
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 . _, 



3 

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. 
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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 . 
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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. 
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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 



16 

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. 
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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. 
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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 
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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. 



51 

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. 




