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Chapter 1
The Notion
of Subjectivity

1. Object is what is meant, including the object of sense-
perception and all contents that have necessary reference to it.
Object as the meant is distinguished from the subject or the
subjective of which there is some awareness other than the
meaning-awareness. The subjective cannot be a meaningless
word: to be distinguished from, it must be a significant speaka-
ble and yet if it be a meant content, it would be but object. It can
thus neither be asserted nor denied to be a meant content and
what cannot be denied need not be assertable. Apparently, the
significant speakable is wider than the meanable: a content to be
communicated and understood need not be meant.

2. A meaning that is conveyed by a word must be intelligible to
the hearer as what he would himself convey by the word. What
the speaker means by a word must be capable of being meant by
the hearer if he were to use it. The word this as used by a speaker
means primarily what he perceives; and although the hearer may
use it of some other object, he can use it of the same object. A
general term is always understood by the speaker and the hear-
er to mean the same thing but such identity of the general mean-
ing is possible only because it applies to the same individual
thing, the same perceived this to both. The word this may accord-
ingly be taken as the symbol of the object or what is meant.
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3. The word I as used by a speaker is not understood by the
hearer to convey what he would himself convey by the use of it. If
he used the word, he would intend himself and not the speaker.
Actually, however, when he understands the word I as used by
the speaker, he understands it to stand for the speaker. He may
accordingly be said to understand the thing intended by the
speaker through the word but not through the meaning of the
word. The thing is not meant by the word for the further reason
that the communicating act of the speaker which is never a part of
the meaning of a word is itself conveyed by the wordI. When the
object-consciousness of the speaker is communicated, the object
and not the speaking of the object is what is understood to be
meant. But when his self-consciousness is communicated, it is
not his self only but the self as speaking, communicating, or
expressing itself that is understood. His self-consciousness may
in this sense be said to be not merely expressed but incarnated in
the word I. What is here intended by the speaker is not only what
the hearer can never intend by the word if he were to use it: it is
also the thing-subject—as expressing itself and not as merely ex-
pressed. What then is meant and is expressible as this is not what
is conveyed by the word I.

4. Object as symbolized by the word this may be an individual
object or a generality. The word I as intending the subject is not
definitely either singular or general. It is indeed used to indicate
not only one thing at a time but a thing which cannot be indicated
by more than one speaker; but then different speakers can be
understood to use it—each of a distinct thing, namely, himself—by
the same hearer and understood to use as he would use it. As
used, the term has a uniquely singular reference; but as under-
stood, itis general in the sense the term unique is general. It is thus
unlike a term meaning an objective content, which has the same
reference—singular or general—to the speaker as to the hearer.
What is meant by this is distinct from what is intended by I,
though the latter may be intended or indicated by this. The object
is not the subject but the subject may be spoken of though not
meant as object. The subject may be incarnated in the spoken
word I which is objective. As incarnated in the object, the subject
is the object which yet is distinct fromit. In terms of  and this, we
may say that the statement “this is I'’ is false while the statement
“l am this” cannot be denied.
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5. If this stands for a perceivable object including my body,
there is no occasion to make the statement ““this is I or “I am
this.” But this may stand for myself who spoke the word I; and in
answer to the conceivable question “who is this speaker,” I may
say “'this is .” The answer would imply not a judgment but a
correction; it would mean “this speaker is not this or object to
myself, this as distinct from me is here false, the fact being 1.” So
one may say “that snake is but a rope” where what is meant is
that the snake is illusory, the rope being the fact. But the state-
ment “Iam this speaker” or “I said I’ would not be false in sucha
context: it would be a mode of expressing what is called personal
identity. Nevertheless it is not a judgment: my consciousness of
personal identity is not a recognitive judgment as it is ordinarily
taken to be. In my answer " am this speaker,” the predicate does
not appear to me, as it appears to the questioner, as what the
subject may not be. The pastness of the subject, moreover, as
implied in the predicate—this speaker being I who spoke—is not
consciously relative to the presentness of the subject. In saying I
spoke,” I make no assertion at all about myself being now, the
pastness of “spoke’”” being consciously distinguished only from
the presentobjective situation. The belief in my pastness can never
be formulated by me as the judgment “I who am now am I who
was then.”” It is only another person who can assert my personal
identity in a recognitive judgment. I cannot deny the judgment
and may take it as a symbolic expression of my felt belief. My
personal identity, however, is to me only a felt content which
though not false is notasserted by me. The equation of I and this is
then logically unintelligible, being the rejection of this in the form
“this is I'’ and only a felt content in the form “I am this.”

6. The object can be pointed out without the use of a word but it
is expressible by the single word this. The subject cannot be
indicated except by a word and the word for itis notI only butany
personal pronoun (or any word the use of which is ultimately
explained by a personal pronoun). The subject is what is in-.
tended by the words], you, or he and though it is always what can
call itself I, the use of you or he is as directly intelligible as the use
of I and need not be explained by it. There is, however, a charac-
teristic difference between the first person and the other persons.
If this means the object, there is no occasion to consciously iden-
tify it with I, though [ may be implicitly identified with my body.
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But I am somehow conscious of an identity between another
person and his body, conscious of them as distinct and yet one.
The relation accordingly of you and he tothis and I requires closer
examination.

7. You and he are to me subjects individualized in the objec-
tive body, the body being, however, as much distinguished from
them as from myself. Like their bodies they also can be spoken of
as individual, but while the individuality of ke is evidently de-
rived from his body which is this to me, the individuality of you
appears to be prior to that of your body. You are individual to me
primarily through my act of addressing and only secondarily
through what appears to my imagination as your identification
with or appropriation of your body. He is individual to me only
through his body being imagined as identified with or approp-
riated by him. This body is presented to me first through which I
apprehend this subject or he. It may be—though it is not
necessary—that before I can address you, I have to apprehend
you as this subject or he; but this subject appears tome as you, only
as I address. To say “this is you,”” is to mean, in fact, that this
person is not this person, the third person, or he: it is to imply a
correction as in the statement “’this is I.”” The statement “this is
he,” however, implies a belief though like “I am this,” it repres-
ents a felt content and not the content of a judgment. My identifi-
cation of abody presented to me first with the subject ke is not the
knowledge of this object being identical with him, since the object
is as much distinct from him as from me thoughI cannot assert his
distinction from his body. I apprehend the third person as dis-
tinct from me, only asI take him to be individualized in his body.
Conceived apart from his body, he would be known neither as
distinct from me nor therefore as identical with me but only as
one who can call himselfI; and there would be as little occasion to
say of him that he is his body as to say of me that I am my body.
The statement “he is this’ is thus excluded but the statement
“you are this” would, like "‘this is he,” represent a belief that is
not knowledge, a felt content that is only symbolized as a judg-
ment. The apprehension of you, however, logically precedes
while that of he follows the apprehension of this or the body
appropriated. There is no occasion to say, as has been explained,
either “‘this is I’ or “I am this,”” where this stands for my body:
and where this means a temporal determination of myself, the
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former represents a correction and the latter a felt and believed
content.

8. Thus of the six possible equations of this with I, you or he,
three are excluded and the three that are believed, namely, “lam
this” (in the sense of myself as then), ““you are this” (your body),
and “this (his body) is he,”” represent a felt or imagined content
thatis notknown. The objectas meant by this is knownas distinct
from the subject as intended by a personal pronoun; and the
subject may also be said to be known in itself, being what is either
ilusorily or imaginatively spoken of as this but is not known tobe
related to this either in the way of identity or distinction. The
correction implied in the statement “this is I"* indicates the nature
of the subject such as it is aware of before it calls itself I and
incarnates itself in the spoken word. This here means myself who
spoke and was in the past and the correction is to the effect that
the this-ness or pastness is not really mine and only illusorily
appears so, that not this I but the unspecified I should be taken as
the subject. There is no denial, however, of the subject being
objectifiable as this or then but the objectification is an incarnation
in which the projected objectivity is not known as a determina-
tion belonging to the subject, the subject being felt to be dis-
sociated from it. The subject as you or he, so far as known, is not
known as this or the appropriated body. You, as addressed and
conceived to be logically prior to your body, are not known by me
like your body as distinct from me, being only felt to be the
subject that I am distinct from. So, too, if his body is known to be
distinct from him and from me, he, if conceived at all apart from
his body, is known not as distinct from or identical with me butas
only distinct. You and he are to my knowledge as much unique as
whatis intended by the word I, being, in fact, understood simply
as one who can call himselfl. The three persons are not known to
be distinct from or identical with one another.

9. The object is known as distinct from the subject but the
subject is only known in itself and felt to be free or dissociated
from the object. I feel dissociated from the object as I feel dis-
sociated from the subject you or he that appears to me somehow
“identified”” with the object. I am aware of alienating you by the
fact of addressing and of him being alienated from me as his body
is alienated. I actively ““dissimilate’’ you and, therefore, also the
body that you appropriate and feel unable to “assimilate” him
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and, therefore, his body with which he is found identified. The
objectin either case is a body somehow one witha subject which I
would not or cannot identify with myself. With regard to my own
body, I only do not feel actually dissociated from it and am not
consciously identified with it. I am indeed individualized in my
body but Iam not introspectively aware of it. I am aware of myself
as this not in the sense of my body but only in the sense of myself
in a temporal position, myself as having been, for example, in the
past and having spoken of myself as I. This is here only thought
and not known as distinct from myself and I am conscious not
only of being dissociated from it but also of its distinction from
myself being illusory. Thus everywhere the subject is known in
itself and not as related to the object, being at best felt to be
dissociated from the object with which it was identified.

10. The subject, understood as the unique speaker—actual or
possible—of the word I, and the object that is meant as distinct
from the subject are the two things that are known. The reality of
what is meant can always be doubted and so the object is not
known with the same assurance as the subject that cannot be said
to be meant. There may be such a thing as an illusory object; and
in the statement “this is I,”” as already explained, this is under-
stood as an objectivity that is annulled. The idea of a possible
annulment of objectivity being there, an object that is given as
distinct from the subject can be conceived to be not distinct,
though the distinction may not be actually cancelled. The denial
of reality is intelligible only about what is meant, the negation of
the meant being also either actually or problematically meant.
The unreality, however, of the subject as intended but not meant
by I is meaningless. It is not only inconceivable like the opposite
of an axiom; it is not even tried to be conceived, a content being
taken to be inconceivable only after it has been tried to be con-
ceived. The word I expresses a unique and unanalyzable content
from which all that is meant is distinct and which yet is under-
stood and unquestioningly believed. The belief cannot be called a
grammatical superstition, though the fact believed is inexpressi-
ble except in language by a grammatical pronoun. The subject
appears as a known fact, only as it is spoken of through a personal
pronoun or conceived to be so speakable. One’s private aware-
ness of I before its expression in speech is indeed knowledge but
the I here does not appear as a known fact distinct from the
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knower. To be aware of the subject as a known fact is to be aware
of it as a spoken fact. It is not so about the object of which one may
be aware as known even if unnamed. The subject as spoken fact
is, however, a meant fact.

11. The metaphysical controversy about the reality of the sub-
jectis only about the subject viewed in some sense as object. The
thinnest sense in which itis objectified is “’being taken as meant.”
Ordinarily the validity of this degree of objectification of the
subject is not questioned, nor therefore the possibility of a dis-
pute about its reality. If, however, the subject is taken, as ex-
plained, tobe what is expressed by the word I:as expressing itself,
it is not meant or at best meant as unmeant and is accordingly
above metaphysical dispute. There is properly no metaphysic of
the subject, if by metaphysic is understood an enquiry into the
reality conceived as meanable. Even the unknowable thing-in-
itself of Spencer and Kant is not taken to be unmeanable. It is at
worst taken to be a problem in meaning. The knowable is meant
and the negation of the knowable is, if not meant, tried to be
meant, being not a gratuitous combination of words but a be-
Jdieved content that is problematically formulated. The subject
which is also believed is formulated as I which is, however,
understood as unmeanable though not as a mere word like
abracadabra. The understanding here is not a mystic intuition
though it may point to its possibility, nor the intuition of a
meaning that can be a term of a judgment, nor yet the thought ofa
meaning that is not known because not intuited or that is known
without being intuited. It is somewhere midway between a mys-
tic intuition and the consciousness of a meaning, being the believ-
ing awareness of a speakable content, the negation of which is
unmeaning and which, therefore, is not a meaning. What is
claimed to be mystically intuited is speakable only in metaphor
which presents a contradiction in meaning and what is affirmed
or denied in metaphysic is a meanable. The subject as I is neither
contradictory nor meanable and the exposition of it accordingly is
intermediate between mysticism and metaphysic. As, however,
the subject is communicable by speech without metaphor, it
cannot be taken as falling outside philosophical enquiry.

12. The attitude of metaphysics like that of the sciences includ-
ing psychology is objective. It seeks to know reality as distinct
from the knowing of it, as objective, at least, in the sense of being
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meant. Knowing as a fact from which the known is distinct is not
properly the subject either of psychology or of metaphysics.
Psychological introspection is at best awareness of the knownness
of the object, the knownness being meant as an accident of the
object, as an abstraction from the known object, as the difference
between the object asknown and the object that is only believed,
or as the objectcoming to be known. If there be a metaphysic of the
psychological fact of knownness, its problem would be to deter-
mine what itisin the object that makes it known and not what the
subject should be in order that it may know. Knowing from
which all that is known or objective is distinct is dealt with in
epistemology which distinguishes it as a function from the object
but does not, therefore, take it to be a known fact. Knowing is not
given as distinct to introspection nor inferred as distinct, being
only distinct through the self-conscious act of distinguishing it.
Knowing cannot be known as a fact unless the distinguishing of
knowing be the knowing itself, unless, in fact, the distinctness of
knowing from the distinguishing of it appears illusory, even as
this appears illusory in the apparent judgment "“this is I.”” To
realize that the distinctness of knowing is entirely through the
distinguishing of it is to realize knowing as a self-evidencing fact,
as not distinct from the object known but as unrelated or illusorily
related toit, as not the knowing of object but as the solitary fact of
the subject itself. Knowing is not thus known in epistemology
which, however, does not disbelieve in its facthood. Were it
known as a meanable fact, there would be room for the
metaphysical inference of the subject as the ground of it. As itis,
knowing is only symbolized as an activity; and the inference of
the subject as the agent is rightly characterized as involving a
grammatical superstition. There is no room for metaphysics after
epistemology has worked itself out of the objective attitude of
metaphysics and the sciences by distinguishing knowing from

the object known.

13. At the same time the belief in the facthood of knowing is
there, as epistemology is not an enquiry into the significance of
the mere phrase “’knowingof object.” The belief is in the facthood
of the knowing function, functionbeing a metaphor for a positive
something which is literally expressed only in the negative way
as what the known object is not and being thus not even an
accomplished meaning. The awareness of this unmeant some-
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thing involves, however, a higher certitude than the belief in the
meant object. Epistemology claims this certitude though it cannot
justify it and has to recognize it to be other than the certitude of
knowledge. Thus it appears that while the subject can be said to
be known by itself and the meant object to be known as distinct
from the subject, a subjective function like knowing is only be-
lieved though it may be with greater assurance than the object.
The knowing of an object is not given as distinct from the object
and is only in being distinguished from it, as relating and not as
related to it, as not distinct from the distinguishing but not
therefore as identical with it, as the free reference of the subject to
the object. The subject is, as explained before, free from the object
in the sense of being known by itself and not as related to it either
in the way of identity or distinction. The knowing function rep-
resents a positive mode of this freedom, the freedom of the
subject to relate to object without getting related to it, which is
believed to be more certain than the object but is not known. We
are aware of knowing a content when it is formulated and be-
lieved to be independent of our formulating, speaking, or distin-
guishing act. It is so believed when it is felt either to be a given
distinct—as in the case of the object known-—or to be “incar-
nated” in the formulation, in the sense explained, of being ex-
pressed as expressing or self-revealing—as in the case of the
subject. Subjective function or the positive freedom of the subject
to refer to the object is felt to be neither and is accordingly said to
be only believed. The belief is bound up with the knowledge of
the self-evidencing subject and as belief in a content which is like
the subject itself not presented as meant, it is incapable of being
doubted and is more certain than the knowledge of a meant
object.

14. The three believed contents—the subject, the positive free-
dom of the subject, and the meant object—are all speakable and it
is from the speakable that we have to start in philosophy. The
subject is taken to be known, as one who says I is immediately
understood by the hearer through the word but not as meant by
the word. The speaker is understood as revealing himself to
another of whom he is positively aware as distinct but not as
independent of his distinguishing. The positive awareness may
be called feeling of alienating the subject you. What is known is
the body of the other subject as an object distinct from the
speaker. The speaking subject may thus be said to have a feeling
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of relating itself to the object, of addressing itself to it as though it
were you. This felt relating is the positive freedom of the subject
having different felt modes like knowing, feeling, or being which
though not objectively meanable can be symbolized by objective
meanings. Such symbolic elaboration of the felt or believed
spiritual functions would be a procedure of philosophy inter-
mediate between the recognition of the subject purely through
the intention of the word I and the inferential inquiry into the
reality behind the meant object which is called metaphysics.

15. There is properly no metaphysic of the subject and the
apparent problems about the existence of the subject and its
relation to the object are really illegitimate. The question if the
subject is real is unmeaning, for the subject as Iis not a meaning.
The reality of the subject is known in the direct understanding of
the word I asused by a speaker, which is neither the understand-
ing of its meaning nor a mystic intuition of an unspeakable
content. There can be also no relation of subject to object if the
subject is not objectively meant, the subject being only aware of
its function of relating or referring to object. The subject may
believe itself and the object without speaking of them but it
believes its relating function only as it speaks of it. If it speaks of
the object, it believes in it as meant and if it speaks of itself as I, it
believes in it as unmeant. But in speaking of its function it be-
lieves in it neither as meant nor as unmeant but as being con-
structed as fact by being spoken. A believed content that is
spoken appears objective but while the appearance is denied of
the spoken subject and asserted of the spoken object, itis only not
denied of the spoken function. The speaking creation of a system
of subjective functions or the symbolizing elaboration of the
positive freedom of the subject constitutes a special study which
as not asserting meanable and justifiable truth cannot be called
metaphysic and as yet inviting to believe and exhibiting the
interval between the self-evidencing I and objectively knowable
truth has to be taken as coming within philosophy.

16. There is no theoretic passage from what is meanable or
objectively knowable to the subjectively knowable I; metaphysics
cannot pass out of the region of meanings. Epistemology indeed
deals with the subjective function behind the accomplished
meaning but it does not assert it as fact. Itassumes the facthood of
the function——knowing of object—and only paraphrases the in-
tention of the prepositionof in reference to the different modes of
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knownness of the object such as are presented in psychology.
The facthood of the knowing function and of subjective function
in general is believed though not known and is elaborated into a
system of symbolisms in a new philosophical study which may be
called Spiritual or Transcendental psychology. The symbolism is
fact in the sense of being the form of the non-theoretic or spiritu-
ally practical mode of escaping the objective knowing attitude of
which the meaning attitude represents the subtlest stage. No
meanable truth is self-evidencing, its negation being at least a
problem in meaning and yet the self-evidencing I is the type of
truth. The implication is that meanable truth which cannot be
denied to be truth has to be realized as self-evidencing, not by
being objectively thought again but by the spiritual cultivation of
a subjective attitude. As the positive freedom of relating—which
is an objective attitude—is to the objectively meant relation, so is
the negative freedom in the cultivation of the subjective attitude
to the positive freedom of the objective attitude. Spiritual
psychology symbolizes the subjective attitude by the objective
attitude from which it seeks to be freed. The modes of subjectivity
are the modes of freeing oneself from the modes of objectivity.
17. Hence comes the justification of the name Spiritual
psychology. Psychology, as has been pointed out, deals not prop-
erly with knowing but with knownness as a character or aspect of
the object. It deals, as we may say generally, not with subjective
function but with the object regarded explicitly as distinct from it,
as known, felt, or willed. If there be a metaphysic of psychology,
its problem would be what there is in the object to make it known,
felt, or willed. We are aware of an object that was only believed as
coming tobeknown though its existence is notasserted or denied
before the knowing. The metaphysical problem about the objec-
tive knownness, feltness, and so forth, is intelligible though it
may not be capable of objective solution. The distinguishing of
knownness, et cetera, as an abstraction from the object, as the
objectivity of the object is what is called psychological introspec-
tion. The distinguishing of the subjective function of knowing, et
cetera, as other than this abstraction of objectivity may also be
called introspection and, it may be, with greater right. If
psychological introspection be an abstracting from the object, this
introspection is a creative symbolizing, the functions being sub-
jective facts and not mere abstractions, though they are only
believed and not known. The symbolizing of the subjective func-
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tion is by a mode of objectivity like knownness, dissociation from
which is precisely indicated by the word function. Thus the
functions represent the modes of freedom from the correspond-
ing psychological abstractions. The consciousness of freedom is
as direct as that of such abstraction and its content can only be
indicated as some sort of negation of the abstraction. If the con-
sciousness of the abstraction be called psychological introspec-
tion, the consciousness of freedom may be called spiritual intro-
spection and the philosophical study that is based on it may be
designated Spiritual psychology.

18. The metaphysical problem—what it is in the object that
determines its known or felt appearance—assumes that an ap-
pearance of object that is not unreal is caused by object, which
implies further that object has an assured reality independent of
the subject. It has, however, been indicated that the reality of
object is not incapable of being doubted like the reality of the
subject; and even if object be as real as the subjective process that
refers to it, it is not necessary that its relatedness to the subject
should be caused at all. The emergence of such relatedness of an
object is an event in time, only so far as it is not other than the
emergence of the object or of an objective situation comprising it.
The knownness or feltness of an object is an abstraction, the
problem of the causation of whjch is illegitimate. Change in the
object, as distinguished from the object, is also an abstraction but
it is still understood as objective fact though unseparated from
the object. Knownness, et cetera, or the objectivity of the objectis
an abstraction that has no objective meaning at all by itself and
about which, therefore, the demand for causal explanation is
meaningless. The explanation of the emergence of the object as
related to the subject is an ordinary objective or scientific problem
and no separate explanation can be demanded for the emergence
of the abstraction of relatedness. The metaphysical problem is
thus apparently only a problem in meaning—how relatedness to
the subject can be spoken of as a character of the object.

19. Spiritual psychology, however, has a place because its
business is not to explain or to solve a problem. Its business is in
the first place to interpret empirical psychology in terms of the
positively felt and believed freedom of the subject from objectiv-
ity; and next to elaborate modes of freedom that have no refer-
ence to object at all, to conceive the possible illusoriness of all
objects and thus to assign an intelligible place to what is ordinar-
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ily scouted as spiritual mysticism. In the objective attitude, the
knownness or feltness of the object appears positive and know-
ing or feeling appears as its problematic negation. In the subjec-
tive attitude, the case is reversed: freedom is positively believed
and the relatedness of the object to the subject—its
objectivity—appears as constructed, as not belonging to the ob-
ject in the sense change belongs to it and is thus understood as
the self-negation or alienated shadow of the subject. In the objec-
tive attitude again, this or object appears to exist beyond its
this-ness or relatedness to the subject, while in the subjective
attitude not only is the transcendent this rejected as meaningless,
this-ness —meaning the so-called psychological entities, known-
ness or feltness —appears also not to be given as distinct to
introspection but to exist only as distinguished or constructed,
this distinguishing or constructing being felt as less certain than
the self-evident subject behind it. The object or this beyond
objectivity, this-ness or relatedness to subject is sought to be
known not only in the metaphysic of psychology, but in all
metaphysic. From the standpoint of spiritual psychology, this
transcendent object is simply meaningless and metaphysic is the
quest of a chimera. All so-called metaphysical problems are to it
symbolisms for modes of freedom, the forms of spiritual disci-
pline by which the objective attitude has to be renounced and the
positive subjective functioning has to be reversed in direction
toward the realization of the subject behind it.

20. Kant's critical philosophy may be taken as a disguised form
of spiritual psychology as thus conceived. The elaboration of the
three modes of belief—theoretic, practical, and. aesthetic—is
transcendental psychology, the spiritual equivalent offered by
him for dogmatic metaphysics. The start is from epistemology
which assumes the reality of the subject and subjective function
though it does not explicitly confess in the case of the knowing
function that it is only assumed or believed to be real and presents
instead a make-believe of inference in the so-called transcenden-
tal deductions. The other functions are, however, definitely as-
serted to be only believed: the reality of the willing function, for
example, is taken to be apprehended in the willing consciousness
only. The confession is not made about the knowing function
because epistemology is to Kant not so much a branch of tran-
scendental psychology as a prolegomena to it, concerned not
with the presentation of subjective fact but with the meaning of




100 The Subject as Freedom

the preposition of in “knowledge of object,” the facthood of
which is implicitly taken for granted. Its interest is still in the
object, in the knownness or objectivity of the object which it seeks
to understand theoretically as knowing. It does not abandon the
objective procedure of metaphysics and the sciences, even
though it sets itself to correct the conceit of independent objectiv-
ity. The objective procedure may be necessary to show up the

seamy character of objectivity and may also imply the truthful

admission that we do not get rid of our actual belief in the
independent object by the mere thinking criticism of it. But it
misleads so far asit presents the function as an objective meaning
and does not recognize that it is believed without being meant.
Epistemology might be mistaken as only a philological study,
unless it is consciously viewed as rooted in the faith in the
facthood of the knowing function and unless the so-called deduc-
tion that it presents is definitely known to be not inferential and
not literally meant but to be the mere symbolization by logical
form of what is immediately believed as spiritual fact.

21. The persisting objective attitude of Kant in his first critique
explains not only his admission of the thing-in-itself and his
denial of self-knowledge but also his disbelief in the possibility of
a spiritual discipline of the theoretic reason through which self-
knowledge may be attainable. From the subjective standpoint,
object beyond knownness, this beyond this-ness is, as explained,
meaningless. It may be that, wedded as we are to our body, we
cannot get rid of the objective attitude and the tendency to look
beyond the constructed object to the purely given. But not to be
able to deny need not imply admission and though the Kantian
disclaimer of idealism as accomplished knowledge is intelligible,
his admission of the unknowable reality appears to be an unwar-
rantable surrender to realism. After the resolution of the objectiv-
ity of the object into the knowing function, the independence of
the object becomes inconceivable though it continues to be be-
lieved. Such a belief cannot be asserted though it cannot also be
rejected. Realism should, therefore, be held as suspect though
idealism is only a faith and not knowledge. But the faith has tobe
cherished and there should be a subjective discipline to get rid of
the persisting realistic belief. Kant does not admit such a discip-
line at least for the theoretic reason.
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22. Self-knowledge is denied by Kant: the self cannot be
knownbut only thought through the objective categories-—unity,
substantiality, et cetera, there being no intuition of it. The view
presented so far is that the subject is known though neither
thought (meant) nor intuited. It is known as what the speaker of |
is understood to intend by it. The understanding is a direct
believing in something thatis not meant but revealed as revealing
itself, a question about the reality of which does not arise and-is
unmeaning. The subject is thus known by itself, as not meant but
speakable and not as either related or relating to the object. It is,
however, believed as relating to object and symbolized as such by
the objective relations. The modes of relating are at the same time
the modes of freeing from objectivity, the forms of the spiritual
discipline by which, it may be conceived, the outgoing reference
to the object is turned backwards and the immediate knowledge
"of the I as content is realized in an ecstatic intuition.

23. Spiritual progress means the realization of the subject as
free. The realization may or may not involve a specific activity of
the subject. There are those to whom it is only a resultant experi-
ence. One lives an objectively good or full life and finds his self
correspondingly realized. Others, however, recognize a specific
discipline or consecutive method of activity for such realization.
The consciousness of perfection, freedom, or salvation as the end
is to them a demand for some kind of activity of the subject
toward itself. This cult of the subject, as it might be called, takes
various forms but they all involve a feeling of dissociation of the
subject from the object, an awareness of the subject as what the
object is not. The specific activity demanded is primarily in the
inwardizing direction and secondarily, if atall, in the direction of
creating objective or social values. One demand among
others—all being absolute demands—is that the subjective func-
tion being essentially the knowing of the object as distinct fromiit,
this knowing which is only believed and not known as fact has to
be known as fact, as the self-evidencing reality of the subject
itself. This would be the cult of the subject par excellence, a
spiritual discipline of the theoretic reason, a method of cognitive
inwardizing, the possibility of which, as indeed of any method of
realization, is not ordinarily recognized.

24. The possibility of such a method has to be exhibited in
Spiritual psychology. A method implies a series of consecutive
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steps for the realization of an end. The steps in this case should
correspond to a gradation of subjective functions, of modes of
freedom from the object. Identified as we are with our body, our
freedom from the perceived object is actually realized only in our

bodily consciousness, though even this, as will appear later, is

only imperfectly realized. Bodily consciousness may as well be
called conscious body, there being no dissociation at this stage of
the subject from the body, though the extra-organic object is
known to be distinct from it. The next stage of freedom is sug-
gested by the distinction of the perceived object including the
body from the ghostly object in the form of the image, idea, and
meaning which may be all designated “presentation.” Con-
sciousness as undissociated from such presentation, but dis-
sociated from the perceived and felt body, may be called presen-
tational or psychic subjectivity. The dissociation of the subject or
consciousness from this presentation conceived as a kind of ob-
ject would be the next stage of freedom which may be called
non-presentational or spiritual subjectivity. The three broad
stages of subjectivity would then be the bodily, the psychical, and
the spiritual and each would comprise substages. Wedded as we
are to our body, actual freedom is felt only in bodily subjectivity
and freedom in the higher stages as suggested by psychology is
believed not as what is actual but as what has to be achieved or
realized. The grades of subjectivity imply grades of objectivity,
the terms being conceived in a relative sense. To spiritual subjec-
tivity, the psychical is objective, and so to psychic subjectivity the
bodily, and to bodily subjectivity, the extra-organic is objective.
The objective at any stage is knownas distinct from the subjective
next to it, which, however, is not known as distinct from the
objective but only felt and believed to be free or dissociated from
it. The elaboration of these stages of freedom in spiritual psychol-
ogy would suggest the possibility of a consecutive method of
realizing the subject as absolute freedom, of retracting the felt
positive freedom toward the object into pure intuition of the self.




Chapter 2
Psychic Fact

25. The facts of empirical psychology have to be interpreted
from the subjective standpoint in spiritual psychology. What is
called psychological introspection is apparently a process of ab-
straction from the object of its modes of relatedness to the subject.
This relatedness, viewed as a character of the object, is the so-
called psychic fact. There is a difference, however, between this
objective character and other objective characters. A character of
a thing is an abstraction distinguished from it but not imaginable
as separated from it. As distinct in the thing, it is a fact; but as
spoken of by itself, it need not mean a fact. An abstraction like
color, for example, means a fact while an abstraction like intensity
does not mean a fact though the intensity of color as in the color is
a fact. These two kinds of abstraction may be designated respec-
tively as of the first degree and of the second degree. Knownness
or any other mode of relatedness of object to subject, as taken by
itself, is an abstraction of the second degree: it does not mean a
fact though the object as thus related is a fact. There is a differ-
ence, again, between this relatedness and intensity as abstrac-
tions. In the knowing of a bright color, color is not known as
distinct from brightness, being only spoken of as distinct while in
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the knowing of the knownness of an object, the object—atleast as
non-perceptually known—is known as distinct from its known-
ness or presentation. Knownness or relatedness is a floating
adjective of the object like its beauty or like the absence of an
object as a character of the object in which it is absent. The
so-called psychic fact, as abstracted from the object by psycholog-
ical introspection, may thus be taken as a floating abstraction of
the second degree. It is interpreted from the subjective stand-
point in spiritual psychology as a subjective function that is a fact.

26. To psychological introspection with its objective attitude,
psychic fact is a character of the object, existing like the object
even apart from introspection. It is, however, only quasi-
objective: unlike the object which when not perceived is known
to exist in some other mode of cognition, psychic fact that is
believed during introspection to exist is believed on the tes-
timony of the same introspection to exist also apart from it. The
perception of an object is immersed in the object and as such is
not, as will appear later, knowable in direct introspection. As the
object is only indirectly known to be distinct from the perception
of it, perception cannot be taken as a given psychic fact for
purposes of psychology. Feeling, again, is a psychic fact only as
the feltness of a known object and as bound up with its known-
ness; and if there is feeling not bound up with object-cognition, it
cannot appear to introspection to exist apart from it and as such
cannot be called psychic fact. To start with at any rate then, the
term psychic has to be restricted to modes of subjectivity that lie
between sense-perception on the one hand and such objectless
feeling on the other.

27. Psychic fact is either the knownness of object or the felt-
ness, et cetera, of known object, being fact from which object is
distinguishable. What does not involve the knowledge of object
is no psychic fact. Is mere imagination then—imagination of the
imaginary which is no known object—to be regarded as psychic
fact? What is imagined need not be imaginary and even what is
taken as imaginary is not wholly imaginary. The imagination of a
golden mountain involves not only the awareness of what never
is but also the belief in the possibility of a mountain being made of
gold, in the compatibility of the objective facts, golden and
mountain. This compatibility is not imaginary, is not merely an
imagined relation of two images but is an objective fact expressed
in an abstract and periphrastic way. The imagination of golden




Psychic Fact 105

mountain is a psychic fact so far as it implies an unrejected belief
in such objective fact.

28. But is the awareness of the content as what never is, to be
taken as psychic fact? The belief in the absence of what isat some
time somewhere is still knowledge of objective fact. Even the
awareness of what never is, where there was wrong belief in it or
a real question about it, implies an unrejected belief in some
objective fact. But golden mountain is imaginary in the sense that
it not only never is but that it does not even suggest a real
question about its existence. The awareness of such an imaginary
content implies the rejection of all belief in objective fact. Intros-
pectionis belief in the psychic fact of believing in an objective fact.
Is there a belief in the absence of objective belief or, in other
words, introspection into the consciousness of the imaginary?
There may only be disbelief or no-belief in believing and so there
seems to be no introspection into mere imaging, the awareness of
it being other than, though on a level with, introspection. What
introspection does not reveal is no psychic fact and hence the
consciousness of the imaginary is no psychic fact.

29. Is there such a thing as objectless feeling, feeling that does
not involve knowledge of an objective fact? The feeling that we
introspectively believe as being a fact outside introspection is the
feeling of an object as known, from which indeed the knowledge
is distinguished but which is not itself distinguished from the
knowledge. Objectless feeling, if such there be, would be like
introspection itself only a non-psychic fringe of some psychic
fact. The general possibility of such feeling will be exhibited later
but it may be asked at this stage if the feeling of an object that is
believed to be illusory should be taken as psychic fact. The past
belief in the snake, for example, which is now known tobeonly a
rope, wasbound up with a feeling of fear. Isthe fear now believed
as a past psychic fact? Obviously, we do not believe it now as the
fear of that snake. But it may be said that although that snake is
not believed, the characteristic feeling of bodily reaction in the
pastis believed, which is just the past tear of the snake. A feeling,
however, is essentially individual and its individuality is consti-
tuted by the belief in the individuality of its object. The reduction

of what was taken to be the fear of snake to the feeling of bodily
~ reaction would be the disbelief in that feeling. Belief in the past
fear of some object, indeed, remains over with the belief in the
past bodily condition. But it remains over only in the sense of not
being rejected and not of being asserted, and it remains over not
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by itself but as only the non-psychic fringe of the memory of the
past bodily condition.

30. When we speak of the feeling of an object, we are not
introspectively aware of the feeling as distinct from and accom-
panying the belief in the object. We do not distinguish the feeling
at all from the belief though we may be aware of the belief without
the feeling. The feeling, in fact, refers to the object as directly as
the belief and along with it. It is artificial to understand it to refer
to the object in the first instance related to the belief in the object
and, therefore, to take the fear of the snake now believed to be
illusory as fear related to the past belief in snake as distinct from
the snake. We cannot say that the fear of the snake was justasreal
as the past belief in the snake. The false belief, now that it is
corrected, is known to have been a fact, for the correction can be
expressed in the form “what was believed to be snake was not
snake but rope.” It cannot be said, however, about the fear that it
was fear of the rope or of fhat snake or of that idea of snake or that
it was fear of nothing at all. The rope was the cause but not the
object of the past feeling; so, too, was the idea of the snake while
that snake cannot be called its object because it is now disbe-
lieved. Nor can we take the object to have been snake-in-general,
for fear of such a generality is, atbest, a disposition to feel and not
an actual feeling. We believe, indeed, in the past feeling of a
characteristic bodily reaction but a bodily feeling is not the con-
sciousness of the body as its object, there being as little conscious
distinction between bodily feeling and felt body as between per-
ception and perceived object, while the past feeling in this case
was distinctly consciousness of something as object. We cannot
say that the fear was of nothing at all, since we do not remember
the feeling as unformulated. After the belief in the snake hasbeen
corrected, it is impossible to describe as past fact what was called
fear of the snake when it wasbelieved. It may be arbitrary to deny
that the fear was a fact but it cannot be asserted to have been fact
because its object is now indescribable. The feeling then of an
object now believed to be illusory cannot, at least, be asserted to
have been a psychic fact.

31. A psychic fact involves belief in an objective fact and intro-
spection into it is a belief in such belief. The awareness of the
imaginary as such, being a disbelief in objective belief, has been
shown to be other than but on a level with introspection. Are
these modes of subjectivity to be taken as psychicfacts? A psychic
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fact may involve belief in another psychic fact but it is primarily a
belief in some objective fact. One may remember, for example, an
objective event and also be aware of the subjective fact of its
having been previously known. Such awareness is not memory
unless the past knowing of the event was itself known in the past
and should be taken accordingly as nothing but introspection. It
is no psychic fact by itself but is only the transitive fringe of the
substantive fact of objective memory. Introspection is always
awareness of a psychic fact that is past though the psychic fact
need not be known as past as in this case and may persist at the
time of introspection. In any case introspectionintoitis bound up
with another psychic fact like memory as in this case, which is
primarily a belief in the object and need not have this fringe. Like
introspection which is belief in believing, disbelief in believing
also—the consciousness of the imaginary, which is notintrospec-
tion but may be taken as coordinate with it—is a non-psychic
fringe of a substantive psychic fact. The correction of an objective
illusionappears to present a difficulty, since in it we are aware not
of the past object but of the past belief in object, the awareness
being also introspection. It implies, however, a present disbelief
in the object which as implying in every case an unrejected belief
in something objective is psychic fact and the introspective belief
in the past fact of belief is the non-psychic fringe of this psychic
fact.

32. So then we conclude that a form of consciousness which
does not involve belief in an objective fact is no psychic fact but is
only the fringe of some psychic fact that involves such belief and
need not have the fringe. The fringe may epistemologically be
primary or secondary in respect of the psychic fact but never
stands by itself. Introspection, for example, is primary in respect
of the psychic fact of whichitis a fringe while the awareness of an
illusory object is secondary in respect of the belief that remains
over after the correction. Again, the individual feeling that can-
not be denied as bound up with the past beliefin the object that is
now taken to be illusory is primary in respect of the remembered
body-feeling and may be taken as secondary in respect of the
present remembering of the bodily feeling.

33. A psychic fact is or involves not merely the belief in an
objective fact but the knowledge of it. We are aware of a belief as
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having been belief in an object as now formulated if the object is
now either known or disbelieved. It is in introspection into know-
ledge or in the consciousness of the unreal object as such that we
realize that we believed before we knew or disbelieved and that
there was then no awareness of a distinction of the object be-
lieved from the belief. Knowledge as distinct from mere belief
involves awareness of the distinction, this being testified by
introspection into knowledge even about such knowledge as
precedes introspection. The distinction that is presented to intro-
spection is believed to exist also apart from introspection. The
distinction of the object from the belief in it is something more
than the object itself, though it cannot be said to be not objective.
Itisjust what is called presentation of the object, which is takenas
a psychic fact only as it is in introspection abstracted from the
object. Presentation and object are so related that while the Iatter
is given distinct from the former, the former is not given distinct
from the latter, being only abstracted or tried to be distinguished
In introspection.

34. Two extreme cases have to be considered in understanding
this relation of presentation and object. In perceptual knowledge,
the object does not appear distinct from its presentation; and in
perceptual illusion, there is apparently the presentation only,
with no object distinct from it. We do not, indeed, introspectively
distinguish perceptual knowledge from its object but still such
knowledge is not mere belief inasmuch as in it the object is given
as distinct initself though not fromits presentation and has notto
be distinguished, as in the case of mere belief, in a later act of
knowledge. The object explicitly appears distinct from its presen-
tation in non-perceptual knowledge, such distinction being the
condition of possible introspection into it. There is accordingly no
introspection into perceptual knowledge, though other know-
ledge, when introspected into, may be distinguished from per-
ceptual knowledge. Still the perceived object being consciously
distinct in itself may be distinct from its presentation, though it is
not consciously so appreciated. Knowledge involves only the
conscious or evident distinctness of the believed object, whether
or not there is the consciousness of the presentation as that from
which it is distinct.
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35. Perceptual illusion presents another kind of difficulty. The
perceived object being disbelieved is not removed altogether
from consciousness. The appearance may be still presented
though such presentation would not embody belief in an object.
Like mere imagination, mere perceptual presentation is no
psychic fact at all to which object may be related in the way of
distinction: the awareness of it is only the fringe of perception as a
fact. In the correction of anillusion as expressed in ““not snake but
rope,” the rope is utterly unrelated to the mere presentation: the
word rnot in it means rejection only and no distinction, the rejec-
tion being the fringe of the present perception of rope. The
awareness of the mere presentation is not belief in it, though
unlike mere imagination the presentation is not explicitly disbe-
lieved. The mere presentation as this equivocal something that is
neither believed nor disbelieved is very different from the presen-
tation from which the object is said to be distinct in knowledge
and which is definitely believed in introspection and taken to
embody belief in an object. It should, in fact, be designated by
some word other than presentation,.

36. Intermediate between perceptual knowledge and percep-
tual illusion are the other forms of knowledge involving a con-
scious distinction of the known object from its presentation. It is
in the awareness of the illusory that the presentation definitely
emerges from the perceived object into which it was merged. But
this emergence or freedom is also the death of the presentation in
the sense that it no longer embodies belief. The presentationis a
fact to introspection so long as the object presented is believed
and distinguished from it. Introspection into non-perceptual
knowledge is thus a belief in presentation. As introspection is the
belief that its content is a fact even apart from introspection, the
presentation is a fact, the facthood of which consists in its being a
belief in a distinct objective fact. As there is no direct introspec-
tion into perceptual knowledge, there is no consciousness here,
but not therefore a denial, of a presentation from which the object
is distinct. Introspection into non-perceptual knowledge is such
consciousness of presentation of object from which object is

distinct.
37. The distinctness of the object from its presentation does not
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mean the distinctness of the presentation from its object. The
introspective belief in the presentation is belief in the object as
well and so presentation is not not-objective, not illusory nor
purely subjective. As the object, however, is distinguished from
it in non-perceptual knowledge, it is the perceivable object and
something more that is believed in, something that is not known
but is wanted to be known. The knowledge of the distinction of
the object as imagined to be perceived from the presentation is
the belief embodied in presentation in something that cannot be
imagined to be perceived but appears still as adjectival to the
perceivable object. This believed something is, if known, known
as unknown and as only wanted to be known.

38. There are different grades of non-perceptual knowledge
implying different modes of presentation or belief in object. By
"perception” is meant here external perception of object. What is
the knowledge of the body from within, body as internally felt
and not externally observed? The observed object including the
observed body is distinguished from the internally felt body
which thus is no part of the observable world and yet is believed
not as other than the observed body but as its character of inter-
nality. Again, there is the immediate apprehension of the ab-
sence of an object which cannot be said to be known by external
perception, at least, in the ordinary sense and yet is known as a
present objective fact. There is memory which is belief in the
perceivable object as past, pastness being an unperceivable
character of the object. Imagination so far as it involves belief is
non-perceptual apprehension of the object as forming or becom-
ing formed to be a perceptible object. Inference, again, is belief in
the perceivable object as invol ving the unperceivable character of
necessity. None of these non-perceptual forms of apprehension
is mere belief; the object cannot be said to be not known in them
and yet each is a belief in something that cannot be known by
external perception and, being still about the object and indefi-
nite, is wanted to be somehow known or realized. Perceptual
knowledge is the actual standard of knowledge. The other modes
of apprehension imply it, are not taken in introspection to be
mere belief, and involve further a belief in something not yet
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known but which may be known in some ideal mode of realiza-
tion or intuition.

39. Perception as the actual standard of knowledge not only
lends the cognitive character to the other modes of apprehen-
sionbutalso prevents them from reaching their ideal completion.
The internality of the felt body, absence or pastness, forming or
necessity as facts are wanted to be known as the object is actually
known in perception. Yet these are facts of such a kind that if they
were so known, the perception of the object could not remain
unaffected in its cognitive character. So far as these modes of
apprehension are knowledge, they are knowledge of these facts
as adjectival characters of the perceptually knowable object.
These facts however, as shown about the general character of
knownness, are floating adjectives from which the objects, to
which they are ascribed are distinct, though as abstractions of the
second degree, they have to be referred adjectivally to the object
as substantive. They are, however, necessarily symbolized as
substantive by objective metaphors, being not merely thought
but sought to be believed as though they were substantive ob-
jects. If they could be known as such, the actual perceived object
would be, at best, a particular manifestation of a more essential
object. They are, however, not known as substantive and there is
only the metaphysical aspiration to extend and deepen the con-
ception of the object. They are not known because as a matter of
fact, though not necessarily, we are wedded to the body and to
the perceptual object that is organic to it. The identification with
the object is so deep-rooted that, though not necessary, it is not
annulled by any logic and may be regarded for all ordinary
purposes as a “‘permanent illusion.”

40. The believed object as perceived or imagined to be per-
ceived is distinct from presentation but the presentation is not
distinct from its object. In perceptual knowledge, if the object is
not consciously distinct from its presentation, its distinctionis yet
knowable through some ordinary non-perceptual mode of know-
ledge. But if the presentation is not known as distinct from the
object, it does not come to be known as such by any logicorinany
ordinary form of knowledge. It is believed and symbolized as
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what should be distinct: the distinction here, not being a charac-
ter of the object, cannot exist unconsciously. It can exist only in
being achieved or realized subjectively. The psychic fact, being
essentially presentation as embodying belief, is on the one hand
not imaginary or non-factual and on the other not accomplished
as fact but only to be accomplished. It is at once known and
unknown, its facthood being what has begun to be achieved and
is yet tobe completed. Introspection is belief in the psychic, not as
utterly unknown but as only not isolated or freed from objective
fact. The complete knowledge and facthood of the psychic has to
be achieved by such isolation but the demand itself is roused by
such knowledge as has already begun. -

41. Psychic fact involves knowledge of object and such know-
ledge exists outside introspection as presentation from which
object is distinct but which is not distinct from the object. Presen-
tation is the object and more than the object, embodying, as it
does, belief in something that can never be perceived by sense,
from which the perceived object is distinct but which yet appears
asa character of the object. As such, this presentation may be said
to be known as unknown and as to be known and has to be
symbolized as object, including, as it does, the object as its
manifestation or appearance in some sense. Psychic fact accord-
ingly is that of which the facthood is at once accomplished and to
be accomplished, unlike the facthood of objective fact which is
only accomplished and the reality like that claimed for the moral
ought which is only to be accomplished.

42. The complete accomplishment of psychic facthood is con-
ceivable as implying presentation that is wholly turned into
known object, which would mean, not the lapse of the conscious
distinction of object from presentation such as characterizes
sense-perception, but the conscious or evident objectivity of
what in presentation is more than the sense-given object and
suggests a metaphysical reality—what in ordinary psychic fact is
only not denied as objective and may be conceived to be subjec-
tive. The image of a believed object, for example, is more than the
perceivable object in the sense that it appears being formed and
not given as formed. The forming is presented as a process of the
object itself and yet somehow prior to its existence as formed.
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There is no ground to take it as merely subjective, for it appears to
be seen in the non-introspective attitude though the object as
formed is distinct from it. As a becoming of the object prior to its
accomplished being, it implies a metaphysical fact that is not
known as intelligibly related to the object, appearing as it does as
an un-objective character of the object which is a contradiction. It
is in this sense known as unknown in the object and felt as
dissociated from it. If imagination were to be realized, this con-
tradiction would disappear, the becoming would be evident as a
substantive fact and the object would be seen as its contingent
manifestation. The image would then be dissociated in know-
ledge and notin merefeeling from the object and would be said to
haveachieved a free existence. Similar suggestions of metaphysi-
cal reality and the possibility of realizing it would be presented by
psychic states higher than the imagination.

43. To sucha view a Kantian may be supposed to object that the
metaphysical reality thus adumbrated in the presentation is only
subjective though it appears real in the object by illusion, by a
permanent illusion which we can critically correct without being
able to remove. The critical correction may only be sought to be
“strengthened in a non-cognitive way—the moral or aesthetic
way—with the entertainment of the metaphysical reality in faith.
Our contention would be that the appearance of its objectivity is
incomplete but not illusory; that the illusion is to take it as known
but not as knowable; that if it were unknowable, it could not be
entertained in faith even for non-cognitive realization and that
the demand to know it is legitimate if not necessary. The thought
of the metaphysical entity is a conscious problem but the problem
is soluble in a mode of knowledge in which the object would
appear as its free efflux, as what it can be but need not be. The
metaphysical would appear in such knowledge as an evident
real, as the existent fact of knowledge itself, with the object as its
free possibility and as negated in its actuality.

44. That metaphysical reality is subjective is admitted in the
sense that it is not an object behind the perceivable object. The
objective attitude of metaphysics should terminate with the rec-
ognition of something that is known as unknown in the object, of
the contradiction in the presented unobjective character of the



114 The Subject as Freedom

object. But this unknown something that is known as such and
formulated is not merely subjective in the sense of being illusory
or in the sense of being the content of a faith that can never be
turned into knowledge. To take it as merely subjective is to
assume the object to be alone knowable and to be incapable of
being known as put forth subjectively or freely. It is to deny the
facthood of the constructive function by which the perceivable
object comes to be for the subject. The epistemological functions
are indeed believed and not known but they are not believed as
merely subjective. They are, no doubt, symbolized by objective
metaphors but the symbolism is necessary and has to be enter-
tained in faith. The demand to entertain the objective symbolism
in faith is inconsistent with the denial of the knowability or objec-
tivity of the functions. To be aware of a description as metaphori-
cal but necessarily so is to take it to be unknown in the sense of
being unrealized, of being imagined to be known but not yet
known. It implies the possibility of knowing not indeed by any
logical procedure but by a specific self-realizing activity of the
imagination itself. It argues a gratuitous diffidence to take such
activity to be a mystic chimera. The imagination of knowing or
the symbolizing faith would not be faith at all if the possibility of
such subjective achievement of the feeling of knowledge were to
be denied.

45. A faith that is spiritually demanded to be entertained can-
not be taken to be incapable of being turned into knowledge. The
moral postulates of Kant, for example, are such faiths. There is
indeed nomoral demand to entertain them, for they proceed from
the demand for moral willing and there is no obligation on the
part of the will to contemplate their objects. But when they have
proceeded, are they mere speculative luxuries? Is the formulation
of their objects with an as though spiritually indifferent or does it
suggest a hope and a discipline to realize the hope of there being a
grade of subjective realization higher than the moral? Such a
grade may be admitted as “religion within the limits of pure
reason’’ but the conceit of possible metaphysical knowledge, it
may be said, need not, therefore, be reinstated. The conceit
would be to Kant a moral impurity and critical honesty as essen-
tial to moral purity is essential to moral religion. But the conceit
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thatimplies intellectual dishonesty is the belief that metaphysical
reality is known, not that it is knowable. To take the spirit as
finally known when its reality is to be achieved would be to take
away the will to achieve. But if the spirit is believed to be un-
knowable, is not the will to achieve equally taken away? The will
to realize the self, whether in knowledge or otherwise—for there
may be different modes of realization—implies at any stage the
knowledge of the self as not known and the belief that it is
something more thanasitis known. It cannot imply a belief in the
self that is not knowledge at all, far less a belief in the self as
unknowable.

46. The distinction of the object that is non-perceptually known
from its knownness, presentation, or idea is just its character of
being unknown which is believed and sought to be isolated by
introspection. The known object is thus a problem to all know-
ledge other than perception. Perception is at once full know-
ledge, and restricted knowledge, full insofar as no lack of know-
ledge is felt in it and restricted because nothing beyond the object
is necessarily suggested by it. In imaginative knowledge, as in
higher forms of non-perceptual knowledge, there is a felt lack of
intimacy with the object known while something is known in the
object—its becoming before being, for example,—which is un-
known in the sense of not being as evident as the perceived object
and of being incapable of being perceived. It is believed as con-
stituting the reality of the perceivable object, the object being its
appearance which is not unreal and in this sense a phenomenon
of the reality. Non-perceptual knowledge is thus knowledge of
the object as phenomenal with belief in a reality constituting it.

47. There is no explicit belief in metaphysical reality except as
thus implied in the knowledge of the phenomenal. To know the
phenomenon is not not to know the reality but to know it as
unknown and, it may be, as wanted to be known. Belief that is
not knowledge at all is either unaccompanied by an idea of the
object as distinct from the belief or is false belief. It is not possible,
therefore, to say about the postulates of moral or aesthetic con-
sciousness that they have only to be believed and cannot be
known. They are, in fact, known as unknown, known as objects
that are not to be rejected as permanent illusions but to be con-
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templated as symbols of the reality to be known. Whatin the case
of the understanding is known as phenomenon is in the case of
the reason known as symbol, neither of which can be taken in our
ordinary consciousness to be illusory though they would be
realized as illusory if the reality that is known as unknown were
to be completely known.

48. It would indeed be wrong to say that what is known as
unknown is necessarily wanted to be known, that there is a
necessity for the idea of a believed object to get transformed into
knowledge. The knowledge of the unknown as such is the pre-
condition as much of moral or aesthetic realization as of cognitive
realization. It would be equally wrong on the other side to say
that for non-cognitive realization it is necessary to give up faithin
the knowability of the unknown. Belief in the unknowability of
reality is not only not demanded; it is impossible and although in
a sense the unknowable real can be conceived, the confusion of
this mere conceiving with belief will exclude the possibility of all
spiritual realization. We know or believe the reality to be un-
known but we cannot believe it to be unknowable. We can doubt
the knowledge of the phenomenon or symbol such as is implied
in the knowledge of the unknown reality; but either such doubt
does not amount to disbelief or if it does, the belief in the un-
known reality also disappears, for that stands so long as the
knowledge is not doubted. While the belief in the reality persists,
the doubt is only an imaginary doubt, only the conceiving of a
disbelief-—no psychic fact at all but only a fringe of it—a conceiv-
ing of the totally unknown that is yet real. The concept of the
totally unknown reality is the imaginary concept of the unknow-
able.

49. The factors of actual knowledge can never be proved to be
necessary toall knowledge. A content that is claimed to be known
may be shown afterwards to have been only believed or to be
known as unknown but cannot be shown to be unknowable in
the sense of being totally unknown and yet demanded to be
believed. Solongas it canbe spoken of and believed, itis not tobe
regarded as totally unknown on the ground of some factor of
actual knowledge being wanting. If the thing-in-itself or an Idea
of Reason is spoken of and believed, it is already known as
unknown; and because of the two factors of actual
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object-knowledge—thought and intuition—either is wanting in
this case, one has no right to doubt such knowledge as is there
already or—what amounts to the same thing—to doubt the
knowability of the unknown. To know something to be unknown
implies, in fact, a demand to find a condition of its being known
and if the conditions of other admitted knowledge be not there, it
is a call to revise our epistemology and not to reject the know-
ledge of the unknown that sets the problem.

50. The knowledge of the unknown is what starts the actual
problem of realization whether in the cognitive or in the non-
cognitive direction. The demand for either mode of realization is
absolute, though there is a spiritual choice—which is not merely
the free choice of a will—between them. The non-cognitive mode
does not entertain the demand that the unknown that is known
as such should be known as known, that the belief in the reality
has to be turned into the knowledge of it as evident. Not that it
therefore demands that there should be a belief inits unknowabil-
ity: it would, in fact, be impossible with such a belief. What is
demanded for any mode of spiritual realization is that there
should be the knowledge of a reality as beyond the known and
that it should not be known as unknowable. The non-cognitive
mode of realization does not demand the belief that it is the only
mode and that the cognitive mode implies, as Kant would have it,
a fanatical conceit or theosophic illusion. The impossibility of the
cognitive mode would argue the impossibility of the non-
cognitive modes as well.

51. Thus we meet the Kantian difficulty. Psychic fact, we said,
involves presentation from which the perceivable object is dis-
tinct and which accordingly is object and more than object. It is
more in the sense of being a metaphysical reality constitutive of
the object which is its phenomenon, a reality that is known as
unknown and as knowable, though the complete knowledge of it
need not be demanded. Psychic fact as embodying belief in such
reality is at once real and realizing, realizing as being already real,
this being the objective counterpart of knowing the object as
unknown. To Kant, metaphysical reality—what in presentation
appears to be known as unknown in the object—is only thought
and believed and appears to be known by an inevitable or perma-




118 The Subject as Freedom

nent illusion. We agree that the introspective awareness of the
presentation as distinct from the object is not knowledge of
knowing but only imagination of knowing the metaphysical. The
imagination, however, is not an illusion but only incomplete or
unrealized knowledge and hence the imagined knowing appears
as the knowing of the unknown as such in the object. There is no
question of turning this imagined knowing into actual knowing
by sense-intuition: it can be actualized, if at all, by the concreting
activity of imagination itself. Metaphysical reality is only sym-
bolized in objective terms: it is not literally objective though the
symbolizing may be a step toward knowledge of it as a subjective
reality and need not be in the service of willing or feeling only.
The subject may be sought to be realized morally or emotionally
and the conceit of knowing the reality may be dropped but there
is no necessity to dropit. Cognitive realization of the metaphysi-
cal reality as subjective has to be admitted, atleast, as an alterna-
tive spiritual possibility.

52. In this cognitive realization, the knowledge of the unknown
as such implies the demand to know the metaphysical reality not
as an object hidden behind the perceivable object but as that of
which the object is a free efflux and to know empirical fact as real
not by being given but by the self-shining substantively existent
cognition of it. What appear as characters of the
object—characters like forming, pastness, or necessity revealed
by imagination, memory, or inference—would in such realiza-
tion cease to be adjectival and appear substantive. Psychic fact
would not only appear isolated from its object in the stage of
introspective realization proper to it but would cease to be distin-
guished from introspection as its object, shining out as a mode of
introspection itself, as a self-evidencing functional fact. The
phenomenal object—the object as imagined to be
perceived—would appear to be a possibility that is not actual by
its own right, being negated or turned into illusion in this sense
though not in the sense that when put forth, it is not real at all.

53. Psychic fact appears to our ordinary unrealized introspec-
tion as more concrete than objective fact only in promise and not
in actuality. It does not, however, appear as coordinate with
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objective fact: it is what should be more real but is actually less
real. To be more real is not to be a whole of which objective fact is
an element, for the unobjective element of psychic fact that is
known in introspection as the unknown character of the object is
what constitutes the reality of the object. Psychic fact contains
within it objective fact as a possibility but it would be wrong to say
that the realization of the psychic must mean the actualization of
this possibility. Actualization of a possible is, indeed, a necessity
to knowing, provided we choose to know or to adopt the cogni-
tive mode of realization. Object is a possibility within the psychic
only in the sense that it can be actualized, not that it will or need

be actualized. It is not comprehended in the psychic in the
Hegelian sense.

54. The Indian conception of a specific activity of realization on
the part of the individual spirit is alien to modern philosophy
generally and specially to Hegelian philosophy. The individual
spirit is supposed in the latter to be individual so far as he is
subject and does not know his subjectivity objectively. He knows
it objectively only as he finds it through non-cognitive spiritual
activity. He asserts it non-cognitively but does not in such asser-
tion will toward it as what is to be developed, does notknow it and
stand outside it in spiritual willing though in the consciousness of
the resulting fulfillment, he knows the subjectivity to have been
developed. To the absolute spirit, however, his will to realize his
subjectivity is knowledge of his subjectivity in the willing and not
after the willing: realization in the Indian sense is thus admitted in
the absolute spirit alone. So far as it is admitted, it is understood
as cognitive, non-cognitive activity being only a stage or con-
stituent function in it. So the object, so far as it is known as
unknown in the psychic state, would be taken by the Hegelian to
be known by the individual as eternally known by the Absolute,
as what not only can but will be unfolded by the psychic, being
eternally unfolded in the Absolute. It is this necessity that is
denied here as against the Hegelian: object as an ideality within
the psychic is what can be unfolded but need not be. The psychic
is more concrete than the object in the sense that it can freely put
forth the lesser reality; and even as it does put forth, it does not



120 The Subject as Freedom

lend to it its whole reality but keeps itself still as more concrete
than the manifested object. Nature is still to the Psyche a magicor
playful appearance.

55. The parting from the Hegelian view is suggested at a com-
paratively late stage. But the view of the psychic as coordinate
with the object and still more the view of it as comprehending the
object as a real element have to be rejected at the very start. There
is a tendency in certain recent developments of psychology to
reject the ghostly psychic fact as coordinate with objective fact
either in favor of an experience-unity .of subject and object or in
favor of the biological unity of the organism and its environment.
We are not concerned with the latter for the present. The
experience-unity of subject and object is supposed to be known
in introspection. It is the psychic fact as implying the object as a
real element, the presentation which is not not-object and from
which the object is differentiated out by “intersubjective inter-
course.” Now the question is if this experience-unity is rightly
claimed to be known by introspection, known so unambiguously
that it canbe proposed to be substituted for the current duality of
subject and object. All that can be admitted is that we do not
distinguish the presentation from the objectas we distinguish the
object from the presentation: we only cannot deny that the pre-
sentation is object though the object is other than presentation.
The distinguishing of the object from its presentation is definite
knowledge but the non-denial of the identity of presentation
with its object does not amount to the knowledge of it. The
presentation, in fact, cannot be known except as what the object
is distinct from. By itself it is believed in introspection and it
embodies belief in the object. Psychic fact as bound up with
presentation cannot be asserted to include the object on the
ground that presentation is not known as not-object or implies
belief in the object. |

56. The ordinary view of the ghostly psychic fact as coordinate
with objective fact ignores the experienced non-distinction of
presentation from its object while the view of experience-unity
unwarrantably asserts it as identity. Is the duality of psychic fact
and objective fact secured any better by the recognition of the
distinction between the “enjoying”’ and the “contemplative”
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modes of knowing? For one thing, it is doubtful if the enjoying
knowledge of the psychic fact should be called knowledge at all.
Evenif it be taken as knowledge of it as objectively unknown, the
difficulty is to relate the content of it with the content of contemp-
lative knowledge. The distinction of objective fact from presenta-
tion or psychic fact may be taken to be itself an objective fact that
is contemplatively known. But the distinction of psychic fact from
the object, to be known, would have to be enjoyingly known. All
that, however, can be said to be enjoyingly known is the psychic
fact as distinct in itself. Its distinction from the object is only
symbolically thought by an illegitimate extension of reversible
character of the relation of distinction within contemplative
knowledge. It is not known but is only a symbolism for the felt
dissociation or freedom of the psychic fact from the object.




Chapter 3
Bodily Subjectivity

The Body as Perceived and Felt

57. Psychic fact has been taken to be fact of which we are
introspectively aware as capable of existing apart from introspec-
tion. Introspection is the distinguishing of the presentation from
its object, the object being given as distinct from the presentation.
In perceptual knowledge, the object is not given as distinct from
its presentation and hence perceptual knowledge is not at least
directly the object of introspection and is nota psychic fact in this
sense. We are, however, aware of the subject even in the sub-
psychic perceptual stage. The body as externally and internally
perceived, as observed and felt, may be regarded as the subjectin
relation to the environment and psychology has to start with this
bodily subjectivity.

58. The materialistic view that the subject is but the body is true
insofar as the body represents a stage of being of the subject. But
it ignores the unique singularity of one’s own body even as a
perceived object. No merely objectivistic account can do justice to
this singularity. The objectivity of other perceived objects is con-
stituted by their position relative to the percipient’s body which
itself, therefore, cannot be taken to be so constituted. To the
percipient, his body is an object situated in space relatively to

T

A Lo




The Body as Perceived and Felt 123

some other percipient’s body as imagined, being not perceived
by himself in a space-position though not known, therefore, as
non-spatial. The percipient as in his body or as hisbody is, in this
sense, dissociated from the external world, being what his per-
ceived world is distinct from. At the same time he cannot help
imagining himself as indluded in the world though it may be as a
privileged object.

59. One’s own body is only half perceived, the rest being eked
out by imagination. The unseen face of a solid object that is
perceived is imagined by the percipient by imagining his own
body being placed in a different position. To imagine the unseen
half of one’s own body, however, the observer does not imagine
his own body thus placed differently. He imagines another ob-
serving body, not his own, as thus placed. In this respect also his
own perceived body is uniquely different from other perceived
objects and has no place in the objective world that he conceives
to be presentable to him as a solipsistic observer. The world as a
construction out of the views or perspectives of many observers
cannot be simply identified with the world constructed out of the
views of the same observer in different positions. The former is
not, indeed, known as other than the latter; but it is a world
organic to a subject that feels dissociated from his body, a world
therefore that has no perceivable position and involves a space
that he as percipient cannot take to be objective tohim. Thus even
if the subject is taken as nothing but one’s own perceived body, it
involves the knowledge of something unknown as such in the
object, something that cannot be understood in terms of the
perceptible object in the merely objectivistic attitude. It still im-
plies the mystic awareness of dissociation from the object in
which subjectivity consists. What is intended by the word I
cannot be characterized evenin the lowest stage of subjectivity as
simply this object.

60. One’s own body is not only perceived from outside: one is
immediately or sensuously aware of it also from within in what s
called "’feeling of the body.” This feeling is not, like the feeling of
an object, a psychic fact from which the object known is distin-
guished. The bodily feeling is but the felt body which is not
known to be other than the perceived body. Yet the perceived
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body is distinct from it so far as it is an “interior’’ that is never
perceived and cannot be imagined to be perceived from outside.
Introspection, indeed, is sometimes taken as nothing but sense-
perception of the interior of the body. But the interior cannot be
understood here as the interior that one may imagine oneself
seeing. To say that it is the same spatial interior, only appearing
indefinite, is to ignore the qualitative difference that is felt bet-
ween the indefiniteness of a perceived position and the indefi-
niteness of a felt position, the position, for example, of a pain in
the perceived body. Our knowledge of objective space may have
been developed from the felt spread of the body or the felt
location in it but we are always aware of such felt space as only
partially defined into perceived space and, therefore, cannot as-
sert the former to be nothing more than the latter. Perceived
space, however it may be extended and complicated by the
geometric imagination, can at best symbolize the uniquely felt
space that sets the problem of objective interpretation and is
always in advance of the interpretation. It is even as the uniquely
singular I is symbolized by the objectively singular this, being
never adequately interpreted by it.

61. Objective space that is indefinitely perce1ved is the same as
the objective space that is definitely perceived and the definition
does not involve any fresh objectification. But felt space is indefi-
nite in the sense that it is more than the objective space it is
defined into, more in the sense already explained in which the
presentation of an object is more than the object. The felt interior
of the body may thus be regarded as the prototype of the observ-
able interior, not merely the latter as presented indefinitely but
what can only be symbolized by the latter in its full definiteness.
Definite objective space is related to felt space as the objective
exterior is related to the objective interior, the latter relation
being, in fact, the reflection of the former relation.

62. The awareness of the body from within is, indeed, sensu-
ous but it can hardly be called sense-perception. It is only not
denied to be perception, though the perceived body as an object
among objects is distinguished from the body as felt from within.
The body is felt as extending from a vague interior to the outer
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surface that may be both felt and perceived. But the perception of
the body stops at the surface and if it is extended by the imagina-
tion of the interior, the interior is still imagined as an external
surface. The perceived and imagined body is always an exterior
which may also be felt but the felt interior can never be imagined
as perceived. Thus the felt body cannot be distinguished from the
perceived body though the latter is distinguished from the
former.

63. The relation between the felt body and the perceived body
is similar to the relation of presentation and its object in non-
perceptual knowledge. There is, however, the difference that
introspection into such knowledge is possible because the pre-
sentation is felt to be dissociated though not known tobe distinct
from its object while there is no introspection into body-feeling,
as we are not aware of it as dissociated from the perceived body.
Body-feeling and felt body are only verbally distinct; and the
awareness of the felt body is not the awareness of anything but
the perceived body though the perceived body is distinguished
from the felt body. As in the case of the perception of objects,
there is no conscious duality of presentation and object in body-
feeling and as in the case of non-perceptual knowledge, the
perceptible object—here the body—is distinguished from some-
thing which however here is the felt body and not presentation
and is not suspected like presentation as the possibility of any-
thing other than the perceived body. Body-feeling may accord-
ingly be regarded as not psychic factbut the potentiality of it. The
problem of dissociating it from the objective body does not yet
arise, as it arises in the case of psychic fact. But the possibility of
dissociation is there, in the actualization of which body-feeling
may be conceived to be transformed into psychic fact. Actually in
body-feeling, we are not interested in withdrawing from the
environment: it is only an interest derived from higher stages of
subjectivity that suggests such withdrawal.

64. We may consider body-feeling in relation to psychic fact
and introspection into psychic fact on the one hand and to the
perceived body and perceived object on the other. The perceived
body is only potentially dissociated from the perceived object
inasmuch as it is not merely like presentation not denied to be
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object but is positively known as object. There is no explicit
awareness of dissociation from the object but since position rela-
tive to the body, which is a constitutive character of the object,
may not be analyzed out in perception, the object is only half
distinguished from the body, the body being, therefore, only
implicitly or potentially dissociated from it. The object, however,
is fully distinguished from the felt body: the perceived object
presents exterior surface only, its so-called interior being, as
perceived or imagined to be perceived, still an exterior. Corres-
ponding to this full distinction from the felt interior, there is the
actual but imperfect dissociation or freedom of the felt body from
the perceived environment. The felt body, however, does not
appear even imperfectly dissociated from the perceived body. It
is only potentially dissociated because the perceived body is half
distinguished from the felt body in the sense one who observes
his body as exterior to him may not feel it.

65. Again, the perceived body is fully distinguished from
psychic fact—from the imagination of the body, for
example—which however is imperfectly but consciously dis-
sociated from it. There may be consciousness of the body as mine
and at the same time as not other than myself, unlike the con-
sciousness of the object which if felt as mine is felt as not me. The
felt body is, however, only half distinguished from psychic fact,
since it is the feeling of the body on the one hand and is not
actually dissociated from the perceived body on the other.
Psychic fact accordingly is only potentially or implicitly and not
actually or explicitly dissociated from the felt body. In introspec-
tion into psychic fact, this potential dissociation of the psychic
fact from the felt body becomes imperfectly actual: there is no
awareness of the psychic fact as not involving bodily feeling at all
though bodily feeling as the felt body itself is other than the
psychic fact. The felt body begins to get resolved into a bodiless
psychic feeling in introspection and may be conceived to be fully
resolved when introspection gets realized as assured knowledge.
Meantime our ordinary introspection involves awareness of the
felt body as not other than the perceived body from which,
however, psychicfact isfelt tobe completely detached. It is in this
sense only that introspection may be taken as the sense-
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perception of the bodily interior. Strictly speaking, it is the
awareness of a psychic fact felt as fully detached from the per-
ceived body or the bodily exterior and half detached from the felt
bodily interior which also is half detached from the bodily ex-
terior.

66. The facthood of the subjective is constituted by this feeling
of detachment or freedom. The first hint of this freedom is
reached in the feeling of the body. In the perception of the object,
there need not be the knowledge of the object being distinct from
the body. Developed perception may involve such knowledge
butstill the body is taken as perceived object. When the perceived
body is distinguished from the felt body, the exterior from the
interior, we have an explicit feeling of distinction, detachment, or
freedom from the perceived object. Apart from the specific activ-
ity of realization which subjectivity suggests, the first given feel-
ing of freedom in body-feeling is what all freedom of higher grade
involves and derives its meaning from. Subjectivity apart from
spiritual disciplineis rooted in body-feeling and is only imagined
to be dissociable from it. Psychic fact is then fact because of the
knowledge of object or the presentation that it involves, because
of the consequent felt detachment of it from the perceived body
and of its non-detachment from the felt body. In introspection,
indeed, there is the initial detachment of psychic fact from the felt
body but introspection itself is fact only as a fringe of some
psychic fact which is undetached from the felt body. This initial
detachment here is only imagined, for the felt body is not yet
turned into a psychic feeling, introspection being only the faith
that the detachment can be realized. The realization of this free-
dom from the felt body is the pre-condition of all distinctively
spiritual activity.



Chapter 4
Bodily Subjectivity
(Cont.)

Knowledge of Absence as a Present Fact

67. The perception of objective fact does not imply a distin-
guishing of the object from the presentation of it. That there is a
presentation here from which the object is distinct is not directly
known by introspection. Perception as a psychic fact is known
only in introspection into non-perceptual knowledge. In mem-
ory, for example, there is the distinguishing of the past object
from the presentation (image) of it and in introspection into
memory, thereis the further distinguishing of the past perceptual
presentation of the object from the present image of it, the object
being thus known as having been unconsciously distinct from the
past presentation. The perceived object may, however, be di-
rectly distinguished from the felt body which, as has been
pointed out, is like the perceived object undistinguished from
presentation but yet involves a feeling of detachment from all
object other than perceived body. The feeling of the body may
accordingly be taken to be an implicate of developed perception,
of the perception of the object as distinct from the felt body, and
to be only a fringe of perceptual knowledge. The knowledge of
absence as a present fact that now comes up for discussion 1is
similarly a fringe of object-perception of a higher grade, involv-
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ing like all perception no distinction of the fact from the presenta-
tion of it. The absence of object that is immediately known as a
present fact is just midway between the body felt to be present
and the presentation that is felt to be detached from present fact
in non-perceptual knowledge.

68. Objective fact may be said to be present as external, as
internal, and as absent. The felt body is objective fact in its
internal aspect. An object may be also directly known to be now
absent, to be “present as absent” in this sense—a paradoxical
phrase to be justified presently. All these three aspects may be
said to be known in connection with sense and involve no distin-
guishing from presentation. A present object as external may be
distinguished from other present objects as external, from a pres-
ent object as internal, or from the present absence of itself. The
feeling of the body is already a detachment from the external
object though not from the body as external. The direct know-
ledge of the present absence of an object is a detachment not only
from the object but also from the perceived body though not from
the body as internally felt. The absence of an object, so far as it is
located, islocated like its presence in reference to the body but the
reference is in opposite directions. The object as present is there
away from my body. In the case of absence, the object being
missed or unreached by my body is what my body is away from:
the absence is where my body is not. Thus the body as external is
distinguished from the object as absent and not the latter from the
former. Corresponding to this distinction, there is the felt de-
tachment from the body of the present absence of the object or of
the object as now missed, the consciousness of the absence or the
absent being thus removed from the space round the body.

69. The sense-conditioned knowledge of an object being now
absent is not to be confused with the memory, expectation, or
imagination of the object. None of these need involve knowledge
of its present absence. An object may be remembered, expected,
or imagined though it is now present: non-perceptual knowledge
of it may coexist with perceptual knowledge. There are cases,
again, in which there is no distinct image of the absent object at all
and where yet we may be aware of the perceived locus of the
absence as empty or devoid of an indefinite something. A con-
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sciously imagined object as now absent or the absence of an
object not consciously imagined that characterizes a perceived
locus as empty is known in connection with sense and known, if
not in perception, in a cognitive mode undissociated from per-
ception. The cognition is a fringe either of the perception of the
locus or of the perception of the body and is in either case
undissociated from the feeling of the body.

70. The cognition of an object as now absent may but need not
involve the cognition of its absence as characterizing a locus and
the latter also may but need not involve the former. The two
cognitions are, therefore, distinct and each as primary may in-
volve the-latter as secondary. A field, for example, was observed
in the past with a tree standing on it, which might not have been
particularly noticed at the time. The observer comes to the place
when the tree has been removed and finds a new bare look about
the place. He may not know that it is absence of the tree that
makes the difference but he notices the difference, bareness or
absence. To take another example, a person is looking for a book
in a room but does not find it. He knows the book to be absent
without being conscious of any empty look about the room and
without, in fact, consciously referring the absence to the room at
all. The former example would be a case of cognition of theabsence
of an object (tree) and the latter of cognition of an object (book)
being absent. Neither cognition here need imply the other and
both are direct sense-conditioned cognitions of objective fact. Yet
each may develop into the other cognition: what is absent may
come to be realized as tree in the first example and the absence of
the book may come to be realized in explicit reference to the room
in the second.

71. Should the primary and secondary cognitions in each case
be called perception? In the first case, the absence of the tree is
known as a character of the locus, the perceived field where the
tree stood. The tree may not be definitely remembered but if
remembered itis recognized to be the specification of the absence
that continues tobe known, the place not ceasing to wear the bare
look because of the definite memory. As the place is perceived,
absence as a character of the place may also be claimed to be
perceived. There is, however, a distinction between the sense in
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which absence is a character and that in which a quality like color
is a character of the place. The place in being perceived with the
bareness or absence is, if not perceived, atleast imagined as what
need not have the character, being presented as with a new look
or, in other words, as distinct from what it might be. But to
perceive the place with a color is not necessarily to imagine that it
might be without it. The perceived locus of absence being im-
agined in the very perception of it as without the absence, the
absence is only a floating adjective that unlike color is felt to be
dissociated from the locus. There is a suggestion of the absence
being outside the space where the locus stands—the space round
the body, of its being nowhere like an image, though it is believed
to be objective and not psychic fact. The suggestion is not actual
imagination of positionless objective fact but only the attempted
symbolizing of the feeling of detachment from objective space.
The absence cannot be said to be not known as objective but it is
implicitly felt to be dissociated from objective space. The percep-
tion of it as a character of the object in the feeling that it is not a
character and with the conscious distinguishing of the object
from it may be called aesthetic or imaginative perception to dis-
tinguish it from ordinary perception.

72. Inthe second example, what is knownin the firstinstance is
not the absence of the book but the book as absent. The book is
not found and the room where it is not found is not perceived, at

least immediately, to have any empty look owing to the absence.
The book as absent is immediately known as a present objective
circumstance that is neither remembered nor merely imagined.

The missing of the imagined book is a characteristic experience,
implying a feeling of the body not reaching it, which is inter-
preted as the objective fact of the book being absent. The know-
ledge of this fact of the book as absent is with the conscious
imagination of the book as found being distinct from it and
implies the feeling of the present fact being outside objective
space altogether. Such knowledge also may, therefore, be called
aesthetic or imaginative perception. The difference from the pre-
vious case is that what is imaginatively distinguished within the
perception is not the perceived locus of the absence from the
absence but the imagined object-as-present from the perceived
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object-as-absent. In neither case is the positive object distin-
guished from a presentation as in non-perceptual knowledge. It
is distinguished in both cases from the objective fact of absence or
the absent and not from a psychic fact. This objective fact that is
distinguished from may thus be said to be perceived.

73. The primary cognitions of absence and the absent which are
both perception may be followed by secondary cognitions. The
perception of the absence of the tree in the first example may
develop into the cognition of the tree as absent and the percep-
tion of the book as absent in the second example into the cogni-
tion of the absence of the book imagined explicitly as the book in
the room. The interest may shift in the former case from the bare
look of the locus to what was in it but is no longer existing and in
the latter case from the book that is missed to the locus which
might have been but is not with the object. Are these secondary
cognitions also perception?

74. When after the perception of the absence of the tree as a
character of the place, the treeas remembered is known to be now
absent, there is no missing of a looked-for object like the missing
of the book in the second example. If an object is looked for and
not found, the object as it might be now, with presentness as its
adjective, is perceived to be absent. Again, when absence is
known as a character or adjective of a presentlocus, it is taken to
be perceived. But when as in this case that object tree is known to
be now absent, the presentness is not adjective either to the object
or to the locus but is only an adverbial mode of the adjective
absent. What is consciously referred to as now is neither the object
nor the locus but the absence only. That object is not now perceiv-
able and the perception of this place is irrelevant to the know-
ledge of the tree as absent. Such knowledge is not perception:
there is no perception that is not or does not consciously imply
apprehension of a concrete as present.

75. The secondary cognition of that tree as now absent is not
perception, though it is immediate and sense-conditioned cogni-
tion of the present. What is known to be now absent is known in
the consciousness of not perceiving it, with the belief that it
would have been perceived had it been present. Not that it is,
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therefore, inferred to be absent: the consciousness of not perceiv-
ing what, it is inferred, would have been perceived is itself no
inference and is at once the objective knowledge of the present
fact of absence. Present absence by itself is then immediately
known in connection with sense and inference by what may be
called conscious non-perception. This has to be recognized as a
new mode of knowledge and is comparable with the pure percep-
tion of object, conceived as that to which the object is not given
but before which it floats up like an image and is nonetheless
believed. Conscious non-perception is, indeed, in connection
with sense but what is perceived by sense is irrelevant to its
content.

76. The secondary cognition in the second example is also a
case of conscious non-perception. To make it more readily intel-
ligible, we may vary the illustration and consider the absence of a
beloved person instead of a book that is looked for in a room.
When such a person is missed or imaginatively perceived as now
absent, there may not be any relevant reference to the locus,
namely, the room. But one may come toimagine the roomas with
the person and then realize his absence in reference to this im-
agined content. To imagine an object in a perceived locus is a
special form of imagination in which the present locus is viewed
as characterizing and not as characterized by the imagined con-
tent. The belief in the absence of the object as thus characterized
by the locus, the absence here of the imagined room as sentimen-
tally associated with the beloved person, is immediate know-
ledge but not perception. The absence is not taken to be factin the
present locus; and as the presentness of the absence is not the
presentness of any concrete thing, it cannot be said to be per-
ceived. The secondary cognition is conscious non-perception,
the room that is perceived by sense being turned into the im-
agined character of location of the imagined person.

77. The primary cognition of absence and the absent is imagina-
tive perception and the secondary cognition of them is conscious
non-perception. The relation of these modes of cognition with
the apprehension of the body has now to be brought out. The
primary cognition is related to the perception of the body as the
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secondary cognition is related to the feeling of the body. The
absence of the tree in the first example is where its locus is. The
tree as absent, however, is not essentially referred to the locus,
being felt in fact as outside the space round my body, as detached
from reference to the perceived body. The positionlessness is felt
and believed as a mode of my body-feeling which is dissociated
from the object. The now or presentness of the absence is the now
or the presentness of the body-feeling. But while the now of the
body-feeling is not distinguished from thethen asremembered or
the might be as imagined, being only an implicit now, the now of
the absent tree in this case is so distinguished. The absent-now is
felt dissociated from the perceived body as the felt body is not.
Thus the felt body is imperfectly distinct from the absent-now
which, therefore, only appears to be a mode of the felt body,
being undetached from itbut really represents a stage higher and
just falling short of the detached image. There is a similar relation
of the primary and secondary cognitions in the second example to
the perceived body and the felt body.

78. In the imaginative perception of absence and the absent,
there is no explicitly felt dissociation from the position of the
perceived body, which however is imperfectly distinguished
from the imagined position of absence or of the absent. In con-
scious non-perception, there is the explicitly felt dissociation
from the perceived body but not from the felt body, though the
felt body has begun to be distinguished from the fact of absence
or the absent. The relation of the perceived body in the former
case and of the felt body in the latter to the known absence is like
the relation of the perceived body to the felt body. The perceived
body is half distinguished from the felt body which, however, is
not felt to be dissociated from the perceived body. Absence
imaginatively perceived is thus on a level with the felt body, both
being felt undissociated from the perceived body which however
is half distinguished from them. Absence known by conscious
non-perception is on a higher level, being felt half dissociated
from the perceived body which, however, is fully distinguished
from it and undissociated from the felt body which is half distin-
guished from it.
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79. Conscious non-perception then is a transitional stage be-
tween body-feeling and imagination with which psychic fact be-
gins. It is the consciousness of presentness without space-
position, the same as the presentness of the felt body but distin-
guished from such absence of the perceived object as is realized in
imagination, memory, or expectation as the might be, the past, or
the future. It is free from space but not from the present and
accordingly does not imply a presentation of the object as dis-
sociated from the object. Psychic fact begins with the distinguish-
ing of what the present is not. Conscious non-perception is the
distinguishing of the present from the detached presentation and
not reversely and may be taken as the immediate pre-condition of
the felt detachment of the presentation from the present. Were
one to start with object-perception as the actual standard of
knowledge, the first clear hint of the subjective fact would be
realized in the knowledge of absence through conscious non-
- perception.




Chapter 5

Psychzc Subjectivity

The Image

80. Psychology does not begin till the perceived objectis distin-
guished from the half perceived body. The body may not be felt
as dissociated from the objective world but it is still realized as a
uniquely central object round which the world is disposed. To
those who would not go further in psychology, introspection is
only observation of the indefinite body-interior and psychic fact
is only a bodily attitude, the beginning of the behavior of an
organism to the environment. Some, however, would go one
step further and admit the image as a unique fact, appearing as a
quasi-object from which object including the body is disting-
uished. Psychology to them cannot ignore the image, evenif it be
only ancillary to bodily behavior. The image may be functional in
character as a reference to the object, the reference being ulti-
mately a behaving mode; but that it appears presented as a
substantive something from which the object is distinct and exists
in a sense in which the object does not exist cannot be denied.

81. The meaning of facthood appears to change as we pass from
the perceived object as fact to the image as fact. This is realized if
we interpose between them the three entities so far
discussed—the perceived body, the felt body, and absence of
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object as known in conscious non-perception. Each later term in
the series appears to be fact in a sense different from the term
before it—the perceived body from the perceived object, the felt
body from the perceived body and so on. Facthood as an abstrac-
tion has an unformed symbolic meaning: its actual meaning
depends on the nature of the content that is taken as fact. Factin
general means only what is believed or asserted but what fact
means as a predicate applied to a content apart from the subjec-
tive function of assertion is indeterminate. Its meaning depends
on the form of knownness of the content, the knownness that is
its constitutive character and is abstracted by the so-called
psychological introspection. The object is object to us so far asitis
given and not self-evident like I, so far as it is presented and
believed as more thanitis known, so far, in fact, as it is known to
be unknown. Knownness as an abstraction emerges only with
this positive awareness of the unknown and has meaning only in
reference to it. If the abstraction by itself has a meaning, it stands
for an indeterminate which is not given nor yet is self-evidencing
like the knowing1, being at best what is to be known. The concept
of fact in general or knownness by itsélf is thus a problem in
meaning and not an accomplished meaning. Meantime facthood
is but a name for many grades or modes of fact which have no
actual relation of similarity or point of similarity. We have accord-
ingly to begin by accepting the different grades of fact as implying
different meanings of facthood.

82. A perceived object is necessarily a spatial object having a
position relatively not only to other perceived objects but also to
the percipient’s body. The perceived parts of his body are to him
like outside objects situated relatively to some part of his body
that he does not perceive nor even imagine himself perceiving
but imagines only as perceivable (by another) and yet as continu-
ous with the part that he perceives. His perceivable body as a
whole is not perceived by him as situated relatively to the object.
The perceived positional relation of one object to another is
reversible but that of the object to the percipient’sbody as a whole
is not reversible. Position relatively to the percipient’s body is a
character that constitutes the facthood of the perceived object,
but his body as a perceivable fact is not constituted to his percep-
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tion by position relative to the object though it is imagined by him
as situated relatively to another spectator in a perceived objective
posttion. This lack of perceived position is what distinguishes the
facthood of one’s perceivable body from the facthood of the
objects perceived by him.

83. The imagined position of the perceived body is in objective
space, space that is all exterior to the actual or imaginary perci-
pient. Interior and exterior within objective space are understood
relatively to two spectators: what the same actual spectator per-
ceives is only the exterior. What he apprehends as interior is the
felt space: his felt position consists in withdrawal from objective
space, though it is not known as other than the imagined position
of the perceivable body. The body is still felt to have a position
which objective position is not but which is not, therefore, known
as other than objective position. The interiority of the felt body is
what distinguishes its existence from that of the perceived body.

84. The absence of an object is immediately known as a present
objective fact. Has its facthood any reference to space-position?
In what we have called the aesthetic or imaginative perception of
absence, the absence is taken to be where the thing absent is
imagined to be. Now in imagining an object in a perceived posi-
tion, the position is turned into an imagined character of the
object. The position of the absence of the object is thus imagined
though not imaginary. The position of the perceived body is also
imagined and of both it may be said that they are not unperceived
because imagined, being, in fact, perceived through the imagina-
tion. The difference is that the body is half perceived by sense
while the absence is perceived wholly through imagination. Ab-
sence has a factual position only as the felt body is undetached
from the perceiving body. The position of absence as distin-
guished from the absence itself, is like the perceivable body half
perceived through the imagination: the locus is perceived by
sense and it is also imagined as turned into a character of the
imagined object. Perceived absence then is on alevel with the felt
body but its position is on the level of the perceived body. Such
absence is undetached from its position as the felt body is unde-
tached from the perceived body.
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85. Absence that is known by conscious non-perception is not
referred to objective space. It is not known as with a position
though it would be going too far to say that it is known as
positionless. Itis felt even as the body is felt, the belief in it being a
bodily feeling of not feeling the object. Yet as the felt body is not
detached from the perceived body and appears spatial as the
mystic interior, absence in conscious non-perception is referred
to this interior. It is as though the absent object was in the felt
body. Yet the felt body is half distinguished from it, just as the
perceived body is half distinguished from the felt body. Absence
is here not known as with position while the felt body is known as
withan unknown position from which objective space-position is
distinct. There is the further distinction that the presentness of
the absence is asserted explicitly while bodily feeling is only the
implicit feeling of presentness. It is the explicit presentness that
makes it possible for absence to be known as objective and yet
without position.

86. The image is known to be without position while absence in
conscious non-perception is only not known with position. So,
too, absence is known as present or now, while the image is not
known as now. The image has no space-position and it cannot be
asserted to have a time-position, which, however, is not denied.
To imagine an object is not necessarily to know it as now absent.
We may imagine it while we perceive it, for example, when the
object is our body and we may perceive it wholly through imagi-
nation as in what has been called aesthetic perception. But we
imagine the object also when we know it to be absent. In such a
case we imperfectly distinguish the object as now absent from the
image of the object, which however is undissociated from the
absent object and as such is not denied to be now but is not,
therefore, asserted to be now.

87. The ordinary perception of objectis said to involve imagina-
tion but the image here is only inferred and cannot appear to
introspection. In a perception like that of one’s own body, thereis
the direct consciousness of something in it as not sensed, from
which the sensed portion of the body is distinguished but which
itself is not distinguished from it. In what has been called aesthe-
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tic or imaginative perception, not only is the sense-perceived
locus of its object distinguished from it: the object as imagina-
tively perceived is distinguished from itself as merely imagined
though not conversely. In none of these cases is the image felt to
be dissociated from the percept. In the knowledge of absence
through conscious non-perception, the image of the absent ob-
ject is felt to be dissociated from the felt body but not from the
present absence. What is known to be wholly distinct from the
image at this stage is the object as present and not as absent. The
knowledge of present absence is still a mode of bodily subjectiv-
ity; but in imagination as a free psychic fact, even the present
absence is distinguished from the image; and so the image,
though not explicitly dissociated from the presentness, is not
known as with this character which is the last vestige of percepti-
ble facthood. The image here appears with objective form but
does not appear with objective position.

88. The relation of the image and of psychic fact generally to
objective time has been the subject of controversy. There is the
current banality that psychic facts are only in time while objective
facts are in both space and time. We have pointed out on the one
hand that absence that is known in conscious non-perception is
not known tobe in space thoughitis objective and that the image
proper on the other is not known to be in time. We cannot assert
nor can we deny that such objective absence is in space and that
the image is in time. The image is assertable as not in space,
neither in perceptible space nor in felt space. It has, indeed,
spatiality as a character or form; and itis even possible toimagine
an object on a perceived locus, where, however, the image is not
in space but has space-position as an aesthetic expression. Thus
there is a felt dissociation of the image from objective space and
even from the felt interior of the body. Since the absence known
in conscious non-perception is not consciously dissociated from
the felt body, it is only half distinguished from the image, being
not deniable as in space while the image is so deniable; and thus
the image is not felt dissociated from the present absence though
it is potentially dissociated.

89. This potential dissociation of the image from the now is
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realized in ““thought.” In the examples of non-perception so far
given it has beenassumed that the object that is absent is imaged.
But there may be cases where the absent object is only thought, as
for example, when we say ““no man is present here: man in
general is here thought and not imaged. The vague image of an
individual man may float up but the absence that is known is the
absence not of this man in particular but of all men. The image
here as symbolizing the thought may be said to be consciously
dissociated from the presentness of the absence. Thus though the
image need not be denied as now, it may be denied. We cannot
assert that the image of the object now absentis now and we canin
higher stages, for example, in the stage of image with thought
definitely deny it.

90. The lowest stage of psychic fact is represented by the image
without thought, emerging in the conscious non-perception of
the absent as such. Just as the perception of the object half-
consciously implies the perception of the body, this the feeling of
the body and this again the conscious non-perception of the
absent, so this last implies the image of the absent from which the
absent as such is imperfectly distinguished. Attention here is
primarily directed to the objective absence but in distinguishing it
we attend indirectly to the image of the object that is absent. As
thus indirectly attended to, the image is not distinguished and
appears without thought. There is no awareness yet of its being
not objective: it appears as a ghostly object that does not con-
sciously imply belief, much as the half perceived body appears
when an object is perceived to be there. The awareness of the
image is still bound up with the perceiving attitude and is not
introspective. The image is still consciously as though it were an
object. It is like the illusion of the object persisting after correc-
tion, though it is only without belief and does not imply as in the
case of illusion a conscious disbelief. It is only potentially psychi-
cal, being an object for possible introspection.

91. The distinguishing of the presentation of an object from the
object is introspection which does not amount to the knowledge
of the presentation as a given distinct. The distinguishing of the
object from its presentation is, however, a phase of object-
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knowledge. The presentation as thus distinguished from is an
indefinite quasi-object. It is felt dissociated from the object as
having no position in objective space and except in its lowest
phase as image is felt also as not in time. In the case of the image,
there is only no consciousness of its being an event in time: it is
not felt to be not in time. Conscious non-perception of an object
implies, indeed, the conscious image of the object but what is
believed to be present fact is the object as absent, as distinct from
the image which is neither believed nor disbelieved to exist at the
moment. In the thought of an objective fact, however, the mean-
ing which is the presentation is not only not referred to time: its
existence in time is meaningless.

92. In conscious non-perception of an object, its image is not
directly attended to and there is no introspective distinguishing
of it from the object as absent. When it is introspectively attended
to, it changes its character; the image appears as imaging, as
being formed though not as unformed, as functional without
ceasing to be substantive. A presentation like meaning also ap-
pears functional under introspection but loses its substantive
character. The completed meaning is turned into the meaning act
and loses its ghostly objectivity. All psychic fact conceived in
introspection to be outside introspection is the quasi-objective
fact of presentation which, however—with the exception of the
image—appears as a mere function or act under introspection.
The ghostly psychic fact cannot accordingly be taken to be a mere
illusion; it is what introspection testifies to as existing consciously
outside itself and the lowest form of it, namely, the image is
apprehended even in the objective attitude apart from the tes-
timony of introspection. The view of psychic life as the self’s
transaction with quasi-objective presentation is suggested by the
image. A presentation like meaning that wholly melts into func-

tion under introspection does not stand before the self as object
for its attention.

93. The image appears under introspection as functional and
substantive at the same time, as a form being formed. This form-
ing orincomplete character of the image requires fuller considera-
tion than it has received. There is a qualitative difference between
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the incompleteness of an image and the incompleteness of a
perceived object, much like the difference between felt space and
perceived space. The incompleteness of a percept is in reference
to a fuller percept; taken by itself, a percept is finished and
definite and an indefinite and unfinished sense-appearance is
not yet a percept. The sense-given cannot be incomplete in itself
without being indefinite and without falling short of a percept.
The image, however, is incomplete not merely in comparison
with a percept but in itself; it could not, in fact, be complete
without being a percept. There cannot be a finished form that is
not believed as the form of a perceived object. The imagined form
is always being formed without, however, being indefinite like
the sense-given content whichis being formed into a percept. It is
definite because the consciousness of the forming is at once the
consciousness of the form to be completed. The forming and the
form appear to be seen together, as they are actually seen to-
gether in what has been called aesthetic or imaginative percep-
tion. The image under introspection is, in fact, a standing process
where the forming is not chronologically prior to the form and yet
appears distinct from the form which is its interpretation. Under
introspection accordingly the image appears as not in time while
the image before introspection, as in the stage of conscious non-
perception, is only not known to be in time. The consciousness of
the finished form that interprets the forming is sometimes called
idea. But the idea at this stage is not a separate presentation but
only a fringe of the image. It is not dissociated from the image as
forming, which, however, is distinguished from it. The idea as
dissociated from the image would be the next psychic stage.



Chapter 6
Psychic Subjectivity
(Cont.)

Thought

94. The image under introspection appears as a forming formin
which the finished form is evident in the forming process as its
interpreting idea. The idea as dissociated from the image is idea
of the object as not imaged and sought to be imaged. The object
here appears indefinite and the imagining or forming that is
started by the conscious want of the image is the process of
defining it. This process which may be called the materializing of
the dissociated idea is intrinsically incomplete and is ever to be
completed. The undissociated idea of the previous stage is the
complete form that as much appears to be seen as the incomplete
forming. The dissociated idea thus implies the imaging process
and the conscious want of the image. The want is here only
partial but there may be idea of something in the object that
cannot be defined or concreted into image at all. Such idea is
thought proper that is definite in itself and is not defined in
meaning but at best fixed or detained in the mind by the images it
may still call up. The images here have a consciously metaphori-
cal or symbolizing value for the idea.

95. Image or thought here is considered as presentation that
embodies or at least does not exclude belief in the object. The
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mere image or the mere meaning, the object of which is disbe-
lieved from the start is, as indicated before, no psychic fact at all.
Now what in the object is believed specifically through
imagination—namely, the form—though not posited in the space
that is organic to the body, is still represented as spatial, appear-
ing as though it were felt like the body. What is believed specifi-
cally through thought, however, does not thus appear to be
intimately felt and is yet as definite as the imagined form. The
dissociated idea lies midway between the definite form and the
definite intelligible, being non-spatial in form but indefinite and
only partially definable by an incomplete forming. It may be
called pictorial thought to distinguish it from thought proper, the
object of which is definitely presented as unpicturable meaning.
Picturable metaphors and symbols may be used to fix the identity
of such meaning and for purposes of easy communication but
they do not help to define or elaborate it.

96. The image lacks space-position but still appears spatial in
form and temporal as forming or becoming and as such implies a
belief in its possible objectivity. Thought as the awareness of the
unimaginability of its specific content is the awareness of its
objectivity being impossible and thus involves a complete de-
tachment from objectivity. Thought is still about the object but it
is of something about the object that is definitely unobjective. In
lower stages and even in the stage of body-feeling, something
unobjective in the object is also presented but it is not known
explicitly to be unobjective, not completely denied as objective. It
is completely denied in thought and if it is still said to be some-
thing in the object, it is understood to be what appeared as objec-
tive, what the object was not distinguished from in the lower
stages. The thinkable universal or relation, for example, was
presented as objective in the lower stages and the object was
never sufficiently distinguished from that presentation. Even in
the stage of pictorial thought or the dissociated idea, the univer-
sal appeared as a quasi-spatial whole and relation as a quasi-
temporal transition. In non-pictorial thought, this conceit of their
quasi-objectivity is dropped, though the object continues to be
referred to as what exists and is known without name and with-
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out relation. The universal and relation in the object are recog-
nized, if not as thinking, as not distinguished from thinking, the
object given as distinct being reduced to unrelated singulars or
unique contents such as may be conceived to be “purely per-
ceived.” As thus referring to the object, meaning is still objective
though explicitly through thinking, being a presentation and not
a free subjectivity.

97. Non-pictorial thought which is definite independently of
the image may be sought to be metaphorically or symbolically
indicated by the image. Metaphor differs from symbol: the object
that is thought is imagined as though it were the same as the
metaphor but not as though it were the same as the symbol. Both
are recognized to be to other than the object thought; but while
the metaphor is consciously employed as similar to the object, the
symbol which is also remotely similar to the object in relational
constitution is not employedas similar. The word is a symbol and
not a metaphor for the object meant; the metaphor is only half
distinguished from the meaning while the symbol is fully distin-
guished. Thought in its higher grade is detained in the mind by
the word and not by its figurative representation.

98. Thought as distinct from the forming image under intro-
spection is a completed product and the thinking that does not
amount to a complete thought is a misnomer and should only be
called a trying to think. This complete thought is about an object
and the object thought is quite definite, whatever indefiniteness
or incompleteness there may be in the symbolic imaging of it.
Thought is complete as dissociated altogether from time, not
merely from time-position from which the image (at least under
introspection) is also dissociated but also from the forming or
ideal timing that characterizes the image. It is complete in the
sense of being eternal; and spatial or temporal objectivity is
distinguished from it. Still thought is about the object and as such
should be called “presentation.” Its content is such as is
necessarily characterized as what the object is distinct from.
Thought is thus a psychic fact, having a facthood apart from
introspection. Despite its eternity, it would be incorrect to speak
of it as a pure subjective activity. Much of the mysticism in
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Kantio-Hegelian philosophy has sprung from the confusion of
thought with pure subjective activity, of reason with the spirit.
Compared with the awareness of I, thought is objective and
objective in its very dissociation from objectivity. It has still to be
characterized in reference to the object as what the object is not.

99. That thought is a presentation comes out in the form of
consciousness which we have called trying to think. Thought
outside introspectionis the accomplished meaning. The meaning
stands in higher thought, at any rate, through the word. The
word is quite distinct from the meaning but asbeing used, it is only
half distinguished from the meaning while the meaning is not
dissociated at all from it within thought. The identity of the
meaning with the word cannot be denied though it would be
going too far to assert it. The identity is disturbed in the con-
sciousness of missing the meaning of a word-combination of
which the constituents have a meaning. The problem as to what a
combination of significant words means, if it means anything, is
an intelligible problem and so attained meaning is distinguished
from possible meaning. Attained meaning has accordingly a kind
of being outside subjective activity and is a presentation in this
sense. -

100. What, however, is this possible meaning, the missing of
an actual meaning, the trying to think? The logical form of word-
combination or syntactical connection is a generality that has no
actual meaning apart from the constituent words but cannot be
denied to have a meaning when the word-combination has a
meaning from which the meanings of the constituent words can
be distinguished. The form of connection here is not itself distin-
guished as an actual meaning, being only distinguished from. As
itself distinguished, it is possible meaning; and in the problem of
finding the meaning of a word-combination, the possible mean-
ing is what symbolizes the lack of actual meaning. Within
thought, the image or the word furnishes the symbolism but here
the form of thought itself constitutes the symbol for the felt
problem. The feeling of the problem with the unrejected active
faith in its solubility is the trying to think which is beyond
thought or meaning, beyond all presentation. .




Chapter 7
Spiritual Subjectivity

Feeling

101. Thought is still presented as meaning, as the unobjective
something about the object, being characterizable only in refer-
ence to the object as what the object is not. The introspective
awareness of meaning as distinct from the image is awareness of
the explicitly unobjective. Feeling is also explicitly unobjective
but it is not merely negative but positive as subjective fact without
any reference to objective fact. The thought of object may accom-
pany a feeling but it is recognized as only a symbolism for the
feeling, as what no longer intends the object, being not con-
sciousness of object as unknown but an avowedly over-definite
representation of the merely unknown. The consciousness of the
merely unknown as distinct from what is known as object that is
also unknown is feeling. The consciousness may be called know-
ledge, such knowledge as has been sometimes supposed to con-
stitute dreamless sleep. It is purely subjective in the sense that
there is no conscious reference to object even in the way of
_dissociation from it though not yet in the sense that the meanabil-
ity or thinkability of its specific content is denied. Feeling is as
much undissociated from its content “absence of knowledge” as
conscious non-perception is undissociated from the objective
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absence that is its content. In the frying to think, as in feeling,
thought is distinguished from the conscious absence of thought
which itself is not distinguished from thought. While however in
the trying, there is no belief in the unmeant as a distinct content,
feeling involves such belief, much as perception involves belief in
an object as distinct but not as distinct from perception.

102. To introspection, the content of thought appears distinct
from thought though it does not appear to be given as distinct.
Feeling, so far as we are aware of thought as only symbolizing it,
may be said to have a content, an unthought or unmeant content
which, however, appears to introspection as only distinct in itself
and not as distinct from feeling. While again in the case of thought
or other psychic fact, introspection seeks to distinguish it from its
content, it seeks to distinguish the unmeant content of feeling
from the feeling and not reversely, though the seeking to distin-
guish does not amount to the knowledge of distinction in any
case. Because psychic fact is distinguished in introspection from
its object, it is believed to exist also outside introspection. But as
the feeling is not thus distinguished from its content, it cannot be
believed to exist outside introspection as a merely conscious fact.
Feeling is never outside introspection, just as perception is never
within introspection.

103. Introspection into feeling, however, isan awareness of the
feeling as apparently distinct from the awareness. Introspection
into psychic fact is a distinguishing of the fact which appeared
undistinguished from itself, consciousness being implicitly self-
consciousness in this sense. Introspection into feeling, however,
is an identifying of the feeling which appeared to be outside
introspection as a psychic fact illusorily bound up with a presen-
tation and implies the annulment of this illusion. Feeling is
bound up with thought and imagination, being the awareness of
their detachment as presentation from their objects, correspond-
ing to the known distinction of the objects from their presenta-
tion. In introspection into psychic fact, the felt detachment is
symbolized as a thinkable distinction of the psychic fact from its
object, though its merely symbolic character is not appreciated as
such. In introspection into feeling, the distinction of feeling from
its presentative content is appreciated as definitely not known



150 The Subject as Freedom

but only felt and symbolized. The content as presented is recog-
nized to be not its content. To distinguish a feeling from the
meant content is to view the content as a mere symbolism. When
thought views the image as its symbol, the symbol still stands as
presentation though it is not meant. But when along with feeling,
there is the awareness of meaning asits symbol, the symbol is not
only not felt: its object-reference lapses altogether. The meaning
loses its actuality and turns into the form of a possible meaning.
Possible meaning is no presentation, as the awareness "'as though
feeling meant something” is no belief in it as fact. There may be a
faith that some meaning of feeling will emerge but the faith is not
a belief in what is, at least, partly meant actually. It may imply a
trying to think which is not so much a doing as a wishing, being
but the free self-expressive play of the feeling. When a presenta-
tion is reduced to mere play, there is a make-believe and no
belief. Not that the faith must be there but the belief in the object
must lapse. Feeling as detached from meaning is awareness of
the meaning as its symbolism and may in this sense be taken as
implicitly introspective, being never a merely conscious fact out-
side introspection. Explicit introspection into feeling means only
outgrowing the necessity of thus symbolizing feeling by meaning
and recognizing that feeling does not mean anything but itself.
104. The place of willing may be indicated here as coordinate
with feeling. If feeling represents the complete dissociation from
objectivity, willing means the free identification with objectivity.
Throughout we have been tracing the movement of dissociation,
beginning with the dissociation of the perceived body from the
object. To knowledge, the object is there and the body here is its
presupposition; and as knowledge deepens, there is a regress to
prior presuppositions, the felt body, et cetera, up to feeling or
what we have called the knowledge of the merely unknown.
Each presupposition persists undistinguished in a lower stage
and hence feeling may be said to inform even the perceived
object, though this is known only when feeling has been dis-
sociated from thought. Itis at this stage also that the identification
in the lower stages is known to have been free in the sense of not
being necessitated by the object. The playful self-expression of
feeling in a meaning or thought as its symbol is the first conscious
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identification with a lower stage, self-objectification without the
lapse of dissociation, the initial act of objective willing as distinct
from spiritual willing. Willing starts as the aesthetic expression of
feeling. The freedom from thought is as much a progress as a
regress, as much a willing as a feeling. Regress and progress are
two distinct movements in the lower stages, distinct because the
object as known is there the starting point. With the cancellation
of the objective attitude, there is the consciousness of being free,
of being unrestricted by the object whether for withdrawal from it
in feeling or for conquest over it in willing.

105. Knowing means freedom both from blindness and from
error, escape from the confusion of the object with the subject
and from the identification of the subject with the object. As we
have shown at many points, the distinguishing of the object from
its presentation implies a half detachment of the presentation
from the object when a consciousness emerges of something in
the object that is unknown, the presentation being however not
denied to be object. The consciousness of the unknown is at the
stage we have reached understood as feelinginwardness; and the
consciousness of the presentation as a ghostly object, as what
cannot be denied as object but cannot, therefore, be asserted as
such is now interpreted as the objectifying or self-externalizing
function of the will. The so-called knowledge of the object thus
appears to be a single function of inwardizing and objectifying, of
regress and progress, of feeling and willing. The freedom or
detachment implied in knowing means the outgrowing of the
positive attitude of not knowing, of conscious entertainment of
the unknown—which is feeling—and of conscious projection of
objectivity—which is willing. Thus to the knowing attitude, feel-
ing and willing appear as what are jointly outgrown and as what
also symbolize the inwardness and reality of knowledge.

106. The positive consciousness of detachment from meaning
which is the last residuum of the object is feeling. Feeling is the
knowledge of the purely unknown as such, the unknown that is
not even meant. It is only symbolized as knowledge of the un-
known, though the unknown being unmeant, the preposition of
has no meaning and is recognized as a mere exigency of lan-
guage. There is no distinguishing of the knowledge from its
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content: the knowledge standsby itself and is the awareness of its
content as no content, as unmeant. The next stage would be the
awareness of the content as unmeanable. In feeling there is still
the demand for a symbolical meaning to be denied, a will to
expression, the awareness of the absence of actual meaning and
the non-denial of a possible meaning. That will to expression is a
trying to think and there may come after the trial the conscious-
ness of a failure to think and the consequent abandonment of the
trial. Such consciousness of failure may be regarded as feeling
that has purged itself from the persisting will to objectification, as
the awareness not merely of the unknown but of the contradic-
tory or unmeanable, of whatis notimaginary butis given as false.
It is feeling in the sense that it comes: if trying to think is still an
activity, the consciousness of inability to think is what is borne in
upon us.

107. The consciousness of given falsity or objective illusion has
to be distinguished from the consciousness of the imaginary. In
the example of the illusory snake corrected into the perceived
rope, the snakeappears after correction to have been not merely a
sport of the imagination like golden mountain but to have been
believed as real. At the same time while the disbelief in golden
mountain implies no uncertainty as to its being merely imagined,
the present disbelief in the snake implies an uncertainty as to its
having been perceived. What we are conscious of now is that it is
as though it was perceived. So wesay about a dreamed object—""it
is as though it was seen.” The snake, we say now, was believed
and not merely imagined but not known. What is now remem-
bered as having been believed and appears as though it was
known was not, therefore, merely imagined. Belief in an object
ideated, as a psychic fact existing outside introspection, is pre-
sentation. The present awareness of an object as though it was
known might be called appearance of presentation. The appear-
ance of presentation is a disbelieved possibility of object. It can-
not, however, be taken as imaginary, for an imaginary thing does
not appear presented (with belief) at all. The awareness of an
imagined thing may not be a belief in the thing but is belief in the

presentation. The awareness of an imaginary thing is disbelief in
the thing and is no belief in the presentation. The awareness of a
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thing as illusory is not only disbelief in the thing but implies, at
least, a positive doubt about its presentation. Disbelief in the
imaginary thing may still be called knowledge, knowledge of the
negation of all objective facthood. But disbelief in the illusory
thing is not even knowledge of such negation, being the con-
sciousness of an indetermination which is neither factual nor
imaginary, neither presented with belief nor not presented atall.
What being first presented with belief comes to be disbelieved
cannot be asserted to be presented without belief: that it is pre-
sented cannot only be denied. Disbelief in the illusory object is
not knowledge of its falsity but the awareness of what cannot be
asserted or denied to be true. When this “indescribable” content
is altogether rejected, there is knowledge not of falsity but of the
self.

108. The indescribable is unmeanable and so there may be a
consciousness of the unmeanable and not merely of the unmeant
in feeling. This consciousness cannot be said to be not feeling,
though there is no longer the belief in the possibility of symboliz-
ing it by a meaning. Introspection into the first stage of the feeling
process means, as has been shown, not a distinguishing of the
feeling from thought—for feeling does not exist except in being
thus distinguished—but an identification of it, the positive asser-
tion of the feeling being itself only, of freedom from thought
constituting the very being of feeling. Such freedom is a positive
being because there is no rejection yet of possible thought or
meaning. The awareness of the unmeanable then, as implying
such rejection, is freedom from the being of feeling, though as the
lapse of the trying to think comes as a result of such trying, it
cannot be said to be not felt. Roughly then two stages of feeling
can be distinguished—freedom from actual thought and freedom
from possible thought, from the faithin a possible meaning, from
the will to think. It is the persisting will to think that constitutes
the being of feeling in the lower stage. Freedom from the will to
think is thus feeling that has no being, possible feeling that yet is
possible not to a will or trying but to feeling itself, being the
feeling of self-negation as distinct from the lower feeling which s
~ feeling of self-being. ‘

109. The feeling of not having a feeling is not an uncommon
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experience. The awareness of wanting a feeling—whether
sense-enjoyment, aesthetic satisfaction, or spiritual serenity—is
itself a feeling. All desire involves a present feeling of not having
a feeling, an awareness of the “inferiority’”’ of the anticipatory
pleasure to the actual feeling that is to come. It is not simply one
feeling due to the want of another feeling but the feeling of the
want of its own being or actuality. Nor is it yet the disinterested
awareness of the want, a detachment from it such as introspec-
tion would imply. It can only be characterized as the feeling of a
feeling, with which are bound up interesting spiritual attitudes
like sentimentalism on the one hand which confuses the felt want
with the actual feeling that is wanted and the experience of the
want on the other as a pain that miraculously ends in a fulfill-
ment.

110. This feeling of a feeling is not introspection but the stage
prior to it, even as the trying to think is prior to feeling. It is the
negative of which introspection is the positive equivalent—the
self-negation of feeling or feeling detached from its being. Such
detachment or self-negation is already the attitude of knowledge,
knowledge of what is neither felt nor unfelt, of a negation that
cannot be denied, of the indeterminate unmeanable or indescrib-
able. Such knowledge may be regarded as introspection that yet
has a being and is not denied to be the object of introspection.
Introspection proper is not the object of further introspection.

111. The nature of this pre-introspective knowledge may be
intelligible through the analysis of a puzzle about the
unmeanable. Unmeanable is itself a significant word and so the
unmeanable, it may be said, is meant. The puzzle suggests a
two-fold function of the significant word. Speaking as to the
speaker has to be distinguished from speaking as to the hearer;
and to the speaker himself, the word being spoken has a function
different from the word as already spoken. What the speaker
means as unmeanable after having tried to mean may be to the
hearer what he does not even try to mean. Again, while in
speaking of the unmeanable, as in any act of speaking, the
speaker only means without contemplating the meaning as ac-
complished, the word as spoken appears either to his or to the
hearer’s contemplation to-have an accomplished meaning. If the

i e S
L uaiget

abuiiri p——



Feeling 155

speaker does not contemplate it, the hearer (or he himself later)
may contemplate it; and if the speaker contemplates, the hearer
may not. There is thus a difference between the meaning being
coined out or being understood and the meaning as accomp-
lished and contemplated. We are aware of the unmeanable in two
stages, as the meant unmeanable and as the mere function of
meaning or speaking. The knowledge implied in the former is of a
contradiction while that implied in the latter is not of anything,
being merely knowing. The feeling of feeling is the former kind of
awareness while the latter is just introspection. Self-negation in
feeling of feeling is still a felt being, existent knowledge rather
than the function of knowing. Introspection is complete dissocia-
tion from felt being and is the pure knowing function.



Chapter 8
Spiritual Subjectivity
(Cont.)

Introspection

112. Introspection into a subjective fact means a distinguishing
of it. There is no direct introspective awareness of perceptual
knowledge. In non-perceptual knowledge, object is already dis-
tinguished from presentation and the introspective awareness of
such knowledge is the awareness of its distinction in itself with a
feeling of its dissociation from the object. This feeling i1s sym-
bolized as a thinkable distinction from the object by a reversal of
the known distinction of the object from the presentation. Intro-
spective distinguishing is only theknowledge of a subjective fact
as distinctin itself, though in the case of subjective factlower than
feeling, it appears through such symbolized feeling of dissocia-
tion as the knowledge of the fact as distinct from the object. Feeling
is nothing but this conscious dissociation, as is realized when
presentation in the attenuated form of meaning is known to be
distinct from feeling. Introspection into feeling from which mean-
ing is known to be distinct—feeling which is nothing but the
conscious dissociation from the object—is the awareness of feel-
ing being distinct in itself only and does not involve the further
symbolism of being distinct from anything. Thus while the intro-
spectiveawareness of a psychic fact is the awareness of its distinc-
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tion from object and, therefore, of its distinction in itself also as
existing apart from introspection as presentation, the introspec-
tive awareness of a feeling proper is the knowledge of its distinc-
tion in itself only and is the recognition of the distinction as being
entirely through introspectiori. Such recognition may be called
an identification.

113. Introspection into feeling is the recognition of the distinct
being of the feeling as entirely through the introspection. It is just
the function of meaning the feeling, of distinguishing, referring
to or speaking of the feeling. Meaning as a function as distinct
from the meant is intelligible only after the self-negation of feel-
ing, feeling of wanting a feeling, the detachment of feeling from
its being or the awareness of the meant unmeanable. To mean not
merely the conscious absence but the conscious impossibility of
meaning is the pure function of subjectivity, the function of
introspection that is not objective even in the form of the meant
unmeanable. If the feeling of feeling is already a detachment from
subjective being, it is as a contradiction, as a be-ént want of
feeling. Introspection is a subjectivity that is detached both from
being and from negation, being positive as freedom. It is not
simply like the meant unmeanable or the ““indescribable” what is
neither be-ént nor non-be-ént, a negation that cannot be as-
serted or denied. It is the positive of which the negation is not
even tried to be meant. The negation of the function of meaning is
a gratuitous problem in meaning which there is no call to solve.
Unlike the illusory object which is first presented and then re-
duced to the unmeanable, this negation is an imaginary problem
in meaning which can, indeed, always be asked in logical sport
but suggests no actual uncertainty about the introspective func-
tion. The imaginary problem is never ousted but never amounts
to an uncertainty about any actual belief. Introspection is an
actual believing which can only be sought to be impugned by the
imaginary problem of conceiving its negation and is, therefore,
never actually impugned. The content believed in introspection
is, as will appear presently, capable of being impugned but not
the believing itself. We speak only of introspective believing
because a belief the object of which turns out false is no longer a
belief in the object but is still a fact to introspective memory as the
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pastbelieving in an unmeanable, as a contentless believing that is
not other than the introspection.

114. The old argument against absolute skepticism that it is
doubting on the strength of believing is untenable if itis intended
to exclude doubt about the object of belief. The object of belief is
always impugnable though the grounds of the doubt must be
actual or believed to constitute a relevant doubt. The argument,
however, is valid if it intends to say that believing cannot be
doubted. It will be presently apparent that not object only but
every subjective fact that is introspectively believed, even though

it be meant as unmeanable, is capable of being doubted. Believing

then would not be fact at all, being not even meant as unmeana-
ble. Nor is it, therefore, an illusion, for an illusion about the
subjective has a place, as will be shown, beyond the introspection
that we are now considering.

115. Introspection is the function of believing or meaning
which is not itself meant even as the unmeanable and is, there-
fore, not actually doubtable. It is just the first person I, the
speaker who is not an object to introspection but is simply the
function of speaking. Introspection is not believing in the I: it is
the I, the believing that is not fact at all but is not, therefore,
illusory. As not believing even in the meant unmeanable, it is not
believing in anything distinguished from it and so may be loosely
expressed as believing in itself. The conscious inadequacy of the
expression is itself evidence of the believing being not believing in
anything.

116. Introspection as a conscious dissociation even from feeling
that is distinct only through it is an annulment of the
distinction—what we have called identification. Introspection
into a psychic fact bound up with presentation reveals that its
subjective facthood is nothing but the facthood of feeling. Such
introspection appears to be a believing in a distinct because the
distinctness of psychic fact is not immediately annulled by intro-
spection, being reduced in the first instance to the distinctness of
feeling. The direct unidentifiability of the psychic fact is what
constitutes its apparently independent being; and it is thus that
the psychic fact is pronounced by introspection itself as having a
ghostly existence outside introspection. That it is directly uniden-
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tifiable is due to the fact that it is never a complete detachment
from the felt body and that accordingly psychic fact never ap-
pears to it as having only the facthood of feeling. But there is the
conscious semi-detachment of feeling from the meanable psychic
fact pointing to the possibility of complete detachment; and th.ere
is the identifying introspection into feeling implying possible
detachment from the being of feeling. This possible detachment
from all distinct being is intros pective awareness. Introspectionis
essentially the annulment of all distinct being, being self-
identification or the conscious identity without being of the seif.

117. The self is taken by Kant as the thinking function. The
thinking function is thinking of a thought or accomplished mean-
ing and Kant does not deny that the self as an Idea of the Reason
is an accomplished meaning. There is, however, the awareness
not only of trying to think without any accomplished meaning
but also of the impossibility of meaning. We can mean the un-
meanable and thus the speaking or meaning function is more
fundamental than thinking. In calling introspection the self, we
not only bespeak the detachment of the self from thinking and
feeling but also take it to be a believing or self-identifying, the
negation of which is not even a meant unmeanable and which,
therefore, cannot be denied to be a self-knowing. The introspec-
tive self is self-knowing, not as having the self as the object of
knowledge but as denying the distinct being of feeling, as iden-
tifying it without denying its being and as having itself no deni-
able being.

118. The self is the first person I. TheI is not unmeanable nor is
it meant—meant even as unmeanable. Itis not unmeanable in the
sense that it presents no problem in meaning at all and caft be said
to be neither meanable nor unmeanable. Meaning is the thinnest
presentation of the object, as existing apart from introspection. I .
has no meaning in this sense: it has not even the meaning of being
unmeant or unmeanable, which feeling in its two stages may be
supposed to have. The word I'is used by the speaker not for what
is distinct but for what is only being distinguished by him; and it
is not understood by the hearer to mean a distinct content. No two
persons would use the word I of the same thing; but the speaker
and the hearer must be agreed about a meaning. Yet if a person
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understands me when I call myself ], though he does not use the
word himself about me, it is—it may be contended—because of
the meaning of the word. But in that case it would be a kind of
general term meaning any speaker, in which sense, however, it is
not used, not being applied to more than one thing at a time. The
term, in fact, is not singular in the sense that different people use
it of the same thing and not general in the sense that it is
understood by any of the different things at a time. If a person
using the word I is understood as referring to himself by another,
it is not because the latter means the speaker by the word and
would use the word to refer to the speaker. Thus it may be said
that a speaker calling himself I is understood through the word
but not through the meaning of the word. The word here has a
meaning function but not a meaning: it is the expression of
introspection or what may be called the I-function.

119. Like the word unmeanable, the word I illustrates a use of
language other than for purposes of thinking, the former being
still the expression of an inability to think while the latter has not
even this negative reference to thought. The meaning function of
the word I is to the speaker his actual introspection but the
understanding of the word by the hearer is indicative of a form of
consciousness subtler than introspection. It is the awareness of

how the speaker would introspect, awareness of a possible intro-
spection.
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Chapter 9
Spiritual Subjectivity
(Cont.)

Beyond Introspection

120. The realization of what a speaker means by the word I is
the hearer’'s awareness of a possible introspection. Such aware-
ness is as much knowledge as actual introspection. The speaker
calls himself I and may be understood by the hearer as you. As
thus understood, the introspective self is individual, not an indi-
vidual being—for introspection is not a subjective being like
feeling—but the function of addressing to another self. The
speaker does not understand himself through the meaning of the
word I his introspection is through the word and not through its
meaning and is less a self-knowing than a self-revealing, reveal-
ing to a possible understander of the word I. Yet as the addres-
sing attitude is only implicit, it is to him accidental and posterior
to his self-knowing. To the understanding self however, al-
though he understands the speaker’s self-knowing because he is
himself self-knowing, his understanding of the other! is primary
while his own self-knowing is accidental and secondary. The
speaker knows himself in implicitly revealing to the hearer and
the hearer knows the speaker in implicitly knowing himself.
Neither self-knowing nor other-knowing is through thinking or
the meaning of the word and both might be called “intuition” in
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this negative sense. There are thus two cases—self-intuition with
other-intuition implicit in it and other-intuition with self-
intuition implicit in it. Both are actual knowledge, implying the
use other than the thinking use of a word like I, which is like a
pointing gesture at once self-evidencing and self-evident. My
self-consciousness is not the understanding of the meaning of the
word I: the word only reveals it to another. His understanding of
the word as referring to me is not the understanding of it in the
sense he would use it himself. The word has no meaning either to
him or to me and yet it stands like any other word for the same
thing to both. This standing for is not only not meaning but not
also mere symbolizing. Itis on the one hand revealing and on the
other an accomplished revelation, at once self-evidencing and
self-evident. The word may be said at once to symbolize and to be
symbolized by my introspective self. The hearer takes it to sym-
bolize myself but I, the speaker, symbolize it by myself or in a
sense explained before, incarnate myself in it. The reference of
the word I varies with the user of it: its meaning function is
through his self-consciousness, is symbolized by his meaning
function which is what he is primarily aware of, the symbol being
better known than what is symbolized by it. Because the wordI'is
at once the symbol and the symbolized, it cannot be said to have
simply the symbolizing function. Itis this characteristic value of a
word other than the meaning value or merely symbolizing value
thatindicates a grade of self-consciousness higher than our actual
introspection.

121. Actual introspection is implicitly social, being a speaking
or addressing or self-evidencing to another possible introspec-
tion or self to which its conscious solitariness or self-identity is
evident. The evidencing and the evideniness are actual to differ-
ent selves, speaker or hearer. The evidentness as to the hearer is,
however, only a possible evidentness to the speaker. Actual
introspection is unrealized knowledge because it is actually only
self-evidencing to another and not self-evident to itself. One’s
own self should be self-evident, should be intuited by oneself
even as it is intuited by another. The introspection that is actually
reached by the annulment of the alien character of feeling as
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subjective being is, as already shown, only a speaking, self-
evidencing or self-revealing, a function in the Kantian sense
though not thinking function, a kind of transcendental willing
which is not known by the introspector but should be known as it
is already known by another self. The self should be at once
self-evidencing and self-evident but so far we have only the self
as self-evidencing and evident to another.

122. The other self is to the self-evidencing self a possible
introspector whose intuition of the latter again is a possible intui-
tion to the latter. It is because the actual introspector is thus aware
of the possible introspector that he can conceive a possible intro-
spection of his own beyond his actual introspection; and it is only
as he is thus aware of a possibly intuited subjectivity that he can
understand the possibility of a subjective illusion. The awareness
of these possibles in oneself—possible knowledge and possible
illusion of subjectivity—indicates the necessity of a spiritual dis-
cipline of realization, realization of the knowledge of the self
already implied by introspection.

123, Introspection into a possible or non-existent mental state
is or involves understanding of a word meaning the mental state.
To mean a mental state is not to think it: it is either to feel the want
of it or to give it a distinction which it has not, which is like
creating it. Where the mental state is not present, to mean it is to
remember it, to want it or to dreamily wish it. All these are forms
of awareness of a possible mental state and may be regarded as a
stage of introspection prior to the introspection into an actual
mental state. If it is introspection, it cannot be said to be com-
pletely dissociated yet from subjective being and as such it is
capable of being itself introspected into. There can be, for exam-
ple, introspection into the conscious want of a feeling.

124. The want of a feeling is an actual feeling and introspection

into it, as into any feeling, means its identification with the*

introspection. It does not, however, mean identification with
itself of the feeling that is wanted. The introspectoris notaware of
such a feeling as his feeling: the possible feeling is an unapprop-
riated feeling. The introspective awareness of an unappropriated
subjective state is like the awareness of another self having it. To
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the introspector it is the awareness of what he himself might
appropriate. There may be actual knowledge, as immediate as
introspection and standing on a level with it, of another self and
his subjective state. But as the introspector only imagines and
does not know his own being, his awareness of his possible
subjective state is not actual knowledge. Introspection into the
awareness of a possible subjective state is thus possible or imagi-
nary introspection. Such introspection is half dissociated from
the actually introspective self, half dissociated in the sense that
we only cannot deny it to be our introspection. It is, indeed,
completely dissociated from the possible subjective state but not
from the actual awareness of it. Complete dissociation from this
actual awareness is reached when the content of it is a subjective
state that is illusory and not merely absent or possible.

125. There are illusions about the subjective just as there are
illusions about the objective. A subjective state appears illusory
to later introspection into the subjective state that supersedes it
through, it may be, the effervescence of interest or other subtle
subjective cause. But a simple form of subjective illusion may be
presented in connection with an objective illusion. When the
objective presentation with which a psychic fact is bound up
turns out to be illusory, there is at least a partial reduction of the
psychic fact to illusion. In the example of the correction of the
presentation of snake into the presentation of this rope, the fear
as of that snake—that individual fear—is, as pointed out before,
alsofelttobe, if notillusory, atleast incapable of being asserted as
a past fact. We cannot say that we feared that snake if we now
know that the snake never was. Some feeling bound up with the
bodily reaction was, indeed, felt but that feeling of fear or fear of
that snake was never felt. The specific character of the feeling
bound up with the pastbelief in the snake cannot be said to have
existed. Introspection now not only does not identify that feeling
with itself: it rejects it as what it cannot possibly appropriate.
There is a doubt, if not a denial, of possible appropriation of it by
any individual self, of its being knowable by any introspection
and yet it is introspection itself that denies the possibility.

126. Introspection is the awareness of a subjective factas owing
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its facthood to itself and is in this sense the identification or
appropriation of it. Such subjective fact may be itself the aware-
ness of the absence or possibility of another subjective fact and
introspection into it is the awareness of this other fact as not
actually appropriated but as possibly appropriated by another
introspection. The subjective fact introspected into may be again
the awareness of the impossibility of a subjective mode previ-
ously takentobefact. Introspection here would be the awareness
of this mode as beyond all possible introspective appropriation.
One gets here the hint of an introspection that is not appropria-
tive, of the appropriative function being accidental to the intro-
spective self, of the distinctness or exclusiveness of I being an
eliminable feature, of an intuitable self-identity that has not any
subjective fact distinct from it to identify. Introspection that is not
appropriation would be self-intuition, the thatis evident to itself
and not merely to another, that does not like the individual I
create a distinct subjective mode by distinguishing to resume itby
identifying and proclaim this resumption again by speaking in
the first person to another possible person. The possibility of
such a silent self-enjoying I is intelligible only because we are
aware of certain subjective modes previously appropriated as not
only now unappropriated but as utterly unappropriable and as
accordingly appearing only as though they were distinct. The
absolute intuitable self is only understood if the non-being of
distinction is understood. Objective illusion is still a meant un-
meanable, meant and therefore distinguished. But subjective
illusion is not even meant as unmeanable. Introspection toois an
unmeant meaning function; it is not known as distinct nor is it
primarily so much a distinguishing as an identifying sofar asitis
knowledge. It is, however, still a distinguishing in the act of
self-revealing and therefore also a distinguishing from itself as
possible. The awareness of subjective illusion goes beyond intro-
spection, being the explicit awareness of illusorily distinguish-
ing, of creating a distinction that is no fact at all. The non-being of
distinction is finally understood here and hence too the concep-
tion of the absolute self.



Chapter 10
The Subject as Freedom

127. The subject is understood as what intends by the word 1.
The subject that intends is other than the subject that under-
stands, being self-evident as self-evidencing to another and not
to itself. The intuited subject is not only revealed but revealing; it
is directly known as self-expressingin the spoken word I without
being meant by it. It does not, however, intuit itself, as the
intuiting subject also does not reveal itself. There is no introspec-
tive awareness of being revealed or incarnated in the word I, of
one’s freedom to self-expression as itself an evident fact. There is
at best an imaginative demand for such awareness, for the reali-
zation of the felt identification with the word (or the object) as
presupposing dissociation from it, for the transformation of the
felt freedom into the intuition of freedom. It is in introspection
that we are aware of this demand for the consummation of the
freedom that is felt in every grade of subjectivity in respect of the
object presented to it. The object appears alien to the subject up to
the stage of thought. The feeling subject is free from the thought
or meant content insofar as the latter is reduced to a symbolism.
But it is still subject having being, subject that can still be object to
introspection, being free but not freedom itself. The introspective
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subject is, indeed, free from this being or possible objectivity and
is thus freedom itself but it is still a distinet individual though
only unconsciously. It knows itself not as itself but as a distinct
subject that is only possibly identical with itself. Itis thus aware of
a demand to know this subject as actually itself, to annul its
possible distinction from itself and, therefore, also its actual dis-
tinctness through the word I.. The demand is for the intuition of
the subject as absolute freedom.

128. The introspective self is aware of itself as the psychic self
and the bodily self. At all stages it knows itself as to be known. It
knows the bodily self indeed as known not only as object but also
as definitely separated from other objects. But it does not know it
like other objects as having a space-position and is aware of the
demand to realize its positionless objectivity. The psychic self is
also known as identified with objectivity as pure form or pure
meaning but it is only felt as dissociated from the perceived body;
and in introspection we are aware of the demand to realize this
felt dissociation in knowledge. The introspective self is unaware
of being objective to itself though it understands another self
calling itself I and thus knows it as having objective distinctness,
the distinctness of the word I. As, however, itself revealing
through the word to another self, it is aware of itself as a possibly
understood distinct entity. It knows itself not as known like the
psychic or bodily self but as only to be known. As to be known, it
is understood as what is only symbolized as distinct like the word

I and what would lose its distinctness in being actually known. .

The subject is understood as freedom that is real and is charac-
terizable by no objective category, not even by the category of
distinctness. As we do not in introspection cease to be the bodily
self which alone is actually evident to us, the subject that is
absolutely unobjective or is freedom itself is to us only a possibil-
ity to be realized. The idea of realizing the subject arises only
because we are actually identified with the body while we are
introspectively aware of ourselves as not objective and yet as
definitely positive. Introspective awareness of oneself is aware-
ness of the subject as not only not objective in the sense of being
thought or meant but also as what cannot be said to have the
being of feeling nor to be contradictory like the feeling of the warit
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of a feeling nor even to be distinct like the subject to which it
reveals itself. At the same time it is not awareness of a mere
negation or of an indefinite. This definite positive cannot be said
to be not known, though as actually undissociated from the
object we cannot assert it to be known. We are only aware of not
being dissociated, being dissociated to the extentimplied by such
awareness. Such implied dissociation is possible freedom that is
to be realized as evident.

129. The consciousness of not being actually dissociated is
present even in the stage of bodily subjectivity where alone actual
dissociation is known in some measure and not merely felt as in
higher stages. It is known, as has been pointed out, as the
perceived separation in space of the body from the outside object,
though there is a feeling still of one’s body not being perceived in
a space-position, all position being relative to it. In higher stages,
there is no knowledge of freedom from the object but only a
feeling of it, the feeling so far as it falls short of knowledge being
the implicit awareness of not being actually free from the object.
The higher the stage of subjectivity, the less is the freedom felt to
be achieved though the more assured is the faith in its achievabil-
ity. In the introspective stage, the feeling of achieved freedom

lapses altogether, since it is here that the possibility of freedom is

first definitely known. The faith in its achievability, however, is
completely assured in this stage and takes the form of a conscious
spiritual demand for the intuition of freedom as evident.

130. Three broad stages of subjectivity have been
exhibited—the bodily, the psychical, and the spiritual. In the
bodily stage, three substages have been discussed—the body as
externally perceived, the body as internally perceived or felt, and
the absence of object known as a present fact. As externally
perceived, the bodily subject is the center of the perceived world
but is not itself perceived as in it. As felt, it is definitely known to
be not in this world though it is not known as not the externally
perceived body. The subject that imaginatively perceives the
absence of an object is also like the felt body not consciously
dissociated from the perceived body but the subject that knows
absence through conscious non-perception is consciously dis-
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sociated from it. He feels himself unlike the felt body as definitely
without reference to space-position and as only the
time-position—present or now, as distinct from the image of the
absent object, which also is without this reference but is not
consciously felt as now.

131. The image of the object whose absence is known in con-
scious non-perception marks the transition to the psychic stage.
It appears as the object that is absent and is not yet felt to be
dissociated from it. The psychic stage begins when attention is
shifted from the objective fact of absence to the image. As at-
tended to, the image appears asimaging or the forming of a form,
the process and the product being presented at once. The con-
sciousness of the form as evident in the forming process and as a
product that does not yet come in time after it is the idea as
undissociated from the image. A later stage is the idea as dis-
sociated from the image, or pictorial thought which wants to be
imaged and is definite so far as it is imaged. Non-pictorial
- thought comes next, thought that is definite in itself and has
properly no image though an image may serve as its metaphor or
symbol. These grades of image and thought are the grades of
presentation which is explicitly felt to be dissociated from the
object. Such dissociated presentation is known in introspection
to have no space-position and is at least not known to have
time-position. The image still appears, however, as ihough it had
spatial form and to be forming as though it were a temporal
process. Some trace of this quasi-temporal process may persist in
thought but thought as a non-pictorial meaning is felt to be free
from it and to be eternally complete. Still such meaning appears
as though it were object, being introspectively believed like other
psychical facts to exist outside introspection. Its presentational
character is explicitly indicated by the consciousness of the ab-
sence of accomplished meaning in what we have called trying to
think which may be taken as pointing to the positive freedom
from objective meaning such as characterizes the non-
presentational or spiritual stage of subjectivity.

132. The positive freedom from objectivity appears in the first
instance as feeling. Feeling still seems to mean something but the
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meaning here so far as it is formulated is avowedly a symbolism
for it only. To introspection indeed, feeling appears to be object
but not as what may exist outside introspection. Its alien charac-
ter is to introspection only apparent, being distinct only through
introspection and not capable of existing outside introspection
except as illusorily bound up with a presentation. The feeling
subject has a being to introspection so that it is free and is not
freedom itself. The next stage is the feeling of wanting a feeling,
which is, in fact, a felt contradiction or self-negation that still
appears distinct from the introspection into it. The introspecting
subject, however, is not introspected into and is self-revealing
through the word I. Itis aware of being revealed or evident not to
itself but to the subject addressed and therefore of being possibly
revealed to itself also. As thus only possibly evident to itself, it is
unappropriated by itself while as introspecting, it is aware of
addressing a subject and of being dissociated from it by the very
fact of addressing. It thus feels being distinct but does not know
itself as distinct. It is aware of the subject as possibly free from
distinctness, as its very self but not as exclusively its own,

133. I am introspectively conscious of my body as subject but

not as not mine or the appropriated. [ am conscious of a psychic

fact as not mine, as subject that is not, however, not me as the

known. As, however, I speak of I in introspection, I intend what
before I spoke was notme but not what was not a distinct . There
is no introspection into introspection but just as perception is
known indirectly in introspection into some other subjective state
like memory, so introspection is known indirectly in introspec-
tion into feeling. Feeling appears to introspection as subject that
has no reference to object, as I but still as I distinct from I, as the
be-ént I illusorily distinct from the introspective L. Introspection
into the feeling I then is awareness of the introspecting [ as not
distinguished but as only distinguished from, as that from which
being and non-being are both distinguished, as that which can-

not be denied to be distinct in itself but of which such distinction
is not known.

134. The apprehension of I as not even distinct in itself is
indicated by the consciousness of subjective illusion, of a mode of
subjectivity that is not only unappropriated but unappropriable.
There is occasion to correct the conceit not only of my body and of
me as a presentation, not only of | as felt being but also of I as an
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actual distinct introspector. The introspecting self that I am indi-
rectly aware of in introspection into feeling appears to be an
actual self. In introspection into the feeling of wanting a feeling it
turns out to be only a possible self that is still distinct as an
introspector. But there may be the consciousness of a feeling
being illusorily wanted: I may, for example, recognize not only
that I am not religious but also that even my hankering after
religion is not real but only a sentimental make-believe. Such
recognition would be the awareness not only of an unapprop-
riated but of an unappropriable religious aspiration, of the self
that only appears as [ aspiring and is not it, is not an actual
introspector and not even a possible introspector.

135. T am never positively conscious of my present individual-
ity, being conscious of it only as what is or canbe outgrown, only
asIfeel freeing myself from it and am free to the extent implied by
such feeling. I do not know myself as free but I conceive thatIcan
be free successively as body from the perceived object, as presen-
tation from the body, as feeling from presentation and as intro-
spective function from feeling. I am not introspectively aware of
my actual introspective individuality but I am aware in my intro-
spection into feeling that the self from which the feeling is distin-
guished may not actually introspect and may not even possibly
introspect, that individual as it is as introspecting—individual or
distinct freedom without being, it may be free even from this
distinctness, may be freedom itself that is de-individualized but
not therefore indefinite—absolute freedom that is to be evident.







