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FOREWORD

The present study on the concept of self by Dr. Absar
Ahmad is an extensive, patient and critical account of the
published doctrines of an interesting group of thinkers
currently active in Philosophical scene. | have read it more
than once with enlightenment to myself and | think it
desirable that its aid should be available to both students and
teachers of Philosophy in general and to students of Igbal’s
thought in particular,

In recent discussions of “the mind-body problem™, a
position called Cartesian dualism is frequently mentioned as
a principal alternative to the various forms of materialism.
What seems to be most often intended in such references to
Cartesian dualism is the view that mental events — the most
discussed 2xamples in these contexts being sensations — are
not identical with events in the body (brain, CNS or What-
ever). Dr. Ahmad convincingly vindicates that the basic
position of Cartesianism is correct and that within the
Cartesian system proper the ontological distinction of mental
and physical events is rightly understood as involving a
distinction of substances or logical types of subjects. That is,
sensations (understood as conscious states) are to be construed
as belonging to, as modes of, mental substance or self; while
physical states or occurrences, such as neural discharge, are
ascribed to, or modally depend on, body or corporeal sub-
stance. By contrast, a materialist holds (for example) that the
sensation of pain is nothing but the firing of certain neurons
under the proper circumstances; that these are no irreducible
mental occurrences and a fortiori no self or mental particular
that has or owns such occurrences. Dr. Ahmad, during the
course of his painstaking and critical discussion shows that
the position of the materialist does not stand philosophical
scrutiny. He calls attention to serious flaws in the reasoning
of his opponents and furnishes grounds worthy of considera-
tion in extending his own position. He maintains that every-



thing commonly identified as an experience or a conscious
occurrence is conceivable independently of a physical or
bodily occurrence or state. That is, one can introspect a pain,
and form a clear conception of it, without being aware of or
conceiving any physical state at all. He argues that just
because there is no conceptual connection between physical
states on the one hand, and experiences or mental.states on
the other, we must conclude that experiences are never the
same thing as physical states and that experiences and physi-
cal states are had by two different sorts of substantival
particulars.

Dr. Ahmad further argues that the immediate data of
our consciousness reveal to us in the same way a single and
continuous self, assuring us that in spite of changes we are
the same person that we were in our childhood. This cons-
ciousness of the permanent nature of our self that enters into
all our actions is just as empirical a datum as the one that
tells us of the coming and going of experiences. Nevertheless,
though still an immediate datum, it is a more complex one
and is more difficult to reconcile with the interpretation of
atomistic empiricism. It is inconceivable that experiences
could exist in themselves, for all activity presupposes a subject.
The self is not something that can be divided in pieces, but
an organic, indissoluble substantial unity. There is, in the
self, a note of novelty and creativity, a free will, an ability
to control the eventual course of our experiences. This means
that Dr. Ahmad is strictly against reductionism and analyti-
cism — the philosophical legacy of Hume’s atomism. He
believes that analysis involves the disarticulation of a complex
and profound reality whose unity is destroyed when its
component members are separated.

Allama Mohammad Igbal too in his poetry and philoso-
phical writings supports a dualistic view of man. He raises the
question: How could man become capable of analysing and
mastering nature if he was nothing but a part of nature? He

il



maintains that only his body i.e. the material side of his
being, belongs to natural material elements and hence obeys
the laws of nature. But his inner self, the spiritual element
within him, stands apart and tries to subdue nature and its
compelling forces. Of course, for Igbal, the problem of self
is not merely a metaphysical one. He also addresses himself
to the practical methodsof achieving a self, a human existence
realising its full ego and becoming really one, a single whole,
a substantival subject. Indeed, exactly a similar moral position
was maintained by the eminent British philosopher, F.H.
Bradley, when he wrote: “‘Are we not forced to look on the
self as a whole, which is not merely the sum of its parts?
And must we not say that to realize self is always to realize
a whole, and the question in morals is to find the true whole,
realizing which will practically realize the true self” (Ethical
Studies, p. 69).

Dr. Ahmad’'s book is both analytical as well as construc-
tive in approach. It covers a good many topics which are
currently under discussion in academic philosophy. His survey
will greatly help both teachers and students of philosophy,
as also the interested readers, by saving them a great deal
of trouble which otherwise they would have to undertake
for themselves in familiarizing with variegated discussions in
contemporary Anglo-American mental philosophy.

Prof. MUHAMMAD MUNAWWAR

Director,

Igbal Academy, Pakistan
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PREFACE

This book is a critical study of some of the problems
relating to the concept of self or mind. A positive attempt
has been made to substantiate and advance the case for the
plausibility of an essentially Cartesian view of the self. There
are three types of discussions in the present-day philosophical
scene and it is with these that the present book is concerned.
Firstly, there have been advanced forceful views to the effect
that the characteristic mental events or states are in fact bits
of bodily behaviour or brain states and processes. The third
and fourth chapters form a critical review of Ryle and the
leading exponents of the so-called Identity theory, and try
to vindicate the ontologically distinct, nonphysical character
of mental items or predicates. Secondly there has been .
a persistent strain of serialist or ‘bundle-view’ of the self
stemming historically from Hume. Chapters 5-7 are devoted
to criticisms of this type of theories. Chapter 5 argues for the
self asasubstantival subject of all sorts of mental experiences,
rejecting all serialist or logical construction views of the ana-
lysis of self as the congnizing subject. In chapter 6 it is main-
tained that memory, contrary to views held by most recent
philosophers, itself requires a persistent and identical self for
its explanation. Chapter 7 on Self-knowledge is also a crtiti-
cism of the essentially Hume-type positions against the
awareness of self. Finally, there have been voiced many-
faced views, among others; by Wittgenstein and Strawson —
Conveniently grouped under the ‘person approach’, that repu-
diate the theory of the self this book defends. The last chap-
ter deals with these and related topics and brings out their
limitations and shortcomings.



Philosophy in general is an extremely private discipline
of sensibility and intellectual effort. In particular, my pre-
occupation and deliberation on the concept of self and my
predilection for the Cartesian view of it multiplied this
privacy into a specialized and subtle relationship between
two selves within me: the ‘I’ as the subject, and the ‘me’ as
the object thought about. | must publicly confess that, as 4
consequence of this, the three long years (1970-73) which |
spent in London while doing research for my doctorate were
both psychically extremely painful and intellectually most
rewarding. This work is a slightly revised, and in some parts
expanded, version of the thoughts of those vears.

It has been my earnest endeavour to be objective, that
is, to occupy myself exclusively with the arguments and the
determination of their cogency, and to avoid the spirit of
polemics. Biting remarks and humour make a book perhaps
more readable, but do not help to promote truth and scholar-
ly reserach. In this work | present a survey of modern Anglo-
American philosophy concentrating on the arguments and
conclusion of its principal exponents. The book is designed,
not only for students of philosophy, but also for those whose
Interests, whether or not academic, have caused them to be
curious about its subject matter. The reader will find in the
bibliography a list of the works discussed.

Dr. Absar Ahmad
Department of Philosophy,

University of the Punjab,
New Campus, Lahore.
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Chapter 1
IQBAL’S THOUGHT AND THE PRESENT STUDY

1.1 DUALISTIC STRAIN IN IQBAL

There is no denying the fact that in the post Sayyid
Ahmad Khan period (d.1898) no dynamic intellectual
figure influenced the Muslim mind of the South East Asian
region as profoundly as Allama Dr. Muhammad Igbal. The
main source of his thought is undoubtedly the Quran and the
Islamic philosophical thought, but in developing his ideas and
in presenting them in the current academic jargon he drew
upon the wealth of thought available to him from Western
thinkers. He gained strength and parallels for his thought
from the study of Kant, Bergson, Neitzsche, Mctaggart and
many others. This led him to accept the reality of the self
and the force of the will as fundamental and su/ generis.
He affirms the intuitive knowledge of God (the Infinite
Self), the human ego or soul (finite self) and the intuitive
knowledge of its freedom and immortality. The concept
of self constitutes, to my mind, the pivot around which
Igbal’s entire philosophy revolves. His philosophical thought,
In its main strain, is the philosophy of the self. There are no
doubt a number of lacunae in his thought which he did not
find time to present as a systematic and consistent whole.
Yet it does not mean that his thought is a collection of dis-
joined and at times contradictory propositions. | strongly
believe that even though Iqgbal’s preoccupation with the
concept of human self as a metaphysical entity has a religious
motif, he in his The Reconstruction of Religious Thought in
Islam makes perfectly plausible and convincing arguments
for its existence and reality.

Igbal commences his chapter on the nature of human
ego by noting the emphasis the Quran lays on the indivi-
duality and uniqueness of man as a unity of life. He is the

;



8 Concept of Self. . .

trustee of a free personality, Man does not flower or flourish
out of a combination of atomic or nonliving elements,
explicable in physico-chemical terms. He is a spiritual reality
in his ultimate essence, and it is only because of this that he
can fulfill the divinely destined role. Igbal vehemently repu-
diates the view of those evolutionary philosophers who
regard man as a mere accident or insignificant episode in the
gigantic evolutionary process. Man in reality is a finite self.
He ascribes utmost importance to the distinctness of persons
and shows how much this is overlooked or belied in various
forms of materialistic monism, that is in systems of thought
which treat the individual as a phase or element in some
physical whole of being.

Earlier on, he asserts that consciousness may be imagi-
ned as a deflection from life. Its function is to provide a
luminous point in order to enlighten the forward rush of
life. He categorically states that consciousness cannot be
regarded as a by-product or off-shoot of material conditions.
| quote the relevant passage in full:

“To describe it (i.e., consciousness) as an epipheno-
menon of the processes of matter is to deny it as an
independent activity, and to deny it as an independent
activity is to deny the validity of all knowledge which is
only a systematized expression of consciousness. Thus
CONSCIOUSNEss iS. . ... .... a specific mode of behaviour
of an externally worked machine. Since, however, we
cannot conceive of a purely spiritual energy, except in
association with a definite combination of sensible
elements through which it reveals itself, we are apt to
take this combination as the ultimate ground of spiritual
energy.’”!

This means that Igbal rejects the concept of mechanism-
a purely physical concept - claimed by the materialist philo-
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sophers to be the all-embracing explanation of Nature. He is
particularly against the application of this principle of ex-
planation in the domain of Biology and social sciences. The
following lines also clearly indicate the dualistic view which
lgbal holds with regard to physical nature on the one hand
and mind and consciousness on the other:

“The concept of ‘cause’, for instance, the essential
feature of which is temporal priority to the effect, is
relative to the subject-matter of physical science which
studies one special kind of activity to the exclusion of
other forms of activity observed by others. When we
rise to the level of life and mind, the concept of cause
fails us, and we stand in need of concepts of a different
order of thought. The action of living organisms initia-
ted and planned in view of an end, is totally different to
causal action. The subject matter of our inquiry, there-
fore, demands the concepts of ‘end’ and ‘purpose’
which act from within unlike the concept of cause
which is external to the effect and acts from without.”

Thus, for Igbal, consciousness is a unique phenomenon
and the concept of mechanism is totally inadequate for its
analysis. A conscious being possesses such qualities as are
unthinkable in the case of a machine. In another passage
the dualistic strain in Igbal comes out unmistakably thus:

“The ontological problem before us is how to define
the ultimate nature of existence. That the universe per-
sists in time is not open to doubt. Yet since it is external
to us, it is possible to be sceptical about its existence,
In order completely to grasp the meaning of this persis-
tence in time we must be in a position to study some
privileged case of existence which is absolutely unques-
tionable and gives us the further assurance of a.direct
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vision of duration. Now my perception of things that
confront me jis superficial and external; but my percep-
tion of my own self is internal, intimate and profound.” *

Here the duality of two types of objects known has
been mentioned in very clear terms. Our knowledge of ex-
ternal things and persons has been regarded as indirect,
inferential and therefore superficial; on the other hand, we
know our own selves and minds directly, intimately and, as it
were, from within. This distinction has subtle resemblance
with the distinction Bertrand Russell makes between know-
ledge by acquaintance and knowledge by description.
Again, Igbal maintains an almost Cartesian-like dualism
between mental states and physical/bodily states or events.
He states:

“Mental states do not exist in mutual isolation. They
mean and involve one another. They exist as phases of
a complex whole, called mind. The organic unity,
however, of these inter-related states, or let us say,
events is a special kind of unity. It fundamentally dif-
fers from the unity of a material thing; for the parts of
a material thing can exist in mutual isolation. Mental
unity is absolutely unique. We cannot say that one of
my beliefs is situated on the right or left of my other
belief. Nor is it possible to say that my appreciation of
the beauty of the Taj varies with my distance from
Agra. My thought of space is not spatially related to
space. ¢

Physical or material bodies, for Igbal, occupy space
and for them there can be but a single space. The unity of
mental events, i.e. the ego, however, is not space-bound and
localized in the sense in which physical bodies are space-
bound. Again, quite in line with the Cartesian dualistic view,
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Igbal maintains that mental and physical events are both in
time, but the time-span of the ego is fundamentally different
from the time-span of physical events. The duration of the
physical event is stretched out in space as a present fact; it
is measurable and clockable. The time in which ego lives and
moves is, however, of a very different nature. Ego’s duration
is concentrated within it and linked with its present and
future in a unique manner.

According to the dualistic premises, mental events
have another distinguishing characteristic. Mental events
and states like sensing, pain feelings, imagination, thinking,
willing, resolving etc., are taken to be directly inspected inner
states of consciousness. This means that, as against physical
bodies and events which are publicaly observable, mental
states and occurrences are private and known only by the
subject or self which has these states. There seems to be little
doubt that there are mental processes quite distinct from
observable behaviour and that each individual has an access
to his own experiences in having them which is not possible
for the most favoured observer. Igbal frankly accepts this
essential feature of mental entities in these words:

“Another important characteristic of the unity of the
ego is its essential privacy which reveals the uniqueness
of every ego. In order to reach a certain conclusion all
- the premises of a syllogism must be believed in by one
and the same mind. If | believe in the proposition
‘all men are mortal’, and another mind believes in the
proposition ‘Socrates is a man’, no inference is possible,
It is possible only if both the propositions are believed
in by me. Again, my desire for a certain thing is essen-
tially mine. Its satisfaction means my private enjoy-
ment. If ali mankind happen to desire the same thing,
the satisfaction of their desire will not mean the satis-
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faction of my desire when | do not get the thing desired.
The dentist may sympathize with my toothache, but
cannot experience the feeling of my toothache. My
pleasures, pains, and desires are exclusively mine, form-
ing a part and parcel of my private ego alone. My
feelings, hates and loves, judgements and resolutions,
are exclusively mine.’"”

Physical events and processes occur, and mental events
and processes occur, regardless of how we may interpret
substance-words about the physical and the mental. A vitally
important question here arises: What is the relation of these
events and processes to each other? Do they affect each
other, and if so, how? Students of the history of modern
philosophy know very well that this problem is the crux of
metaphysics and mental philosophy. It is well-known that
philosophers who maintain a mind-body dualistic view
usually support the theory of “interactionsim” in this con-
text. Interactionism begins as a simple “‘common-sense’ view.
Indeed, what would be more obvious than that physical
events cause mental events and that mental events in turn
cause physical events? You receive a blow on the head
(physical event) and you feel pain (mental event), light-
waves impinge upon your retina (physical event) and you
experience a visual sensation (mental event). Every time a
physical stimulus causes something to register in conscious-
ness, we have positive proof that physical events cause mental
events. And it is equally clear that mental events cause
physical events e:g., you feel frightened (mental event) and
your heart beats faster (physical event). Examples of this
can be multiplied; and the general conclusion which appeals
to most philosophers is that there is a two-way causal rela-
tionship between the self or mind and the body, despite the
question of the exact nature of this relationship and its
complex and intricate details. Igbal entirely endorses this
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view when he writes:

“It is further clear that stream of causality flow into
it (i.e. the ego) from Nature and from it to Nature.”®

The term ‘flow into’ as used here is significant. It is hard
to avoid using some metaphor in describing the relation of
mind and body. It suggests very strongly that he is thinking
of mental processes and physical processes, as envisaged in
the Cartesian position, as influencing causally each other.
Surely, the relation of mind and body is a unique one and
not to be assimilated at all to the relation of physical things
to one another. Here no doubt one is reminded of the diffi-
culty which many have felt of acknowledging the influence
on one another of entities so essentially different from one
another as mind and body are supposed to be on the dualist
thesis. Those who do not agree with this thesis usually
raise the question: Does not causal efficacy require some
common nature? To this Igbal has replied, very properly
in my view, that we only learn about specific causal relations
from experience of them, this being something which empiri-
cists like Hume have themselves helped us to realize. We
cannot on dogmatic a priori grounds rule out causal rela-
tions, however peculiar, if we find in fact that théy do occur.
Similarly, Igbal does not agree with those philosophers who
take a mechanistic view of personal causality. He completely
repudiates the view that ego-activity is a succession of thou-
ghts and ideas, ultimately resolvable to units of sensations.
To him, this is only another form of atomic materialism
which forms the basis of modern science and philosophical
materialism. Such a view could not but raise a strong pre-
sumption in favour of a mechanistic interpretation of mental
states or consciousness. And this type of interpretation or
analysis is vehemently rejected by lgbal.
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1.2 SELF—AN INTUITIVE DATUM

The self, according to Igbal, is a veritable reality. It
exists and exists in its own right. It is through intuition that
we know its reality and nature. Intuition or what he calls
“deeper thought” gives us a direct and an unflinching convir
tion of the reality of our own self. Intuition not only affirms
the reality of the self, it discloses to us its essence and nature
also. The self, as known through intuition, is essentially
directive, free and immortal. Igbal cites the case of F.H.
Bradley in support of his view. According to Bradley, the test
of reality is freedom from contradiction and since his criti-
cism discovers the finite centre of experience to be infected
with irreconcilable oppositions of change and permanence,
unity and diversity, the ego is a mere illusion.”” Yet in spite
of the fact that his ruthless logic has shown the ego to be a
mass of confusion, Bradley has to admit that the self must be
‘in some sense real’, ‘ in some sense an indubitable fact’. Igbal
writes:-

“However thought may dissect and analyse, our feeling
of egohood is ultimate and is powerful enough to
extract from Professor Bradley the reluctant admission
of its reality. . . . . The finite centre of experience,
therefore, is real though its reality is too profound to be

intellectualized."'®

lgbal does not agree with those philosophical theories
which explicitly aim at eliminating the self from the cogni-
tive stituation. Their argument generally takes the form of
phenomenalistic replacement of the cognizing self by the
complexes of suitably interrelated events. For example,
William James attempted to retain the function of cognizing
subject (or the self) viz., the activity of cognizing, while
replacing the subject itself by a complex of cognitive events.’
Criticizing William James, Igbal very rightly observes:
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“This description of our mental life is extremely inge-
nious; but not, | venture to think, true to conscious-
ness as we find it in ourselves. Consciousness is some-
thing single, presupposed in all mental life, and not bits
of consciousness mutually reporting to one arother.
This view of consciousness, far from giving us any clue
to the ego, entirely ignores the relatively permanent
element in experience. There is no continuity of being
between the passing thoughts. When one of these is
present, the other has totally disappeared; and how can
the passing thought, which is irrevocably lost, be known
and appropriated by this present thought?'!®

Indeed our selfhood is the most real thing we can
know. We directly apprehend it and affirm its reality on
the basis of a direct intuition of it. This intuition, however,
is possible only in moments of great decision, action and
deep feeling. Action, effort and struggle open to us the
deep recesses of our own true being. The knowledge of
the existence of the ego is in no way an inference: we enjoy a
direct perception of the self itself. Intuition alone thus, gives
the surest ground for the existence and the reality of the self.
“Intuition”” in philosophy stands for the knowledge we some-
times have without adducing further reasons for it, seeing
each step in an argument, for instance, and the soundness
of the principle of contradiction.

Igbal’s notion of intuition can also be explained to
some extent with reference to his intellectual preference for
vitalistic philosophy. He quotes approvingly Spengler’s
theory according to which there are two ways of knowing
and appropriating the world. The one is intellectual; the
other may be called vital. The intellectual way consists in
understanding and knowing objects as a rigid system of cause
and effect. The vital way on the other hand is the direct
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acquaintance and fee! of the inevitable necessities of life
and our reality as subjects of experience or egos.The
‘broadest aefinition of the term ‘intuition’ is immediate
apprehension, ‘Immediate’ has as many senses as there are
kinds of mediation: it may be used to signify the absence of
inference, the absence of causes, the absence of the ability
to define a term, the absence of justification, or the absence
of discursive thought. In its principal meaning, intuition
stands for nonpropositional and noninferential knowledge of
an entity — knowledge that may be a necessary condition
for, but is not identical with, intuitive knowledge of the
truth of proposition about the entity. This sense of intuition
is exemplified par excellence by mystical or inexpressible
intuitions (as partly in Kant and more fully in Bergson) of
such insensible particulars as self, duration, Transcendental
Ego etc.
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speaks of them as two aspects or sides of the self. He main-
tains that a keener insight into the nature of conscious
experience reveals that the self in its inner life moves from
the centre outwards. On its efficient side, it enters into rela-
tion with what is called the world of space. The efficient self
is the subject of associationist psychology — the practical self
of daily life in its dealing with the external order of things
which determine our passing states of consciousness and
stamp on these states their own spatial features of isolation.
The self here lives outside itself as it were, and while retaining
its unity as a totality, discloses itself as nothing more than a
series of specific and consequently numerable states. The
time in which the efficient self lives is, accordingly, the
time of which we predicate long and short. It is hardly
distinguishable from space.

In other words, experience shows us that the self in
its efficient aspect does not depend upon any obscure or
hidden core but depends upon what it does, has done, pro-
poses to do, or is able to do. This self is revealed in its action;
it reveals itself and constitutes itself by acting. It is nothing
before acting, and nothing remains of it if experiences cease
completely. One is not given a readymade self in this sense;
one creates one’s self daily by what one does, what one
experiences. Our behaviour is not an expression of our
efficient self but the very stuff which constitutes it. From
the side of efficient self, then, what holds experiences toge-
ther, what gives us personality is not a substantial bond but
1 functional one, a coordinated structure of activities. Being
never a finished product, the efficient self is always in the
making. It is formed throughout the course of its life. The
efficient self, so to say, has no aboriginal nucleus of its own
that exists prior to its action; it arises and takes on existence
as it acts, as it undergoes experiences. In modern terminology,
the efficient self may be called the functional self. The
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concept of function, in this case, connotes the concepts of
activity, process, and relation. ‘

A deeper analysis of conscious experience, however,
reveals to us what Igbal calls the appreciative side of the
self. With our absorption in the external order of things,
necessitated by the contingencies of daily life, it is extremely
difficult to catch a glimpse of the appreciative self. He says
that in our constant pursuit after external things we weave
a kind of veil round the appreciative self which thus becomes
completely alien to us. It is only in the moments of pro-
found meditation, when the efficient self is in abeyance,
that we sink into our deeper self and reach the inner centre
of experience. In the life-process of this deeper ego the
states of consciousness melt into each other. The unity of
the appreciative ego is like the unity of the germ in which
the experiences of its individual ancestors exist, not as a
plurality, but as a unity in which every experience permeates
the whole. There is no numerical distinctness of states in
the totality of the ego, the multiplicity of whose elements
is, unlike that of the efficient self, wholly qualitative.
There is change and movement, but this change and move-
ment are indivisible; their elements interpenetrate and are
wholly non-serial in character. The appreciative self lives in
pure duration, i.e. change without succession.

A keen and perceptive student of Igbal’s thought will
note that he uses the expression “‘self” (pp. 47-48 of The
Reconstruction) for both efficient and appreciative variety
of it, but he uses the expression “ego” exclusively for the
appreciative self — the ‘deeper’ self or what he calls the
‘inner’ centre of experience. Similarly in the title of the lec-
ture of The Reconstruction in which he makes a philosophi-
cal inquiry into the essential nature of man, his freedom and
immortality, he uses the locutions “Ego,” “egohood” or
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“coul” but not self. And, of course, Igbal makes a perfectly
plausible explanation for the substantival reality of self or
ego. He argues that the atomists (acolytes of Hume and
others), in their eagerness to criticize’ substance as a meta-
physical postulate, discarded the self, leaving our inner life
entirely disintegrated. They tried to reconstitute the unity
and continuity of the self by a process of summation in
which only the relationship of member to member is
taken into account. Thus they finally conceived of the self
as a chain of experiences. All the links are united because
each one of them is joined to the one that precedes it and to
the one that follows. The result was a mechanized self that
seemed more like a robot than a real metaphysical self, for
it lacked spontaneous reactions, creative direction, and per-
manence. At best, they conceived of the self as a passive
movie screen upon which is projected an uninterrupted

stream of images which have little or no effect upon the
screen.

Experience reveals the ego or the deeper self as direc-
tive and appreciative reality which creates values and is di-
cected towards ends and purposes. What holds experiences
together, what gives us personality, is not, therefore, some-
thing functional or a coordinated structure of activities. It
must be a substantival bond; a persistent metaphysical agent
who acts, judges and experiences mental states.

| shall briefly mention here a case that seems to be
typical — that of an acute thinker who is familiar with the
empirical or serialist doctrine of self extending from Hume
to William James and who, after making all sorts of conces-
sions to this doctrine, seizes upon a substantial nucleus in
man in a manner which greatly resembles Igbal’s approach.
| refer to an American philosopher DeWitt H. Parker. |
<hall state his doctrine as it is presented in his work, Experi-
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ence ind Substance.'' This is not the only book in which
Parker has been concerned with the problems of the self.
He devoted to the same problem a good portion of an ear-

lier book of his entitled The Self and Nature.'* Parker
states that he is adopting from the very beginning an empirical

method and promises to discard all theory of the self as
something that exists outside of experience. In his first
treatment of the subject he adopts an attitude similar to
that of Hume, James and Mach. In the following lines,
however, we see his objection:

“But to all such views there is this important objection
that they seem to reduce the self, which is intuitively
a unity, to a bare multiplicity of factors. For, whether
these factors be denominated thoughts, activities,
elements, or impressions, they are many, and if we
view the self as made up out of them it appears to be,
as Plato said of it, a society rather than a unity, in
fact almost a crowd.’"13

Such an objection leads to what Parker calls “‘a crisis in
the analysis of the self”. On the one hand we have the
multiplicity of experiences, on the other hand the unity and
“endurance’ of the self. Parker decides upon the second
alternative and, although the process is a slow one, we can
anticipate the result as soon as we know the route he has
chosen. He distinguishes between what he calls '‘focal self”
and “matrix self”. The former consists of the activity or
the aggregate of activities going on at a given moment—
present thought, impluse, etc. The focal self is an event,
a coming and going, one in the series of events that appear
and disappear. These events, however, do not arise from
nothingness; they are oriented with reference to something
deeper and more stable than they. Every intelligible rela-
tionship that they have with one another is derived from the
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matrix from which they have arisen.

The matrix self, according to Parker, supplies the
stability that the self possesses and which cannot be found
in the focal self. But the question arises: lIs this matrix
self changing or immutable for Parker ? His answer is: “I
do not wish to imply that the matrix self is changeless;
but the fact is that it moves more slowly than the pulse of
focal activities’”. And he adds that each focal activity alters
the matrix self by enriching it and causing in it an inner
adjustment. What one does not see is how he is going to
manage to explain in this way unity and permanence, which
is what he had set out to do. The author, too, seems to
notice this difficulty, for he suddenly changes tactics and
chooses a course which in its own way will assure him of
unity and permanence. So he writes: ““The matrix self
never changes entirely — there is a core which remains the
same over long periods of time, indeed as long as the person
endures.’”’ '* This core or unchanging nucleus of the matrix
self Parker calls the “‘essential self.”

What is this central core but the acceptance of a meta-
physical being in order to stave off an infinite regress and
to provide an ultimate anchor for the activties of the
self? Parker’s focal self is changeable and finds its stability in
the matrix self; but as the matrix self must also change
since the activities of the focal self modify it, it becomes
necessary for him to admit the reality of another self—
as support of the matrix self— for the stability being sought
after. What is the “essential self’” but a metaphysical entity
which serves to give stability to the matrix self? [t is not
difficult, however, to understand the reason that Parker,
Igbal and many other like-minded philosophers have in

admitting an irreducible metaphysical core. It arises from
the need to solve the crisis of which they boty speak, to end,
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once and for all, the process of dissolution which seems to
threaten to reduce the self to a mere bundle or assemblage
of its successive states. In other words, they feel the need to
save at any cost the unity and permanence of the selt which
are threatened by an unjustified abhorrence for metaphysi-
cal entities.

It is true that certain passages appearing in Igbal’s
lecture under discussion, if superficially read and taken
exclusively on thier own terms, lead one to think that Igbal
maintained a serialist or phenomenalist view of self and not
the Cartesian or metaphysical entity view of it as | have
laboured to show in the above lines. For example, at one
place Igbal writes: “l do not mean to say that the ego is
over and above the mutually penetrating multiplicity we
call experience. Inner experience is the ego at work.”'?
At another place one reads: ‘“Thus my real personality is
not a thing, it is an act. My experience is only a series of
acts, mutually referring to one another, and held together
by the unity of a directive purpose. My whole reality lies
in my directive attitude. You cannot perceive me like a
thing in space, or a set of experiences in temporal order;
you must interpret, understand and appreciate me in my
judgments, in my will-attitudes, aims, and aspirations.”*®
|, however, venture to think that interpreting these lines on
the pattern of bundle or serialist view of self would be
tantamount to negating the whole spirit of Igbal’s metaphy-
sical philosophy. It is only to an untrained and unsophisti-
cated mind that his approach may look like crude beha-
viourism or phenomenalism. Here we can appreciate the
deeper significance of Igbal’s position only if we see it
against the powerful background of Suhrawardi’s influence
on him. That is the reason why at a higher level act and
agent do not appear different to him; they become the same
thing. lgbal‘s interpretation in fact spiritualizes the whole
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complex by eliminating the distinction between the doer
and the doing, the maker and the making, the actor and the
acting. Yet surely it cannot be said that he did not maintain
the reality of a non-physical particular (distinct from the
body) as the persistent subject of experience.

In the following chapters of this book, through an ana-
lysis of contemporary philosophical theories, an attempt has
been made to put Igbal’s theory of the self in bold relief
by affirming an essentially Cartesian conception of i
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Chapter 2
PRELIMINARIES

2.1 CARTESIAN DUALISM

In the philosophical writings of recent times there has
been a marked tendency to minimize and to obscure the
distinction between the two fundamental types of parti-
culars: the mental and the physical. Among the leading
philosophers of present day the distinction of physical and
mental has gradually become blurred and uncertain — some-
times almost to the point of obliteration. Even where it is in
some sense frankly recognized, it is not accorded fundamen-
tal ontological significance. Reality, it is assumed, must be
taken as altogether one; but, it is said, we may take it dif-
ferently in different contexts. In the -analyses offered by
most analytic and linguistic philosophers, mental occurrences
and processes are either completely repudiated or these and
manifest behaviour and physical operations come successively
into view, but only as theoretically distinguishable aspects of
one identical reality.’

The great constructive systems of thought from Plato
on, however, have on the whole been marked by a profound
consciousness of the duality of nature and spirit, subject and
object, self and not-self. Even some of the modern philoso-
phers who lean towards an eventual monism, have done so
in ways which imply no abatement, but rather a heightened
appreciation of this distinction. Descartes, at the dawn of the
modern period, was of course the arch dualist. Even in
Spinoza the two known attributes of God are among the
necessities of the Divine nature, and since each of them
expresses that nature in its complete extent, and expresses it
differently, they are for ever irreducible to one another. In

27
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the case of Leibnitz, it is true that in his Monadology he
attained a point of view from which the antithesis of soul
and body loses much of its force, but a consciousness of that
antithesis is closely interwoven with the motives that led him
to formulate the doctrine of monads. It is in relation to the:
problem of body and mind that his suggestions of the con-
ception of a pre-established harmony appears. And although
the significance of body-mind problem fades away as a
dualistic becomes a pluralistic universe, nonetheless the
distinction of spirit and matter is maintained in the hierarchy
of monads. In a world where all being takes the monadic
form, the dominant and unique status is assigned to the
entelechy or soul. Kant’s Critical Philosophy turris upon the
cleavage between a natural world of causally determined
appearances and a world of ideal possibilities, of which the
active principle is the free will of a moral agent.

The problem of self and mind has occupied a vital place
in philosophical thought throughout its different stages. It
would indeed be true to say that this problem and its cognate
themes have constituted the main crux of philosophical
studies insofar as they lie at the nexus of ontological, episte-
mological and ethical discussions. There is a vast variety of
problems that are directly or tangentially connected with the
views about mind and its nature. Considered ontologically,
the dualism of mind and body has been so familiar and re-

current in philosophical circles that Professor Ryle has
called it the “official doctrine.””* The epistemological ques-

tions deal, among others, with the theories concerning
the existence and nature of mind as the subject of cognition

and its relation with the object. And, finally, no ethical and
theological discussion of the philosophical doctrines of
immortality of soul and freedom of the human will is pos-
sible without at the same time considering the status and
nature of the self as a non-physical reality. Indeed the
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problem of self and mind can be thought of as large network
of roads that crisscross at many points with other fields of
inquiry.

The substantival view of the self in the modern sense
begins with Descartes’ discovery of the cogito, and it is to
him that the self-body dualistic position with variegated
shades is traced back in modern discussions of the subject.
The doctrine that the self is an immaterial substance contains
all the greatness of the cartesian conception. This illustrates a
substantival reality that can be seen from within, the self
being the substance that can give a view of its inner nature.
Descartes believed that he had directly and immediately
made evident, without conceptual evasions and complications,
the existence of the self as something non-physical and
immaterial substance: as something that needs only itself in
order to exist. In Descartes the ontological distinction bet-
ween mind and body plays a very important role throughout
his writings. Body is a substance and mind or self is a sub-
stance and both are therefore by definition distinct. The
dualism is grounded not only in their patent and utter dis-
similarity but also in the irreducibility of their different
natures. Thus, consistently interpreted, cartesianism main-
tains bodies and minds to be irreducibly heterogeneous in
their intrinsic essences or characteristics. Mind, self, or spiri-
tual reality is diametrically opposed to corporeal or physical
reality. The attribute of body is extension: bodies are spatial
and passive; the attribute of mind or self is thinking: it is
active and free. The two substances are absolutely distinct:
mind is absolutely without extension, and no material thing
can think. According to Descartes,"'l”" has a clear and distinct
idea of himself insofar as “I”’ is only a thinking and unexten-
ded thing. Here it is certain that ‘I’, that is the mind or self
through which | am what | am, is entirely distinct from my
body, and may exist without it. He tells us in the Discourse
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on Method® that a thinking thing is one that doubts,
understands, conceives, affirms, denies, wills, refuses, im-
agines as well as feels. “Thought’ is by no means restricted to
the intellectual or even cognitive activities of the mind. It
embraces everything which we now term as ‘conscious’ states
and events.

As is well-known, Descartes employed the methodic
doubt with a view to discovering whether there was any
indubitable truth. His scepticism was at last halted by the
certainty of his own existence, which he summed up in the
famous dictum: cogito ergo sum. His line of reasoning in the
Discourse on Method, although set forth in a more synthetic
form, is similar to that found in the Meditations. The central
passage reads:

But immediately afterwards | noticed that whilst | thus
wished to think all things false, it was absolutely essen-
tial that the ‘I’ who thought this should be something,
and remarking that this truth ‘| think therefore | am’
was so certain and so assured that all the most extrava-
gant suppositions brought forward by the sceptics were
incapable of shaking it, | came to the conclusion that |
could receive it without scruple as the first principle of
the Philosophy for which | was seeking.

And then, examining attentively that which | was, | saw
that | could conceive that | had no body, and that there
was no world nor place where | might be; but yet that
| could not for all that conceive that | was not. On the
contrary, | saw from the very fact that | thought of
doubting the truth of other things, it very evidently and
certainly followed that | was; on the other hand if | had
only ceased from thinking, even if all the rest of what |
had ever imagined had really existed, | should have no
reason for thinking that | had existed. From that |
knew that | was a substance the whole essence or nature |
of which is to think. . ..
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However much | doubt, so Descartes argues, | must exist;
otherwise | could not doubt. It is indeed a contradiction to
suppose that which thinks does not exist. Though the ‘cogit’
does not seem to convey any novel information, yet it is of
the very greatest importance for Descartes on account of
the central position it occupies in his philosophy, and be-
cause it does satisfy the three stipulated requirements, viz.,
(a) it is perceived clearly and distinctly, (b) it does essentially
refer to something existing (myself), and (c) one cannot con-
template it at all without knowing it to be certainly true. The
reason why the self, as the subject of thought, must be admit-
ted as real is that it is not an object. That which is objective
and external is always exposed to metaphysical doubt; but
that which thinks is the condition of metaphysical doubt
itself. Here we have a privileged truth which is immune not
only from the doubt which one may feel concerning material
objects, but also of the ‘hyperbolical’ doubt caused by the
fictitious assumption of the evil genius.

From the form of the proposition ‘cogit. . . . "and from
the presence of ‘ergo’ (therefore) in it, it can be assumed
that Descartes expressed it in an inferential form, and there-
fore it was intended as an argument. That is, the existence of
the ‘I’ or the thinker is deduced or inferred from the fact of
thought. But in reply to Second Objection, Descartes makes
the explanation in these words: ““When we observe that we
are thinking beings, this is a sort of primary notion, which is
not the conclusion of any syllogism: and moreover, when
somebody says, ‘I think therefore | am or exist’, he is not
using a syllogism to deduce his existence from his thought,
but recognizes this as something self-evident, in a simple
mental intuition.””® The certainty and indubitability of the
thinker's existence i.c. the self, is implied or given in the very
act of thought; it is known immediately and directly. | intuit,
for example, in my own case the necessary connection
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between my thinking a thought and my existence. That is to
say, | intuit in a concrete case the impossibility of my think-
ing thought a, b, ¢, etc. and my existence as the subject of it.

As is obvious from the foregoing, Descartes did not
propose to base his philosophy on an abstract logical prin-
ciple. Even though he has often been lampooned for being
primarily concerned with essences or possibilities, the plain
truth is that he tried to get at the most indubitable and
existential proposition. The testimony for the ‘I’ — the
substantival self, is direct and based on first-person experi-
ence, and only this personal and subjective affirmation could
meet the test of absolute certitude. It is certain that thinking
cannot exist without a thinking ‘“‘thing,” or generally, that
any activity cannot occur without a substance of which it is
the activity. The ‘thing which thinks’ or ‘the ego’ is thus a
substantival existent or a persistent particular. A simple in-
spection of mind or a direct act of intuition gives us know-
ledge of the substantival self and certain knowledge about its
nature. Its existence is disclosed through its activity: if we
could never be aware of our own activities or mental states,
we could never be aware of our own existence as the subject
of them. | cognize my mental states or activities as being
mine. | am acquainted not only with my conscious states, but
also with my self as their subject. The awareness in which |
am acquainted with my present thought is an awareness in
which | am acquainted with myself as the thinker of it. There
is here no inference from my present thought taken as datum
to the conclusion that this datum depends upon an existent
which is not co-datum with it. The existence of the self or
hinking subject is not discovered by inference, neither is it
assumed: it is directly perceived with, and inseparable from,
one’s present mental state.
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In short, according to Descartes, the self is a single, con-
tinuing, non-material substantival particular. There can be
no mental state or activity without a subject, no thought —
in the cartesian sense — without a thinking self.

2.2 ‘SELF’ LINGUISTICALLY CONSIDEREDS

The word “‘self” has no well-defined contours, its ety-
mology being lost in darkness. What seems to be fairly well
established is the original pronominal use of the expression.
As a matter of fact the notion of ‘sameness’ is basic in the
pronominal, as well as in the adjectival (self-same) usage,
though the gradual disappearance of the adjectival sense is
symptomatic of the force inherent in the original pronominal
usage. Self is just the sameness, the oneness, the identity of
some individual. This by itself shows that the reference must
be to something with an identity sufficiently real and pro-
longed. Hence selfhood is most appropriately attributable,
not to transient appearances or phases of the flux, but to en-
tities which are capable of sustaining more or less permanent
and substantial character. On closer consideration it is seen
that even among the pronouns the word ‘self’ is chiefly not-
able as stressing the latter notion. Since this sort of inquiry is
in line with the contemporary fashion of linguistic and
etymological investigations, it is worth-while pausing to get a
rather detailed perspective on the word ‘self".

| think it is one of the cases in which a philosophical
question is inseparably associated with language and lingu-
istic practice. It is perfectly legitimate to ask as to what subs-
tantives the pronouns “I”, “‘you’ and “he” etc. could be the
substitutes. Among parts of speech the pronouns, or to Us€
Strawson’s phrase, person-referring expressions, belong to the
class which, so far as can be gathered from the evidence,
goes back to the rudiments of vocal self-expression.” It
cannot be traced to anything beyond itself, because the idea
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which is purported to convey, or, to be more exact, the
subjective impulse of which it is the release, is primitive and
aboriginal. When the human mind first sought to vent itself in
the common medium of sound-symbols, experts of linguistics
tell us, it must have first minted the personal and demons-
trative pronouns. But even at this stage there would inevi-
tably be a certain difference of motive and function between
the personal and the demonstrative forms. The first of these
were used to symbolize the subjectivity of the speaker, the
listener or the person referred to; the second, to point
out the object upon which it was desired to concentrate
attention.

Now pronouns have no vestige of anything descriptive
about them; they have no connotation of their own, and the
entities to which they refer are so indefinitely variable that
endless possibilities of misunderstanding may arise in the
attempt to identify them. Itis thisvery circumstance that gives
rise to the need for pronouns of emphasis or fixation. While
in their origin they are unmistakably pronouns, and not
nouns, nonetheless since it is their function to draw attention
to entities, the notion of identity tends to acquire the force
of a definite connotation in these forms of speech. At this
stage, they cease to be mere pronouns and become nouns. It
is so that the pronominal becomes the substantival ‘‘self’’, the
<elf which is the soul or personality and which figures so pro-
minently in the language of philosophy.

Some writers, however, are severely critical of this
approach. Bernard Mayo, for instance, holds that “the notion
of the self . . . .does not give rise to any genuine problem, be-
cause .it is very largely a mistaken notion based on bad
grammar.”’® The proper use of the word ‘self’, he maintains,
is merely as a suffix attached to a personal pronoun which is
not the subject of a verb. In a similar vein, Antony Flew re-
gards the talk of self as “bizarre’ and ‘‘the most extraordi-
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nary and artificial deviation from ordinary standard English."
He substantiates his assertion by claiming that it is only the
philosophers who use “self” as an independent word rather
than as an assimilated reflexive suffix. The plain man may
hurt himself: he never hurts his self. He believes that ‘self’ or
‘selves’ should be used as synonym for terms like ‘persons’
and ‘people’: that ‘this person’ can always be substituted for
“1" without loss of meaning.

| cannot understand why Antony Flew should think this
usage ‘bizarre’. Examples of its nominative form abound in
modern philosophical and semi-technical discussions. In fact
there is a deeper reason for the philosopher’s use of term ‘self’.
Antony Flew would, | take it, have no objection to my talk-
ing about my being ‘conscious of myself’. Nor should he
object to the assumption that everyone is ‘conscious of
himself’ in some sense. Now the philosophers who employ the
‘self’ as a substantive consider the situation which may be
described as a person’s being conscious of himself from a
point of view at which this situation becomes inspectively
witnessable.!® This may be called the ‘introspective point of
view’, and there is a sense, however oblique, in which the
point of view from which “he” is being considered /s his
own. But from his own point of view a person thinks of
himself primarily as “1” or “myself”. He is only secondarily,
or only for certain specific purposes “ Ahmed ”’ or * Jones”".
And | feel sure that, under no circumstances, can ‘this
person’ be substituted for ‘myself’. ‘Persons’ and ‘people’ are
in fact terms of which by far the greater part of the deno-
tation is covered pronominally by the third person of the
personal pronoun. For this reason they are essentially third
person expressions; and my contention is that third person
expressions tend to conceal that character of persons in
which their peculiarity is that they are all ‘myselves’. In this
sense the word ‘self’ is, so to say, an introspection-word
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which designates private, substantival identity underlying
conscious experiences. The philosophers who hold a serialist
or logical construction view of self, on the other hand,
maintain that our sense of self is reducible to a relation
between certain successive mental events. In the subsequent
chapters of this book | shall, along with a critical examina-
tion of the serialist theories, make a positive case for the
view that the self is a substantival and abiding subject of all
mental experiences.

2.3 SELF AND COMMON SENSE

Is the distinction between self and body valid? To begin
with, it is generally agreed, by common sense at any rate,
that we must distinguish two sorts of statements about
people. There are those statements which describe a person’s
body, his bodily states and location, and events that occur in
and to his body. It is characteristic of such statements that
they can be made of any physical object whatsoever. There
are, however, statements that are made exclusively about
human beings (and, in some cases, animals). These statements
describe thoughts and feelings, hopes and fears, memories
and expectations, moods and humours, features of persona-
lity and character, acts of deliberating, judging, and choosing,
motives and intentions and so on. It is to such things as
these that importance is attached in any discussion of self
and mind.

It is appropriate to clear up some points here, and per-
haps to apologize for the title of this section. Common sense,
it must be observed, is a blanket term and can be appro-
priated by widely differing opinions and views and for a
variety of purposes. Paradoxical though it may seem, appeal
to common sense has been made even for philosophical
pronouncements that fly in the face of common experience
and belief. '* By commonsense views, on the other hand, |
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































