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Preface

This work, consisting of studies contributed from September 1913 to May
of this year (1917), to two journals, the earlier ones to Geibun and the later
ones to Tetsugaku kenkyu, was originally meant to be a simple essay, but,
as | pursued my thought to its finer reaches, doubt gave rise to doubt, one
solution requiring another, and the pages piled up to form an entire vol-
ume. My aim was to rethink each dimension of the real in light of what I
call the system of self-consciousness, and thereby to clarify a problem con-
sidered fundamental in contemporary philosophy, that of the connection
between value and being, and between meaning and fact. Self-
consciousness, in my usage, denotes the self-consciousness of the transcen-
dental ego (close to Fichte's Tathandlung). This central conception,
originally suggested to me, I think, by the Supplementary Essay in Volume
I of Royce’'s The World and the Individual, was first expressed in my essay
“Logical Understanding and Mathematical Understanding,” included in
Shisaku to taiken (Thought and Experience), and the present work grew
out of the attempt to investigate this idea thoroughly. If I have succeeded, 1
think I have shown that a new interpretation of Fichte can serve as the
foundation of both Kantian and Bergsonian thought.
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PREFACE

The first six Sections provide an outline of my views at the time I be-
gan this study. Here I clarified my understanding of self-consciousness, and
aired the expectation of being able to explain the fundamental relationship
between value and being in light of self-consciousness, in which meaning
and existence are one, and which includes infinite development. (Later re-
flection showed me how problematic this project was, and forced me to
state my doubts about it.) Reasoning that the real world is founded on the
consciousness of an “ought,” I saw the distinction between the worlds of
meaning and reality as a relative one. I attempted a similar account of the
distinction between universal and particular in Section 6, which now seems
to me extremely inadequate in both thought and expression; the complete
understanding of this idea must be sought at the end of the work.

In Sections 7 to 10, I tried to construct, as the foundation of my entire
argument, a very formal system of self-consciousness on the basis of an ex-
tremely simple logical thought experience, the judgment of the law of iden-
tity. This judgment, I claimed, already encompassed in the most universal
form the oppositions and relationships of value and being, object and cog-
nitive act, form and content, and I thence attempted to clarify, in the most
basic manner, the significance and relationship of each of these categories
in concrete experience. In Section II, upon reconsidering the matter, I at-
tempted to determine whether the empirical world can be explained as a
system which is identical to that of the above formal thought experience,
and [ was forced to conclude that between these two stretch many chasms
difficult to bridge. In Section 12, in order to clarify the transition of internal
necessity from a merely formal system of logical thought to an experiential
system having content, I ventured a fundamental theory, based on my pre-
vious discussion in “Logical Understanding and Mathematical Understand-
ing,” of how form acquires content, or how the abstract progresses to
concreteness, as in the passage from logic to mathematics. Thus I clarified,
with regard to the most abstract thought experience, the nature of the inter-
nal development of experience, or the élan vital. (This too is one of the ba-
sic ideas of this work.) Despite this elucidation, it proved difficult to move
from the world of thought to the world of reality. In Section 13, I reduced
the irrationality and objectivity of experience, as opposed to thought, to
the fact that experience itself, like thought, is an autonomous system of
self-consciousness, but the nature of this system, and the way in which it
combined with thought, remained unclear. Sections 11 to 13, then, form a
transition from the study of thought systems to that of experiential sys-
tems.
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PREFACE

To show that systems of experience also are self-conscious systems,
like systems of thought, and that all experiences, as systems of the same
kind, are internal syntheses of meaning and reality, I needed first to prove
that perceptual experiences are self-developing, self-conscious systems. I
began with a general statement of the difficulties (14 to 16). I had become
very interested in the original views of Hermann Cohen on “the anticipa-
tion of perception,” which shed light on the activity of consciousness, but
leave its origin unexplained. Cohen had thus, I felt, missed the key point at
which the worlds of meaning and reality diverge; I was dissatisfied with an
epistemology which did not open onto metaphysics.

From Section 17 the argument is chiefly concerned with conscious-
ness, whose activity is grasped as the self-determining of an infinite idea.
The relationship between unconsciousness and consciousness is character-
ized in the manner of Cohen as similar to that between dx and x; thus I
viewed consciousness of a certain straight line as an infinite progression de-
termining itself. In order to develop this insight into the way in which Pla-
tonic ideas descend into the real, I felt it necessary to examine carefully the
psychologist’s view of mental phenomena and to assess the significance and
status of psychological analysis (18). As later explained, I do not see men-
tal and material phenomena as independent realities, but as the two interre-
lated aspects of concrete experience. Immediate concrete experience is not
the psychologist’s so-called consciousness, but rather a continuum based
on various a priori positions, whose unifying function is thought of as sub-
jectivity, while that which it unifies is thought of as the objective; true ob-
jective reality is the continuum itself. In Sections 19 and 20, following
Fiedler, I show that perceptual experience, in its pure state, is a formal ac-
tivity, and that the continuous is the truly real.

In Sections 21 and 22, using the example of the consciousness of a
continuous straight line, I discussed the opposition and relationship be-
tween subjectivity and objectivity in a creative system. Since to perceive a
straight line is to be conscious of it as one determination of an infinite, con-
tinuous straight line which is an object of thought, I contended that this
perception is a self-conscious system wherein a universal determines itself.
By tracing this activity of determination to its source I hoped to throw light
on the nature of consciousness. But the particular determination of a uni-
versal thought object in perception seemed an accidental event, extrinsic to
this universal, and I was unable to discover an internal necessity of deter-
mination within the straight line itself as thought object. I attempted to
evade this difficult point by proposing that the consciousness of an object
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PREFACE

of pure thought must include the experience of an activity, and that true
subjectivity is a structural function of objectivity. Viewed from a more
comprehensive standpoint, the unifying activity of a lesser standpoint ap-
pears as subjective, though constitutive of objectivity within that stand-
point itself. Thus we are dealing with a dynamic fusion of subject and
object which we may call both true subjectivity and true objectivity. How-
ever, the following problem arose: is not the lesser standpoint which is re-
flected upon from the more comprehensive one already an object? For if it
were true dynamic subjectivity it could not be reflected upon, and that
which is reflected upon is no longer dynamic subjectivity (24). At that time
I had not yet discovered the standpoint of absolute free will explored at the
end of this work; I was searching for something, and did not find it, so that
the confusion of the discussion was unavoidable.

Abandoning the problem of the possibility of reflection, I discussed
the qualities of the activity of consciousness (25), and invoked the notion
of limit to shed light on them. A limit is a position of a higher order which
cannot be reached from a lower one, yet which is the foundation of this
lower position, providing the concrete basis to what is relatively abstract.
In Section 26, I clarified this in light of contemporary mathematics, and
tried to consider the various meanings of limit as qualities of activities. Af-
ter making some observations on the distinction between objects of
thought and objects of immediate perception (27), I used the idea of limit to
study the union of thought and perception (28). I claimed that the union of
number and perception in analytical geometry is not merely accidental, as
a mathematician might think, but is based on the requirement of objectiv-
ity intrinsic to knowledge. Knowledge is an infinite developmental process,
and its quest for objectivity is a quest for a concrete whole given at the out-
set, in which the union of thought and immediate perception is already
given. (Later I described this truly concrete given as the unity of absolute
free will.) This is the reason the objectivity of knowledge is attained
through uniting thought and immediate perception (29). In Sections 30 to
32, I applied this idea to the relationship between number and geometric
space, showing that in the transition from number to space the élan vital is
again operative, and that the object of analytical geometry is the concrete
base of both number and space. This helped me to focus the point of con-
tact between thought and experience. Further reflection on the meaning of
a geometric straight line as a self-conscious system (33) shed light on the
opposition and relationship of spirit and matter, though this topic still re-
mained extremely obscure (34).
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PREFACE

From Section 35 on, I viewed perceptual experience as a self-conscious
system similar to all thought systems, and unified all experience in accord
with one principle. This permitted a clarification of the nature and rela-
tionship of spiritual and material phenomena. Having refuted the notion
that the body is the foundation of consciousness, or that sensation arises
from matter (36), I presented a teleological account of the mind-body rela-
tionship (37), and showed that only things which are ends in themselves
are true concrete realities, that life is thus more concrete than matter, and
spirit more concrete than life, that material phenomena are projections of
spiritual phenomena, and that the material world is a means to spiritual de-
velopment (38). I claimed that we can repeat past experience only in accord
with a position of trans-cognitive will, and that this will is the true point of
fusion of ideal and actual (39). The remaining chapters reconsider the main
issues of the work from this final position. After giving an account of the
primacy of the will (40), and after explaining that “absolute free will” is not
merely formal will without content, but the activity of concrete personality
(41), I discussed the relationship between thought and experience (42), the
condition of possibility of the unification of all experience in a single sys-
tem by reflection, and the nature and relationships of various realms of re-
ality such as spirit and matter (43). Having thus established the principles
of a solution of the problems which had so long detained me, I could un-
dertake a final treatment of the problems of the union of value and being,
meaning and fact, which were the first objective of this work, venturing an
explanation of how, at a certain time and in a certain place, a certain indi-
vidual can consider a universally valid truth.

The Postface consists of the lecture entitled “Various Worlds,” deliv-
ered before the Philosophical Association of Tokyo Imperial University in
April of this year, but since it sums up briefly the final position of this
work, I have appended it here. Also, to facilitate the reader’s comprehen-
sion, I have included a Table of Contents, but since this book was not writ-
ten according to a preconceived plan, if one adheres too strictly to it, it may
be more of a hindrance to understanding than a help.

This work is a document of a hard-fought battle of thought. I must
admit that after many tortuous turns I have finally been unable to arrive at
any new ideas or solutions. Indeed I may not be able to escape the criticism
that | have broken my lance, exhausted my quiver, and capitulated to the
enemy camp of mysticism. Nevertheless I have sincerely tried to clear the
desk of my thought. Of course this is a work which I hesitate to present for
the perusal of scholars, but if there are some who have problems similar to
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PREFACE

mine and who are similarly laboring over their solution, they may feel
some sympathy even if they do not receive any enlightenment.
June 1917
Tanaka-mura, North Kyoto
Nishida Kitaro
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Preface to the Revised Edition

This work is a product of the period when, after having been a high school
language teacher, I first ascended the lecture platform of a university. The
trend of my thought had already been set in Zen no kenkyu (A Study of
Good). Now I began to study Rickert and the other Neo-Kantians, at-
tempting to maintain an individual position on every point vis-a-vis this
school. I opposed to their sharp distinction between value and being, and
meaning and fact, an overall unity of the two pairs from a position of self-
consciousness, which is an internal union of intuition and reflection. This
position was close to that of Fichte’s “Act,” but not strictly the same, for I
focused on the self-generation and self-development of concrete experi-
ence. At that time I was stirred by the works of Bergson, but again, despite
my whole-hearted agreement with him, my ideas do not entirely coincide
with his. The notion of absolute will, which is the final position of this
work, may remind some readers of my present position of “the self-identity
of absolute contradiction,” but it is still very remote from it. I used the limit
concept of the Marburg school to discuss the internal unity of thought and
experience, and object and act, but the true final position, from which the
problems could have been solved, though hinted at from various angles,
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PREFACE TO THE REVISED EDITION

continued to elude me, so that the work remained inconclusive. This is
why [ was forced to confess at the end of the first Preface that I had broken
my lance, exhausted my quiver, and capitulated to the enemy camp of mys-
ticism. Today, probably the only significance of this work is that it repre-
sents one stage in my intellectual development. Though I reread this work
in preparation for the revised edition, it is so distant from my present phil-
osophical position as to make it impossible for me to add anything. As I
look back over this document of thirty years ago representing my hard-
fought battle over several years, I cannot but have the feeling of exertion
expressed by the famous phrase, “I have had fierce struggles, Descending
into the dragon’s cave for you.”

February 1941

Nishida Kitaro
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Introduction




SECTIONS 1 TO 3
Self-Consciousness: Some Problems

Geibun, 1V, Sept. 1913

1

Intuition is a consciousness of unbroken progression, of reality just as it is,
wherein subject and object are not as yet divided and that which knows
and that which is known are one. Reflection is a consciousness which,
standing outside of this progression, turns around and views it. In
Bergson's terms, it is that which refashions continuity in the form of simul-
taneous existence and time in the form of space.? But how, since we can
never go outside the sphere of actual intuition, is such reflection possible?
How can reflection be combined with intuition? And what is the signifi-
cance of intuition for reflection?

I propose that what lights up the internal connections between these
two is our self-consciousness. When in self-consciousness the self makes its
own activity its object and reflects upon it, this reflection is the very pro-
cess of the self's development and as such is an unending progression; it is
not an accidental happening, but is the intrinsic nature of consciousness as
such.? For Fichte the self is “the self acting on the self”: “Thus to conceive or
to think the self consists in the operation of the self itself towards itself, and
conversely, such an operation towards itself produces a thinking of the self
and absolutely no other thinking."
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INTUITION AND REFLECTION IN SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS

The self’s reflection on the self, its reflecting (in the sense of mirroring)
itself, cannot be brought to a halt at this point, for self-reflection consists in
an unending process of unification, and, as Royce saw, a single project of
reflecting the self inevitably generates an unlimited series, just as, if one
wished to make a completely adequate map of England on the surface of
that country, each realization of this plan would immediately generate the
project of another map including the previous one within itself in a never-
ending process;® or just as an object placed between two bright mirrors
must project its image infinitely. When we say that the self reflects on the
self, or reflects itself, we are not dealing with something apart from the self
in which the self is reflected as experience is reproduced in the form of con-
cepts, but rather it is in the self that the self is reflected. Reflection is an
event within the self, by which the self adds a certain something to the self,
a knowing of the self which is also a process of self-development. Self-
identity, correctly understood, is not static identity but dynamic develop-
ment, and it is in this deployment of self-identity that the notion of an
irreducible individual history finds a basis.

To psychology, when the self reflects on the self, the first self and the
self which reflects on it are two chronologically distinct mental states, and
though one may detect similarities between the two, one is finally forced to
admit that they cannot be identical. They are united only by that feeling of
self-identity which James compared to the brand on cattle belonging to the
same owner.®* What I mean by self-consciousness, however, is a much more
basic fact of consciousness than those dealt with by psychology. For our
ability to recollect the past and to think of it in historical concatenation is
possible only because of a self-consciousness that already transcends time.
The unity of different conscious states is possible only because there is a
unifying consciousness transcending each of them. That which compares
two mental states and judges the self of the first state and the self that re-
flects on it to be different can be nothing other than the self itself. The psy-
chological view is a secondary one which approaches consciousness
obliquely, and we should not forget that it too is in turn founded on a
trans-individual self-consciousness. (In Kantian terms, the scientific stand-
point has as its condition of possibility the unity of pure apperception.) In
any case the identity in self-consciousness of the first self and the self re-
flecting on it is not the identity grasped by psychology when it fixes them
both as objects of thought. Instead the self which is thought and the self
which thinks it are immediately identical, and self-consciousness is con-
sciousness of the transcendental unity of the self. This unifying conscious-
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SECTIONS 1 TO 3

ness underlying the two consciousnesses in questiori takes the form of an
internal “ought” (Sollen).®.,

Now if self-consciousness is the unifying activity grounding all con-—)
scious unity, then the subject of the activity can never itself become an ob-
ject for consciousneshe self which is an object of reflection is no longer y
this active self, and so we are forced to the conclusion that self- I 4
consciousness, in the sense of the self reflecting on the self, is an impossibil- \
ity! What is afoot when we reflect on or know our consciousness? It would }
indeed be impossible to reflect on and know the self if this implied, as is
commonly supposed, that a past consciousness floats before one’s vision,
as an object is placed before the mirror which reflects its image. On this ba-
sis it would be impossible to reflect, not alone on the self, but on any past
consciousness whatever, for even the consciousness of a second ago can
never be repeated in the sense of a precise reproduction. This common no-
tion of reflection may be associated with the dogmas of the epistemological
theory of pictorial reproduction (Abbildungstheorie).® Many thinkers
since Kant, notably the exponents of the teleological critical theory, have
corrected this by insisting that knowing is not passive, but an activity of
unifying and organizing the contents of consciousness by a priori forms.

Thus to recollect or to reflect upon past consciousness is already in a cer-

tain sense to construct and order it. Indeed in every case reflection is con- L,/
struction, i.e., thinking. This is what the teleological critical philosophers

have in mind when they insist that to know is to think. It follows that to "}
know or to reflect on the self can only mean to think the self. This is what _\}
Fichte calls the self acting on the self, an action outside of which, as he in- !{
sists, the self does not exist.”> How is such an action of the self on the self,
such a thinking of thinking, possible?

It is commonly imagined that that which knows and that which is
known first exist separately, and that to know is the former’s acting upon
the latter; consequently, such a thing as the thinking which thinks thinking
is considered impossible. But Fichte denies that the fact of our thinking
arises on the basis of the prior fact of our existing and claims that, on the
contrary, the latter is grounded on the former, for that which asserts that

[

- we must exist before we think is we ourselves, and this assertion is our ‘ (
thought.”® As Rickert puts it: “Meaning precedes and surpasses all exist- {
ence.™ According to Rickert, the object of our cognition is not transcen- 90

dent existence but is a transcendental “ought” and belongs to the realm of j
value.” Cognition is the recognition of this “ought” and our intellectual ac-
tivity is the actuality of the appearance of this transcendental value within



INTUITION AND REFLECTION IN SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS

consciousness.’ (This is what stamps all our intellectual activity with the
character of judgment.”” The ultimate subject of this judging consciousness,
the cognitive subject properly speaking, is only a limit-concept, the final
standpoint from which all worlds of experience could be viewed as the con-
tent of consciousness, and as such it is not something which has any real-
ity.)’* The transcendental “ought” which grounds cognition is expressed in
our intellectual experience by the necessity of a judgment or the satisfac-
tion logical clarity creates. Rather than think of that which knows and that
which is known as first existing and the former then acting on the latter to
produce knowledge, we should derive both the subject and object of
knowledge from this consciousness of value, of the “ought,” which grounds
all knowing.

Having clarified the conditions of possibility of our knowing, we re-
turn to the question: what is the condition of possibility of self-
consciousness as the thinking which thinks thinking? The theory of
knowledge we have presented obliges us to see the self knowing the self,
thinking which thinks thinking, as value consciousness recognizing value
consciousness itself, the “ought” recognizing the “ought” itself. Is this a ten-
able notion? I am prepared to maintain that the fact of the “ought” recog-
nizing the “ought” itself is self-evident; the “ought” is based on the “ought”
itself, not on anything else, for that which is founded on another thing can-
not be said to be an “ought;” the “ought” is identical with the fact of recog-
nizing itself. Windelband states that normative consciousness posits its
own existence,”” and Lotze has shown the impossibility of our not having
recourse to the unavoidable circular reasoning such a position implies;®
Rickert further argues that doubting already presupposes the existence of
normative consciousness,? and Nelson, who held the opposite view, main-
tains that the objective validity of knowledge cannot be the object of
proof.?2 Each of these arguments presupposes the same basis in a self-
authenticating “ought .

In light of these reflections we conclude that self-consciousness is not
originally a theme for psychological interpretation, nor can it be compre-
hended in the terms of an epistemology of pictorial reproduction wherein
subject and object are in opposition and the former reflects the latter. Its
significance and possibility can be elucidated only within critical philoso-
phy on the basis of the “ought” recognizing the “ought” itself. Fichte argues
that to be conscious of the self we must distinguish between the thinking
self and the self which it thinks; and yet if we do this, this thinking self
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SECTIONS 1 TO 3

must become the object of yet another thinking self, and so on infinitely, so
that we finally cannot explain the fact of self-consciousness; but neverthe-
less the fact of self-consciousness remains, and can only be explained as the
merging of subject and object in what can only be called an intellectual in-
tuition, an immediate and basic fact of consciousness which cannot be fur-
ther explained\@lf in this sense we can say that self-consciousness is
intuition, intuition must be value consciousness recognizing value con-
sciousness itself, the “ought” recognizing the “ought” itself; thus Fichtean
intuition turns out to be an activity. o

2

In the foregoing discussion of the significance and possibility of self-
consciousness as | understand it, we have grazed a problem I should now

like to discuss more fully. We saw that for Fichte self-consciousness, a phe- |

.nomenon of immediate experience which eludes further explanation, re-
sides only in the activity of thinking; to intuit the self means to actualize
this activity.? But the problem is that this seems to be a thinking without a
subject that thinks, an activity without an agent! Following the teleological
critical philosophers we described this self-intuition as value-consciousness
recognizing value-consciousness itself; if it is not this, Fichte can scarcely
escape the charge of having fallen into the psychologism which attempts to
derive value from fact. But to view self-consciousness in this way purely as
the consciousness of an “ought” is inevitably to think of it as something
completely unreal and as utterly unrelated to the phenomenon of our ac-
tual reflection, so that it no longer signifies an activity within the self as
such. Windelband thinks that one is justified in interpreting Fichte’s self in

this way.® To overcome this difficulty I argue that along with thinking of i

the self as what grounds objective knowledge (Kant's pure apperception)
one can also think of it as the basis of activity at the level of the actual, or
in other words that the self in itself is operative at this level, as reflection or

thinking, and that gpart from this activity there is nothing we. can call.the |

self. In the case of an object other than the self, that which thinks and that
which is thought are separate and the act of judging differs from its con-
tent. Only in self-consciousness, which is the self thinking the self, content
thinking content itself, are these two one. (The aim of the present work is
to locate the profound inner relation of intuition and reflection in self-
consciousness thus understood.) But we must counter the suspicion that

7



INTUITION AND REFLECTION IN SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS

this view of the activity of the self rests on a confusion of intellectual value
and mental activity.

Truth is truth irrespective of whether we think it or not; value con-
sciousness is a consciousness of universal validity, independent of our ac-
tual thinking processes. On this premise there is no intrinsic link between
the self-consciousness wherein value-consciousness comes to self-
recognition and the self-consciousness operative at the level of the actual,
and the former must transcend the latter and be able to view it calmly as an
intellectual object similar to all other phenomena. The best way to criticize
this is to examine the arguments by which Rickert maintains a sharp dis-
tinction between intellectual value and intellectual activity. In the essay,
“Judgment and Judging,” he distinguishes three ways of looking at judg-
ment. First, we can view judgment as merely one kind of psychological
process, in which case it is simply one psychological event among others,
arising in the individual consciousness and running its course in time.*
From the logical viewpoint, however, judgment is the bearer of meaning
and the psychological process of judging somehow expresses this meaning.
Moreover, Rickert distinguishes the transcendent (objective) side of this
meaning from its immanent (subjective) side, calling the former the “con-
tent of judgment” (Urteilsgehalt) and identifying it with what he terms
value in his transcendental logic. This transcendent meaning, he claims,
has no relation to the psychological activity of judging. For example, that
two times two equals four does not have any relation to the act of judging
whereby a certain person thinks this at a certain time and place. Transcen-
dent meaning becomes immanent meaning when it has become immanent
in the judgment act as its intended meaning, in which case it appears as the
consciousness of a logical “ought!” Thus judgment presents the three as-
pects of psychological process, intended meaning, and logical content,
which we must strictly distinguish and never confuse with one another.

While Rickert’s distinctions undoubtedly have value at the level of aca-
demic inquiry, we must nonetheless ask whether consciousness of the
“ought” is really so unconnected with conscious activity at the level of the
actual. Does not the consciousness of an “ought” have the power to control
our actual conscious activity? Is it not an activating force moving us from
within? If not, it becomes something utterly without significance for us.
When, for example, we think about a certain mathematical problem,
mathematical necessity is the power which determines our combinations of
ideas, it is a force in the realm of fact. In immediate experience, from the

8



SECTIONS 1 TO 3

fact that we must think in this way arises the fact that we do think in this
way, and an ideal which cannot have such effects at the level of actuality is
not really an ideal. Once again it may be objected that these views rest on
an egregious confusion of cause and reason;* but let us see whether behind
such criticism there does not lurk a residue of dogmatism worth examining
more closely.

Many, for instance, claim that truth has no intrinsic power to realize
itself but becomes actual only when some individual conceives it, that is,
only with the aid of a factual cause. But what do those who make this
claim understand by “individual” and “factual cause”? Can these notions
be formed without the prior unification of experience according to the
forms of time and space? And if not, do they not already presuppose con-
sciousness of the “ought” on which these forms are based? We maintain
that all truth inherently possesses the power to determine our conscious-
ness, and that its effectivity is not derived from another source. For exam-
ple, when we judge that 2 + 2 = 4, we comply with a requirement of
reason which is a fact of actual necessity and which has no exterior source.
When a certain system of consciousness develops on its own terms from
within, this is a case of an “ought” which is an actuality, but when it does
not so develop, the necessity to unify it according to the external forms of
space, time, and causation has an extrinsic source. Usually we think of that
which is unified according to the forms of space, time, and causation as
real, whereas we think of a system of truth as ideal, but if the latter is not
real, then we must say that the former, as being founded on it, is even more
unreal.

I think that anyone who follows Kant’s epistemology will allow that
the thinking of experience in accord with the forms of space, time and cau-
sation, in accord, that is, with the categories of existence, is already based
on an “ought,” that is, on value, so that the truths of natural science can be
seen as basically inventions of thinking. But this idealistic insight does not
immediately provide an account of actual thinking, and the problem of the
operancy of truth at the level of actuality still needs to be intensively dis-
cussed. It is clear, for instance, that from the mathematical necessity
whereby two and two makes four we cannot infer the fact that a certain
person at a certain time thinks this. Nor, even if physical knowledge were
to reach a state of perfection and Laplace’s god Intelligence were able to pre-
dict all happenings, could this ideal truth be immediately translated into
physical fact.” In short, logical “ought” and fact can never blend, and

9



INTUITION AND REFLECTION IN SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS

though thinking according to time, space, and causation is based on the
“ought,” this cannot imply that the “ought” creates fact. But to clarify this
difficult topic we must proceed to a more basic discussion of these notions.

3

We have seen that Rickert tries to distinguish strictly between logical mean-
ing, or value, and the psychological function of judgment. But how is a
judgment act which, strictly distinguished from meaning, is simply an
event in time, able to think about meaning? How is it possible for transcen-
dent meaning to become immanent as the meaning of the judgment act?
When, for example, we think the truth of the law of self-identity, “A is A"
from the continuity of two different independent mental images, even if
they have identical properties, how is this judgment constituted? (Accord-
ing to Wundt, such “re-cognition” is not merely a repetition of an identical
consciousness, but is a consciousness possessing a new significance, and
for this reason he calls the relationship of psychological causation a crea-
tive synthesis.)®

It must be admitted that our immediate consciousness possesses mean-
ing, that meaning is real as a fact of consciousness. One might attempt to
reduce this consciousness of meaning to the status of a mere sensation or
feeling, but the result of such analysis could no longer be described as
meaning, any more than an analysis of its material could pass as an ade-
quate account of a work of art. It requires no proof that phenomena of
consciousness exclusively determined according to time, space and causa-
tion cannot be the bearers of universal meaning, any more than the matter
of a work of art, without human consciousness of the aesthetic “ought” in
its respect, can be the bearer of aesthetic meaning. If our consciousness of
meaning were only fantasy, rather than an irreducible fact of immediate
awareness, there would be no problem with an explanation of it in terms of
the law of causation; but one cannot deny the reality of the consciousness
of meaning, for to deny it already presupposes consciousness of meaning.
When Rickert speaks of the consciousness of an “ought,” it is probably not
to be considered real; but neither can it be identified solely with his tran-
scendent meaning, value as such, for it is that wherein value has appeared
in the form of existence.” But, whereas in the case of natural phenomena
one may think that their purposes are conferred on them from without,
such a view is untenable in the case of consciousness, whose values are al-
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ways intrinsically active processes, and thus belong indubitably to the real.

If the origin of the consciousness of meaning cannot be explained by
the law of causation governing consciousness as psychological process, if
between those two orders stretches an unbridgeable chasm, the problem re-
mains: how is it possible that the consciousness of a particular person at a
particular time and place conceives a particular meaning? Our conviction
that the consciousness of meaning belongs to the real is largely based on
the fact that we can conceive it in accord with the categories of existence.
How is this conjunction of meaning and existence possible? If, as we have
claimed, such things as time, place, the individual, and thinking presup-
pose the unification of experience according to an “ought,” then the fact of
our thinking a certain meaning, which implies the conjunction of meaning
and existence, consists in our being able to grasp the relationship of a vari-
ety of aspects of consciousness. Immediate concrete consciousness is al-
ways embedded in relationships, it possesses a variety of meanings, and
connections with other things in these meanings, and is thus capable of be-
ing unified from various aspects. Consciousness can be unified, for in-
stance, under the aspects of truth, beauty and goodness, meanings based
on an “ought,” or under the aspects of time or individuality, categories of
existence. If a chasm separates meaning and existence, it is hard to see how
these different approaches to meaning can combine in one consciousness. |
have glibly said that we view one consciousness from various aspects, but
what is it that enables us to say that it is one consciousness rather than un-
related independent consciousnesses?

The riddle remains intact: How is it possible to combine existence with
meaning? We can say that to think something exists is itself a consciousness
of meaning, but were we to reduce the fact of existence to nothing more
than a meaning in consciousness, then everything would become meaning,
and existence and reality would utterly disappear. About what do we think
when we think meaning? What is it that thinks meaning? Does meaning
think the meaning of meaning? Even if meaning, as a fact of immediate
consciousness, is real, can it become real by means of meaning only? Can
meaning appear in the individual consciousness by means of its own
power? Just as the consciousness of meaning cannot be explained from ex-
istence, must we also say that existence cannot be explained from meaning
alone; or does the meaning termed existence cause the other meanings to
exist? In which case, what is it that causes us to think the fact of existence?
Does the meaning of existence cause itself to exist? Concerning other mean-
ings, it suffices if we think the meaning and the consciousness of that

11



INTUITION AND REFLECTION IN SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS

meaning, but concerning the meaning termed existence, we must think the
existence of a thing, the meaning of the fact that this thing exists, and the
consciousness of this meaning. In so far as the fact that a certain thing ex-
ists is truth as consciousness of meaning, a certain thing must exist, but this
certain thing cannot be derived from meaning. It seems that unless we can
solve these various perplexities we will remain unable to bring into view
the unity of meaning and existence.
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SECTIONS 4 TO 6
Meaning and Existence

Geibun, 1V, Nov. 1913

4

We may begin our examination of the relationship between meaning and
existence by looking at signs and symbols, which are commonly thought of
as connecting the two. In signs, words for example, there is no internal re-
lationship between the character of the indicating instance and the nature
of the thing indicated; words indicate meanings as the sign of the cross in-
dicates Christianity, by virtue of an extrinsic association of sign and signi-
fied. In the case of symbols, for instance the lily representing purity, we do
find a degree of internal relationship between the character of the symbol
and the meaning it designates, and the two things blend indissociably in a
single significant form, as a matter of immediate experience; all the rela-
tionships a work of art has to the meanings it conveys are of this order.
However, even the symbolic relationship is not a purely intrinsic one: we
are inclined to say that the lily contains or evokes the feeling of purity, but
this feeling might just as well be associated with another symbol, and there
is no objective bond between the two things; the feeling is attached extrin-
sically to the symbol.

When we try to define the relationship between the psychological ac-
tivity of judging and the content or meaning it expresses, we may think of
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judgment as a merely psychological reality, nothing more than the continu-
ity in time of a cluster of concepts to which their meaning has been added
from without in accord with the relationship between these concepts and
the core of consciousness, the function of apperception, so that in every
case the conjunction of meaning and existence is produced by the activity
of the ego. This conjunction can then be conceived (on the model of the
sign) as an accidental and arbitrary one, or (on the model of the symbol) as
a necessary one, in which case necessity may be attributed to the deter-
mined character of the subject which is thought of as in a relation of neces-
sity with the necessity of things. But no basis has been provided for this
supposed necessary relationship. The two kinds of necessity commonly
distinguished are logical necessity (necessity in the order of meaning) and
causal necessity (necessity in the order of existence). The necessity here in
question is clearly not the former, which is confined to meaning. Is it then
the latter? Psychologists tend to think so and they reduce the subject as car-
rier of meaning to a thing that stands in a causal relationship with other
things. But what is the nature of the necessity imputed to causal relation-
ships? When two things are inseparably linked in our experience and their
connection is found not to vary no matter how many times the same expe-
rience recurs, we come to believe there is a relationship of causal necessity
between them. If meaning and existence are related in this way, then they
may be seen as conjoined by the temporal form of simultaneity; what joins
the act of judging with the meaning it expresses is the simultaneity of this
conscious act and certain clusters of concepts (on which it stamps the
Jamesian “brand”). But if the conjunction of meaning and existence thus
depends on the form of time, what is time itself? It is undoubtedly the form
that unifies our experience, but the ability to unify experience by means of
this form derives from the unifying function of transcendental appercep-
tion; “time” is grounded on our consciousness of the “ought” Thus what
links meaning—which in this merely psychological perspective is reduced
to the status of an existent—with other existents, turns out to be the con-
sciousness of meaning! If we think the conjunction of meaning and exist-
ence in this way as the temporal association of one existent with another,
we remain absolutely unable to make this conjunction really intelligible.

)

Let us put the question: What does it mean to say that something exists? If
we think in strictly experiential terms, that a certain thing exists means no
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more than that an identical experience can recur many times. Stricter re-
flection obliges us to doubt whether an experience repeated in time can re-
ally be the same experience, and not merely a similar one. This reduction
of existence to experience implies the idealist view that there is no indubita-
ble and immediately given existence apart from our subjective self and that
the existence of things outside consciousness is only a fabrication of our
mind. Still stricter reflection takes us to the further conclusion that even the
existence of the self is in turn merely the recurrence of identical, or to be
precise, similar experiences, so that we are unable to give any stronger
grounds for the existence of our psychological self than for the existence of
things!

If we reduce the meaning of existence to unchanging self-identity, it
turns out that what corresponds to this definition in immediate experience
is neither the thing nor the psychological self but the consciousness of the
logical “ought.” When we consider consciousnesses which differ temporally
to be non-identical, this judgment already presupposes consciousness of an
identical, unchanging “ought.” Rickert might object that what is identical
and unchanging is not the consciousness of an “ought,” but the “ought” or
value itself, and that as a psychological phenomenon consciousness of an
“ought” can have no claim to unchanging self-identity. If existence is un-
changing self-identity, then that which most indubitably exists is pure
value or principle, not this phenomenal world but an ideal world of a Pla-
tonic order. Rickert in fact rejects this peculiar definition of existence as in-
adequate, and rigidly distinguishes the world of cognition objects as a
domain of value from the world of existents.*

Reviewing these arguments, we find that the recurrence of identical or
similar experiences does not in fact yield the notion of existence, but
merely permits these experiences to be unified under a common rubric.
Windelband's sharp distinction between “identity,” a category of existence,
and “sameness,” a category of reflection,® forbids us to confuse the similar-
ity or sameness of qualities of experience with the identity of things. But
what is the significance of Windelband's distinction and on what is it
grounded? We can distinguish between the contents of consciousness and
the process which synthesizes and unifies them. Sometimes the contents
can be freely combined, the same content appearing in different relation-
ships and the same relationship occurring among different contents, but
sometimes this is not possible and we stumble instead on a resistance of
these contents to free manipulation by the subject’s unifying activity. May
we not view this resistance as the distinguishing mark of existence? When
the connections of the contents of consciousness are already inscribed in
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these contents and the synthesizing function of consciousness does no more
than repeat them, these connections are objective. When the categories of
the synthesizing function, which is the basic characteristic of our con-
sciousness, appear as categories uniting contents independent of this func-
tion, they are, in Windelband's terms, categories of reality, but if they unite
contents which the synthesizing function can combine freely, they are cate-
gories of reflection.*

This account raises several questions. Is it not in effect a reduction of
the fact of existence to the independent self-identity of certain contents of
consciousness? And is the distinction between the two kinds of content not
the same as that between the content given in immediate perceptual experi-
ence and that which is the product of free reflection? Does the distinction
between sameness of qualities and identity of things permit a clear line to
be drawn between independent contents and those which can be freely
combined, or between the unity of immediate perception and the unity of
thought? These distinctions lean heavily on the free synthesizing function
of the subjective self, yet the content of consciousness is never unified ex-
trinsically by this function, but always by means of its own qualities.
When, for example, one compares the qualities of two things and judges
them to be identical, this judgment is determined by the qualities of the
contents of consciousness themselves and by no other force. First there is
an intuition of the identity of the qualities, a consciousness which has self-
identity, and the synthesis of judgment is established on this. This inte-
grated view of the matter can correct the above theory which assumes the
possibility of freely synthesizing what is given in experience and overlooks
the independent synthesizing function which the content itself always pos-
sesses.

If we really want combinations of contents of consciousness which
cannot be freely manipulated, does not that which has relations of internal
necessity, a mathematical principle for example, best exhibit this quality?
Is it possible to apply the categories of existence to these, instead of reserv-
ing them for combinations according to the forms of time and space? Since
the resistance to manipulation here is due to an internal or logical necessity
of the content itself rather than to an external combination of things, the
categories of existence are not considered applicable, whereas external
combinations are considered to be based on what is independent of subjec-
tivity. If we continue to think thus, Windelband'’s distinction too can mean
no more than a distinction between internal and external combinations of
contents of consciousness.
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6

If one can view the existence of things as combinations of contents of con-
sciousness according to the forms of time and space, what are these exter-
nal combinations, and are they such that they can always be distinguished
from their internal counterparts? How are combinations according to time
and space related to consciousness of an “ought”? Clarification of these
problems may help us to grasp the relationship between meaning and exist-
ence.

Suppose one has spent several days solving a mathematical problem,
or completing a painting. From within, each of these activities would ap-
pear as the unfolding of a single consciousness, under the sway of a single
meaning, but from the outside, seen merely as psychological processes
without reference to their meaning, they appear as merely temporal combi-
nations of discrete experiences. However, the latter too can be seen as based
on a certain internal meaning. Indeed, we can say that the internal synthe-
ses, in which contents of consciousness are combined in accord with a sin-
gle meaning, do not differ—essentially from combinations according to
space and time. The two differ only in that in the latter the contents of con-
sciousness are viewed under their most universal aspect, that of space and
time, which permits each of our continuous, heterogeneous experiences to
be viewed as homogeneously as possible. The difference is simply one be-
tween homogeneous and heterogeneous, universal and particular. Of
course, not every unification of experience under a homogeneous aspect is
effected by means of time and space. Universality and spatio-temporal
homogeneity cannot be immediately identified. Nor is it easy to find an in-
trinsic connection between the subjective unification of experience accord-
ing to universal characteristics and the objective combinations of time and
space. Yet without the ability to view experience universally, we could not
unify it according to time and space, though the latter unification adds
something to the former. There is a necessary internal relationship between
the thinking subject’s universalization of experience under general concepts
and the intuition of the homogeneity of experience according to the forms
of space and time. Immediate experience, like Bergson's pure duration, is a
single internally unified experience wherein each part has a particular posi-
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