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INTRODUCTION

The following article attempts to provide a critical overview of Nishida’s philo-
sophical project as presented in what is considered to be his major philosophical
work, [#DWFFED ] . As Nishida described it, the project was to “...explain ev-
erything in terms of pure experience as the sole reality,” (“-----#il:i25 % HE— D
EHELELTTRTEHRHAL T--" 23), a project which we call below Nishida’s Pure
Experience Foundatlionalism.

It shall be our argument that this Foundationalism s underlain by what could be
characterized as a Humean, assoctational theory of Judgement and that this theory
motivates Nishida's critevion for Pure Experience (PE: #i ¥ #% 8%) ,namely, the
criterion of Strict Unity (Bi% % 5 #—). We shall further argue not only that this
criterion allows Nishida to cast the concept PE broadly enough so as to include
Thought as a species of PE, but also that the criterion affords Nishida the basis
for what we call below his Subject—Object Identity theory. It is this theory which
underlies his philosophical path from the nature of PE to the nature of the World.
It shall be argued, however, that the path suffers from an insurmountable, logical
gap, conflating epistemological with metaphysical positions.

Finally, we shall conclude with some observations on Nishida’s motivation for
expanding the concept PE into the later concept of Topos (T: 3551) for the pur-
poses of essentially the same philosophical project. It shall be our view that the
concept Topos was seen by Nishida as a device for resolving the classical One-
—Many problem as it emerged in his Foundationalism. This view not only makes
sense of the origin of the concept T from early Greek philosophy, but also of
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Nishida's insistence not only on seeing the nature of World as “absolutely contra-
dictory self-identity” (#uxto-J5i% H T —), but also on his insistence of “a logic of
the predicate” (ihiEHIRILS),

PURE EXPERIENCE

As for the concept of PE, it is important to appreciate that this concept is not
peculiar to or distinctive of only Nishida’s thinking. The concept or its relative, so
to speak, is very deeply entrenched in Western philosophical thought, from De-
scartes, Berkeley, Locke, Hume, Kant, Hegel, Wundt, James, and J.S. Mill, to
such recent thinkers as Wittgenstein, Clarence Irving Lewis, and Willard Van Or-
man Quine. ¥

Indeed, generally speaking, there seem to be two approaches to Nishida's de-
ployment of this concept. One stems from its use by William James; another
stems from the roots of the concept in Nishida’s Zen—practice which predated his
writing of [3% D% ]. However, it seems that to emphasize either aspect of the
concept would risk the confusion of its genesis with its logical tenability, not unlike
the mistake Hume committed in his analysis of causation. Thus, our approach will
rely on the concept as presented by Nishida in his text. So, nothing said here
should prejudice the reader one way or the other.5

Nishida tells us that by PE — for which he also uses such expressions as“direct
knowledge (EH:DmMi#),” “direct experience (Wi£#£5),” “intuitive experience (ji
RARER),” “immediate reality (F4%927F),” and the like — he is referring to “...an ex-
periential state as such, without any addition of deliberated discrimination” (**-++-+-#{ik} #5585
LW DI, e ELRIESNEME 2w, HICEBIHEOKEE VI DTH5)."®
Thus, according to this recipe, we can understand a PE as a state obtained by
successively subtracting from any typical experience what Nishida calls “deliber-
ated discrimination” (U 5r51).

By this expression, Nishida means the everyday, mundane kind of conceptual
interpretations which we impose on our experiences — the meanings and judge-
ments which our experiences elicit from us. E.g., to interpret a sound as being
produced by a nearby scooter is, according to Nishida, to deliberately discriminate
the sound as being “the effect of an external object” ("----- oA Td
Dyraeens ").” Thus, to arrive at the content of PE, it will suffice to eliminate deliber-
ated discriminations from any given everyday experience.
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We will arrive at a characterization of PE by extrapolation from the perceptual
case. We will characterize its application in this case via a certain philosophical
thought-experiment, one designed as a response to the commonsensical answer
to the question “How do we know that books, tables, chairs, and other such
physical objects really exist?”

The commonsensical answer is “by experience or perception, i.e., by seeing,
touching, hearing, smelling, or tasting.” The thought—experiment set upto respond
to this answer is meant not only to discover what the real content of a seeing, or
touching, or hearing, elc., is, but also to establish that the real content is not a book,
or table, or any such physical object.®

Our version of the thought-experiment has five stages. In each stage, we ask a
subject what she sees in the visual field we present before her, without letting her
know whether the field involves something genuine or only something ersatz. The
last stage makes it plain that, contrary to commonsense, she does not really see
physical objects, but only has consciousness of shapish colorishness, as it were.
This stage discloses what Nishida describes as “an experiential state as such,
without any addition of deliberated discrimination.”’ In other words, the last stage
shows what the content of a perceptual experience is at the “...moment of seeing
color, hearing sound,..., prior not only to the thought that color or sound is the
effect of an external object or that one is sensing such, but also to the judgement
of what this color or this sound is” (“-----% R, FxH <, FI, KLEI 9y
DERTHE LD, HAEIIZIBLTVEEDPVILILFEZDRVDOARLSY, 0D
fo, COFRMTHLVHIHBITSMbELVETEZVIDTHA"). 19 More briefly,
the last stage of our though-experiment illuminates the concept PE by showing
the kind of content enjoyed in PE. Now, we turn to the thought-experiment it-
self.

In the first stage, we present our subject with a red ball. Clearly, her response
to the question. “What do you see?” will be that she sees a red ball. However, if
we question the exactness of her answer, asking how much she really,strictly
speaking, sees, her response would naturally be trimmed, thus: she sees the
hemispherical half facing her.

In the second stage, the visual field may contain either a red ball or a percep-
tually indiscernible hemispherical half of a red ball ; and which it is, our subject is
not told. In this case, her response to our question will be that she sees a hemis-
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pherical half of a red ball, but whether it is a just a hemispherical half or the
hemispherical half of a whole red ball, she cannot tell perceptually. Again, howev-
er, if we ask how much she really, strictly speaking, sees, her response would
have to be that she sees the outer shell of a hemispherical half.

In the third stage, the visual field may contain either a red ball, a perceptually
indiscernible hemispherical half of one, or the shell of such a half; again, which it
is she is not told. In this case, she will respond that she sees a shell of a hemis-
pherical half, but whether it is just a shell, or the shell of a hemispherical half, or
the shell of a red ball, she cannot tell perceptually — perceptually, they are all in-
discernible. Again, if we go on to ask how much she really, strictly speaking,
sees, her response would have to be that she sees a reddish color in a roundish
shape.

In the fourth stage, which we need not expand upon, we increase her possible
choices by one, namely, by the holographic projection of a reddish color in a
roundish shape which is perceptually indiscernible from the red ball. In this case,
clearly, her proper answer to our question will be that she sees reddishness in
roundishness, there before her, so to speak.

Lastly, to finish the experiment, we introduce our subject to the possibility of
having been unwittingly induced with a hallucination of a red ball. In this last situa-
tion, clearly our subject’s response to our final question will be that, strictly
speaking, she is merely presently conscious of reddishness in roundishness (she
retracts there before her’), i.e., our subject would describe her experience as a
truly pure experience, for as Nishida tells us, the truly pure experience is “merely
a present consciousness of facts just as they are” ("HEILRDOBIEERH HDAT
5"

Each stage of the thought-experiment reduces what W.V.0. Quine would call-
“the objective pull”’!? on our subject’s descriptions of her perceptual experience,
by which is meant that these descriptions are couched in terms which allegedly re-
fer to the objective world. In the fifth stage, this pull is eliminated altogether.
However, at no stage was the “what” of the subject’s experience in any way
altered. Rather, her deliberated discriminations of those experiences were merely
rendered more and more susceptible to doubt, forcing them to a narrower and
narrower range of greater accuracy, certainty and immediacy, inducing direct
knowledge of “facts just as they are.”!® Thus, by the last stage, in Nishida’s
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terms, our subject “has to dispose of all artificial assumptions, doubt what can be
doubted, and proceed on a basis of direct knowledge” (“JLCHATLMBEEED,
EHILLIRPLHVWIIOLY, HEOMBEARE L THYEAIEL SR, In
short, by the last stage, our subject has been forced to “completely dispose of
[her] own artifice” (“4x<{ BT OMILEHET Teerere™), 15

More briefly, in Nishida's terminology, each stage reduces the subject’s deliber-
ated discrimination. The residual content in the last stage displays the content of
PE : present visual consciousness of reddishiness in roundishness. (See Diagram
1 on the last past).

Now, it is a bit misleading to describe the content of PE as being the residual
content of an everyday experience whose deliberated discriminations have been
eliminated. This suggests that some content is actually removed from the experi-
ence. However, this is not the case.

Nishida holds that judgements and meanings imposed on an experience do not
clarify, enrich, or add to its content. As he puts it : “the judgements and meanings
of an experience ... do not add any richness to the content of experiences as
such” (“+o--fBEROIR & PHIF & v 5 DI BRI ONE 2 BEIZT 20T
%\").18) So, it would be more accurate to characterize PE as giving the pure or
core content of any everyday experience — and it is in this sense that Nishida
speaks of PE as being pure.

From these considerations, it follows that the content of all experiences is con-
stituted by some PE — this was implicit in the thought—experiment. From stage
to stage, we did not alter the “what” of our subject’s experience (it may be
assumed that the visual field is not tampered with); we merely increased the num-
ber of epistemological hazzards which her discriminatory interpretation could
meet. This was the motivation for reducing objective pull. At each stage, her ex-
perience was left unaltered : the same array of colors were present in her visual
field. It follows, then, that the content of the subject’s experience in stage one —
an everyday seeing of a a red ball — is the same as the content of her experience
in the last stage — present visual consciousness of reddishness in roundishness.

These considerations show, again, that the content of experience at its most
certain and immediate level, the content of an everyday experience bereft of all
everyday discriminatory trappings, is simply a collage of expanses in various col-
ors, temperatures, sounds, smells, and tactile feels.



DIAGRAM 1

THOUGHT-EXPERIMENT ELIMINATING DELIBERATED DISCRIMINATION

|

SUBJECT’S JUDGEMENT [VISUAL FIELD{ EPISTEMOLOGICAL POSSIBILITIES
(1) aredball;
strictly speaking o a red ball
(2) the near half
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in roundishness
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As possibilitites multiply, deliberated discrimination decreases.
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It is such a collage that Nishida is calling PE. Such a collage gives the content
of an experience confined to the “moment of seeing color or hearing sound-
,-..,prior not only to the thought that the color or sound is the effect of an exter-
nal object or that one is sensing it, but also to the judgement of what the color or
sound might be.”'? In summary, an ordinary perceptual episode construed as pre-
sent consciousness of undiscriminated expanses of color,sound, smell, tactile feel,
and temperature is a PE.

Now, without developing Nishida's argument here — we develop it below — let
us simply state that his concept PE is not confined to what, in ordinary parlance,
we would call an experiential episode. Rather, he casts the concept further. In-
deed, as long as an episode of consciousness possesses what he calls Strict Unily

(Be# % 28— DI, it is to be categorize as PE. As he puts it : “irrespective
of its nature, in so far as a consciousness has strict unity it ispure experience : it
is simple fact” ("L 2 EHMADH o TH, THHELSHE—DIRBICH HMIE,
WOTHLHKRERTH S, MH, HIZHETHS").'® Thus, should a thinking—epi-
sode have Strict Unity it also would be categorized as PE.

This seems awkward : ordinarily, thinking—episodes are not seen as being ex-
perences of any kind. However, we see below why Nishida wishes to maintain
that “...the activity of thinking constitutes a kind of pure experience” (“-----Bfft®
ERALHARBRBRO—ETHLL W) ZENTEDLEES).® The view that any epi-
sode of consciousness can be PE is the basis of what we will call Nishida's Pure
Experience Foundationalism, whose pivotal position is that Strict Unily is a crite-
rion of PE.

PURE EXPERIENCE FOUNDATIONALISM

With respect to the perceptual case, we can now understand Nishida’s claim
that “facts of pure experience must be at the base of judgments” (*++++ {HIHFD
AN AR AT 2 T T A S e ),2% j.e., that PE must always underlie any kind
of deliberative discrimination.

If the pure content of an everyday perceptual episode is given by the content of
some PE — as our experiment tried to show — it follows, then, that judgements
or meanings induced by the content of such an episode are based on the content
of some such PE. That is to say, perceptual judgements are, thus, based on facts
of PE. This was shown in the thought-experiment : the subject’s judgement that
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she is seeing a red ball was grounded in present visual consciousness of reddish-
ness in roundishness.

However, it is not only perceptual judgements which are underlain by PE.
According to Nishida, virtually any cognitive judgement is so underlain :

LB OFRIIGHERRA DI NE A Sh b v ) I Eid, FICWEISET B I
DYAOATIIR L, MBI L W) L) 2B CBWTIAETH L, Lzl
#AFEOLABOMEFHTEH—HDONIEIIIETVT VD, 72 EWIIRBIREETH -
TH, Z2o0HEF B LHNT 212 F0R BV TE—MIREORBA L ITNIE
Lo, WHhRLBHOLKIEEWIDIEIINEIWHTL 2D TH 5B, Hizds Ui
Vo7 ICAEOMEEDNA TR, MROTEHRLIMBREBL I LI LHT
E5% 61, MBEMOHBORIZOMHIMRBRONENDZEV) LD TELOTH
B, FLMEROERLE LTETI2HWZOVWTRTY, O 7RISRy
TH—d—HBIIFIEMEHS LTI R 5 b v 2K 512 (Locke, An Essay
concerning Human Understanding, Bk.1V, Chap. 11, 7) #i$8 & % 2 ZHE ORIV
Db HHRBBROPEN LT E R 54,

The view that pure experience must underlie judgement pertains not only to the case
of factual judgement, but also to purely rational judgement. For example, even the ax-
ioms of geometry are based on a kind of intuition. However abstract two concepts
might be, a comparison and judgement about them must be underlain by an experience
of a unity. From this, we can see whence comes the so-called necessity of thought.
And not only perception as remarked before, but if consciousness of relations can be
called experience, then facts of pure experience lie at the foundation of purely rational
judgement also. This holds for judgements born of the result of inference, just as
Locke argued (Locke, An Essay concerning Human Understanding, Bk.IV, Chap.1l, )
that each step of demonstrative knowledge must have an intuitive verification, there
must also be facts of pure experience at the basis of each judgement in the
sequence. 21)

According to this argument, not only does PE underlie what we can call non-de-
monstrative judgements, such as perceptual and factual judgements, but also what
we can call demonstrative judgements, such as conceptually abstract judgements,
judgements in mathematics, and judgements that are, in some sense, based on
pure reason. What's more, were we to assume that all human knowledge can be
exhaustively expressed by both species of judgement, it would follow that all hu-
man knowledge is underlain by facts of PE. It is this position that we wish to call
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Nishida's Pure Experience Foundationalism (PE Foundationalism).

Nishida’s strategy here is not unlike that found in Western philosophy. In this
case, the strategy is to argue that there are basically two species of judgement —
e.g., Kant’s Synthetic and Analytic, Hume's Relations of Ideas and Matters of
Fact, or the Logical Positivists’ Tautologous and Empirically Verifiable. From this
position, then, the aim is to show that both species are underlain by PE. If this
can be shown, it can be concluded that all judgement is grounded on PE. From
which it would follow, then, that PE constitutes the ultimate epistemological
foundation of all human knowledge.

On the other hand, Nishida's PE Foundationalism is not just one more version
of the Phenomenalism — not “Phenomenology” — which we find in the thinking of
the Logical Positivists, and such thinkers as J.S. Mill, for whom judgements about
physical objects were merely judgements about a permanent possiblity of sensa-
tion, or C.I. Lewis, for whom nondemonstrative knowledge was grounded in inde-
finitely long conjunctions of subjunctive conditionals about future courses of
experience.22)

What distinguishes Nishida’s PE Foundationalism from these forms of Phe-
nomenalism is precisely that in Nishida’s view what constitutes the PE—foundation
of any judgement need not be some Phenomenalistic sensational given, such as the
sense—datum or the raw feel. As the above passage expressed, the PE—foundation
for judgement can be any state of consciousness, provided it possesses what
Nishida calls Strict Unity.

According to Nishida, Strict Unity is both necessary and sufficient for a given
state of consciousness to be a PE-foundation for judgement. As he puts it : “The
reason for the immediacy and purity of a pure experience is not its simplicity, un-
analyzability, or instantaneousness; it is the strict unity of concrete conscious-
ness” ("HMBEBROWIEIC L THMZABLUL, H—ThHoT, SHTERLD, B
MTHDLEDPN) T EIZHDLDTUELEV, D2 > THAEMEROBERLHE—I12HLD
T#%").2» What does Nishida mean by Strict Unity?

Nishida mentions Strict Unity in connection with PE in a number of places
throughout his text. He seems to be referring to what we can describe as a cer-
tain nonconceptually mediated connectedness in consciousness.

For example, when Nishida mentions the “strict unity of concrete
consciousness™? he is referring to a connectedness that unites certain mental
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phenomena as when “...one perception brings about another without so small a
fissure between them that even Thought may enter” (“Z i & OFMBERIZB VT
&, MEDPMEERLDHE— LML ERL, BRA—L D RIZETS S MoOERYE
CHRELERLEOMICBIEEZ ASREL LOBED % \").2 Other cases of such
connectedness are “... the determined ascent of a cliff and the musician’s mas-
tered performance of a composition....” (“7:& 21, —LBGICHTEZ T 28450mM
&, BERIPMLcE BT 2HOME )20

Presumably, the states of consciousness which accompany the climbing and the
performance are so closely tied together as to apparently constitute but one tem-
porally elongated state. Similarly, the same would be true of the states of con-
sciousness which accompany reading, reaching for and then drinking a glass of wa-
ter, and perhaps, the carpenter's hammering so often characterized by Heidegger
in his Betng and Time.?"

In each of these cases, there is a sequence of mental states each element of
which is, in some sense, so intimately tied to its immediately adjacent states —
immediate predecessor, immediate successor — as to be, in effect, indistinguish-
able from them. The structure of such a sequence of states could be described
mathematically as satisfying the transitive condition imposed on immediate adjacen-
cy, ie., la(x, y), x is immediately adjacent to y, thus:

(1) (V)(V (VY 2)ilalx y) A laly, 2)] = Ialx, z)},

for any x, y, and z: if x and y are immediately adjacent, and y and z are im-
mediately adjacent, then x and z are immediately adjacent. Graphically, the model
for such closure could not be given linearly, as in Figure (a) below, but only circu-
larly as in Figure (b) :

(@ (b)

X—>y—>z

Figure b) depicts arbitranly  separated moments of a  strictly  unitary
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mental state: the space, as it were, between each moment being so dense that
the first and third moments are separated by the same distance which separates
the first and second, and the second and third.

In summary, Strict Unity is a kind of density of a state of consciousness such
that it cannot be nonarbitrarily construed as comprising distinguishable sub-states.
Any sub-states which the given state might be thought to comprise would have to
be arbitrarily (without a rational basis) distinguished from each other — clearly, a
notion similar to Bergson’s idea of pure duration.?®

Now, what explains Nishida’s emphasis on Strict Unity? For what reasons does
he render it the essential characteristic of PE?

It should be clear that without the criterion of Strict Unity, another criterion
would be needed to individuate the epistemological foundation for all judgements,
both demonstrative and nondemonstrative. However, in the case of nondemon-
strative judgements, it seems to be the absence of any conceptual discrimination
in content which distinguishes its founding PE ; and clearly, this could not be the
distinguishing characteristic in the case of demonstrative judgements.

It is our view that Nishida is forced to characterize PE in terms of Strict Unily
by virtue of what we can call his theory of Judgement. As a detailed account of the
theory would call for a rich comparison with Hume’s associationism, we will only
provide a rough depiction.

Basically, according to Nishida, the judgements articulating deliberated discri-
mination “... arise from a connection betweeen a present consciousness and a past
consciousness....For example, when one judges an auditory perception to be the
sound of a bell, this only positions the perception relative to past experience” (“#&
k& DL PEET LDV HEDERLALNEMIHEATHILIIRIZOT
BBy PIZATEBEE I OWC Ih 2T LP U MR, 277 B8F08%DIIBWTT
NAMRZED D THS")P) — a comment which reads like it came straight out
of Hume's Treatise.30

Now, when a present consciousness, such as the “meaningful”’ auditory percep-
tion Nishida mentions, is related to a past consciousness, this pairing itself can be
construed as a state of consciousness also, an associational one, if you will. This
latter state consists of two nonarbitrarily distinguishable states, and thus, does not
possess Strict Unity. Thus, when a state of consciousness is subject to deliberated
discrimination — judgement and meaning — Strict Unity is destroyed.3? Nishida
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himself remarks as follows :

------ O [BEL D] Kb ncRy, WHML OBRICA o 728, By A4 Ui
WEETIDOTH D, B4 ICHHRIH DRI L, T OAEOTmHEA
HVWTRLEDT, ZAFBETRO—FBEHS L LHERL, I JIZHMEERD
PRI GHEONEHEONB L H 12k 5.

...when this [strict] unity is torn, when a present consciousness is related to another
consciousness, meaning and judgement are born. In contrast to pure experience,
whose expression comes to us directly, a past consciousness becomes active, becom-
ing connected to but clashing with one part of present consciousness, and thus, the
state of pure experience breaks apart and collapses. 32)

This helps to explain why Nishida is wont to insist that a PE is devoid of mean-
ing. If any state of consciousness has meaning, then it would follow from Nishida’s
theory that this meaning arose in virtue of the given state bearing a relation to
some past state — betraying such a structure as, say, xRy. This would provide a
basis, then, on which we could analyze the given state into two related sub—states
—x and y. From this analysis, then, it would follow that the given state does not
possess Strict Unily, and is not a PE. Thus, again, if a state has meaning, it is not
a PE. Conversely, if a state were a PE, it would possess Strict Unity, and would
not be nonarbitrarily analyzable into such a structure as xRy. Thus, the necessary
conditions for the existence of meaning would not obtain ; so it would be devoid of
meaning.

We now see how Nishida’s theory of Judgement grounds his criterion of Strict
Unity, which in its turn, grounds a construal of PE wide enough to serve as a
foundation for both demonstrative and non-demonstrative Judgement. So, we can
see in what sense Nishida would like to maintain that, e.g., the axioms of geomet-
ry are underlain by PE.

In this case, the underlying PE is a certain strictly unitary, pure intuition — the
cognitive counterpart of such self-evident states as the present visual conscious-
ness of reddishness in roundishiness.

The view resounds of the position which Kurt Godel came to espouse as a re-
sult of his incompletability discoveries in first-order number theory. These dis-
coveries show, roughly, that in the case of any first-order theory powerful enough
to express everyday arithmetic — Zero, Successor, Primitive Recursion, Induction
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— the notion of truth and formal provability are not coextensive : there will always
exist arithmetical truths which cannot be formally proven within the given theory.
So, the discoveries render it problematic how we can know whether a given arith-
metical sentence is true; for, clearly, it cannot be by virtue of having a formal
proof of it.

Godel's position was that this knowledge is based on an intellectual intuition we
have of arithmetical truth, a kind of cognitive vision of the state of affairs which
the arithmetical truth expresses. It is in this sense that we wish to read Nishida's
above remarks concerning geometrical truth, that we have a kind of intellectual in-
tuition of the alleged truth which they express. More generally, it may be in this
sense that Nishida wanted to espouse PE as an epistemological foundation for
mathematical judgements and, perhaps, for those that are, in some sense, based
on pure reason — at least, this is what we will maintain.3 We will see later that
this position poses a serious problem for Nishida’s metaphysics, however.

To further exemplify our comments, let us consider what Nishida says about
Thought, whose articulations are judgement and meaning :

FO[BHE] R DIE— LR BRI TH - T, BILZoOXRLOMFETED, It
HBETADTHAH, LA LA ITHEIIBNWT OO 5 5HL2HETHNT
B, PRLoTH—DPDEERSEMITEIOTHE, X [HhskD) L
VI HRE, ERE] L) —KLEGMLTETIOTHS. £RT, HilD
FHIEV DO THMPRBROWEL S B, HHIBWTERMER O S, HIC
SHIZEWTTEBDTHA,

Its [Thought’s] simplest form is judgement, connecting two representations by estab-
lishing a relation between them. But judging is not connecting two independent repre-
sentations ; it is an analysis of a single representation in its entirety. For example, the
judgement .“The horse runs” . is born from analysis of the single representation .“the
running horse."”.Facts of pure experience always underlie judgements, and in virtue of
this we can connect the subject and object representations in a judgement.34)

If we analyze this passage in terms of Nishida's PE Foundationalism, together
with his theory of Judgement and criterion of Strict Unity, we have the following
diagram of his views :

In summary, we now can see the structure of Nishida’s PE Foundationalism. It
holds that PE is criterially determined by Strict Unity ; and that so determined PE
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DIAGRAM 2
JUDGEMENT
SUBJECT copula OBJECT
REPRESENTATION P REPRESENTATION
[the horse] ~  -----omeeeemoomeooeees {runs]

o § I § o
past § mental § past
experiences k analysis experiences
[... {HH) , <HjHD ,...] J [.. (RKR) , (Rj,RD) ,...]
(HUMEAN?) (HUMEAN?)
associationally associationally
related f related
pairs pairs
~ s tl
EXPERIENCE frunning horse} EXPERUENCE

PURE EXPERIENCE
WITH

STRICT UNITY

is the ultimate epistemological foundation for both demonstrative and non-demon-
strative judgements. We will now turn to Nishida's metaphysics, which we call his
Subject-Object Identity theory. Nishida draws this theory out from his PE Found-
ationalism. As we see below, this turns out to be a weakness in Nishida’s think-
ing.

Subject—Object Identity

As we now know, by Strict Unity Nishida means a kind of extreme density char-
acterizing a state of consciousness. One which does not allow for any nonarbitrary
partitioning of the state, such as the partitioning we have of the state accompany-
ing judgment into what Nishida called above “subject and object representations.”
Indeed, given its Strict Unity, Nishida claims that the realm of PE is, in some
sense, logically prior to any so—called subject—object distinction, that it makes no
sense to characterize PE—content in terms of the notions of Subject and Object,
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whether ‘Subject’ in the sense of logical subject of predication, or ‘Subject’ in the
sense of a consciousness.

We can illustrate the position here with reference to the horse—example and our
above thought-experiment. In effect, it is being claimed that, qua PE, we cannot
analyze the content of “running-horse” in terms of, say, first-order logic: (3
x){Horse(x) A Runs(x)], which depicts an existing object as having the properties
Horse and Runs ; rather, the content is more akin to running horseness’. Similar-
ly, with respect to the thought-experiment, the claim is that our subject’s PE can-
not be analyzed in terms of her having consciousness of a roundish something with
a reddish color; rather, it is more correct to describe this situation as illustrating
‘consciousness in roundish reddishness’ — consciousness in that shape.

Throughout [#Mf%%E| we can find the position that Strict Unity precludes de-
scriptions of PE in any terms which presuppose a Subject—Object distinction :

""" MFARER O ----- E R R DIKIE -
The extent of pure experience ...the state where subject and object have not yet
separated ....35 ;

LI EERBOREBICBWT, EEMEL -
In the state of direct experience, when subject and object are absorbed in each
other ....38);

...the most unified, direct experience, which has destroyed the subject-object dis-

tinction ....37 ;

------ ATHEESROKEICB TR EZDOR G v
...in any state of direct experience there is no distinction between subject and
object....38 ;

the subject-object distinction ...arises when experience’s unity is lost ....39 ;

------ C DI [MRRRBRONIE Z 2 EFE DXL ooeeee

. at this time [of pure experience], there is yet no subject—object opposition
40)
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In pure experience, Thought, Feeling, and Willing are unseparated ; as but a sing-
le activity, there is also no subjective—objective polarity.1

LtV o ok ) ICER R R LA MNEEA—OEMIREVEEFTH 5.

As remarked above, the state of consciousness in which subject and object are
absorbed into the unity of Thought, Feeling, and Willing is the true reality.??

As the above quotations make plain, according to Nishida, in the realm of PE,
within the extension of the criterion of Strict Unity, there is absolutely no distinc-
tion between Subject and Object.

This denial of any Subject—Object distinction seems to Nishida to justify the con-
clusion that at this level, Subject and Object are identical, whether it is subject—of-
—predication or subject—of-consciousness. This view, that Subject is identical to
Object, we will call Nishida’s Subject-Object Identity thesis.

Given this thesis, it becomes clear not only why Nishida maintains that PE is
the sole reality, but also why he claims that the principle that unifies conscious-
ness is identical to the principle that unifies the World. In other words, from his
Identity thesis, Nishida concludes that the essential nature of consciousness and
the essential nature of the world are one and the same.

Nishida’s inference here is not unlike those in wide currency in the world of
19th—century Western philosophy, especially among the so—called Absolute Ideal-
ists. Accordingly, any given state of consciousness is construed as a kind of syste-
matically developed unity, a synchronically coherent structure which is also di-
achronically coherent, and for the accounting of which there must be some fun-
damental principle. Some such principles were Hegel's idea of Spirit coming to
self-realization, and Bergson's notion of lan vital. 43

In Nishida’s case also, a given state of consciousness, e.g., a visit to a disco
seems to be internally coherent at each moment: the colors, sounds, feels,
temperatures, and smells all blend together, so to speak, to give us one synchro-
nically coherent experience ; and the experience seems diachronically coherent as
well : it develops from a train of prior experiential states into later such states.
However, according to Nishida, in this case, as in all cases, Strict Unitary PE ulti-
mately grounds the experience.
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Thus, from Nishida’s perspective, there must be some fundamental principle
which accounts for the Strictly Unitary PE grounding not only our everyday ex-
perience, but also our Thought as well. In Nishida's terminology, there must be
some “unifying element” (#—=(#) or some “unifying power” (#—77) account-
ing for Strictly Unitary PE. What's more, this power will account for all states of
consciousness, given not only that it accounts for Strict Unily, but also given that
all states are grounded on PE.

For example, the state of consciousness of seeing a blue car in front of a yellow
house is a coherent visual consciousness. According to Nishida, this state is found-
ed on PE, namely, consciousness in shapish colorishness. As this PE is inducible
from the given state by simple subtractions, so to speak, of deliberated discrimina-
tion, it follows that whatever power accounts for the former must also account for
its underlying PE. Thus, the unifying power that accounts for the coherence of
consciousness is one and the same with the unifying power that accounts for PE.

According to Nishida, this unifying power is somehow attributable to conscious-
ness itself. Furthermore, since in the realm of PE, Subject is identical to Object
(i.e., Consciousness and Non-consciousness are identical), it follows that the uni-
fying power accounting for the Subject is one and the same with the unifying pow-
er accounting for the Object. Since the unifying power accounting for the Subject
is attributable to consciousness itself, the unifying power accounting for Non—cons-
ciousness is also attributable to Consciousness. In short, therefore, the unifying
power accounting for Consciousness is one and the same with the unifying power
accounting for the so—called objective world. Nishida argues the view thus :

OB ISE SRR TR NEIMETIIHE L L, MHRECEI A
WO —NIRBTE2OTHEH, WMo 312, WERSRE WS &
) DHBRBRO LBV TRIF—Ch o256, ZOZHOK—IERIETE, F—
HICETNEbDTH L. B4 OBHEERORKICBY 25— L FHRL OB
BB ERERA—TH B

This unifying element, in the case of physical phenomena, is a physical power existing
externally, in the case of mental phenomena, is attributable to the unifying power of
consciousness ; but as noted earlier, since physical and mental phenomena are identical
from the view of pure experience, these two types of unifying activity are essentially
one and the same. The unifying power at the base of our thinking and willing and the
unifying power at the base of the phenomena of the universe are truly one and the
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same ....44)

Concerning this very passage, Keiji Nishitani, Nishida's devoted disciple, wrote
the following :

Our experience originates ...beyond the subject-object dichotomy. This means that
at the point where it is immediately constituted ... the unifying power at the basis of
our thinking and willing (the world of objects) is “directly identical” with the unifying
power in the phenomena of the cosmos (the world of objects).45)

To summarize, according to Nishida’s Subject-Object Identity theory, under-
standing the nature of the Universe is one and the same with understanding the
nature of PE. The view should remind readers of the mystical experience as por-
trayed in the opening stanza of Blake’s famous “Auguries of Innocence” :

To see a world in a grain of sand,
And a heaven in a wild flower,
Hold infinity in the palm of your hand,
And eternity in an hour,46)

CRITICISM AND THE TRANSITION TO TOPOS

Now, earlier, I claimed that a weakness in Nishida’s thinking is that he often
uses his epistemological conclusions to try to gain metaphysical ground. I want to
expand on this claim by examining the argument in Nishida’s Subject-Object Identi-
fy theory. In particular, I wish to examine the basic premise of the Subject-Object
Identity theory, namely, that the absence of a distinction between Subject and Object
entails that Subject and Object are identical.

First off, the absence of a distinction between A-items and B-items does not by
itself entail that A—items are identical to B-items. There was a time when I could
not distinguish apples from pears ; but it does not follow from this either that at
that time, apples were pears, or that at that time, I was justified in believing that
apples were pears. Similarly, that we cannot distinguish between Subject and Object
does not entail that Subject is identical to Object.

This lack of a distinction is an epistemological lack ; it is not a metaphysical lack
— recall the epistemological subtractions we used to arrive at the content of our
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subject’s perceptual PE. This is what was meant by the remark that Nishida uses
his epistemology to try to gain metaphysical ground.

Similarly, the absence of a Subject-Object distinction at the level of PE is also
an epistemological lack. We cannot tell from the position of a PE whether it is a
purely subjective episode or is indicative of the world around us. At the level of
PE, we, the conscious thinkers, just cannot tell from our perceptual position
whether we are having a genuine experience or something ersatz. We suffer a
lack of know-how. There is a distinction, we just cannot tell whether it applies.
However, Nishida's argument needs a much stronger metaphysical claim, namely,
that there is no distinction whatsoever — even in principle — between Subject and
Object ; and this assumption seems false.

If there is no such metaphysical distinction whatsoever — which is what the
argument requires (even setting aside doubts about Leibniz's Law) — then, out-
side of the level of PE also, there is no metaphysical distinction, e.g., at the level
of everyday consciousness.

However, at the level of everyday consciousness, there certainly seems to be a
distinction between Subject and Object. For example, the color blue and my idea
of the color blue are metaphysically distinct kinds of items ; similarly, the color
blue and my hallucination or after-image of the color blue certainly seem different.
There is a distinction. Thus, I submit, the stronger assumption which Nishida
needs for the validity of his argument is simply false.?)

In short, if we reject the Identity Position, and I have argued that we should as
it suffers a deep logical gap, then the path from pure experience to the nature of
the Objective World is simply impassable.

What's more, even if it is assumed that Nishida can rescue his argument from
this criticism, i.e., that Nishida can independently buttress this assumption of the
Subject-Object theory, the following questions must seriously be considered. In
what sense can Nishida plausibly argue that within the frame of a PE—foundation
for mathematical judgement, is the Subject identical to the Object. What is the
Subject of a mathematical Judgement ; the Object?

A Godelian position does not encounter this difficulty as this position does not
espouse a Subject-Object Identity. However, Nishida’s position does.

While these considerations show that Nishida’s PE—Foundationalism is incom-
pleteable, it seems that these were not the kinds of reason which motivatedhim to
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give up on PE in favor of Topos as a metaphysical-epistemological foundation to
his account of the World. Indeed, there is a sense in which Nishida never did
abandon PE, if by that we mean that he sometime later dropped the concept
whole-heartedly. Le., the shift in Nishida’s thought from PE to Topos as his new
theoretical fulcrum is best described as an expanding of the account of PE : he
often characterizes Topos as the field of consciousness, whereas PE is clearly
only a state. ®

The topic is better left for another paper. However, we will mention that the
necessity to expand PE may have been seen by Nishida as early as his writing of

[#E D] . The concept is clearly alluded to in this work, as the following pas-
sage makes plain :

EAHEDPIN L HEDTH G LAFHL W) ZEPLETH B, ~F7 VA b
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As for the establishment of Reality ... rather than a mutual opposition contradiction is
necessary. Just as Heraclitus said that Strife is the father of all things, Reality is estab-
lished from contradiction .... With the extinction of contradiction, Reality is also exting-
uished. Strictly speaking, contradiction and unity are different sides of the same matter
: there is contradiction because there is unity and there is unity because there is
contradiction. 49

Nishida’s thinking here seems to nearly converge on the concept of absolute
contradiclory self—identity ($axFEM BT —), in terms of which he later char-
acterized Reality. If one assumes with Nishida that Reality is a unity and that this
unity is essentially the same as contradictoriety, albeit a different facet of it, it
seems to follow that the identity of Reality is essentially a contradictory selfi-
dentity.

Nishida’s reference to Heraclitus in this context should provide us some hint as
to the problem which Nishida was trying to articulate.

Heraclitus, as other Ionian pre-Socratic philosophers before him — Thales, Ana-
ximander, and Anaximenes — was responding to the so—called One-Many prob-
lem, namely : the problem of understanding how Reality can be one unitary item,
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but also the many distinct items which it seems to comprise ; if it is one, it cannot
be many, and if many, it cannot be one.5

Now, if we were to assume that the identity of Reality derives from both One-
-ness and Many-ness, despite the polarity between One and Many, then we
would naturally be led to characterizing the world in such terms as Nishida char-
acterizes it in his Topos—essay :

... the world, the contradictory self-identity of the many and the one ...5"

Therein the material world ...the ... logic of contradictory self-identity is
already at work ...52

The contradictory self-identical world ....5

... the world of truly concrete reality ... is the world of the absolutely contradic-
tory self-identity of space and time, the one and the many, ...

... the absolutely contradictorily self-identical historical world ...5

Another consideration which supports this position is that the One-Many prob-
lem arises from considerations of simple, everyday predicates, for example,“x is a
chair.”

On the one hand, chair seems to be one unitary phenomenon : there is some-
thing that answers to being a chair — “What is a chair?” has an answer. On the
other hand, it is apparent that there are all varieties of chair : some with four legs,
some with three, some with none, some with rests, some with none, some with
backs, some with none, etc. However, at some level, on some account, these
many are one. Le., on some account, a chair is identically one and many, a con-
tradictorily self-identical object.

Given Nishida's One-Many unity—characterization of the world, this problem
suggests that the unity-plurality characteristic of predicates (at least, those with
extensions) is somehow more indicative of the structure of the world than, say,
the simple unitary characteristic of a concrete thing.

We are suggesting, then, that it is for reasons of the One-Many problem that
Nishida came to emphasize the importance of a logic of predicates (GREEMMRE) :
such a logic more nearly articulates the nature of the World than a so—called logic
of Objects (of which First—order logic might be but one species).
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To summarize, we are claiming that it is the One-Many problem which moti-
vated Nishida to expand the concept PE into the concept 7. Afterall, if Conscious-
ness is identical to Reality, as the Subject-Object Identity theory claims, a One-
—Many problem arises. How can Reality be one but identical to many distinct Con-
sciousnesses? 5 A full development of this claim must await another time. In any
case, it provides one explanation of why Nishida went to T from PE.

CONCLUSION

The above argument characterized what was called Nishida’s PE Foundational-
ism, according to which PE — both its experiential and nonexperiential species —
is the ultimate epistemological foundation of what we called demonstrative and non-
—demonstrative judgements, and thus, of all human knowledge. This species rested
on the notion of Strict Unity as a criterion; and it was from this criterion that
Nishida concluded a Subject-Object Identity thesis.

We argued that this latter thesis, construed as a consequence of Nishida's PE
Foundationalism, conflated an epistemological with a metaphysical position, namely,
the absence of an epistemological distinction between two ttems and the genuine in-
discernibilily of these items, and thus that Nishida's path from PE to the nature of
the World could not be validly trekked.

Finally, we conjectured that it is because Nishida's PE Foundationalism suffers
from a One-Many problem that Nishida expanded the notion of PE into the wider
notion of T, a problem which we claimed he may have been aware of as early as the
writing of [ DI

Lastly, on the following page, we diagram the mechanics of Nishida's PE Found-
ationalism.
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ENDNOTES

1) All quotations are taken from the following :
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Yale University Press ; 1930
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The Eastern Buddhist 17, No.2 (1984)
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