is dismissed because contradictory, and 

hence unreal, and (ii) that we justify it - as a differen

tiation- by showing ''that the necessary course of thought 

1. 

2. 
3. 

..!.!21.9. , Sec. 26. 

l!U.Q., Seco 27. 
Ibid. -
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leads us to it' •1 , that its characteris!tics l are the ~a rks, 

not of the falsity of the idea, but of the inadeqJacy 

of the laws (of abstract understanding). The first 
\ 

attempt was made, for example, by Hume and he failed~ 2 

The second is of course that of McTaggart wh o at tempt s to 
' 

s how that conception of the selves as some of the differen-

tiations of reality gives us the neces sary explanat~on . 

i ' 
I r 

I I I 

i ' ,: 

Ea ch of those differentiations, as we have seen, wa~ suppos e6 ! 
i ; I . , 

to conta i n the w~ole, though not , nece~s arily in the same 

way in which the/ whole itself conta i n$ it. 1 'Thus ~'" •.a•P 

ask what is conJai ne d in each individual differentiation, 

the answer is E~erything. But if we as k wh at is contained 

in each differentiation in such a way as not to be also 

outside it, the answer is Nothing.•• 3 This quote emaphasizes 

the fini·t e character of the individual different iations , 

and the paradox of the self would take precisely this form, 

if we supposed that the knowledge and volitions of the 

self were perfect, ''so that it knew and acquiesced in the 

whole of reality.•• 4 This is how McTaggart comes to regard 

the paradox of the self as justified and find s no explanation 

for it except its ''ab~olute reality.'' The expression 

''absolute reality'' is important because, says McTaggart, 

an attempt may be made to justify the self' s paradox which 

resulted in questioning its absolute reality , though not 

declaring it an error either. Such an attempt will ·have 

to show that a certain line of argument leads up to s uch 

an idea of the self and beyond it, and that thi s i dea 

1. Ibid., Sec. 28, p. 25 . 

2 . Hume• s view has already been discus s ed in 
Chapt er I of the present work. 

3 . ~, Seco 30 . 

4 . 
\ 



360 

(of the self) is relatively true as transcending some 

unreconciled contradictions, but relativity false because 

of developing some fresh contradictions to be transcended 

in a higher idea. Is such a deduction possible? McTagqart 

does not rule out the possibility1 but says it has yet to 

be suggested. The conclusion then is that the self 

posesses certain characteristics which are explainable 

only if the self is considered as one of the fundamental 

differentiations of the Absolute, and of which no othPr 

theory has attempted to offe~ an explanation. 

I l 
The Absolute as t Self-~flecting Unity 

Let us now try to understand what we have said so 

far with regard to the Absolute and its differentiations 

in the light of~ new conception, viz., ''Self-reflecting 

unity.'' McTaggart comes to thiS while discussing various 

alternatives about the structure of the universe in the 

last chapter of the first volume of H£.1 I suspect, with 

c.o. Broad2 , that McTaggart read Hegel to have conceived 

the universe as a self-retlecting unity. But even if this 

raises tricky questions of interpretation, this much seems 

certain that the notion of self-reflecting unity throws 

important and further light on the Selves-Absolute relation 

as conceived by McTaggart on the basis of his reading of Hegelo 

We shall better understand this notion if we study 

it along with another well-known conception, . viz. that of 

Organic Unity. 3 According to McTaggart any whole whatever 

is an organic unity. In an organic unity the whole is 

1. Sees. 284-286. 

2. Examination, I, p.427. 

3. The concept of Organic Unity has been discussed 
by McTaggart in Chapter XX of ~· 
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I 

manifested by all the members of any set of its parts 

taken together1 ; but it is not manifested in any member 

taken separately. In a self-reflecting unity on the 

other hand, the structure of the whole is reflected 

separately in each member of the set of parts. Since 

every whole or substance is an organic unity, the Absolute 

or the universe will both be an organic unity and a self

reflecting unity if it be self-reflecting. Now it is 

often said, McTaggart says, particularly about an organic 

unity, that (i) the whole is in every part, and that 

(ii) each part expresses the nature of the whole. These 
2 

statements McTaggart calls ''unfortunate ' ' and ''not 

literally true•• 3 ; even so,however,McTaggart doe s not think 

them ''unnatural.'' This is explained by the fact that 

each part of an organic whole plays a unique role in 

assisting to manifest the whole. 4 Now when a Whole is 

organic as well as self-reflecting it is less inapprc priate 

to say that • 'the whole is in every part'', than when if 

it is only organico For, while in an organic unity the 

whole though manifested in its parts is not expressed in 

each of them separately, ''in a self-reflecting unitythe 

whole is reflected separately in each part of the set of 

reflecting parts. •• 5 The phrase still remains incorrect, 

since impossible if taken literally, but it comes very 

close to somet~ing that is not incorrect. Likewise, it 

becomes less inappropriate to say that ''each part expresses 

1. li£, Seco 147; also Sec., 284. 

2o Ibid., - Sec. 146. 

3. 1.!2i2·, S.ec. 147. 
itf:so 

4. 1.12i£! .. "-Sec. 286. 

5 . 1.!2.i£. ' Sec. 286. 
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the nature of the whole.'' The expression remains false 

if it is reads to mean that each part expresses the 

entire nature of the whole. For, in an organic whole, 

the whole is only ''very partially expressed''! in the 

part that manifests it. But it is true if the whole be 

self-reflecting, for then each member of the set of its 

parts ''has within it a system of reflection homol ogous 

to a system of relations which exists within the whole.•' 2 

In other words, each member of a set of its parts will 

reflect more the nature of the whole than the case would be 

if the whole were not self-reflecting. A self-reflect i n J 

whole has a very special connection with its parts. And, 

by virtue of that, the parts in question bear a spe c i al 
\ 

connection with each other ''since each of them has a s yst em 

of internal relations between their own parts, all of which 

correspond with the same system, and so correspond with 
3 each other.'' 

Now the relation qf a whole to its parts in case 

of the whole being an organic unity differs from the relation 

of a whole to its parts when the whole happens to be a 

self-reflecting unity. If so the relation between the 

Absolute and the selves as conceived by McTaggart (and 

discussed in the preeceding pages) tur~s out to be a 

relation which, I suggest, is possible only on condition 

that the Absolute is also, besides other things, a self-

reflecting unity. McTaggart there comes to the c onclusion 

via the category of Cognition that the Absolute is a 

differentiated unity- differentiated, that is, into 

1. 

3. 

1£i2., Sec. 286, p.302. 

Ibid • ........... 
~., Sec. 284, p.299. 
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individual selves - and that there exists a harmony of 

each part with the whole, fdr the whole lnature of the 

individual consists in the conscious reproduction of the 

nature of the whole of which he is a part. Now this 
I 

proposition, I think, can be sufficiently . ensured only 

if the Absolute b~ self-reflecting. For here, on McTaggart's 

view, the structure of the whole is reflected separately in 
I 

each member of th~ set of its parts. It does not mean that 

the Absolute is not an otga~ic uni~y; every substance -

and the Absolute is a substance - ~s McTaggart says ~s an 

organic unity. Organic unity alone carries the idea of 

manifestation by the part of the whole. Organic unity 

alone, again, gives us the conception of how the whole 

and the parts are 1, essential to each other in such measure 

that a slight variation in the parts is likely to yield 

a whole which was different in some important characteristics. 

However, in so far as we conceive the whole/part relation 

in a way which demands greater closeness between the two 

than can be afforded by the notion of Organic unity, we 

have to move to a more comprehensive notion, viz. self

reflecting unity. If we are right in our surmise that 

McTaggart presumably believed Hegel to have proved at the 

end of his Logic that the universe is a self-reflecting 

unity, then the interpretation that the Absolute Idea is 

a self-reflecting unity naturally follows. Self-reflecting 

unity is indeed a very important concept to come from 

McTaggart, and seems nea!lY to capture his vision of the 

Absolute/Selves relationship. However, cautious as he is, 

he warns us against conqluding .that, given a self-reflecting 

unity, each part expresses the whole nature of the whole; 
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he affirms though that the part ''gets nearer to it 

than would otherwise have been the case.•• 1 

The foregoing considerations, however~ should not 

mislead us into believing that the picture that emerges 

is favourable more to absolutistic monism than to pluralism 
\-

the basic strain of McTaggart's thought. From McTaggart's 

argument in ~2 it emerges that no Whole could be a self

reflecting unity unless it had a set of primary parts, 

each member of whi'ch had ·all the other members of that 

group and nothing else for its differentiating group. 
I 

That is, in other words, no part of it should be ''determined 

by correspondence to anything outside it. •• 3 
If the 

universe were such a whole, there could be no other such 

whole in the same system of determining correspondence. 

The universe on this hypothesis would have the highest 

degree of internal unity to be desired from determining 

correspondence. But even then it would be the case,in 

McTaggart's view, that the primary parts, the selves, would 

be the natural fundamental units of reality, and the universe 

would not be a whole in which the unity is more fundamental 

than its differentiations, or even as fundamental as 

differentiations. 4 The unique position that is occupied 

by the selves in the fundamental system and thus in existence 

can be gauged from the fact that it is they that give rise 

to the chain of implications which determines every substance 

down the ladder in the fundamental system, and determines 

1. 1£1Q., Sec. 286, p.302. Broad too finds the notion 
of self-reflecting unity ''interesting' '"which 
would be very important if it were exemplified by 
any whole.'' Examination, I, p.428. 

2. Sec. 285. 

3o I.bid. 

4. ~., Sec. 287. 
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every other substance indirectly. 1 Again, a sufficient 

description of the universe does not necessarily imply 

the sufficient descriptions of all the primary parts, 

excepting where the former includes the sufficient descripT 

tions of the primary parts as factors in it. On the other 

hand, the sufficient descriptions of all the members of the 

set of primary parts in the universe imply a s ufficient 

description of the universe. Thus even on the supposition 

that appears favourable to ' 'subs t ant iva.l ' ' 2 monism, ' 'subs

tanti~n..l 1 1 pluralism remains according to tJ1cT aggart the 

truer account of the structure of the universe, and the 

differentiation aspect seems more fundamental than the 

unity aspect. 3 It would then be more appropriate to speak 

of the universe (or the Absolute) as 1 'built out of'' 

primary parts (or selves) rather than ''as differentiated'' 

into them. 

At this stage it becomes imperative to acquaint 

ourselves with McTaggart's notions of what he calls the 

''Unity of Composition'' and the ''Unity of Manifestation'' 

which he discusses in NE, Chapter XXVIII, Sections 252-257. 

It iS common knowledge that every substance, since compound, 

is both a unity of composition, i.e., a whole campo d of 

its parts, and a unity of manifestation or an organic unity. 

McTaggart however concludes4 that some unities are more 

appropriately described as unities of manifestation than 

as unities of composition, and vice versa. Now the interesting 

point is to know whether the principle of determining 

1. l.!2i.E. , Sec. 256. 

2o The term is used by Broad. .Qp. cit., I, P. 428. 

3. Ibi£., Sec.. 287. 

4. 1l2.iQ.' Sec. 253. 
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correspondence throws up any useful hint in this direction. 

We shall confine ourselves here to what Broad calls 

''internal particulars•• 1 which includes primary wholes 

or else primary or secondary parts of such whole s . (The 

internal . particulars all belong to what McTaggart calls 

the ''Fundamental System.•• 2 ) Now when the substance in 

question is a primary part (i.e. a self) or a secondary 

part, the relation between it and its parts is a special 

one and one-sided. If we take a certain sufficient descrip

tion of it, we ~an construct on that ~sis the sufficient 

descriptions of 1 all the members .of all the numerous sets 

of parts of it in the fundamental system. It is no doubt 

true that we ca r obtain a sufficient description of it -

which is also a whole - from sufficient descriptions of 

all the members of any sets of its parts. But, as McTaggart 

points out, the Hchain of implications from part to whole 

is not a series ·which can stand on its own as apart from 

the series from ~tJ£ to p~ •3 Such a series would be 

infinite for there are no parts which, given McTaggart's 

conception of substance, are also not wholes. And such an 

infinite series, as we have already discussed, would be 

vicious unless there were also the chain of implications 

from whole to parts. There is consequently a definite 

ground for laying particular emphasis on the whole, as 

compared with its parts, when considering the relations 

of a primary or secondary part to its parts in a fundamental 
' . 

~ystem. And so it is more appropriate to say that such a 

1. Examination, I, p.416. 

2o For McTaggart's view of ''Fundamental System'' 
see NE, Seco 248. 

3o Ibi9., Sec. 253. ' 
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whole (t.e. the self) 

tiated'' into its parts (i.e. perceptions) th 

that it is ''composed'' or ''built 

such parts. 

Let us now consider ,the case 

which too belong to the fundamental system. 

whole, say f, has a set of parts (the selves} f 1, EQ•·•• 
with a certain determining correspondence r~lation deter. 

mining them. Each of these primary parts 

description from wHicH we could derive sufficient descri

ptions of all its parts to infinity in the fundamental 

system. Let us call lhese description ~l' ~2 •••• ~n 

respectively. Then we could sufficiently describe the 

whole f as a group whose members are the substance which 

has 2Q1 , the substance which has ~· and so on. And 

from this description one could then Obtain sufficient des

criptions of all the parts of E that belong to the fun-

damental system. Thus it might seem that the sufficient 

description of the whole (~) stand to the sufficient 

descriptions of its parts in the same relation as the 

sufficient descriptions of the primary parts stand to 

the sufficient descriptions of their parts; that, in 

other words, the whole infinite chain of sufficient des

criptions of the parts depends upon it. And thus it might 

be urged that there is the same definite ground 

primacy to the whole as compared with its parts in 

a primary whole as it was in the case of a primary or 

\ 
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p~;~~ 
~hat consequently primary wholes also might better be 
~ 
called unities of manifest ation or as ''differentiated 

into'' their parts. 1 

bt 
But, in McTaggart's view, this would~mistaken. 

The precedence that a primary whole seems to en joy over 

its parts is ''derivative.'' It is derived from the pr ece-

dence that primary parts of£ e n joy over their part s , and 

from the fact that E is the group of which primary parts 

are members. Th e precedence of the primary or secondary 

parts over their parts on the o th e r hand is not der i vat ive 

but ultimate. The sufficient description of the whole E 
includes the s ufficient descriptions of the primary parts ; 

the sufficient descriptions of the primary parts on the 

other hand imply those of their parts without includi ng them. 

''Thus the primary wholes do not stand t o their part s in 

the same rel ation as the primary parts do to theirs ' •. 2 

There is therefore an ''objective'' ground for laying 

special emphasis on the primary parts as compared with the 

primary wholes, when considering the relation of primary 

wholes to primary parts. Primary wholes may consequently 

be better called unities of composition than unities of 
I 

manifes tations and therefore as ''built out of'' the ir 

par t s rather than as ''dif ferentiated into'' such parts . 

Let us consider the situation if the determining 

correspond ence relation were '' being a perception ofo '' 

The primary parts would then be percipient selves and 
'--' 

each primary whole, the universe or the Absolute, would be 

1. Ibid., Sec . 255. 

2 . Ibid., Sec. 255, p.270. 
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. 1 
a kind of soc1ety, compounded of many such percipient 

selves, perceiving themselves and each other and their 
' 

own and each other's perceptions, and having no other 

content than such perceptions. McTaggart would then 

claim that the process that best expresses the nature of 

the relation of such a society to its members, is from 

members (percipient selves) to the society. And so the 

Absolute or the universe is better described as a unity 

of composition than as a unity of manifestation. On the 
I 

other hand, in considering the relations of a percipient 

self to its perceptions there is a definite ground for 

passing from the s~lf to the perceptions. The self would 

then be better expressed as a unity of manifestation than 

as a unity of composition and as ''differentiated into'' 

its parts rather than as ''built out of'' those parts. 

And in considering the relations of any perception 

to those perceptions of perceptions which are its parts, 

there is a ground for emphasizing the perception in 

comparison to these perceptions of perceptions. And this 

perception will be expressed in the same way the self 

above has been. Summing up, Broad observes : 

''Now in ordinary life it does seems reasonable 
to regard selves as more fundamental units than 
either the societies to which they belong, on the 
one hand, or the experiences which they have, on 

2 the other.'' 

Now it \~ould appear that the~ view of the unities 

in the light of the assumption that the principle of 

lo Broad tentatively callS ita''mutual admiration 
society'', Examination, I, p.418. 

2. 1Qig. 
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determining correspondence holds within substance, is 

somewhat at variance with the SHC ,conclusioh. On the SHC - -
view, the selves remain some of the fundamental differen-

tiations of the Absolute, and therefore express each of 

them the unity of the Absol~te. The position that emerges' 

from the NE treatment on the other hand is that the selves 

cannot be spokJn df as differentiations of the Absolute 

for the reason that they are primary parts, and that in 

the relation between the Absolute and the primary parts, 

it is the latter which gain precedence and are regarded more 

fundamental. The selves are then the elements out of which 

the Absolute is built- and not manifested,and so appro

ximates to the Unity of composition rather than the Unity 

of manifestation. So a certain divergence between the two 

position may seem clear. But this is a divergence, we 

affirm, not so much of substance as of emphasis. Bothwhere 

McTaggart affirms the Absolute, or the universe, to be a 

unity since all its parts are interrelated in some way or 

other for all of them perceive(and love)each other. The 

pluralistic strain comes into its own in ~. It is very 

much present in ~ too, but there, because of the compulsions 

of framework within which McTaggart has to deal with the 

problems- concerned as he is with reconstruction of Hegel's 

views on some of the problems - it remains somewhat suppressed 

under the Hegelian ''hangover'' so to say. The message 

however is unambiguous and clear. Conceiving of the Absolute, 

' 2 la Bradley, was something McTaggart could never quite 

bring himself round to. It must be emphasized however that 

his rejection of monism never meant for him rejection of 

the idea of the Absolute, in whatever way he might further 

have dressed it up. Perhaps his brand of idealism may be 
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called Absolutistic Pluralism without violence to the 

substance of his thought. Idealism of a certain kind 

undermines the distinction between human minds as rela-

tively invalid, and assumes that in an important sense 

we are all just one and the same mind manifesting itself 

is diverse way$. But this, as Ewing remarks, is unjustified. 

Almost echoing McTaggart's words, he says : 

''The distinction between different minds remains 

one of the sharpest of which we know; no mind, so 
far as we are aware, can literally , share another's 
experience ••• experiencially between them there is 
no continuity,; their experiences do not run toge
ther, overlap, have parts (as opposed to universals) 
in common, they do not and, as far as we can see, 
could not, without the nature of a finite mind 
being ~adically different from what it is in fact.•• 1 

' 
McTaggart's pluralism as in §tlg becomes further evident 

from his characterization of the Absolute as 'society of 
' 

selves', and this we sh~ll shortly discuss. 

Personality of the Absolute 

I 

So far we have discussed the Absolute as related 

to the selves. We may now pass on to a different, though 

related, aspect of the subject. The all-important question 

that now faces us is : Is the Absolute a God?; or, what 

for McTaggart is the same thing : Is the Absolute a Person? 

McTaggart's conclusion, like Bradley•s2 , is of course that 

1. 

2. 

Idealism : A Critical Survey (London : Methuen and 
Co. Ltd., 3rd ed. 1961; 1st ed. 1934), pp.406-407. 

F.H. Bradley, Appearsnce and Reality._f Chapters XXV 
~nd XXVI; Essa~s on Truth and Reality Chapter XV 
~·on God and he Absolute'. ).Hegel's position on 
the question is uncertain. Both the views - that 
the Absolute is God, and that the Absolute is not 
God- have been attributed to him. And Hegel's 
own utterances in the matter have not been less 
responsible for the confusion. McTaggart of course 

••• contd •••• 
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the Absolute is not God; his reasons for this conclusion 

are however different in certain respects from the consi-

derations that weighed with Bradley. The above two auestions 

are in fact one and the same question. The meaning of God, 

according to McTaggart, includes its being a person. 1 

McTaggart denies that the Absolute is God, for he 

denies that the Absolute is a person or self. And this 

at once takes us to the question as to which are the respects 

in which, apart from their being unity and differentiations 

respectively, the Absolute and the self might differ. Just 

as in ~. the distinction between the Unity of Composition 

and the Unity of Manifestation was drawn by viewing both 

the primary whole and primary parts as unities though of a 

separate kind, so here too McTaggart conceives both the 

Absolute and the self as unities though of a different 

order. For McTaggart realizes that unless this distinction 

between the separate nature of the two unities is clearly 

understood, cot~ensense may all too easily fall prey to 

conceiving the Absolute in terms of selfhood. That the 

distinction in §tl~ bears some meaningful resemblance to 

the ~ distinction will become clear as we go on. The 

whole discussion is still carried within the framework of 

what McTaggart thinks to1 be the true Hegelian position. 

Footnote 2 contd ••• 

concludes that Hegel never regarded the Absolute 
as personal and this conclusion of McTaggart's is 
confessally not based on Hegel's own opinions on 
the personality of the Absolute, but something 
''which ought logically to be deduced from his 
conception of the Absolute as determined in the 
Logic.'' §tig, Seco 63. 

1. For McTaggart's reasons for regarding ''personality'' 
as part of the meaning of the term ''God'', see SHC, 
Sec. 61 and ~. Sees. 488-489. The other attributes 
that McTaggart regards as essential to God are 
supremacy and goodness. l£12., Sec. 488. 
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to be the individuals1 and vice-versa, and although it 
l 

''is identic•l with the individuais as they reaily ar~•·f , 
the unity is nevertheless different from each of the 

individuals; and if the content of the unity is wholly 

present or reproduced in each of them, there is some 

definite meaning in maintaining that the unity exists 

for each of the individuals. But this cannot be allowed 

in the case of the individuals included in the unity, for 

that would amount to converting the Absolute, which is an 
' 

''organic syst'em of individuals' •3 into an individual t0'"' 

and that would not be legitimate on McTaggart's ~lew. 

Emphasis on the ~qual reality of both the 1unity 1 

and the individuals is what often leads to the mfstaken 

notion about the similarity of their (equally real) 
J 

respective 're]1ations. But there is no overpowering reason 

why it should be so. The way the unity is related to the 

individuals who compose it is not the same as the indivi-

duals are related to each other and to the unity. It is 

true that the individual too is a unity in a very real 

and special sense but this unity need not be confounded 

with the 'unity of the system' which is the Absoluteo 

The individual gets all its differentiations from without 

(and this is implied in its definition as a finite being) 

while the differentiations which the unity of the system 

unifies are all within it; hence the different ways in 

which the two unities get related to their respective 

differentiations. Lest any further doubt persist on this 

lQ 1£ig., Sec. 65, Po61. 

2. lh.!.s!· 

3. £tl1, p.307. 
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score, McTaggart remarks: 

''If the sy~tem unified its internal diffe
rentiations in the same way that the indivi
dual unifies its external differentiations -
by having them for itself - it seems diffi
cult to deny th~it would be an individual 
tooo And if it was an individual, it would 
stand side by side with the other individuals, 
and could not be their unity - which is just 1 what we set out by declaring that it was.'' 

1-e 
McTaqgart does not stop at this and goes on~enlarge 

upon the theme of the unities - the Absolute and the 

individualo 

The two unities talked of above - the unity of 

the system and the unity of the individual - have been 

briefly seen to have different relations to their res

pective multiplici1ties. In the case of the former, all 

the multiplicity is simply within it, while in the case 

of the individual, the multiplicity although not comple

tely inside it is not wholly outside it either. All 

aspects of our life - emotive, cognitive, conative -

simultaneously 'refer to the objects of these modes of con

sciousness and ~o the self~ The objects are outside, 

since it is towards them that consciousness is directed, 

but they are also inside consciousness since only in 

this way can the self be ~ifferentiated from them. It is 

for this reason that McTaggart characterizes the Absolute 

as a 'system of different~ations' and the individual as -
a centre of differentiations.•2 Both are egually real 

though different and both have different ideals to realizeo 

lo SHC, Sec. 66, Po 62o 

2o §tig, Sec. 80, p. 76 
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' 

It is considerations such as these that further 

lead McTaggart to deny consciousness, and, consequently, 

personality to the Absolute. Hegel's category of 

Cognition - by which McTaggart means consciousness -

implies the existence of something outside which is to 

be cognized. 0-n.d since, as seen above, there is rn t~ . 1. ,g 

outside the Absolute, it could not be regarded as posse-

ssing consciousnesso And since it is not conscious, it 
a. 

could not be regarded as~person either. ''It is possible'' 

McTaggart says, ''that the Absolute may be a unity of 

1 persons, without being a persono'' 

There is no self, he contends, without a persona-

lity and ''the characteristic which determines personality 

seems, on the whole, to be placed in the ''I'' - the 

synthetic unity of apperception.'' 2 ''I know that I can 

say 'I am' ••o If we conceive that it is consistent with 

God's nature to say 'I am', we shall hold that God is a 

person, but not otherwise.' •3 But God, another name re-

served by Hegel for the Absolute, can never say ''I am'' 

and hence cannot be regarded as a persono But why can't 

the Absolute say ''I am''o Because, replies McTaggart, 

no Ego can say ''I'' without ''raising the idea of the 
4 Non-Ego.'' No self is conceivable without being in 

relation to the not-self and it is only through its 

awareness of the not-self that it recognises itself to 

be a selfo 

1. 5HC, Seco 63, Po 58o 

2 .. Ibido, Sec. 61, Po 57., 
\ 
' 

3o lbido 

4. lbido, Seco 71, p. 69o 
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Now this might lead one to conclude that the 

proposition in question involves us in a vicious circle 

and reduces the idea of self to comparative unreality. 

McTaggart is fully alive to this difficulty and hence 

remarks, 1 'The idea of the Ego is certainly more than 

the mere fact that it is related to the Non-Eqo, but 

this does not prevent the relation to the Non-Ego being 

essential to the nature of the Ego.•• 1 All personality 

that is there to the Ego is ~ot reducible to its con

sciousness of,the Non-Ego, but this does not alter the 

fact of the Non-Ego being an essential condition of perso

nality. And since there is nothinq outside the Absolute, 

, of which it could be conscious, there i~ nothing, in 

distinguishing it~elf from which, it could say 1 'I' 'o 

• 'Such a consciousness 'the Absolute cannot possess. For 

there is nothing o,utside it from which it can distinguish 

itself. 1 •
2 Hence 'the conclusion: 1 'The Absolute, then, 

has not a chara~te~istic which is admitted to be essen-
1 

tial to all finite 1 pers~nality, which is all the perso-
1 I 

nality of which , we
1

have any experience.•• 3 

McTaggart denies persbnality to the Absolute on 

another ground also - which, in fact, is an extension of 

the previous argument. We have earlier on seen how the 

two unities - the unity of ·the system and the unity of 

the individual - stand in different relations to their 

respective multiplicities, and we have also seen how 

lo §tlf, Sec. 69, p. 67. 

2. Ibid., Sec. 70, p. 68o 

3. 1£12~, Sec. 71, p. 69o 
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McTaggart comes to charac teri ze the two unities as a 

' s ys~em of differe ntiations' and as a 'centre of 

differenti a tions 'o He now point s to another aspect of 

the ind ividual, namely, ''the eleme nt of indivisib le 

unity'' on wh ich, he say~ , borrowing a phrase from Lotze, 

depends th at '' d irect sens e of self''l which co nstit utes 

the positive ess ence of personality. This element is 

neither separable from nor more essential th an the element 

of multiplicity without which it is unthinkable. 1' But , 

al though not more essential, it may perhaps be called a 

more positive element of personality, for reasons somewh at 

a nalogou s to those for which the Thesis of a tri ad is a 

more positive element in the Synthesis than the Antithesis 

. s ' , 2 1 • Th e element o f multiplicity or the not-self both 

bel ongs and does not belong to the individua l. Th e 

element of the ''indivisible unity'' on the oth er hand 

is never dis t i nguish able f rom the self. Th e '' inside '' 

a nd ''outside '' of the multiplici ty also b ecome under-

s tandable only when there is something which is always 

-----------------------~---------------------
lo An other name that Lotze employs for the ' direct 

sens e of se lf' is ''self-enjoyment' ' o See 
Lotze, Microcosmus 7 trans. E. Hamilton and E. E. 
Constance Jones (2 vols; Edinbur gh, T T. 
Clark, 2nd ed. 1887), II, 81<. · I X, Ch. IV, Seco iV 
<P·~lq)Jhe whole 4th Chapter i.s worth a read ing . 
La ter on, as we saw in the f irs t cha pter, 
Samuel Alexander was to ma ke a creative use of 
this concept and made it the basis of hi s 
epistemologyo The ' 'enj oyment'' doctrin e as 
it is now known h as since become associat~ 
with Alexander. · 

2 . SHC , Sec. 86 , p. 82o 

\ . 
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ins ide un· l v: ..i. t l. r ' ference to which: alone the multip l i

city acquires its ~ status of not-s~lf. The multiplicity 

can constitute the not-self for other selves as well -

and in that sense even one's own self can become a not-

self for other individuals - but t he self can become a 

self only to itself and to nobody else. As McT aggart 

succinctly puts it: ''For unless something remains 

inside, in this sense, it would be impossible to s ay that 

anything was outside. The element can have no d i f fe ren

tiation or mu~, tiplicity in it.' •1 Lest the sel f .su ffer 
• 

I 
the fate of a Leibnizian monad, M~Taggart is al ways a t 

pains to emphasize tts unseverable connection with t he 

rest of the wo ld and the fact of its belonging , to use 

a Whiteheadean ase, to the 'democracy of f ellow 
I 

creatures'. t his it does on~y as an absolutely simple 
I 

and indivisible urity. ''If, for us, the sens e of s elf 

is not in thisl elt ment of indivisible unity, I cannot 

tell where it ~s J •• 2 It has been necessary to highlight 
I 

this aspect because,despite its being the essential 

condition for 'the' sense of self, the consciou s ness of the 
I 

not-self by itself does not constitute the direct sense 

of self and therefore is always distinguishable in 

thought, nay even in experience, from the self. Th e 

Absolute does not have this indivisible unity and 

therefore cannot have direct awareness of sel f 7 and 

hence cannot be a persono 

Even if it be granted, fer the sake of argument, 

that the sense of self is possible in the absence of a 

1. I~iJ.s.1 Sec. 85, p. 8lo 

2o I:bt'«t.1 Sec. 86, p. 83o 
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not-self1 and that therefore the Absolute rna~ after 

all, as on this consideration, have an awareness of 

self, still, the indivisible unity on which depends the 

sense of self cannot be admitted to the Absolute which, 

althouqh a unity, has no 'indivisible centre of refe-

renee'. The Absolute is not this sort of indivisible 

unity for this would mean that It (the Absolute) ''ex-

eludes its differentiations from itself i~ one sense, 

while includinq them in another.' ,l out this evident~y 

conflicts with the nature of the Absolute which knows no 

'without' and which is the unity of system and not the 

unity of centre. The differentiations, if indeed ex-

cludable, will have nowhere else to belong to - since 

they cannot exist outside the Absolute - and consequently 

will fall as:}nder in the absence of unity. (While in 

the case of finite selves this problem does not arise 

since there the differentiations, if excluded, have the 

rest of the world to rest in.) McTaggart therefore 

concludes that ''personality cannot be an attribute of 

a unity which has no indivisible centre of reference, 

and which is from all points of view (as the personali-
\ 

ties as we know are from one point of view) all in every 

part. •• 2 

At this staqe Mc~aggart answers an objection which 

might possibly be raised against his view that the 

Absolute is not a perso~. It might be argued, he says, 

that it looks odd that while the differentiations of the 

Absolute should be self-conscious persons, each endowed 

1. Ibid. 

2. Ibid., Sec. 88D 
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with a distinct personality, the Absolute itself, even 
\ 

though formfng their unity, remains void of such self-

consciousness and yet (in fact) lays claim to the status 

of a spiritual unity. Mciaggart's reply is that lack 

of, or rather non-possession of, self_consc iousness and 

possession of spiritual unity need not be incompatible 

characteristics. ''If the Absolute'', McTaggart contends, 

''is to be called a person because it is a~piritual 

unity, then every College, every goose-club, every gang 

of theives, must also be called a persono For they are 

all spiritual unities. They all consist exclusively of 

h~man beings and they all unite their members in some 

sort of unitYo .oo• Now we call ourselves persons, but no 

one, I believe, has ever proposed to call a football 

team a person. ,,l In tts imperfection, the unity of a 

football team is like other human beings while its lack 

of sense of self it shares with the Absolute. Imperfe-

ction therefore cannot be the determining factor in 

deciding the issur of personalityo For, then, even human 

beings, by reason of their being in an as-yet-imperfect 

state, will have to be denied personality. Th e idea of 

spiritual unity does not there fore necessarily imply 

self-consciousnesso Nor does the unity of the Absolute 

suffer any attenuation therebyo The temptation to regard 

the Absolute as a pers on is in:iee·i irresistable1 and the 

idea of a personal God holds finite appeal. There is 

also a ready testimony to this in countles s theistic 

religions. But that should not be allowed to come in 

the way, specially where philosophical is sues are at 

stake. 

------------~:------------------------------
1 • §.!:!£ , S e c o 89 , p • 86. 
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That the Absolute does not possess self-conscious

nes? becomes obvious if we consider that the differen-

tiations of which the Absolute is the unity are them

selves persons. If the Absolute had a consciousness of 

a self, that consciousness could not fall outside the 

finite persons. Because then the persons would not com

pletely manifest the Absolute. Secondly, the self-

consciousness of the Absolute cannot be in each finite 

differentiation separately, for then it would be identi-

cal with the self-consciousness of each differentiation, 

and the Absolute, as a unity, would have no self-conscious-

ness at allo 

1 There is another important argument spelt out by 

McTaggart in NE, Chapter XXXVI, Sections 401-404, which 

comes in the way of regarding the Absolute to be a self. 

McTaggart there discusses th€ possibility of whether any 

of the content - a cognition, or an emotion, or any other 

part of an experience - can fall within more than one 
• 

self, and decides that it is as impossible that such a 

(mental) state should belong to more than one self as 

that it should not belong to any self at all. And this 

impossibility is to McTaggart an ''ultimate synthetic 

proposition. •• 2 And since no content (i.e. perceptions) 

can fall within more than oneself, it follows a fortiori 

that no one self can be part of another self. So if 

the Absolute is to be conceived as a self, no part of 

the Absolute would be a self, and there will be no selves 

4 -but only the Absolute - God. We have however found that ,__ ~ 
selves are actualities and are primary parts o f the 

t 

1. We have already briefly referred to this argument 
in Chapter I of the present work. 

2. NE, Sec. 401. 
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universe, and that further they form a complete set 

of parts of the universeo As the existence of even 

a single self within the Absolute would show that the 

Absolute cannot be a self - for how can one self be part 

of another self - McTaggart rejects the view that the 

Absolute is Godol 

McTaggart again rejects, with equal emphasis, 

the alternative proposal to conceive the Absolute as 

'super-personal' or 'over-personal'. This, in his view, 

would amount to viewing the unity of the Absolute as 

more perfect than the unity of each of its individual 

differentiationso And this, in turn, would lead to the 

fatal conclusion that the reality of the differentiations 

is less real and therefore less true than that of the 

Absolute~ ., The whole idea, therefore, of the Absolute 

as necessarily differentiated and as 'differehtiated 

1. NS, Sec. 491. Cf. Sec. hOL1. Ik ·a;egnrt rPc~" -nizes 
that a st.•lf has been held to be part of anoth8r 
self on the ~round that thP include~ s lf manifests 
the inclusive c.rlf. 'l'lti~; Vir'W sr~!')U; to Wtkr> ffi('n 
parts of God. Sometimr-.s it hct3 taV:en the f(•rm -
when pantheism is combined with theism - that a 
personal God, i.e., a God who is a self, is iden
tifiable with the wholP of wh8t exists or tho whole 
within which all spiritual life falls. So h~re too 
man comes to be regarded as a m nifestation of 
God. Now McTafgart does not deny that a self can 
manifest the whole of which \.t is a part. "But 
then the self who manifests is not part of the self 
which is manifested." (Sec. 402) 

In SHC, Sec. ee, McTaggart asks the ~u~stion 
whether any meaning can be attached to the state
ment that one self-conscious being shou 1 d be 
composed of a plurality of self-conscious beings 
in such a way that it h2d no reality apart from 
them? Or that one self-conscious being should be 
part of another in such a way that it h2d no 
reality apart from it? And y0t, says ~cTa1gart, 
these statements must be true ~f the Absolute is 
to be self-conscious ahd hencei~a self. 

"-
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unity' would receive a body blow, and this cannot be 

admitted on McTaggart's principles. The differentiations 

are as real as the Absolute, and so too their respe-

ctive unities. The two unities - the unity of system 

and the unity of centre- are indeed different but that 

does not make either of them more or less perfect than 

the other. Nor do they, on that count, cease to be 

inconceibable without each othero 1 'Each has an en-

tirely different ideal of perfection - the Absolute to be 

the unity of its differentiations, the perfect differen-

tiation to he the unity of all the surrou nding differen

tiations. N~ither of these ideals is higher than the 

other. Each is indispensable to the other.' ,l 

Concluding his views on the question, McTaggar t 

says that there could ·be generally two views about the 

Supreme Being- one, th at it is a spiritual unity, and 

one, that it has a sense of self like our own. Since 

the first is not a~ways accompanied by the second, 

McTagga rt proposes that it is better to haV '· a separate 

name for each. And McTaggart gives the first the name 

of Idealism, and the second the name of Theism. And 

again he gives , as already indicated, the name of God 

to such spiritual reality which is believed to be a 

persono And since his own view of the Absolute is that 

it has n o persona lity, it is better, he concludes, ''to 

express our result by saying that the Abso lut e is not 

God, and in consequence, that there is no God .' •2 

1. SHC , Seco 90o 

2o lQi£., Sec . 96o 
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Some Criticisms 

MeT aqgart 's doctrine of non-pers c:-~~ l ,\')'":. · ... , 

has been the obje:t of sharp criticism by Hiralal 

Haldaro 1 Haldar has in fact fervently pleaded for a 

self-conscious, personal,Absolute. Some of the salient 

points of his criticism may be stated as under: 

(1) The hiqher idea to which the finite self leads 

up is to be found in the idea of the Absolute as a Self 

differentiated into the plurality of selves. Eac~ par-

ticular self, in so far as it contains everything, is 

''identical with the Supreme Heality within which every

thing falls.' •2 Its consciousness as all-embracing 

must coincide with the Absolute, and the Absolute, on 

its part, must, therefore, coincide ~ith its conscious-

ness and hence be consciousness. A particular differen-

tiation of the Absolute, as a finite determinate being, 

excludes all else, but it includes everythina not on 

its own strength but because of the identity of its all

inclusive consciousness with the Supreme Reality which, 
3 therefore, cannot be other than consciousnesso 

Now McTaggart's reply to this would be that a 

self does R.pt contain everything so that it becomes 

''identical with the Supreme Reality within which 

everything falls.'' . A self, McTaggart would say, 

contains only such things of which it is consciouso 

Besides, the self is also conscious of such thinqs 

1. Hiralal Haldar, Hege 1 iani sm and Human Per so-
.!JalitJ::, Chapter II. 

2. Ibid., P. 29. 

3. Ibid., pp. 29-30. 
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as it exclude s , while the Absolute does not exclude 

anythingo So the question of a self's consciousness 
\. 

I 'coinciding with' I the consciousness of the Absolute 

simply does not arise, even if it be assumed that the 

Absolute is possessed of self-consciousness. In what 

way then does the self,· if it is primarily actual and 

not merely derivatively existent, include everything on 

the strength of its identity with the ''Ultimate Reality'' , 

Haldar does not explaino 

(2) The thrust of Haldar ' s protest is directed against 

McTaggart' s contention that ''the whole point o f saying 

that the unity is for an individual, is that it exi s ts 

both out of him and in him,'' that because of this reason 

the individuals cannot be said to be for the unity, and 

that there fore the unity is not self-conscious. Agreeing 

that the individuals do not exist for the unity, '' in 

the sense in which Oro Mcf~ggart uses the wor d because 

it is not itself an individual, ,,l Haldar ohserves; 

''but such a mode of existence is s urely a defect due to 

the finitude of the individual a nd cannot be regarded 
2 as the test of the personality of the Absolute.'' Now , 

I think, what Haldar calls the ''defect'', in the form 

of finitude, of selves is in fact the fundamental chara-

cteristic - good or bad - of consciousness. And a con-

scious self, being finite,does rais e the idea of a not-

self. And s uch externality cannot be admitted in respect 

of the Absolute. Ha ldar's solution that the ''externa-

lity to the individual --- is prevented from being a 

down-right contradiction and sheer-nonsense, by the fact 

1. Ibid., p. 30. 
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· that the self-consciousness of the individual is iden-

tical with the unity of the Absolute within which all 

reality falls, ,,l as already stated, begs question. 

Haldar seems to equate expression or manifestation of 

the unity of the Absolute with identity with that 

Absolute. This is possible only on a system of monism 

in which all reality except the One is reduced to a 

secondary status. The example of Advaita Vedanta comes 

immediately to mind. The selver or jivas en j oy there 
I 

no separate ontological status, but are Brahman itselt , 

and so there is no problem of identifying a jiva-
' 

consciousness •ith the Brahman-consciousness. But in 

McTaggart, where selves occupy a unique position in the 

universe, they cannot, even while expressing the Absolute, 

be identifi~d with ito Haldar also questions McTaagart•s 
~ II 

assumption that since the individuals do not exist for 

the unity, the unity cannot be self-conscious. Such a 

relation, according to Haldar, is not the ''condition'' 
. 

of self-consciousness, but the consequence of the 

'' incornplet,eness and one-sidedness of it.' •2 But what 

then is the true condition of self-consciousness? 

Agre~ing with McTaggart's implicit contention that 

consciousness implies distinction and opposition, Haldar 

observes: "But the inclusion of all individuals in the 

Absolute does not mean the cancellation of difference 

and opposition. The Absolute, in so far it is a parti

cular individual, excludes others, but the other aspect 

of this reciprocal inclusion is that they are gathered 

lo lbido 

2o l£i2., P• 31. 
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up, focussed in the unity of the Absolute, without the 

difference and opposition disappearing.''! I suspect, 

Haldar's own view is not without contradictions. If 

the Absolute is a ''particular individual'' and if it 

like the individual selves - excludes others, then in 
ll: 

what way, even if~has the other aspect, does it differ 

from the particular selves? Does the Absolute's spec

iality consist only in gathering up all, while letting 

their difference and opposition remain as befove· On 

this view, I am afraid, the Absolute may cease to be dis-

tinguishable from the selves, and so lose its raison 

detre. McTaggart's attempt on the other hand has been to 

do justice both to the individuality and the unity 

aspects even if it may seem to some that the Absolute 

at his hands ha$ become impoverished. 

(3) McTaggart has said that ''the whole of the unity 

shall be in each individual.'' Haldar asks that if the 

whole, in so far it is in the part, is personal and can 

say ''I am'', how can the whole itself remain impersonal? 

''Once touched ~~th self-consciousness at a particular 

point where, be it remembered, it is completely present, 
2. 

how can it ever Shake it off?'' It fuTther looks odd 

that while the part of the whole is self-conscious, the 

whole may not be so. The part is not a fraction of the 

whole; it is the whole, and if it is self-conscious, 

the whole too must be so. If the absolute is a person 

in me, it must , itself have personalityo3 

\ 

3. lbido 
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Now this contention of Haldar's does appear ,for

midable. He reads McTaggart to mean that it is the 

whole which, in so far it is in the part, says ''I arr. • ', 

and if so, he deduces, it has a personality. But Haldar 

appears to omit what for McTaggart seems to be central, 

namely, the ''unity of centre'' or what McTaqgart ex-

press in Lotze's words, viz., ''direct sense of self'' 

which says •'!I am'' and which is the sourc·e of persona-

lity (and not the other unity, the ''unity of system'' ). 

It is for this reason that McTaggart has to introduce 

the idea of two separate unities, the unity of the Abso

lute and the unity of the self. What the self as self-

conscious expresses as a part of the whole1 is not self

consciousness of the whole as an individual, but the 

unity of the wholeo Besides, as McTaggart remarks: 

''If the Ab$olute had a consciousness of self, 
that consciousness could not fall outside the 
finite persons. For then those persons would 
not fully manifest the Absolute, and the rela
tion would be one of those expressed by the 
categories of Essence - which certainly cannot 
be an adequate expression of the nat~re of the 
Hegelian ·Absolute''. 1 

To Haldar's objection that it looks odd that while the 

part of the whole is self-conscious, the whole may not 

be so, McTaggart would rejoin that to be a whole and to 

be a part are quite different things - and hence diffe

rent unities, and that each of them has different ideals 

of perfection. 

{4) McTaggart has drawn the analogy between the colleoe 

o)~ the foot-ball team and the Absolute. To this Haldar 

lo SHC, Sec. 88. 
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rejoins that such an analogy is not self-evident. Subor-
1 i ' 

diriate unities like the college or the foot-ball team 

exist for temporary or particular purposes and can be 

formed or disolved without any advantage or detriment 

to the essential nature of their memberso 

Now we only need remark here that McTagg art is 

conscious of the imperfectness of the analogy b etwe~n the 

Absolute as unity and a unity like, e. g ., a fo otbal l 

team. If he still compares the two, it i s. t o emphasize 
I I I 

the point that the~e can be a unity of p~rson s wi thput 
.. I 

the unity itself b~ing a persono In s tressing t ha t ' ~ ilnce 

the Absolute as un t ty i s the pre-condi tion of a nd i s 

realized in the interrelations of it s members, i t i s a 
[ n~ 

conscious unity, Haldar i s not making anyApoint, and we 

have already de alt with it beforeo 

(5) McTaggart h ~s contend ed that conscious ne ss of the 

non-ego is essential to personality and th at we C cin ~~v : ~ 

form any idea of the way in whi ch the Abs olut e whi ch has 

nothing outside it could say ''I''• Haldar argue s 1 t hat 

it i s not externality of the non-ego but it s '' oppos i-

tion'' to the ego which is the es sential condi t i on of 

self-conscious nes s . McTaggart, he says, fail s to dis -

tinguish an accidental circumstance of our sel f -consc ious

ne s s from the essential condition of ito The Abs olu t e 

no doubt has nothing outside it from whic h it could 

distinguis h itself, but it does not follow f r om it that 

there i s noth~ ng within it,in distinction from whi ch it 

has the cons c ious ness of selfo In the Ab s olut e , a l l the 

d iffer ences a r e united .but not lost; they r e t ain their 

1. Op o cit., p. 34o 
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fundamental characteristics. The Absolute which says 

''I' 1 in each of its determinations, has self-consc~ousness 

in so far as there are egos brought together in its unity. 

1 'Their self-consciousness is its self-consciousness.' 11 

Now I think the whole question turns on whether 

the Absolute can have something like not-self outside it7 

in distinguishing itself from which it has the ''sense'' 

of self. Hald~r's view that it is opposition - and not 

externality - which is essential to self-consciousness is 

without much avail because both involve the idea of not-

self as is borne out by Haldar's subsequent stdtement. 

McTaggart is throughout guided (rightly or wronqly~ bv 

the idea that what is Absolute contains within its unity 
I 

all that is, i.e. all the selves, and consequently, beino 

infinite, has nothing outside or opposed to it from which 

to distinguish itself as self. Haldar on the other hand 

insists that the Absolute, even though encompassing in 

its unity everything, yet has non-egos from which to distin-

quish itself as self. But this would mean that there is 

immanent in the Absolute a fissure which divides the Absolute 

as self from the not-self, which too incidentally is a part 

of the Absolute but which remains distinct from the Absolute 

as self. Some thinkers have of course thought along these 

and similar lines, but I doubt whether they have succeeded 

in making their doctrines entirely intelligible. Though 

my initial sympathies are with McTaggart's view, I would 

however refrain from adjudicating on this highly complicated 

issue. 

1. Ibid. 
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(6) Haldar considers McTaggart's view that ''personality 

cannot be the attribute of a unity which has no indivisible 

centre of reference and which is from all points of view 

all in every parts•• 1 and says that his thought is tainted 

throughout by his view that the self is substance. In 

Hegel on the other hand, says Haldar, although the category 

of substance is entertained, it is nonetheless distinauished 

from the category of the subject. A differentiation of the 

Absolute, although a · substance, is also much more. As a 

''moment'' of the Absolute Idea, the differentiation partakes 

of the nature of the Absolute Idea and the Absolute Idea, 
Q. ' I 

as the final category, is imm~urably richer than substance. 

Now there is nothing much to be said here so far 

as Haldar's protest ~ith regard to McTaggart's choice of 

the category of substance is concerned. As we have seen 

in Chapter Two, McTag9art's choice is (confessedly) dictated 

by ontological considerations. While many things might be 

true of selves and their parts, etc., it would, he thinks, 
\ 

still be the case they are substances. So McTaggart is 

anxious first of all to determine the minimum meaning of the 

self as an actuality. This surely gives a pres~ption in 

favour of the plurality of selves, but the point, as already 

remarked, is that this plurality is not a mere chaotic one, 
I 

and possesses as much order and unity as anything could. 

There is nothing in a self as substance that could prevent 

it from partaking of the nature of the Absolute Idea. 

Haldar's further suggestion is that the unity of 

the self, though realized in each ''unity of centre'' as 

a particular, ''is made possible by its going beyond it to 

1. ~' Seco 88. 
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other individuals which are thus gathered up into the 

synthetic unity of the Absolute and thereby reduced to 

a . systematic totality.' •1 Here, I am afraid, Haldar's 

meaning is not at all clear . If by '' by going beyond it 
I 

to other individuals'' Haldar means the idea of inter-

action with other Egos - which are not-self to the self 

in question - McTaggart should find little difficulty 

agreeing to this proposition. But the phrase ''reduced 
ct 

to/systematic totality'' gives trouble and conveys the 

impression as if the separateness of the selves is completely 

' I 

obliterated. Besides, Haldar does not explain how his whole 1 

proposition expressed above gives that ''sense of self'' 

to each self, except on conditions similar to those laid · 

down by McTaggart. Finally, Haldar comes so much as close 

to accepting that the Absolute is not personal in the sens e 

we are . ''Of course, it is not personal as man is pe r sonal . 

Probably it i s better to call it, as Bradley s uggest s , 

s uper-personal; but to regard it as spiritual minus 

consciousness is, I maintain, impossible ' •2 • Now the 

Absolute, for all we kn ow , might be '' personal''; but i n 

what precise sense the personality of the Absolute differs -

since it is not personal as ordinary selves are - from 

ordinary men's personalitie s is by Haldar nowhere made 

clear. ''Super-personal'' may be a catchy word, but it 

' begs explanationo On the other hand, elsewhere Haldar 

himself calls the Absolute 1 in the manner of McT aggart , 

a ''community'' of selves , though he ends by adding that 

this community i s a self. ''It is only as coordination, 
\ . 

lo Op.cit., Po35. 

2 . 1Qi3., p.38. 

i I 



394 

a community of selves, that the Absolute is a self. ,,l 

Haldar further observes that ''the denial of self-

consciousness to the Absolute must inevitably lead to 

pluralism'' and that ''between pluralism and the doct~ine 

that the Absolute is a self-conscious unity, there is 

really no choice. •• 2 Now if this implies that a belief 

in the plurality of existents is incompatjble with 

any idea about their unity, this view is clearly debatable 

and warrants e~planation. 

1. lbict., p.9. 



CHAPTER-VI 

TIE SELF AND IMIVORTALI'rY 

The problem whGther men are immortal is a lar u stion, 

and th0 sp8ce of one chaptc:r is too short to provicle us even 

a reasonable, let alone full, picture of its djfficul · nd 

implication!:;. Wh;~t ltlG shaLl atterl')pt h!·re woulrl therefor b 

nothing more than a sketchy account of the problem as 

f·~cTa~gart treats of it. tl0 discusses the question in ~. 

SHC and in the second volume of N~. Since a pc.rt of t e ..... -
account is substantially the same as the one contained in 

§Q8, we shall, in the main, confine ourselves to SDR and SHC. 

The stratec;ies o.dopted in SDR and §.11£ are different. In §12ii 

McTaagart's effort co~sists, not in offering any poFitive 

arguments in favour ot immorto.lity, but in demonstratinr. th t 

some of the respectable lookinrr arguments against im::10rtali ty 

are invalid, whereby he is enabled to clear the \'lay for his 

final doctrine. In the 2li£, on the other hand, he is con

cerned with putting forward direct metaphysical arguments in 

favour of his positive assertion thot selves are immortal. 

This doctrine derives from McTa~gart's view of the relation 

between the selves and the Absolute which we have aJready 

discussed in Chapter V. In SDR and NE he combines the doctrine 

of immortality VJi th belief in pre-exis ·- ence, and thj s, com-

bined w1 th his belief in the plurnll ty of lives, mnl:os 

J'.1cTaggart a uni(lue thinker in the history of ~·:estern thought. 
i 

We shall deal with these problems too, and not only for their 

intrinsic interest, but for their relation to ~cTaggart's 
I 

doctrine of immortality. (It is a s~ reflection on the . ............... 

'sense of judgeffient' of much contemporary thought that 

McTa~gart's reflections on the issue, seminal and 
I 

they are, should hGve remained lareely unnoticed.) 

first tal<e up NcTa1.,·gart 1 s .§1lli. account ~md then foJ:low it up 



with his treatment of the issue in SHC. 

A clarification is necessary with rev,ard to usage. 

The word "immortality", McTaggart says, is to be used in the 

sense of having an endless existence in future time. 1 But 

this would be false if there were to be no time, as McTaggart 

believes. For if there were no time there would be no future 

time, and no existence in future time. But, urges Mc7aggart, 

although there is no time, there is the "appearance" of time, 

and so the selves, although not in time, appear to he in 

time; therefore the life of each self is, sub speciP temooris, 

' endless. ~tis for this reason that the selves, though 

really eternal, 2 should be called immortal - that is, if one 

believes in immortality, After all, there might be people 

who, although believing in immortality, would also at the 

same time allow that time is real. It is because of these 

considerations that McTaggart prefers the use of immortality 

as in conformity with general usage. 

Immortality of the soul has been a widely prevalent 

belief and has been held in one form or other by many phi

losophers in the west. (In India of course it is a common 

doctrine.) We find Plato affirming~he immortality and 

1. !ill, Sec. 501, p. 1e6. 

2. Ibid., Sec. 748, p. 376. And further, "It is as 
true that I shall live endlessly in the future, as 
it is that I have lived a minute since I began this 
paragraph. And this is what would generally be meant 
by immortality." Ibid. It should be borne in mind 
that it is not only the selves which have endless 
existence in future time, but every combination of 
selves, and every part (i.e. perception) of a self. 
The universe too, as the group containing all selves, 
will have such an existence. But, says McTaggart, 
we should not call them immortal, since we have 
reserved that word :d3or endlessly existent selves. 
(Ibid.) 
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indestructibility of the soul. In many of his dialogoues1 

he returns to the theme and although he believes that the 

ultimate key to everything in the universe is Good, he also 

regards the soul indestru~tible. There may be defilement, 

perhaps unredeemable, but it does not lead to total disinte

gration. And the reason is that the soul just cannot snap 

its links with eternal truth and the Good. The natural home 

of the soul is the world of forms and this is a world of 

eternal reality. The soul existed before the present life, 

it partakes of the divine2 and for that reason it is itself 

eternal. P~ngle-Pattison seems right in insisting that 
'• 

"it was a conscious and individual immortality in which Plato 

believect."3 Plato seems to be talking of rebirth when he 

suggests in 'Timaeus' 'that soul and body are everywhere 

united and human souls particularly are 'implanted in bodies 
I 

by necessity'. But it is also clear that the proper habitat 

of the soul is not the world of becoming but the world of 

forms, and it is this association which makes the soul 

imperishable. And though everything has an evil, "we must 

not suppose that th~ soul, which is one thing, can be disso

lved, in the absence of its own disease, by an evil whcih 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Thus Plato says in 'Phaedo': "Then when death 
attacks a man, the mortal portion of him may be 
supposed to die, but the immortal retires at the 
approach of death and is preserved safe and indes
tructible". The Dialogues of Plato, trans. B. 
Jowett ( 4 vols., Oxford: Clarendon ~ress, 
4th ed. 1953; 1st ed. 1871), I, 106, (P. 4C'6~ We 
also read that the philosopher desires the separa
tion of body and soul which death brings about, for 
all the evils and impurities come from the body. 
Cf. ~., 64-68, (pp. 386-387)o 

"Laws" in Jowett, vol IV 959 (p 531) . , , . . 
A.s . Pringle-Pattison, The Idea of Immortaljty 
(Oxford ~ress, 1922), p. 59. 



1 belongs to another." This argument leaves much t hat 

remains unexplai n ed a nd does little to show tha t the soul 

survives the disintegration of the body. 

Ano t her factor that in this context weighs wi t h Plat o ' 

is that of recollection or anamnesis. 
2 ' 

The ' Meno' int r oduc es 

a slave-boy who is induced by a question-ans wer sess i on to 

provide the answer t o a geometrical qu est ion without h~virig 
' I 

any geometrical training to his credit. The suggestion is 

t hat the boy who p r oduces the proof has t he underst anding 

already only wa iti ng t o be awaken ed by suitable f1 u,::s tions o 

Socrates himself concl udes, for this reas on, th~ ~ the s ou l 

is immortal . Mos t of the times however t h i s thesis of rein-

carnation is put forth in poetical terms and one does not know 

how seriousl y to t ake i t as an argument for reincarnat~on . 

But the fact that a thinker of the rank of Pl ato should deem 

the soul to be of such worth as to be immo r t al is s uf f icier.t ly 

importanto 

Among the mode rns who wrestled wi th t he problem of 

immortality a good. deal i s Leibniz. Apparent ly diiving the 

indestructibility of the s oul from its s i mplicity , he wen t on 
\ ., 

to found its imm'o r t ali ty, among other things , on· the abili t y 

of the wise men to have "sufficient" regard f or their own 

perfection.3 At another place, Leibniz, ta l king about p r e-

existence, s tates: "I am of the opinion that the sou l s of men 

pre-existed, not as rational souls, but mer e l y as sensitive 

1 o " Republic" in Jowett, vol. II, 610 ( po 487 ). For r:!e tails 
see 608-611 (pp. 485-488)o 

2. In Jowett, vol. I, 84-86 (pp. 282-285) • 

3. 
. 
.{ 

LeJ:miz, "On the Notions of Ri ght and Jus tice", in R. 
Latta, ed. The Monadology etc,pp . 292-293~ es pecially 
footno t e 41 to p. 293. 
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'[sensible] 
I ! I 

sc;>.uls, which attained this higher, degree ( t :--:at 
I I 

is to say, reason) only when the/mo.n, whorlt the soul is to 

c~mceived. "1 
'\ I 

The existence :of every monaQ he 
I 

animate, was 

considc->rs as old as the world, and every
1 

soui he regards 

as always endowed with a body which is cbntinually· changing, 
' I 2 I ' i 

while the soul remains the same. Minds, accordin 9; to, Lei bniz ~ 
1 

are eternal citizJns of that universal all-perfect cc~rnon-
1 

wealth which has 'od as its ·Monarch and ;which cannot ~ose 
J J ' 

any of its members. 
I 

In order for this to be, minc.s must 

keep their person~lity, their rec~llection, and moral quali-
1 ' ' ' 

ties, and be immur-e from t~ese revolutibns of the universe 
I I ! I 

as would make the1m unreco~izable ·to themselve~·, and would makEJ 

of them diffeFen~ persons.3 Every self-conscious soul, 
. I 

according to Lei 'Qni.z, has a 'personal' and what he calls a 
I 

'moral' identity~ in viture of which it is immortal. Leibniz 

however believes.t like Plato, that souls are never ent irely 

separate from bodies. Only God, in Leibniz's view, does not 

need a body . 4 This combined with some of Leibniz's other 

utterances, viz~' , that strictly speaking there is neith ~'>r 

birtp nor complete destruction or death, that what we call 

birth is in fact development and growth and what we call 

death is in fact envelopment and diminution, 5 seems perhaps 

to pave the way not only fo.r post-existence butjalso pre-

1. 11 Lettre a Des Maizeaux 11 (1711) (E676a; G.VII. 534 ) 
quoted in R. Latta, op. cit., p. 116o 

2o Ibid. ,. 
3o "Correspondence with Arnauld" (16136-1 687), in G. H. R. 

Parkinson (ed.) Leibniz: Philosophical Writin vs , 
pp. 73-74. 

4. "Monadology, 11 72 in R. Latta. 

5. Ibid., 73, Also see 74-76o 



existence - as against the Christian concertion - and 

plurality of lives. We will however not press it, least 

there be charge of over-reading. (In Plato however the 

conception of rebirth and pre-existence is clear~ But, 

that Leibniz believed in the immo~tality of th€ soul, and 

in a non-Christian way in certain re:pects, is beyond doubt. 

:~no ther modern name of repute who do t->S t l'f "",\) l:lr·ov ide, 

unli:kP ?~·""''<.,,an explicit argument for immorto.1:ty is ::nnt. 

However t ··e argument, thoue;h famous, impre::ses rr.O!"~ as ar. 

evidence of a profound conviction than as a ri~orous dernor.-

stration. ThP soul or se f is, in Kant, as we knrw, ..... con-

dition of our ~3Ving knowledge of the external world, w~ile 

itself remaining unknown. For the same reasons th9 eventual 

destiny of the self also remains outside the pa1~ of' kno·.:l<:?d!:e. 

But like in the case of the existence of God we c'3.n i::-:v·Jke 

the postulates of Practical Reason and ground im~orta~ity 

on the fact that we are faced with an absolute mora: dr: end, 
j 

a categorical imperative. A cate~orical imperative has the 

condition that we should be free to respond to it, and free-

dorn is mentioned asunother postulate of Practical ~easo~. 

In spite of this, Kant concludes that we cannot achieve all 

that the ideal requires of us, and so need infinite time to 

do thY same. The soul therefore must be immortal to remain 

the same and do the striving. The argument is not without 

difficulties but it is not our purpose here to ~o into 

them. We have referred here in short outline to the views 

of some of the great thinkers in order to hip;hli··ht ho·,.; the 

problem of immortality has been a recurrent theme with 

philosophers and in what ways they have soueht to nef,otiate 

with it. We will soon notice that McTaggart, while agreeing 
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with past thinkers in some respects, has given the problem 
J 

a new shape and a fresh breath and has deployed arguments 

which are as unusual as they are impressive. 

Immortality in McTaggart ~oes not merely mean disem-

bodierl existence, which is the traditional Western conception 1 1 

I 'II 

influenced by Chritianity. This notion while denying pre-

existence conceives of post-death survival only in a disem-

bodied form. That is, after suffering death, a person -

speaking loosely - continues his existence in some way but 

without assuming any body. McTaggart,on the other hand, 

while not rejecting disembodied existence, refuses t o restrict 

the meaning of immortality merely to that. lf pre-existence 

and post-existence are possible, and if they are evidence for 

plurality of lives, as McTaggart believes they are, then it 

is true, he goes on to add, that each self after the destru-

ction of its present body assumes immediately or after an 

interval stretching upto any length of time, a new body. 

And this goes on and on. After all, McTaggart seems to say, 

if there is nothing preventing the possibility of disembodied 

existence for a self, there is nothing preventing the possibi-

lity for it of an existence with a new body. So according to 

McTaggart the meaning of immortality is not exhausted in exis

tence of a disembodied kind. 

Refutation of the doctrine that reduces self to the body 

and hence to m~tter 

A5disolution of the body, death is one formidable 

factor which comes in the way of immortality - though, 

ironically, it is death which seems~o spur one to think about 

immortality. lt would perhaps be more true to say that it 

is a certain interpretation of the fact of death which rejects 
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immortality. Thus it is believed that the self is bound to 

the body in such a way that death of the ta.llrA implies death , 

of the fc!r.-m.et. 'l'his is the doctrine that a man's se1f is 

"a mere effect of his body - a form of its activity".1 There 

is the second view2 according to which the nature of the 
I 

self is such that - even though it is not a mere effect or 

activity of its body - it makes possession of the present body 

essential to its existence. And this to.o would imply that 
' 

the self perishes with the death of the body. 

The first view rather covers, according to Broad,3 

t:wo different theories, namely, "Behaviourism" and "Epipheno

menalism". Un the first theory, all intelligible statements 

containing ps}'chological words like "self", "thinking", 

"knowing", etc. can be translated, without loss or gain of 

meaning, into statements which contain no such words but are 

wholly in terms of bodies, physical processes, etc. This 

would seem to be the meaning of the statement that man's mind 

is an "activity of his body". 

Epiphenomenalism,while denying that statements invol

ving psychological words can thus be translated, holds that 

all mental events and processes are "transitory and causally 

ineffective11 accompaniments of certain physical processes 

in brains and various systems. This would appear to be the 

meaning of the statement that man's mind is an "effect of his 

body". 

1. 

Both these theories, however, as Broad recognises, 4 

Fo-r fDR, Sec. 61, p. 78,~a discussion of this vi ew see 
~. Sees. 62-78. 

2. Ibid., Sees. 79-82. See details there. 

3. Examination, II, Pt. II, p. 592. 

4. Ibid. 



are forms of 11 MaterialismJ' in the popular sense of the 

term. 

Although materialistic monism is generally preferred to 

idealistic monism, the choice however mostly falls for 

monism. There is something ironic about ito Survival of 

the self after the disintegration of the body seems to 

strengthen the mind-body dualism more than either sort of 

monism. And thPre is in fact nothing in the dualist hypothe-

sis that comes in the way of belief in immortality. Besides, 

it would seem that dualism seems to account better for the 

influence that body and mind exert upon each other. Sensa-

tions are caused by the sense-organs,and thoughts and emotions 

are profoundly affected by the states of the body. Consider-

able fatigue is enough to send us into profound sleep, and 

fever is very likely able to make us delirious. Again a 

1 severe toothache can suspend all our thoughts. LikP.wise, the 

influence of mind too on the body is no less. Grief, fear, 

or anger can cause physical illness, and even death. This 

reciprocal action can be explained, perhaps better, in terms 

of some kind of dualism. But all ultimate explanation has a 

tendency to seek to reduce the world to a unity. lt is 

thought to render the world more intelligible and hence more 

satisfying. Dualism postulates the independent, even though 

connected, reality of body and mind. Body is matter, self is 

spirit; and bot~ are considered heterogeneous to each other. 

1. It is not possible here to discuss various contem
porary views as to the relation of the body to the 
mind. (Some reference has been made to them in 
Chapter I of the present work). For a summary apprai
sal of some such views from the dualist perspective, 
see H.D. Lewis, The Self and Immortalit~ (London: The 
Macmillan Press Ltd., 1973), Chapters I and VIIo 
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Monism on the other hand reduces one to th~other, mak~s 

either of them the sole reality in the universe, (thiqks 

that it) bestows greater cohesion and unity upon the world 

than any dualism would. 

I I 

Monism then is generally the more attractive hypothe-
1 I 

sis. But why, of the two monisms, it is the materialistic 1 

monism which is~ mostly preferred. Materialistic monism be- , 

lieves that matter is the sole reality in the univers~, while 

spirit is only one of the activities which characteri~e 

matter when it assumes the special form of a human body . (The 

contemporary philosophical opinion also seems to be heavily. 

weighed in favour of one or the other form of materialism~ , 
'---' J 

What does its plausibility consist in? McTaggart gives a 

v ery broad outline of the grounds on which materialism is 

adhered to and defended. The first reason is that matter 

seems to be totally independent of our will. Stones , moun-

tains, atoms, all seem to be beyond our will and there are 

limits tcour efforts to alter them. "I cannot make into 

bread the stone which I see and touch." 1 From this, says 

McTa~gart, an illegitimate transition is made that whatever 

is independent of our will must be independent of ~ alto-

get hero 

The second reason is that matte r seems to be far more 

powerful than spirit. Even if will can affect matter, it can 

do so very slightly. All our exertions would only change , 

and that too in a small way , the surface of t he planet we 

live on. On the other hand, a change in the temperature of 

sun for example mi ght annihilate the conditions o~our 

1. SDR , Sec . 64 , p. 21 . 

I ! 

I I 

I I 



. t 1 ex1s ence. If then there be a choice between fatt e r and 
I 

spirit, is it any surprise that it is generally spirit 1hat 

is supposed to give way. Thirdly, matt er seems to possJss l 
I I 

more unity and persistence. Matter forms a vast system 1 1 

while spirit seems to be dispersed in t he form of separ4te 

individuals. Matter, science informs us, has ·existed fJr 
billions of years, while spirit seems to last a bare huJdrrd 

years. 2 Or again, fourthly ,3 matter seems t o be the object 

of a whole lot of physical sciences, while, on the other 

hand, it is only psychology that seems concerned wi th spirit , 

and that too not with the whole of it. All these things 

combined lend matter a prestige which i s unmatched and give 

it a plac e which is1 for spirit, a matter of envry. Neither 

of the materialistic doctrines, 11 Behaviourism" and 11 Epiphen-

omenalism~ can be ultimately true if mat ter does not exist. 

A self cannot be an activity or effect of i ts body, unless 

it be true that bodies exist. And the above-mentioned rea-

sons precisely render it probably that matter exists, and 

in fact is the sole reality. Spirit then turns out to 

be just one of the ways in which matt er behaves under cer-

tain circumstances. The same energy after all, it is said, 

assumes various forms, manifesting itself sometimes as 

heat, sometimes as motion, and some other time as electri-

city. Why can't it be transformed , under certain circum-
I 

stances, into thought, emotion, a.nd ·.,.Jil-!? :~:v1 i" . ; · ·~ : "-

1. Ibid. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Ibid. 
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objected thnt tho~~k~, emotion, and will are different 

from heat, motion, and electricity, it is repliod that so 

are heat, motion~ and electricity (different) from one 

another. And if the latter are reducible to a unity why 

can't be forms of consciousness. 1 

What could be the nature of matter which, if the above 

conclusions are true, has to exist independently of spirit~ 
I 

Spirit after all cannot give way to a reality wl1ich is not 

independent of it. Though the exact definition of matter is 

a ra~her difficult question, matter is, by common consent, 

known as such by virtue of its possession of certain ch~rac-

teristics called Primary Qualities - size, shape, position, 

mobility, and impenetrability. These qualiti~s are distingui

shed from what are called the Secondary Qualities of matter. 2 

These are colour, hardness, smell, taste, and sound. Opinion 

differs whether they are regarded as qualities of matter or 

as effects produced by its primary qualities. 3 The question 

however is irrelevant according to McTaggart. If something 

has the primary qualities it would be generally held to be 

matter regardless of whether it possessed secondary qualities. 

And if, on the other hand, it could possess only the secon-

dary qualities and not the primary qualities, it would not 

be regarded as material. This is then what matter is belie-

ved to be like. The characteristics which are attributed to 

1. Ibid. 

2. Reference has been made to them in Chapter III of 
the presPnt work. 

3. As indicated in Ch· pter III, McTaggart's view about 
matter is not tied to any particular view about 
primary or secondary qualities. 
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matter appear so compelling and so formidable as to render ' i 

the existence of matter obvious. But even then, thinks 

McTaggart, belief in the existence of matter can be ques
t 

tioned and so needs justification. The question needs to be 

raised because, according to McTaggart, there are occasions 

when our judgements1 with regard to the reality of matter go 

aWYY• We are likely to regard things material as coloured 

like we think them to be extended. But this conflicts with 

the judgements of sciende. Then there is the 'argument from 

illusion'. (And it is well-known in Indian philosophy~ We 

! I I 

may misperceive X for Y, and thus err in our judge~ent as to 

the character of the external object. And if we can so easily 

misjudge the character of the external objects, what is the 

justification for assuming that there are exte rnal - and 

material - objects at all. Thirdly, McTaggart resorts to an 

argument which has been raised by a number of philosophers, 

mostly Indian idealists of all hues. In dreams, we not only 

see objects as such-and-such but also judge them to be exis-

ting- existing,that is, in dreams, and existing independently. 

(The presumption is that we are believers in matter.) On 

w~king, however, we find that there was neither such an 

object nor any other existing object which we mistook for 

something else. And thus the knowledge drawns that our 

judgement with regard to what we saw in the dream and with 

regard to its existence was mistaken. Again, contrary to 

the waking life where sensa are said to be caused by material 

objects, in the dreams, all would agree, there are no such 

1. It is an important tenet of McTaggart's that we judge, 
i.e. sub specie temporis, matter to exist, and that 
we do not perceive it to be existing. NE, Seco 
364. --
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objects which ~9uld be looked upon as having produced the 

sensa then. And so, if the dream sensa can exist without 

any causal entities, why can't the sensa do so in waking 

life. And if this be so,, it should not be considered 

illegitimate to question of existence of what we judge to 

be matter (in the waking 1 state)o 

And the justification can only come from the sensa- 1 

tions . Ordinarily , our belief in the reality of things ma

terial is based on the sensations which we find to be analo-

gous to the characteristics those things are supposed to 

possess. If there are things, red, hot, or elliptical, it is 

said, there are sensa, red, hot, and elliptical. Secondly, 

we look to sensations always whenever our judgement wit h re-

gard to the existence of a certain bit of matter is doubtful. 

If we conclude that our having particular sensations cannot 

be accounted for on any other hypothesis than that the par-

ticular bit of matter existed, we regard our j udgement correct. 

This should extend not only to particular material entities 

but also to the exist ence of matter in gene ral. That is, 

if a belief in regard to particular material thin8s must be 

justified on the basis of sensations, then belief in regard 

to the existence of matter in general als o mu s t be justified 

by inference from sensations. "And it will scarcely be 

asserted that the proposition 'some matter exists ' is self

evident §liprior-} . 111 So the only way one could hope to justify 

one's belief in the existence of matter would be through a 

"causal" infer ence from "the occurrence, the changes, and 

1. NE, Sec. 364, p. 45. 

\ 
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the correlat i.ons of human sensory experiences" 1 , as effects, 

to material entities and processes as causal factors in 

producing them. McTaggart is prepared to admit2 that all 

our sensory experiences have essential part-causes, which 

lie outside them, in entities of some sort, which exist, 

change, and interact independently of our selves to which the 

sensations belong. But, he holds, such causes need not be 

matter; for all' ,one knows, they might be different minds. 

In order for something to be called material, it would have 

to (i) exist independently of our minds, and be a cause-factor 

in producing such sensations which we have ~hen we claim to 

be perceiving material things; and (ii) it would have to 

have such characteristic~ as size, shape, position, mobility, 

and impenetrability. Now there must be entities which 

answered to condition (i). But that they also satisfy con

dition (ii) is doubtful. The reason is that it is on the 

basis of the sensations that we are said to ascribe corres-

pending characteristics to material things; which involves 

the principle that there is resemblance between cause and 

effect. But the principle is not self-evident and is known 

to be untrueo3 Therefore, concludes McTaggart, there are no 

1. Broad, Examination, II, Pt. I, p. 72. 

2. ~. Sec. 68, p. 88. But although McTaggart admits 
the existence of external cause-factors, he sees 
nothing impossible about the view that the causes of 
sensations lie within one's own nature. It might 
be the case that the origins of our sensations are 
buried in the unconscious depths of our own nature, and 
that when the self has come into existence it is 
"as independent of outside influences in its sensa
tions as a clock, when once wound up, is in stri
king"o lbid., But though possible, this view is 
rejected by McTaggart. 

3. Mc~aggart gives some examples to prove that while 
there is such resemblance in some cases, in other 
it is not. See §Qli, Sees. 69-70, and ~. Sec. 365. 
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objects which could possess primary qualitteso1 And, again, 
' '\ 

granted that certain entities, e.go sensations, could answer 

to condition (ii), it would be doubtful whether they answered 

to condition (i). So the conclusion would be that the~e . 

were no entities which satisfied both the conditions, and 

hence no entities wh~ch could ll>e .. call~d llmaterial". As 

McTaggart says: "Matter is in the same position as the Gorgons 

and the Harpies. Its existence is a bare possibility to which 

it would be foolish to attach the least importance. 112 

McTaggart's next step is to prove that the alleged 

distinction between primary and secondary qualities makes the 

theory of the existence of matter further suspect. There is 

firstly the inconsistency of maintaining that whil0 some 

objects are inferrable, on resemblance, from some s~nsa, 

there are others which are not. The second is that matter, 

though extended, does not possess either colour or hardness, 

these latter being secondary qualities. Now extension is 

perceived by us either by sight or touch, and in both the 

cases it is conjoined with the sensa of colour and hardness 

respectively. A sensum having extension but devoid of 

colour or hardness is difficult to conceive of. How is it 

possible then for matter to have extension but not to have 

colour or hardness? 

Nor would the removal of the distinction between 

primary qualities and secondary qualities solve the problemo 

For, although this latter view might meet some of the earlier 

1. SDR, Sec. 70. 

2Q Ibid., Sec. 73, p. 95. 
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objections and bestow on matter a character which is in 

accord with our experience, it will come into clash with 
I 

the standpoint of physical science which ascribes to matte~ 

only primary characteristics, and regards secondary character-
i 

istics as kinds of sensations produced in us by the former . 

A theory however is not the worse if it does not receivp 

endorsement from science. Because, after all, McTaggart says , 

the question whether matter exists or not is a question for 

metaphysics, 1 and not for science. Since, however, the theory 1 

under consideration depended largely on the support o ~ science, 

withdrawal of this support by the latter would s eriously 

affect its credibility. But this apart, there i s a basic 

inconsist ency which infects the modified (that is, ns in

cluding secondary characteristics too) theory. A r ed hot 

sphere of iron, for example, would now possess not only 

sphere-nes s , but also redness and hotness. But the pain pro-

duced, if one touches it, would still remain ano would be as 
I real as the sense of form and colour. And yet nothing corres-

ponding to the sensum of pain would be attributed to the 

object conc erned. There is the second inconsistency which 

arises from the fact that sensa (of the same so-called 

material object) differ for the same person from moment to 

moment, under changed conditions. Sensations of colour of a 

thing may change under different _s et of conditions o~light 

and shade. Shall we presume that the same object has diffe-

rent colours? Or again, there may be, simultaneously, two 

different sensations of the same thing, when two persons look 

at it under different conditions of light and shade . And it 

is impossible that an object should simultaneously have two 

1. Ibid., Sec. 71. 
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diff.erent colours. And so is the case,mutatis mutandis, 

with all other characteristics, primary and secondary. Two 

persons looking at a cube from two different positions s~

multaneously will have sensa of two differ~nt shapes; an~ 

yet an object cannot have two different shapes at the same 

time. And these rnen ' would otherwise, under normal circum

stances, agree to th~ shape of 1 the cube, even though they 

started from differing sensa. lt is plain that the shape of 

the body cannot rese~ble the sensa which it produces, for 

they are dissimilar. If then it is possib~e, as shown above, 

that the characte~istics of a (material) object may not 

resemble those of! th~ sensa, then we have no reason to 
II 

ascribe those characteristics to it'at all. Consequently, 

McTaggart concludes, matter does not exist. 

From this we pas~ to a question which few idealists 

have dealt w.i th with the same perspicacity as McTaggart. The 

question is: What is it of which the propositions of science 

as also everyday life hold true. {Prime facie, these propo

sitions relate to matter.) McTaggart's reply is straight 

and we quote him in full: 

nIt_ ( _i.e. knowle?-ge of science ) 
holds true of various sensations which occur to 
various men, and of the laws according to which 
these sensations are connected, so that from 
the presence of certain sensations in me I can 
infer that, under certain conditions, I shall or 
shall not experience certain other sensations, 
and can also infer that, under certain conditions, 
other men w111 or will not experience certain 
sensations."l 

/~ Thus the propositions of science and everyday experience 

continue· to hold quite as true even if we reject matter. 

Something of course has changed, but what has changed is the 

1. Ibid., Sec. 74, p. 95o 
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suggests, viz. the existence of matter, that is not science 

but an unconscious metaphysics of ordinary language. Science 

of course requires that there be such uniformities as help 

us to predict, on the basis of a certain event, some other 

event that will follow the former under cer tain condit ions. 

But this requirement is not difficult to meet. If t exter-

nal cause-factors and I myself have a constant nature , the 

sensations which are the combined result of them both will 

show uniformities. And there is nothing that can prevent a 

non-material cause from having a constant nature, a s there is 

nothing to prevent a material cause from having such a nature. 

Thirdly, science presupposes a certain commonality of nature 

among human beings so that it becomes possible to inf er on 

the basis of X's experiences, the experiences of Y under 

conditions more or less similar. Here again, McTaggart 

argues, the existence of matter can be dispensed with easily. 

What matters is the commonality of nature, and if that is 

ensured, the results of the action of the cause~factor 
'----

would be similar in character.1 

The above are then some of the arguments McTaggart 

deploys to reject the existence of matter. It might be 

interpreted by some that this view leads to some kind of 

solipsism. But, McTaggart answers2,this is not the case. 

What has been' penied is only matter and not that our sensa

tions have part-causes which are neither us nor a part of 

ourselves. Such part-causes would be external to us, though 

they need not be matter, For all we know, such external 

1. SDR, Sec. 75; NE~ Sec. 370. 

2. §QE, Sec. 76; ~. Sec. 371. 
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causes might of a splritual nature. And this would keep 

solipsism as much away as it would be if those causes were of 

a material nature. The net result then is that the self 

can neither be an activity of the body nor an effect of the 

body. It could have been so, if it had been proved that the 

self is explainable in terms of matter, that it is e.g. just 

one of the ways in which matter behaves under certain cir-

cumstances. But that McTaggart thinks he has shown to be 

impossible. In fact, on the other hand, the qualities earlier 

attributed to matter turn out now to be the qualities of the 

sensations, and matter ceases to be an independent reality, 

let alone the sole reality. 

Another argument to prove that Self is not an activity of 

the Body 

That the self can not be an activity of the body, 

McTaggart now tries to prove1 in a wholly different way. 

He presumes that perceptions or sensations are events in 

men's minds (events which though real are not independently 

real). If the self be just one of the activities of the 

body, and the body be the only events - since there is no 

other reality except matter - in the life of a conscious 

being, ,then the self, since it is an activity of the body, 

must also be events in the life of some conscious being. Again7 

on this hypothesis, if my body were to be known to me, I, as 

an activity of the body, would become events in my own life. 

And this would be absurd. It would also be equally impossible 

if the self as an activity of its body were to be perceived -

i.e. known- by some other·self. For that would mean that 

1. ~, Sec. 77. 



the self P would be events in the life of another self Q. 

The self Q in turn, by the same token, would be events in 

the life of R, and so on. If every self is only events in 

the life of some other self, no self would be known until 

we reached the end of the series; that is, no self would be 

knowable at a11.1 This reinforces the conclusion that the 

self cannot be an activity of the body. And with this goes 

the theory tha~ would have been fatal to immortality. So the 
' 

conclusion according to McTaggart is that it is in fact the 

body that exists for the selves to perceive it. 
I 

A different view of· the 'relation between Body ·and Mind 

considered 

McTaggart next considers the question of the relation 
. 2 

of body to mind from a different angle. This is the VleW 

which, instead of reducing the .self to its body, makes posse

ssion of the given body essential to the existence of the 

self. Even if the body were only to exist for selves to know 

it, it would still make knowledge of the present body by o•e's 

own self or other selves a necessary condition of the exis

tence of the self. lf so, the self will inevitably cease to 

exist after the present body has dissolved and has therefore 

ceased to be known. 

~That shall be our reaction to this view? McTaggart 

admits 3 that, as regards our present experience, we have no 

experience of selves which exist without bodies or after 

their bodies have disintegrated with death. Every self seems 

---···- ~ .. . .. ·-· . . . . . . . . .... .... . . . -
1. Ibid. 

2. Ibid., Sec. 79. 

3. Ibid. 
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to be existing as associated with a body. There is, se-

condly, the case about sensations. The existence of a self 

seems to involve the experience of sensations. They alone 

provide a self the material for thoughts and emotions and 

volitions, and a self would not only be poorer without them 

but also inconceivable. What is a self without experiencres? 
I 

And sensations, thirdly, in their turn are n~ver seen to 

occur without some corresponding bodily accompaniments. No 
I 

experience goes without one or other modification in the 

body •1 

All these facts McTaggart accepts, but he says that 

they only demonstrate that~ body is essential to a self. 

That is, they ~o rot affirm that only the present body is 

essential to a self .k (McTaggart. at this 1stage of the debate 

is quite willing to agree that some body is necessary to a 

self.) And from this he argues -what seems to be a very 

important conclusion, and one which clears the way for 

belief in the plurality of lives - that the self might pass 

from one body to another. What comes in the way of this 

is our incorrigible attachment to the view that the self is 

one of the activities of the body, and that has been seen to 

be false - of course, if it were true, the doctrine that 

the self changes bodies, would go. Again what comes in the 

way is our habit of seeing a self in possession of a certain 

body; and then with the passing of that body, we almost 

instinctively conclude that the self too has perished. But 

habits constitute no argument in philosophy. So then some 

body is, tentatively speaking, essential to a self. And 

1. Ibid. 

2. Ibid., Sec. 80. 
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therefore the hypothesis that a self acquires another body 

would square with facts as well as the supposition that 

the self has perished with the body. , 

Now an important sub-point suggests itself. Are we 

certain that a self connects with the succeeding body in

stantly on leaving the previous body, and if not, what shall 

we say of the self without a body?1 Would it not, on that 

count, cease to exist, because we nave after all maintained 

above that some body is essential to the existence of the 

self? McTaggart's first reply2 is that the change of bodies 

may be instantaneous; but he is quite willing to concede that 

there is some ~ ~nterval between possession by the self of two 

bodies, and this interval according to him would be a state 

of "suspended animation~', a state whi·ch one might describe 

as one of "non-existenc~".3 The latter phrase is important 

and has no small implications. This temporary non-existence 

of the self McTaggart cpmpares to what happens to the self 

in the state of dreamless sleep. McTaggart maintains that 

during this state, the self is "unconscious - as unconscious 

as it could be without a body", 4 but just as this self has a 

1. H.D. Lewis suggests, perhaps in the manner of Indian 
thought, that the dead after leaving their present 
bodies come to acquire 'subtle' bodies which like 
our own bodies are 'causally affected' though the 
means of perception in their case might be different. 
So the dead, says Lewis, are not strictly in another 
world. They are in ours in a 'very special' way. 
Cf. The Self and Immortality, Chapter VIII, esp. 
pp. 151-152. 

2. SDR, Sec. 80. 

3. Ibid. 

4. Ibid. 
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right to be called the same self on waking, similarly we 

should look upon the self who has left one body and taken 

up another. Now the state of dreamless sleep calls for some 

comments. It has become particularly associat.ed with Advaita 

Vedanta on the Indian side. The Advaita arrrument is well

known. In dreamless sleep, the self (atman), according to it, 

remains conscious, though not conscious of any object and of 

the world. The self remains conscious because the self is of 

the very nature of consciousness (caitanyasvarupa). The 

Advaita ther0fore would not agree to the propos~tion of the 

temporary non-existence of the self. But the question is, 

how can the self remain conscious, when there is nothing to 

be conscious of. The Advaita would reply that the self is 

self-shining (sva-prakasa) by n8ture and hence does r.ot stand 

in need of anything to become self-luminous. That does not 

mean that the self is nFver conscious of anything; it is, 

through mind .. What is important is that the self can remain 

conscious without being conscious of something other than 

itself. 

McTaggart however believes, 1 like e.g. Ramanuja and 

the phenomenologists, that to be conscious means to be 

conscious of something, that it is difficult to concPive 

that a person was conscious and yet not conscious of anything. 

(The question ~hether the possession of selfness necessarily 

involved the possession of consciousness, we have already 

discussed in Chapter I). 

Now it is remarkable that McTaggart calls the interval 

between the possession of two bodies a state of temporary 

1. Nr', Sec. 397. 
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· non-exi~tence on the analog¥ of dreamless sleep. (From the 

ultimate poin\ of view, however, there is no problem for 

McTaggart. Since matter is rejected, body turns out to be 

a mere appearance, verymuch like time.) And the use of the 
I 

word "almost 11 in "almo~t call <?ne of temporary non-existence111 

. 
is significant. McTaggart does not believe that the .self in 

fact ceases to exist during such an interval, though it may ! ' I 
I . j I ! 

appear to b~ nonexistent. 2 The expression is only figurative~ I 
! J 

In dreamless sLeep again the unconscious state of the self · 
I 

need not he co1strued as~on~ of ltotal absence of conscious-

ness, as we tr~ ed t~ sho in Ch*pter I. He uses the word 
' . 

' ' ' ' 
"suspended anin;~ation" for the interval-state and this may in 

~ I 

the case of sleep appear
1
to mean suspension of consciousness. 

I 

The self does not so much as lose consciousness - in sleep 

or during the lnterval - as it becomes inactive. If therefore 

we tend to mix' up the existence of the self with its being 

' conscious, we .may call it temporarily non-existent when it is 

not conscious, in the usual way. Most important of these is 

however McTaggart's conside ration that sensations or some 

such things are possible without a body. He here3 clarifies 

1. 

2 . 

3 . 

SDR , see . eo . - ,, 

Some thinkers like H.D. Lewis believe that the state 
of dreamless sleep i s simply a state of non- existence . 
He observes : "My own inclina tion, t herefore , is to say 
that in a state of. totally dreamless sleep (in the sense 
that we have no sor t o-:f- experience while asleep) \-te 

simply cease to exist ---. It would also be like dying a 
surviving except that my body would not have undergone 
clinical death - it would have func t ioned and nothing 
else • 11 And ewis finds nothing 11 esp ecially dis ~urbing " 
about it. '11;-lhy should it [be), provided the normal 
continuities persist beyond the ' gap ' and I have then 
the consciousn ess of mys elf which I normally have in 
any experi ence . 11 ThP. Elusiv e 1"1inn , p . 245 . 

SDR , Sec . 81 . 

\ 

, 
I 
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what he means by 11 conscious 11 and says that Ito be conscious 

means "to have sufficient data for --- ment1al activity. 11
1
1 

And although this data, as far as pre~ent experience is 
1 

I , 

concerned, are nothing but sensations~ and jsensrations agtin 

are impossible without a body, this does nbt mJan that t~e . . I , . 

self cannot have dat~ for its fental lactiv~ty without th~ 
. . ! I / ! 

body. It is just t~e present lexperidnce w~ich / seems to make 
-i . ' j I I 

body necessary to trie self, else it is · perifectly possibie I I I ' 

that the self shoul1 live on without ' the body, and also ibe 
, I 

conscious i.e. have data for its mental activity. It t~en 
I 

becomes clear that ~hat McTaggart calls the temporary non-

existence of the self is only from the point of view which 

treats the possession of the body as essential to the self, 

i.e., a conscious self. McTaggart, therefore, would even 

regard the self in dreamless sleep as a self which is con-

scious, even though it may seem unconscious from the other 

standpoint. Th,e only difference between the waking conscious-
, 

ness and consciousness in sleep, according to McTaggart, 

as we saw in Chapter I, is that in sleep the~erceptions 

remain hazy and confused. 

So McTaggart finally challenges even the proposition 

that possession of the bo4y is essential to the existence of 

the self. This is the most dramatic move in the whole 

episode. McTaggart seems anxious to see that the self is 

freed from the last vestige of materiality - so far, that is, 

as its essential nature goes. What he says is rou~hly this: 

it is its present connection with the body that seems to 

make the body-connection necessary to the existence of the 

1. Ibid. 



. 
body• 1a illlportant, and a eell8 to mean 

as a aelf' has a body that the latter seems 88jlll 
' cted with the aelt's mental life. Which means 

that is it a ••lf 4o.a not b&Te • body, and on 

prtnoiples, as it oaw turns out, it is possible 

not to have a bi»dY • the aelt oen very weU have a 

lite without 'Df ~·~elation with a particular body. 

has sensations - which are material for its mental act 

in connection with the body, and this gives rise to the 

sion that the self cannot haft :thia material except in 

ction with the body. Similarly, since the self seems to 

exist only as associated with body, the illusion arises 

tht self cannot exiat apart fi'OII tbe body. It is aometilllea 

toz.ptten, McTaccart points out, 2 that it aay very well be 

1 ta present entaqlement witl the body which hinders our vitw 

ot other waya in Which tbe aelt could exist and have exper

ience. He uaea the following beauti:tul metaphor in this 

"If a .-a ia abut up in a house, the transparency of the 

win4owa 1a aa eaamial cond1 tion of his seeing the sky. 
k 

it wo.ld DOt be prudeat u later :tbat, if he waJl!!cl out ot. 

any glaaa thro\llb wbiob-M.....-.....-.. 

ot the relation between braiD ead ~&bt. 

present thousht cannot exist witho t brain does not 

we will 1\ot be able to thili1c when brains have dio••;J.&.li~W 

1. §Q!, Sec. e1. 
2. SDR, Sec. S1. 

3. Ibid. 

' 



is· possible that o~r inability to think ~xcept in conjun

ction with a body (or organism) is a temporary limitation 

imposed by the temporary presence of the (present) body, 

and which therefo;e would go with it. 1 A self thus freed 

from the body might have experiences in some other wa·,rs, e.g., 

the direct action ·of one mind upon the Other, by which it 

could get sensations "if and when it is not thus handicapped 11 •
2 

That selves have according to McTaggart such a telepathic 

relation with eaqh other we have already seen in Chapter III. 

In envisa, ing the kind of relation discussed above 

between body ~nd the self, McTaggart h~s come very close to 

the Indian thinking on the subject. No philosophical school 

of India whiqh believes in the plurality of lives and re- . 

birth has looked upon the body as necessary to the existence 
t 

of the self. The body has been regarqed necessary for other 

purposes, for, e.g., reaping the fruits of karmas done in 
, 

previous binth~.,, but no one has linked it up with the exis-

tence of the self. In fact, more often than not, body has 

been considered an evil or maya rather than as something 
J 

essential to the self. In fact some like Ramanuja have gone 

to the extent of making body dependent upon the self. 

McTaggart then might appear to go with Ramanuja in this parti-

cular respect. 

The reality of matter having been rejected, the theory 

that the self is merely an activity or effect of the body also 

stands refuted. Any theory that seeks to make the self's 

association with the body into a dependence of the self on 

1. Ibid. 

2. Broad, Examination, II, Pt. II, p. 599. 
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the body has per forc.e to look upon the se~.!f as i an actliviJty 
I j 

or effect of the body. This is in fact conceded even by 

Broad who says: 

' "I should admit, however, that it is not easy to 
formulate any theory of the relation between a 
mind and the organism which it animates which 
would make a man's mind existenti:ally dependent 
on his present organism, and yet would not make ij 1 ~ 
it either an activity or an effect of, the latter." 

If then, it is proved that thE1 self is not
1 

an activity or 

effect of the body, /it is pro~ed that the seli is no1; "1xis

tentially" dependen~ .upon the i body, iiind if so, further~ I the 

way is cleared for telieving that it is p~ ssible that t~e 
self should not per' sh along ~ith th~ dea~h of the pres~nt 

body. And it is this towards
1 

which McTaggart's effort has 

been directed until now. Allied to this is the question of 

the importance and bearing on the issue of the stories of 

the ghosts of the dead. If there was sufficient truth in 

these stories, in 1lh.e alleged phenomena of mediumship, etc., 

it could justify ttie belief that certain super-normal events 
'I 

occur due to the agency of certain human beings who are dead. 

McTaggart however does not set much store by this proposition . 

He suggests that i~ is possible that some men .initiated , 

during their life time, a process ofcausation which continues 

after their death, and produces from time to time certain 

apparition, mediumistic messages, etc. characteristic of 

tbem. 2 After all,"a chain of effects may exist long after 

its original cause is destroyed." 3 Such phenomena therefore 

1o Broad, E~amination , li, Pt. II, p. 601. 

2. SDR, Sec. 82. 

3o Ibid. 
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prove nothin~ as to the survival of men after death. The 

same is the case with telepathy, clairvoyance, etc. \\'hile 
I 

there may be evidence for these phenomena, that evidence is 

not sufficient for proving the occurrence of experiences in 

a self without any corresponding changes in the organism 

which the self happens to animate. Telepathically or clair

voyantly induced experiences may very well depend on organic 

changes which are caused in an unusual way. So even when we 

have made full allowance for psychical researches into these 

phenomena, they so far offer no positive ground on the basis 

of which to infer human immortality. But indirectly such 

evidence, McTaggart feels, could be of immense value. Because 

if the evidence showed that the self survived the body's 

dissolution, it would remove the biggest hurdle - namely, 

death- in the way of immortality. At the present state of 

psychical research however, McTaggart would prefer to demon-

strate the immortality of selves by metaphysical reasons. 

McTaggart finally turns to the third QUestion. The 

question1 is whether the transitoriness which surrounds all 

material objects - and about this there is no doubt - raises 

any presumption against the immortality of the selves. 

McTaggart points out, and here even Broad2 agrees, that what 

science calls transitory are actually complex wholes - or, 

combinations - which B:re made up of parts w:.ich latter can 

exist separately from each other and from wholes. Generation 

in science means only the coming togetber of already existing 
\ 

particulars to 'form a certain new compound, while destruction 

only means their separation. If there are no material objects 

1. This has been discussed in~. Sees. 83-84o 

2. Op. cit., II, Pt. 2, p. 602. 
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which science regards as ingenerable and indestructible, it 

is because there are no material objects which science can, 

without hesitation, deny to be composed of separable 

particulars. 
\ 

Can the self be regarded as such a combination? It 

is certainly complex1 in one sense, namely, that it owns a 

plurality of simultaneous and successive exneriences. 

McTaggart, as we already know, does count experiences as 

parts of the self.2 ~ut he immediately discounts the sugges

tion that these experiences (or parts) are separable from 

the self. Nor can, for that matter, they be owned by some 

other self. An experience g could not have exis ted unowned 

by s. It can't exist outside of s. For McTaggart it is ah ' 

ultimate proposition that an experience belongs to one or 

another self, and then can belong to no other se i f. So i4a 

self began its history, in time, it would do so by, as 

Broad puts it, "generation out of nothing", 3 and not by the 

association of pre-existing particulars. And if it ceased 

to exist in time, it would do so not by dissociation or dis-

integrat :~on of parts - as in the case of "combinations 11 
- but 

by annihilation. Such a corning into being and annihilation 

are events which science does not contemplate. Science is 

concerned only with combinations. This by itself does not 

prove that the self may not have come into being or may not 

1. 11The self, we must say, is complex, but not a 
compound." SDR, Sec. e4. The use of "compound" 
here, be it noted, is different from its use 
in McTaggart's notion of 11 compound substance". 

2. "It (the self)has parts, but it is not built up 
out of them," Ibid. The doctrine has been briefly 
dlscussed in Chapter III. 

3. Op. cit., II, Pt. 2, p. 602. 



perish; because, as Broad says, "the limits of the contem-

porary scientific outlook do not nPcessarily coincide with 

the limits of possibility."1 It does however show that any 

analogical arguments against the permanence of selves, drawn 

from what science teaches us about transitory combinations, 

are without use. 

Pre-existences (Post-existence) and PluralitY of LivAS 

To believe in pre-existence while believing in immor-

tality is almost to commit an heresy in the Western civili

zation, at least since the time it came under the influence 

of Christianity. In that civilization, while post-existence 

is easily upheld as a part of belief in immortality, pre

existence is hardly considered worthy of serious philosophic 

discussion. The reason perhaps is that the present-day 

Western thought owes its belief in immortality to Christia

nity, and not ~o Plato or anybody else from outside the 

Christian fold. And since pre-existence forms no part of the 

Christian belief in i1tmo.rtality, it is not considered as of 

much consequence. There is however nothing in pre-existence 

which makes it incompatible with immortality any more than 

there is in post-existenpe which makes it compatible with 

immortality. In fact, fur·ther, there is nothine¥n 
I 

pre-existence incompatible with any of the fundamental 

Christian dogmas. Dogmas are not however always a product of 

reason; they do not strictly accept or reject things on merit. 

McTaggart therefore should be considered as almost unique, 

after Plato, in the history of Western thought in preaching 

existence and in fact, further, in making it a part of his 

belief in immortality, sub specie temporis. Rejection of 

pre-existence while accepting post-existence, McTaggart calls 

1. Ibid., pp. 602-603. 
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irrational. As he masterfully puts it: "If the universe 

·got on without me a hundred years ago, what reasc.r. -:. ·.· ~ 1.rl 

be given for denying that it might get on without me a hun-

dred years hence? 111 I 

His utterances on the subject and the 

arguments by which he attempts to prove pre-existence, are 

the most remarkable for their power, persuasiveness and 

lucidity. They provide pages of writing that are among the 

finest in metaphysical thought. It however needs to be 

pointed out just for record that some at least of what 

McTaggart has to say on pre-existence is known to those 

familiar with Indian doctrines on the subject. And in India 

again, belief in pre-existence and plurality of lives has 

existed. side by side with belief in the immortality of the 

self. As we go through SDR and NE, we realise hO\v familiar 

is the story which is being told. At times it looks as if 

McTaggart had taken a page from the Indian texts. However, 

the way McTaggart broaches his subject, and the way he arti

culates his arguments could scarcely be surpassed. 

McTaggart starts by remarking that if immortality were 

true, then pre-existence may be said to be probable; that is, 

that it is possible to say that the beginning of our present 

life does not mark the beginning of our entire existence, that 

it is possible that we have lived before our present span 

began, as we might live on after the current innings is over. 

He tries to demonstrate this by showin~ how the theory of 

pre-existence accounts for some of the features of our present 

life. We next discuss the theory of post-existence and the 

' question whether pre-existence and post-existence of a self 

are divided each into a series of successive lives. And then 

1. SDR, Sec. 87• 
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follows the discu~sion of the bearing of loss of memory 

on the doctrine of pre-existence and post-existence. 

McTaggart discusses these questionsin the Chapter IV tsection 

86-110) of §QR. Some of the account is common in~ an1 ~. 

Vol. II, but we have mostly made use of the SDR treatment, -
without however excluding all reference to NE wherever it 

became necessary. 

(a) Pre-existence 

A particular life of a self, as McTaggart defines 

"the period which elapses between the birth of any one body 
1 and the death of that body". Broad calls the statement, even 

though plain in meaning, "careless", and claims to give a 

more accurate statement. "A 'particular life' of a self S 

is the period which elapses between the birth and the death 

of any body which §. animates"2 Though 1 personally do not 

see that there is a~y great i~provement Broad's formulation 

introduces, he m$y Well be allowed this. We may, however, 
cA.d.d.s 

further note What Mc.Taggart{ to his previous definition. 

"Strictly speak'!i.ng the period may be rather longer, since it . 
begins with the first connection of the self with the body, 

which may take place while the latter is still in the womb."3 
I 

Existence before our present embodiment is called 

pre-existence and existence after the death oftth~ present 

1. li§, Sec. 754. 

2. ~road, op. cit., II, Pt. 2, p. 590. 

3. ~' II, p. 379 footnote 2. Italics mine. 
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bodies McTa~gart earls post-existence. Pre-existence and 
I 

post-existence do not in themselves imply the permanence 

of selves, even though the latter involves the former. But 

their indirect impor~ance is however quite great. If one 
I 

could establish that selves have pre-existence, the present 

life, and are likely to post-exist it, one is able to remove 

the biggest hurdle in the way of immortality, namely, death. 

This is what McTaggart proceeds to show. 

There are accprding to McTaggart, certain empirical 

facts about our present life which suggest pre-existence and 

can be explained only on the doctrine of pre-existenceo1 
\ 

' The first most important of such features is personal rela

ti6ns. Take for example love at first sight. Two persons 

who have seen little or nothing of each other in the present 

lives, feel, immediately or after a few meetings, drawn 

towards each other by a force as strong as that which results 

from years of mutual trust and intimacy. This fact, McTaggart 

says, is usually ignored, and if explained at all, it is 

explained by reference to ''the capriciousness of sexual 

desire 11 •
2 He attaches great importance to such incidents and 

thinks the above explanation plainly inadequate. For, he 

says, "the fact to be explained is found with as great propor-

tional frequency in friendships which have no connection with 

sexual desire."3 On the theory of pre-existence there is a 

simple and plausible explanation for this. If both the persons 

have lived before the present existence, then their love at 

1. McTaggart discusses them in SDR, Secso 94-99. 

2. Ibid. Sec. 94. 

3. Ibid. 
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first sight in this life ,is the result of long intimacy 
I I ' 

I I 

in some of their previous lives. Broad criticizes ic~a~gart 

by saying that it is not "safe" · fo conclude, as HcTaggart 

(he thinl-<s) app8rently does, 11 from the ostcps.ible n,bsenc!.¥' o{ 

sexual desire to its real absence. 111 I think however that 

it is plain that even though we are often likely to mistake 

real absence of a sexual desire for its ostensible absence,, 

there are unpteen cases where friendship between persons is 

not at all governed by sexual desire. Such friendships are 

not always of the kind, as Broad wrongly seems to think, 2 

' I 

where one party, say f, ignores the presencP. of homosexual 

desires in his friend, say y, and behaves outwardly as if 

they were abs~~t. 
' 

The sec~nd important characteristic of present life 

which McTaggart consider~ is the following. There· is what is 

called a man's natural character. lt is composed of, roughly, 

the tendencies and qualities of a person which manifest 

themselves asiJ time passeil. Jlt1cTc;lggart calls them innate, since 

a person is born with them, and since environment plays no 
I 

role in their manifestation, or acquirement. (·~vironment 

docs not pJay any role because they are found to be different 

in men who have grovm'up in a :simil~r or mostly similar 

environment.) Such qualities which a person ste.rts with, 

~ay in others be produced a£ter years o£ toil. A person 

may have "through life a calm and serene virtue which another 

gains only by yea;r-s of strenuous effort .•J3 Ctl:ers m·l.y be 

good judges of human character from the beginnin~, while some 

1. Broad, op. cit., II, Pt. II, p. 611. 

2o Ibid. 

3. §!lli., Sec. 95. 
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others may remain poor in this respect even after years of 

observation and learning. \'he same is true of defeets. A 

may exhibit very early in life a certain' uncontrollable 

weakness which others may develop late in life because of 

continual yielding to the temptation. On the theory of pre-
, I 

existence however even the so-called natural character of 

a person would be t::xplained as due to the "condensed results 
' 

of experience111 with the only difference that in this case 
I 

this condensed exp~rience would be suspended by death ~nd 

rebirth. 

Broad thinks that such facts are more satisfactorily 

explanable by 'heredity, provided that two conditions, one 

general and the other particular, are fulfilled. The general 

condition is about inheritance of acquired characteristics. 

The particular con~ition, if we are to account for by 

heredity a quality :or defect which a person A developed early 

in life and with comparative ease, is that some of his 

ancestors acquired a similar quality or defect through re

peated practice or indulgence.2 ~s to the first, Broad himself 

admits that it would be rejected by the authorities in the 

field, and as to the second, he, again, himself says: "And 

in many cases we can trace A's family history back for several 

generations wi'~hout finding an ancestor who fulfils the 

special condition."3 Still, however, Broad feels that if 

the first condition conc.erning inheritance of acquired 

characteristics were adm~tted, heredity might afford a more 

plausible explanation than pre-existence. This is so because 

1 • Ibid., p. 122. 

2. Broad, op. cit., II, Pt. II, p. 612. 

3. Ibid. 
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while there was always some chance of discovering among A's 

ancestors some one who had the right kind of experience to 

explain A's innate dispositions, there was never any hope 

of finding out - empirically perr1aps - whether there was any 

I I 

! 
among A's past lives whieh could explain his present dispos~- : 

1 I 
tions. Now while it is conceded that there is no hope of 1 

I 

finding out the latter, we may urge, that in the first cas~ 

too namely of heredity - the possibility remains a very I ab- ' 
I 

stract one in that we are never sure that the first conditiorl 

about inheritance of acquired characteristics would ever be 

met. 

McTaggart next grapples with the important question of 

the bearing of heredity on the facts mentioned above. As far 

as the relation of love is concerned, heredity cannot throw 

any significant light on the mutual attraction of two persons 

for one another. The mutual attraction may be because of the 

character of the persons, and heredity may seem to have 

something of importance to suggest here. But whatever here

dity may tell as about the characters - although even that is 

doubtful - it can't expl?in the special bond which exists 

between the two. There is nothing in heredity which makes it 

probable that it should produce this result rather than 

another, that is, that I should have liking for this person 

rather than for another person . There is, however, one set 

of facts which heredity seems to account far more s atisfa-

ctorily, and this concerns innate tendencies . My ancestors 

have had weakness for certain things , indulged in c ertain acts, 

or have stood firm in face of some other tempta tions; and 

then supposing that I have inherited the r esults acquired by 

1. Ibid. 
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them, I will from the start have a weakness or strength in 

certain directions which might be similar to characteristics 

which other men have acquired by their own efforts in thei r 

present lives. McTaggart however points out that such innate 

aptitudes are found in cases where it is not possible to trace 

the existence of the same among the ancestors , even if one 

~oes back sufficiently lonR down the line . So hPredity does 

not explain much. And the possibility of acquirement of some 

more r emote ancestor having remained dormant thr~ugh the 

intervening time and reappearing now is l ess plausible as an 

explanation t han it is in cases where the ancestral acquire-

ment is known to have existed. 

One may however protest that it cannot be deni ed that-

regardless of whether acquired char acteristics can be inhe-

rited or not - aft e r a ll men exhibit a certain t endency to 

r esemble , and not only physically , their ancestors, and that 

this fact constitutes an objection to the theory of pre

existenceo For, how can there be two determinants of man 's 

character, pre-existence and the character of the ancestors 

who incidentally determine his bodyo 

In McTaggart's vi ew, however, there is no inherent 

incompatibility between the two. The characteristics of the 

self which is presently associ a t ed with a certain body are 

determined jointly by those characteristics whi ch th e self 

had when it p ecame dissociated with the last organism, and 

the hereditnry influences which moulded the organism which 

the self now possesses . "The charact er which a man has at 

any time is modified by any circumstances which happen to 

him at that time , and may well b e modified by the fact that 

his re- birth is in a body descended from ancestors of a 
I 
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of a particular character. 111 

McTaggart however goes further. He s ays that even 

the characteristics in which we resemble the ancestors of 

our bodies may be to some extent those determined by previous 

existences. This mav look to be a StL\rtling statement, but 

McTaggart proceeds to a rgue for it in t he following 

way. The character of the self would be determined by his 
\ 

character in the previous life, but it would be the character 

I ·! 

of the biological ancestors of the new organism and its resem-

blance to his character, which would decide the fact that he 

would be reborn in that· particular body rather than another. 2 

But, it may be asked, how would each person be brought into 

association with the n ew or~anism that is mos t fitt ed for him? 

A l't~Materialist who denies pre-existence would say that God 

creates a new appropriate mind at the time an organism is 

conceived and attaches it to that organism. But, as McTaggart 

rightly points out,3 if such a divine act can be invoked to 

make a connection for a newly created person, it can as well 

be invoked foT11 an already existing self. McTaggart himself 

suggests the following law governing such operations . "Each 

person'', on this law, "enters into connection with the body 

which is most fitted to be connected with him."4 We know 

that various chemical substances having affinities for each 

other will combine, separating themselves from other substances 

with which they were previously connected. Similarly a 

certain pre-existing spiritual substance5 - i.e. the self -

1. SDR , Sec. 97. 

2 . Ibid., Sec. 99 

3. Ibid. 

4. Ibid., Sec. 98, p. 126. -
5. This seems to be one more reason why McTaggart 

calls the self a substance. 



becomes specially connected with a new organism at the 

moment when the latter is conceived. A zygote, when formed, 

attracts only such of the available selves as are specially 

fitted to the organism into which it will develop. ~esides 

chemical affinity, we have also analogy to this in, as Broad1 

points out, the selective affinity of spermatozoa for ova o~ 

the same species, and so on. 

The assumption of such selective affinities between 

selves and organismswould, according to McTaggart explain 

similarities in, mental characteristics between pnrents ar.d 
' 

children, which' are usually ascribed to hereditary influence<·· ' 

Because of heredity, a man's organism will resemble those of 

his ancestors. Similar organisms being adopted to similar 

selves, zygotes which will develop into similar organisms 

will attract similar selves to be united with them. "There-

fore it is likely that the mind which was attracted by the 

zygote which developed into A's organi:m will have a special 

degree of lik,eness to the mind which was attracted by the 

specially similar zygote which developed into his father's 

organism. It will therefore look as if A's mind had inheri

ted certain characteristics from his father's mind." 2 

This is then McTa~gart's theory on the relation bet

ween heredity and pre-e~istence. I think it has never been 

put in such a (novel) form, and the is~ue has never received 

such calm and reasoned attention as it has at the hands of 

McTaggart. The theory of pre-existence too attains to 

respectability which it has never attained, clouded as it 

has been, by religious docmas. Broad's remakrs are worth 

1. Broad, op. cit, II, Pt. II, p. 613. 

2. Ibid., p. 614. 
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\ 
quoting here: 

" I think it must b~ admitted that thi s theory 
is ingenious and plausible . It i s strange how 
completely most non- Materialist philosophers, 
except Leibniz, have neglected the problems 
which concQption and the ostensible inherita nce 
of mental characteristics present t o them. It 

I I I 

is a great merit of McTaggart to have faced these 
problems , and to have shown that a much more 
plausible solution of them is possible on the 
theory of pre-existence than on any form of non
materialisti c theory . 11 1 

i ! ! 

(b) Plurality of Lives. 

The question of the plurality of lives is different 

from tha t of pre- existence , though the latt e r may be s aid 

to strength en t he case of the former . There are peopl e who 1 

accept immortality and also accept plurality of lives but 

deny pre-existence. Such p0ople admi t the possibility of 

the plurality of lives only after th e death of t h e p res ~nt 

b ody, and not before its birth . Finally, we have those like 

McTaggart who advocate immortality and draw, as on e of its 

I I 
i i 

consequences, the possibility of pre- existence, post-exis tence 

and plurality of lives. lt is impossible to believe in p r e -

existence and not to believe in post- existence; though the 

reverse , as just said, is sometimes beli eved . Post- existence 

is an article of faith with all those who swear by immorta

lity, though they may differ among themselves with regard 

to i t s meaning . The question which McTaggart now considers 

is whether our pre-existence and post- exis:ence i s each 

divided into a number of successive lives , each beg inning 

with a birth and ending with a death? In SDR, sections 90-93 

1. Ibid., p . 615. 
\ 





life has old age and dea~h closeby; our future life would 

know no such limitations and would be 11 bounded only bv a 

state of half-enclosed indivisible duration at the end of 

time". 1 
''·J a consequence, death would be C:J unique event in 

the history of each self. It would bo unique not only 

because it occurs only once, but also becauss it changes, 

profoundly and permanently, the life-condition3 of all future 

existence. Althouph this is not impossible, this is im-

probable. 

Broad has criticised McTar~art on both thPs~ counts. 

Firstly, 2 he says, there are plenty of biolo~ical lnst~ncPS 

of chanr~s we come across, which are unique in the history 

of each individual of the species and bring about profound 

modifications in its mode of life. The change fr~m t~~pole 

into fro~, fro~. grub into butterfly, and so on, are cases in 
·, 

point. 

What Proad omits to see here is that in the instances 

he quotes, what changes is substances themsnlves n~d not 

merely their life-conditions. On the other hand, what is 

envisaged by those who de,ny plurality is that, while tre 

selves continue to be the same, their life-conditions chan~e 

in such a profound and lasting manner as to make a second 

death impossible. :nd it is not denied by the votarie~ of 

this view that the self continues to be the same after it has 

entered on a new mode of existence. Secondly, as McTa~gart 

points cut, if the value of our after-existence, which can 

both rise or fall or remain the same, remains at the same 

1. Broad, op. cit., II, Pt. II, p. 624. 

2. Ibid. 
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level there is no justification for supposing that death 

would not recur~ If a thing which ha9 a c.ertain ,ch~racter

istic continues to exist, the usual presumption is ~hat the 

thing would not vary suddenly. Though the presumption, 

as McTaggart soon concedes, is not very strong, it renders 

the idea of periodic death more p~obable. Nor is it affe

cted by the rise or fall in the value of post-existence. 

Plurality of lives is denied on the basis that a person 

after death is either in heaven - which is a higher level 

than the earthly existence - or in hell - which is much below 

it, for this, i~ is argued, renders any further deaths 
' improbable. And it is thought to be especially so with 

heaven. Now it would be generally agreed that, as McTaggart 

says, even 1ttie best of men do not die in a state of intelle

ctual and moral perfection as to make them fit enough to 

enter heaven immediately. It al\11ays seems that more impro

vement is perhaps still desirable. If one were to reply to 

this that some tremendous improvement takes place at the time 

of death in cas~ of some people, McTaggart wonders whether 

any arguments are available for that. 1'he other alternative 

is that improvement can always go on after the death of our 

present bodies, without however necessitating a second death. 
I 

But if our ex~stence after death remains imperfect and 
'~ 

requires improvement, it would rather make further lives 

bounded by deaths and rebirth more probable. Else we shall 

be left with a bizarre theory that a process of development 

begun in one life bounded by death would be continued for 

an infinitely long time not infected by death or rebirth. 
' 

And to infer such a change on the ba~is of our present 

existence seems unjustifiable. And a state of immense degra-

dation should render no-plurality-of-lives-view all the 

more untenable. 



Broad's second argument is quite startling. The 

t tal a f d ath t · l d d. to ~l·m, 1 a c use a e mus lnc u e, accar 1ng 1• 

factors in the self which animates a certatn oigan! m, and 

certain external conditions. He thinks it quite supposable 
I 

that death modifies the self to such an extent that it no 

longer needs tq be attached to an organism at a1:, or in case 

it is attached to a new organism, its attachmf'mt is sa firm 

that the external conditions wl1ich former] y brou ·ht about 

dissociation can no longer do so. On the first al terr,2.ti ve, 

a second death is impossible, on the second, it is unlikely. 

I think Broad him3elf answers the qUf=>Stion wrJen he 

uses the words "no longer needs to be attached to an orga

nism.112 What, we may ask, is the meaning of the need for the 

self to be attached to an organisn, in the first place? An 

answer to this would determine the answer to the qun:>tion 

whether the self needs to be attached to an organism in 

future. And the second alternative falls unless some such 

change~ are brought about in the self which, while making 

it necessary for it to assume a second organism, make it 

unnecessary that this organism suffers a death. Can such con

ditions be met? Broad mentions nothing of the sort. And 

what are the external conditions which were previously res-

pansible for death, but are no more operative now, and why 

not? 

Finally, and this constitutes a very important argu-

ment, we find that there are many processes in the present 

1. Ibid., P• 625o 

2 0 Ibid., 



442 

life which, though they are set astir, sometimes reach 

their natural end, and sometimes not. As McTaggart beauti-

fully puts it: "We continually find that death leaves a 

fault without a retribution, a retribution without a repen-

tance, a preparation without an achievement, while in other 

cases, where the life has lasted longer, a similar process 

is complete between birth and death". 1 Thus there are proce-

sses which are cut short by death and demand completion. If 

the selves are immortal, and as such survive bodily death, 

such truncated processes will hav0 a chance to be continued 

to their natural end in after lives. NcTa~gart ~r~ues that, 

if the content of our post-existence is similar in essen

tial features to that of our present existence, "the pre

sumpti..on is increased that we shall not have changed so far 

as to have lost the characteristic of periodic deatho 112 

This argument has again come in for some criticism by 

Broad. The first concerns McTaggart's use of CPrtain words. 

Broad seems right in saying that McTaggart seems to be pre

suming "periodic death", while it is not known that each of 

us dies even at least twice. The question is whetter we have 

the characteristic of periodic death, and "not whether, having 

it, we might lose it." 3 However, this slight carelessness 

on the part of Mc'l'a,...gart does not affect the argument. 

Secondly, according to Broad, the assumption that processes 

begun in the present life but cut short by death are ccrnpleted 

in the next life is 11 doubtful"o 4 Internal crises, like 

1. SDR, Sec. 92; NE, Sec. 760. 

2. NE, Sec. 760. 

3. Op. cit., II, Pt. II, p. 625. 

4. Ibid. 
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I 
puberty, serious \ illness, etc. often change a man ' s interests 

in such a way that processes which remained half completed 

are never taken up again. Death in comparison to such events 

as puberty etc . will perhaps involve a much greater change 

in the self and his outlook. Again , processes are sometimes 

cut short by external circumstances as e.g. fin ancial di s-
1 I 

aster, war, emigration etc. And separation , by death , of 

a self from the body is perhaps the greatest, or greater than 

any of the above, change in the external circumstances of 

the self. 

I think it is not McTaggart' s a r gument, but Bro ad ' s 

objection which ~f here su spect. Mc~aggart here res orts to 

but broad inferences and generalizations . But even t hen it 
5 

may be said that if the t~s in which one has lost interest 

in the present life are not taken up in a f uture l i fe , the re 

might still be other tasks in which one was int erested and 

which therefore, since truncated by death, woul d need t o be 

taken up in some next life. Besides , McTaggart is claiming 

not that the incomplete processes will f ind completion in 

the immediately next life, but only in " a f uture l ife."1 

However Broad ' s view that death might involve a greater 

upheaval in a self so as t o cQmpletely change its orienta-

tion and interests is worthy of consideration. 

2 Thirdly , Broad argues , that granting that one 's 

future life should not be very much unlike the present one 

if the tasks left uncompleted in the one are to be completed 

in the other , it by no means follows that the futu r e life 

should r esemble the present life in the characteri s tic of being 

1. SDR , Sec. \~2 . Italics mine. 

2 . Op. cit., II, Pt . II , p . 626 . 

I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
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bounded at its later end y death. 6o:11 il .. 
::, - I .. the 

end of the present life and the beginning pf the next life 

would appear to be the only essential factor h~re. 

This argument is roughly on the simil~r lines as the 

previous one mentioned above; and our answer would be in 

similar terms. Just as there is the question concerning the 

necessity of a sel£ animating an organism, similarly there 

is the question concerning the necessity of~ self separating 

from an organism. If a self, because of some law or necessity, 

gets connected with an organism in the present life and then 

because of some law gets dissociated from it, this condition 

will continue to prevail so long as that self remains undying. 

Births and deaths would then become regular features in a 

' self's life, and not something as merely occurs on limited 

occasions. We find that Broad himself seems to recognize 

this while offering a resta~ement of the argumento 1 It may 

be the case, he says, that unless the self possesses a body 

in the next life, its experiences will be too discontinuous 

with these of the present life for processes begun in the one 

to be completed in the other. And it might be held that, 

"so long as a self animates an organism, it is ip~o facto 

liable to be dissociated from the latter; and that, sooner 

or later, conditions will arise which will bring about this 

dissociation."2 Both these contentions Broad finds "hiffhly 

plausible".3 And if they are coupled with McTaggart's 

assumption about incomplete tasks getting completed in future 

lives, his conclusion that the next life too will be bounded 

1. Ibid., P• 627. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Ibid. 
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. '\ 
by a second death is, according to Broad, not unreasonable • 

. I 

So far we have considered the question of the plura-

lity of lives on the assumption that we are prospectively, 

but not retrospectively immortal. In SDR, section 93 and 

NE, section 761, McTaggart argues that the possibility of a 

plurality of lives gets strengthened if each of us is both 

retrospectively and prospectively immortal, that is, if pre

existence is also true. (see above) On this assumntion then, 

a person would suffer death at least twice, once before the 

present life began, and once at the end of this life. Now if 

death is positively known to happen at least twice, it ceases 

to be a unique event in a self's history. But if death can 

happen twice, it would be most unreasonable to reject plu-

rality of lives on the ground that although death could 

happen twice within an interval varying from a minute to 

about a hundred years, it could not occur a third time in a 

history which stretched from the beginning to the end of time. 

What is more likely is perhaps that births and deaths are 

recurring events, "like going to sleep and waking up 

again." 2 

C.D. Broad makes two criticisms on the argument. 

(a) Firstly, he says, JVlcTaggart's argument assumes, given 

that a self existed before its present life, that it died 

before its pres~nt life commenced. And this McTaggart, 

according to Bro~d, is not entitled to do. For this assumes 

that in its previous existence, this s0lf was attached to 

an organism, and that it became dissociated from the latter 

before it became associated with the present organism at 

1. Ibid. 

2. Ibid. 

I 

(~ 



conception. This may be true; but McTaggart's theory, 

Broad says, nowhere implies that a self must always have 

been attached to an organismo1 I think Broad should have 

his way here. 

(b) McTaggart, Br~ad, says, assume~ in his argument that 

a self's last death must have happened almost immediately 
' 

before its present life began. For McTaggart says that the 
• 

interval between the last death of a self and its next death 

varies "from a mimute to about a hundred years", and appa-
I 

rently identifies this interval with the length of a self's 
I 

present existence. , "He h~s ~o right to make this assumption 

without discussion 112 It is lpossible, Bfoad says3 , th~t 

a self which has already animated a body and got dissociated 

from it at some time duri~g its previous existence, had been 

existing in a restful state - like a state of sleep - for 

hundreds of years before it became attached to its present 

organism at conception. "Thus the interval between the 

beginning and the end of a man's presPnt life cannot safely 

be identified with the interval between two immediately 

successive death~. The latter might be enormously greater 

than the former." 4 Here too I think Broad should be allowed 

to have his way. We may however add that none of his sugges

tions comes into conflict with McTaggart's theory propero 

Loss of Memory and Immortality: 

It is surely the case that most, if not all, of us 

do not remember anything of our previous lives. If there 

1. Ibid., P• 628. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Ibid. 

4. Ibid. 

\ 
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was ~o plurality of lives, this loss of memory would not 

perhaps matter much. If the present life were a rather short 

stretch in an otherwise indefinitely long history of a self 

unbroken by recurrent births and deaths, it would be possi

ble tc regard loss of memory as a feature of this single 

"episodical" life, and to hope that all memory of the past 

would be regained after death. Loss of memory of one's 

previous life might be attributed to the association of the 

self with an organism, and it might be expected that this 

memory would be permanently restored when this association is 

snapped finally. And even if death failed to rest re a 

self's memory of ~ts pre-natal existence, still the self need 

' fear no further loss of memory throughout the rest of its 

existence if it is to suffer no further deaths and re-births, 

But if, on the other hand, our future life is to be divided, 

as McTaggart believes, into a plurality of lives, then it is 

probable that the loss of memory which accompanied our last 

birth is a frequently recurring event associated with each 

of our past and future births. The question then that 

McTaggart now considers is the following. Supposing that 

loss of memory becomes a permanent feature, i.e., that 

memories lost are never regained, what will be the bearing 

or effect of this (loss of memeory) on the nature and value 

of immortality. Discussion of this question and the related 

ones is found in §QB, sections 100-110 and NE sections 

763-765 and 770-7e3. For reasons of convenience we shall 
o-.4./tt ~ 77<J-7ti~ <13 fie. &lr; It& SDR ~ NE.. 

rely mainly on the ~ acoount.z_and substantially similar).~ 

In addition we shall depend upon SHC for consideration of 

the question relating to mem ·ory anct personal identity. 

(a) Loss of Memory and Personal Identity 

The first important thing that strikes one about loss 

of memory is, it is said, that it involves loss of personal 
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identity. If a person does not remember anything of what 

happened before the birth of his present body he cannot be 

identical with the person who lived before the birth of 

that body. And this is no small loss. 1v1c 1'aggart however is 

not convinced that e~erything is lost with loss of memo~y. 

He indeed suggests a very bold way to deal with the problem. 

"Personal identity", he says, "no doubt is the identity of 

a conscious being, but it does not at all follow from this 

that it must be an identity of which the possessor is 

conscious. 111 A theory which makes personal identity hinge 

on memory makes the latter something which continually 

fluctuates. I may have completely lost memory of some 

important episode in my life, and am reminded of it after 

decades by coming upon an old letter. lf personal identity 

consists simply in memory, then we must hold that 1 had 

ceased to be identical with the person who participated in 

these events, and that I became identical with him again 

after the discovery of the letter. 

We do not necessarily forget what is insignificant. 

We also sometimes forget what was most significant and what 

moulded us very radically so as to create an identity pro

blem at a different level, even though at the time we were 

too young or too dull to appreciate the f ull significance 

of those events. And no one can perhaps afford to remember 

all his acts and forbearances - each of them perhaps a 

little trifling - that went a long way in formin~ his 

character. And yet it can by no means be denied that it 

was he who did them. 11 If the man who instinctively acts 

1. SHC, Sec. 43. 

1 



unselfishly in an emergency were not the same man whose 

forgotten choic es of unselfishness have determined that 

instinctive action, would personal identity have any meani~g 

at all? 111 And then there is the case of "apparent " memo-

ries. One may remember "events " which never in fact ha-

p pened, or feel identical with some one who never existed. 
' '\ 

McTaggart gives the example of George the Fourth who thought 

that he had fought at Waterloo. Similar delusions can be 
n r n 

produced by hy~tism. In the mind o f the hy~tized person 

the belief appears as if it were a c ase of authentic "remem-

berinp;". But no one would suggest that A h ad become identical 

with B, since he was able to "remember" B's past. 

An important point in connection with memory has been 

made by Bishop Butler . lf we consider only real memories 

as the criterion of personal identity, then we are implying 

that A is the same person as B if li) the experiences that 

A claims to remember as occurring to B actually occurred to 

B, and (ii) these experiences actually occurred to A (that 

is, A is the same person as B) . But the addition of the 

second requirement -makes the condition circula r. A can only 

:::-ies " of being B are invoked to dec ide . Thus, since the 

memory condition presupposes personal identity, this identity 
2 cannot itself rest upon memory. 

1 . SHC , Sec . 43. 

2. Butler remarks thus: 

" But thoueh consciousness of what is past does 
thus ascertain our personal identity to ourselves , 
yet, to say that it makes personal id entity , or is 
necessary to our being the same persons, is to say, 
that a person has not existed a single moment, nor 
done one action, but what he can remember; indeed 
none but what he reflects upono And one should 
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McTaggart now gives a very important argument.1 He 

says that personal identity also ceases to have much mea-

ning for us if it ceases to be connected with the "special 

and unique11 interest which we feel in on~ own future. Our 

interest in others' well-being even if stronger is never 

the same as it is in ourselves. If a man were to los~ all 

his memory after a short while, would he regard this as 

annihilation, and take no interest in the person of similar 

character who would possess his old body? Or would a person 

approaching hell lose all sense of regret for his position 

if he were to be assured that all mPmory and hope must be 

left behind before he enters? McTaggart's point seems to 

be that even if one were to lose all memory of the past, it 

would not affect one's interest in future and in life. 

Those who believe in transmigration are not always indi-

fferent to their fate after the end of their present exis

tence. And yet they fully realize that the next death too 

will compl~tely obliterate memory as the last death did. 

Besides, McTaggart is mere concerned with the conti

nuity that exists between past and future lives and the 

special effect or bearing the former has on the latter.2 

Footnote 2 on page443 contd. 

really think it self-evident, that consciousness 
of personal identity persupposes, and therefor 
cannot constitute personal identity." Joseph 
Butter, " Oi' Personal Identity , " The Analogy of 
ReliR;ion with an introductory essary by Hevo 
Daniel Wilson (Glasgow: Collins, 4th ed. 1831), 
p. 518. Notice the remarkable similarly between 
McTaggart ' s and Bu~ler's views here. 

'-' 

1. SHC , Sec . 43. 

2. SDR, Sec . 100. 



I In the absence of such a continuity one would not be en-

tit ed to call them lives of the some person. A change 

in any of the self's past lives must affect its state in 

the subsequent time and thus in all future time. Dea~h and 

rebirth are of course Fery major events and can affect a 

life greatly, but they too can act, McTavgart says, o!ly 

in what was already present; and what was present would be 

moulded by actions and experiences in the past. "And this 

is sufficient to make the identity betwPen th0 different 

lives real." 1 Personal identity, l\'JcTaggart maintains, is 

thus not destroyed by loss of memory. As he elsewhere2 

argues- in contradistinction e.g. to Locke's view- per-

sonal identity consists in the identity of the substance, 

Locke seems to have held that while personal identity may 

be correlated with identity of substance, it does not consist 

in this. He even entertained the possibility that personal 

identity could be "preserved in the change of immaterial 

substance, or variety of immaterial substances". 3 It 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

~, Sec. 100 

SHC, Sees. 41-42o 

John L~cke, An Essat concerning Human Understandin&.a.. 
I, B~. II, Ch. XXV I~ Sec. 12 (ed. Campb~ll Freser~ 
p. 453). Russell (of a certain period) thou~ht along 
similar lines. "--- nothing is to be assumed as to 
the identity of the subjects of different experiences 
belonging to the same person." Bertrand Russell, 
"On the Nature of Acquaintance," Logic and knowledge , 
Essays, 1901-1950 ed. R.C. Marsh (London: George 
Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1956), p. 163. ~ o did Broad 
and.Moore. Broad believes it possible that "there 
is a different Pure Ego for each different total 
state of the same mind, and that two successive total 
states are assigned to the same mind because of 
certi.in characteristic relations which they have 
to each other and which they do not have to other 
total states which would not b~ assigned to this 
mind." The Mind and Its Plac~ in Nature (London: 
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"mat.ters pot;i at a1ll, 111 ' so far as the nature of personal 
II I 

identi t~ 'is boncerned, "whether it be the same identical 

substance, 1rich always thinks in the same person. " 2 

McTaggart, n~!ver agreed with such a view and would, I think,. 
:! 

even have p~lonouziced it incoherent. 
II 
I 

L~i bn~iz, }!
1
erhaps iri. react ion to Locke' s view, main-

11 

tained, as ~aid above, that the self-conscious soul has a 
'I . 

'personal' and 'moral' identity in virtue of which the soul 

can be rega~ded as immorta1.3 Neither continued conscious-

' ness nor memory is essential to the maintainance of this 

'moral' identity . The identity of any individual substance 

therefore ~epends , concludes Leibniz , upon 'the preservation' 

of the same sou1.4 Sydney Shoemaker remarks (perhaps) about 

the Lockean or any version of the Lockean view th2. t "it 

Footnote 3 on page '-/5{ contd. 

Routledge and Kegan Paul , 1925), p. 561. Moore 
also conceives it possible - as in contrast to 
the Pure Ego Theory - that "the entity which 
directly apprehends, in those acts of direct 
apprehension which are mine, is numerically di
fferent in every different act ; anct that what I 
mean by calling all these different acts mine is 
either merely that they hav e some kino of r e la
tion to one another or that they all have a common 
relation to some other entity , external to them, 
which may or may not be something which deserves 
to be called 'me .'" Philosophical Studies , p . 175. 

1. Locke, qp• cit., Sec . 10 (p. 450). 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

Ibid., Sec. 16. 

New Essays on Human Understanding, (j~ . II, Ch . 27, 
Sect. 9 (p. 236). 

Ibid., Sec . 6 ( p. 232). 
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would appea~ that the dE;!nial that there are subjects 

(substances, pure egos) is either unintelligible or else 
' I ' 

I I I 1 
amounts to a1 denial that there are· persons." 1'1cTaggart 

I 

further draws a distinction between personal identity 

(proper) and' the signs1 by whi,ch pepple 'usually infer its 

existence.2 .Memory th~n might be one of the signs by whith, 

we conjecjur~,McTaggart thought personal identity might 

be inferred • · 

It would be a digression hePe to go into the full and 
I 

difficult questio:q. of memory vs. personal identity, though 

the view has been 'held by certain philosophers3 that memory 

constitutes one very definite criterion, perhaps the cre

terion, of pe:rsonal identity. What these philosophers have 

generally tenoed to neglect is that there is a very great 

difference between 'personal identity•and conscious know-

ledge of that identity; that personal identity can remain 

without partial or complete awareness of it; and that the 

1. Sydney Shoemaker, Self-knowledge and Self-Identity, 
p. 57. 

2. SHC , Sec • 41 • 

3o John Locke may be said to be the originator of the 
view that memory is the relation that unifies our 
varied experiences. Apparently purporting to define 
personal identity 1he says: "Whatever has the con
sciousness of present and past actions is the same 
person to whom they both belong." (Essa~, I, 458 •••• ) 
Hume thought that the successive 11 perceptions" of 
a person are strung together by the relations of 
resemblence and cause and effect; but, as Shoemaker 
points out (6p. cit., p. 151), it was apparently 
his theory of memory that led him to this. A memory, 
on Hume's view, is a perception that resembles 
and n~ caused by the past perception of which it is 
the memory. And Hume remarks that "the memory not 
only discovers the identity (of a person] , but 
also contributes to its production, by producing 
the relation of resemblo.nce among the perceptions." 

' 
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I 
I 

' II 

latter is therefore a separate problem. In fact ias 
I 

Shoemaker1 and H,D, Lewis2 point out, (even in t ~e 
syctner 

, I 

latterl ' 

Footnote 3 on page 45S contdo 

1. 

2 . 

"Person~l Ident.ity", A Treatise of Human Nature, 
I, PP• 246-247. 

Bertrand Russell! , subscribing to the "co-persona
lity" view of the self, sug~ests, wi t hout commi
tting himself on the question, that the relation
ship of "co-personality" might be memory! '"~!hat 
we know is this string of experiences that makes 
up a person, and that is put togethe r by means of 
certain relations, such, e . g ., as memory." "The 
Philosophy of Logical Atomism'l Lo~ic and Knowledge, 
p. 277~ Elsewhere Russell says: ~ total group of 
my experiences throughout time may be defined bf me ?.~.s of 
membry." ( 11 0n the Nature of Acquaintance", p. 13P.) 
B .P . G-r5.c ,.., .s:tm:tlarly h e1d that "the self is a lo-
gical construction, and is to be defined in terms 
of memory." "Personal I dentity", !'lind , L (1 941), 
p. :340 • A •. J. Ayer, advocating two different cri-
teria for persor.· .. f.. identity suggests, besides bodily 
identity or "bodily continuity", memory as another 
criterion. As he observes: 11 [there are also) what 
may be called the psychological crit eria of conti-
nuity of di position and memory. We say that a series 
of experiences constitutes the hist ory of a single 
person if similar mental states recur throughout the 
series in similar conditions, and if, as the series 
is prolonged, its l ater sections always contain 
some experiences that are memories of the earlier." 

'The Foundations of Empirical Kno,,.,ledge (London: 
Macmillan & Co. Ltd., rep . 1951; 1st ed . 1940), 
p. 142 • . 
For a well-reasoned refutation of these and similar 
views see Sydney Shoemaker, op. cit., Ch. IV. 

Ibid. Summing up his position on the question, 
Shoemaker says: "What I wish to conclude from 
this is that first-p erson past~tense statements 
can be, and ~requently are, memory statements, 
i.e. statements that simply report what the 
speaker remembers, and are not conclus.ions from 
what he remembers. When this is so the speaker 
is not, in making his statement, identifying a 
remembere:red self as himse'lf, and therefore the 
question of how he makes such an ident i fication 
does not arise." (pp. 141-142). 

The Self and Immortality, Chapter V1 and ~ 
Elusive Mind, Chapter X. 
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case) memory cannot provide any cri~erion of personal 

identity. And, as Butler insists, it is memory that 
1 I 

presupposes personal identity, not the oth~r way "round. 

There is another proposition that 'MoTaggart '
1 

consi,der
1
s 

I ' I ' 
1 • I I 

in connection with memory. It might . be argued, he , says, 
I ' 

that the rebirth of a self ~ithout a ' memory of his pre-

existence would amount t@ annihilation of that se+~ a~d , th~ 
I ' I ,, ' I I 

creation of ;a 1ew s~l:e of c;tn exactly simi.lar character. 

Consequently, it might be urged, he says, . that I should 

not regard. myself imrno·rtal ,if I were to be annihilated at 
I l I 

death, even ~f p pe~son similar to me was going to be 

created after me. So, it would be concluded, rebirth without 

any memory of tpe past lives should hot be regarded as true 

irnmortali ty •1 1 

The objection1 however, McTaggart points out, rests 

on an impossibility; There cannot be another self of a 

character exactly similar to mine. The self, Me' 'aggart 

points out, is not a Ding an sich (a thing-in-itself) which 

can change without regard to its qualities. The self, we 

have seen, is a substance with attributes (or characteristics), 

and "the self \as no nature except to express itself in its 

attributes. 112 If, therefore, the attributes constituting 

the character were exactly the same, the substance too would 

be the same, and there would be no anni~ilation. (r-1cTaggart, 

as we have already seen, believes, with Leibniz, that if 

there are two diverse substances,then they must be different 
I 

or dissimilar in respect of some attributes.) lf however 

1o SHC, Sec. 56; also~' Sec. 101. 

2. ~' Sec. 56, p. 50. We have already alluded to this 
point in our discussion of Substance in Chapter II. 



\b) 

valueless without lo88 or memorr. 

Ordinar11Tjth this 111'e a ..person has no memory ot 

one o.t. his (or her) past existences. Yet despite this 

is generally bel~eved that o~•• Pre&ent tite ha~ -'OJII 
J.. 

positive value. U so, 'the tutuN 

1oolled Oft .. ~ .. •uch •• 

' 
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assertion is not easily refutable, but holds that most 

men, instead of replying the question in the same way, 

would deem immortality - even without memory - desirable. 

I think this is an important point and bears some 

slight discussion. Generally, a man's survival instinct 

seems so strong that he may not unwelcome the idea of his 

animating different bodies ~n future lives, provided that he 

is assured that his continuation as the same self is certain, 

and despite his conviction that he would be permanently 

deprived o~ remembrances of his past actions, experiences, 

relationships. One's ties therefore with the persons whose 

bodies have been animated or will be animated by the self 

which now animates his body are likely to be stronger than 

one's ties with one's kinsmen, predecessors or desendants. 

The former relationship, Broad observes, 1 is like that of 

successive Chinese boxes in a single Chinese box. The latter 

is however like that of "knots in a single complicated 

network." There is no doubt that if one were to accept 

McTaggart's theory of the relations between the successive 

existences of the same self, one would contemplate with 

special interest the nature and circumstances of his past 

lives, despi~ his conviction that he would have no memories 

of his past lives in any of his later lives. But there is 

another dimension to it as well. Memory does not simply 

mean that we remember things or happen to remember them. 

The truth is that we~ to remember certain things, just 

as it is true that we w~nt to forget certain other things. 

We are not only attached to things or people we remember; we 

are also attached, in a terribly profound way, to our 

1. Broad, op. cit., II, Pt. 2, p. 631. 
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memories of them. Memories present things and people who 

are no more, or events and episodes concernine those who 

are still with us, in a vivid vibrant fo rm, and loss of it 

cannot fail to shake us or otherwise affect us profoundly. 
I 

We may still continue to live, but shall we relish 1an 1exis-

tence in which there is nothing to be rememberd? Shall we 

not be poorer without memory at thi s l evel? Its loss might 

not affect our sense of self-identity, and we might s~i~1 

be able to ask the question, Who arn I, - and there is no 

doubt that this question has fundamental importance1 -but 

is it also not true that this loss will depriv e us of many 

things - experiences and relationsh ips - to all of which w~ 

have been at t ached in a certain way and without (the memory 

of) which life might as well appear not worth it . The fac t 

from which theories of immortality like those of McTaggart 

seem to draw their sustenance i s that when memory is gon e , 

gone is even the desire to remember , so that in a way so to 

say one does not feel deprived; or from the fact that memory 

after all r emains with us in the pres ent existence , so that 

we are sort o~ compensated f or loss or memory of lives past. 

May be t oo much memory is unbearable , and t her efor e it i s 

only proper that we fo~get past lives as we ~orget many 

things concerning the present. But this is a differ ent 

question, and need not detain u s here. 

(ii) Immortality is generally desired not merely because it 

me ans prolongation of exist ence, but also bec·ause it seems 

to offer an improvement on the present lifeo And loss of 

memory,by depriving us of memory of our past actions and 

experiences, would , it mi ght be argued, prvent any improvement 

· 1. We hav e referred to this in Chapter I . 
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in our lives from happening. After all, it cannot be denied 

that man becomes wiser and morally more perfect in the 

la(}r years of his life through remembetin.o: past actions 

and experiences. So if memory is to be permanently lost 
\ .. 

with the ebbing away of th~s life,no one can becomo wiser 

or better throue;h remembering actions and experiences which 

' occurred in previous lives. 

Now much of our wisdom - which includes skill, tact 

and detailed knowledge1 ~we know is due to the actions and 

expPriences which occurred in the past and which we no longer 

remember. i>.cquisi tion of knowledge and experience here play 

a great role. So a man wh6 dies after acqulring knowledge, 

might enter the new life, deprived indeed of the previously 

acquired knowledge, but not of the enhanced strength and 

delicacy of mind which resulted from the acquisition of 

knowledge. If so he would be wiser because of his acquisitions 

in the past life. This kind of influence of thP past over 

the present is not relative to memory, and thus a self will 

continually grow in wisdom in the successive lives, even 

though characterized by recurrent permanent losses of memory. 

We may here quote McTaggart in full: 

"Most progress is like the advance of a tide, 
whose waves advance and retreat, but do not 
retreat as far as they advanced. And is not 
even this loss really a gain? For the mere 
accumulation of knowledge, if memory never 
ceased, would soon become overwhelming, and 
worse than useless. What better fate.could we 
wish for than to leave such accumulations 
behind us, preserving their greatest value in 
the mental faculties which have been streng
thened by their acquisition." 2 

1. Cf. Broad, op. cit., II, Pt.n, Po 632o 

2. SDR, Sec. 104; NE, Sec. 775. 
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(iii) What is said above applies, mutatis mutandis, to 

virtue. M~nory of moral experiences does nothin~ more than 

assist in formin~ a moral character, and if that is done 

otherwise, the los::; or memory would not m0.an m11ch to virtue. 

After all it cannot be denied that our moral character has 

been formed by many experiences, many good and bad deeds 

which have been forgotten and some of which even went un

noticed at the time. Thus a man, when he enters the new lifJ, 

will be born with some innate dispositions not to fall to 

certain temptations and with some tendencies to build up a 

fine moral character. Thus the achievements of the moral 

~ontests'of the past lives will not be destroyed, even though 

memory of them would be. 

(iv) And lastly we have to consider the effect of loss of 

memory on the love which we feel for other persons. The 

problem here seems more formidable than in the case of 

wisdom and virtueo The value of memory in the case 

of love consists in the fact that memory of past love 

for some person makes our present love of him stronger and . 
richer. No doubt, past hours of love are past regardless 

of whether we remember them or not; but this does not mean 

that they are regarded as devoid of value, for our remem-

brance of them makes our· present love stronger and deepero 

Now it is a common fact that present love can be 
I 

stronger and richer because of the past love which we have 

forgotten und which no longer affects us as memory. In a 

love-relationship there are many incidents that are forgo-

tten and yet they all leave their mark on the presento The 

present love is stronger because of them, even though they 

themselves are forgotten. Similarly, the love of the next 

life which has been enriched and deepened because of the 
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love of the previous life is not poorer just because 

nothing is remembered of that love now. But what is the 

assurance that loss of memory would indeed not mean loss 

of love, and that what is gained in one life will be pre

served in some other? McTaggart says that for ,this,two 

conditions1 have to be fulfilled. The first is that the 

people who love in the previous life love the same people 

in some of the next lives, and secondly, that love in the 

next life 1 is , stronger because of love in the previous life. 

What is the likelihood of the first? For any two people to 

love each other in some future life also, it is necessary, 
I 

though not sufficient, that they meet somewhere and become 
2 acquainted with each other. What i~ the possibility then 

that X who h~s loved ! in the present life will meet him 

and become acquainted with him (in order to be able to love 

him) in a subsequent life? 

Now there are on any view an enormous number of selves, 

and the number vastly increases on a theory like that of 

McTaggart who regards nothing real but spirit. lt would 

seem then that the chances of lovers meetin~ again in their 

future existences are very very marginal,unless there be 

something in the present love which would also determine 

their future intimacies. ~eople who are bound to each other 

by love cannot depend for proximity, in a f uture life, on 
~ 

some chance or mechanical necessity whose recurrence one 

would have no reason to expect. Proximity. between two 
t 

persons is the effect, and not the cause of love.3 It is in 

1. §QE, Sec. 106; ~' Sec. 777. 

2. Ibid., Sec., 779. 

3. ~. Sec. 1oe. 
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fact the manifestation, under special cond~tions, of those 

relations that constitute the eternal nature of the universe. 

Proximity therefore as determined by the love of t' pre

vious life will work it· elf out in the future life too. It , 

is clear then that the lives of those vJho have loved in the 

present life are connected with each other fer all ,·time to 

come, since the relation9 between them signifies tn-ir actual 

positions t0• .. n rds each other in thP ::.chemr> of th v • 

Conse~u~ntly, accordin to Mcraygart, there t 

some definitc\connection betv1een the conditions tha"'.: det rm·n 

rebirth and hence juxtapositions in futur"' lives, n t 

conditions that determi1Je love.1 Immortality can give us 

hope of pr·o8r(~ssive improvement only 11 if v1e have reaso to 
I 

believe th~t the iht~rests of spirit are so predominant a 
I 

force in the universe that they will find, in the lone run, 

satisfaction in the universe." 2 

~e now pass to the second condttion. Will love in 

the next lives be stronger bec8use of love in the previous 

life' This too, McTaggart holds, is true. If there is no 

separation in the future.lives, then the value of love n~ed 

not wane just hecause there is no memory ofit. In ract, ~ 

we get bound to each other still more strongly, still more 

deeply, because of our love in the previous birth. The 

past is not preserved in some separate sheath o~ memory, 

but remains "condensed r'..m1 united" in thP pn:sc•nt. 

are many epi oles in a friendship which are for~otten in a 

life-time but we scarcely reearo tl-,cm as lost. Th,.., v u 

1. NE, Sec. 779; SDR, Sec. 107. 

2. SDR, Sec. 108. 
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of love therefore does not perish with disappearance of 

memory. 

I 

McTaggart ends by reco~izing, in all earnestness, 
I 

that the pro1spect of loss of memory at thP termination of 
I ' I 

each life does appear to involve a loss and a breach qf 1 

continuity. "In losing memory we lose that in ~hich we ?av~ 

found great value 11 •
1 And though we might be p~rsuaded t~a~l 

everything is not lost with the loss of memory, 1 that j;he 

highest is still preserved, we shall always shrink from the 

loss of mem?ry. Yet M
1

cTaggart believes2 that as we grow 
I I I 

wiser and begin to understand life better, we shall snrihW I 

from such a loss l~ss l and le~s. 

Ib ~~s conclud~ng remarks Broad observes that the 

doctrine enunciated so far, although a commonplace in the 

Far East, has not been taken seriously by any major Western 

philosophe~ or theologian except McTaggart. .tie thinkS it 

to be a doctrine which ought to be taken seriously, both on 

philosophical as well as moral grounds. He then adds, and 

we quote him in full, the following words: 

"We have to conduct out present lives on some 
postulate or other, positive or negative, about 
what happens to our minds at the death of our 
bodies. We shall behave all the better if we 
act on the assumption that we may survive; that 
actions which tend to strengthen and enrich our 
characters in this life will probably have a 
favourable influence on the dispositions with 
which we begin our next lives --- • if we 
suppose that our future lives will be of the same 
gene~al nature as our present lives, this postu
late, which is in itself intelligible and not 
unreasonable, gains enormously in concreteness ~ 
and therefore in practical effect on our conduct."J 

1. SDR, Sec. 110. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Broad, op. cit,, II, pt. II, P• 639. 



Immortality question as treated in §tl£ 

'At the beginning of the present chapter we had indi

cated that the~ account of selves's immortality was self

avowedly not meant to be a positive assertion to that effect, 

although McTaggart believed that such arguments existed. In 

SHC McTaggart puts forth precisely such arguments. The 
1 

SHC treatment o~ the question of human immortality natura-

lly offers a different perspective on the problem and con

sists of arguments altogether novel. The argument grows 

out of McTaggart's effort to dete!i'llline the relation of 

Hegel 1 s philo~phy to the doctrine of immortality. But it 

must not be thought that what emerges is simply what Hegel 
I 

as interpreted by,; McTaggart might have said on the question: 

that is, it is not yet ·merely another interpretation of 

Hegel. McTaggart leaves us in no doubt that what follows 

are his ~ views on the matter, even if they are based on 

his acceptance of some of the Hegelian principles and cate

gories - the prin'ciples and categories as interpreted by 

McTaggart, that is. In fact it is his considered view that 

Hegel, although he held to the trut~ of immortality, did 

not give it much attention and prominence in his scheme of 

things. (Why Hegel did not do so need not occupy us here.) 

There is, besides, nothing in McTaggart's treatment that 

is inconsistent with what he says elsewhere on the question 

or with his philosophy generally.2 We have, again, not 

---------------------~ · ~ · .. ·-
1. Ch~ptpr II. 

2. In fact, some of the side issues, like e.go the 
question of substance, already referred to in 
the first part of this chaptert are developed 
further in li§ (see Chapter IIJo Or, some 
again like those of personal identity and memory 
are often similar in treatment to those taken up, 
e.g. in .§!lli• 





cannot be a change in an individual differentiation. We 

move t~en to the Absolute. Can we tHink of the Absolu te 

changing as a ~hole? Before answering this questiqn, w~ 

may need to deterrnine what is the quallty or aspect in res-
1 I 

p ect of which the Absolute can be thought of as ch~nging. 
I 

Now the Absolute, on McTaggart's interpretation of the 

Hegelian view ?f the matter, has two 'moments ' in it. O~e 
is pure though~, and the other, matter of intuition.1 The 

first is delineated in the Absolute Idea, having been deterr 
I 

mined in the dlalectic process. The second, matter of 

intuition - in SHC McTaggart calls it "unnameable but 

equally real element 112 - is the immediat e , mediated by 

" '; 
thought, whos e• existence makes the difference between the 

partially abst ract Absolute ldea and the completely concrete 

Absolute Spirit. 

Can the Absolute'change in respect of the element of 

pure thought? This would be s~idal. 3 A change in pure 
I 

thought would mean that the Absolute Idea ceases to be the 

only adequate and complete explanation of reality it is 

supposed to be, and that it gives way to some other more or 

less or different thing as the adequate and complete ex

planation of reality. This, according to McTaggart, would 

destory the essential character of Hegel's Logic . He a r gues 

that the development of the dialectic involving succession 

of categories is not a temporal affair; 4 it is a process 

1. SHD, Sec. 15 

2. SHC, Sec. 32 

3. Ibid., Sec. 33 

4. Such a view has been contested by , among others, 
J.N. Findlay. Hegel holds, according to Findlay, 
that it is 11 only by achieving self-consciousness 
through a temporal process that self-conscious Spirit 

I , 
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which is logical through and through. The whole signifi-

cance of transition to a synthesis consists in the fact that 

as against the thesis and the antithes~s, synthesis is the 
I I 

only reality, that the former two, being contraries cannot 

be true and real, and hence demand reconciliation which the 

synthesis provides. And so with every category, until we 

reach the end of the movement, the Absolute Idea, the comple

tely concrete anf. completely rational. If we look upon 

this whole process as one reflected in time, it would mean 

that at a certain point of time, all the contradictions 

existed, that is~ before being reconci~ed. And this would 
I 

mean that at a certain point of time, all the contradictions 

existed, that is, before being reconciled. And this would 

mean that at a point the unreal existed too, and then gradu

ally, as time went on, it produced the real. What ~reater 

absurdity can we think of than this? All reasoning involves 

that two contrary propositions cannot be true, that we 

cannot afford to remain bound up there. The 1.-Jhole raison 

detre of the synthesis would seem to go if the above con

tention were to hold. The thesis and antithesis have to 

be resolved in a synthesis precisely because a contradiction 

cannot be true and needs reconciling and transcending: If 

the contradictions can be true there is no need to find for 

them a transcendence; and if they can exist, there is no 

Footnote 4 on page lft,6 contd. 

can be at all. 11 To the possible objection that 
Heger-after all does talk of 'annulment' of time, 
he re\lies that this annulment does not signify 
any metaphysical timelessness, but an annulment 
in and for philosophy. Which means, Findlay adds, 
rather superficially, that for the philosopher, 
concepts are universal and principles true, in
dependent o£ the moment o£ their appropriation. 
J.N. Findlay, Hegel: A Re-examination (London: 
George Allen and Um·lin Ltd., 3rct imp. 1970; 2st 
ed. 1958) p. 146; Cf. alsop. 159o 
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renders the diralectic otiose. Again, the 

I 

462 

so. And
1 
this 

I I 
Absolute: Ictea , 

is the presupposition and logical prius of 
.1 I 

all th~ lower 
I 

t 
. 1 ca ego rl es. 

I 

The theory, therefore, which concei~es the I I 
dialectic as a process in time, would mAke thP appearance i ! 

f th 1 t th . t. f th h. h I I I I o e ovJer ca egory e presupposJ. J.on o e J.g er 
1
one

1
, I · 

and would fa il to anequa teJy represent t he ultimate reali~y 

of the process . The dialectical movr.ment, from the lo~er ) 
h 2 I 

t o the higher, McTaegart asse/~s, is "reconstruction" and / 

not construction . / 

So the Absolute cannot change so far as the elemen~ 
I 

of pure thought is concerned . Can it cha.nr;e in r espect of 

its other element , the matt e r of intuitionZ This element is 
" 

the immediate which is mediated by thought , and which em

bodies thou~ht.(Both are , according to McTaggart's view of 
• 

it, abstractions of experience , representin~ two sides of 

it~) Is it not possible that the many different states of 

this element should prov~de adeqt.1ate explanation; and in 

that case, would not a change occur in absolute real i ty in 

so much as the element of immediacy passed from one stage to 

another. This will, however, mean glossing over the very 

close and intimate relation in which these two elements are 

bound~ "'11hey are not two separate things , out of which 

absolute rea l ity is built, but two aspects which can be dis

tinguished in absolute r eality. 114 The existence of pure 

thought is complete in its being embodi e~ in the element 

of immediacy , and the existence of the latter is complete 

1. SHD, Sec . 140. 

2. Also see Sec. 147 

3. Ibid. 

4. ~' Sec . 33. 
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I I 

.1 h in embodying pure thoueht, t ey have no existence beyond 
' ' 

these respective purposes. No\-.r suppose there was a change 

in the element of immediacy, say, 'from @ to AC :- with 

the element of pure thou~ht remaining unchanged. (The 

element of pure thought, as shown above, cannot change~ 

This would mean that a certain difference - th~t between 
' I 

AB and ~ - would make no difference to the element of pure 
I I 

thought, s;ince the unchanged pure thought would be Fl.S w'~<>l~ 

embodied i,h AC as in ~· ~ut we have already rdetermin~d I 

J that the whole real1ty of the element of immediacy pon~ists 

in the fact that it embodies pure thought. And if, despite 

a change in the cha~acteristics, it is still seen to embed 

it as well, then it means that it is already in some aspe 

indeu~ndent of pure thought. And this is out of accord 

with: the' prevlous determination. Unitic:.s can be of very 

kinds, and this we have already seen. There are things in 

the ordinary life which, although changing in respect of 

some of their qualities, continue to embody some meaning 

or purpose through even the changed qualities. In such 
\ 

cases, the difference between the changing qualities remains 

of no consequence to what is manifested. Here, on the other 

' hand, we have a union so close and so intimate that "we are 

forbidden to think anything in the one irrelevant to its 

relation to the othern.2 It emerges then that the element 
I 

of immediacy can change no more than the element of pure 

thought, and that therefore, the Absolute must be considered 

as unchanging.3 Which means that the selves too must be 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. 

We have avoided discussin~ a second argument Given 
by McTaggart in this connection in the first t1901) 
edition of SHC. The argument nPither seems to be 
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considered unchanging. And if the selves don't cha~ge, 

t han they cannot die , since death involves change. 

The next argument is meant to show that even if the 

selves could change, they cannot be supposed to perish . 

The unity which the Absolute is , is , as we have seen, not 

i I i 
I , 

\ I 
differentiated into any selves at random. It is a perfect I 

unity, and consists of only such selv es as compose it. 

' relation is one of complete harmony . Consequ ntly the 

The 
I 

I 
I I 

nature of the unity which consists in its being differen

tiated into the parts which constitute it, must determine 

i I I 
I 
I I 

the nature of the individual selves . Or, differently, tlthJ 

nature of the individuals is simply to embody the unity." 1 ( 

From this, viz . , that the nature of the unity must determine 

the nature of the selves , McTat:;gart concludes that if the 

unity did not detennine the nature of the individuals, their 

nature would not be determined at all . And i f so , the indi-

victuals - bein~ void of nature - would not exist at all. So 

McTaggart is saying two important things here. Firstly, a 

thing in order to exist, must possess a certain nature . 

Existence implies possession of a nature. Second, in the 

case of selves, their nature is determined by their being 

parts of the unity . The individuality of each individual 

self - his characteristics - is due not to any contingent 

or non-rational pecula rity in himself, but is determined 

Footnote 3 on page 469 contd . 

complete nor well-formulated . The 'invalidity ' 
of the ar gument which McTaggart cites as the rea
son for excluding it from the second edition has 
not weighted with us in deciding as we have. 
'vie hardly need add that for us even the 'invalid ' 
arguments of a philosopher matter , > ~ 
even if he ultimately decided to give tl . .:m up. 

1 . SHC , Sec. 34. 

\ 

I I 



by his connections with a l l other individuels composing 
I 

the unity . 1 By the fact that all the individua~s are 1 fo~ 
it . Again , f,1cTaggart urr;es , \: hesc relations are' not to 1 

' ' 

i i i 
b: conce ived as a matt er of contin~ency or caprice but as 

I I I I 

"uni ted by a p:)ttern or design , r esembline th~t pf a pict[u~·e 

or orgPnism so that ••• no change could be made in any 

without 8.ffectine; all . -12 It would appear thE'n that , if 

I I I 

I I I 

trer 1 

nature of each individual self includin its relation with I I 
I 

the Absolute and the rest of the selves is fixed , then anv 
I 1 I I 

disturbance any\-.there vJOuld cause ripples in t~n: '.'Jhole I I I 

system . r-lcT9ggart ' s conc eption of the rc~le.tion of the patt 
I 

to the whole seems to have some affinity with Aristotle ' s
1 

when the latter too affirms that with the mo •ification or 

removal or a part , the whole too is enti ··ely aJ.tered . "For 

that which makes no p~rc eptible difference by i ts presence 

or absence is no real part of the whole ." 3 Leibniz perhaps 

thought in the srJme vein , vJhen he s e. id , " • • • we cannot sc:y .. 

with complete fidelity to the truth of thines- that the 

s ame whole continues to exis t if a port o:f it is lost . 11 4 

1 ~ SHC , Sec . 26e ; Cf . also ~ec . 300. 

2 . Ibid ., Sec . 268 . I>lcTae;gart further adds : '"~his 
complet e interdependence is only approxjmstely 
realized in the unity which is found i aesthetic 
or organic wholes~ but in the Absolute the reali
zation would be perfect . u Ibid . 

~. " Poe t ics", e. The ':larks or hristotle , ve l. /~ I, cd . 
~ . D . Ross (Oxford : Clarendon Press , rep . 1966 ; 
1st ed . l'f46 ) • For general r emains on the re~ 
lation of parts and "''holes , see e . r; . Bernard 
Bosanquet , The ;.;sscntinls of Logic , pp . 54- 58 . 

4 . New 2ssa s on Human Un~erstandin DK . II , Ch . II , 
XXVII , Sec . 11 p . 238 • 
Abelard s:::~ys : "No thine has more or l ess parts 
at one time than at another ." Quot ed in D. P . Henry, 
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It might be profitable in this connection to have a 

look at some of the recent discussion of the relation of 

whole and part. Professor Chisholm• for instance, ~as advo-

cated the principle of (what he calls) imereological essen-

tialism'. This principle he formulates as: For any whole 

X, if X has I as one of its parts then Y is part of X in 

every possible world in which ~ exists. The principle may 

also be stated by saying that every whole he r. the p~rt~ tr~t 

it has necessarily, or by saying that if Y is the part of 

X then the property of having I as one of its parts is 
1 essential to ~. Formulating the same in an axiom form he 

, 

says: "If X is an s-part of Y, then Y is such that in every 

possible world in which Y exists X is an s-part of y. 2 (s-part 

here means 'part' in the 'strict and philosophical sense', 

which Chishom distinguishes from 'L-p<3rt' which means 'part' 

in the loose and popular sense of the term). Chisholm 

regards any objects - table, car, mountain, etc. - as examples 

of his conaept of whole. Thus it seems tc be a flaw in 

Chisholm's sch~me that it treats all unities- lo.,.,•er or higher

alike, and conceives of the relation between the whole and 

Footnote 4 on page lJ?I · contd. 

Medj eyal Lofic and 1'letaphysics (London: Hutchinson 
University ibrar1, 1971), p. 120. 
For Whitehead's view see his The Oreanization of 
Thou~ht (London: Wil1tams and Norgate, 1917), pp. 
15E ffo Chisholm thinks that it is correct to say 
that Whitehead conceives of 'events' in such a way 
that they may be said to have their parts nece
ssarjly. Chisholm, Person and Object, p. 222, 
note 8. 

1. Roderick M. Chisholm, op. cit., p. 145. For 
discussion see Appendix B, pp. 145-15e. 

2. Ibid., p. 151. 
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While it is necessary that the 
I 

whole has the parts it has, it is not nece1ssary t}flat thp>Y 
1 

too are such thet they are necessarily parts of the wholle) 

Much of it would not be acceptable to McTaggart who 
\ 

would discriminate, in the Hegelian f~shion, between uni~ i 

ties of diffe1rent orderjs and regard the unity of Absolute : 
I I I I 

as a perfect ~nitY ih ~hich the indiViduals are , ~uch that
1 

they are necessarily parts of the Absolute. But is not it 

possible that the selv~s be o~tsid~ the
1 

Apsolute. This 
I 

according to McTaggart lwbuld not be tena~le. The Absolute ....._..-

is by defini~ion all-inclusive; there is nothing in the 

form of e~ternality or opposition to it. It is thus that 

it is the t~e infinit~, not in the sense of being capabl,e 

of indefinite extension - that would be being infinite in 

a 1 bad' or ' 'false' manner - but in the specific Hegelian 
I I I I I 

sense of being self-contained and complete, and 'at home 

with itself ,in its ot~er.• 2 It would be infinite, that is 

{as remarked in Chpater V}) in the sense of being co-extc.n~ive 

with reality. So the individuals just can't afford to be 

outside its pale. In fact, being its fundamental differen

tiations they are as much necessary to the Absolute as it 

is to them. 

1. Ibid., p. 146. Compare G.E. Moore: 11 
••• it 

seems quite clear that though the whole could ' 
not have existed without having (for example ) 
the red patch for a part, the red patch might 
perfectly well have existed without being part 
of that particular whole. 11 Philosophical Studies, 
pp. 288. Also see the preceding lines for a 
fuller view on the matter. 

2. Quoted in J.N. Findlay, Hegel: A Re-examination, 
p. 42. 
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means a breach in the continuity of what is manifested . What 

happens , it is asked , when one king dies and another ~ucc-
lt..c 

eeds him , hut the same sovcrei~nity pns se~ from one to~other . 
I 

Where is the breach here in what is manifested? Non e , 

apparently . ~e objection, however, l•lcTaggart brill iantly 

points out, 1 rests on a mistaken notion : In '_·: , _:: ~ ,c~,.c c.:J-3 ,; , 

the transfusion between the manifesterl and the manif estation 
' 

is not complete . A king is a king by virtue of s ome of his 

characteristics . And this he may share with his predeces sor, 

even though ot he rwise t~ey are different p copl0 . On th~ 

other ha nrl, the whole exist ence of t he s el ves consists in 

that they mAnifest the unity of the Absolu t e . All thei r 

characteri s tics a r e involved in doing this , and , the r ef or e 

no bres ch in t he continuity of the manifestat ion i s l ikely 

to oc cur wi thout causing a simil:=tr breach in th'"" continuity 

of the Absolute , the manifested . 

McTageart in this connection discusses Lot ze ' s vi ew 

and dismiss~ it, declaring hi s v iew of the Absolute as 

unHegelian . Lotze discove rs in the Ansolut e somct hine 
Ch.<tl 

deepP.r than the fact/it is a unity differ e n t i a ted i nto 

persons . There is nothing in the diff er ent iat ions whi ch is 

not in the Absolute , while th ere is somethin ?, i n th e Absolute 

which is not in them. A breach the r ef or e in the continuit y 

of the differentiations will not c ause a like breach in 

the continuity of the unity of the Abso lute , b ecause the 

latter would be preserved by that elem ent in it which does 

not reside in the differentiations . 2 Bu t thi s , according go 

1 . Ibid ., Sec ~ 35. 

2 . It i s not strange then that Lotze c omes t o r eject 
immortality of the selves . 

\ 
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McTaggart, goes against the nature of the Absolute, already 

deterrnin0d on Her~E' li o.n princi pJ es, ;1c co r·d i nrtto w,ich, as 

V), the whole meaning and significance of trA unLty con-

sists in thAt it is nolhin~ but the union of its differen-

tiations. 

chanr-:e of' the p'lrts docs not affect th•" r.orJli'1'J.; ty of the 

whole, evl'.?n thour;h n sudden nnd s:i.mul t<~nr-r,u:-:. r.:' :ii1":P of all 

the parts v10ul.d. .A regimPnt of sold.i. ers is such an example. 

One solrlif'r ~'"O~"'S nnrl anothr>r rPpllcr>~ him, ·~~ . th.:- co~"'ti-

nui ty of the regimr>nt as a whole remains unbrr·ken. These 

are, however, cases, accor inr; to Mcr:ar;P."a rt, \·1h0re e'.ch part 

is not n ecessary to the manifestation of thr> whole, anrt 

where the manifestil.ti.on may "vary 'IJithin cer·tnins lirni ts". 1 

There is not a spPciaJ and uniquP function <ts:; i,:'n•·d to Pach 

soldier 'Ni thout which the> rc>r;Jmr>nt would coa~·l' t.0 e:·ist. 

On thA other hand, it is the naturP. of Abso1u~n to be mani-

fested in precisely those differentiations ln ;-J 1llch it is 

manifested, and hence any breach in the continuity of the 

latter "could not be compensated for by unbrak·--n cor.tinui ty 

elsewhere" 2 • Cone luding, f·1cTap;r;art o bs E'rves: 

"The Absolute requires each s0lf, not to make 
up a sum, or to maintain an average, but in 
respect of the self's sppcial 2nd uniGue nc:Jture. 11 3 

There has been however <'i snecinl att raction, 
I • 

especially amon~ those who are inclined tcwards sorne kinj 

1. SHC, Sec. 35. 

2 . Ibid. 

3. Thiel. 
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I of mysticism, for the vi ew that the Absolute remains un-

' changino; •.-.rhi ie the selv es chanee and perish . 
1 
'l'hi s is [e~1 

I I 
p ecially true , as McTaggart ri~htly points out , o f 

I I I 
Oriental thou rY,ht. lt is thou ~ht t hat the individual s~lves 

after death r eturn to "-the Absolute as the drop of watJ~ J Jo 
the ocean or the ray of li ~ht to the sun . Thus the r~l,l 

tion that i s conceived to exist bP.tween the Absolu te and 

the self is that of matter and fo rm •1 The A.bso lute i s! 
1 

! 

consequPntly considered formless2 or , as McTaggart poi~~~ 

out, relatively formless and i s believ ed to part with 
1

a I I ~ 

part of itself which assum es f orm and limitation and becomes 

a s elf . At death or in a stat e of mystical unity , thd fdrm I· 

d i sappe ars and the matter returns to the "undifferentiated 

mass of the Absolute". Such a view ns this inevit ably 

involves that the Absolute remains i ndifferent to the fonn 

its part assumes . Fo0 all t he changes in the f orms do not 

at nl l affect the unchanging nature of the Absolute . 

McTaggart a grees with the Hegelian v iew of the ~ssen-

tial inadequacy and f alsity of the cateGory of Matter and 

considers it unable to explain the n 8t ure of the selv es i n 

question . These selves have been identif ied with the funda-

mental differentiations of the Absolute and the Absolute 

unlike t he formless Absolute of the above theory - is no 

more indifferent to t hem t han it is indiffer ent to its own 

exist ence who s e whole meanin r, consist s in manifesting 

itself in precisely those selves. 

1. The Vedantic relation of 11 limi tntion" ( avaccheda ) 
r epres ented by t{le example of space and pot-spac e 
is a lso covered unde r the r elation of matte r and 
f orm . There are some other relat ions besides . For 
example , there is the rel ation o~ r~flection (prati
bimb1 ) and i t s archetype ( bimba) advocat ed by a 
s ec t i 'vn of edantins . 

2 . ' Niral<:ara ' is the word often used to expr ess the 
form l essness of the Absolute . 



McTaggart ' s second a r gument against t his view is a s 

fol,lows . 1 Th e vi ew in qu estion treats t he self as a form 

for a cer tain amount of matt e r , which r emai ns intact even 

after the form has been destroyed and the s~lf has ceased t o 

exist . This notion is not applicabl e t o the self we have 

known of . We have of c ourse known the self to be differen-

tia t ed into ps.rts - i . e . experiences , or , in r'lcTaggar t ' 5 

terminolo e;y , perce ptions . But these parts or ei~perj ences 

do not enjoy an autonomy of existence , over nr.d nbove the 

s elf and would cease to exist as the self cea:ed t o exist . 

If the self we re to be conc e ived a s made up of such p2rt s 

as would continue to exist even after the self i s gon e , it 

would be come possible to account fo r consciousnnss . 2 

At the end , McTaggart examines certain objections 

that mi gh t be raised against some of the presumptions he 

has had to make to demonstrate t hat the selves belong among 

the fundcmental differentiations of the Absolute and are 

therefore immortal . Firs t ly , i t may be p r oteste j that in 

order to prove that t he selves are r~ .if ferentintj ons of the 

Absolute we have had t o bestow upon then a perfection which 

they "notoriou !" ly do not possess", 3 and that t his r edt:ces 

our arguments ~o absurdity . If the selv es are supposed 

to satisfy a c ertain condi tion in orde r tha t they ma y possess 

1 . SHC , Sec . 37 . 

2 . To quote McTage;art : 11 To regard the self as built 
up of patts , which could ex1s t after it , and be 
r e c ombined like the b r ick s from a house which 
has been pulled down , is to ~ender it impossible 
t o explain consciousness" . l bid . 

3 . Ibid ., Sec . 38 . 
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a certain nature, and if they do not, then any att empt to 

prove that the~ possess that nature mu s t be self- contra-

dietary . Secondly , we have harl to provr tha t they are un- 1 1 

I I I 
changing , while as a matter of fact they do continvally 

change . And thirdly , we- have regarded their consciousness 

as the manner in which the whole exists f or ctif fe r Pnt i a tionk . 

But thi s , if t~ue, implYes perfect harmony b etw een each 

individual self and the universe as a whole. And thi s woul d 

not be consistent with facts . We know our knowledge is no, 

always correct , it is often erroneous , and even t here when 
1 

1 

we know facts , our desires are often out of harmony wi th 

the facts which we know. 

These are important questions , and McTaggart c ons i ders 

them in turn, though briefly . McTaeeart ' s r eply may not 

appear v e ry convincing but that is all t ha t he c ould . 

McTaggart s t a rts by pointin~ out tha t they a re objec

ctions not to his own idealism or to his inte r pretation of 

Hegel's,but to all idealistic systems in general . The 

problem in a way concerns the origin of evi l and does not 

admit of ~clear-cut solution by any idea listi9metaphysics •1 

However, McTaggart points out , the difficul t ies are no le ss 

serious for th~ theory which denies perfection t han they 

are for the one which affirms it. What can be presently 

attempted is only to indicat e the direction in which one 

can hope for a solution even if it be unimaginable at 

present . 

1 . McTaggart , examines this question in some detail 
in SHD, Chapte r V. l•'lcTaggart th e r e comes t o the 
conciliusion that Hegel ' s philosophy offe r s no so
lution to the problem. See especia lly Sees. 152-154. 

\ 
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Th e 

I I 
proble1 of evil Jresent~ itsJlf ip the following 

Absnlu~e is decl~red by HeBPJ to be timeless and form . The 

perfect . And mos~ idealistic systems would concur in /this . ; 

We however , on th~ other hand , find around us a world r whichi 

changes in time and which is full of imperfections . If the 1 

I 
Absolute is the only reality of the world, ho v1 are we to 

I I I 
I I I 
' ' ' 

I I I 
j J J 

I I i I 
I I I I 

explain this impe!rfection and change? 

Coming to the issue at hand, the question i ~ , if selves 1 1 

are fundamental differentiations and hence unchanging and 

perfect , how do they appear to be chan~.i:ng and imperfect. 

The question1 is difficult ,. but it woul~not h elp giving up 

our theory . '.vhet.her the selves are fundamental or not, they 

exist and have tb be accounted for. The question would then 

take the following form : How does the Absolute which is 

timeless and perfect appear as changing and imperfect selves? 

And this question is as difficult of answer as the previous 

one . "The difficulty is the same whether we p l ace the true 

nature of the selves on the side of perfection , and find the 

gulf between that and their appearances, or wheth er we t ake 

the s elves as imperfect, and then find the gulf between 

them and the Absolute. "2 The gap between the perfect and the 

imperfect has always to come somewhere . 

1 . In SHD lVlcTaggart tries to g5.ve :1n .1n:s1.¥~r to -':.h-=· 
qu(:.:;ti.on C· f ir:1per.fect:tor1 , 8.nd ~:Jm .~ : 1~ :-.. -';:_ --" co::~
clusion that the "apparent " imperfect ion of the 
universe is due to' the fact that we regard it in 
terms of time , i . e . sub specie t emporis and that 
if we could see it·sub speci e aete rnitatis we 
shall be seeing it in its real pe rfect ion, 
(Sec . 154) . 

2 . SHC , Sec . 39 . 



physics - ~ay every philos p~~ - faces s~oQl4 qot~ 
I 

urges, produce any speoiail bias agAins-t; ~1~ ~wri fel 

He therefore sticks to his earlier 

selves, if th~ perfectly realized their nature, 

among the differentiations of the Absolute, and that 

show, despite imperfections, characteri .:tics w ich 

remain unexplainaple, if they were not identical witp 

differentiatiohs. 

and timeless as the Absblute is, even though it is 

tha't they, like the Absolu~e, appear "lplder the forms 

and imperfection• 111 

And then we encounter another d~fficulty which can 

stated thus. It has been determined that the relation 

between the selves and the Absolute is characterized by 

perfect harmony and that this harmony is expressed by the 

Absolute Idea. This is because in the Absolute Idea the 

harmony is the result, not of subordination of one side to 

the other; rather, it is in the nature of each 

tiations and the Absolute - to be in such harmony, thus 
A, 

renderin~ in~ctuous the idea of subordination. At this 

stage however a certain incompatibility creeps in, which is 

likely to affect the harmony that is said to exist between 

the selves and the Abs~lute. We know that certain activi-

ties - knowing and w~ling - are prominently associr ted 
·"""""l'lmlll 

with the nature of selves. And these activities 

the category of Cognition which is antecedent to the ~-·~-~--

1. ~· 

\ 



of the Absolute Idea. Amd the harmony is the example or 

the AbsoluLe ldr<1.. !1oth Lhosr invo1vC' :-;llhordinntion of 

as valid and condnmn our ideas as f~lse in ~o f~r as t~ey 

do not correspond with the facts outs icle; nr;ri tne h'1rmony 

is produced by the subordination of tho in~ividual to the 

whole. In volition, on tne othPr hand, we rprqrct our 

desires valid, and condemn the reo.li ty as unr r~ tlsfac tory 

if it does not conform to our d8sires, and so the harmony 

is produced by the subordination of the wholn to the 

. d. 'd 1 1 
1n lVl ua • t.nd none of these harmonies cnn bP ca .. _l•.:;d 

perfect, involve as they do, submission. !lo\v can lhen 

the harmony existing between the selves and the ;,bs':llute 

be considered perfect, \vhen it is in the selvr>:3 1 n'!t,Jrc -

as r8flected in some of their principal nctiviti~

to produce imp~rfect harmony. 2 

To thir hc~a~gart's rcrly is two-fold. fir~:ly , 

he says, knowlerlge and volition are not the on~y activi-

ties of the self. There is, besides them, emolion. In 

e~otion - or love as he elsewhere3 calls it - there is no 

"pre-emin~?nce 11 of either sidP, and t.hP horrnony produced is 

because of the essential nature of each to bo in such a 

harmony. ln knowledge and volition the harmony is, so to 

say, brought about by bringing in conformity vr.:.. th the other. 

In emotion or~ove on the other hand it is sufficient that 

1. Ibid, Sec. 40. 

2. This whole issue has been threadbare di~cussed in 
the chapter IX of SHC. 

3. ~' Sec. 283. 
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both are in harmony. "And as this harmony subordinates 

neither side to the other, it is ••• qualified to express 
1 the Absolute completel~' The emotion of love then, 

McTa~r,art argues, is where the contradictions inherent 

in knm-.rledge and volition are resolved, and which exhibits 

the truth contained in them both.2 

Secondly, McTaggart says that we had determined at 

the stage of the category of Cognition that the whole or 

the unity exists for each individual. No1" this - that the 

unity is for the ~ndividual - he aays, is not possible 

without that "reciprocal and equal" harrnony which the 

Absolute Idea reflects. It is, therefore, a pretty reason-
' 

able inference that, if our selves exhibit a certain harmony 

under the category of Cognition, thPn their h:n-rnony (with 

the Absolute) must be greater and profounder under the 

category of the Absolute Idea. 3 

The conclusion, then, is that the selves, being fun-

damental differentiations of the Absolute, and in perfect 

harmony with the Absolute, also must be as immortal as the 

Absolute is; and that any dilution in this is likely to 

disturb the relation of reciprocity between the two. 

1. Ibid., Sec. 284. 

2. Ibid., Sec. 283. We have already extensively deaa 
with the question of love in the fourth chapter 
of this work. 

3. Ibid., Sec. 40. 
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RETROSPECT 

Before we bring this enquiry to a close it would be 
I 

well to pause and look back and recapitulat e some of 

McTaggart's co~clusions on various qu estions conc1rning 

the Self. 

We have seen that. for him, as ' for quite a few I 

i i 

I I 
I I 

I 

other philosop~ers, the relf is spiritua l • But he C.iffers I ' 

.,-. - ·r- -. -;'-r:::..-
from them all in making selves the primary cons tituents of 

the universeo ! Here the first step h~ takes is to prove the 
I 

reality of the self. His first proof consists in showing 

that each one bf us is introspectively aware of himself, and 

thus knows hi mself by "acquaintance". And his argurr.ent for 
~-------------------------------

/

self - percept1~on involves, as we have seen, the quest ion of 

a transcendental nature, namely, how ego-c ent ric judgements 

are possible at all. In this connection McTageaYtg oes on 

to discuss alternative proposa~s~theories , including the 
- . 6/w..d. 

Bundle Theo ry, which seek to unde~ the self descriptive lY·-

finds them questionable , and dismisses them one by one. He 

then considers the important question of the self's r elation 

to consciousness and self-consciousness , and concludes t hat, 

-while consciousness is a quality n ecessary to a self, it is 

difficult to assert the same necessary connection bet ween 

consciousness and self-consciousness. We have fo und · t hat 

while McTaggart is right in holding that we are not acquainted 

with the self, in the way of objective description, it is 

possible that we are aware of the self even in non-intros pe

ctive states of consciousness. So the diff erence between the 

two states, that of consciousness and that of self-conscious-

ness, is not that the state of self-consciousness makes the 

self evident while that of consciousness does not, but that 

explicit self-consciousness or introspection bri ngs the 
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essential subjectivity of the self into Rreater prominence 

and endows the self with the substantial character. In 

this context we have attempted to underline the importance 

of self-consciousness to which McTaggart seems not to have 

been duly alive - and not only for thought in Ren ral, but 

for r1cTaggart Is thought too. 

Now, McTaggart, even though regarding the perception 

of the self as the only empirical evidence avail~b e ~or the 

reality of the self, does not deem it conclusive; for er

ce~tion, as he himself points out, can err. So he r ~ort 

r
to _another argument- a metaphysical one- to show 

enJoys authentic existence. But since, upon his principles, 

the only way something can exiGt is as a substance, a ques-

tion arises forthwith: Is Self a substance? This requi~es 

careful con~ideration of the nature of S0lf, for only then 

can we determine whether the self satisfies certain condi-

tions which an existent with the nature of substance must 

meet. InqJiry into the nature of substance thus becomes 

the first step. McTaggart's adoption of the substance 

doctrine is not without thought. McTaggart believes that 

for there to be a world of real beings there must be enti-

ties which are first in the SPrics, there must be fixed 

starting-points of aotuality. In an obvious but indirect 

reference to criticisms such as those of Locke, Hume etc., 

and in direct reference to those of Stout, ~cTafgart attem-

pts to show how the talk of attrjbutes or qualities without 

substance is sucidal from the start. So substances have 

to be admitted and it is they that confer existence upon 

qualities and relations and even facts. McTaggart's pre

ference for substance instead of (the Hegelian cate~ory of) 

"subject" is also not without purpose. Though McTa"'gart 



recognizes the position of eminence the cat eeory of subject 
-e. 

enjoys in Hegel, he still sees it not free from episte~o-

gical connotations and so, for ontological considerations, 

also be a substance, for it would have qualities and be re

lated without being either a quality or a r elation . 
\ 

McTa~gart ' s choice of the category of substance is 

dictated by his anxiety not only to take care of individual 

existences but also to accout for the 11 systems 11 or the 

"ordered wholes 11 t hese existences are . The substances , to 
i i 

be ordered and to be wholes , must be self-complet e and self-
1 ---r 

differentiat ed . And this too is t aken du~ care of by I
. i 
. I 

McTaggart's substance . 
• I I He apparently perhaps wanted to g1ve 

an objective syst em of metaphysics in which all exi stents 

enjoyed abso lute actuality , since substances; were wholes 

because internally differentiated ; and formed in turn parts 

of the larger lwhole , this whole again having been conceived 

of as a substance, since compound. Now an important part 

of McTa~gart ' q Substance Doctrine is th3t evPry s uhs tar.ce 

h as a certain nature which is made up of it s primary quali-

ties , and that a substance i s mad0 a certain substanc e by itS 
I 

nature. Thi s 1 l eads McTaggart to propound an import ant 

principle of ~is, namely, the principle of the Dissimilarity 

}o~~~ Two numerically distinct substances must 

also be diverse as regards their predicates. In Leibniz , 

this principle is known as the Identity of Indiscernibles. 

An important consideration by Jl1cTaggart in this regard is 

that the nature of a substance completely expresses what a 

substance is, and the same complete expression of what a 

substance i s cannot hold true of two substances. Now if any 



two substances are dissimilar in nnture,which thev must be 

on the above principle, then each of them must have some 

characteristics which consti tub" 0n Excl•Jsiv~ descri.pt.:ion, 

of itself. J,n exclusive description is ··hnt comple-tely iden- , 

tifies a substanc~. And if an exclusivr.> ci~=>sr:rip"':ion 'ioos 

not involve reference to merely designated tPrms, but con-

sists wholly of characteristics, it becnmps ~ su~ficient 

description. 'l'his we have called the "Principle of 0ufficient -- . 
Description''• McTa~gart derives the npcessity of suffici"nt 

description from the fact that every substan~e mu=t have an 

exclusive description. 

Now no substance accordi.ng to I•'.c':'alf':F•rt i ~; sirr:plr, for 

a simple substance can only be that which i~ indivisible in 

every dimension. And a substance would be consi:~ere1 divi-

sible if it,is divisible in at least one dimonsion. If so, 

such a simple substance will have parts ,...,hich in turn \'Jill 

be substances,for they would have qualities qnd rel1tions 

without being either. And the substances with parts as 

substances would not be simple but "compounri" substa::1ces. 

The question whether all substances are comnound, NcTn~gart 
.J . -

ans·l'l~rs in the affirmative. A simpl " subst~nce v:ould be 

a substance without content, and that is impossibl0. So 

we shall have substances, each of which would be compoun~, 

because of having content and hencr parts. So each sub-

sta~ce will be differentiated into further parts ~~ich will 

be substances and these into further parts, rPsu1~in~ into 

an un0ndinG series (of sets of parts of a substance)• This 

is ho•:J we gP.t a foothold on the idea of tl-1 ~=> "ln finite . 
Divisibility" of substance. From the proposition that 

substance has content (and so an interna: structure), 
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McTa~gart is able to make certain other deductions about 

' t . !' he un1 verse • For example , internal differentiation of 

the selve~ constitutes the basis on which stands the whole 

\ structure of the universe . No such deductions about the 

universe are however possible from e.g . the contentless 

1- consciousness o~~ Advai ta Vedanta . One important factor on 

which the infinite divisibility of substance is made to 

rest is internal structur,e (which i s implicit j n the idea of 

a thing having pnrts) implying a unity howev er loose. And 

McTaggart finds it inconceivable that there should be a 

subst :=mce without any in vernal structure even of the loosest 

kind . We have seen that on this vi e w, even thP simple 

substance of thinkers like Leibniz would no t r~main simple 

for Leibniz after all did not deny internal s t ructure to 

his Monads . 

1 
Now the doctrine of the infini te divisibility of sub

stance appears to present certain problems. The auestion is 

as to how this fact of the series being infinite squares 

!with the necessity that every substance has n c,ufflci en t 

description. Now , according to McTaggart , i t is plain that 

the sufficient deseription of the Gubstance in ~uestion 

cannot be provided by those of all the member::; of i t s 

sequent set of parts , for the s ufficient descr i ptions of the 

latter would depend upon those of the members of sets of 

parts sequent to it , and so on , and this would involve us 

in infinite regress. So the postulation of the infinite 

series of parts within parts of a sbu s tance gives rise to 

a contradiction . A substence must hav~ a sufficient 

description and y et it cannot have it by ref er ence to any 

sequent set of parts . The Total Ultimate Presuppos ition of 

a substance cannot contain any presupposition which is 

\ 
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fixed only by reference to some sequent presuppos itions . 

The only alternative Mc'faggart is able to cnvis8 •-e i s that 

t a substanc e should supply the sufficient descr ipt i ons of 

the members of its sequent sets of parts by "implying" then: . 

And these implications can be determined ,in McTa~gRrt's 

view , only if the parts of the substance st and to one another 

in what he terms the relation of Deterrni::ing Co_rrespon~_¥n£~'! 

The relation of determining correS!>Ondenc e i.s a re-

lation between substances , such that a sufficier.t description 

1 of a certain substanc e which includes the fact thRt i t is in 

I 

relation to some part of ano t her substance , intri~sically 

determines a sufficient description both of the part of the 

other substance in ques t ion ~nd of the parts of t hat pArt to 

infinity. Afte\--; examining a number of relations , fv. cTaggart 

decides that perception i.e. "being a p er ce r tion of" is 

the relation tha t can ful£i l the conditions reoui r ed for 

determining correspondenc e . An example of wha t de ter:-:-: i ning 

correspondence would be like can then be had by takin~ a 

primary whole each of who:se primary parts is a p ercipi en t 

being which perceives its elf and oth er primary parts (the 

percipients), its own and their pDrts, an d whi ch has itself 

no parts exc ept thos e perceptions . ( We will shortly come to 

some of these assumptions when we deal with det ermining 

correspondence in respect of selves.) Give n s uch a r e l ation, 

McTaggart tries to show that a suff i cient descript ion of 

one set of parts would imply and determine the sufficient 

-descriptions of all the lower sets . Since it implies those 

descriptions it does not "presuppose" them, ancl so we get 

rid of the difficulty about Total Ul timate Pres upposition . 

We also thus avoid, in McTaggart' s view, the contradiction 

which arises in the nature of substance on account of its 

infinite divisibility . 

. I 

I I 

I I 
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Of the three claimants to the title of subst2nce -

matter, sensa and spirit.- it is spirit which, ~craggart 

concludes, can fulfil the twin conditions - infinite divisi-

bili ty and determination' by deterrnininr, corres r onder.ce - which 

constitute the metaphysical requirements of (authentic) 

existence. With regard to matter he concludes thet any such 

supposed substance cannot, as the actual substances must, be 

divided into parts within parts to infinity either with regard 

to the "strictJy spatial" properties o: size, sr: pe 2'~. d posi-

tion or with regard to the non-spatial properties of cclcur, 

hardness, etc. 

McTaggart's r.ejection of sensa is bri -f, much '::ork 
r ' 

having already been done in the argument on 1"1atter. His 

hypothesis is - though it does not amount to any 11 ri~id" 

demonstration - that no valid reasons exist for adnitting 

sensa as parts of reality, for they too, like matter, fall 

short of the requirements. While certain phi loso~·hers (like 

e.g. Russell) will not feel much rlisturbed over thP rej~ction 

of matter, ·regarding it to be an inference from sensa and a 

shaky inference at that, they would resent any such skeptical 

view about sensa, thinking the latter to he inexp1Jp:nabl y 

apparent in ordinary experience. McTaggart hovtever maintains 

that the qualities of sensa, which include thosp attributed 

to matter, ore also,like the latter, incapabl~ of deter~inin~ 

by determining correspondence sufficient rlescr:i ~ ltions of 

series of parts within parts ad infinitium. Nor does he 

visualize any other qualities, as sensa might possess, which 

could yield thh desired result. rle therefore concludes that . 
in appearing to perceive a sensum, we do really perceive 

something, but that we .m..isperceive it. 
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When however it comes to considering the case of 

·spirit (which includes not only selves but their exper-
1 I 

iences, i.e. pants of selves, anm groups of selves, and groups 

whose members are selves and parts of selves), i··cTa~gart 

affirms that the nature of spirit is such as furnishes us 
, I ' the ground for believing, on certai.n assumptions, that the 

I 

twin conditions mentioned above can be met by a certain class · ' 

of spiritual re~lities wh~ch inc}ude, beside~ others , p~r

ceptions. lt is important to remember here that with 

McTaggart, percer·tion, which is awareness of substances, i r 

differentiated accordin~ as it represents the perceivea 

object as be~ng ~iff~rentiated. And it is the apparent 

differentiation that counts. So a percertion can be infi-

nitely differentiated only if it represents its object a~ 

infinitely differentiated . McTaggart makes the. followine 

three assumptio~ for gettine the requisite series provided 

by perception.\ (i) A self can have percention of other 

selves, and of their perc~ptions. (5.i) '"'h ·• en ,::, , .::::. 

ception which (a) is a part of S, and (b) stands to 0 in 

the relation of perception (which is a sta · e of mind) to 

porceived object. (iii) Perception of a part of a w~ole 
I 

can be part of a perception of that whole. We adderl a 

fourth condition, namely, that self can have perceptions of 

itself and of its own perceptions. McTafgart then attempts 
' 

to show that the relation of perce~tion to perceived object 

is such as could yield a dtermining correspondence hierarchy 

in which the primary parts are selves and the secondary 

parts are perceptions in each self of itself, of other selves, 

and- of its own and their pe!"ceptions. Let us suppose that 
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' a. s ociety P consists of just two selves ..P 1 and ..P2 each 

of which perceiv0s the other distinctly and clearly . Then 

P
1

• s p erc eption of himself and of P2 , and vic e versa , would 

be a "first-grad e perception". These percer·tions will in turn 

have furth er parts which would be ca llAd " sec~md -grade per-

cepti ons." P 1 and P 2 will have perc e~-:>tions of tr1e second

grade perceptions , and so on a<i infinitum . i\.nr:l ,E1 ' s per 

ce ptions of this infinite series of percepta will c onstl -

tute an infinite series of perce pt ion~, since E1 has a se

parat e perception of each perceptDm. And since the perce

ptions of pnrts will be , as per the thini supposition , 

parts of the pe rceptions of the whole , we wi ll get nn i nfi

nite series of parts within part s . A like series will occur 

in P2• The heirarchy we shall then eet would be a he irarchy 

of mutual ly perceiving - and reflecting - selves . 

McTaggart then attempts the difficult task o: j u sti

fyin~ his assumptions at least some of which are no t likely 

to be granted . While recognizing that the present experience, 

in which our knowledge of other selves i s "doubfy" mediated , 

offers no example of direct perc eption of other selves , 

McTaegart ur~es that t he fact that it does n ot happen, con-

s titutes no proof that it could not happen. So , from the 

(bare) possibility t hat such a state of a f f airs could occur, 

McTaggart comes to the conclusion that this in fact i s the 
\ 

case . Concernin ~ the second assumption, viz. that percept-

ions are parts of the perceiving self , we f ound that while 

one may acc ept , with McTaggart , that they are states of the 

self , one m?y not find it equally easy to grant tha t they 

a re parts of t he self . McTaggart , we noticed , regards them 
I 

as pa rts of the self because of his rlenial of the notion 
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of "continuant" which latter arose from his denial of the 

reality of time. As for the third assumption, viz., that a 

perception of a part (of a whole) can be part of the per-

ception of th~ whole, we found that this assumption can 

stand; the only difficulty is the one.encountered with regard 

to the prior assumption, namely, that mental states are parts 

of the self. And we have found that Broad's appeal to mis-

perception in this context is without avail. While one can 

err with regard to the characteristics of a mental state, one 

cannot, self-evide~tly, err with re_?ard to its belongilHmess. 

McTaggart next discus~~s 'the question whether selves 

must be perceived as selves and perceptions as perceptions. 

And h E? answers it in the affirmative. Hc'raggart tries to 

show, by means \of a long and complicated argument, that .the 

determining correspondence perceptions of their objects -

selves and perceptions ,- _'must l!be ,:"correct. 

McTa~gart's conclusion then is that selves and their 

experieqces S 1Uccessflul1y comp1l!y wli th the conditions of 
I I I I ,\1 

infinite diff·er~ntial.t;io'n 1 ·and ~'pte"rmining correspondence pro-
t l ' I I 

1 m 

vided th~t these selves and their experiences hove certain 

qualitie~ . and stand tn ~ertain~, retations. The alleged assum-
. I ' ' ptio,ns, ~ccording to 1 Mc'raggart ,, are not inconsistent with 

what we know about selves and their experiences through 

intrpspec;:tion ,, even though it might appear that they do not 

seem, 1n the present 1 experienc~s, to have the required 

characte:r:-isti.c.s. Consequently,., the selves (and their ex

perienc·es') are' entitled to be called substances • McTaggart 
I 

gives the, name• of Idealism' to the doctrine that all existent 
, I ij~ 

partfculc:~rs are spiri'1tual bnd thatn nothing with material or 

sensal characteristics exists. His own Idealism, we sou~ht to 
I .. 

emphasize~ is governe~ b~ bntol~gical considerations, and 



494 

I 
thus resembles the idealism of Leibniz and oiffers f r om tr.at 

of e . g . Berkeley . We then triPd to show that 
1f I[ 

despite ob-

vio0s dissimilarities , Lei bniz i s on e t hinker 
I I 

with whose 

system l'~lcTa ggart ' s metaphysics has more than 
I I I I 

mere ~u per- : 

ficial affinity . 
I 

About the dissimilarity of the se lves - an c:ssumption 

whi ch is throuflhout implic i t in thP rlisc~ss i on of the ne~ure 

of s elve s and determining correspondence , and which fo l~ows 

from his principle of the Dissimil Rrity of th e Dive r se -

McTaggart comes to the conclusion that there i s no special 

way of d ecjdinr_:; betwPen different. possibi l iti PS '•!h:lch c:li of 

t hem rem a in open . Selves m i ~ht be discriminat ed simply by 

t he ' 1ifferent number of selves i n the p; r oups with which thPV 

are connected , or they mi ght be distinguished i n terms of 

original quali ties . But s ince there i s litt le r ccm fo~ 

variation among ori ginal qualjti ~s , the differ~nce among t hem , 

McTagga r t suggests , mi ght consi s t in v ari a tion in the intensi-

ties Rnd other dimensions of t h ese qualiti es . Perce0tion 

could va r y in intens ity , and so could acquiescence and other 
.{. 

emotions . McTa~gart envis ions y et anothe r po =~i lity . The re 

mi ~ht be qu alitative differences - o ~·her than thos e in emo

tional quality - betwe en the percep tions which d iff erent selves 
'• 

have of the same pe rceptum . McTaggar t however leaves it 

perf ectly open as t o which i s the mann e r in whi ch the dissi-

mi larity of selves is in actual f act r ealized . 

Considering the bearing of the determining correspon

dence relation (d . c . re lat ion ) of "p erception " on certai n 

que stions , McTaggart asks whethe r it i s true that if t he 

primary parts of the wor l d a r e selves , then all the selves 

are prima ry p a rts . McTagga rt decid es that t hi s too must be 

the case for the simpl e reason tha t a self which i s left out 

l 
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and is not a primary ~art will haJe it s cont~nt included 

within one or more pr~mary parts - Ior the primdr y pu~ts 
form a set Jr ports of the univer se and exha~st 1 between 1 / 

them all t hf content ~f the universe- and thi ~ is imL / 1 

pOSSible 1 f ipr it iS r· pOSSible for One SE>lf to be a part 

I + f lf l . t . I ~ • ~ ~ or a commo , par~ o 

1 

s e .or s e. ves- a propos 1 10n w,1~ c 1 . 

I I ~ 
though syn· he"tid , is irl McTaggart vie •11 "u l t. ima t e". 1 1 

I I ' I I· 

The question ~f Solipsism engages McTa ~gart's 1 

I I 

attentibn too, but he settles i t non-empirically. If 
I II 

determinink correspondence i s essential , as ~cTaggart t~iqks 

is the case, then there must be a s et of at least tw0 
I I 

pr~.mary parts, and primary ps rts can only be selves. So 

solipsism must be untrue . Mc~augart however leaves it 
<..:>~ 

open whether the number of selves i s fin ite or infinite : 

the present assumption about the d.c. re lati on or about 

the primary parts of the universe being selves cannot decide 

the issue. 

In presenting£ series as the non-temporal reality 

which lies behind temporal appearanc e , iVicTag;gart undertakes 

to · perform the difficult job of accounting f or the nature 

and features of the temporal - a t 8sk eenerally i nvoriably 

evaded _by other philosophers who too h &ve rej ected t ime 

a s an attribute of t he Existent. McTaggart's ~round for 

rejecting time is diff~ht from ?Orne Of the usue l phiso-

lophical grounds advanced against time . The uni~ueness of 

hi s argument against time is tha t while his e;r ound for 

rejecting time i s the logical doctrin e of the contradiction 

which infects any proposition about anything which is 

subject to change, his pluralism of selves i s determined, 

by the spiritual doctrine of experience. If the self cannot 
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I I 

appear unoer the conditions of them , it i s not because it . I 
is not an object among objects . It is for the s~lf, say 

as subject, thar 

McTaggart 

the supr~me valu es mu st be et erna l . 
I 

finds the major causk of error in close 

I I 

I I I 

I 
connection with,Tim e and fhe real (nor-t emporal) c s eri es . 

Things appear to us as in time becaus e of a misp~rce pt io~, ) I I 
and in order tll~t milspkrc)eption should occasion an A series 

(the series running from the far past t hrough the presen t 

to the far fu t J re ), l i ~ m~sit be a mis}1erce ption of something 

which i s a ~er~es already , though not a ti~e-series . This 

series is t~e 4 serfes which when misperc eived appeara as 

an A series and , on consequence of this , as a B series ( a 

series which runs frcm earlier to later , or conversely) . 

From this view of time as an error - and a universal error 

at that - in perception, McTaggart concludes thct there 

must be a s many time-series as t here ar e sclf~conscious 

selves who misperceive every£ series as a time-series . The 

£ series which ~ misperceives as a time-series in ~ is in 
\ 

fact in~; the fact however~ M mis r epresents N' s C 

series as a time-seri es de pends on the C s eri es in M. 

The C s eri es is differen~ from the determining corr espon

dence series; the former is one-dimensional while the 

lat ter is two-dimensional. Since all the primary part s in 

the unive rse are selves, ~nd all part s within those p~ rts 

perceptions and s ince in the determining corresponoence 

sys tem (d.c. s ystem) each self has only one p t:.? rc e.,t ion of 

any one percept_um, this r enders i t impossible that the d.c. 

system should accommodate separate perceptions occurring 

at diffe rent s tages of a self 's C series , of the same 

perceptum . Thus is introduced a new dimension - besides 

the two dimens ions of i t s d .c. system - of each sel f so as 
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iresent e~eriences·~ The perceptions as in the d .c. sys-t.em 

are, on the other hand, wholly exempt from error. The ' C 
\- · 

series is .bounded, ~tone end, b~ non-~ntity, without ho,..,.=.vpr 
I ' 

including ~ t, ~nd at:. the ot:\her e~d by (and does inc lune) 
I 1 I 

completely,' distinct and clear (d~c.) perception, th~ · whble. 

Between these poles ~tes a ~tretc,h of misperce r tions ~vhich 

const l tute \he C seri~s in e.very 15elf which are discrimi~a

ted by, inste~ of Leibniz 1 s degrees of confusion, 'amount' ' 

of perce~ti~n. The ondering relat.ions of th-· C series 

(mis- )pet'lcep tions. are "j ncluded in" and 11 inclusive of". 

And since C 1eries is the one that appears to be in timP, 

these two relations, a9cording to McTaggart, appear to be 

those of' II ea~.lier than II' and "later than". Any terrn in the 

£series (of a certain d.c. perception) which falls, tem

porally, betv..reen two other terms, would include, on his 

theory, one of the other terms and be included by the 

other. Here, as we have suggested, Mc' .. 'aggart is oJfering 

us profound and important insight into our mental lives. 

Now, since the increments in amount of perception are not 

themselves stages in the series, just as increments in 

amounts of pleasures are not further stntes· of pleDsure, 

McTaggart appends a D series to the C ser~e s t o express 

his results. Though there is no empirical evidence nor any 

a priori reason for believing in the existence of C and 

D series, they nevertheless follow from theoretical nece-

ssity, based, in the case of£ series, on an in~erence from 

the appearance of the ]2 series. The C seri es tkTaege.rt 

also calls 'Inclusion Series', and that is to describe it 

by certain intrinsic properties of its terms Pnd of their 

relations to each other. The C series itself is so called 

because of a certain extrinsic property which means~hat 
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I 

it is capable of beine misperceived as a~ series with its 

terms appearing as events~and their r,eneratinl!, relation 
I I u ' I 

appearing as thr. relqtion ,of "¢arlier11 and ' 11 1at'er1'. 

If we gran~ t~e~ £ ~erie~, we are juqt~£i~d in reg~r-
I t I I 

ding the B series as a phenomenon bene fundaturn. The~e1is 

no term in the ll ser~es which does not have its place in 
I 

the C series and the orde~ apd ,direction ofj 1i and £ seri,:s 
I I I 

correspond pretty precisely (though the exa1ct direction is 

yet to be decided). 
Q.. 

So if there istcommon ~ime-series, there 

must be a correspondence betwee:n different d.nc:J usj on sevi,es. 
I I I 

The arguments, to be sure, conclerr1 th~ B s elri es irl each 

particular self, but ~cTaggart also argues that the stages 
I I 

in each self corre1spond and th1at corresponding stages in 
I , 

different C series are as ~eally simultaneous as , say, the 

taste and smell of an oran~e appear to beo 
\ I 

' I There are two consequences that McTaggart deduces 

from his doctrine of the £ series., The first concerns the 

question as to which relation of the li series corresponds to 

which relation of the £ series. The second deal~wi ',h the 

doctrine of the "Futurity of the Whole". As to the first, 

' McTaggart maintains that the "sense" or "direction" of the 

C series from less inclusive 'o more indusive corresponds 

to the apparent earlier-to-later "sense" or "direction" 

of the B series. lt is the relation "inclusive of" which, 

in all probability, appears as the relation 11 later tb..an". 

This is so, McTaggart argues, because the direction in the 

£ series from less inclusive to more inclusive is more 

fundamental than the converse one. In the case of the 3 

series, its fundamental direction is determin~d by the 

consideration that it is in the earlier-to-later sense that 
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enr Li ~··r-to-lat er which, accord inr: to f'lc'l'ar:;,r:art, is more 

important than the relation later-to-enrliPr. Anrl w~ h,ve 

pointed out how both Broad nne Geach h3vc> misswl ~his. 

Af!,ain, the consideration that, other trings hr.; n~T l '' ... '! , we 

are likely to set our hearts more on the future th~n on the 

past is on~ other argument that McTa~gart adduces to treat 

this earlier-to-later direction of the R SPriP8 as more 

fundamental. rhis beinr: so, JV:c'J'a gart cone Lucl ~·s tr <"-• t the 

relation 11 l~1ter thnn''. To tl·r cri tici.:m;.:; U ':t ·. 1 VLf"'··l time 

or 'duration' or time as 'ccntinuous p s;:;c.r;c' of.ft.,,..~, 3 

\ 
better pictw~e, 'de have replierl that the 1-:tt""r ttvr ero P lso 

intelligibLe as 't emporal 1 only against the b"".c krrr IJD'1 of 

chan.cTe. ·.ore then sou[';ht to mE'e t certain other cr i Li ciS.'Jls, 

especially thP ones by Oal~PleyJ from ···i thin tl:e "r'1T ••. , rl<: 

of McTaggart's philosophy. In fairness, we sairl, it must 

be concPderl to fvTcT'apgart that hi~ .S:. seric~ '.hr:= ry r<< i:r·s 

one of thP keenN>t attempts made in the hist' ry of r'hilo-

of Time. 

The conception of the 11 Futur·i ty ·of th,-· ':lho1t: 11 is an 

attempt to understand thP eternal, thP wholP, frcm within 

the temporal fr2J!lework. Every inclusion (or C) srcr >s 

contains, sub specie temporis, one last tPrm, the d.c. pPr-

deption which is the whole of thP ~Prie::-, th3t is, wh.Lch 

includes every term hut is included by none. Now this term 

will be p~rcnived by a self as in future,if it is at all 

perceived as bein~ in time. A self could perceive th~ whole 
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as present only if it were at the sn~e staryp as the whole. 

And only .:·~ sc lf as a whole could be at the !;:me stnr-e, and 

as a whole it could not perceive anythinr; as in time. 

McTa~eart her~ draws an important distinction between 
I 

the whole and what is called the eternal. The eternel i.s 

what exists and is timeless. So all the other (prc:-maximal) 

terms of the £series are as eternal as the whole (the d,q. 

perception and the last stage). But v!hil"' all thes,:;;> terms -

even though eter:nal - can appear as both p:1st, c.re:=cont and 

future, the whole can only ~ppear as future, Pnd is the only 

term which can perceive itself as eternal. Sub speci~ 

temporis, this whole only appee.rs to ber-in but not to end, 

for it has no successors. So it is more obvi0usly eternal 

than clny of thE> other terms. The oLternotivr.~ v:c .. 1 th"it the 

eternal must be manifested as pre~ent 1 McTa~gart finds mis-

taken. The d.c. parts constitut,., the fi.nnl st8f~P. of the C 

series and of all the selves in the universe. And ttis 

final stage, according to McTaggart,can nnver appear to be 

present. Besides, he poj_nts out that the vievJ of the eternal 

"nowu has undesirable implications for Pthics. The alleged 

view has to suppose that all the f-OOd that there is in the 

universe can bb manifested under the condjtions of present 

life. And this severely restricts the amount and possibili-

ties of _rroodness in the universe. And, mere seriously, such 

a view leads to the conclusion that either th0 amount of v,ood 

is less than we demand or some of ·our ideals are false. This, 

according to McTaggart,is a grave ethical fallacy. 

McTaggart finally tries to use his theory to show that 

the Christian notion of heaven is not all non-sense, and that 
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e.l.ready discussed, that 
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Awareness of characteristics on the other hand cannot 

give the · required infinite series. Thr.!rP. cnnnot be c:-tnrac-

teristics within characteristics endlessly. As for judgements 

and assumptions, they have a similar int~rnal strueture. 

They however differ in regard to the assertoric forcp which 

judgements possess and which assumptions lack. !\either of 

them can however give us parts within purts to infinity 

determinect by determining correspondence. Ajudgernent about 

a whole, W, does not contain as parts, jud~ements about the 

parts of the whole (~). And so with regard to assu~ptions. 

Besides, the infinite series resulting from judgements would 

be vicious as was the case with awaren·~::>s~:..; r) r. Gl1~r:;,~t-r-

istics. 

Imagings resemble, in their internal structu~e, per-

ceptions but differ from julgements and assumptions; in . 
certain respects however, they differ from p~rceptions and 

resemble assumptions. Percep~ions and judg~ments are essen-
' 

tially cognitive, but imagings are not. Imagings aro~8r 

to yield the infinite series re~uired, for they appear to 

have parts witpin parts, ~ike perceptions. lut McTa~gart 
· .. ·. 

rejects this on the ground that there are in fact no ima

gings. We noticed that here McTaggart's reasoning becomes 
I 

strained and would not be grantect easily. M~mory too is a 

form of judgement; so it cannot provide the infinite seri~s 

of parts within parts determined by determinine correspon-

dence. 

Volitions,for McTaggart, are synonymous with "desire". 

It is wider than, and is inclusive of, "willing". f·~cTaggart 

rejects Bradley's view that desire is an idea which tends 

to realize itself. The important point about desire, we 
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noted, was that nccording to McTa~~ort a state of des~re 

and the state of cogitation of what i s desired are one and t h 

~ mental stat~. Desires aGain are additional qualities 

which some cogita~ions have. A desire for X i s a co ~itation 

of ~ as qualified or "toned 11 in a certa in characteri:::J tic \'JP'. 
Considering the question whether there is any characteristic 

which makes t~inms desirable, McTaegart, like Bradley, reje

cts hedonism. HJ also rejects any necessa ry connexion bet

ween desire and ahange. D~sire, he says, is primarily 

"acquiescence". McTaggart 1 s denial that there is a:!l.y pol:::.r '1: ,:> ..• 
opposition between desire and aversion has been variously, 

and, as we remaked, rightly criticized. Considering t~e 
l 

question whether all cogitations are desires, r1cTa 8gart 

concluds that all perceptions, as in "absolute reality", 

are desires, for in "absolute reality", he says, I love all 
J 

the selves I directly perceive and since I love them - for 

I directly perceive them - I acquiesce in their existence . 

In "absolute reality", again, no desires remain ungrati-

fied; for all cognitions which belone to deterJlinin g corres-

pondence are veridical cognitions and thus fr ee from the 

delus ions which prev~t fulfilment o.f desi:-·es. 

We noted that on emotions, as inneed on volitions , 

l\1cTat;gart has important things to say which throw furthe r 

light on the emotional ma~-up of the selves in "absolute 
\ 

reality". Emotion too, like volition, stanrls in a relation 

of one-sided dependence to coeitation. Like volition again, . 
.{ . . ( e.n emotion and the co~at1.on of the object tovJards •·:hich 

emotion is f elt) are orie ~nd the same mental s tat e . So, 

to have an emotion towards an object is to have a co~itation 

of that object, which has the p roperty of teing an emotion. 
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Both Broad and Geach have praised the doctrine. Again, 

and importantly, a cogitation can hove th0 quality of being 

a voli 1.ion and t~e quality of being an emotion. f-1cTa~ga:-t 

then introduces a fundamental distinction with re8ard to 
I 

emotion. An emotion towa~s an object, he says, may b~ 

felt in respect of a certain quality, but it would differ 

from an emotion bein~ .felt becnusf?' of a ct:-rtain quality. 

This latter is a causal fapt, while the former noed not be so. 

There are many emotions most o.f \<lhich can be arranged in 

pairs of polar opposites, e.g. liking and disliking, sympathy 

and malignancy, etc. But there is no polar opposite to 

acquiescence. 

We then considered what, according to t1cTaggart, is 

the emotional quality of our perceptions in absolute reality. 

Here McTaggart embarks upon a very important theme. It will 

be unsafe, he says, to determine the emotions \·le feel towards 

other selves whom we perceive in "absolute reality", on the 

basis of the emotional qualities of our knowledge of other 

selves in present experience. And the reason is that the 

latter is reached through double mediation. f·lcTam;art decides 

that our perceptions of other selves in "absolute reality" 

will have only one emotional quality, viz. love. Love for 

McTaggart is a passionate liking felt towards other persons 

(not mere likinR as Hume and Spinoza thou~ht) and not t~~ir 

qualities, or ~roups of them, or tow~rds abstractior.s. love 

is different from benevolence and sympathy and h::Js no ne.>ce

ssary connexion with pleasure. Love, importantly, is more 

independent than any other emotion of the qualities of the 

substance towa~s which it is felt. There is only on~ 
condition which is necessary for love, namely, the close 
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and intense union betwee n the lovr:r and the loved , c:m' 

sense of thjs union. Then McTagBart takes an important 

step. Sine e p r,rc~pt i on affords d .i rect k nO'.•Jled gr. of U1P per-

son percei v e<i, and sj ne e percc pt i ons 8 ro Utr> only carr ita-

tions that obl"ain in "absolute rea lity", all direct pf' rce

ptions of otr1e r selves will h<wc the emotional qual ity of 

love. Abs encE=! of irrit?-nts which afflict pr esent experience , 

and absence of ungratified volitions wiJl strengthen the 

intensity of love in "absolute reDlity ." 

There are certain emotions which, accord ine; to 

1\kTaggart, depend on love . The speci al liking for any o:f 

the states of the person one loves wU 1 be " corr.p lac <?~cy". 

The emotion that love induces in the lover tow2 rds himself 

I . 

Mc'l'ar;gart calls "self-reverence", and the err.ot i on tha t v1e f n, !. 

towards tho:::> c whom we indirec t 1y pcrcc_i_v0. - J . 0 . thrcu r;h 

our beloved's perceptions of t hem- h e calls "affect ion". 

Plea sure and Pain McTaggart classes, like Bradley , 
' '-../ 

under feelings. They are however anaJ.ogous tc volitons 

and emotions . They too are, firstly, cogitations . Cogita

tions may havEi' a certain "hed onic tone " and these l atter 
' 

may be pleasurable and painful. Perceptions,especi ally 

perceptions of sensa, are usually the cogi tation~1~1ich have 

these qualities. But judgements, assumption s e.nd the like 

can a lso be plcc: surable or painfulo 

In absolute r eality there will b e some pleasu re, fo r 
I 

there would be love . But pain ma y also remain. The per

ception of the beloved may cause pain at th e s0~e time as 

it giv es pleasure. However, we shall "be sp a r ed the secon-

dary pain of ineffectual prot est a nd r evol t" for th ere 

would be no ungratified volitions in "absolut e r eality ." 
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When we tuin to the ~elation bet~een the selves and 
I 1 I I I 

the Absolute, aftE!r noting ~n very brlefr Heg~?l~s and 

Bradley's views on the Absolute, we come to find that 

Pluralism is the more domina;nt accElttt of: McT~ggart' s phi-
l i I 

losophy. Selves are natural: and fundame~tall units of the 

universe, if determining correspondence be acc~pted. And the 

selves in MeTa, .~a n\t are' apso'lutely octJ.;a3. en tJ1.; i es as com-
1 I I I I 

pared to the "cetego:rie\:5" ' of', Hegel or the "appearances I• of 
I 

I 

Bradley,which epjoy lesser degree of reality. }cTa~~art's 
~ I J 

pluralism is bo~vev r marr1ed 1
, to a unity, I the Absolute. So 

we have called lt 1bso1Gtistic'Pluralism~ without mean~ng 
any violence to the substance of his thought. Decidine that 

the Absolute mu~t .e differentiated, he examines whether 
I 

the selves are some of these differentiation. And he con-

eludes that these could not be what they are un~ess they 

were among the furtdamental differentiations of the Absolute. 

Examining the Hegelian categories of Life, Cognition, and, 

finally, the Absolute Idea, he emphasizes that both Reality 

(i.e. the Absolute) and differentiations are essential and 

find their meaning in each other, and thct in this harmony 

neither side is subordinated to the other. (He rejects 

in this connection any form of pantheism.) The paradox 

concerning the self which arises from its finiteness also 

becomes intellit~ble only in terms of thir, mutuality. 

We have then tried to consider the Absolute-selves 

question in the light of the conception of 'Self-reflectimg 

Unity' as discussed in~; Vol. I. The relation then between 

selves and the Absolute as conceived by McTaggart in §ll£ is 

rendered possible, we trikd to suggest, only on condition 

that the Absolute is also, besides other things, a self

reflecting unity. For here, on HcTaggart's view, the 



structure of t>-1e shale is reflec~Pd ~;Ppar:=ttnly in Pach 

merPber of the sc:t of its p2rts. In this, we thou~ht, we 

found the reason for rkTar-rart 1 s viP.w or Hr;r,el' s Absolute 

Idea a~ a SPl f-r~flectinr, unity. Bu ~ f'V"l"'. i: "':r,("\ ..=..bsolute 

be such a un tty, the SE'l ves, ~lcTaf"rar~ r1rrruPs, be inp; 

primary parts, would bo the natural fundn~0ntql u~its of 

differentiations, or evr>n 2s f 1Jnd<>'l, -r,tal 8.S rliffor' ntint:onso 

fhP unique position of the selves I~ gau ·ec fr m P! <" : 'Ct 

that it is from them thot the chain of irrplicati.ons 'berrins, 

which de term inns every subs tonce down 1J·1("\ lr1cir: r.>r' :n tr•.:> 
.t!. 

fundar.1ental system, and d~ermines evr...ry other suh~ l 8.Y1Ce 

indirectly. <c sufficient description of the uni.vf r:-;•-, "r1 

tht=> other hand, does not necessarily irnrly the ~;u:'ficif':'": 

descrj ption of all the primary part:;. Thus on th•"' suri'OSi

tion thc:J.t looks favourable to "subsUmt-ivo.l" moni ~r, 11 sub-

truer accoun L of thC> f~truc turr; of thP uni vPrS('. It. 'tJGu lr 

then bP morP ;.~.pprrpriate to speni< of Lh'~ univr>r'.":iP (or 

the Absolutr;J as ''built out of" prin-,nry part-; (s.,..~vno:;) 

rather than ''as differentiated 11 int':l thPm. 

this conPxt, fllcTarrr:>;n.rt' s conce r't ion~; of trw "Uni t.y of 

Composition" and "Unity of ~1ar.ifestation" 7 vlr> trif•J to t: '~ int 
\ 

out that thP universe or the AbsolutP is hett0r r"'g-ard~rl 

as thP. unity of composition r~·ther than a unity of manifes-

tat ion. The self its elf or1 the other h<md wou lei be a 

unity of manifestation. 

r-k'T'rtc;.::;:-,:_r1, n~xt cH sr.n~;~;.-,.,~ 11 t'" (11 =:;-;11 O!'l' ·,.;~1 -~~!;ctr I.'!
I 

Absolute is a God or1what for t"lcTageart is thf' sc::·~<:- thing, 

whether hbsolute is a Perscn. McTa~part concludes, like 
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Bradley, th8~ the Absp lute is not God thou~h his reasons 

are in some r .)ects different from thos o of f3radley . 

McTaggart deni es ~hat the Absolute is God,for he denies 
\i 

that the Absolut e is ~ person or self. L.i. ke in I'F~ (where 

he distinguishes between t~e unity ~f co~position and uni rl y 

of manifestation) , in .§!:if t9o .l"1cTae;~art conceive~; the 

1 Absolu~e and the self as unities but of a d~fferent ki~d .

1 The Absolute is the unity o,f the system , vJhl.lc:> a S·"'lf ls 

the uni ty of the ind~vidual or unity of the c~n~re. In the 

case of the forme r all the multiplicity is simply within 

it , while in the cas~ of the inrlividual , the multiplicity 

although not completely inside it, is not wholly outside 

it either . The Absolute is therefore a ' system of differen-

tiations ' and the individual is a ' c~ntre of rliffercntiations .' 

These consi 'lerations lead l''1c :'aggart to cteny conscious-

ness 1 and consequently , personality to the Absolute. Perso-

nality, pe says , is determined by 11 I 11
, the synthetic unity 

of apperception. A self can say "I am'1
• If \>J r> think , he 

says , that it .i.s consistent ~t•ith God ' s nF.Jture to say "I am 11
, 

then God is a person , but no t othen.Yise . But God , kcTa ,g;gart 

observ es , can never say "I am 11 and so c annot be a person . 

And the Absolute cannot say "I am" because no Ego , says 

McTaggart , can say " I" without raising t he id €'a of the non-

Ego which lies outside it; and there is nothing outside 

the Absolute , the Whole. The Absolute , again , ~ocs not 

possess that ' element of indivisible unity ' which constitutes 

the positive essence of personality , and so canno t have 

direct awareness of self and thus cannot be a person . The 

Absolute is a spiritual unity but that , says McTaggart, 
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need not imply sel~-consciousness; nor doe s the uni t y o f 

the Absolute suffe~ any atter~uation the r P.by. f.t.c'rar~gart 

also rejects the a1tempt to conceive the Abso l utP as • super

personal ' or 1 over-pe r sonal' 1 In his view thi s would amount 

to viewing the unity of the lbsolute as more p er fect ar~ :i thus 

more real t han the unity of ~ach of its individual differ en

tiations. And thi J cannot be granted. The Abs r-' Ju te and the 

self are indeed dif ferent uni ties but t hat does not m.e..ke 

either of them Mor~ perfect t han the other . 

AnothGr impbrtan t r eason why t he Abso lu te in r··icTa:.:;Gart ' s 
il 

view cannot b e a s e lf is t hat no content of a s~lf c an f all 

in more than one s e lf,and so no self can be purt of ano t her 

self . Were the Absolute a s e lf, no part of t h e Absolu~e 
bul.-

wpuld be a s elf , and there will be no s el v es/.only the Abso-

lute-God. And tha t will go agains t McTaegart' s fundament a l 

premise , namely, tha t selves are actualities. I n ou r reply 
~ 

to criticisms like tho s e by Hirala l Haldar, we have tri ed t o 

show that they fail to capture McTaggart' ~ s p irit . 

The qu estion of the immortal ity of the selves is dealt 

with Hy f"icTaggart in two separ a te accounts t o be found~n 

SDR and SHC resp~ctively . The .§£8 treatment i s concerned 

with the destructive task of showing how some of the a r gu-

ments against immortality are invalid , a nd t h e SHC att empt is 

concerned with putting forward direct metaphysical arguments 

in favour of McTaggart ' s pos itive assertion that s e l ves a re 

immortal . Part of the ~account is sha r ed by NE . B~Gi-

nning wi t h br i ef r ef e r e nc es to the views of Plato , Le i bniz 

and Kant, we have gone on t o point out that immo ~tality in 

McTagga rt do es not mean disembodied e xi s t en c e which is t h e 

tradit ional Western conc eption . influenc ed by Chri s tiani ty . 
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'rhe first step - so far a~ the §!lli. treatJrent is 

concerned - t.1et t·:cTap;gart takes towards establish:Lng the 

truth of immort~lity is td refute th~ t•11o vi' ws concern·nrr 

the relation of self to body. One of them is the view that 

the self is 11 a mere effect of hi~ body - a form of its 

activity". The second is the vi~w which, even thou h n t 

insistin" thrt tRe self is a mere activity of the body, 

makes possessio~ of the present body essnntial to its 

existenceo 

McTag~ar~, finstly,-under~akes ~o refute materialistic 

monism, and to show that even though more influential its 

conclusions rest upon unprbven premises. As to th9 view that 

body is essential to the existence of a self, McTaggart 

points out that it only implies that ~body is essential 

to the self. And from this he argues, irnport·•ntly, that a 

self might pass from one body to another. And this clears the 

way for the view about the plurality of lives. Finally, 

McTaggart even challenges, in principle, the proposition 

th8t possession o:f the body is essential to tbP existence 

of a self. He appears to say that it is its present conne-

ction with the body that seems to m~ke the body connection 

necessary to the existence of self. The self can very 'I: ell 

have a mental life without association with the body. It 

is then possible that the self should not perish w~th the 

body. 

From this McTaGeart goes on to propound the doctrine 

of 'pre-exL .. tence' (and 'post-existence'). Rejection of 

pre-existence while accepting post-existence is 1 to him, 

quite irrational. Pre-existence anc post-existence do not 

in themselves imply the permanence of selves, even thou h 
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t he latt e r invo lves the form er. But their indirect im-
,1 

portance in McTaggart ' s view is quit~ gr eat ; they r emove 
I 

the b iggest hurdle in the way of immortalit y ' n 3rr.P~.y ' <ie~Jth r I I 

Th ere ~re certain empirical f acts - personal r elations , a j 

man ' s natural char acter , e t c . - which accordlne t o VcTaggart 

go to suggest pr e - existence and are explainable cnly in 
I 

t e r ms of such a doctrin e . McTa~gart also explains how 
I I I 

heredity becomes explainable on this doct r in 2 . 1;0ted 

how McTag~art ' s beli ef in the immortal ity of the self , com-

bined with his b eli ef in Pre- exist ence and Pluraliiy of 

Liv es makes him a uni~ue thinker in the hi sto r y of Weste rn 

phi l osophy . 

McTaggart n ext turns to the theory of ' Plurality of 

Lives ', and affirms that even if we did not beli eve in pre-

existenc e but believed in a theory of immor tality , 
', 

·~ 

our post-

existenc e will b e divided into a plurality of successiv e 

lives . He fin~s it , for many reasons , imp robable - ttough 

n ot imposs ible - to beli ev e that if po s t - existence be true , 

death oc curs only once . We have noticed n ow Broad ' s obj ec-

ctions are mi s taken on thi s score , and that conside ration 

of the qu estion as to wha t n ecessity is there for the self 

t o be att ached to the organism in the first place , answer s 

the question a bo\t plurality of lives bounded by deatr.s and 

rebirths . And then t he re is the important argumen t giv en 

by McTaggart , the a r gument , namely, which r elat es to the 
I 

processes beeun , but left i ncomplete in one lif e . The 

possibil i ty of the plurality of lives b ecomes further st r en-

gthen ed , f"l cTage;art a r gues , i f pre- exi s tence were also true . 



Then one will suffer at least two deaths, and so death "~'ill 

cease to be a unique event as it do s on the theory which 

believes in an il'finite period of post-existence unboun~~ 

by deaths or rebirths. 

Final,~y, ~kT13.gg~rt attempts to Dhow that loss of 

memory ha$ n~ bearing on immortality. Besides, he says, 

loss of merr.ory does not mean oessatlon of such infJuPnce:-

as past events and experi~nces exert on us; personal idPr.

tity, he says, like Bishop Butter, consists not in conscious

ness of that identity but in the continuity of the substar.ce 

and its attributes. We tried to contrast in this connection 

McTaggart's views with those of Locke, Hume, Russell, tv:oore, 

Ayer, etc. McTaggart examines the ~uestion of the bearing 

of loss of memory on the value of life, on knowledge, virtue, 

and personal relations, especially love, and comes to the 

conclusion that none of them ere in any way adversely affe-

cted by loss of memory. 

In the SHC treatment of the immortality question, 

McTaggart tries to show that the proposition that selves are 

immortal, sub specie terr.poris, or eternal is deducible from 

the proposition that selves are somP of the fundamental 

differentiations of the Absolute as discussed earlier. 

Through a ser5es of arguments based apparently on Hegelian 

principles, he tries to establish that it is not possible 

that the individual selves forming the unity (the Absolute) 

should change at all, and that, secondly, even if they 

changed, it is not possible that they should pr.rish and ve 

way to others in their place. Since the whole content of 

each differentiation consists in the reproduction of the 

content of the whole, any change in the individual would 

\ 
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result in chatige in the Absolute. 
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I 
I But the Absolute, he 
I 

says, is inconceivable as changing either in :respe1ct of the 

moment called the Eflement of pure thout:rht or the seconrl 1 I 
I 

moment called 11 the matter of intuition. ConsP.'lUently the I 

selves also c~nnot he conceived of as chan.f)nc; , r:rnd so canhot/ 
I) I I I I 

die . Secondlf , t~~ Absplute , Mc'l'ar;r,art po.in t:s ot1t , is a j 1 

perfect un,i ty not diffel:rentiated into the respective selv s 
I 

at random an~ consists of only such s~lves as compose i t . 
1 

I 

The nat~re o~ the unit~ must, and do es , determinp the n2t~re 1 
of individual differentiations , and their relation to the 1 1 

Absolute and the rest pf the selves, and , if so , any distur

bance anywhere would ruffle t he whole system . We then com

pared McTaggart's conception of the rela tion of whole and part 

to the doctrine calJ.ed ' mereologica1 essentiali sm'. We have 

followed it up with a discussion of : Mc~aegart ' s reply to 

some anticipated protests; his brief consideration of the 

difficulties that beset any idealism , and his assertion that 

these diffjculties should not be allowed to give rise to any 

special bias against his doctrines . 
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