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Introduction 

This shoƌt Ŷote is iŶteŶded as a ďƌief iŶtƌoduĐtioŶ to eǆpliĐatiŶg the ĐoŶĐept of ͚EŶlighteŶŵeŶt͛ as 

Indians use it. It is not based on a literature study nor is it the result of an empirical inquiry. It is 

siŵplǇ the atteŵpt of oŶe peƌsoŶ to get hold of the ĐoŶĐept ďased oŶ ͚peƌsoŶal͛ eǆpeƌieŶĐe. Afteƌ 
writing the note, the realization dawned that a book needs to be written on this subject and that a 

short note is no substitute for such an effort. Such will also happen in the future. For now, this note 

should do, functioning as a signpost for what a future task holds. 

In this note, many interconnected themes are spoken about without drawing an explicit relationship 

between them. The relations are either implicit or become obvious on reflection. While this is a 

handicap, it also allows the note to remain reasonably short. The basic question, in simple but, 

hopefully, accessible terms is this: ǁhat is ͚eŶlighteŶŵeŶt͛ as IŶdiaŶs use the teƌŵ? 

On the nature of ͚experience͛ 

IŶ eǀeƌǇ soĐietǇ, iŶfaŶts aƌe soĐialized as Đultuƌed ďeiŶgs. ͚“oĐializatioŶ͛ ƌefeƌs to the pƌoĐess of usiŶg 
resources present in the society. These resources are material, institutional, social, and psychological 

and so on. (Schools, peer groups, families, friends, stories, songs, incentives, punishments, etc.) That 

is, this process refers to the ͚ǁhat͛: ǁhiĐh ƌesouƌĐes aƌe pƌeseŶt iŶ a soĐietǇ that ĐaŶ Đultuƌize the 
Individual? CultuƌizatioŶ ;oƌ ͚aĐĐultuƌatioŶ͛Ϳ ƌefeƌs to the ͚hoǁ͛: hoǁ aƌe these ƌesouƌĐes used to 
teach to socialize or learn to be socialized? Two kinds of events are crucial to these two processes: (a) 

a set of fundamental events that generate attitudes and orientations in human beings towards the 

world, both natural and social, and (b) another set of events that are the results of transforming what 

one undergoes or lives through in the world. 

The fiƌst set ƌeŵaiŶs ŵoƌe oƌ less staďle thƌoughout oŶe͛s jouƌŶeǇ thƌough the ǁoƌld. Oƌ, put 
differently, the more some set of orientations and attitudes remain stable through the course of life, 

the more is that set of orientations fundamental. Some or another ͞deep experience͟ ;a ͚life-

ĐhaŶgiŶg͛ eǆpeƌieŶĐe, as it is ĐalledͿ is ƌeƋuiƌed to ĐhaŶge oƌieŶtatioŶs or attitudes. The daily events 

in life are not enough to cause that change. 

The second set is the daily experience. This emerges from transforming what we encounter or live 

through. Thus, transformation is crucial to having experience. What we learn is of great importance 

to this process of transformation: we use what we have learnt to transform what we go through in 

life. If we live through events that are not transformed into experiences, they live on in memory as 

traumas and scars. Curing most of these traumas (or scarsͿ is to help aŶ iŶdiǀidual tƌaŶsfoƌŵ a ͚ƌaǁ͛ 
eŶĐouŶteƌ oƌ a ͚ŶoŶ-tƌaŶsfoƌŵed͛ eǀeŶt iŶto aŶ eǆpeƌieŶĐe. 

Even though ŵoƌe Ŷeeds to ďe said, this is eŶough to defiŶe ͚eǆpeƌieŶĐe͛. EǆpeƌieŶĐe is a 
transformed encounter or event in life. At any given moment, encounters or events are transformed 

by using the resources of socialization and for the purposes of getting along with ;oƌ ͚liǀe͛ ǁithͿ the 

former set of events and encounters. This is hoǁ I ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ uŶdeƌstaŶd ͞AŶuďhaǀa͟ oƌ the IŶdiaŶ 
notion of experience. 

Abstractly speaking, such transformed encounters or events (i.e. experiences) exhibit two properties: 

(a) either they are simply cumulative, having little or no impact on other accumulated experiences, in 

which case they simply live on in memory or (b) they are transformative in nature. If experiences 

themselves further transform orientations or attitudes that undergird the way we are present in the 

world, they are ͞deep eǆpeƌieŶĐes͟ oƌ aƌe called ͚life-ĐhaŶgiŶg͛ eǆpeƌieŶĐes. If they are not that, they 

modify only remembered experiences by modifying the memory of such experiences.  
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Now, we can say that orientations and attitudes (or the way we are present in the world) can be 

transformed by two things: deep experiences and some traumas. What enables either of the two to 

change the way we are present in the world? 

Traumas and deep encounters 

The answer to this question has to be sought in the way a human infant is socialized. Before we have 

eǆpeƌieŶĐes ;pƌoďaďlǇ duƌiŶg the fiƌst tǁo Ǉeaƌs of ouƌ liǀesͿ, ǁe aƌe leaƌŶiŶg to tƌaŶsfoƌŵ ͚ƌaǁ͛ 
events and encounters into experiences. As we begin to grow, we also learn to transform: first, 

partially and, subsequently, more fully. The process of culturization is to learn how to transform an 

event or an encounter into an experience. The process of socialization enables generating this 

capacity in infants. In that case, in a purely definitional sense, one can define the birth of a child as a 

͚tƌauŵatiĐ͛ eǀeŶt iŶ the ďaďǇ͛s life aŶd desĐƌiďe the pƌoĐess of soĐializatioŶ as a tƌauŵatiĐ pƌoĐess. It 
has been also so seen. At this moment, there is little point in discussing this option. 

What we see in the above, however, is more significant for the life of an adult. As said before, events 

and occurrences that are either untransformed or raw become traumas.  However, in the course of 

the life of aŶ adult, it is alŵost iŵpossiďle to talk aďout ĐoŵpletelǇ ͚ƌaǁ͛ oƌ ĐoŵpletelǇ 
͚uŶtƌaŶsfoƌŵed͛ eǆpeƌieŶĐes. Theƌe is alǁaǇs, at least, a paƌtial ͚tƌaŶsfoƌŵatioŶ͛. The Ŷatuƌe of this 
partial transformation distinguishes between a trauma (in adult life) and a life-changing experience 

(again, in an adult life).  

If an event or an encounter is merely labelled or categorized (thus, partially transformed), it becomes 

a trauma. However, if an event or encounter is understood or made sense of (thus, also partially 

transformed), then it becomes a deep experience. It is important to note these do not really 

͚tƌaŶsfoƌŵ͛ aŶ eŶĐouŶteƌ oƌ aŶ eǀeŶt; theǇ leaǀe suĐh aŶ eǀeŶt uŶdistuƌďed. Most of ouƌ eǆpeƌieŶĐes 
change what we encounter; they change the event into something or another. These changes might 

or might not occur in the actual world but they do occur in the psychological world of an individual 

human being. (This idea too requires further elaboration and reflection, but I leave it here in its 

current form.) 

Does that mean there are no trivial events or encounters? Is everything capable of becoming a deep 

eǆpeƌieŶĐe oƌ a tƌauŵa? OŶe is Đoŵpelled to saǇ ͚Ǉes͛. Whetheƌ oƌ Ŷot soŵethiŶg is tƌiǀial depeŶds 
on ascription of a specific weight (cognitive, emotional, or whatever) to an event or encounter. Such 

an ascription depends on the world of the culturized individual. This is evidenced by the fact that 

meditating on such trivial things like walking, sitting, breathing and seeing changes one͛s attitude and 

orientation in the world. Same applies to traumas: eating becomes a trauma as Anorexia Nervosa or 

Bulimia. Sleeping becomes a trauma in some psychic problems (nervous breakdowns or anxieties). 

Breathing becomes a trauma as hyper ventilation, and so on. In other words, there is some prima 

facie credibility to the idea that there are no trivial encounters or events. 

If that is the Đase, theŶ theƌe ĐaŶ ďe Ŷo ͚deep͛ eǀeŶts oƌ eŶĐouŶteƌs eitheƌ. Yes. AŶǇ eǀeŶt oƌ 
encounter in the world can become deep or trivial to some individual or another. Any encounter, in 

principle, can change the orientation of an individual. Whether that occurs or not depends on the 

individual and the resources available to him/her. That is, whether or not an encounter or an event 

induces a change in the way one is present in the world (in the adult life) depends upon the 

individual (the biology, the psychology, the capacities, etc), his/her society and culture, and the total 

resources available in that culture. It does not depend on the encounter or event. 

At least one implication is interesting: there is no one encounter or event in the world that generates 

a fundamental or singular transformation in the orientation of a human being. Everything can do 
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that. Thus, there is no one single path to a fundamental change. The world allows for a change in 

orientation of eǀeƌǇ huŵaŶ ďeiŶg iŶ ͚eǀeƌǇ ǁhiĐh ǁaǇ͛. No uŶiƋue eǀeŶt oƌ eŶĐouŶteƌ has this 
͚poǁeƌ͛; eǀeƌǇthiŶg iŶ the uŶiǀeƌse has that poǁeƌ. The ǁoƌld is tƌauŵa oƌ it is deep eǆpeƌieŶĐe. This 
is a philosophical and cultural choice. 

Even though every event or encounter can change how an individual is present in the world, it does 

not mean that there are no deep experiences. As human beings, we are limited beings: limited 

physically, chemically, biologically, culturally, socially and psychologically. That is to say, some 

common set of constraints operate on all human beings because of which one can speak about a few 

ĐoŵŵoŶ deep eǆpeƌieŶĐes. “aŵskaƌa͛s, ƌites of passage, saĐƌaŵeŶts, etĐ. aƌe soŵe of the Ŷames 

given to such constraints: these function as signposts or frameworks using which some encounters in 

the world are transformed into deep experiences. 

A preliminary characterization 

The foƌegoiŶg alloǁs foƌ a fiƌst, appƌoǆiŵate defiŶitioŶ of ǁhat ͚eŶlighteŶŵeŶt͛, used iŶ aŶ IŶdiaŶ 
sense, is: the transformation of the way of being present in the world through a deep experience. An 

experience is deep if an individual is able to transform it into one; otherwise, it is not. Thus, 

happiness also gets defined: it is a way of being in the world. The world allows for happiness, only if 

Ǉou ĐaŶ ͚fiŶd͛ it, i.e. if Ǉou ĐaŶ fiŶd the ͚tƌiggeƌ͛ that geŶeƌates this ;͚ŶoŶ-staŶdaƌd͛Ϳ way of being in 

the world. Which way? The way which is also most appropriate for you. Who decides which way is 

the most appropriate? You do, because you are the only one who can know whether something is 

appropriate to you or not. 

All of us can find happiness and everything in the world helps us find it, if only we try. Thus, there are 

as many ways to happiness as there are people in the world and every path, every incident, can lead 

one to enlightenment. It is only a matter of learning to find the right trigger for yourself. What is a 

right trigger for some person need not be the right trigger for another. 

If everything in the world is able to lead human beings into enlightenment or make human beings 

happy, why is it so difficult to reach either? In the light of what has been said above, there is only one 

possible answer: if the world is not responsible and there is no one right trigger for all, the problem 

lies with the individual. The human being seeking enlightenment or happiness is the obstacle for that 

individual to reach that goal. This is true for all human beings. Therefore, finding out how to reach 

enlightenment or happiness takes us in the direction of understanding human beings. If such is what 

psychology is, Adhyatma, in the Indian meanings of the word, is psychology in the best sense of the 

term. It not only teaches us what human beings are but also helps us by functioning as a guide or a 

manual of sorts. Because Adhyatma is knowledge, it is teachable and learnable; because it is some 

sort of a guide as well, it is learnable and useful. Because it is about human beings, all of us can 

teach, learn and use it. To do these ǁe haǀe to oǀeƌĐoŵe ͚ouƌselǀes͛ ďeĐause only we are the 

obstacles. In which way are we that? 

The obstacles 

First, we are biological beings. That is, we are inheritors of genetic material from our ancestors. This 

material influences the kind of beings we are, even though we do not know, as yet, what the 

ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ ͚Natuƌe͛ aŶd ͚Nuƌtuƌe͛ is. It is safe to saǇ, hoǁeǀeƌ, that ouƌ geŶes iŶflueŶĐe 
ouƌ psǇĐhologies ŵoƌe as ͚teŶdeŶĐies͛ aŶd less as ͚Đausal͛ iŶfluences. All the Indian traditions I know 

eŵphasize this aspeĐt iŶ all of us: ǁe aƌe suďjeĐt to ͚Kaƌŵa͛ of the past (Praarabdha Karma). That we 

haǀe a ;ďiologiĐalͿ past that iŶflueŶĐes ouƌ pƌeseŶt is eǆpƌessed iŶ the idea of ͚ƌeďiƌth͛ ;punarjanma). 
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In all these traditions, this linguistic idiom also has a moral function, which is absent in the partial 

story we have about biological inheritance today. 

The above constraint generates the second: we are physiologically constituted in some specific ways. 

Such a constitution also partially defines our individual psychologies. That is the reason why many 

Indian traditions give special attention to the kind of food we imbibe (Pathya) and suggest many 

kinds of edibles that agree with our constitution. Some traditions go even further and speak about 

the kinds of environment (the structure of our abodes, the view from windows, and such like) that 

are suited to different psychologies based on the physiological constitutions of individuals. 

The third constraint is the socialization process. Both the how (the culturization) and what of 

socialization (the social positions of individuals) become themes of reflection here. Moral education, 

ritual experience, the accessible lore, etc. are also crucial in the process of discovering the event or 

encounter which functions as a trigger. 

In some senses, each of these conditions (or constraints) is antecedent to the formation of individual 

psǇĐhologies. This does Ŷot ŵeaŶ, hoǁeǀeƌ, that the iŶdiǀidual has Ŷo ͚saǇ͛ iŶ the ŵatteƌ. EǀeŶ ǁith 

ƌespeĐt to ͚Kaƌŵa͛, oŶe ĐaŶ get aloŶg ǁith it iŶ diffeƌeŶt ǁaǇs depeŶdiŶg oŶ the psǇĐhologǇ of the 
iŶdiǀidual. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the geŶeƌal poiŶt is this: oŶe͛s psǇĐhologǇ is paƌtiallǇ defiŶed ďǇ these 
antecedent constraints and they influence (in multiple ways) oŶe͛s seaƌĐh foƌ happiŶess oƌ 
eŶlighteŶŵeŶt. IŶ this seŶse, these ĐoŶstƌaiŶts fuŶĐtioŶ as ͚oďstaĐles͛ to eŶlighteŶŵeŶt. OŶe ĐaŶ also 
put it differently: these are the conditions under which an individual has to seek enlightenment and it 

can be sought only ďǇ those iŶdiǀiduals ;ǁhiĐh iŶĐlude the deǀa͛s, as the Indian traditions put it) who 

aƌe suďjeĐt to ĐoŶstƌaiŶts. HuŵaŶ ďeiŶgs aƌe suďjeĐt to oŶe set of ĐoŶstƌaiŶts, ǁheƌeas the Deǀa͛s 
(Indra is the best example from the traditions here) are subject to other sets of constraints. Only 

constrained beings can seek enlightenment. 

There is a delicious ambiguity present in this formulation of the preconditions for enlightenment. 

Animals and birds, say, are also subject to some of these constraints. Does that mean they could also 

be enlightened? On the one hand, because they do not appear to meet the constraint of the 

soĐializatioŶ pƌoĐess, oŶe feels like saǇiŶg ͚Ŷo͛. OŶ the otheƌ haŶd, ǁe haǀe Ŷo defiŶite kŶoǁledge 
about other natural creatures: is there animal cognition or not? Do animals think and feel? Do they 

communicate or not? Are they socialized or not? These are questions for research, as we all know, 

that do not allow for unambiguous answers. The Indian traditions also acknowledge the absence of 

knowledge in these matters. That is why we have many stories of enlightened beings (the Buddha is 

the most well-known example) being born as birds and animals. The enlightened Buddha, for 

example, is born as an enlightened bird or tiger. In that case, it is an enlightened bird or animal, is it 

not? From that, it follows that other natural creatures can also be enlightened, the way human 

beings can. 

Be that as it may, we can now take the next step. In what way is the psychology of human beings an 

obstacle to seeking and finding enlightenment?  

Three Distinctions 

Most of us are born as full biological organisms that have inherited qualities and capacities of various 

kinds. These develop and evolve as we grow both biologically and culturally. Thoughts, emotions, 

feelings, skills, etc. that are present as tendencies are given form and shape through the individual 

histories of such organisms. This organism is complete: it also has sentience and consciousness. 

͚“eŶtieŶĐe͛ ƌefeƌs to ouƌ aďilities to thiŶk and feel, ǁheƌeas ͚ĐoŶsĐiousŶess͛ piĐks out the aďilitǇ to 
focus on objects, whatever they are. Sentience has thoughts and feelings as its focus, and body has 
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objects of the world as its focus. Consciousness is the ability to focus on both kinds of objects. I do 

Ŷot haǀe a ͚theoƌǇ͛ of ĐoŶsĐiousŶess; I ŵeƌelǇ see it as aŶ eǀolutioŶaƌǇ pƌoduĐt. All of us aƌe 
complete organisms, in this sense, and most of our interactions are with other complete organisms. 

Now comes a second distinction, which is very crucial to understanding the entire text. This 

distinction is actually a hypothesis: because of the complex nature of this organism, it manifests an 

emergent property. That eŵergeŶt propertǇ is ͚self-consciousness͛. It has to be emphasized that this 

is strictly an emergent property of any system that is as complex as a full biological organism. (I do 

not know at this moment how complex a system must be in order to manifest this emergent 

property. I simply hypothesize that human beings exhibit this emergent property.) As an emergent 

property of a sufficiently complex system, this property is not physical or energetic in nature, i.e., it is 

not a natural property of any of the components of the organism. It is merely manifested without 

ďeiŶg ͚theƌe͛ iŶ the phǇsiĐal spaĐe. BeĐause it is Ŷeitheƌ ŵateƌial Ŷoƌ eŶeƌgetiĐ iŶ its Ŷatuƌe, it has no 

causal influence on the world. All it is, is iŶdiĐated iŶ the ǁoƌd itself: it is ŵeƌelǇ ͚self-aǁaƌeŶess͛ that 
a sufficiently complex organism manifests by virtue of its systemic complexity. It is, in the strictest 

seŶse of the ǁoƌd, the ͚I͛ ;Ŷot to ďe ĐoŶfused ǁith ͚ego͛Ϳ. That is, huŵaŶ ďeiŶgs have the emergent 

pƌopeƌtǇ of ͚self-aǁaƌeŶess͛ oƌ the ͚I͛. “eŶtieŶĐe ĐaŶ thiŶk aďout the ͚I͛ aŶd ĐoŶsĐiousŶess ĐaŶ foĐus 
oŶ the ͚I͛. That is to saǇ, huŵaŶ ďeiŶgs haǀe aĐĐess to ͚self-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess͛ oƌ ͚self-aǁaƌeŶess͛. ;It is 
unclear to me how this access is established or what conduits enable this process. All I know is that 

the system has continuous (but partial) access to its emergent property.) Let me call this partial 

aĐĐess that the sǇsteŵ has to the ͚I͛ as the ͚I-Ŷess͛ of the orgaŶisŵ. Thus, the ͚I-Ŷess͛ of the oƌgaŶisŵ 
ĐoŶsists of the folloǁiŶg faĐt: the oƌgaŶisŵ ͚feels͛ oƌ ͚seŶses͛ oƌ has ͚aĐĐess͛ to ͚self-aǁaƌeŶess͛ 
continuously, if partially. It is extremely important to realize what I am not saying and what I am 

saying: the organism does not have self-consciousness or self-awareness; it has access to self-

consciousness or self-awareness. The organism is neither self-conscious nor is it aware of itself as an 

orgaŶisŵ; it ĐaŶ ͚feel͛ or ͚seŶse͛ or ͚thiŶk͛ this emergent property, namely, self-awareness 

uninterruptedly. 

Thus, ǁe haǀe tǁo distiŶĐtioŶs: the ͚I͛, ǁhiĐh piĐks out the eŵeƌgeŶt pƌopeƌtǇ of a suffiĐieŶtlǇ 
complex system, ǁhiĐh is  ͚self-aǁaƌeŶess͛;  theŶ theƌe is the ͚I-Ŷess͛, ǁhiĐh piĐks out the partial 

access of that system to the ͚I͛. This access merely identifies the fact that the organism feels or 

senses or thinks this ͚I͛ ďǇ foĐusiŶg oŶ it, i.e., thƌough ĐoŶsĐiousŶess. This is a continuous process or a 

continuous link. Thus sentience can always partially access the emergent property of the system, 

ŶaŵelǇ, ͚self-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess͛ thƌough ĐoŶsĐiousŶess ;i.e., usiŶg the aďilitǇ to foĐusͿ.  Put diffeƌeŶtlǇ: 
human beings continuously aĐĐess ͚self-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess͛ thƌough ĐoŶsĐiousŶess. It is this situation that 

is both the ground for human ͚ŵiseƌǇ͛ aŶd the route to happiness or enlightenment. 

Every human adult has a history or a biography, which consists of things done, felt and thought in the 

course of its existence and as they are remembered. What one has undergone and what one 

remembers of it are woven on a structure that human emotions provide. Actually, it must be put this 

way: what one consciously remembers and what one retains in a different form (skills, tastes, 

feelings, etc. are retained differently in our memories) are woven together with what one has 

undergone in the past into a structure of a special sort. I Đall this struĐture the ͚I-hood͛ of the 
organisms that we are. 

Theƌe aƌe tǁo diŵeŶsioŶs ;oƌ leǀels oƌ laǇeƌsͿ to this ͚I-hood͛. The fiƌst is ǁhat ǁe Đould Đall a Ŷatuƌal 
layer. The basic biological emotions (like empathy, anger, sorrow, etc.) play an important role in 

creating (or weaving together) a structure using the past of the organism. Insights into this layer or 

dimension provide us with a deeper understanding of the psychological makeup of human beings.  
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However, that is not all. There is a second layer or dimension which is crucial for the emergence of 

this ͚I-hood͛: the ĐoŶfusioŶ oƌ ŵisideŶtifiĐatioŶ of the ͚I͛ with the first layer of the ͚I-hood͛. As we 

gƌoǁ up, ǁe also paƌtiĐipate iŶ the pƌoĐess of the ĐƌǇstallizatioŶ of the ͚I-hood͛ ďǇ ideŶtifǇiŶg the 
Ŷatuƌal laǇeƌ of the ͚I-hood͛ ǁith the ͚I͛. That is, seŶtieŶĐe thiŶks that ͚self-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess͛ is the 
awareness of itself. Put differently: sentience thinks, in the words of western philosophy, that human 

beings have self-consciousness, which is the reflexive awareness of consciousness. According to 

Indian traditions (in my understanding) human beings manifest the emergent property of self-

consciousness, whereas western thinking says that human beings are self-conscious entities because 

theǇ ͚haǀe͛ ;oƌ possessͿ self-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess as a ͚Ŷatuƌal͛ pƌopeƌtǇ of ĐoŶsĐiousŶess itself. The aďilitǇ 
of the consciousness to think about itself (or have itself as an object of reflection) is self-

consciousness and this ability is the property of self-consciousness, according to western thinking. 

(This is what even those who are not willing to buy the idea of consciousness as a natural property of 

human organisms also think.) As I see it, Indian thought says that sentience can indeed think about 

self-consciousness but that that is because it has a partial access to the emergent property of the 

organism. This property, as said before, is not the property of consciousness. Instead, it is the 

emergent property of the entire organism. Consequently, as the Indian traditions put it, because 

sentience focusses on self-consciousness using consciousness, it thinks that it is self-conscious. In 

other words, it is false that we are self-conscious, even though we all have partial access to self-

consciousness. Or that it is a delusion to ideŶtifǇ the ͚I-hood͛ ǁith the ͚I͛. 

Why does this delusion come into existence? In one sense, the answer is obvious: that is because we 

are not awaƌe that the ͚I͛ is aŶ eŵeƌgeŶt pƌopeƌtǇ. That is to saǇ, ǁe haǀe a false ďelief. We Ŷeed to 
Ŷote though that theƌe is soŵethiŶg ͚Ŷatuƌal͛ aďout the eŵeƌgeŶĐe of this delusion. In all cultures, 

across all times, this delusion Đoŵes iŶto ďeiŶg. ;It is ͚Ŷatuƌal͛ iŶ this seŶse.Ϳ  WhǇ? 

It is ŵǇ hǇpothesis that ďoth ĐoŶsĐiousŶess aŶd ͚self-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess͛ shaƌe the pƌopeƌtǇ of ďeiŶg 
͚ĐoŶsĐious͛. That is to saǇ, ĐoŶsĐiousŶess should Ŷot ďe seeŶ as a ŵeƌe aďilitǇ to foĐus; it is 
͚soŵethiŶg͛ ŵoƌe thaŶ that aloŶe. It is unclear at this moment what both consciousness and self-

consciousness share, but they do share some or another property in common, namely that of being 

͚ĐoŶsĐious͛.  It is because of this that the sentience thinks that self-consciousness is nothing but the 

fact that consciousness can have itself as an object of reflection. Be it as that may, we need to realize 

that these tǁo laǇeƌs of the ͚I-hood͛, togetheƌ, ĐoŶstitute the ͚I-hood͛ of the oƌgaŶisŵ. 

IŶ ŵoƌe ĐoŵŵoŶ psǇĐhologiĐal paƌlaŶĐe: I thiŶk that the fiƌst laǇeƌ, ǁhiĐh I haǀe Đalled the ͚Ŷatuƌal 
laǇeƌ͛ of the ͚I-hood͛, ĐaŶ ďe Đalled the personality of the organism. To develop this personality of the 

oƌgaŶisŵ, it Ŷeeds the ͚otheƌ͛. That is, other personalities have also to be present in the world for 

ďuildiŶg this up suĐĐessfullǇ. Thus, the fiƌst laǇeƌ of the ͚I-hood͛ ĐoŶsists of ďoth the ͚Ǉou͛ and the 

personality of the organism. Thus, the core-ŵeaŶiŶg of the IŶdiaŶ ͚Ahamkara͛ ƌefeƌs to this laǇeƌ of 

the ͚I-hood͛ ǁheƌe ďoth ͚self͛ aŶd the ͚otheƌ͛ aƌe pƌeseŶt. 

The seĐoŶd laǇeƌ Đould ďe Đalled the ͚ego͛ of the oƌgaŶisŵ. This ego is a delusion and is false. The 

ŵiǆtuƌe of peƌsoŶalitǇ ǁith the ego, ǁhiĐh togetheƌ ĐoŶstitute the ͚I-hood͛ of the oƌgaŶisŵ is the 

͚selfhood͛ oƌ the ͚peƌsoŶhood͛ of the oƌgaŶisŵ. The philosophiĐal ƋuestioŶs aďout the ͚ideŶtitǇ of the 
self͛, oƌ the Ŷatuƌe of selfhood͛ oƌ ͚peƌsoŶhood͛ ƌefeƌ ŵostlǇ to the ͚I-hood͛. 

Thus, ǁe haǀe thƌee distiŶĐtioŶs to ǁoƌk ǁith: the ͚I͛ ;the eŵeƌgeŶt pƌopeƌtǇ of the oƌgaŶisŵͿ, ǁhiĐh 
I Đall ͚self-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess͛ oƌ ͚self-aǁaƌeŶess͛. The seĐoŶd is the ͚I-Ŷess͛ ǁhiĐh ƌefeƌs to the paƌtial 
access that sentience has to self-consciousness. (I think we can also put it as the partial access that 

consciousness has to self-consciousness, if we define consciousness as something that includes 
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seŶtieŶĐe aŶd possesses the aďilitǇ to foĐus.Ϳ The thiƌd is the ͚I-hood͛ ǁhiĐh ĐoŶsists of a Ŷatuƌal laǇeƌ 
;oƌ diŵeŶsioŶͿ aŶd aŶ illusoƌǇ laǇeƌ of ideŶtifǇiŶg the fiƌst laǇeƌ ǁith the ͚I͛. 

Befoƌe ǁe go fuƌtheƌ iŶ the pƌoĐess of uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg the ͚I-hood͛ ďetteƌ, ǁe Ŷeed to kŶoǁ a feǁ 
ŵoƌe thiŶgs aďout the Ŷatuƌe of ͚I͛ oƌ the eŵeƌgeŶt pƌopeƌtǇ of the oƌgaŶisŵ. 

͚Facts͛ about the Nature of ͚Self-CoŶsĐiousŶess͛ 

I have already alluded to the first: the link or access is continuous, even if it is partial. That is so, in 

the seŶse that theƌe is soŵe kiŶd of aĐĐess to the ͚I͛. “eŶtieŶĐe aĐĐesses the ͚I͛ thƌough ĐoŶsĐiousness 

i.e., by using its ability to focus. However, whether sentience knows that it is accessiŶg the ͚I͛ aŶd 
that ǁhat is ďeiŶg aĐĐessed is its ͚I-Ŷess͛ is aŶ issue that is different from the fact that there is a 

continuity of access. The system continuously accesses its emergent property. 

The second fact is best formulated as a question: if every system has access to its emergent property, 

then is the number of this emergent property equal to the number of systems present at any given 

moment of time? That is to say, how many emergent properties are there? Roughly speaking, (it will 

ǀeƌǇ sooŶ ďeĐoŵe Đleaƌ ǁhǇ it is ͚ƌough͛Ϳ there can only be one emergent property. Why? The answer 

is simple. Because, the emergent property is neither matter nor energy, there is no way to physically 

individuate that property.. Thus, it is physically impossible to individuate self-consciousness. It is also 

logically impossible to distiŶguish ͚oŶe͛ self-aǁaƌeŶess fƌoŵ ͚aŶotheƌ͛ foƌ the siŵple ƌeasoŶ the 
property of self-awareness is only that property and nothing more. As a consequence, it is 

linguistically and logically impossible to provide identity conditions for this emergent property 

without becoming tautological Thus, we have to answer: there is only one self-awareness. 

Even this answer will not do. Consider now the following: as complex systems, human beings have an 

emergent property. Such sub-systems are part of a bigger system, say, Cosmos. (We can split that up 

into even smaller systems: our planet, the solar system, our galaxy and so on.) No system can be less 

complex than its sub-system. From this it follows that these bigger systems should at least also 

eǆhiďit the eŵeƌgeŶt pƌopeƌtǇ of ͚self-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess͛ oƌ soŵethiŶg eǀeŶ ͚ďiggeƌ͛ oƌ ͚otheƌ͛ thaŶ that. 
However, these emergent properties cannot be individuated, either physically or logically. Yet, it 

ŵakes liŶguistiĐ seŶse to speak of ͚galaĐtiĐ͛ self-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess oƌ ͚ĐosŵiĐ͛ self-awareness. Question: 

does this linguistic distinction make logical sense? No, it does not. So, logically, we are compelled to 

say that it is impossible to make a sensible distinction in our case between the emergent property of 

a sub-system and an emergent property of the system. But it does make linguistic (and thus 

ontological) sense. What ĐaŶ ǁe do theŶ? We ĐaŶ saǇ: theƌe is ͚self-aǁaƌeŶess͛ oƌ ͚self-
ĐoŶsĐiousŶess͛ ǁithout ďeiŶg aďle to saǇ ŵuĐh ŵoƌe thaŶ that; ǁe ĐaŶŶot eǀeŶ saǇ theƌe is oŶlǇ 
͚oŶe͛ self-consciousness. If ǁe saǇ theƌe is ͚oŶe͛, ŵaǇ ďe, theƌe aƌe tǁo, oƌ thƌee, oƌ fouƌ, oƌ as many 

as we like (depending upon the sub-systems we consider). They are sensible and nonsensical at the 

saŵe tiŵe. Thus, all ǁe ĐaŶ saǇ is that theƌe is ͚self-aǁaƌeŶess͛, peƌiod. This is the third fact. 

Now comes the fourth fact. So far, in this case, I have laid the emphasis on logic, but not on 

linguistics or ontology or even epistemology. Let me begin with linguistics. Since it makes linguistic 

and physical sense to speak of different higher level sub-systems, an ontological question opens up. 

Should we consider the emergent property of higher level sub-systems as different from or the same 

ontological property? This opens up an epistemological question: how can we know that? That is, 

what establishes the access of a sub-system to the emergent property of a higher level system? We 

need to show that this access is possible: there is no systemic demand that it be so. After all, my toe 

does not have access to the emergent property of the organism, namely, self-awareness. Once this 

question emerges, there is the Ŷeǆt oďǀious ƋuestioŶ: is theƌe ͚oŶe eŵeƌgeŶt pƌopeƌtǇ͛ oƌ ŵaŶǇ 
more? Are they ontologically different because they belong to different physical realms or is it the 
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same property common across the different sub-systems and the system itself? Should a galaxy be 

considered a different ontological realm or merely a different level within the Universe, which is one 

ontological domain? Again, answers to these questions depend on the options one takes and the 

presuppositions one makes. 

We can see here that ŵaŶǇ ǁaǇs ĐaŶ ďe tƌead: fƌoŵ siŵplǇ saǇiŶg that theƌe is ͚self-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess͛ 
(and stopping there) to going in many other directions. In and of themselves, they are all defensible 

options. (This will become clearer to us as soon as we use Indian words to deŶote ͚self-aǁaƌeŶess͛ oƌ 
͚self-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess͛ and so on. See further.) 

Returning to the third distinction 

BeĐause the seŶtieŶĐe has ĐoŶtiŶuous aĐĐess to the ͚I͛, it ĐoŶfuses the ͚I-Ŷess͛ ǁith the ͚I-hood͛. It 
ďelieǀes its ͚I-hood͛ to be its ͚I-Ŷess͛, ǁhiĐh it is Ŷot. The ͚I-hood͛ is the stƌuĐtuƌe of the past, which 

includes the delusion, as woven by emotions of the organism. This ͚selfhood͛, this ĐƌǇstallized ͚I-
hood͛, staƌts geŶeƌatiŶg fuƌtheƌ sets of eŵotioŶs. Betteƌ put: it ďegiŶs to dƌaǁ upoŶ the biological 

emotions present in all of us (anger, humor, sorrow, etc.) and starts reforming (or reshaping) them 

iŶto ŵoƌe ͚fiŶe-gƌaiŶed͛ eŵotioŶs: gƌeed, ǁƌath, jealousǇ, hate, etĐ. These eŵotioŶs, iŶ theiƌ tuƌŶ, 
stƌeŶgtheŶ the ͚I-hood͛ ďǇ stƌeŶgtheŶiŶg the ǁoǀeŶ stƌuĐtuƌe fuƌtheƌ. This ͚I-hood͛ eǆists; iŶ that 
sense, one can make true or false claims about it. However, we delude ourselves in thinking that this 

͚I-hood͛ is the ͚I-Ŷess͛, or ĐoŶfuse the ͚I-hood͛ ǁith the aĐĐess to the ͚I͛ ǁhiĐh is an emergent property 

of Đoŵpleǆ sǇsteŵs like huŵaŶ ďeiŶgs. We all haǀe aĐĐess to the ͚I͛; otheƌǁise, ǁe ǁould Ŷot haǀe 
the ŶotioŶ oƌ eǆpeƌieŶĐe of ďeiŶg aŶ ͚I͛. But all of us also succumb to the delusioŶ that the ͚I-hood͛ is 
the ͚I͛. CoŶfusiŶg the ͚I-Ŷess͛ ǁith the ͚I-hood͛ is the delusion we all suffer from. 

Enlightenment consists of this realization, if and oŶlǇ if, this leads to the death of the ͚I-hood͛. The ͚I-
hood͛ has to die, if happiŶess is to ďe aĐhieǀed. This, as we know, is what the Indian traditions have 

beeŶ pƌoĐlaiŵiŶg foƌ ŵilleŶŶia. WheŶ the ͚I-hood͛ dies, ǁhat also disappeaƌ aƌe the eŵotioŶs 
geŶeƌated ďǇ this ͚I-hood͛. Ouƌ ďiologiĐal eŵotioŶs do Ŷot disappeaƌ, ďeĐause theǇ ĐaŶŶot. But ǁith 
the death of the ͚I-hood͛, the eŵotioŶs it geŶeƌated aŶd those that strengthened it die almost 

automatically. That is why it is said that the enlightened person has no hate, jealousy, greed etc. 

Does that ŵeaŶ that the fiƌst laǇeƌ of the ͚I-hood͛, the ͚Ŷatuƌal͛ stƌuĐtuƌe that eǆists prior to the 

emergence of the delusion, also dies? My answer is in the affirmative. Emotions exist, memories also 

eǆist, ďut the stƌuĐtuƌe disappeaƌs. Otheƌǁise, ĐhildƌeŶ, ǁho haǀe Ŷot Ǉet ďuilt theiƌ ͚ego͛ ǁould all 
be enlightened beings, which they are not. The enlightened being returns to ͚Đhildhood͛ iŶ the seŶse 
that his ego has died. But that does Ŷot ŵeaŶ that he ͚ƌegƌesses͛ iŶto the state of Đhildhood. He goes 
ďeǇoŶd that ďeĐause he ǁould haǀe also lost his ͚peƌsoŶalitǇ͛. He enters a state of being that 

͚tƌaŶsĐeŶds͛ Đhildhood ǁhile, iŶ soŵe seŶses, ďeĐoŵiŶg ͚Đhildlike͛.  It is Ŷot a Ŷatuƌal state of ďeiŶg 
but a learned state of being. 

Perhaps, a metaphor can be used to make the foregoing perspicuous. Imagine a spider web: this 

would be the structure that our emotions weave. This would be the ͚I-hood͛, iŶ the full seŶse of the 
word. However, for it to be a spider web, the presence of two elements is crucial: the elements of 

the ǁeď ;͚the stƌaŶds͛Ϳ aŶd, of Đouƌse, the spideƌ. The eleŵeŶts of the ǁeď ĐoŶstitute ouƌ 
remembered past and the learnt patterns of behavior, emotions and so on. The spider is the 

sentience under a delusion about consciousness. (Or it is the deceived consciousness, if 

consciousness includes sentience as well, that thinks that it is self-aware.) This spider weaves the 

ǁeď usiŶg ǁhat it possesses: eŵotioŶs aŶd ŵeŵoƌies. The oƌgaŶisŵ is the ͚flǇ͛ Đaught iŶ the ǁeď of 
the spideƌ. This eŶtiƌe pheŶoŵeŶoŶ, looked as oŶe eŶtitǇ, is ͚samsara͛. Foƌ the ǁeď to lose its 
strength, the spider has to leave the web. That is, the spider has to die. 
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With the death of the spider, the web does not disappear. It continues to exist, accumulating both 

dead flies and dust. This stands to reason: enlightenment does not mean a miraculous rebirth; one 

has to burn away the web as well. That is to saǇ, oŶe has to ͚uŶleaƌŶ͛ too, eǀeŶ after enlightenment, 

though that is relatively easy. One has to unlearn many behavioural and emotional patterns that 

remain as residues. 

Translation into Indian languages and traditions 

It must be clear that what I have done, in many senses of the word, is provide an outline of a story 

about human beings and their psychology. Let me now propose a translation of some of the words 

into well-known Sanskrit words present in our daily language use. I would like to emphasize that this 

translation is not based on any kind of reading of the old Sanskrit texts. This is simply my proposal. 

͚“eŶtieŶĐe͛ is ͚Buddhi͛. ͚CoŶsĐiousŶess͛ is ͚Chitta͛. ͚“elf-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess͛ oƌ ͚“elf-aǁaƌeŶess͛ is ͚Atman͛. 
The emergent property of the ͚higheƌ͛ Đoŵpleǆ sǇsteŵ ;aďoǀe huŵaŶ ďeiŶgs, that isͿ is ͚Brahman͛. 
The fiƌst laǇeƌ of ͚I-hood͛ is the Đoƌe ŵeaŶiŶg of ͚Ahamakara͛. The ĐƌǇstallized ͚I-hood͛ is ͚Ahamkara͛ 
too ďut iŶ its pƌopeƌtǇ as delusioŶ, ǁhiĐh is ͚Maya͛. That is, ͚Maya͛ is the ͚I-hood͛ in its status or 

manifestation as a delusion. 

Now, a crucial question arises: Can this description capture the variety in Indian traditions? My 

answer is a qualified ͚Ǉes͛. The ƋualifiĐatioŶ is siŵplǇ this: I haǀe Ŷot Ǉet studied the IŶdiaŶ 
͚darshanas͛ ǁith the Đaƌe theǇ deseƌǀe. I shall do so iŶ the futuƌe. However, the current task is to find 

out whether such an effort is worth it. Here are some prima facie considerations in support of the 

claim that this description is an adequate identification of the questions that are common across the 

Indian traditions. 

1. Much work is not needed to suggest that this description can lead us to the Advaitic 

questions without much ado. In fact, one could even justifiably suggest that this description 

draws upon the advaitic concerns. That issue is of no concern at this stage. 

2. The fourth fact about self-consciousness shows us how one could arrive at the dvaitic 

concerns. One has to ask linguistic, ontological and epistemological questions about the 

nature of the emergent pƌopeƌtǇ, ͚Atman͛, iŶ oƌdeƌ to ƌeaĐh dvaita. These questions are 

reasonable, justified and defensible. 

3. Moƌe to the poiŶt is this: ĐaŶ it geŶeƌate Buddhist aŶd JaiŶ ĐoŶĐeƌŶs, ǁhiĐh deŶǇ ͚BƌahŵaŶ͛ 
aŶd/oƌ ͚Atman͛? The suƌpƌisiŶg aŶsǁeƌ is ͚Ǉes͛, it ĐaŶ. There are three arguments to show 

how this portrayal can also generate Buddhist and Jain concerns. 

The first requires adding the assumption that the world cannot contain objects (entities) that 

fail to answer conditions of identity and individuation. 

The secoŶd is a ǀaƌiaŶt of OĐkhaŵ͛s ͚ƌazoƌ͛: do Ŷot ŵultiplǇ eŶtities uselesslǇ. OŶe ĐaŶ 
eǆplaiŶ ͚eŶlighteŶŵeŶt͛ ďǇ suggestiŶg that ͚sunyata͛ is at the core of the universe. One does 

Ŷot haǀe to postulate ͚AtŵaŶ͛, ǁhiĐh, as a ĐoŶĐept, plaǇs Ŷo ƌole iŶ aŶ explanation that 

simply accepts that universe is in flux and that there is no permanence to be found here. One 

remains faithful to our knowledge without postulating weird entities that contravene our 

knowledge, if we can satisfactorily explain that enlightenment is the result of having the 

deepest understanding of flux. 

The thiƌd is aŶ eŵpiƌiĐal stateŵeŶt: the ͚atŵaŶ͛ is Ŷot aŶǇǁheƌe iŶ the ďodǇ, oƌ aŶǇǁheƌe iŶ 
the uŶiǀeƌse. Theƌefoƌe, ͚atŵaŶ͛ does Ŷot eǆist. What ͚is͛ theƌe is also ǁhat eǆists. ;“ee the 
last section in this regard.) 

These three statements are sufficient to help us generate both Buddhist and Jain concerns 

from this description. 
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4. This desĐƌiptioŶ is also ͚Ŷeutƌal͛ ǁith ƌespeĐt to all the tƌaditioŶs. These traditions ask 

questions and provide arguments in their defence that are perfectly reasonable. We have no 

way of decisively refuting or confirming any of the options. These are human speculations 

that do not allow (at this moment) a definitive answer.  

In other words, this description carries a prima facie plausibility such that it becomes a candidate 

worthy of further investigation. No claim is being made that this description is true, but merely that it 

is a possible meta-framework with which to begin approaching a study of Indian traditions, i.e., as 

exemplifications of a culture that raises certain issues with respect to human beings and their 

happiness. 

A Caveat 

This note is an attempt to capture and understand an experience partially. As such it also appeals to 

memory of things read, remembered anecdotes and such other pasts. Thus, it works within a 

framework of ideas that are related to each other in some way or another. This framework faces the 

challenge of exhibiting its compatibility with the Indian traditions and culture. That challenge is met 

in the process of answering the following problem: is it capable of making sense of the fundamental 

questions that lie at the source of the variety of Indian traditions? To answer this problem, one has to 

appeal to soŵe oƌ aŶotheƌ ͚stoƌǇ͛, soŵe oƌ aŶotheƌ ͚ŵiŶi-theoƌǇ͛, as it ǁeƌe. “uĐh a stoƌǇ is Ŷot the 

story; it is merely one story from among many other potential ones. It is, if you like, a meta-

framework (inspired by one of the many object-level theories) that exhibits its compatibility with all 

the object-level theories that I know or vaguely remember. Neither accuracy nor exhaustiveness is 

sought. If this story passes the preliminary test, it can perhaps grow to become a meta-framework 

that includes all the Indian darshanas. However, none of these darshanas, textually speaking, is at 

the basis of this note: as said earlier, it is an attempt to capture and understand (both are partial) an 

experience using the resources present in one individual human being. It is no more than that. 

Appendix: On the ͚true͛ and the ͚false͛ 

This description requires filling out with many answers to many other questions. One such is about 

͚tƌuth͛ aŶd ͚falsitǇ͛. These ĐoŶĐepts aƌe ŶeĐessaƌǇ to uŶdeƌstaŶd ǁhat is ŵeaŶt ďǇ the Ŷotion that the 

͚I-hood͛ is a false eŶtitǇ aŶd, if it is false, hoǁ it Đould ͚die͛. ;Death ƌeƋuiƌes that the eŶtitǇ liǀes aŶd, if 
it liǀes, hoǁ ĐaŶ it ďe false?Ϳ Noǁ is the tiŵe to take a ŶeĐessaƌǇ detouƌ to uŶdeƌstaŶd the ͚I-hood͛ 
even better. What is being said is this: ͚I-hood͛ is a false eŶtitǇ aŶd it is a delusion to think, believe, 

sense or feel otherwise. However, I will keep the exposition simple and talk only about things which 

are strictly necessary for us now. 

As we all know, Indian traditions work ǁith tǁo ŶotioŶs of tƌuth: the ͚laukika͛ tƌuth aŶd the 
͚paramarthika͛ ;oƌ adhyatmic) truth. The laukika truths are true claims about the entities that exist in 

the ǁoƌld. IŶ soŵe seŶses, this ŶotioŶ of tƌuth doǀetails ǁith ǁhat is Đalled the ͚philosophiĐal 

ĐoŶĐeptioŶ͛ of tƌuth oƌ, eƋuallǇ ofteŶ, the ͚AƌistoteleaŶ ĐoŶĐeptioŶ͛ of tƌuth. It also iŶĐludes the 
͚pƌagŵatiĐ ĐoŶĐeptioŶ͛ of tƌuth. ;It is Ŷot Đleaƌ to ŵe ǁhetheƌ the IŶdiaŶ Đultuƌe also has a ͚sǇŶtaĐtiĐ 
ĐoŶĐeptioŶ͛ of tƌuth.Ϳ IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, the seŵaŶtic and pragmatic conceptions of truth are parts of 

the ͚laukika͛ ĐoŶĐeptioŶ of tƌuth. This truth is always and only about existing entities (which include 

objects, events, situations or whatever else) in the world. 

However, what exists in the world? The answer to this cannot be provided by a philosophical fiat, but 

only by knowledge. Only knowledge tells us what is there in the world, and this knowledge is always 

liŵited, ͚peƌspeĐtiǀal͛ aŶd hǇpothetiĐal ďeĐause huŵaŶ kŶoǁledge has all these thƌee pƌopeƌties. 

Knowledge is, in some senses, about empirical properties of the world, as we sometimes use the 
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term. Also, what constitutes knowledge is also a question of knowledge and even that is human. Our 

knowledge of the world evolves and so does our understanding of what human knowledge is. This 

human knowledge tells us that the world itself is subject to all kinds of changes. Our laukika truths 

thus evolve as well: what we believe to be true at some time might turn out to be false later. These 

truths, like the world about which they are true, are in flux, to use a well-known metaphor. In simple 

terms, the laukika truths are context dependent and conditional in nature. This is how we must 

uŶdeƌstaŶd ouƌ pƌeseŶt daǇ Đlaiŵs aďout suĐh eŶtities as ͚supeƌ stƌiŶgs͛, ͚daƌk ŵatteƌ͛ aŶd suĐh like. 
We hypothesize the existence of such entities currently; they might or might not exist, something we 

will know only as knowledge evolves.  

CoŶsideƌ Ŷoǁ a diffeƌeŶt situatioŶ. Let us saǇ that theƌe is soŵe kiŶd of aŶ aĐĐess to ͚soŵethiŶg͛, 
whose nature we do not know yet.  In and of itself, that need not create any problem because we 

can hypothesize some or another explanation for its existence. However, it does create a problem if 

our hypothesis is logically compelled in a direction that is antithetical to what our knowledge tells is 

about the world. If the hypothesis is perfectly logical and it explains in a consistent fashion that which 

we access, then this hypothesis can be considered true and not false. (In this sense, I think there is a 

syntactic conception of truth in the Indian tradition.) If there are many such hypotheses, then that 

does Ŷot shoǁ that oŶlǇ oŶe of theŵ is ͚tƌue͛ ;eǀeŶ though eaĐh adheƌeŶt to a hǇpothesis thiŶks that 
way) because we have no knowledge about its nature but only some ill-understood access to it. All of 

them could also be true, if they are merely different true descriptions at different levels of the 

accessed entity. Their differences, then, does not indicate that they are rival or competitor theories 

but they are merely different theories providing us with different levels of description. No matter 

how we decide the case later, how do we indicate that this peculiar situation? That is, how do we 

indicate that (a) the hypothesis is consistent; (b) the entity it postulates is accessible to human 

eǆpeƌieŶĐe; ;ĐͿ the hǇpothesis is logiĐallǇ Đoŵpelled to asĐƌiďe ͚oŶtologiĐal͛ pƌopeƌties ;to that eŶtitǇͿ 
ǁhiĐh ĐoŶtƌaǀeŶe eǀeƌǇthiŶg ǁe kŶoǁ aďout the ǁoƌld? Hoǁ do ǁe iŶdiĐate the ͚tƌuth status͛ of 
such a claim about this entity and say that it is different from other hypotheses we have about the 

ǁoƌld? The IŶdiaŶ tƌaditioŶs Đall this the ͚paƌaŵaƌthika͛ tƌuth. This is Ŷot laukika at all, foƌ Ǉet 
another reason. 

The entity that is hypothesized to exist is humanly accessible. In that case, it is not hypothetical. One 

can describe the experience of such an entity and device ways to access this entity. Thus it is not a 

hǇpothetiĐal oƌ a fiĐtitious eŶtitǇ the ǁaǇ ͚etheƌ͛ oƌ ͚phlogistoŶ͛ is. Yet, its ĐhaƌaĐteƌistiĐs (that one is 

logically compelled to postulate) contravene what we know about the world. Let me concretize this 

pƌoďleŵ ďǇ speakiŶg aďout soŵe ͚faĐts͛ aďout self-consciousness.  

Consider now the fifth fact about self-consciusness. If there is self-consciousness, which we all 

access, when did it emerge or come into existence? It is impossible to localize its origin: one cannot 

saǇ, ͞Ever siŶĐe the oƌigiŶ of huŵaŶkiŶd͟ ďeĐause ;aͿ ǁe do Ŷot kŶoǁ that ǁe aƌe the oŶlǇ oƌgaŶisŵs 
who are complex enough to manifest this emergent property and (b) nor can we claim that this 

property manifests only in a sub-system within the Cosmos. Perhaps, as said before, other bigger 

sub-systems, of the system that we are a part of, also manifest this property.  There is one possible 

answer: we do not know. Or that it is always there. 

Where? In some senses, it is in the Universe. Equally, if we consider the possibility of the emergent 

pƌopeƌtǇ of the Cosŵos, it is Ŷot ͚iŶ the uŶiǀeƌse͛ i.e., it is Ŷot a pƌopeƌtǇ of oŶe of its ĐoŵpoŶents. Or 

agaiŶ, it is ďoth iŶ aŶd Ŷot iŶ the UŶiǀeƌse: it is ͚iŶ͛ the uŶiǀeƌse ďeĐause it is a pƌopeƌtǇ of oŶe of its 
sub-sǇsteŵs ;ŶaŵelǇ huŵaŶ ďeiŶgsͿ aŶd it is Ŷot ͚iŶ͛ the UŶiǀeƌse ďeĐause the CosŵiĐ eŵeƌgeŶt 
pƌopeƌtǇ ĐaŶŶot ďe ͚iŶ͛ the UŶiǀeƌse. Peƌhaps, it is ďetteƌ to saǇ that it is ͚Ŷoǁheƌe͛ ďeĐause ͚self-
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aǁaƌeŶess͛ does Ŷot haǀe phǇsiĐal oƌ eŶeƌgetiĐ pƌopeƌties ďǇ ǀiƌtue of ǁhiĐh it Đould haǀe a spatial 
loĐatioŶ. EƋuallǇ, oŶe Đould also saǇ that it is ͚eǀeƌǇǁheƌe͛.  

Does this property increase or decrease depending upon the emergence or disappearance of one of 

its sub-sǇsteŵs ;oƌ eǀeŶ ŵaŶǇͿ? AgaiŶ, ǁe do Ŷot kŶoǁ. TheŶ agaiŶ, oŶe Đould also saǇ ͚Ŷo͛: it has Ŷo 
physical properties by virtue of which it either increases or decreases. Consequently, it does not 

ĐhaŶge ;i.e. uŶdeƌgo deĐaǇ oƌ deǀelopŵeŶtͿ ďeĐause ͚ĐhaŶge͛ is a pƌopeƌtǇ of all thiŶgs that eǆist iŶ 
the uŶiǀeƌse. Theƌefoƌe, ͚self-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess͛ does not exist. Since we have access to it and yet it does 

Ŷot eǆist, what is its ͚oŶtiĐ͛ status? The IŶdiaŶ tƌaditioŶs iŶtƌoduĐe the ŶotioŶ of ͚the ƌeal͛ heƌe: the 

͚real͛ does not exist; what ͚exists͛ is not real. Self-ĐoŶsĐiousŶess is ͚ƌeal͛ aŶd, theƌefoƌe, it does Ŷot 
exist. Whatever exists undergoes change. Self-consciousness does not and cannot change, i.e. it is 

always manifest. Indian traditions, thus, also use the word Paramarthika ͚tƌuth͛ to designate the real. 

This truth is thus, at another level, distinct from Laukika truth that speaks about existing objects. 

If ǁe use the ǁoƌd ͚tƌuth͛ to ƌefeƌ to objects that are real, then we are forced to use the notion of 

͚false͛ to ƌefeƌ to oďjeĐts that aƌe ͚uŶƌeal͛, if thought to ďe ƌeal. Existing objects are unreal and, 

therefore, false, if thought to be real. Or, what is laukika truth can be false as paramarthika truth. 

That is to saǇ, ĐoŶfusiŶg ͚oŶtiĐ͛ leǀels leads oŶe to falsehood as ǁell. 

Thus there are two kinds of truth: the paramrathika and the Laukika. When used with respect to 

sentences, it suggests that the nature of the sentences are different with respect to their property of 

being truth-or-falsity-bearers (or as bearers of truth values). When used with respect to objects, the 

words pick out the real and the existent respectively. In short: IŶdiaŶ traditioŶs use ͚truth͛ aŶd 
͚falsitǇ͛ ďoth with respect to sentences and objects. In both, there are two kinds of truth: 

Paramarthika and Laukika. The context invariably makes clear whether one talks about sentences or 

about objects. 

The issues are more complex than what I have indicated above. But this will do for our purposes. 

 

 

 


