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Philosophical thinking has generally been rooted in self-consciousness
as it has arisen from that 'reflexive' 

activity of consciousness which
only explicates what is involved in self-consciousness, even though the
latter is not identical with it.'This, however, has given rise to that
fundamental problem which it has not known how to solve, as once the
thought, or rather the 'thinking', 

has become reflexively centred in
itsell it does not know how to 'think' 

of anything else that is .inde_
pendent' of it or 'unrelated' 

to it in its essentiality, as even for that it
has to be made an 'object' 

of 'thought, 
or ,thinking,.

The diiemma is ,* ell kno'uvn to philosophical thought, as also the'failure' 
of almost ail the 'desperate' 

attempts to get out of it. Descartes
had to lean on the 'idea 

of God' to get out of the prison of ,self-

certitude' he had built for himself and Husserl who thought he would
be cleverer and leave the door 'open' 

for coming out whenever he
wished by adopting the strategy of self-wil led 'bracketing, 

or'phenomenological 
reduction' found that once the step was taken he

could not, for some reason, do so and ultimately was led to see
everything as being 'constituted' 

by the 'constituting 
acts, of the ego.

It was perhaps only Sarhkara who decided that the attempt was not
worthwhile as once the 'self 

was made cential by the reflexive act of
self-consciousness, there could be no 'other' 

or even the 'appearance,

or 
' i l lusion' 

of the 'other',

The problem. in fact, occurs at two levels: the first relates to every-
thing that appears as 'object' 

or, to use Fichte's comprehensive term,'not-self" 
or rarher that which is essential ly different from and'opposed' 
to the 'l' that is sensed or felt in self-consciousness. The

second relates to the fact that not only no distinction is made amonsst
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transparent, obvious, immanent'subjectivity' in them which philosophi-

cal discussion on the subject has deliberately chosen to ignore. The

episternological and ontological primacy and indubitability of the 
'sub-

ject' or the 'self have followed from this, along with the puzzling and

bewildenng spectacle of philosopher after philosopher trying to get out

of the 'l-centric' prison-house of his own making for the last two-and-

a-half rnillennia or so.
In fact, if the philosophers had reflected on their own activity, they

would have seen that it effectively negated their own contention as in

the very process of doing what they were doing, they were not only

referring to thinkers, but submitting what they were thinking before
'others' for their appreciation and acceptance, an act which could not

be done without assuming their 
'subjectivity' which was completely

independent from that of their own. Without this 
'assumption', human

action ceases to make sense as is evidenced b;- the insatiable desire of

al l  those who engage i l t  any creative. or even seemin-ely creatlve, ac-

tivity to be appreciated. applauded. admired, fawned upon and fol-

lowed by the mult i tude. no matter whether i t  be discerning or

undiscerning. This is as true of spiritual mastels as of others, and the
'doubting'or sceptical phi losopher imprisoned in his own 

' l-centricitv'

seems no cxcept ion to  i t .
The inal ienable anc' l  irreducible 

'subjectivitv'  of the 
'other' is. hou'-

ever. encolrntered in a tnore rntractable l ] lanl ler bv i ts non-acceptance

or opposit ion or rejection of uhat one colnl ' l lunicates eren after the
'other' has 'understood' i t .  Man-u' '  a t ime one deludes oneself into think-

ing that i f  the other had 
'real iy'  understood what one is savtng. one

could not but have agreed to it. But this is to forget that one has oneself

disagreed or reiected someotle else's contention after having 
'claimed'

to understlnd it as otherwise one would not, or could not, have done

so. The continuous and continuing refutation of views and counter-

vier.vs thus proclaims aloud the plurality of 
'subjectivities' in 'inter-

subjective' interaction. as nothing else could.
The phenomenon. in fact. is even more transparently known in the

realm of feeling and action rvhere the 
'other' can always 

'turn away'

and by cloing so negate ones own very being or, as in action, offer

resistance to what one is trying to achieve. The 
'denial' in the former
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is perhaps deeper than in the case of the latter, as the resistance offered
in the case of action acknowledges ones reality as nothing else could.
The capacity for inertial resistance is almost the very definition of'being' 

in the context of inert matter, but it is only in realms where
'feeling' 

begins to be 'felt' that one knows what the 'free' subjectivity
of the other can do to ones own subjectivity and make it 'bonded' 

or
'free' 

at its own sweet will. The experience of 
'captive 

subjectivity' is
known almost to everybody in relations where feelings and emotions
constitute ones being but. at a still deeper level, this is the experience
of consciousness or 'subjectiviry' 

as it finds itself in the world.
The 'worid', 

or as the Sdrhkhyans call it Prakrti, not only entices,
entangles, seduces and binds through the promise of rasa and ananda
in the context of life as 

'felt' 
and 'lived' 

in the world of emotions, or
'resists' 

as in the realm of action, but also challenges one to understand
and know it as it rs. The knowledge, however, is a two-edged affair as
in knowing the world, one 'knows'oneself 

also; as the former changes,
so does the latter, just as the changes in the latter cannot but bring
about a change in the former, The same is, in a sense, true of the realms
of feeling and action. but as the philosophical problem arises primarily
in the context of knori ledge and the as_vmmetry in terms of 'cerlainty'

involved in it, it has to be understood primarily in that context also. In
'knowing' 

the world, the self knows itself and the way it knows itself
affects the way it knows the world.

This is not usually seen this way for two reasons; first, knowledge
is seen primarily in terms of its content, and not its modality or the way
the 'context' 

is seen or formed or organized; and second, the 'I' or the
'subject'is 

seen not only as bereft of all content, but also of all modal-
ity and thus talked of, as Sarhkara did, as the bare, self-referential
reflexivity of the term 'I'. a pure linguistic projection of the indexical
erpression resulting in an ontological illusion of a substantive self or
atnturr dei oid of all predtcates or properties, treating them as what is
called upodhi in the advaitic tradition of philosophizing in India.

But both the reasons, when seen for what they are, would be found
unacceptable as the moment we remind ourselves that we are talking
of consciousness and self-consciousness at the human level where alone
philosophl' has its abode, their falsity would become transparently self-
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evident. Knowledge is not a bare inventory of discrete, disparate, item-
ized contents and the indexical 'I' is not the self with its inexhaustible
richness which is almost impossible to fathom or imagine.

This'r ichness'of that which is refened to by the' l 'has general ly not
been seen because of a strange prejudice or blindness amongst philoso-
phers regarding the question as to what the ontological 

'being' of that
which is 

'real '  
consists in. Somehow, i t  is thought that what is

ontologically 
'real' 

should have no 'relational'properties at all and that
if it has any properties it should have them always and forever, and
always in the same form without the least little change in them what-
soever. This has seemed so self-evident to most philosophers that they
have not seen the manifest problem which the phenomenon of 

'knowl-

edge'or'being known'would create in such a situation. That the situ-
ation would become worse if 'feeling' or 

'action' are brought in is
scarcely considered at all. The ontologically'real' is reduced to almost
an utter 

'nullity' about which not only nothing can be said, but which
literally can have nothing in it as it is 'nothing', thought of only as a
residual necessity left after everything has been taken away from it
because of a supposed necessiry of thought, something that is still
thought of as a sub-stratum even when there is nothing to which, or in
respect of which, it can perform that function.

The view that 
'reality'has to be completely and absolutely 

'unchang-

ing' and that all characterization necessarily involves 
'exclusion' have

been given as 'rational' grounds for the belief in the reality of the
illusion imposed by the reflexivity of self-consciousness in which
philosophy is rooted, and from which it necessarily arises. But once the
illusoriness of the illusion is theoretically apprehended, its hold on one
lessens as is the case with all structural and transcendental illusions. a
contention argued for at length in the author's still unpublished work
entitled Towards a Theory of Structural and Transcendental lllusions.
The former are well known in the field of optics and other physiologi-
cal sensory realms while the latter have been well known, at least to
philosophers, since Kant exposed them through his transcendental
critique of experience in the Critique oJ'Pure Reason. But neither Kant
nor anybody else has exhausted the unearthing and unveiling of these
illusions, nor has anyone seen that the philosophical enterprise as it has
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been practiced up till now is rooted in such an illusion. It is time that
philosophy 'frees' 

itself and gets 'liberated' 
to achieve that for itself

which it has been prescribing as the summum bonum or param
purusdrtha for others. The dawn of such freedom may herald a new
revolution in the field of thought freeing man from that prison of ' "I"-
centricity' in which it has been held since reflexive reflection on self-
consciousness gave birth to it a long time ago.
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